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NEVADA STATE BOARD OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS AND LAND SURVEYORS 
Minutes of the Regular Board Meeting 

Held in Reno, Nevada, Thursday, November 8, 2018 
 

Chairman Robert LaRiviere declaring a quorum present, called the meeting to order at 9:30 am, in the Ed and 
Mary Alice Pine Board Room at 1755 E Plumb Lane Suite 135, Reno, Nevada 89502.  Board members present 
were chairman Robert LaRiviere, PLS; vice chair Karen Purcell, PE; Kent Anderson, PE; Brent Wright, PE/SE; 
Angelo Spata, PE; Tracy Larkin-Thomason, PE; Thomas Matter, public member; Gregory DeSart, PE. Also 
present were Patty Mamola, PE, Executive Director; Louisa Kern Administrative Assistant; Murray Blaney, 
Compliance Officer; Jake Wolf, Compliance Investigator; Chris MacKenzie, Board Legal Counsel. Guests 
present were David Giacomin, PE (Civil Engineer) #24367, Kimley-Horn and Ashley Verling, PE (Civil Engineer) 
#24779, Wood Rodgers, Inc.  
 
1. Call to Order and Roll Call of Board Members 
 
All board members were present with the exception of Mr Kidd who was excused.  
 
2. Pledge of Allegiance 
 
 
3. Public Comment Period 
 
There were no public comments 
 
4. Introductions and Guest Orientation 
 
Those present introduced themselves. 
 
 
5. Discussion and possible action on approval of meeting minutes (For possible action) 
 

a. September 13, 2018, Public Hearing, Intent to Act Upon Regulations minutes 
 

Mr LaRiviere asked if anyone had any questions or edits to the Public Hearing minutes. There were none. 
 
18-70   A motion was made by Mr Anderson, seconded by Ms Larkin-Thomason to approve the 
   the Public Hearing minutes. The motion passed unanimously. 
 

b. September 13, 2018, Regular Board Meeting minutes   

 
Mr LaRiviere asked if anyone had any questions or edits to the Regular Board Meeting minutes. Mr MacKenzie 
suggested an edit. 
 
18-71   A motion was made by Mr Anderson, seconded by Ms Larkin-Thomason to approve the 
   the Regular Board Meeting minutes with the suggested edits made. 
   The motion passed unanimously. 
 
6. Discussion and possible action on financial statements.  (For possible action) 
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a. July 2018 financial statements 

Ms Mamola said there had been errors in the July 2018 statements that were presented at the September 13, 
2018 board meeting. She said those errors had been corrected and reviewed the statements for the board. Ms 
Mamola added that the report had required manual input – which was the cause of the errors – and that she 
was looking at statements being auto-generated from the accounting software to avoid mistakes in the 
future. She said that report formatting may need to be adjusted and that she would consult with APOC for 
approval before making a definitive change. 
 

b.  August  2018 financial statements 

Ms Mamola reviewed the August 2018 statements. Mr LaRiviere asked for clarification on the payroll amount 
being higher by $20,000 over previous months. Ms Mamola responded that three pay periods as opposed to 
the norm of two fell in the month of August.  

 
c. September 2018 financial statements 

Ms Mamola reviewed the September 2018 statements. Mr Matter asked why the travel actual amount seemed 
high in September. Ms Mamola responded that expenses related to the NCEES annual meeting (held in 
August) tended to fall in the following month. Ms Mamola added that board member expense reports, if 
accumulated over an extended period of time can impact the actual amount on the month of payment.  
 
Mr LaRiviere asked that board members try to submit expense reports within 7-10 days of a board meeting or 
conference. 

18-72   A motion was made by Mr Anderson, seconded by Ms Larkin-Thomason to approve the 
   the financial statements. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
7. Discussion and possible action on compliance reports by Compliance Officer.   

(For possible     action) 
 

a. Compliance officer report on complaints being investigated. 
 
Mr Blaney said that there were fifteen cases to report on. Case number 20180002, relates to issues with 
forensic reporting by a forensic engineer. This investigation is complete. Mr MacKenzie added that a proposed 
stipulated agreement had been sent to the respondent. 
 
Mr Blaney said the next case, number 20180003, is regarding being a faithful agent and representing the 
client’s best interests, had been dismissed by the board liaison.  
 
Mr Blaney continued saying an allegation of forgery is the next case, number 20180006. A stipulated 
agreement signed by the respondent will be presented for consideration by the board today.   
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Mr Blaney said an allegation of plagiarism is at the center of case number 20180010. Ultimately though, after a 
detailed investigation, the case was dismissed. There were a lot of similarities but the plagiarism is difficult to 
prove.  
 
Mr Blaney said case number 20180011 is a result of a self-report of disciplinary action by another state. We 
wanted to monitor this engineer’s activities in Nevada and a stipulated agreement related to that will be 
considered by the board today. 
 
Mr Blaney stated that case, number 20180014, is a result of the deterioration of the working relationship 
between two engineers. We needed additional information from the complainant which we have received and 
reviewed and the case is just about ready to go to board liaison review. Mr Spata asked that in situations 
where one engineer complained about another and it turns out to be a false accusation, is there anything 
done to the engineer making the accusation. Mr Blaney said that if the investigation found an element of 
malicious intent there likely would be some correspondence from the board relating to a code of conduct. Ms 
Mamola added that action could be considered against a complainant if any malicious action put public 
safety in jeopardy or was contrary to the code of conduct.  
 
Mr Blaney said that case number 20180015 is another self-report of disciplinary action by another state, and 
that a stipulated agreement will be presented for board consideration at today’s meeting. 
 
Mr Blaney said that 20180017 relates to issues involving an Employee and their Supervisor at a public entity. 
The case had been reviewed by a board liaison and the recommendation has comeback that the case be 
dismissed. 
 
Mr Blaney stated that case number 20180018 also had a recommendation of dismissal by a board liaison. The 
complaint had been made whole by the respondent PLS and there were also a number of extenuating 
circumstances that were impacting the surveyor in responsible charge and the operations of their firm. 
 
Mr Blaney said case 20180019 relates to allegation that a design report was produced specifying certain 
materials with bias without considering other materials. He added that there was a sizeable amount of 
information to be digested in this case and that the investigation is ongoing. 
 
Case number 20180020, Mr Blaney said, involves significant cracking in the floor of the home and it was traced 
back to a design flaw. We have the formal response, but now it looks like an attorney for the respondent’s 
insurance company is getting involved, so we are waiting for some more information to come back. 
 
Mr Blaney said that 20180021 relates to incompetence in producing an elevation certification it is a survey for 
a house pad, with the measurement seeming to be outside the building code parameters. He continued to say 
we are waiting for some additional clarification from the complainant, but there does appear to be something 
there.  
 
Mr Blaney stated that case 20180022 seemed to be a monetary issue where a topo map is being withheld but 
the complainant believes that they have paid for it. He continued to say it looks like monetary dispute, and 
typically the board doesn’t get involved with those, but staff will fully vet the complaint for the sake of public 
interest to make sure there is nothing else there.  
 
Mr Blaney said complaint case number 20180023 is another involving a forensic report. He said it relates to a 
forensic engineering report on a roof failure in Lake Tahoe during the winter of 2016-2017. It is alleged by the 
complainant that the report had critical admissions and unsupported conclusions, and the case is currently in 
the investigative stage.   
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Mr Blaney stated last case; case number 20180024, on the surface appeared to be another monetary issue 
involving the updating of plans to comply with code changes. The complainant believes the engineer is asked 
an excessive amount for the update. We will follow to see what the story is. 
 
Mr DeSart said he noticed that there were a few forensic engineering issues and asked if there were any 
noticeable patterns in the complaints. Mr Blaney replied that at first view it would seem that the omission of 
keys facts is a commonality. Mr Blaney added that historically there hasn’t been many forensic report 
complaints and that it is interesting that we have a couple ongoing at the same time.  
 
 

b. Consideration of probation reports: 
 
Michael Keegan, PE #8821 Larry J Sanchez, PE #15752 
Michael Regan, PE #11081 Mohan B Upasani, PE #11760 
 

There were no comments regarding the probation reports presented. 
 
8. Discussion on Board Counsel Report (Discussion only) 
 

a. Discussion of board’s Rules of Practice 

Mr MacKenzie said that this item is to give some of the newer members and some members that have been 
around for a while an update on Rules of Practice. He referenced a letter in the board packet, dated December 
22, 2016, written by him as the most recent update of the board’s Rules of Practice. He added that the Rules of 
Practice are required to be filed with the Nevada Secretary of State. Mr MacKenzie added the rules are 
periodically updated and that there are a couple of items in the current filing that may need to be reviewed 
and addressed. He said an item to note is that previously as board counsel he would prosecute the cases, but 
now it has been directed by the AG’s office that you cannot have the same person advising the board and also 
prosecuting a case. Mr MacKenzie said going forward we will bring in a deputy AG to come and prosecute a 
case should it go to a formal hearing.  

Mr MacKenzie said the complaint process follows the rules outlined, and that his review is to provide board 
members a refresher on what happens when a complaint is received. Mr MacKenzie reviewed the Rules of 
Practice and took questions from the board (Rules of Practice and Exhibits are attached). 

Mr Spata asked if when the board hears a case, is the determination made by a vote, and if the vote was by 
majority rule. Mr MacKenzie replied that is was by a majority vote. 

Mr Spata said that it appears there is ample opportunity for the person that is being accused to be heard 
through the process, but what are the complainant’s options if they do not agree with an outcome. Mr 
MacKenzie said that it is important to note that the complainant is not a party to the case. It is between the 
board and the respondent. The complainant provides the initiating information, they do not have standing, 
and they are not prosecuting the case. It is up to the board or not to determine whether it is something they 
feel is appropriate to move forward with.  
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Mr Spata asked if the board had a second review process if a complainant felt like they weren’t getting a 
satisfactory resolution or believed their complaint wasn’t heard properly, and if Mr MacKenzie reviewed cases 
before dismissal. Mr MacKenzie said that the system isn’t set up that way, and that the board or its designated 
board liaison is the arbiter. He added that he would give input on facts if requested. Mr MacKenzie continued 
to say that the board is relying on and needs to have confidence in the recommendation made the designated 
board liaison and the staff of the board.  

Mr Matter asked if there was an egregious issue or public safety concern involved in a complaint, does the 
board have the ability to suspend a license during or prior to the hearing process. Mr MacKenzie said that the 
board does have that ability by statute if there is belief, that by continuing to practice, the licensee poses a 
danger to public health and safety. He added that we would have to do a finding for that, but yes it does allow 
us to issue a decree order prior to holding a hearing. 
 

9. Discussion and possible action on stipulated agreement for Roger Blair, PE, license number 24744, 
complaint number 20180011.  (For possible action) 

Mr MacKenzie reviewed the facts related to complaint number 20180011 for Roger Blair, PE, license number 
024744.  He also stated the relevant Nevada statutes and administrative code relative to the complaint and 
disciplinary action against Mr Blair. Mr MacKenzie continued to outline the terms of the stipulated settlement 
agreement. Ms Mamola noted that additional monetary penalties had not been imposed on Mr Blair and that 
the objective of the settlement and the probation term outlined was to monitor the engineer’s project activity 
in Nevada as an element of public protection. 

Mr MacKenzie stated that although, per the terms of the agreement, the license suspension is stayed, if the 
respondent were to violate the Texas Consent Order or the Nevada Stipulated Agreement, if the board 
believed it appropriate, the stay could be lifted and a suspension put in place without the need to go to a 
formal disciplinary hearing. 

Mr DeSart asked if the respondent were to violate agreed to terms, what the process is to enact a suspension 
if there is no formal hearing. Mr MacKenzie responded that it would need to be an agenda item at a board 
meeting and the respondent would be given the opportunity to be heard, and that it would require a motion 
and vote by board members. He added that the stipulation is an agreement by the licensee being disciplined 
that if they violate the terms the stay can be lifted without the burden of a formal hearing. 

18-73   A motion was made by Mr Anderson, seconded by Mr Matter to approve the 
   the stipulated agreement as written. The motion passed unanimously.  
 

10. Discussion and possible action on stipulated agreement for Lazell Preator, PE, license number 
14982, complaint number 2018006.  (For possible action) 

Mr MacKenzie reviewed the facts related to stipulated terms of the agreement for complaint number 
20180011 regarding disciplinary action against Lazell Preator, PE, license number 014982. 
   
18-74   A motion was made by Ms Purcell, seconded by Mr Spata to approve the 
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   the stipulated agreement as written. The motion passed unanimously.  
 

11. Discussion and possible action on stipulated agreement for Mingqiao Zhu, PE, license number 
15943, complaint number 20180015.  (For possible action) 

Mr MacKenzie reviewed stipulated agreement terms and the facts relating to discipline being imposed on Mr 
Mingzhao Zhu, PE, Nevada license 015943; complaint case number 20180015. 
   
18-75   A motion was made by Ms Larkin-Thomason, seconded by Mr Anderson to approve the 
   the stipulated agreement as written. The motion passed unanimously.  

12. Discussion and possible action on audit report for fiscal year 2017-2018. Brian Anderson,  
       Wipfli CPAs and Consultants will be available for questions. (For possible action) 
 
Mr LaRiviere asked Mr Anderson to review the audit report included in the board packet and give his overall 
opinion. Mr Anderson gave an overview and said that based on their analysis all financial information was 
fairly presented and that everything looked good. He added the opinion issued in the report was that there is 
the proper internal control and that there are no compliance issues. Mr Anderson asked if there were any 
questions from the board. 
 
Mr DeSart said that the board had discussions about the categorizing of available funds that were earmarked 
for deferred expenses, and asked if there was a more appropriate designation so to separate from the board’s 
regular reserves.  
 
Mr Anderson replied that it may be applicable for the board to commit or assign those funds that are 
designated for a specific purpose. He added that a portion of funds had been assigned, but to reduce the 
assigned balance the board would need to formally commit dollar amounts to specific projects. Mr Anderson 
continued to say that to get proper categorization before the next audit, the formal action would need to take 
place before June 30, 2019. 
 
18-76   A motion was made by Mr DeSart, seconded by Ms Purcell to approve the 
   the audit report for FY 2017-2018. The motion passed unanimously. 

 
13. Discussion and possible action on administrative report by Executive Director.  (For possible action) 

 
a. Approved licensees report 

Ms Mamola reviewed the approved licensee report enclosed in the board packet and asked for any questions 
from the board. There were none.  

b. Action items related to 2017-2021 Strategic Plan 

Ms Mamola said that included in the board packet is a copy of the board approved Strategic Plan executive 
summary that shows our four goals: 1) Outreach; 2) Licensure;  3) Regulation; and 4) Operational Excellence. 
Ms Mamola continued to say that it also includes the action items and tactics related to those goals. She 
added that this item is just a reminder to board members so if they have any thoughts, ideas, or comments let 
staff know so we can work on an idea or include it.  
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c. Governor’s Finance Office Department of Internal Audits request for response on 
recommendations made to regulatory boards 

Ms Mamola said that a letter in response to the recommendations, after review by board counsel and 
approval by the legislative committee, was sent on October 30, 2018.    

d. New Mexico Governor Executive Order 

Ms Mamola said she had included a copy the Executive Order as an informational item. She continued to say 
that some of the language used was apparently issued by an organization called the Institute for Justice. She 
said the board should be aware as this may be a precursor to desired changes and movements toward 
regulatory boards.  

Mr LaRiviere asked if many other boards have the expedited comity license applications to levels that the 
Nevada board has achieved, in being well under the 30 day requirement. Ms Mamola said she had reached out 
to a number of boards, and unfortunately a number gave the impression that the timeframes didn’t apply to 
them, but added that New Mexico did say they were compliant. She also said that there are a couple of boards 
that have a faster turnaround than Nevada, where if the engineer has an NCEES record and is a “model law” 
engineer, those applicants are licensed within 24-48 hours of the board receiving their record. Ms Mamola said 
that she was on the MBA Executive Director Committee for NCEES and that inaction by some MBA’s toward 
expediting the process of licensure is a concern and will be a discussion topic.  

Mr MacKenzie said that an item in the New Mexico Executive Order relating to conflict with existing state 
statutes could render the order largely symbolic rather than making effective change. Ms Mamola stated that 
when she had discussions with the New Mexico board they had said there was a degree of confusion about 
the actual impact the order will have, but indicated that it did highlight what challenges could be on the 
horizon.   

e. Items related to National Council of Examiners for Engineering & Surveying (NCEES) 

Ms Mamola said that vice chair Ms Purcell and herself would be attending the NCEES Board Presidents 
Assembly to be held February 8 and 9, 2019 in Atlanta, GA.   

14. Discussion and possible action on board committee reports.  (For possible action) 
 

a. Administrative Procedures Oversight Committee, Chair Karen Purcell  

Ms Purcell said that an APOC meeting had not been held since the last meeting of the board, and there was 
nothing to report.  

Mr DeSart said, relating to the discussions during the audit report about assigned or committed reserves, 
would APOC be the proper place to make recommendations to the board for both assigned and specifically 
committed funds. Mr LaRiviere said it would likely be the best forum for discussion. Ms Mamola agreed and 
said deferred expense items along with those listed in the business plan would need to have firmer amounts 
plus contingencies assigned and be presented to APOC. 

Mr DeSart said that it had been briefly discussed about whether the earmarked deferred expense reserves 
could be put into MMA or CDs until being needed. Ms Mamola said she needed clarification from the 
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Governor’s Finance Office about the committed or assigned funds as it relates to our reserves, and they can 
be held in the type accounts mentioned. 

Ms Mamola gave an update on the lease for the new Reno office, and said that the formal lease document has 
been confirmed as on the agenda for the Board of Examiners December meeting. She added that if approved, 
the process for the TIs could begin after the holiday break.  
 
Ms Mamola said that the AV equipment was scheduled for installation at the Las Vegas office space and that 
recommendations on improving the acoustics in the conference room have been received. Ms Mamola said 
ideally we would like the work complete by the January meeting.   

b. Legislative Committee, Chair Michael Kidd 
 

i. Proposed changes to Nevada Administrative Code 625.545, professional liability 
insurance disclosure 

Ms Purcell said that the Legislative Committee met on October 23, 2018 to discuss the proposed changes to 
NAC 625.545 which is the professional liability insurance disclosure. In summary it was decided and voted 
upon unanimously that language of the proposed changes to NAC 625.545 remain as written and that the 
board issue an opinion of the intent regarding the limits of coverage provided by the policy of insurance. 

Mr Wright said it was brought up at the hearing the question of what is the available insurance. He said that in 
the committee’s discussion, it was talked about and decided that a lot of contracts allow you to submit an 
insurance certificate, and that certificate doesn’t list the available insurance it just shows your insurance 
limits. Mr Wright said that the committee believed that that was really the intent when interpreting the law.  

Mr DeSart said he wanted to put something else out there and that he had talked to an attorney that 
represents his insurance company. The attorney, from Massachusetts, said in his state lawyers have a 
requirement to disclose to their board whether or not they have equivalent professional liability insurance. 
The way it works in that state is that they disclose whether or not they have it and not the limits. On the 
lawyers’ board website there is a check box by every licensee or licensed lawyer on whether you have it or you 
don’t have it. So the public has an opportunity to go on the website and do research to find out whether or 
not they are hiring a lawyer that has insurance or doesn’t have insurance. Mr DeSart said to him that doesn’t 
address the limits of coverage issue but he thought that was a more palatable approach for the business 
community rather than having to disclose it in contracts. He added that if we had laws that also required the 
check mark to be current and to report it if the licensee discontinued the coverage. Mr DeSart said it alleviates 
the other concern of the public and possibly signing a contract stating a licensee has insurance and then two 
days later they drop it. He added if there is a law that requires reporting whether or not you have insurance, 
and within 30 days of discontinuing insurance the professional would have to report to the board, and that 
the board kept track of it. Then the public can go on there on any given day to see if someone actually has 
insurance or not. That is just an alternative as to what we have been discussing and it is completely different 
from what was written into what we have as our proposed regulation changes but I like the idea and I would 
just like to put it out there for consideration.  

Mr Wright said that we discussed this before and that most of the general public, especially less sophisticated, 
are the most vulnerable and are automatically assuming that professionals are all insured anyway. He 
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questioned how effective it would be for the public, saying obviously they can go to the website but how 
many are going to know they can and actually think to do it. Mr Wright added, first, engineers are required to 
have a contract and second, engineers are required to disclose whether or not they have insurance. That 
would be a better protection to the public without burdening the responsible engineers.  

Mr LaRiviere asked Mr MacKenzie what the next step in the process would be. Mr MacKenzie replied that 
another separate rule making hearing like we had for the previous three, where anyone can show up and 
make public comments on the regulation. He continued to say that if the board wanted to make amendments 
then it will have to go back to LCB. Mr MacKenzie said an amendment could result in having to do SBI surveys 
and the workshops again just because the substance could change and the public might have a different view.  

Ms Mamola said she would poll board members for possible hearing dates and times, and that they could 
participate via teleconference.  

Ms Purcell said that another item we discussed at the committee meeting was other possible changes to NAC 
625. Ms Mamola said if board members had identified any regulations in need of amending that they forward 
them along. She added if the number of amendments identified became sizeable, there may need to be some 
consideration given to a full repeal and replacement process. Ms Mamola said although that may seem a 
daunting task, it may actually be the more efficient process.   

Ms Purcell said logistics and strategy for moving forward with the potential changes to NRS 625 NRS 329 were 
discussed. Ms Mamola added that we are working with board counsel and our board lobbyist to identify who 
is going to carry those NRS changes for us and who will be the BDR sponsor in the legislative session.  

c. Professional Association Liaison (PAL) Council, Chair Greg DeSart  

Mr DeSart reported that the PAL Council had met earlier in the morning and had representation from NALS, 
APWA, ACEC, and ASCE. He said that the NAC changes adopted were reviewed, general board activities were 
discussed, and plans outlined for a Northern Nevada ReConnect  PDH event next fall for 2019.  
 
Mr DeSart said the action items were the possibility of doing panel discussions at APWA conference in spring 
in Southern Nevada and fall for Northern Nevada about electronic signatures and electronic stamping. He 
added there is a tentative plan to have a board meet & greet sometime in January associated with our next 
board meeting in the South, with invites to agencies that are concerned with electronic stamping. Mr DeSart 
state that it would be in prelude of the panel discussions that will be held at APWA.  

d. Public Outreach Committee, Chair Greg DeSart 

Mr DeSart said that committee reviewed the ReConnect event in depth, and there was unanimous consensus 
that we want to do the Northern Nevada version next fall.  He added staff will put together some ideas and 
report back to the committee. 
 
Ms Larkin-Thomason asked for demographics on attendees, including years of experience as professionals.   

Mr DeSart said another important item was the meet & greet at the Nevada Legislature on February 15, 2019 
in Carson City from 8am to noon. He added that Ms Mamola was producing a collateral piece with key facts 
about the board and our position on issues related to the board.  
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Mr Spata asked who should attend. Ms Mamola replied any board member who is able available and would 
like to attend. 

Mr DeSart said lastly, outreach to Nevada universities was discussed. It was decided that Ms Purcell and Ms 
Mamola would connect and try set a meeting with UNR in the north, and that Mr Anderson and himself would 
do the same with UNLV in the south. 
  

15. Discussion and possible action on corporate name requests.  (For possible action)  

Ms Mamola said there were none at the time when the board packet was distributed and none has come in 
since.  

16. Discussion and possible action on licensing of military members and military spouses.  Consider 
expedited licensure process, reduced or waived application fees, and/or other considerations that 
could reduce impacts or challenges faced by military families related to licensure.  (For possible 
action) 

Ms Mamola said Mr Kidd had requested this item to be put on the agenda, but unfortunately he is not here 
today. She referenced an article in the board packet written by the Secretary of the Air Force, relating to 
complaints from active services members and their spouses about difficulty in obtaining professional 
licensure once they have moved to a new state.  Ms Mamola also highlighted that the CA board has an 
expedited licensure program for military and military spouses. She stated that Mr Kidd had asked the board to 
consider expedited licensure process, reduced or waived application fee, and or any other considerations that 
reduce the impact or challenges faced by military and military spouses related to professional licensure.  

Ms Mamola said that as a board we are already expediting the overall comity process and that staff currently 
identify if any comity applicant is active military or a military spouse for a faster track. She added that the 
expediting element is already in place. Ms Mamola asked if the board would consider a reduction in 
application fees. Mr LaRiviere asked what Ms Mamola’s initial consideration would be for military/military 
spouse application fees. Ms Mamola replied a reduction to $100 would be a starting point.  

Mr Wright said that he would like to put forward that the board consider removing the application fee for 
active military members. Mr DeSart agreed. 

18-77   A motion was made by Mr DeSart, seconded by Mr Wright to waive Nevada licensure  
   application fees for active military and active military spouses.  
   The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mr LaRiviere said it would be important to get information out to members of the active military who may be 
considering licensure in Nevada and let them know about the expedited processing and zero local application 
fees.    

17. Consideration of applicant requests to waive certain requirements of NRS/NAC Chapter 625 for 
license.  (For possible action) 

Waiver of Four or More Years Experience in Engineering – NRS 625.183.3 
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Ms Purcell recommended denying the waiver request by Michael Levine, applying for licensure as an electrical 
engineer. 

Mr Anderson recommended denying the waiver request by Joseph Podegracz, applying for licensure as a civil 
engineer. 

Waiver of Two Years Supervision Under a PE – NRS 625.183.4 (b) 

Mr DeSart recommended the granting of the waiver request by Anthony Danko, applying for licensure as an 
environmental engineer. 

Mr Anderson recommended granting the waiver request by Austin Martin, applying for licensure as a civil 
engineer. 

Waiver of Two Years Active Experience – NRS 625.183.4 (a); Waiver of FE Exam – NRS 625.193.2 

Ms Purcell recommended granting the waiver requests by Mehrdad Majidi, applying for licensure as an 
electrical engineer. 

Waiver of Reference From the Same Company – NRS 625.210.1 

Ms Purcell recommended the granting of the waiver request by Crystal Jenkins, applying for licensure as a 
civil engineer. 

Ms Mamola asked for clarification with regard to Mr Levine’s and Mr Podegracz‘s waiver denial. Ms Purcell said 
two more years of engineering experience would be required. Mr Anderson said the application could be 
resubmitted time with a more detailed description of his experience including time frames. 

18-78   A motion was made by Ms Larkin-Thomason, seconded by Mr Anderson to approve the 
aforementioned as stated and noted. The motion passed unanimously. 
 

18. Board approval of non-appearance applications for initial licensure. Refer to Addendum A for list of 
applicants.  (For possible action) 

The board considered 22 non-appearance applications for initial licensure and recommendations were made. 

18-79  A motion was made by Ms Purcell, seconded by Mr Spata to approve the recommendations as 
noted in Appendix A. The motion passed unanimously. 

19. Discussion and possible action on status of board and staff assignments.  (For possible action) 

Ms Mamola reviewed the status of action items. There were no questions or discussion. 

20. Discussion and possible action on meeting dates.  (For possible action) 

Ms Mamola said that the January 17, 2019 meeting would begin at 12pm and that the PAL Council meeting 
would be at 10am that same morning. 
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Mr DeSart asked that the board consider the July or September 2019 meeting be held in rural Nevada, in 
either Elko or Ely, with his preference being Elko in September. Ms Mamola said she would review options and 
report back to the board. 

21. Discussion and identification of topics for future meetings including possible proposed 
amendments to the Nevada Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors Law, NRS/NAC Chapter 625. 

Mr LaRiviere asked that if board member had any topics for consideration that they forward them to Ms 
Mamola. 

22. Signing certificates of licensure 

The board members signed wall certificates for those persons granted initial licensure and licensure by 
comity. 
 
23. Public comment 

There was no public comment 
 
Adjournment 
 
Chairman LaRiviere adjourned the meeting at 11.54 am, on Thursday, November 8, 2018. 
 
       Respectfully, 
 
       Patty Mamola, PE 
       Executive Director 
 





















COMPLAINT FORM 
1755 E Plumb Lane, Suite 135 

Reno, NV 89502 
(775) 688-1231

board@boe.state.nv.us 
(775) 688 2991 fax

COMPLAINANT INFORMATION (person filing the complaint): 

Engineer    Land Surveyor  Other 

Name: 

Business name: 

Address: 

City: 

State: 

Zip: 

Phone: 

Email: 

Contents of this page are CONFIDENTIAL (not public information) 

Anyone can file a complaint (consumers, building officials and other design 
professionals).  Complaints may allege unethical conduct, incompetence, misconduct, 
unlicensed practice or other actions.  All complaints that fall within the board’s 
jurisdiction, regardless of the source or allegation, will be investigated. 

If the person about whom you have complained harasses you, notify the Board 
immediately. 

mailto:board@boe.state.nv.us


RESPONDENT INFORMATION (person complaint is against): 

Engineer    Land Surveyor          Other  

Name: 

Business name: 

Address: 

City: 

State: 

Zip: 

Phone: 

Email: 

Notes for filing a comprehensive complaint: 

■ What transpired?

■ Who is involved (names, addresses, phone numbers)?

■ What City or County is the project located in?

■ Have you spoken to any agencies?

■ Provide dates and details to outline the status of the services provided

■ Include copies of all plans, calculations, specifications, plats, maps, contracts

■ If there is no written contract, write down the details of the agreement 

Please be as complete and specific as possible 
(attach additional sheets if necessary)  



COMPLAINT NARRATIVE (details of the complaint): 

I declare, that the information contained in this complaint (and the attached pages) 
is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief  

Signature: Date: 

typed name accepted as signature
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