




STATE OF NEVADA
COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING
MEETING TRANSCRIPT

THURSDAY, APRIL 30, 2026
MCKINNEY:
Good morning, everyone. The POST Commission and Workshop is call to order April 30, 2026. The time right now is 9:00 a.m. Kathy Floyd, can we get information on legal postings and open meeting compliance? 
FLOYD:
Okay. The workshop notice and the meeting agenda have been posted in compliance with NRS 241.020. These notices and agenda were physically posted at the POST administration building and the Nevada State Library in Carson City, and electronically posted at the POST website, at post.nv.gov. The legislative website at leg.state.nv.gov. The State of Nevada website notice.nv.gov, and email to all single point of contacts and agency administrators on the POST listserve. 
MCKINNEY:
Thank you. Next, we'll go to the roll call. I'll start with myself. I'm Kevin McKinney (ph), with the Carlin Police Department. We'll start with Ms. Floyd. 
FLOYD:
Kathy Floyd, with POST. 
SHERLOCK:
Mike Sherlock, with POST. 
NOLAN:
John Nolan, with the Nevada Attorney General's office, representing POST. 
COVERLEY:
Dan Coverley, Douglas County Sheriff. 
WALKER:
Jason Walker, Washoe County Sheriff's Office. 
TOGLIATTI:
George Togliatti, Nevada Department of Public Safety Director.

BOVEDA:
Esmeralda Boveda, Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department.
STRAUBE:
Rob Straube, the City of Las Vegas Department of Public Safety. 
MCGILL:
Joe McGill, Nye County Sheriff's Office. 
YOUNG:
Dr. Tiffany Young, Community Member. 
NIEL:
Russ Niel, State Gaming Control Board. 

SHERLOCK:
And Chair, I think we have Tim 

MCKINNEY: We have Chief Shea 
NOLAN:
Yeah. And I'll also mention 
SHEA: (inaudible) on the phone here. 
MCKINNEY:
I'm sorry. 
NOLAN:
And I'll also mention Jesselyn DeLuna is also with the Attorney General's office. She'll be calling. 
MCKINNEY: Thank you. All right. Item number three, public comment. The opportunity for public comment reserved for any matter listed below on the agenda, as well as any matter within the jurisdiction of the Commission. No action on such item may be taken by the Commission unless and until the matter has been noticed and an -- and become an action item. No comments may be made regarding a matter that is, or maybe the subject of a formal complaint before the Commission. Comments may not be limited based on viewpoints. Do we have any public comment at this time? Okay. Seeing none. We'll move on to item number four, that's the workshop. The purpose of this workshop is to discuss changes in language for possible changes regarding basic training. Number one, discussion and for possible action proposed amendments to NAC chapter 289.300(1), amend the requirements to qualify for academy certification, amend the academy facility requirements, possible action may be approved or proposed language, discussion and for possible action, proposed amendment to NAC 289.140 and 150. Amend the minimum training hours for category one and two academies. B, amend the minimum standard of training for category one, which will remove the category three requirements and require category and require, I'm sorry, all category one basic academies are in person. Possible action may be approval of proposed language. Let's go to Mike Sherlock for workshop details. 
SHERLOCK:
Thank you. Mike Sherlock for the record. So, just a reminder, maybe so our new Commissioners understand that workshop is to develop language on what was previously voted by the Commission to start the rulemaking process. So this is the first step. We'll present some language. The Commission will have a chance, if approved, to move forward to again, look at the final language before approval. So this -- the workshop is simply to develop that language. You'll have more than at least one other opportunity to change that language going forward if something else comes up before it is made a -- made a change to that regulation. So I just want to make sure everybody understand where we're at in the process. This is the very beginning of it. The workshop is that initial step to present or develop language. So here we're looking at to develop and present language related to basic training in Nevada. We did previously discuss the need to update our minimum hours for basic training to better reflect industry standards, some of the practical applications of what's required today and what it looks like across the nation in terms of where we sit and address other issues that we see with basic academies under our current regulation. I hope everybody on the Commission agrees that basic training is a critical component in our world. And the sort of loose application presentation of basic training affects all of us. In the interest of time, let me just go through some of the proposals or some of the changes that you'll see in the language. These are included in your book. So first 289.300 addresses training courses, basic training courses in general. Here under section one you can see new language would remove the term shall and change that to May. Without getting into too much detail in the past that term shall removed any -- shall removed any discretion on the -- on the part of the Commission or staff, and it just wasn't a good idea in terms of those asking for certification of a basic training academy. And it's resulted in some negative consequences in the past. So we just want to clean that up. Next under 289.300, you can see a couple things related to agency submission of delivering a basic training academy. First, we add the requirement of an EVOC location as part of the academy. It is of course one of the basic training requirements and the ability to present this training needs to be included in that certification process. No different than what we already have for a range. Someone submitting for a basic training has to demonstrate that they have a location for firearms training and that kind of thing. This just kind -- kind of cleans that up. I realized 60 years ago when this was developed, EVOC was not a mandate. It is now. And so we just want to bring that up to meet or match that today. Next we remove any reference to the carotid restraint. As most of you know, that was removed by legislation. We needed to clean that up anyway, so it just removes any reference there to carotid where you see that it's all lined out in your books. Next, we clarify the showing of a need for -- for when an agency applies for a basic training program. First agency looking to start a basic training program is, needs to be limited to their training category. That's category one, two, or three. We didn't have that in there before. As some of you may have been around long enough to remember both the shall certify issue and the ability to provide training regardless of category, has resulted in some negative consequences for us. And so we don't -- we just want to clean that up going forward. I don't want to get into specifics, but in the past we've had for-profit agencies, there's very few of those out there, but there are some that are category two agencies that were presenting category one basic training. We were required to certify them because of the term shall. And obviously as you might imagine, a category two agency providing category one training was an issue, and -- and we wanted to clean that up at this point. Again, that's also helps if we include in the regulation a showing of need for that basic training program, again, moves us away from those for-profit entities that are trying to put on CAT one academies for financial reasons. It doesn't affect higher education has a proponent that they can simply go -- go to the Commission. So it doesn't affect that at all. It -- it affects those other CAT one entities, and we wanted to clean that up. And by showing a need it helps us kind of control those for-profit endeavors. And -- and frankly, what we've known through history is these type of academies quickly fall behind in terms of expertise and their ability to present the training objectives found in Cat one, particularly when they're not a CAT one agency. And frankly, it's a, from POST staff standpoint, it's a lot of man hours for us to inspect and review and oversight on academies. That one we know aren't going to last very long, frankly, and are not really presenting how the regulation intends. And so it'll cut down on some of that. We also include in that showing of need the anticipated class size. We already require performance based scenario training. And of course, from a national standard that's a must. You cannot have adequate performance based training and interaction where you have four people in a category one basic training academy. So although we don't include in our language suggestion a minimum number, but allows us to review that number to see if it does support performance based training and that kind of thing. And so that's why you see that small change there. The next and by the way, none of this would affect any current academies or grandfathered would be going forward, or those that are in the hopper right now that have submitted for certification, just to be clear on that. The next language change would apply to 289.140, which covers category one basic training. Again, after looking at national standards and current certified basic training academies across the state, we move the minimum standard in terms of hours to 725. That is our shortest current academy in the state. So we address that that way, and it moves us closer to the national average of basic training academy hours, setting that at 725, and again, it -- it affects no academy currently. They all exceed that. Most of them exceed it by a large amount, right? So it's not a big change. We did add the words in person on the category one academy. We pre -- we participated in a national survey recently where states provided documentation and evidence related to their response to COVID-19. And those who went to an online presentation of a majority of their academies. We did not here, we continued to run our academy through COVID-19, but a lot of academies across the country did not. And I can tell you that 100% said they had either codified through statute or policy that no -- there will no longer be online versions of category one nationally. So we wanted to make sure we're in that same bucket that we are not going to present. And there's obviously, again, going back to performance based training, there's a reason that you can't do that. Now I will say that where it is a subject that's not required by NAC for a POST academy or it's a prerequisite, this does not affect that. For instance, our academy requires defensive driving, which is a state requirement. Things like sexual harassment training. This would not affect that. That is not a NAC required performance objective or -- or subject, and so that could be still be done online. This affects those critical elements that are contained in the NAC that they have to be in person. And so the academy is in person, does not affect category two or cat three, just category one. And I think it, again, it's just when you look at national standards, it -- it brings us up to what the rest of the country is doing. The second part of this is category, again, for category one is removal of category three mandated subjects. So we changed this back in 2018 with -- with good intentions, right, of sort of fixing some issues that we observed and -- and -- and creating a system where category one is the highest level within our system. As it turns out, it just has not worked as anticipated. It's a lot of work for our staff to track what academy, what year they went to the academy, and then whether or not they meet all the requirements of each category and issuing a certificate for each of those categories. It just has not worked as we anticipated. In addition, we have feedback from agencies that just don't see the value in it. It affects their hiring. For instance, an applicant who already has a CAT three certificate then they want to send them to CAT one, and they're repeating the CAT three because we've included it in the CAT one. This has been a particular concern for a couple of agencies that have their own CAT three within their jail or detention services and want to hire CAT one positions from the jail. And they've already trained them in CAT three, and now they're having to go through CAT three with no ability to carve out the CAT three. And so this cleans that up, removes the CAT three requirement from CAT one and allows agencies to be able to do that. And -- and again, I think it was good intentions on -- on the Commission and our and staff's part, but it has not worked as anticipated. And by the way, most agencies that have their own jail have our CAT three already. And so we looked at how many people are coming through our academy that have no certificates, and it's very few, most coming through our basic category one already has their -- have their CAT threes. So we're just repeating training that they already had, and that's why we're trying to fix that. As to NAC 289.150, that is a category two training. Again, we increase the minimum hours for that to 270 hours. Every current CAT two is above 270, it doesn't affect any of our current certified academies. It just brings the ability to from a practical good faith standard -- standard to look at our current requirements of that training and -- and equate that to hours, and that's how we get up to 270. No changes in category three train -- basic training. By all accounts across state, we are sufficiently covering those performance objectives and mandated -- mandated subjects. And so I would just remind that it is, this is simply proposed changes. If you vote to continue the process, we'll come back with final language for the Commission to approve at a -- at another time. We think that these small changes address many of the issues that we're seeing out there in basic training dating back many years, in fact in some areas, and helps to modernize and sort of professionalize our basic training across Nevada. And staff would recommend that you continue to rulemaking on these issues. 

MCKINNEY: Thank you, Mr. Sherlock. Do we have any input or comments from the public on these proposed changes? Okay. Seeing none. Do we have any comments from the Commission? No. All right. I'm looking for a motion to continue the rulemaking process on these basic training regulation amendment. 
YOUNG:
This is Dr. Young, I motion to continue the rule making. 
WALKER:
Jason Walker, second. 
MCKINNEY:
Okay. We have a motion and a second. Do we have any further discussion? All right let's put it to a vote. All those in favor say aye? 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. 
MCKINNEY: Any opposed? Okay. Motion carries. All right, we'll start with the regular scheduled Commission meeting. Item number one. First off, let's welcome our new Commissioner, Assistant Sheriff Jason Walker from the Washoe County Sheriff's Office. Welcome. Good morning. Thank you. All right. Okay, now we'll start with we have a vacancy in the chair -- chairperson position. And so we need to elect a new chairperson. Mike Sherlock, we have information? 
SHERLOCK:
Sure. Mike Sherlock for the record. First, let staff also thank assistant Sheriff Jason Walker to the Commission. Assistant Sheriff Walker fills the open category one Washoe County position under statute. So, welcome we are glad to have you and look forward to your voice here.
WALKER:
Appreciate it. Thank you. 
SHERLOCK:
One other item real quick too, I wanted to mention as we move forward Chief is, if you look at your agenda, everyone, item 10 and 16 are going to be tabled. We hope to move it to July if we are able to get these two people served in reference to those two revocation hearings. So you can table those two. 
MCKINNEY:
All right. 
SHERLOCK:
So with the resignation of Deputy Chief Ollie Miller, we have a chairperson vacancy. By statute, the Commission elects chairperson by simple majority. The chair from a staff perspective is tasked with approving or calling the meetings from a practical standpoint, the Chair's signature is needed for things like revocation orders other documents that -- that we have. But let me just say that it's certainly not a labor intensive position from our perspective. Kathy does a great job of keeping the chair informed and getting signatures and where possible we use electronic signatures. On a very rare occasion, I'll send medi -- media to the Chair. But most media that contacts POST is looking really at day-to-day operation or records. And staff generally handles the media without having to do that. With that, I would ask that the acting Chair, Chief McKinney, solicit any interest, including if he is interested and conduct a vote. I know it can be a bit intimidating but hopefully we're all friends here and I see no reason to ask those interested to leave the room, mostly because that doesn't work, right? We need a quorum, and this is an open meeting and the transcripts will be on the internet in no time. So at that point simply looking for interest in a majority vote chief for that position. So I'll send it back to you. 
MCKINNEY:
Thank you -- thank you, Mr. Sherlock. Do we have any Commissioners who would be interested in the chairperson position? 

COVERLEY:
Dan Coverley for the record, I'm willing to do it. I think the proximity to POST with Douglas County is efficient and -- but the pleasure work for sure. 
MCKINNEY: I would be interested as well. But if sheriff Coverley do it, I would like to -- I'd like to -- I can defer to you. 
COVERLEY:
I think I agree. All right. I make a motion that Kevin McKinney, be the Chair. 

NIEL: Russ Niel, I’ll second that. 
MCKINNEY:
All right. Anyone else? Do we have any other nominations? I’ll nominate Dan Coverley. 
MCGILL:
I'll second. 
MCKINNEY:
All right, any others? Okay. All those who wish to vote for Sheriff Coverley say aye. 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. Aye. Aye. Aye. 
MCKINNEY:
Okay. Do we have -- raise your hands, please. Raise your hands. Yeah. Raise. We have one, two -- one, two, three, four. 
SHEA:
And me also. Yes. 
MCKINNEY:
And for -- for myself? 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. Aye. 
FLOYD:
One, two, three. 

MCKINNEY:
Looks like Sheriff Coverley

FLOYD:  I believe so yes 
SHERLOCK:
Could we for our name put the, sorry, but do we have your names on the record for each one? So, well, I -- I guess start with who was first? Sheriff, you first. Everybody to vote for Sheriff Coverley -- could you raise your hand so we can -- you got that.

FLOYD:
And state the name. Yes. 
SHERLOCK:
Okay. 
WALKER:
Jason Walker. 

FLOYD:
Okay. 

SHEA:
I'm -- I'm going to (inaudible). 
FLOYD:
Okay. Got you. Go ahead. 
SHERLOCK:
For the record, say your name. 
TOGLIATTI:
George Togliatti. 
FLOYD:
Okay. 
ESMERALDA:
Esmeralda Boveda 
MCGILL:
Joe McGill. 
YOUNG:
Dr. Young. 
FLOYD:
Okay. 
SHERLOCK:  That’s it, right

SHEA:
Tim Shea 
SHERLOCK:
Okay. It looks like Sheriff Coverley has it. 
MCKINNEY:
All right. 
SHERLOCK:  We don’t want to beleaguer this

MCKINNEY:
Congratulations, Sheriff Coverley
SHERLOCK:  Now the hard part

FLOYD:
Whether you want it or not. 
SHERLOCK:
Mike Sherlock for the record, if you can just slide over prompts for -- 
MCKINNEY:
Oh, no, no. 
SHERLOCK:
Just the papers fine. 
MCKINNEY:
Oh, yeah, yeah. 
SHERLOCK:
And I'll apologize right now. Do your best with that. You show him chief where we're at. Either one. We start with that. 
COVERLEY:
All right, item number two, discussion. And for possible action. Approval of minutes from the February 12, 2026, regularly scheduled POST commission meeting. Any comments from the Commissioners or discussion? All right, seeing none. Looking for a motion to approve the minutes. 
WALKER:
Jason Walker, motion to approve. 
STRAUBE:
Rob Straube, second. 
MCKINNEY: All in favor? 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. 
COVERLEY:
Any opposed? Passes unanimously. Item number three information. Executive Director report, director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK:
Thank you. Mike Sherlock for the record. First I just hope everyone can imagine we've been staff's been pretty busy lately. And I want to thank our staff for their ability to get information out and meet the -- the needs of those requesting it under extremely short timelines. And this is not just media, but all around. You know, on top of that, I think it's quite apparent on the standard side, we have seen an increase in revocations. That's a lot of work for staff. And -- and really it's not because of legislation change. We've been looking at these not because of the reporting requirements. And -- and we say that because the -- the reason for revocation hasn't changed much. It's essentially the same. But there's a lot of factors, not the least of which are background investigations. So we've continued to encourage -- encourage good backgrounds and meeting at least the minimum standard on those backgrounds going forward. We'll continue to assist agencies in terms of what's required in our backgrounds and -- and help them with their ability to complete thorough backgrounds. You know, in that same turn on the -- on the training side, we're hearing that although the number of applicants has increased statewide, and we've noticed a large increase in the number of people coming to our academy. There seems to be an issue with a fit in the -- in the policing profession right now with those that may pass the background. But we're seeing more people quit our academy or, or fail out. Mostly they're leaving on their own accord. And -- and we're not sure what that is, but that's what we're hearing out there, that although the applicant pool has grown a lot of people that we're seeing getting hired are just not making the cut for -- for different reasons. And some are, we're -- we're happy that for the larger class sizes, but we -- we do see a higher percentage of people leaving on their own. I also want to thank our Deputy Attorney General team Jesselyn and John. Their review of our regulations and their engagement at POST is refreshing and -- and frankly quite helpful. Our regs in some instances are outdated and they're helping us to review those and hopefully update our regs to meet the statutory legal and judicial requirements that we see changing out there. So I truly appreciate both of them. We continued to the implementation process of our data management project. It looks like we've been able to migrate most of our data. We're hoping and we're improving and testing our test trying out our new testing platforms. It's a slow process, but we're getting there. Finally, the only thing in the interest of time, we did have, and I'm required to notify you that we did have one voluntary surrender of a basic certificate since the last meeting. And with that, I'll throw it back to our new troopers. 
COVERLEY:
All right, thank you. Item number four, discussion and for possible action -- discussion and possible action related to the application of training requirements of NAC 289.180, dog encounter incidents. Possible action may be to start the rule banking or make no changes related to the training delivery. Director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK:
Yeah, Mike Sherlock for the record. So this item was placed on the agenda by our prior chairperson. Just to simply remind, maybe, and clarify for agencies about the requirements related to dog encounters, NEC -– NAC -- NAC 289.180 requires certain peace officers to receive training in dog encounters. This issue was brought up recently due to some media inquiries, I will say, regarding the shooting of a companion dog. I would simply remind agencies that physicians within your departments that have interaction with the public regular -- regularly and outside of controlled areas must have training and dog encounters. This is not a police canine issue, but rather public animals because this is so discretionary. And -- and that discretion is placed on the agency on who must have that training. We do not audit who has had that training or require reporting to post. Again, mostly because it would have very little value to post. We don't -- that could change daily for agencies on who -- who has to have that training. But again, we would remind agencies that those that are out working, you know, in public, are supposed to have this training. From our perspective, we would simply add this to our reminders when our auditor goes to an agency to remind agencies that -- that that is the -- the case under the NAC and NRS actually. We have this training available online at no cost, so officers can come get that training. And you know, again, because of the nature and changing individual requirements, staff would re -- recommend no regulatory changes as to the application of the training or this NAC. We would further recommend against mandating the training for all, or requiring to report it to us of that training, as it is not a requirement of currently of the NAC or the statute that was passed, implementing that. We believe staff can simply increase awareness by adding reminders to the audit process and adding things reminders to things like our newsletter and other outreach that we do. And so we would -- we would recommend no action from the Commission at this point. 

COVERLEY:
Any comments or discussion from the Commission? So I think what we're looking for is a motion to either let things stand as they are or to start the rule making process, so. 
MCGILL:
Joe McGill, I will move to maintain the status quo with the dog training procedures, dog encounter training.

WALKER:
Jason Walker, Second. 
COVERLEY:
All right, we have a motion by Sheriff McGill, second by Assistant Chief Walker. All in favor of the aye? 
MULTIPLE:
Aye.

COVERLEY:
Any opposed? Motion passes unanimously. Item number five, discussion and for possible action related to updating NAC 289.290 causes for denial revocation or suspension of certificate. Possible action may be to start the rulemaking process. Director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK:
Mike Sherlock for the record. So as I mentioned before, both staff and -- and our guides have been reviewing regulations specifically related to denial, suspensions and revocations. Again, because of some of the national standards, we see judicial rulings, other legal analysis, agency needs, it's clear that there are some up -- there is some updating that needs to be done. So at this point, staff would recommend a motion to begin really the rulemaking process related to updating NAC 289.290, which is the denial suspension of revocation regulation. If approved staff will bring you back to recommend changes, which actually would initiate a workshop just like we had earlier to sort of bring some new language forward and -- and propose changes. So we -- we would recommend a motion to continue the, or begin the rule making process related to 289.290. 
COVERLEY: Any comments or discussion? 

MCKINNEY:
Kevin McKinney for the record? At -- in the past, over the se -- the past several years, we've had several revocations that seemed ambiguous. And so I think we do need to clean up the -- the -- the re -- requirements or the -- or the causes that may cause a revocation or suspension. So I think we do need to update that. 
COVERLEY:
I would agree with that. Any other comments or -- all right. Looking for a motion to begin the rulemaking process to update NAC 289.290. 
MCKINNEY: I'll move. 
COVERLEY: I have a motion, do I have a second? 

WALKER:
Jason Walker, second. 
MCKINNEY:
A motion from chief McKinney and the second from Assistant Chief Walker. All in favor say aye? 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. 
MCKINNEY:
Any opposed? 
SHEA:
Aye. 
MCKINNEY:
Motion passes unanimously. Item number six, discussion and for possible action, request from North Las Vegas Police Department for an executive certificate for their employee Chief Jacqueline Gravatt, pursuant to NAC 289.270(1)(b). Possible action may include approval or denial of the requested executive certificate. Director Sherlock 
SHERLOCK:
Sure. Mike Sherlock for the record. I don't know why I'm talking this entire meeting, but let's get (inaudible). 
COVERLEY:
You're good. We appreciate, you know. 
SHERLOCK:
I hate to talk, right. I mean, I hate talking. First let me let me remind everyone for our new Commissioners that the executive certificate is the only certificate that is granted and approved by the Commission itself. All the other certificates below that are issued by staff. Here based on the relatively recent changes to 289.270, Chief Gravatt meets the requirement of the certificate based on being in that position for five years or more, which is the 289.270 (1)(b). As such, staff recommends the issue of the executive certificate to Chief Gravatt, and I'll send it back to you. 
COVERLEY:
All right. Any discussion or questions? No. I see Chief Gravatt is here with us today. I, I support this. I, I know Chief Gravatt, she is -- is spectacular. So I -- I -- I'm in full support of this. Looking for a motion to approve the executive certificate for Chief Gravatt. 
TOGLIATTI:
George Togliatti, I make a motion to approve the certificate. 
YOUNG:
Dr. Young, I second. 
COVERLEY:
All right. I have a motion by Chief Togliatti and a second by Dr. Young. All in favor say aye? 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. 
COVERLEY:
Any opposed? 
SHEA:
Aye. 
COVERLEY:
Sorry. Any opposed? All right. Passes unanimously. Congratulations. Item number eight, discussion and for possible action, request from state parks for a six-month extension past the one year requirement for NRS 289.550 in order to meet the requirements. 

SHERLOCK:
Did I -- did I -– 

COVERLEY:
I'm going out of order. 
SHERLOCK:
Better you than me, (inaudible). 

COVERLEY:
Douglas graduate, so. All right, item number seven, I apologize. Discussion and for possible action request from the Nevada Department of Public Safety for an executive certificate of their employee Captain Andrew Granata. Pursuant to NAC 289.270 1(a), possible acts may include the approval or denial of the requested executive certificate. Director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK:
Mike Sherlock, for the record. So here, captain Granata is applying for the executive certificate under Section one A. This requirement includes 200 hours of advanced management training, and I know we've talked about this a lot over the years. Here he is asking if his certified public management course can be used to meet the requirement of that 200 hours. Staff looks at, for all other professional certificates, whether or not that training is directly focused and related to policing, whether advanced training, supervision, or management, that's what staff look at -- looks at. So at the executive level, we generally see things like F-B-I-N-A-A or command college, something like that. Additionally, just so, you know, the Commission has previously denied executive certificates where the training hours were simply law school. That really hurt my feelings, by the way, but finding that the Juris doctorate is not executive trainings will specifically related to advanced management for a law enforcement agency. And -- and it was denied, just to give you some history. For staff we try to be careful about opening the doors to non-policing specific training. We are POST, peace officers standards and training. I can tell you where we do. Staff has issued management down certificates, we all often will kick back applications for lacking specific policing related training. Again, as we are POST, officers often then attend law enforcement training and meet the requirement in a short -- in short order and -- and often get that certificate anyway. From our perspective, that sort of improves the educational level of individual officers across the state. I understand that we're not discrediting any education or training that an -- an officer may have, but simply whether it is appropriate for us to use it for a POST advance or professional certificate. Once there's no clear standard on the certificate itself, we know that it -- it weakens sort of the value of that certificate. And so we want to make sure we hold you know, we -- we uphold those standards. So that said, we leave the idea of using CPM training to fulfill the requirement up to the Commission. We did review the training itself. It is general -- generalized training. It's not specific to law enforcement at -- at any point. And so with that we make no recommendation and we leave it up to the Commission on -- on that training whether it qualifies. 

COVERLEY:
Any discussion or comments? 

YOUNG:
Dr. Young, for the record. I -- I will never discredit anyone's educational path, but I was looking at the core competencies, and the concern I would have is that there's not a direct correlation to law enforcement practices. There's some leadership standards that are outlined, and there's some work around public service focus, but none that would tie directly to the role and the certification. And so I'm with that. I -- I would not necessarily support the certification. 
TOGLIATTI:
George Togliatti, for the record. Just to kind of add to this, first off, I want to abstain because it's my department's office staying for a vote. It's cowardice on my part, but what I want to bring up is the fact that the certified public manager course is a great course, but it does not, again, touch on any really law enforcement issues. Recently the state has engaged a company to do a leadership course, just to give you a heads up. And that would involve probably the top 200 people within the organization of the state -- state employees. And that program is going to be like one day a month for six months. So it --

SHERLOCK:
Well aware. 

TOGLIATTI:
You're aware, of course. Pretty intense type of thing. So this could come up again, just saying. 
SHERLOCK:
Yes, exactly. 
TOGLIATTI:
That again, is strictly a leadership course and it's not a law enforcement type leadership. Having said all that, I look at the FBI National Academy and being an alum of the Bureau. I look at the FBI National Academy and I think that's -- it's -- it's outstanding. I look at the FBI Executive Institute, which is more on a senior level. Again, my personal opinion, not so much, as far as leadership, it's more of an engagement with your peers from around the country. So to say that that would've been a leadership course, the Executive institute is -- is -- man, not so much. So I think we have to look at what programs specifically that they're taking. So in that sense we're probably correct in saying this is not law enforcement.  Thanks 
COVERLEY:
Any further discussion or comments? All right. So we're looking for a motion to approve or deny the issuance of the executive certificate for Captain Granada. 
YOUNG:
This is Dr. Young. I'm going to make a motion to deny the issuance of the certificate. 

MCKINNEY:
Kevin McKinney, I'll second. 
COVERLEY: All right, we have a motion from Dr. Young and a second from Chief McKinney. All in favor say aye. 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. Aye. 
COVERLEY:
Any opposed? Motion passes. 
SHERLOCK:
Chief Shea, are you still there? 
COVERLEY:
You fall asleep. 
SHEA:
Yeah, I'm here. 
SHERLOCK:
Okay. 
COVERLEY:
How'd you vote? 
SHEA:
I -- I voted with the majority. 
COVERLEY:
Okay. Passed unanimously. All right, now item number eight. Discussion and for possible action request from state parks for a six-month extension past the one-year requirement pursuant to NRS 289.550. In order to meet the requirements for certificate of their employee Ranger Elias Anderson, hire date, July 21, 2025, extinction to July, or excuse me, January 21, 2027. Possible action may include approval or denial of the requested extension. Director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK:
Mike Sherlock for record. State Parks is here. You want me to do it? I mean, I'm talking so much. I -- I can -- I can. I have spoken to -- to state parks. Mr. Anderson was injured at the beginning of the academy. There's no disciplinary history with this academy attendee. As a result of that injury, he was unable to continue in the academy. This extension would allow him time to remain until the beginning of our next academy which should be in July. As such, staff would recommend the extension of time to allow Mr. Anderson to attend actually the August start date of our academy. So we would recommend the approval of the extension. 
COVERLEY:
Any discussion or comments from the Commission? All right. Looking for a motion to approve or deny the extension of time? 
WALKER:
Jason Walker, motion to approve the requested extension. 
TOGLIATTI:
George Togliatti, I second. 
COVERLEY: All right, we have a motion by Chief Walker and a second by Director Togliatti. All in favor say aye. 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. 
COVERLEY:
Any opposed? A motion passes unanimously. The next -- the next nine items will be hearings regarding revocation and or suspension of basic certificates. Deputy Attorney General Nolan for Evidentiary Foundation. 
NOLAN:
Good morning Chairman Coverley and members of the Commission. John Nolan, N-O-L-A-N, Deputy Attorney General representing POST. This morning the Commission is scheduled to consider multiple contested revocation matters as set forth in agenda items nine through 17. As executive director Sherlock said 10 and 17 will be tabled. Each of these are arising under the Commission statutory and regulatory authority governing Peace Officer certification. By way of brief background, these proceedings arise under NRS 289.510, which authorizes the Commission to establish minimum standards for the certification and de-certification of peace officers. Pursuant to that authority, the Commission has adopted NAC 289.290, which sets forth the standards for denial, suspension, and revocation of certification, including those based on criminal convictions and other disqualifying conduct. Each of the matters before you today involves alleged conduct and in many cases, criminal convictions that fall within these regulatory standards. Each subject peace officer has been provided notice of these proceedings and an opportunity to appear, present evidence and be heard before this Commission. For purposes of these hearings and before the Commission considers each individual item, I will establish the evidentiary foundation for the materials contained in the revocation packets for agenda items nine through 17, so that the Commission may properly consider and rely upon those materials in making its determinations. So with that, I'll ask a few questions to Chief of Standards, Kathy Floyd. Chief Floyd, I have several questions regarding the materials contained in the revocation packets for agenda items nine through 17. Question one, did you obtain the documents and materials contained in those packets, including court records, judgments of convictions and agency records directly from the originating courts or their respective employing agencies? 
FLOYD:
Yes, I do. 
NOLAN:
Are those documents the same records that POST relies upon in carrying out of statutory duties relating to certification and decertification? 
FLOYD:
Yes, they are. 

NOLAN:
Have you maintained those materials in the ordinary course of POST records and responsibilities? 
FLOYD:
Yes, I have. 
NOLAN:
To your knowledge, are the documents contained in Commission materials true and accurate copies of the records you received from those courts and agencies? 
FLOYD:
Yes, they are. 

NOLAN:
Where applicable, did the materials include certified court records or official agency records reflecting the charges, pleas or convictions at issue in each case? 
FLOYD:
Yes, they do. 
NOLAN:
Thank you. Based on that testimony, the materials before the Commission constitute reliable public records including certified court and agency records and are brought before you for consideration. These materials -- these materials established the underlying conduct charges and conviction relevant, the revocation standards set forth in NAC 289.290. Under NRS 233B.123 evidence may be admitted if it is of the type commonly relied upon by reasonable and prudent persons in the conduct of their affairs and documentary evidence may receive -- may be received in the form of authenticated copies, the materials provided to the Commission meet that standard and may be relied upon in determining each action item. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would ask that the materials contained in the revocation packets for agenda items nine through 17 be admitted into the record. 
COVERLEY:
Thank you. Hearing pursuant to for possible action, for discussion of possible action hearing pursuant to NAC 289.290(1)(f) and (g) for the possible revocation of category one, two, and three basic certificates held by Sean T. Hunt, former employee of the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, based on the convictions and/or pleas of guilty to a felony, the conviction and pleas, which have led to this action are count one, attempt theft, category D, felony gross misdemeanor NRS 205.0832, 205.0835, and 193.153. Possible action may be the revocation of category one, two, and three basic certificates. Director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK:
Mike Sherlock, for the record. Mr. Chairman, could we just have you rule on the request of moving those items into the record or approve that, that those items are moved to the record. 
COVERLEY:
How do I do that? How -- what's the language? 
NOLAN:
make your motion to admit the exhibits. 
COVERLEY:
Okay. All right. Got you. 

SHERLOCK:
We need a motion to approve the evidence. 
MCGILL:
Joe McGill, I will move that the supporting documents be accepted into the record as evidence and legitimacy. 
YOUNG:
Dr. Young, I'll second. 

COVERLEY:
We have a motion by Sheriff. 
UNKNOWN:  aye

COVERLEY:
We have a motion by Sheriff McGill, Second by Dr. Young. All in favor say aye. 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. Aye. 
MCKINNEY:
Any, any opposed? All right, motion passes unanimously. 

NOLAN:
And Chairman, if I may, one quick point of clarification. We did have an agreement between myself and Mr. Huntley that there were additional materials that were submitted, I believe under seal to each of the Commission members by Chief Kathy Floyd, and we would put that on the record. And Mr. Huntly is here, they stipulated to that as well. 
COVERLEY:
Yes. Thank you. 

NOLAN:
Nothing further. 
SHERLOCK:
Okay, Mike Sherlock, for the record. Here in the -- this first revocation hearing Mr. Hunt pled to a felony. In addition the crime he was convicted of is a crime of moral turpitude. And after his plea, he failed to appear for sentencing and there is currently an active warrant for his arrest. So I'm assuming he's not here. And all of this is inconsistent with chapter 289 of the NAC. Considering those evidence items and that information staff would recommend the revocation of Mr. Hunt's category one, two, and three certificate. 
COVERLEY:
Does the employee agency wish to speak? Does anyone hear from Metro? 

UNKNOWN:
I don't think so. 
COVERLEY:
Okay. Is there anyone here to speak on behalf of Mr. Hunt? No. All right. Any discussion or comment? 
UNKNOWN: (inaudible) to make a motion. 
MCKINNEY:
All right. Looking for a motion regarding the category, one, two, three Cert -- re -- re -- regarding, okay, looking for a motion regarding the category one, two, and three, certificates of Shawn T. Hunt.  
BOVEDA:
Esmeralda Boveda, I'll make the motion to revoke. 
WALKER:
Jason Walker, second. 

COVERLEY:
All right. We have a motion by, is it Chief?

WALKER:
Assistant. 
COVERLEY:
Chief? Deputy Chief
COVERLEY:
Deputy Chief Boveda and Assistant Sheriff McKinney. All in favor say aye. 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. Aye.
SHEA:  Aye

COVERLEY:
Any opposed? Motion passed unanimously. Item number 10 was tabled. So we will move now to item number 11. Discussion and for possible action hearing pursuant to NAC 289.290(1)(d), (f), and (h) for the possible revocation of category one, two, and three basic certificates held by Mun H. Kim, former employee of the Mineral County Sheriff's Office, based on the convictions and/or pleas of guilty of two misdemeanors, the conviction, pleas, which have led to this action are, count one, possession of drug not to be introduced into interstate commerce, misdemeanor in violation of NRS five, excuse me, 454.351. Count two, possession or use of drug paraphernalia, misdemeanor in violation of NRS 453.566. Possible action may be revocation of the category one, two, and three basic certificates. Director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK: Mike Sherlock, for the record. And just so just as a quick learning point for new Commissioners when we're talking about convictions where it's a misdemeanor in most cases and not specific misdemeanors, the employing or former employing agency must request the revocation hearing. In this case, the former employee agency is asking that Mr. Kim's certificate be revoked. He was convicted of a misdemeanor drug crime, including possession and possession of drug paraphernalia. All of these are inconsistent with chapter 289 of the NAC related to both hiring and certification of peace officers. And it's also inconsistent with our profession. And as such, staff would simply recommend the revocation of Mr. Kim's category one, two, and three certificates. 
COVERLEY:
Is the employing agency here to speak on this matter? 
FERGUSON: I would just agree, Sheriff Ferguson for the record, I would just agree that it's inappropriate. It's not the ethics or the moral that we want (inaudible) agency or with law enforcement as a whole. I do believe there was more than enough that it could have been prosecuted as a felony, the DA from Mineral County is here also, I asked for some leniency from the DA and that's why they plead down with Mr. Kim. 

MCCORMICK: And chairman and members of the Board. Ryan McCormick, Mineral County District Attorney BARR Number 15434. I'm in an interesting situation with this case, 'cause I was not the Mineral County District Attorney when I took it over. It was conflicted out and I was a Deputy District attorney in Churchill County at the time. But I did handle the case and this was a negotiated plea agreement with Mr. Kim in conjunction with Mr. Ferguson. I was able to talk to him at that point, or excuse me, Sheriff Ferguson. And part of that agreement for him to receive the benefit of his bargain is that he was voluntarily relinquished his POST certification to not be convicted of felonies. And just for a little bit of background, he was found to be in possession of several vials of testosterone and a few vials of anabolic steroid. 
COVERLEY: All right, is Mr. Kim or representative here to speak? All right. Any comments or discussion from the Commission? All right. Seeing none. Looking for a motion regarding the category one, two, three certificates of Mun H. Kim. 
MCKINNEY:
Kevin McKinney. I'll move for revocation of Mr. Kim's category one, two, and three certificates. 
WALKER: Jason Walker, Second. 
COVERLEY:
I have a motion by Chief McKinney and second by Assistant Sheriff Walker. All in favor say aye. 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. 
SHEA: Aye

COVERLEY: Any opposed? A motion passes unanimously. Thank you, gentlemen. Thank you. Item number 12, discussion and for possible action hearing pursuant to NAC 289.290(1)(d)(f), and G for the possible revocation of category three basic certificate held by Scott W. Lewis, former employee of the Nevada Department of Corrections based on the convictions and or pleas of guilty to a felony, the convictions, pleas, which have led to this action are, count one, furnishing a controlled substance to a state prisoner, a category B felony in violation of NRS 212.160(1)(a). Possible action may be the revocation of the category three basic certificate. Director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK:
Here, as you can see in the documents provided in the evidence Mr. Lewis was convicted of a felony i.e., furnishing a controlled substance to a state prisoner. Clearly the conviction of a felony is not only prohibiting -- prohibitive, itis inconsistent with the profession. His conduct related to drugs is also in violation of chapter 289 of the NAC. As such, staff would recommend the revocation of Mr. Lewis's Category three basic certificate. 
COVERLEY: Is there anyone here from NDOC? Is there anyone here would like to speak on the behalf of Mr. Lewis? Mr. Lewis, here? All right. Any comments or discussion from the Board, the Commission? All right. Looking for a motion regarding the category three certificates of Scott W. Lewis.
WALKER:
Jason Walker Motion regarding the revocation of the category three, basic certificate. 
MCGILL:
Joe McGill, I second. 
COVERLEY:
All right, we have a motion from Assistant Sheriff Walker and the second Sheriff McGill. All in favor say aye? 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. Aye. 
SHEA: Aye

MCKINNEY:
Any opposed? Passes unanimously. Item number 13, discussion and for possible action hearing pursuant to NAC 289.290(1)(a)(f) for the possible revocation of the category three basic certificate held by Robert L. Patton, former employee of the Nye County Sheriff's Office based on NAC 289.290(1)(a), willful falsification of any information provided to obtain certificate -- certification NAC 289.290(1)(f). Failure to comply with the standard established in this chapter possible action may, the replication of the category three basic certificate. 
HUNTLEY:
Sheriff, if I may real quick correct the record there. Officer Patton is a current employee of Nye County. He has no disciplinary action pending, so he is not a former employee. He's simply on administrative leave pending the outcome of this. 
COVERLEY:
Okay. Do you want to go to director -- director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK:
Sure. Mike Sherlock for the record and I can summarize what -- what staff receives. So Nye County is recommending revocation. Documents supplied by Nye County would indicate various violations of chapter 289. This includes falsification that is by not disclosing relevant information during the background to include arrests information related to the addiction to, use of, or possession of narcotics. Here, submissions indicate Mr. Patton admitted to arrest for drug possession and violating probation due to drug pro -- possession. Additionally, he was convicted of drug possession in California, specifically 11377 of a health and safety code, which is possession of methamphetamine in California. It was 17(b) diverted to Prop 36, which is drug court. Regardless of the fact of the diverted drug from staff's perspective, he -- perspective, he was arrested and convicted of possession of methamphetamine. As such, his conduct is inconsistent with chapter 289 of the NAC and inconsistent with certification. Staff recommends the revocation of Mr. Patton's category three certificate. 

COVERLEY:
Sheriff McGill, I see you're here for Nye or Nye County. 
MCGILL:
I am. So there's a long background in this. Mr. Patton was hired by the Nye County Sheriff's Office January or March 31, 2020, working detention in the Tonopah detention center. At the time that he was hired, there was a large hiring push going on, and it, that was under my predecessor prior to my becoming the sheriff. The background investigation as a result of the hiring push was not completed until after his having been hired. Through the background investigation originally in -- in 2020 it was found that Mr. Patton was arrested in -- in February of 2003. The background report noted that he completed his probation and petitioned the court in 2020 to have his case dismissed. The background investigator also noted that there were other arrests through his criminal check. And upon questioning Mr. Patton on these other arrests, he stated and claimed that these arrests were for his twin brother. Patton did not disclose all of the -- these arrests to the background investigator at that time. During the lie detection portion, the question was asked, have you ever been arrested, convicted, or -- or pled guilty to a domestic violence related offense? To which he answered no. Patton did accept a stay out of trouble for one year order in exchange as a result of a domestic violence arrest, which if I recall, was in Utah. The investigator -- the background investigator at the time noted, not recommended for hire. However, the final decision was made by the Sheriff, Sheriff Wherley to hire Patton. In 2025, Patton applied to the accepted to Patrol Academy from the detention assignment that he currently had. Due to this, his background was again reviewed. During this review, which was done by the same background investigator, the background investigator rec -- recalled questionable items from his background and looked further into that previous background. As a result of that, the investigator requested fingerprint comparisons for the arrestee to compare with Mr. Patton. Based on the fingerprint comparisons from those previous arrests, it was discovered that the prints were taken at the time of the arrest matched the fingerprints of Mr. Patton, not those of his brother Jerry Patton. The -- I -- I know the two of them they look, I -- I believe they're identical twins with the exception of maybe hairstyle, things like that. And so I can attest to the fact that looking at a booking photo may not be sufficient and the fingerprints were examined. An internal investigation was opened as a result of this under 289, and Mr. Patton was interviewed. The interview – in the interview was discussed about the original background and the fact that he was arrested two times, one for possession of a controlled substance in 2003 and one for domestic violence in Utah in 2012. He was asked if he was arrested any other times. And during this interview in -- at the time that he applied for the Category one Academy, he disclosed that he had been arrested for multiple probation violations being in 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, again in 2006, and again in 2006. When questioned by the background investigator on those particular arrests, Mr. Patton stated that he did not consider that they were arrests because there were not new cases or new charges. However, he was placed in custody as a result of those probation violations. He acknowledged that he was found to be in possession of narcotics during one of his arrests in 2003, which he had not disclosed in either of the two background investigations. Based on this information it is our belief that a criminal charge, or at the time that a criminal charge would've been filed, and we consulted with the District Attorney's office. The District Attorney stated that due to the statute of limitations and not being able to articulate an ongoing pattern of fraud, that criminal charges were not appropriate. Due to the fact that NRS 289.057 prohibits internal discipline investigation being undertaken more than five years after the occurrence, we believed that it was not possible for us to continue with a disciplinary action based on the fact that he had been employed for as long as he had been. And so the concern was that that would be a factor that would overturn any disciplinary action if we were to take it. So based on this information it appears that the only recourse or the only proper action would be for revocation of this post certificate. And I'd be happy to answer any questions. 

COVERLEY: All right. Let's go to Mr. Patton, you're saying -- is that you, sir? 
PATTON:
Yes, sir. 
COVERLEY: And your representative? 
HUNTLEY:
So, thank you. Attorney Brett Huntley on behalf of Officer Patton. I've got nothing but respect for Sheriff McGill. We have a long history together. We've worked together predating his time as a sheriff. So nothing but respect for him. However, completely disagree with him on this case. I think he's wrong. He did conduct an investigation in violation of NRS 289 over my objection. He used that investigation to submit to the Commission for this revocation. He cited to it in his request. So he violated 289 there, and he's now using an administrative code to overcome the clear language of NRS 289, which prohibits disciplinary action in this case. And I struggled to try and figure out why he's doing that. Because if you look at the record, there's clearly no indication of willful fal -- falsification by Deputy Patton. The statement was made that he claimed these other arrests were related to his twin brother. As was explained in his interview, that's not true. The investigator at the time asked him, without showing him any of these arrests, asked him, is there anybody else that, or is there anybody that could use your identity? And he told him, well, my twin brother has before, or could. And that was it. The investigator never showed him these arrests, never asked him to explain what they were and to claim that they did not understand these were his arrests is frankly ridiculous. If you look at the arrest reports, all of them are tied back to the original case. They all document the same tattoos in at least one of them they document that he was with his wife on both the one he was originally arrested for. And the second one, the domestic battery arrest, which was in 2012, again, eight years before this interview happened. It was documented with his wife. So to think that his brother is going to get arrested for domestic abuse against his wife, it's ridiculous. There's simply no claim that they could have believed that. More importantly, to show a violation of NAC 289.290, you have to show willful falsification, meaning he knowingly lied during this background interview. It's simply illogical to believe that. He admitted to them his original arrest for methamphetamine use. He admitted to them using methamphetamine at least 52 times during this two-year period. Obviously he wasn't trying to hide his past problem he had with methamphetamine, which again was more than 15 years before the interview, and is now more than 20 years in the past. As it was documented, he did take a CVSA and he was asked about prior arrests. He answered what he believed and he passed that CVSA. At the time of this interview, he had no prior law enforcement experience, so it's reasonable for him to understand an arrest, meaning he got charged for something. Notably, it was claimed that this -- the first probation violation where he was picked up and had methamphetamine on him, wasn't disclosed. He did disclose that in his background report. However, he -- he disclosed it under this section for Have you ever had a court order entered against you? And he disclosed that he had a court order -- order against him for missing his court date with drug court and probation picked him up, which is indicative of his understanding belief that this was a court order rather than an arrest. Following that, there were four or five additional arrests on his record. Again, no new charges, it was all -- all relate to the same original charge. He was out on probation, and the majority of those relate to when he shows up for drug court. They test him, as you all know, and he had diluted tests, and so he would get remanded back into custody. Eventually, he sought medical treatment at the direction of the judge. Found out that his -- his creatine levels were too low. He got treatment for that, and the problem went away. But it's perfectly reasonable that he didn't understand those as additional arrests. Had he not been on probation, he still would've been in jail under that original charge. He was simply remanded into custody with no new charge, nothing new. So as someone not in law enforcement, perfectly understandable that he didn't believe those were arrests. Even at the time of his interview that was unlawfully conducted, he still was confused about what the investigator wanted when he asked, when he had been arrested, because again, this was being remanded back in custody. Regarding the domestic violence arrest, again, no charges were filed on this. He disclosed that he was the subject of an EPO or protective order. He disclosed that the police were called out and interviewed him, and that no charges were filed. Again, his criminal history that the investigator had included this arrest, included the tattoo he had of his child's name, that it was with his wife at the time. We don't have any records of what actually was discussed between the investigator and Deputy Patton. Deputy Patton testified during the interview that recently occurred that he was forthcoming and -- and explained everything he knew. So there's no evidence of any willful falsification. It's not logical. The decision wouldn't have changed. And I think all of you have been in this situation. If somebody discloses a methamphetamine arrest that's over 15 years old, and that doesn't disqualify them from being hired and employed, the -- a handful of times being remanded during probation within the year or two of that, which is still 15 years previous to that, is not going to change that hiring decision. So there -- there was no motivation there for him to hide that, he was intentionally hiding it, misunderstanding, poor background investigation, it just doesn't make sense other than the only motivation I can find is that, as Sheriff McGill said, the background investigator at the times didn't want to hire him. He was overruled by Sheriff Wherley and former Captain David Borouchowitz who was well documented the struggles they had during their administration. But this opportunity came up where the former investigator, now captain, had a chance to apparently get his original wishes and not basically undo what he was forced to initially. Deputy Patton shouldn't be punished for that. He disclosed everything he thought he needed to. The department. the investigator had possession of all these arrest records, easily verifiable that it was him, pushed it through any way. He's had no issues since then. He's been a deputy now for six years. No drug use since 2004, as he said again, 22 years now. Don't think that's an appropriate justification to violate NRS 289 and (inaudible). Thank you. 
NOLAN: May I speak chairman? 
COVERLEY:
Yes. Yes, absolutely. 
NOLAN:
So, thank you all. John Nolan, for the record. I have utmost respect for Mr. Huntley. I've worked with him multiple times. And Mr. Patton this is not personal, but for POST, I think the first thing that we need to -- to clarify here is there's -- there's two different things that they look at versus the hiring decision and the standards that POST has to enforce. And so, you know, from that perspective, POST has to look at whether or not the information provided for certification was complete and accurate. And that's -- and -- and -- and as we look at the record, both what's in the agenda today and what was also provided under seal, it's very clear that it was not, it's not, you know it's not about perfect intent or deliberate deception and criminal sense. The question is whether the information provided was complete and accurate. And the record reflects here multiple undisclosed arrest and that's regardless of how they were characterized. And Mr. Patton had a responsibility to accurately disclose that for an interpretation process, which he did not. I will also mention separately and independent from the willful falsification of any information provided to obtain a certificate under 289. 290 1(a), separately 289(1)(f), is a separate provision and it's a very important provision, failure to comply with the standards established in this chapter, where you look for the standards established for certification of peace officers go right up in the regs to 110, Subpart four, and I'll read it for the record. A person may not be appointed to perform the duties of a peace officer if he or she has been convicted of a felony in this state or any offense, which would be a felony if committed in this state. Subpart B and convicted of an offense involving moral turpitude or the unlawful use sale or possession of a controlled substance. And C, a documented history of physical violence. It speaks for itself. It's quite clear. So we would maintain that standards were not met here and therefore the certification process was not complete and accurate. And this case implicates both 290 1 A and F and therefore POST would ask for revocation. 
COVERLEY:
Thank you. Any comments or discussion from the Commission? 
HUNTLEY: Would I be permitted to respond to that? 
COVERLEY: Yes. 
HUNTLEY:
Thank you. For the record, willful falsification is one of the charges that's being brought. So his intent definitely does matter 'cause he didn't willfully falsify anything. Regarding one F, the standards, this was a misdemeanor conviction, not a felony conviction. And the documented history of violence, again, no charge was brought. And again, this is 15 years now, 20 years in the past. I'm sure each of you can look at your departments and there are officers in there with misdemeanor convictions or charges that didn't lead to arrest. I was looking at a case just yesterday where an officer has two arrests for child abuse and no discipline because no charges were brought. And that's no different than the domestic violence arrest here, where no charges were brought and he was eventually cleared. So to say that's the standard that's upheld every time is not the case. 
NOLAN:
May I respond? 
COVERLEY: Yes. 
NOLAN:
I would also go back to subpart a willful fal -- falsification of any information, not substantial information, not multiple instances, any information. So one instance is enough. That's it. 
COVERLEY:
All right, any comments or discussion?
BOVEDA:
Esmeralda Boveda for the record.  Confirming he's still employed then, that's what we’re told. 

MCGILL:
He is currently on leave without pay pending this process. 

MCKINNEY:
With pay. 
SHERLOCK:
With pay. Did I say without? 
MCKINNEY:
Yes. 

SHERLOCK:
With pay. I'm sorry. 
BOVEDA:
Is there a reason why he's not terminated, like, for violating their internal policies? 
MCGILL:
Because the -- had we continued the new internal investigation, I believe that that would've been a violation of 289 for the nothing over five-year rule. So I elected not to take the risk of having our investigation overturned in arbitration as a result of that. 
NOLAN:
May I respond? So I would just also point for the record, there's a difference between the employment and the hiring, termination side of this and POST enforcing standards. So I just want to make sure that's a very clear POST is here recommending revocation because of your enforcement standards set forth from regulations in chapter 289. 
BOVEDA:
That's good to know, but yeah. 
HUNTLEY:
I'll say it again. A back door to violate NRS 289. 
COVERLEY:
Okay. So we're -- you had your moment, so we're moving on. Any comment or a discussion from the Commission?
SHEA:
Yeah, Tim Shea I don't know if you can hear me or not. 
COVERLEY:
Yes, we can. 
SHEA:
Well, this has been quite a -- not a thought on my part in discussions and I sympathize with any chief executive finds himself in this position. I -- my concerns are, is that we're doing, if we we're actually acting, like, a tribunal and we're -- there's no due process going on for the officer or deputy who's accused of doing something where we would normally have either a criminal violation and a termination by court or an internal investigation, which would follow all the rules and regulations under 289. None of that is in place now. And I'm concerned about where would this stop? Any -- any agency could bring forth something directly to the Commission circumvent 289 completed because they found out something that happened more than five years ago. And we ended up becoming a tribunal of some sort that would now have to weigh the facts and determine whether or not these things actually did occur. And if these things, whether or not they actually were in violation, which would then trigger us to act. And I –- the-- the problem I have is I think 289 is flawed, and that five-year regulation really puts handcuffs on us when we find out that somebody did do something that occurred more than five years ago that was serious. So that's kind of where my comments lie. And it's really, this has really been a head scratcher for me. And I don't know the other scale of this, but it's, are we going down a path that, where does it end? 
COVERLEY:
So one comment for, so I Dan Coverley for the record. I -- I understand there was a lot of mistakes made going back years. But we're here today to discuss specifically 289. 290 1(a) and 289.290 1(f), and I don't think that whether or not I don't think there's a time factor at -- at -- at all, okay? So the question is, is did were those regulations violated? And does that disqualify an individual for the current regulations from holding a POST certificate? And -- and I believe that it does. Is this the best way or you know, we can debate that for -- for until, you know, and if, and if and 289, if that needs to be updated or changed, that's a discussion for another day. So I think we need to stay focused on exactly what we're being asked to do today, which is look at which is what Mr. Nolan has -- has kind of instructed us. Mr. Nolan? 
NOLAN:
I would also -- yes, I agree. That would be POST position as you laid it out. It's not to re-litigate the substance of the arrest or violations, but whether in fact that created a history of violence, domestic violence or possession or use of -- of illegal drugs as laid out on 110. I would also push back against the comments about due process. Mr. Patton was noticed, all the proper procedures under 289 were followed. He's here by counsel today. He submitted ample materials, partially that's in the packet, and partially as we stated earlier were submitted to everybody on this Commission under seal that had an opportunity to review including the original investigation recording that Mr. Huntley referenced earlier. And so our position is that standards were not met here. There -- there -- there was not complete and accurate accounting of all information provided to obtain the certificate, and therefore, revocation is appropriate. Thank you. 
COVERLEY:
Any further discussion or comment? 
MCKINNEY:
Kevin McKinney, for the record. Historically, this Commission has -- has been reluctant to revoke a certification to -- to achieve the mission of a department trying to terminate a -- an employee. It's been this is a difficult situation because I believe Mr. Patton should not have been hired based upon his background, should not have been certified to begin with. So I think in this case, we are actually correcting an error that occurred five years ago rather than terminating or -- or doing Nye County's bidding to terminate where -- where they can't, I think this is a different situation. I believe we probably have an obligation to correct a wrong that was committed. You know, whether intentionally or mistakenly, I do not believe Mr. Patton should have been certified to begin with. I think we need to make that correction. And that's my position. 
MCGILL:
Sheriff, if I may? 

COVERLEY:
Yes. 
MCGILL:
I want to -- I want to go along the same Nye as Chief McKinney. If -- if chief McKinney had hired his brother 12 years ago knowing that his brother was convicted for murder and a new chief comes in, this is the only avenue for that new chief to number one, correct the wrong, correct the -- the -- the -- the conspiracy, and to protect the integrity of this profession. This was a difficult decision for me to make. I understand the ins and outs. This was not an end run. I am going back, yes to all this information that I provided was information, but it was just underlying information. I'm going back to the original 2003 background investigation and saying that this should occur, 2020, that this should have been handled properly then and it was not. 
COVERLEY:
Okay, sir, I allowed Sheriff McGill. Any last comments you'd like to make or, 

HUNTLEY:
Yeah, again, just talking about a misdemeanor that's been dismissed now and an arrest where no charges were brought. While I appreciate him wanting to undo a mistake that his predecessor made, but that POST certification was approved at the time. So now you're taking someone who moved his family here has spent six years building a career with no issues, has been a commendable employee, and tearing that away from him over something that happened over 20 years ago and again, was not a willful falsification. 
COVERLEY:
All right, so at this time I'm looking for a motion regarding the category three certificates of Robert L. Patton. 
WALKER:
Jason Walker, motion for the revocation of the category three basic certificate. 
STRAUBE:
Rob Straube, I Second. 
COVERLEY:
All right, we have a motion by Assistant Chief Walker, second by Chief Straube. 
MCGILL:
I'm sorry if I may, I'm going to abstain from this vote. 
COVERLEY:
Okay, Yes. 
MCGILL: Respectfully. 
COVERLEY:
All in favor do you by saying aye. 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. 

COVERLEY:
Any opposed? Chief Sha? 
SHEA:
Yeah, I'm going to vote Aye. 
COVERLEY:
I also vote Aye. Motion passes unanimously. Thank you, gentlemen. Item number 14, discussion and from possible action hearing pursuant to N -- NAC 289.290(1)(f), and (g) for this possible suspension of the category one basic certificate held by Wendell H. Phillips, former employee of the Clark County Office of Public Safety. Based on the indictment filed March 21, 2024, charging Mr. Phillips with count one oppression under the color of officer Category D, felony in violation of NRS 197.200. Count two, misconduct of a public officer, category B, felony in violation of NRS 197.110 Count three, sexual assault category a felony in violation of NRS 200.364 and 200.366. Possible action may be the suspension of category one basic certificate. Director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK:
Mike Sherlock, for the record. Here, the agency has requested revocation, which is how our forms work. But we want to make sure the Commission understands that this person is not yet convicted and allows us to suspend that certificate pending the final outcome of the criminal case. Here he is has been indicted for three separate felonies. Clearly if he's convicted, he is prohibited from acting as a peace officer. In addition to conduct such as oppression under the color of an officer other misconduct and sexual assault that led to the indictment is clearly inconsistent with NAC 289 and -- and our profession. He is currently at large after failure to appear for court considering all this information, Staff would recommend the suspension of Mr. Phillips Category one, certificate pending the court case. 

COVERLEY:
Is the employee agent here to speak? Mr. Phillips here? All right, any discussion or comments from the Commission without looking for a motion to suspend -- suspend, correct? 
SHERLOCK:
Yes. 
NOLAN:
Yes. 
COVERLEY:
Suspend the category one basic certificate held by Mr. Phillips. 
MCKINNEY:
Kevin McKinney. I'll move that we suspend Mr. Phillips as category one certificate. 
MCGILL:
Joe McGill, I'll second. 
COVERLEY:
All right. We have a motion by Chief McKinney and a second by Sheriff McGill. All in favor so aye? 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. 
COVERLEY:
Any oppose? I also vote aye. Motion passes unanimously. 

NOLAN:
Did you get a vote from Chief Shea? 
MCKINNEY:
Chief Shea, did you get a vote in? 
SHEA: Yeah, I hit my mute button too late. Yeah, aye. 
COVERLEY:
Thank you. Item number 15, discussion and for possible action hearing pursuant to NAC 289.290(1)(f) and (g) for possible revocation of the category two basic certificate held by Jerrell D. Roberts, former employee of the Clark County Department of Juvenile Justice Services, based on the convictions and/or pleas of a guilty to a felony. The convictions pleas, which have led to this action are count one, obtaining and using personal identifying information of another, category B felony NRS 205.4631. Possible action may be the revocation of the category two basic certificate. Director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK:
Mike Sherlock, for the record. And I know you've seen the supporting documents on this particular case. Mr. Roberts was convicted of a felony, but in addition to that the conduct is clearly related to more -- moral turpitude issues. And as such as inconsistent, which happened 289 of the NAC and our profession and staff would recommend the revocation of Mr. Roberts Category two certificate. 

COVERLEY:
Is the employee agency here to speak? Is Mr. Roberts or representative here to speak? Any comments or discussions from the Commission? All right, hearing none. Looking for a motion to revoke the category two basic certificate held by Mr. Roberts. 
WALKER:
Jason Walker, motion for the revocation of the category two basic certificate. 
NIEL:
Russ Niel, I second. 
COVERLEY: All right. Motion by assistant sheriff Walker, Second by Chief Russell. All in favor say aye? 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. Aye. 
SHEA: Aye

COVERLEY:
Any opposed? I also vote aye. Motion passes unanimously. Item number 16 was tabled. Is that correct?

SHERLOCK:
Yeah. 
COVERLEY:
On to item 17, discussion and for possible action hearing pursuant to NAC 289. 290 (1)(f) and (g) for the possible revocation of category two and three basic certificates held by Maurice A. Washington, former employee of the City of Las Vegas, Department of Public Safety, based on the convictions and/or pleas of guilty to a felony. The convictions, pleas which have led to this action, are count one and two, reckless driving with death, category B, felony NRS 484B 653. Possible actions may be the revocation for the category two and three basis certificates. Director Sherlock?

SHERLOCK:
Mike Sherlock, for the record, I think this is the last one. All right? Here I know you've seen the supporting documents. Maurice Washington was convicted of a felony and as such, prohibited from Peace Officer employment. In addition, the conduct itself is inconsistent with chapter 289 of the NAC and staff would recommend the revocation of Maurice Washington's category two and three basic certificates. 
COVERLEY:
Is the employee agency here to speak? Is Mr. Washington or representative? Any comments or discussion from the Commission? All right, seeing none. Looking for a motion to revoke the category two and three basic certificates held by Maurice Washington. 
MCGILL:
Joe McGill, all move for revocation of the basic two and three certificates. 
WALKER:
Jason Walker, I second. 
COVERLEY:
All right. We have a motion by Sheriff McGill, second by Assistant Chief Walker. All in favor say aye? 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. Aye. Aye. 
SHEA:  Aye

COVERLEY:
Any opposed? Motion passes unanimously. Item number 18, public comment. The opportunity for public comment is reserved for any matter listed below on the agenda, as well as any matter within the jurisdiction of the Commission. No action on such an item may be taken by the Commission unless and until the matter has been noticed as an action item. No comments may be made regarding a matter that is or may be the subject of a formal complaint before the Commission. Comment may not be limited based on viewpoint. If we have any public comment at this time? All right, seeing none. We will close by that. That's all we have to do on that, right? Just move on?

SHERLOCK:
Yes. 
COVERLEY:
Discussion and for possible action schedule, upcoming public hearing and regularly meeting schedule meeting in July. Director Sherlock? 
SHERLOCK:
So Mike Sherlock, for the record. So I -- I know Sheriff's and Chief's meeting is in Ely on July 15th and 16th, but just to give some history due to sort of the remoteness of Ely for us in the past getting attorneys and witnesses and other people out to Ely was a problem. And we at that time moved the July Commission meeting to Carson, which for us from a budget standpoint and that kind of things make sense. We do two in the South and the Clark County area and two in the north. And so we're good with having it in Carson. We just want to make sure that the Commission still feels that way. I've spoken to several people on the Commission who would prefer not having it in Ely, particularly this year. Some of you aren't going to Ely, I understand that. And so we would be looking at July for here Carson. But we don't want to interfere with Sheriffs and Chiefs. I've been told that that same week, maybe on Tuesday, which would be the 14th of July, may work for some of you. But I don't know when everybody is traveling. So we're kind of leaving that up to the Commission to hash that out and let us know what works best and to get the meeting in July, for us, other than Sheriffs and Chiefs, we're pretty open for July for staff. So we're looking -- we're looking for direction, what -- what with the new makeup of the Commission, that kind of thing, what works best for everybody. 

COVERLEY:
Dan Coverley, for the record. The 14th would work for me. It would need to be in the morning, 'cause I have to travel to Ely.

SHERLOCK:
Yeah. 
COVERLEY:
So, I, you know, would be able to leave after the meeting. 
SHERLOCK: So if everybody's good with that, we can apply -- we -- we can try for July 14th in the -- in the morning. All right, let's do that. So tentatively and I'll get something out to -- to the Commission on that. 

TOGLIATTI:
Yeah. George Togliatti, for the record. You're talking about Tuesday morning? 
SHERLOCK:
Yeah. 
TOGLIATTI:
July 14th?

SHERLOCK:
Yeah. Because I believe the 15th and 16th is, is Wednesday, Thursday, right? 
TOGLIATTI:
Yes. 

SHERLOCK:
For -- for Sheriffs and Chiefs. Yeah. 
BOVEDA:
So that'll prob -- probably be a challenge for me, but maybe I can work something -- something out. I'll talk to you later. 
SHERLOCK:
Okay. 
BOVEDA:
Yeah. 
COVERLEY:
Should we make it for 9:00 a.m., then? 
SHERLOCK:
Sure. 9:00 a.m. 

TOGLIATTI:
If it's -- I'll -- I -- I'll fly up Monday or if I fly up Tuesday, if it's you know, later in the morning, I can fly up Tuesday. It depends on how everybody else feels. I'm -- I'm flexible as long as it's Tuesday rather than Monday. So it gives (inaudible). 
SHERLOCK:
Okay. 
COVERLEY:
And we can do 10. 
SHERLOCK:
Yeah. 
COVERLEY:
You know, we just can't do three in the afternoon. 

SHERLOCK:
Right. Okay. So we -- we'll -- we'll suggest that then July 14th at 10:00 a.m., and I'll put something out. 
COVERLEY: All right. Item 20. Discussion or possible action, adjournment.

NIEL: Motion to approve. 
YOUNG: Second. 
COVERLEY: All right. Motion by Chief Niel. Dr. Young. All in favor? 
MULTIPLE:
Aye. 
SHEA: Aye

COVERLEY:
All right. Thank you.
[end of meeting]
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