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STATE OF NEVADA
POST STAFF COMMISSION MEETING
MEETING TRANSCRIPT

THURSDAY, MAY 6, 2021

SOTO: Hey, good morning. It is Thursday, May 6,
2021. 1°m going to call this meeting to order. For the
record, this i1s Chief Jason Soto, Reno Police Department. [I°m

going to turn this over to Kathy Floyd for information on the
legal postings and open meeting compliance.

FLOYD: Thank you. This meeting agenda has been
posted in compliance with NRS 241.020. The agenda has
physically been posted at the Post Administration Building,
Carson City Sheriff"s Office, ElIko Police Department, Las
Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, and electronically on
post.nv.gov and notice.nv.gov.

SOTO: Great. |1°m going to move to roll call
starting with myself, Jason Soto, Reno Police Department, and

we can just go around the table here.

FLOYD: Kathy Floyd, POST.

SHERLOCK: Mike Sherlock from POST.

JENSEN: Mike Jensen, Attorney General’s Office.
ALLEN: Mike Allen, Humboldt County.

MCKINNEY : Kevin McKinney, Carlin.
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TROUTEN: Ty Trouten, Elko PD.
NIEL: Russ Niel, State Gaming.
TOGLIATTI: George Togliatti, Nevada Department of

Public Safety.

SOTO: All right, and we don"t have anybody on --
SHEA: Yep. I"m here. Tim Shea, I’m here.
SHERLOCK: Thanks, Chief.

SOTO: All right. Moving into our -- our items.

Item Number One, discussion, public comment, and for possible
action, approval of minutes from February 22nd, 2021 regular --
regularly scheduled post-commission meetings. Any comments
from any of our Commissioner or any public comments?

UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No comments from any Commissioners.

SOTO: Any public comment? All right. Seeing as
though there®s none, I*"m looking for a motion to approve
minutes.

ALLEN: Humboldt County Sheriff, Mike Allen. 1711

make a motion to approve the minutes for February 22nd, 2021.

SOTO: Do we have a second?
TROUTEN: Ty Trouten, Elko PD, second.
SOTO: All right. 1 got a motion to second. All

those In favor, say aye.

MEMBERS: Aye, aye, aye.
SOTO: Opposed? Motion carries unanimously.
Item Number Two, Executive Director Report. 1°m going to turn
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it over to Mr. Sherlock.

SHERLOCK: Thank you, Chief. Mike Sherlock for the
record. 1711 try and make this short. Real quick from the
training division, we"re about to graduate our Academy class
on May 20th. 1t"Il be at 5:00 p.m. at the Douglas Community
Center. We are finally getting back on track with BID
Firstline and Management Training after, 1 guess, things
loosen up resulting from COVID and all that. The Training
Division is trying to anticipate some of the training reforms
that appear to be coming out of the legislature. It"s a
moving target right now, but we"re watching it. Our Academy
was only of four selected nationally for Basic Curriculum
Retention Study. Kind of keeps us on the map in Washington,
DC, and that kind of thing, and could provide some pretty
valuable iInsight in terms of our teaching methods and what we
retain and that kind of thing. So that study will begin iIn
our January -- next January Academy. [In standards, 1 think we
are pretty close on compliance for officers across the state.
I think there"s only two out of compliance in the entire state
right now. We"ll deal with that in July if they don®"t come up
to standard. Kathy in standards is gearing up and looking at
legislation right now, that"s going to -- that forces us to
adopt regulations. So, we"ll start preparing for that.

Again, that"s a moving target also. We don®"t know how that"s
going to flush out In the end. We here at POST are hosting

3




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

the Western States Meeting of IADLEST. [1ADLEST is the
national organization for law enforcement directors, POST
directors, that kind of thing. So, there"ll be here in a
couple of weeks. 1 think right now we have confirmation that
12 States are going to be here from the west so it should be
pretty good. You know, from -- on our side, on the
administrative side, we"ve had several bills that we"ve been
asked for input, beyond fiscal notes, of course, that we do.

I think most of you were aware of AB 111. This will —- and 1
just had to testify on it yesterday. Will add two specific
civilian positions to the Commission. There®"s -- all sides
are supporting it. 1 can"t see it -- you know, there®s no way
it"s not going to pass. We have everything from Defense Bar
to the DA"s Association, supporting the bill. They love that
when that happens, as you know, both sides are in agreement.
And so I -- I would imagine that one passes, and we"ll see
what happens after July 1. That would begin on July 1, would
require the legislature, the Assembly and the -- the President
of Senate, and the Speaker of Assembly would each appoint a
civilian to the Commission. Those positions have -- are
pretty well-defined. They have to be -- have expertise iIn
diversity or implicit bias, community organization, that kind
of thing. And there were lots of comments on the diversity of
the makeup of the Commission, and they have to consider that
when they"re making those appointments. So it is what it is.
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I —- you know, personally, 1 don®"t think it"s a bad thing at
all. 1 think in my experience that"s worked out in the favor
of those involved. So we"ll see what happens. The other ones
that we"re looking at, and I"ve talked to Mike a little bit
about i1t, but AB 336 mandates an annual behavior health
assessment for every certified officer in the state, and it
mandates POST to establish that requirement annually. You
know, from our perspective, 1 -- 1"ve met with the sponsor
more than once. | think the bill is troublesome for -- for a
variety of reasons. You know, First from our perspective,
mandating assessments without cause, or just arbitrarily,
could be an issue. 1711 leave that to legal to decide if that
happens. But -- but also for us establishing the re -- the
criteria of passing a mental health assessment every year, |1

think 1s a big problem for us because that®"s very subjective.

And I don"t know that we could establish a baseline. 1 just,
you know, that -- but the problem for us is that it would cost
us money to -- to be able to do that, we do have a fiscal note

and then we"ll see what happens. But for us to establish that
baseline would be, I think, pretty expensive. So, we"ll see
what happens with that. She iIs adamant that she wants an

annual assessments.

SOTO: Who”s the sponsor?
SHERLOCK: It’s Monroe-Moreno. And she made some
small changes based on my -- my suggestions, but not anything

5
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close to what we"ve suggested, which for -- from our
perspective, 1 suggested trigger points. |If you want to do it
-— 1f you want to have a bill that looks at mental health
assessments for officers to use what are commonly In practice
now, trigger points, officer involved shootings, again wit --
you know, witnessing mass casualty incidents, that kind of
thing or -- or other triggers, whatever they may be. But she
doesn"t -- didn"t want to do that. She wants to make i1t
mandate or mandate it for everyone. So we"ll see where that
one goes at this point. And 236 mandated that POST
established re -- regulations requiring agencies to create an
early warning system for that, looks at officer bias and that
kind of thing. | met with Senator Harris. 1 was able to
remove POST from that requirement. 1 -- I -- which I think
was a good move for POST. Unfortunately, her position now is
that the legislature mand -- mandate that on individual
agencies, that every agency by statute will have an early
warning system. But again, from POST’s perspective, she"s
going to take us out of 1t. So we won"t be writing
regulations or enforcing some sort of early warning protocol
on agencies. So at least we got that much movement at this
point, although I have not seen the amendment yet. So we"ll
see how that goes, but that"s what came of that meeting. And
I think obviously from an organizational standpoint for POST
it"s a good thing. It may not be a good thing for agencies
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out there in terms of physical issues, but for us It was
better, but that bill is moving forward with the early warning
system. That bill also, 1 think puts a lot of mandates on DPS
in terms of -- iIn terms of, you know, traffic stop, tracking
traffic stops, that kind of thing. And that"s all going to
DPS. The only weird caveat of that whole thing is DPS then
has to provide advice as 1t"s currently written and then make
that advice public at a POST meeting. So we kind of look at
that, whether there"s any sort of fiscal impact for us. We
have a meeting four times a year, iIf you want to come give
your advice at, you know, quarterly, we"re good with that. It
won"t cost us anything for that. And it"s kind of worded
weird. 1 -- 1 don"t know, but that was the only thing now.

IT she does what she told me and cuts us out, that"s the only
little piece for POST in that one, is allowing DPS to make --
give their advice report in a public meeting at POST, but
whatever. 1 would say 286 has some pretty serious training
issues for us iIn terms of performance objectives and what we
mandate for academies across the state. 1 think i1t"s still --
and 1 haven™t read it i1f there"s any amendments that have come
out recently, but 1t includes a presumption that where an
officer uses force on anyone who is 13 or younger, 65 or
older, or pregnant, there®s a presumption of unlawful use of
force. And I"m not sure how to train that, right.

Considering the constitutional use of force, you know? You
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know, what do we tell our officers? You know, if the 70 year
old 1s shooting at them to -- you know, 1 mean, 1 just don"t
know how we train that. And -- and I think it"s going to be
an issue, and there"s a lot of other things i1n that bill but
given the constitutional elements of lawful use of force and
training, when you do this kind of thing, 1t -- 1t does impact
us In how we develop that curriculum. So we"re looking at
that right now, and then there®s other issues with that bill,
and 1"m sure most of you have seen some of those. But, you
know, we*ll have to wait and see what the outcome is on that
though, but there"s some troubles -- troublesome things with
that. And the only other thing I wanted to mention again,
just because this has been going on in the south. There®s a -
- a doctor and his wife down in Clark County who every year
pay for as many officers that want to go to Front Site
Training In Las Vegas and gives them a life membership at
Front Site, which has a bunch of different training. They"ve
asked us to market 1t up here. He wants to give the
opportunity to the northern agencies. So i1f anybody®s
interested for their own agencies, this doctor pays for
everyone to go to Front Site for a -- a course that they put
on down there. And then he also pays for those officers a
lifetime membership at Front Site. And Front Sight is pretty
big in the south, most of you probably know it, but a lot of

good training down there. They have a huge complex down
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there, something like 50 ranges and all kinds of stuff, but he
wanted to offer that to the trainees iIn the north. So after
the meeting, i1If anybody wants that information, let me know.
And that"s the update.

SOTO: All right. Thank you, Mike. Anybody have
anything or questions from Mike before we move on to our next
item? Okay. Item Number Three, discussion/public comment and
for possible action, discussion on hiring, certification and
annual training requirements for applicants who are in a
command or executive level position. Again, I will turn this
over to Mike Sherlock for an update.

SHERLOCK: Thanks, Chief. Mike Sherlock for the
record. So, as the Commission might recall, we had some
discussion on issues related to reciprocity and bringing iIn
people from out of state who may be expired beyond the 60
month or again, they"re from out of state and -- and agencies
want to bring them in to executive level positions. We had
one example was a deputy chief, | believe, down in Henderson.
So when we do that there are two issues that arise. First, if
they“re outside the 60 months, whether from the state they
came from or even in our own state, they are done. They must
go to a full academy and start all over. Secondly, there"s
been some discussion on the physical assessment requirement
for these command level appointments. The issue in Henderson

is they had a candidate with extensive training, lots of
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education, lots of back -- good background in terms of
policing and executive level issues but had been out or -- or
not employed as a peace officer for some seven years. So
under our current rules, they have to attend a full academy.
And again, that doesn"t matter 1f 1t"s in state or out of
state, but they would have to attend the full academy. So
with that, 1 conducted a survey nationally to all the POSTS
across the country, to see how other states are handling this
issue. Nearly every state that responded requires the can --
the candidate to attend an academy if they are outside that
separation time, right? So we"re 60 months, that"s probably a
majority of states are 60 months. There are some that are 2
years, some that are 3 year, but most are 60 months. All of
them said that if that time has expired, they have to start
over, no matter, you know, how much experience they have.
There®s a couple -- there®s one state that i1if they"ve been
separated from between 5 and 10 years, they have a graduated
training program. So it"s only five years, they do less
training. You know, each year they do more training to get
re-certified. Almost all states make no distinction based on
rank or command level. So, i1t doesn"t matter if they"re
bringing them in as a deputy chief, they still have to comply
with those rules so that we"re not outside that. The only two
states, Alaska and Maryland, make the distinction for the
chief of police only. The chief of police is exempt from
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those training issues. |If that"s what they"re being hired --
hired for. All others must meet the training requirements.
Also noted that states that have a physical readiness
assessment, like we do, not every state does, but those do
require i1t regardless of what you"re hiring them for. So even
if they"re coming In as deputy chief, they have to pass a
physical. Any of those that have 1t. Now, like again, some
states don"t have that requirement. One state, ldaho,
requires the agency to develop a physical readiness test, and
everybody has to take it reg -- regardless of rank. Only one
state, Nebraska, has a specialized certificate just for chief
of police, and they have different requirements. One thing 1
did note with the survey is that it seems to be the trend now
that yearly physical readiness tests are getting -- are
starting to come about, right. We know Texas did it recently.
Vermont just passed i1t. Vermont is actually punitive. So and
they are the latest one. They require all applicants -- or
all certified officers to pass an annual physical readiness
test, similar to ours. Now, you know, iIf -- if an officer
fails the test, they have three years to get back iIn
compliance and pass the test. And i1f they don"t, they“re
decertified, which I thought was pretty interesting, pretty --
pretty good. Guam does the same thing and Texas now is doing
that. Anyway, bottom line is our regs appear to be consistent
with the rest of the country iIn terms of reciprocity. We did,

11
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in fact, work with Henderson with their issue. Again, we“re -
- we"re sensitive to the -- the, the dilemma of requiring a
well-qualified executive level hire and then, you know, trying
to meet our standards and not wanting to send that deputy
chief to your basic academy with all the recruits. Clearly
that"s an issue, but, you know, here at POST, we established
the minimum standards that must be met to certify an academy.
So it"s true that the minimum standards includes the physical
assessment, physical readiness test, but it only requires 480
hours of training at the minimum. So we were able to help end
-- Henderson and create an executive level basic academy that
meets all the minimum requirements but is flexible enough for
them to bring this person in that can still perform some of
those executive issues, not be in a basic training academy
with recruits and still meet our minimum and get the training
that"s required. So I, you know, from our perspective, |
would say that this model that we developed with Henderson
that meets our current standards, there®s no issue there,
probably in -- in most instan -- incidents solves the issue.
And -- and I think we could use them as a model i1f other
agencies wanted to hire, you know, a deputy chief or a command
level position, and they were in the same boat. So 1 would
pass this back to the Chairman. Our staff here would re --
recommend that we don’t( enter any sort of rule change on our
current reciprocity because 1 just -- 1 think nationally we"re

12
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consistent and we were flexible enough that 1 think we can
absorb most of this going forward.

SOTO: All right. Thank you, Mike. No, 1 --1
agree. And thanks for -- thanks to you at POST for working
through that. 1 did have one question just because 1"ve been
in a couple of different interview processes for different
agencies iIn terms of reciprocity. So 1t"s the 60 month
standard that we have here. Now, what about i1f we are -- If
an agency i1s hiring for an executive level and he or she meets
the reciprocity terms in terms of timeline, what -- what else,
if anything, do they need? For instance, if they“re moving
from east coast to west coast?

SHERLOCK: So, Mike Sherlock for the record. So if
they are within the 60 months and they work as a peace officer
in that other state, that®"s equivalent to our CAT 1 and went
to an academy that we recognize, and we recognize almost
everybody. There"s a couple of small ones that we don"t,
small states that don"t meet the minimum 480 hours, but most
of them do. If they"re with that, they -- they do our online
80-hour course and they have to pass the physical assessment
and they"re good to go. They"re certified. So i1t"s a much
simpler process if they are within those rules.

SOTO: Okay .

SHERLOCK: One other thing. We do get this question
a lot. So, for us, it"s that they were certified and worked

13
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as a peace officer In 60 months. So we get a lot of people
coming from California. California certificates are only good
for three years, but that doesn®t affect us. It"s not that
their out of state certificate hasn"t expired, but rather that
they worked with a valid certificate within 60 months. So
even though they®"re beyond the California three years, they"re
within the 60 months for us, we"ll accept them for
reciprocity.

SOTO: All right. Well, thanks for your work on
that. Any discussion on this topic from any of our
Commissioners? Any public comment? All right. Well, then we
will move on. [Item Number Four for discussion, public comment
and for possible action, hearing pursuant to NAC 289.290
subsection 1E on the revocation of Blake Reed, formerly of the
Nevada Department of Corrections, certification based on a
gross misdemeanor conviction for fraudulent conveyance, gross
misdemeanor NRS 205.330. The Commission will decide whether
to revoke Mr. Reed"s basic certificate. 1°m going to turn it
over to Deputy AG Mike Jensen.

JENSEN: All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This
is the first two revocation hearings that we have scheduled
for this morning. Just for the record, the authority that the
Commission is proceeding on this morning iIs NRS 289.510 that
provides for the Commission to adopt regulations establishing
minimum standards for certification and decertification of

14
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officers and NAC 289.290 that establishes the cause or causes
for the Commission to revoke or refuse or suspend the
certificate of a peace officer. Specifically, for this
hearing as -- as the agenda item indicates, we -- you would be
proceeding under Section 1lE that provides for a certificate to
be revoked upon entry -- upon conviction or entry of a plea of
guilty, guilty but mentally 1ll, or nolo contendere to a gross
misdemeanor. In your package, there®s a set of exhibits that
would be presented this morning, and 1 would ask would be
admitted as a part of the record for any action that the
Commission might take this morning on this item. Starting
with Exhibit A, just real quickly go through and summarize
those exhibits. That"s the Notice of Intent to Revoke. It
provided Mr. Reed with notice as required by statutes and due
process. It informs him that the Commission was intending to
initiate action to revoke his basic certificate. The law that
provides for that a revocation upon conviction for a gross
misdemeanor, the date, time, and location of this hearing, and
his right to appear at the hearing, present evidence, and
cross examine witnesses this morning, the legal requirements
that he inform the Commission 1If he intended to contest the
revocation action and the scope of the hearing this morning,
which is whether or not his certificate should be revoked for
the, the gross misdemeanor conviction. It"s my understanding
that Mr. Reed has not reached out to the Commission to
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indicate that he was going to appear this morning. And 1
don®"t believe he"s present this morning to contest. Exhibit B
is the Declaration for Service showing that the notice
requirements were complied with by the Commission as Mr. Reed
was served with the notice on April 7th 2000 -- of 2021.
Exhibit C iIs a Personnel Action Report showing that he was
terminated as Is -- or separated as a peace officer effective
April 7th of 2020. Exhibit D iIs the Category Three Basic
Certificate. Exhibit E 1s the Criminal Information. This the
first of the criminal pleadings that show what Mr. Reed was
charged with and convicted for. First criminal information
was the original information In this case charging him with
assault with a deadly weapon, a Category B Felony. Exhibit F
is amended criminal information, which charged Mr. Reed with
two counts. First count being aiming a firearm at a human
being, a gross misdemeanor in violation of NRS 202.291. And
count two was a performance of act or neglect of duty and
willful or wanton disregard for the safety of person or
property. Again, a gross misdemeanor in violation of NRS
202.595. The factual allegations of count one are that the
Defendant, Blake Reed, on or about December 5th, 2019, did
willfully and unlawfully aim gun, pistol, revolver, or other
firearm at or towards a human being in the following matter to
wit, that he pointed a Glock semi-automatic handgun at his
roommate indicating a specific location where that had
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occurred. The factual allegations of count two were -- are
that Mr. Reed on or about December 5th, 2019 did perform an
act in willful or wanton disregard for the safety of persons
or property, which did not result in substantial bodily harm
or help to -- or death of any person. 1In again the following
matter, he did point a firearm at an individual in willful and
wanton disregard for his safety. Exhibit G shows that Mr.
Reed through a memorandum of plea negotiation dated January
22nd —— 22nd = 2021, agreed to plead guilty to those two counts.
In the amended information and Exhibit H is the document that
shows that he was convicted. [It"s a Judgment of Conviction
from the court showing that he was convicted of those two
counts that | just described. He was sentenced to 364 days in
the Car -- Carson City Jail on count one, same sentence on
count two to run consecutive. Those sentences were suspended,
and he was placed on probation for a period not to exceed 12
months with certain special conditions. Based on the evidence
of these -- the criminal conviction and the conduct involved,
it"s clearly serious criminal conduct. It -- it shows a
violation of the public trust that was placed In Mr. Reed as a
peace officer and is inconsistent with the demeanor and the
judgment that®"s required of a peace officer. His actions,
based on that evidence, disqualify him from the position of
peace -- of a peace officer, and the recommendation is that
his certificate be revoked.

17




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

SOTO: Thank you. So moved in terms of any and
all of these documents.

JENSEN: Thank you.

SOTO: Is there any public comment on this? All
right. Do we have any comments from any of our Commissioners?
Seeing as those there are none, I"m looking for a motion to
revoke Mr. Reed’s POST certificate -- Blake Reed’s POST
certificate.

MCKINNEY : For the record, Kevin McKinney. 1711 make

a motion to revoke Mr. Blake Reed’s Category 3 Certificate.

SOTO: Motion. Can 1 get a second?
NEIL: 1’11 second i1t.
SOTO: I have a motion and a second. All those

in favor say aye.

MEMBERS: Aye, aye, aye.
SOTO: Any opposed? Motion carries unanimously.
All right. Item Number Five, discussion, public comment and

for possible action, hearing pursuant to NAC 289.290 on the
revocation of Allen R. Strand’s (phonetic), formerly of the
Lyon County Sheriff"s Department, certification based on a
conviction for a gross misdemeanor. The Commission will
decide whether to revoke Mr. Strand®"s Category 1 Certificate
and I will turn it over to Deputy AG Mike Jensen.

JENSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Again, the two -
- the statute and the regulation previously cited, NRS 289.510
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and NAC 289.290 are to be the authority that the Commission
would be moving forward on this morning. Again, specifically
section 1E of 289.290, which provides for the revocation upon
conviction for a gross misdemeanor. Again, In your packet,
there"s a set of exhibits that will be discussed and presented
this morning to support any action that the Commission may
take this morning with regard to Mr. Strand"s POST
certifications. Just real quickly go again through those
exhibits. Exhibit A again, as the notice document that was
sent to Mr. Strand informing him the potential revocation of
his basic certificate this morning. The law that provides for
that revocation, the date, time, and location of this hearing,
his right to appear and present evidence, cross examine
witnesses, and the requirement that if he intended to do so
that he inform the Commission within 15 days of that notice.
And finally the scope of the hearing, again, whether or not
his re -- his certificate should be revoked for a gross
misdemeanor conviction or gross misdemeanor convictions. It"s
my understanding that Mr. Strand did not reply to or ask the
Commission to contest this action this morning. And | don"t
believe Mr. Strand i1s present this morning for this hearing.
Exhibit B is -- shows that he was served on April 16th with
the notice. Exhibit C is the Personnel Action Report showing
that his employment was terminated effective March 10th of
2020. Exhibit D is the memorandum from Lyon County Sheriff
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dated March 26, 2020, informing the Commission of Mr. Strand’s
separation from the agency, and also the criminal charges that
had been brought against him as of the -- as of the date of
that letter. Also, Sheriff states that he understood a felony
count was going to be pled to gross misdemeanor or
misdemeanor. Exhibit E and F are the POST certificates.
There®s a Category 1 POST certificate as Exhibit E and Exhibit
F is the Category 111 POST certificate. Exhibit G is the
Original Criminal Complaint in this case charging Mr. Strand
with seven felony counts for illegal killing of mule deer on
or between October 28, 2018 and November 2nd, 2018 in Nye
County. Exhibit H is the information charging Mr. Strand with
gross misdemeanor, a felony count, and a gross misdemeanor
count. The count one is the unlawful killing of a mule deer
in violation of NRS 501.3761(e), which can be treated as a
felony or gross misdemeanor, and count two, conspiracy to
commit unlawful killing of a mule deer in violation of NRS
199.490 and NRS 501.3761(e), which i1s a gross misdemeanor.
Real quickly, the factual allegations for those counts are as
follows. Count one provides that Mr. Strand did willfully and
unlawfully kill a mule deer buck by shooting 1t in the
southern end of the Toiyabe Mountain Range without possessing
a valid hunting tag. Count two, is that Mr. Strand did
willfully and unlawfully conspire with others and between
themselves and each other to kill a mule deer buck by shooting
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it again In that same location without possessing a valid
hunting tag. Exhibit I is the Guilty Plea Agreement dated
December 15th, 2020 through which Mr. Strand agreed to plead
guilty to two count -- to the two counts and the information
with the understanding that count one would be treated as a
gross misdemeanor. And i1f the court treated it as a felony,
that he would be able to withdraw his plea. He also agreed to
forfeilt various property associated with the crimes, including
the rifles, spotting scope, binoculars, et cetera. Exhibit J
is the Judgment of Conviction, which would be the document
that any action that Commission took this morning would be
based on the (inaudible) judge, Mr. Strand guilty of the two
counts, treating count one as gross misdemeanor and count two
of course is a gross misdemeanor. He was sentenced to siX
months in the Nye County Jail on each of those counts to run
consecutive. Again, the jail sentence was suspended and he
was placed on a -- a term of informal probation not to exceed
one year with special conditions. Those convict conditions
included no con -- adverse contacts with law enforcement
except for minor traffic violations, forfeiture of the
property associated with the poaching crimes, and court costs,
fees, and a $5,000 civil penalty. The evidence, again, in
this case shows two gross misdemeanor convictions on those two
counts involving the -- the unlawful killing of a mule deer
without a tag, the conduct for which he has been convicted
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again i1s serious criminal conduct. It —-- it involves a
violation of the public trust and is inconsistent with a
judgment that would be expected of a -- of a peace officer.
And therefore we would recommend revocation of Mr. Strand®"s
POST certificate, both his Category 1 and Category 11
certificates. And finally we would ask that those exhibits be
admitted as -- i1n support of any action the Commission may
take this morning.

SOTO: So moved on the admission of the exhibits.
Do we have any public comments on this? All right. Do we
have any comments from any of our Commissioners? Seeing as
though there is none, I*m looking for a motion to revoke Mr.
Allen R. Strand’s POST certificate.

TROUTEN: Ty Trouten, and 1°d make a motion to

revoke Allen R. Strand’s Nevada POST Category I and 111

certificates.
SOTO: We have a motion. Can 1 get a second?
NIEL: Russ Niel, 1711 second.
SHEA: Tim Shea, 1711 second.
SOTO: I have a motion and a second. All those

in favor, say aye.

MEMBERS: Aye, aye, aye.

SOTO: Any opposed? Motion carries unanimously.
All right, moving on to Item Number Six, discussion, public
comment, and for possible action, request from the Las Vegas
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Metropolitan Police Department for an executive certificate
for their employee, Captain Daniel Bledsoe (phonetic). 1I°m
going to turn this over to Mike Sherlock for details.

SHERLOCK: Thanks Chief. Mike Sherlock for the
record. Staff reviewed the application and found Captain
Bledsoe meets the requirements, and we recommended the
Commission grant the executive certificate to Captain Bledsoe.

SOTO: All right. Any comments from the
Commissioners? Any public comment? Seeing as though there’s
none, looking for a motion to approve the executive

certificate for Captain Daniel Bledsoe.

TOGLIATTI: George Togliatti, 1 motion to approve.

SOTO: I have a motion. Can I get a second?

ALLEN: Mike Allen, 1”11 second.

SOTO: Motion and second, all those in favor say
aye.

MEMBERS: Aye, aye, aye.

SOTO: Opposed? Motion carries unanimously.

Item Number Seven, discussion, public comment and for possible
action, requests from the Sparks Police Department for an
executive certificate for their employee, Chief Chris
Crawforth. Again, I°1l1 turn it over to Mike Sherlock for
details.

SHERLOCK: Thanks Chief. Mike Sherlock for the
record. Staff reviewed the application and found Chief
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Crawforth meets the requirements under the regulation. And we
recommend the Commission grant the executive certificate to
the chief.

SOTO: All right. Any comments from our
Commissioners? Any public comment? Seeing as though there is
none, 1"m looking for a motion to grant the executive

certificate for Sparks Chief Chris Crawforth.

TROUTEN: Ty Trouten, so moved.

SOTO: I have a motion. Can I get a second?

MCKINNEY : Kevin McKinney 1”11 second.

SOTO: Motion and a second, all those in favor,
say aye.

MEMBERS: Aye, aye, aye.

SOTO: Opposed? Motion carries unanimously.

Item Number Eight, discussion, and public comment, and for
possible action, request from the Nevada Department of Public
Safety for an executive certificate for their employee, Major
James T. Simpson. [1"m going to turn it over to Mike Sherlock
for details.

SHERLOCK: Thanks Chief. Mike Sherlock for the
record. Staff reviewed the application and found Major
Simpson meets the requirements under the regulation. And we
would recommend the Commission grant the executive certificate
to Major Simpson.

SOTO: Thank you. Any comments from any
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Commissioner? Any public comments? Seeing as though there is
none, 1*m looking for a motion to grant the executive

certificate for Major James T. Simpson.

TOGLIATTI: George Togliatti, 1 make a motion.

SOTO: I have a motion. Can 1 get a second?

TROUTEN: Ty Trouten second.

SOTO: Motion and a second. All those in favor,
say aye.

MEMBERS: Aye, aye, aye.

SOTO: Opposed? Motion carries unanimously.

Item Number Nine, discussion and public comment and for
possible action, request from the Carson City Sheriff"s
Department for an executive certificate for their employee,
Captain Earl Mays, I11l1. 1°m going to turn it over to Mike

Sherlock for details.

SHERLOCK: Thanks Chief. Mike Sherlock for the
record. 1 just want to make sure Sheriff Furlong iIs not
armed. Is security here or not? You got to -- you got to be

(inaudible). So thank you.

FURLONG: No harm. No foul.
SHERLOCK: I want to give a good explanation on this.
So, staff reviewed the application on -- at the time all

(inaudible), and we"ve been back and forth with the Carson
City on this one trying to get there. First let me say, and
just so the Sheriff knows. As you might imagine, we"re under
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a lot of scrutiny as it relates to anything regulatory and
training related to our certificate. So we"re trying to be --
trying to adhere to the letter of the law as much as we can on
these right now. And we always have, but -- so NAC 289.270
governs the executive certificate that we"re talking about.
In addition to the training and preliminary certificate
requirements, the applicant must demonstrate they have be --
that they have been iIn an executive level position for at
least one year. The agency must submit to POST an
organizational chart that demonstrates the position is
executive In nature as defined under 289.047, which says
executive level position means a position held by a peace
officer iIn which the peace officer supervises two or more
persons who hold management level positions and isn"t in
charge of an entire agency or major division or bureau within
the agency. A management level position again is a peace
officer who supervises two or more First-line level
supervisors who are peace officers. So, as you can see, this
requires the executive -- executive level applicant to
supervise two management level peace officers. When Carson
City applied, Mr. Mays was a lieutenant with the org -- org
chart provided that position appears to supervise several, 1
think eight sergeants, but no management level positions as
those management level positions are divined under -- defined
under the NAC. Now, since that time, | believe Mr. Mays has
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been promoted to captain. However, he has not been a captain
for the one year that"s required under the regulation. Just
so the Commission knows this. The staff attempts to evalu --
evaluate these applications with the presumption that they"re
qualified. And so it"s pretty rare that we don"t recommend
certificates. Don"t get me wrong. We kick a lot back, right.
It Just -- It"s -- so It"s rare that we have to not recommend
in terms of that. | know we did one just recently, not
recommend that was an issue for similar reasons, but again,
it"s just simply, we believe iIs best to try to adhere to those
regulations and not water down the certificate in any way.
Carson City is a great sheriff"s department. They"re great
supporters of POST. We appreciate everything they do. 1It"s
just this applicant was just not there from -- from a
regulatory standpoint. And -- and -- and It"s just a matter
of time and that"s why staff can"t recommend the issuance of
the certificate. Again, the -- this certificate comes from

the Commission though.

SOTO: Okay. We have Sheriff Furlong here with
us and --

SHERLOCK: He 1s armed.

FURLONG: Thank you. For the record, Sheriff

Furlong. Truly challenging when we talk about career
development of our officers everywhere in the state. We look
at long-term commitments and -- to fulfill roles. That may

27




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

not always be the same from agency to agency by their title or
where their desk sits. And Carson City we have a very, very
strong push in order to be eligible for promotions and
opportunities. We do enforce education -- off duty
educational achievements, Career development through POST,
physical fitness requirement -- | say requirements, but in --
in Carson we do physical fitness evaluations every year and
compensate the officer"s for i1t. Along with those extensive
training in related fields, often through POST and sometimes

through other agencies. This takes a long time. This is not

something that is just done. And -- and so 1| Kkind of throw
this back at educational requirements. 1 -- 1 go to a
college, 1 enter into a transcript, and 1 believe that through

the course of my education, the requirements of that
fulfillment are never going to change. Okay? So Earl --
Lieutenant Captain Mays has met those requirements that we
placed -- place down on him in a -- In an effort to achieve
that executive award. And here®s an iImportant distinction
here In Carson that is different than other -- can be
different than other places. The legislature has established
that I have the authority to appoint up to six people to help
me Fulfill my job, my -- my sheriff responsibilities.
Financially, Carson City can*t afford that. So 1 have vacant
positions at the executive level. And so I do rely on those
persons who I refer to as lieutenants and captains iIn Carson
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City to fulfill those requirements. Now in Carson, unlike
other jurisdictions, our -- our captains, if you will, our
captains and lieutenants are contractual. That should not be
an issue with this -- with this committee. But It is

important to understand that the positions of the captains,

lieutenants i1n Carson City i1s defined by -- as a lieutenant
who enters into the -- that rank structure, and that after a
year of -- of assignment, passing his probationary period, and

achieving FBI NA certification or successful completion, and
all of the advanced training certificates that are -- are --
that he -- that is recommended by POST, as well as the
educational requirements, and is physically fit, that he is
promoted to the grade of captain. This week, he returned from
his vacation, he"s wearing his lieutenants bars. A formal
ceremony will be held this week, and he will be promoted to
captain, but understand this. In their collective bargaining
agreement in Carson City, a captain and a lieutenant are
synonymous, but for that probationary period, and the
satisftactory completion of all of the requirements that are
set down. And that I, as an executive, rely on those
positions in lieu of hiring two more additional chief-level
officers, which as we all know, iIs extraordinarily expensive.
All of our captains and lieutenants in the Carson Sheriff"s
office must be able to fulfill the requirements of managing
multiple divisions, detention, patrol, and investigations.
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All of them do that at any given time, especially as we have
seen in this last year, rotating those assignments through.
The fact of the matter is I do rely on our -- In my -- iIn this
case gentlemen, like, um Lieutenant Captain Earl Mays to
fulfill those -- those requirements and those responsibilities
at an executive level because of the organization and size of
Carson City. And that in lieu of me going back to my board of
supervisors, and asking for another what, half a million
dollars, to fulfill all of -- to Till all of my positions,
those captains and lieutenants, who are in fact in a
bargaining unit, and 1 support that, will stay in there, but 1
will continue to address them as executive-level officers that
are making those types of decisions based on law, based on
policy, based on practice, and based on POST. | do not
disagree with Mr. Sherlock.

SOTO: Thank you, Sheriff.

FURLONG: I do request and strongly suggest that

Lieutenant or Captain Earl Mays be awarded his executive POST

certificate.

SOTO: Thank you. Any comments from the
Commission?

ALLEN: Humboldt county Sheriff Mike Allen.

Sheriff Furlong, your organizational structure, if I™m
understanding you right would be under sheriff, then goes to
captain and then to lieutenants. You don"t have deputy or
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assistant.

FURLONG: I*m sorry. 1 apologize for interrupting
you. We do have one assistant sheriff. 1 previously, before
the economy®"s fall out 10 or 12 years ago had 3.

ALLEN: And when Earl Mays, and I do remember Earl
when he was a rookie in the Winnemucca police department
(inaudible). So, when he was a lieutenant, did he -- how many
people did he supervise or divisions did he supervise?

FURLONG: He al -- he i1s specifically -- currently
specifically responsible for the detention division and all of
the operations within that division. He is indirectly
responsible for the investigations and patrol division during

periods when we adjust for whatever the circumstances are.

SOTO: Tim -- Tim, did you have a question? 1 --
I heard you --
SHEA: Not so much of a question. |1 just think

that the Sheriff brought up an interesting point. That for
smaller agencies, especially those that have civilianized some
of their management positions, we have people that have
obtained ranks commensurate with other agencies, but their
titles they might be lieutenant, captain, et cetera. They
have advanced degrees, including master®s degrees, iIn our
field, you know, of criminal justice or administration of
justice. Many of them are graduates of Northwestern, the FBI
National Academy, and sometimes even both, but they can®t
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qualify for the certificate because they don"t supervise a
sufficient number of commissioned employees. And I wonder if
that could be something that we may want to take a look at iIn
the future.

SOTO: Thank you, Tim. Any other comments or
questions from --

NEIL: 1 -- 1 just have one question. It looks -- it
appears -- 1 just want to clarify. It appears right now he"s
being promoted to captain. So, the only real iIssue Is time in
the position? Is that --

SHERLOCK: Well, -- Mike Sherlock for the record.
Look, 1 can only tell you what the regulation says. So that -
- that brings up an issue. So if the captain is the same
position as lieutenant and that captain/lieutenant position
supervises no management peace officer positions, under the
current regulation, it 1s not eligible for the executive
certificate. The executive certificate, by regulation,
executive certificate i1s very specific that they must
supervise two management level positions. And those
management level positions are again defined in the NAC. So
that gives rise to some concern. It"s easier for staff to
look at a captain because traditional structure, we know that
the captain is going to be supervising lieutenant or that kind
of thing. And if that"s the case, you must be in that
position for one year before you become eligible for the
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executive certificate. So again, 1 think Chief Shea is
correct. If, you know, we want to enter into rulemaking and
change the regulation -- 1 can only tell you what the
regulation says right now, you know, from that perspective.
But certainly the Commission can change that regulation.

FURLONG: And Chief, for the record Sheriff Furlong.
To be absolutely clear, In Carson City, a lieutenant is a
probationary captain. There is no pay difference between the
-- the title. There i1s no assignment difference between the
title. He has been in the position for a year.

SOTO: 1 have just a couple of questions so that 1 can
understand your -- your -- your structure, Sheriff. How many
-— | know you have an undersheriff. How many captains do you
have currently?

FURLONG: Again, captain/lieutenant is synonymous.
I have three.

SOTO: Okay. And then for the certificate piece, since
we"re talking about an executive certificate for Captain Mays,
iIs there a -- 1T your command officers have executive
certificates, Is there a -- 1Is there a pay associated with
that? Meaning 1T you have an executive certificate, 1 know
that at my agency, there"s -- i1t"s built into the contract.

FURLONG: It"s built into the contract.

SOTO: There is some pay --

FURLONG: In -— in this decision that you"re making
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today have no bearing on that contractual certification.

SOTO: Okay. So it"s -- it"s very much like our
commanders then who are technically lieutenants, but they"re
put into an authority position. Call them a commander,
although the rank is still position -- still a lieutenant
position, but they do have oversight of lieutenants.

FURLONG: I am -- and -- and -- and maybe you can
stop me 1f you would like, i1t"s very challenging to talk about
executives running agencies and who were under contracts,
contractual protections. Many times, it"s difficult to pull
them from their very good, career-long devotion to the
entitlements, the retirements, and so on and so forth that are
built in the contract, pull them out of that and slide them
into commanders and assistant-type positions where they lose
all of those benefits.

SOTO: No, I get 1t. That was the reason -- part of the

reason that | was asking the question. 1 think you lose those
benefits. So It’s a -- there’s a balancing act there iIn terms
of --

FURLONG: Yes. You are absolutely correct. You’re

dead on and that’s the challenge that we have.

SOTO: So then I guess my final question for you Sheriff,
would be, in his capacity over the past 12 months, for Earl
Mays, was he -- did he have a superv -- supervisory role over
his -- I guess at this point it would be his peers who were
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also lieutenants that he was giving direction to your

direction?

FURLONG: Operationally?
SOTO: Yes.
FURLONG: Yes. Due to the circumstances of the past

year. Organizationally structured, no, he does not give
direction to either the other lieutenant or the other captain.
They work together.

SOTO: All right. Any other questions for
Sheriff Furlong? Would anybody like to make a motion?

TOGLIATTI: I motion.

SOTO: I have a motion from Togliatti for motion

to approve. Do we have a second?

NIEL: Russ Niel, Gaming, 1”11 second.

SOTO: Motion and second, all those in favor, say
aye.

MEMBERS: Aye, aye, aye.

SOTO: Opposed? Motion carries.

FURLONG: I would -- 1 would -- Gentlemen, I would

like to thank you all. And thank you. This was not a
confrontation. 1 strongly, strongly believe throughout
Nevada, we have to continue to stress career development in
officers. We want the most professional officers. And as we
worked down the road and iron out some of these obstacles, 1
think that that"s what we need to focus on. We want
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professional officers in the state who act, perform, manage,
and so on and so forth, the best in this country. And to that
end, 1 sincerely do appreciate everything Mr. Sherlock has
chatted with us, and I thank you all.

SOTO: No, thank you. And I -- and I -- and I
would like to say the last comment that you made Sheriff in
terms of what responsibilities you had given to him because of
circumstances, sometimes circumstances are out of the
executives control. You had him step up and take on that role
because you did so. That really made my decision a lot
easier. It makes --

FURLONG: Thank you so much. Thank you. 1
appreciate it.

SOTO: Item Number 10, public comments which may
not take any action on that are considered under this item
until 1t"s specifically included on the agenda as an action
item. Do we have any public comments today? All right.
Hearing that there i1s none. We will move on to ltem Number
11, discussion, and public comment, and for possible action to
schedule the upcoming Commission meeting. |[1°m going to turn
it over to Mike Sherlock.

SHERLOCK: So some of you -- Mike Sherlock for the
record, will remember prior to the pandemic issues, we had
discussed and decided to do two meetings in the north, two met
-- two meetings In the south each year, and -- and essentially
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forgo Ely for a variety of reasons, the Commission, because
it"s difficult for us to get witnesses out there and all that
kind of thing. So, we want to get back on that track again.
We did look and see that the sheriffs’ and chiefs” meeting in
-- in July out in Ely is like the 21st and 22, 1 believe.
What 1°d like to do is try to schedule around that here in the
north, Carson or Reno, sometime in July. We will need a
meeting In July both for training compliance issues and maybe
another revocation. So, what 1°d like to do is maybe to work
with the chairman and figure out a date in July, and I"11 get
that out to you guys at this point, but we*ll work around the
sheriffs and chiefs, but not go to Ely for the meeting for --

for a Commission meeting.

SOTO: Okay .
SHERLOCK: We 1l work on that.
SOTO: Okay. So we will work on that. 1 don"t

think we need to take any action on that. Moving on to Item
Number 12, discussion, and public comment and for possible

action of adjournment. Looking for a motion.

ALLEN: Mike Allen, I make a motion to adjourn.
SOTO: Can I get a second?

TROUTEN: Ty Trouten second.

SOTO: Motion and second. Thank you very much.

[end of meeting]
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