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PUBLIC NOTICE OF A MEETING FOR 
STATE OF NEVADA BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGICAL EXAMINERS 

DATE OF MEETING: Friday, October 2, 2026                     Time: 8:00 a.m. 

_____________________________________________________________ 

The meeting of the State of Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners (Board) will be 
conducted and may be attended through a remote technology system (video- or 
teleconference).  To participate remotely, individuals are invited to enter the meeting 
from the Zoom website at https://us06web.zoom.us/j/86749248000. To access the 
meeting via audio only, dial 1-669-900-6833 and enter the meeting ID:  867 4924 
8000.  (The Board office recommends that individuals unfamiliar with ZOOM visit the 
website in advance to familiarize themselves with the format by viewing the online 
tutorials and reading the FAQs.  To learn more about Zoom, go to https://zoom.us.)  
The meeting may also be attended at the Board office, located at 3080 South Durango 
Drive, Suite 102, Las Vegas, NV  89117. 
 
The Board will accept public comment via email. Those wishing to make written public 
comment should email their public comments to the Board office at 
nbop.admin@govmail.state.nv.us.  Written public comment must be received prior to 
the start of the meeting and will be forwarded to the Board for their consideration. 
Public comments will be included in the meeting’s public record but will not necessarily 
be read aloud during the meeting. In compliance with Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 
Chapter 241 (Open Meeting Law), the Board is precluded from taking action on items 
raised by public comment that are not already on the agenda.  

The Board may take items out of order, combine items for consideration, and items 
may be pulled or removed from the agenda at any time. Public comment will be taken 
at the beginning and end of the meeting. The public may provide comment on any 
matter whether or not that matter is a specific topic on the agenda. However, prior to 
the commencement and conclusion of a contested case or quasi-judicial proceeding that 
may affect the due process rights of an individual, the Board may refuse to consider 
public comment on that item. (NRS 233B.126). Public comment that is willfully 
disruptive is prohibited, and individuals who willfully disrupt the meeting may be 
removed from the meeting. (NRS 241.030(5)(b)).  The Board may convene in closed 
session to consider the character, alleged misconduct, professional competence or 
physical or mental health of a person (NRS 241.030).  Once all items on the agenda are 
completed, the meeting will adjourn. 

 

AGENDA 

1. Call To Order/Roll Call to Determine the Presence of a Quorum. 
 

    

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/86749248000
https://zoom.us/
mailto:nbop.admin@govmail.state.nv.us
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2. Public Comment.  Note: The Board welcomes public comment, which may be 
limited to three (3) minutes per person at the Board President’s discretion. Public 
comment will be allowed at the beginning and end of the meeting, as noted on the 
agenda. The Board President may allow additional time to be given to a speaker as 
time allows and in their sole discretion. Comments will not be restricted based on 
viewpoint; however, public comment will not be taken on complaints that are 
pending before the Board. No action will be taken upon a matter raised under this 
item of the agenda until the matter itself has been specifically included on an 
agenda as an item upon which action may be taken (NRS 241.020). 
 

3. Minutes.  (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to Approve 
the Minutes of the State of Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners’ 
August 21, 2026, Meeting.   

 
4. Financials 

 
A. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to Approve the Treasurer’s 

Report for Fiscal Year 2027 (July 1, 2026 - June 30, 2027). 
 

B. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to Approve the Board’s 
Biennial Audit Election. 

 
C. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to create a Fiscal 

Subcommittee for the Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners. 
 

D. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to Approve the ASPPB 
Annual Conference Registration Fees for Dr. Wetterer and Dr. Moradshahi. 

 
5. Legislative/Regulation Update  

 

(For Possible Action) Report, Discussion and Possible Action on Regulation 
Activities and Legislative Activities, including the work of Interim Committees, the 
Nevada Legislature, the Legislative Counsel Bureau, and any position or action 
the Board may take on or in response to Bills that have been signed into Law, 
Legislative Bills, and Bill Draft Requests that the Board is tracking, following, or 
that may impact the Board and its Operations. 

 
6. Report from the Nevada Psychological Association. 

 
7. Board Office Operations. 

 
- Report from the Board Office on Operations 

 
8. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action on Pending Consumer 

Complaints: 
 

A. Complaint #25-0410 
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B. Complaint #25-0812(2) 
 
C. Complaint #25-0818(1) 

 
D. Complaint #25-1117 
 
E. Complaint #26-0114 

 
F. Complaint #26-0120(2) 

 
G. Complaint #26-0723 
 
H. Complaint #26-0730 
 
I. Complaint #26-0812(1) 
 
J. Complaint #26-0812(2) 
 
K. Complaint #26-0812(3) 
 
L. Complaint #26-0825 
 
M. Complaint #26-0826(1) 
 
N. Complaint #26-0826(2) 
 
O. Complaint #26-0901 
 

9. (For Possible Action) Review and Possible Action on Applications for 
Licensure as a Psychologist or Registration as a Psychological Assistant, 
Intern, or Trainee. The Board May Convene in Closed Session to Receive 
Information Regarding Applicants, Which May Involve Considering the 
Character, Alleged Misconduct, Professional Competence or Physical or 
Mental Health of the Applicant (NRS 241.030). All Deliberation and Action 
Will Occur in an Open Session.  Note: Applicant names are listed on the agenda to 
allow the Board to discuss applicants when necessary to move the applicant through the 
licensure process. The listing of an applicant’s name on the agenda indicates only that an 
application for licensure/registration has been received. It does not mean that the 
application has been approved or that the applicant must appear at the meeting in order 
for the applicant’s application to move forward through the licensure process. If an 
applicant needs to attend the meeting for the Board to take action, the applicant will be 
notified in writing prior to the meeting. Please, direct questions or comments regarding 
licensure applications to the Board office. 

 
PSYCHOLOGISTS  
Kaitlyn Abrams 
Andrew Ahrendt 
Patrica Albrecht 
Ann Altoonian 

Onyinyechi Anukem 
Sara Arad 
Anna Arya 
Meredith Avedon 

Elsa Baena 
Rachel Bangit 
Adam Barkey 
Brian Benjamin 

Monela Beroni 
Debra Berry-Malmberg 
Jennifer Blitz 
Stacey Bona 
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Leah Bonilla 
David Bridgett 
Debra Broadbooks 
David Brown 
Hunter Brown 
Keri Brown 
Lauren Buchanan 
Elizabeth Buckley 
Brian Burgess 
Ramona Burroughs 
Dana Caggiano 
Eileen Callahan 
Jonathan Campos 
Billie Carter 
DeAnn Cary 
Jerry Chen 
Brandi Chew 
Christine Chew 
Taylor Chille 
Yu Wai Chiu 
Alan Christensen 
Chad Christensen 
Brian Clemente 
Alyssa Cohen 
David Contreras 
Wanda Crews 
George Dabdoub 
Durrah Darnell 
Amanda de Armas 
Shannon Dillon 
Elizabeth Dimovski-Jackson 
Kristina Disney 
Anna Dolatabadi 
Christine Dozier 
Alana Duschane 
Ahmed Elsokkary 
Barbara Endlich 
Mark Ettensohn 
Miles Feller-Mende 
Karla Felsky 
Julian Filoteo 
Glory Finnegan 
John Firkus 
John Fite 
Isaac Florez 
Ross Flowers 
Sydney Fontanares 

Deborah Fraser 
Karen Freidhoff 
Sylva Frock 
Brenda Frye 
Vanessa Fuentes 
Tyson Furr 
Maiken Gale 
Saacha Gates 
Kylie Gelin 
Teresa George 
Carolyn Gibson 
Brenda Gomez 
Kimberly Gray 
Rhonda Greenberg 
Lisa Gunderson 
Michelle Haines 
Jennifer Harrison 
Fredrica Hendrix 
Alexandra Hershberger 
Anna Hickmann 
Sharon Howard 
Chelsea Howe 
Beverly Howze 
Kelly Humphreys 
Tiffany Hunter 
Mark Ingram 
Tina Jimenez 
Shipla Kapoor 
Scott Kopoian 
Kristine Jacquin 
Marine Jakubowski 
Deborah Johnson 
Natalie Jones 
Kathi Jones-Lorenz 
Jorge Juarez-Asturias 
Robin Kay 
Madaleine Kelly 
Kristopher Kern 
Thomas Kiely 
Veronica King 
Kele Kirschenbaum 
Lucas Klein 
Wesley Kobashigawa 
Scott Kopoian 
Charalambos Kyriacou 
Ari Lakritz 
Joseph Latham 

Sandra Lawrence-Clarke 
Robert Leach 
Andrew Leone 
Angela Lewis 
Benjamin Loew 
Chelsea Mackey 
Michael Maguire 
Holly Majszak 
Heather Manor 
William Martin 
Keisha Mascal 
Sarah Mauck 
Michael McConnell 
Marilyn McCune 
Wendy McGowen 
Patricia McGuire 
Katherine McKenzie 
Paul McLaughlin 
Carol McLean 
Lorena Michel 
Shantay Mines 
Luzviminda Morrow 
Tiffany Mosier-Hunter 
Michellane Mouton 
Missi Nadeau 
Mary Nelson 
Robert Nemerovski 
Stephanie Northington 
Judith Nurik 
Anukem Onyinyechi 
Lisa Orbe-Austin 
Makenna Overton 
Mili Parikh 
Beverly Paschal 
Laura Patke 
Stephanie Phan 
Renata Pleshchuk-Kowalski 
Stephanie Procell 
Patricia Pulido 
Brian Raines 
Maxwell Rappoport 
Wendy Raskey 
Lee Rather 
Rory Reid 
Audrey Reilley 
Jason Richardson 
Spring Richardson 

Kristin Robinson 
Olivia Rold 
Jessica Roos 
Jay Rosen 
Eric Rosmith 
Taraneh Rostami 
Mary Ann Rowe 
Benjamin Rubin 
Mark Ryan 
Judith Sachs 
Jorge Saldana-Guerrero 
Barbod Salimi 
Julie Sanchez 
Daniel Schellenberg 
Alexandra Schlager 
Samantha Scott 
Dianne Shumay 
Laljit Sidhu 
Edward Smith 
Christie Stallard 
Katelyn Steele 
Willann Stone 
Amy Swope 
Brandi Tanner 
Matthew Tatum 
Michelle Tatum 
Thao Taylor 
Elazar Tehrani 
Clary Tepper 
Lee Underwood 
Keith Valone 
Cynthia Villaverde 
Brittany Voelker 
Ina Von Ber 
Michelle Vorwerk 
Allison Vreeland 
Bethany Walters 
Nelson Walters 
Danyella Watkins 
Charlotte Watley 
Paula Wilbourne 
Christine Winter 
Caedy Young 
Gordon Zilberman 
Amanda Zintsmaster

 
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSISTANTS  
Yashvi Aware 
Tracy Basile 
Keerat Bhatti 
Holland Blackstock 

Amira Blake 
Judit Brissette 
Bianca Broomfield 
Julia Catlin 

Taylor Chille 
Shantay Coleman 
Mallory Constantine 
Althea Cook 

Jacqueline Eddy 
Lee Elko (Pradell) 
Stephanie Eyre 
Gianna Famolare 
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Kylie Fraga 
Tyler Gamlen 
Paola Garcia Betencourt 
Kristine Goodman 
Jaqueline Green 
Melanie Griffin 
Rebecca Hickey 
Akiko Hinds 
Chiante’ Jemison 

Jessica Jensen 
Sara Kent 
Brittannee Mahoney 
Julia Maranville 
Erica Marino 
Jessica Mills 
Shantay Mines  
Danielle Morabito  
Tiffany Mosier-Hunter 

Karisa Deandra Odrunia 
Blake Oldfield 
Dylena Pierce 
Ashley Poston 
Rosemary Pradell 
Bianca Reaves 
Stephanie Reyes 
Hannah Salanoa 
Shweta Sharma  

Sharon Simington 
Barbara Sommer 
Zhipei Sun 
Michelle Tatum 
Milner Taylor 
Madison Thomasson 
Monica Zepeda Rojo

PSYCHOLOGICAL INTERNS 
Lily Akana 
Marissa Alvarez 
Adaeze Chike-Okoli 
Lallabrigida Cooper-Singleton 
Jacqueline Friar 

Edgar Garcia 
Tiaira Green 
Sandra Hanrahan 
Ludyvina Hernandez 

Benael John-Rose 
Michael McNamara 
Sara Moore 
Alondra Nieves-Vargas 
Bianca Reaves 

Alexis Slay  
Zarria Tolbert 
Rachel Wiggins  

 
PSYCHOLOGICAL TRAINEES 
Hoor Ul Ain 
Lily Akana 
Vanni Jefferson Arcaina 
Linnea Bacon 
Kylie Baer 
Ira Miguelle Bangawan 
Nandita Banik 
Nicole Barton 
Zachary Bergman 
Mary Ashby Boland 
Glenn Blessington 
Lilla Brody 
Maayra Butt 
Carter Causse 

Kieffer Christianson 
Delaney Collins 
Regine Deguzman 
Monica Done 
Rachel Dugan 
Erin Dunn 
Randolph Dupont 
Addison Duvall 
Rosha Feizi Lighvan 
Tatev Gaboyan 
Tyler Gamlen 
Sneha Gupta 
Joyce Gurdock 
Ariadna Gutierrez 

Haleigh Harris 
Andrea Hitz 
Bianca Islas 
Sierra Ann Jarvis 
Benael John-Rose 
Edwin Jurado  
Sarah Lage 
Elizabeth Lee 
Daria Loginova 
Poorvi Minns 
Eibhlis Moriarty 
Maegan Nation 
Frank Nieblas 
Grace Patrick 

Ananda Peixoto-Couto 
Mattea Pezza 
Savannah Quach 
Lauren Reyes 
Shannon Sagert 
Jorge Saldana-Guerrero 
Jennifer Truitt 
Karen Valle Frias 
Vaibhavi Venkataramanan 
Teresa Walker 
Alice Xie 
Brenda Zavala

 
 

- (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action on Dr. Taylor Chille’s 
request to extend her provisional license as a Psychological Assistant for a 4th 
year and request to take the EPPP Part 1 for a 4th attempt. 

 
10. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action as it concerns 

Executive Order 26-003. 
 
11. (For Possible Action) Schedule of Future Board Meetings, Hearings, and 

Workshops. The Board May Discuss and Decide Future Meeting Dates, 
Hearing Dates, and Workshop Dates. 

 

The next regular meeting of the Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners is 
currently scheduled for Friday, November 13, 2026, beginning at 8:00 a.m. 

 
12. Requests From the Board for Future Board Meeting Agenda Items (No 

Discussion Among the Members will Take Place on this Item) 
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13. Public Comment – The Board welcomes public comment, which may be limited 
to three minutes per person at the Board President’s discretion.  Public comment 
will be allowed at the beginning and end of the meeting, as noted on the agenda. 
The Board President may allow additional time to be given a speaker as time 
allows and in their sole discretion. Comments will not be restricted based on 
viewpoint; however, public comment will not be taken on complaints that are 
pending before the Board. No action may be taken upon a matter raised under this 
item of the agenda until the matter itself has been specifically included on an 
agenda as an item upon which action may be taken (NRS 241.020) 
 

14. (For Possible Action) Adjournment 
 

The Board may recess for lunch for approximately one hour, at a time to be determined.  
The Board is pleased to make reasonable accommodations for members of the public who 
are disabled and wish to participate in the meeting. If such arrangements are necessary, 
please contact the board office at (702) 276-0926 no later than 4 p.m. on Thursday, 
October 1, 2026. 
For supporting materials, visit the Board’s website at https://psyexam.nv.gov/ or contact 
the Board office by telephone (702-276-0926), e-mail (nbop.admin@govmail.state.nv.us), 
or in writing at Board of Psychological Examiners, 3080 South Durango Drive, Suite 102, 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89117. 
In accordance with NRS 241.020, this public meeting notice was properly posted at or 
before 8 a.m. on Tuesday, September 29, 2026, at the following locations:  

● Board office located at 3080 South Durango Drive, Suite 102, Las Vegas, NV 89117; 
● Nevada Public Notice website:  https://notice.nv.gov/; and  
● Board’s website at https://www.psyexam.nv.gov/meetings/2026-board--committee-

meetings/ 

In addition, this public meeting notice has been sent to all persons on the Board’s meeting 
notice list, pursuant to NRS 241.020(3)(c).

https://psyexam.nv.gov/
mailto:nbop.admin@govmail.state.nv.us
https://notice.nv.gov/
https://www.psyexam.nv.gov/meetings/2026-board--committee-meetings/
https://www.psyexam.nv.gov/meetings/2026-board--committee-meetings/
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August 21, 2026 

1. Call To Order/Roll Call to Determine the Presence of a Quorum. 
 
Board President Lorraine Benuto, PhD, called to order the meeting of the Nevada State 
Board of Psychological Examiners at 8:04 a.m. on August 21, 2026, online via “Zoom” 
and physically at the office of the Board of Psychological Examiners, 3080 S. Durango 
Drive, Suite 102, Las Vegas, Nevada 89117. 
 
Roll Call:  
 
Board President, Lorraine Benuto, PhD, Secretary/Treasurer, Stephanie Woodard, PsyD, 
and members Brian Leany, PhD, Robert Moering, PsyD, Michael Moradshahi, PhD, and 
Craig Wetterer, PhD were present.  Monique Abarca was absent.  There was a quorum 
of the Board members.  
 
Also present were Deputy Attorney General (DAG) Harry Ward; Board Investigators Dr. 
Sheila Young and Dr. Whitney Owens; Executive Director, Sarah Restori, and Board 
Staff, Laura Arnold.  Members of the public who were present were:  Brian Lech, 
Andrew Freeman, Christina, Kim Chapman, Kristi Walter, Lindsey Bondiek, Mallory Gott, 
Paula Hlade, Michelle Paul, Rebecca Savio, Rebecca L., Sabrina Petrel, Shera Bradley, 
Tara Raines, Call-in user 6639, and Call-in User 1.   
 
2. Public Comment.  Note: The Board welcomes public comment, which may be 

limited to three (3) minutes per person at the Board President’s discretion. Public 
comment will be allowed at the beginning and end of the meeting, as noted on the 
agenda. The Board President may allow additional time to be given a speaker as 
time allows and in their sole discretion. Comments will not be restricted based on 
viewpoint; however, public comment will not be taken on complaints that are 
pending before the Board. No action will be taken upon a matter raised under this 
item of the agenda until the matter itself has been specifically included on an 
agenda as an item upon which action may be taken (NRS 241.020). 

 
Dr. Benuto reminded members of the public that general public comment is limited to 3 
minutes, is reserved for comment only, and that comments longer than three minutes 
should be submitted in writing to the board office to be included in the meeting 
materials. 
 

PUBLIC NOTICE OF A MEETING FOR 
STATE OF NEVADA BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGICAL EXAMINERS 

MEETING MINUTES 

Item 3
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DAG Ward requested that members of the public not comment on complaints pending 
before the Board.   
 
Ms. Restori stated that, other than the written public comment provided for the 
regulation hearing and included in the meeting materials, there was no public comment 
in the Board office.   
 
3. (For Possible Action) Public Hearing to Solicit Comments on a Regulation 

(Legislative Counsel Bureau File Number R088-26P) Proposed for 
Adoption; Possible Action to Make Revisions to and/or Forward the 
Proposed Regulation(s) to the Legislative Counsel Bureau in Accordance 
with NRS Chapter 233B.  (See Public Notice for Information on the Draft 
Regulation – Attachment A). 

 
This item take out of order after Item 12. 
 
Dr. Benuto opened the regulation hearing on R088-26P, and solicited public comment. 
 
Rebecca Savio read the following prepared comment: 
 

Good morning, members of the Board.  I support SB165 and Nevada’s creation 
of the Behavioral Health and Wellness Practitioner profession. I respectfully ask 
the Board to defer final adoption of R088 until several public-protection questions 
are addressed. 
 

First, if R088 proceeds before R089, what continuing notice mechanism will alert 
the Board to serious post-licensure criminal or fitness events involving BHWPs? 
And will R089 ultimately apply to BHWPs? 
 

For comparison, I reached out directly to the Policy Advisor with the Oregon 
Mental Health Regulatory Agency. Oregon is developing the same-named 
profession under Senate Bill 1547. She confirmed in writing that Oregon law 
requires health board licensees to self-report certain arrests and 
convictions within 10 days, and that criminal conduct will also be reviewed at 
biennial renewal for LBHWPs. 
 

I urge the Board to consider adopting a comparable 10-day reporting 
requirement for BHWPs. I have also not located Nevada’s proposed BHWP 
character and fitness renewal questions in the public Board materials, and I 
respectfully ask the Board to clarify what criminal-history and fitness screening 
will apply at renewal. 
 

Second, today’s agenda includes Item 11 concerning the SB165 BHWP Advisory 
Group. Does the Board consider that Advisory Group a public body under NRS 
241.015, subsection 5?  Do audio recordings, minutes, or substantive meeting 

Item 3
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notes from its separately held meetings exist? If so, where are those records 
available for public review? 
My August 17 written comment is in today’s meeting packet under Item 3.  
My August 20 addendum was submitted for inclusion in the R088 rulemaking and 
meeting record. 
Nevada can expand access while maintaining strong protections for the public. 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Mallory Gott, on behalf of the Nevada Psychological Association, said that the NAP 
supports expanded access to mental health care for Nevadans, as Nevada is a low 
ranking state in terms of access to mental health care.  On behalf of the NPA, Ms. Gott 
encouraged the Board to make certain there are protections in place for consumers, but 
also for Psychologists such that this group of behavioral mental health professionals 
does not infringe upon the scope of practice of psychologists, and that the adoption of 
the work required to certify these groups does not put an undue burden on 
psychologists through increased relicensing or initial licensing fees, or through 
additional unintended and unpredicted complications in insurance panel licensing for 
psychologists as a result of this additional designation of mental health providers in 
Nevada.  Ms. Gott reiterated NPA’s support of access to mental health care and 
expanded access for Nevada’s consumers.  She also reiterated NPA’s concern that the 
integrity of the psychological profession be maintained and the strong practices that are 
in place to ensure safe mental health practice for all Nevada consumers. 

Dr. Benuto deferred to Dr. Paul to address the draft regulations.  Dr. Paul stated that 
she reviewed Ms. Savio’s lengthy written public comment and would address it in 
various sections of the regulations.  She stated that the advisory group also has a 
couple of recommended revisions.   

Dr. Paul started with sections 1 through 6, stating that those sections are general NAC 
provisions and core definitions, and identified what each section addressed.  Dr. Paul 
asked that the Board approve those sections as written.   

On motion by Robert Moering, second by Brian Leany, the Nevada Board of 
Psychological Examiners approved Section 1 through 6 of R088-26P as 
written.  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, 
Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  Motion Carried: 6-0. 

Dr. Paul went on to section 7, noting that the provision identifies activities that do not 
require a license, it being the boundary slide between outreach education and licensed 
practice as a BHWP.  Dr. Paul requested a motion to approve section 7 as written. 

Item 3
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On motion by Stephanie Woodard, second by Craig Wetterer, the Nevada 
Board of Psychological Examiners approved Section 7 of R088-26P as 
written.  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, 
Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
Dr. Paul stated that section 8 concerns applicant qualifications and establishes 
gatekeeping for licensure as a BHWP and what they must satisfy in terms of education 
and practicum.  She said the question before the Board is that subsection 1(d), which 
states “does not have any outstanding complaints or charges pending against him or 
her in the state or another jurisdiction.”  Dr. Paul stated that the concern raised was the 
word “charges” may be ambiguous or unclear as to criminal or disciplinary charges.  Dr. 
Paul stated that the existing safeguard in the draft is that the initial application requires 
fingerprints and a background review and no outstanding complaints or charges.  She 
said the question before the Board is whether the Board intends charges to include 
criminal charges, professional charges, or both, and whether the Board should clarify 
the language.  Dr. Wetterer suggested that the term “charges” should include both 
criminal and/or professional administrative charges.  Dr. Moering agreed.  Dr. Paul 
confirmed that the recommendation is to revise subsection 1(d) to “does not have any 
outstanding professional complaints or criminal charges pending…”  Dr. Moering noted 
that subsection 1(b) specifically mentions the term felony, and wondered if the 
language in subsection 1(d) should mirror that, or are misdemeanors included.  Dr. 
Wetterer suggested not limiting subsection 1(d) to felony because there are moral 
turpitude crimes that can be in the misdemeanor class as well that could affect 
someone’s ability to practice.  Dr. Moradshahi inquired as to whether both subsections 
should include misdemeanors and felonies, and Dr. Benuto wondered if the term 
“crimes of moral turpitude” should be used.  Dr. Paul offered some additional context to 
section 8.  She stated that because the BHWP is at the bachelor’s level, and because 
there is general movement in regulation to not completely exclude people from being 
able to have a path to employment after having served time or paid for criminal 
convictions and leaving it open that the Board would not consider a conviction an 
automatic disqualification.  She suggested any revisions should not inadvertently 
remove the Board’s ability to make room for someone to have a path to employment.  
Dr. Paul stated that the Board can send the advisory group back to work with the LCB 
on revisions if the Board provides the group with the intent that the Board wants 
fulfilled.  Dr. Benuto thought that was a good idea, and highlighted something Dr. 
Moering had pointed out that they are a profession of second chances.  Dr. Moering 
was in favor of allowing the advisory group the ability to re-word the language with 
their intent.  Dr. Leany stated that the issue is a public awareness about issues of moral 
turpitude and for the Board to be aware of what those issues are, not to exclude 
someone from an opportunity.   
 
In reference to issues of moral turpitude, Dr. Paul asked for clarity on what the Board 
intends with that topic.  Dr. Benuto stated that the spirit of it is that they want to 

Item 3
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ensure the public is protected while simultaneously not eliminating those who would not 
be a risk to the public.  She said she was comfortable letting the work group have the 
discretion of wordsmithing the language.  Ms. Arnold noted for the Board that in prior 
meetings, DAG Ward has cautioned against using the term “moral turpitude,” as it is 
too vague and difficult for courts to interpret.  DAG Ward confirmed Ms. Arnold’s 
statement, and gave an example of a judge stating the simple shoplifting is a crime of 
moral turpitude, and that the term is a slippery slope.  Dr. Paul said she would take it 
back to the advisory group to clarify the language to include criminal and professional 
charges.   
 
Dr. Paul also pointed out that subsection 1(g) requires an application for licensure to 
pass the state exam, but it inadvertently leaves out that they have to pass a national 
exam.  She requested the advisory group go back and include reference to the national 
exam, and asked if a formal motion was required.  DAG Ward did not believe a formal 
motion was required.  Ms. Arnold recommended that, at the end of the hearing, the 
Board move to allow the advisory group to make the revisions discussed during the 
hearing.   
 
Dr. Paul went on to sections 9 and 10, Education quality and practicum, and requested 
that the Board approve those sections as written.   
 
On motion by Robert Moering, second by Stephanie Woodard, the Nevada 
Board of Psychological Examiners approved Sections 9 and 10 of R088-26P 
as written.  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, 
Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
In reference to sections 11 and 12, Dr. Paull drew the Board’s attention to the advisory 
group revisions that followed the regulation draft in the meeting materials.  For the first 
revision, she explained that the LCB put in language for exam retakes for one exam, 
but not the other, and the proposed revision fixes that.   
 
On motion by Stephanie Woodard, second by Craig Wetterer, the Nevada 
Board of Psychological Examiners approved Sections 11 and 12 of R088-26P 
as written and with the proposed revisions provided in the meeting materials 
regarding exam retakes.  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, 
Robert Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
Dr. Paul explained that section 13 of the regulations concerns continuing education for 
renewal and that it includes the continuing education requirements and the continuing 
education approval mechanism.   
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On motion by Craig Wetterer, second by Robert Moering, the Nevada Board 
of Psychological Examiners approved Section 13 of R088-26P as written.  
(Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael 
Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
Dr. Paul stated that sections 14 and 15 speak to supervisor approval and Board 
oversight.  It includes eligibility of Board supervisors and proof that the supervisors 
have taken the minimum requirements for training, requirements for adding 
supervisees, reporting requirements, and certain disciplinary actions if the supervisor is 
a psychologist.  Dr. Paul noted public comment regarding a supervisor being required to 
report matters regarding themselves and termination of supervision, but not serious 
events regarding their supervisee.  Dr. Paul stated that the existing regulation draft 
provides broad supervisor oversight, responsibility, availability and record keeping.  She 
said the concern is whether the supervisor should have an affirmative duty to report 
certain serious events regarding their supervisee.  Dr. Paul asked the Board whether it 
wants to retain the current regulatory framework or direct the advisory group to 
develop targeted reporting language.  Dr. Moering thought there should be targeting 
language and specify what is meant by “serious,” which is vague.  Dr. Paul said she 
would take it back to the advisory group as to whether there should be targeted 
language around a supervisor’s responsibility to report events involving their supervisee. 
 
In reference to sections 16 through 20, which are supervision standards and records, 
Dr. Paul stated that there is a minimum for face-to-face supervision, a caseload cap, 
recordkeeping, and boundaries around supervisors and who they may supervise.  She 
noted the concern raised that this type of supervision does not necessarily mean the 
type of supervision needed around oversight of the BHWP’s one-on-one contact with 
minors.  Dr. Paul stated that the existing safeguard in the draft requires supervision 
hours, supervisor availability, observation options, and an employer supervisor 
agreement.  She said the question was whether there should be additional safeguards 
for youth access, or should they remain with employer and program requirements.  Dr. 
Paul noted that the options were to leave the regulation as-is or to provide additional 
safeguards for those working with youth.  Dr. Benuto thought that there were sufficient 
checks and balances and safeguards in place in the regulation draft.  Dr. Leany agreed.  
Dr. Paul requested that the Board approve sections 16 through 20 as written. 
 
On motion by Brian Leany, second by Robert Moering, the Nevada Board of 
Psychological Examiners approved Sections 16 through 20 of R088-26P as 
written.  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, 
Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  Motion Carried: 6-0. 
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Moving on to section 21 – scope of practice in stepped care – Dr. Paul stated that the 
section outlines what BHWPs may and may not do, and specifies the stepped care 
model in the regulations.  She requested that the section be approved as written.   
 
On motion by Craig Wetterer, second by Brian Leany, the Nevada Board of 
Psychological Examiners approved Section 21 of R088-26P as written.  (Yea: 
Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael 
Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
Dr. Paul stated that section 22 concerns telehealth and the competency requirements 
for a BHWP engaging in telehealth, and that sections 23 and 24 speak to competency 
requirements working from an evidence basis.  She explained that it concerns BHWPs 
working within the competence of their supervisor and maintaining their competence.  
It also states what they are prohibited from doing unless there is an emergency, and 
that they must work under the direction of their supervisor when risk is unique or 
elevated so patients can be moved up in the stepped care model.  Dr. Paul said that, 
with respect to section 24, subsection 1(l), which requires that a supervisor be 
identified upon request, there was a question as to whether a supervisor should be 
identified without a request.  Dr. Benuto was ambivalent and thought it was fine as 
written.  Dr. Moering thought there should be a requirement for the BHWPs to identify 
their supervisors.  Dr. Benuto was willing to entertain a motion to make that revision if 
that’s the direction the Board wanted to go.  Dr. Paul suggested a motion approving 
sections 22 through 24 with the exception of the words “upon the request of a patient” 
in section 24(1)(l). 
 
On motion by Robert Moering, second by Michael Moradshahi, the Nevada 
Board of Psychological Examiners approved Sections 22 through 24 of R088-
26P as written with the exception of the words “upon the request of a 
patient” as stated in section 24(1)(l).  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, 
Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  Motion Carried: 
6-0. 
 
As to sections 25 and 26, which outlines administrative duties and outlines the ethics 
code under which BHWPs will be required to conduct themselves, Dr. Paul requested 
that the Board approve those sections as written. 
 
On motion by Stephanie Woodard, second by Brian Leany, the Nevada Board 
of Psychological Examiners approved Sections 25-26 of R088-26P as written.  
(Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael 
Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  Motion Carried: 6-0. 
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Dr. Paul went on to sections 27 through 30, which have various definitions, include 
fees, and makes other conforming changes.  Dr. Paul stated that the advisory group 
has included in the meeting materials revisions to the fees provision.  Ms. Arnold further 
explained for regulatory fees, the statutory framework has to allow it.  She said that the 
advisory group is working on an SB165 cleanup bill for the next legislative session to 
address the statutory fees framework, and clarified some of the revisions to the 
regulatory fees.  Dr. Paul noted that the anticipated revenue from the fees are based on 
anticipated graduation rates, and that the first class from UNLV is anticipated to be 150-
200 students; however, it is unclear if they will all pursue licensure.  She said that the 
first class in the program will start in the fall of 2027, and will graduate 4 years later. 
 
On motion by Brian Leany, second by Craig Wetterer, the Nevada Board of 
Psychological Examiners approved Sections 27 through 30 of R088-26P as 
written with the exception of the revisions provided in the meeting 
materials, which the Board also approved.  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie 
Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  
Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
Dr. Paul clarified that UNR and Great Basin college will also have cohorts graduating, so 
they will not all come from UNLV.  She also stated that the numbers she provided 
regarding the number of those who will graduate from UNLV’s program may be on the 
high side. 
 
As to sections 31 through 38, Dr. Paul stated that they speak to standards of conduct, 
and asked that the Board approve those sections as written.   
 
On motion by Stephanie Woodard, second by Robert Moering, the Nevada 
Board of Psychological Examiners approved Sections 31 through 38 of R088-
26P as written.  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert 
Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
Dr. Paul requested a motion on the provisions for which the advisory group will make 
revisions and for DAG Ward to provide guidance on whether another hearing would be 
required in reference to those revisions or whether the revised draft can go directly to 
the LCB.  DAG Ward stated that with a well-crafted motion, the draft can be sent 
directly to the LCB with those revisions.  
 
On motion by Robert Moering, second by Brian Leany, the Nevada Board of 
Psychological Examiners approved the R088-26P with the changes discussed 
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during the hearing and approved forwarding the regulation document to the 
LCB once the changes are made.  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian 
Leany, Robert Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
Ms. Arnold clarified with DAG Ward that the final LCB draft provided with the revisions 
that the Board approved can go directly to the LCB to proceed to the Legislative 
Commission.  DAG Ward confirmed that if the changes are minor, then it can proceed 
to the Legislative Commission without another regulation hearing. 
 
Dr. Benuto opened public comment. 
 
Dr. Paul addressed the coordination issue between R089 and R088, and deferred that 
to the R089 rulemaking in reference to whether it applies to BHWPs.   
 
Mallory Gott stated that the Nevada Psychological Association is in support of the work 
to expand access to mental health care for Nevada.  Regarding the discussion of section 
8(1)(d) and the ambiguity of the word “charges,” Ms. Gott offered consideration of civil 
litigation related to professional conduct in the regulation language.  She said they have 
seen civil litigation as an alternative tool when criminal litigation is not available or if 
professional complaints are not adequate as a situation may be perceived or interpreted 
by a patient.  She also referenced civil litigation pertaining to professional conduct as it 
relates to initial licensure and renewals.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
 
Rebecca Savio clarified the record in reference to the public comment she submitted for 
the regulation hearing and the addendum she submitted the day prior to the hearing, 
late in the day and before the deadline.  She appreciated that her initial written 
comment was included in the meeting packet, but said that several substantive issues 
she raised did not appear to have been included in the hearing discussion.  She said 
she specifically supports Dr. Wetterer’s suggestion that felony charges be expressly 
addressed, and stated that the term “charges” should distinguish between criminal 
charges and professional licensing charges.  Ms. Savio stated that, while second 
chances are important, the profession created will also serve children and other 
vulnerable populations, and her concern is what happens after licensure with BHWP 
licenses lasting 3 years.  She asked how R089 relates to R088, citing to R089 moving 
away from charge-based reporting between the January and March discussions, and 
asked if R089 is intended to apply to BHWPs.  Ms. Savio stated that her public comment 
addendum submitted the day prior to the hearing contains information from Oregon 
concerning competency, individual supervision, and education safeguards, as well as 
questions regarding the Nevada SB165 advisory group record, whether the advisory 
group is a public body, and if so, whether the meeting records are available to the 
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public.  She requested that her timely written comment in her public comment 
addendum provided the day before the hearing be considered and included in the rule 
making record.   
 
Written comment provided for the regulation workshop is attached to these minutes by 
request. 
 
4. Minutes.  (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to Approve 

the Minutes of the State of Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners’ July 
10, 2026, Meeting.   

 
This item was taken out of order after Item 10. 
 
On motion by Robert Moering, second by Craig Wetterer, the Nevada Board 
of Psychological Examiners approved the meeting minutes of the Regular 
Meeting of the Board held on July 10, 2026.  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie 
Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.)  
Motion Carried: 6-0. 

 
5. Financials 

 

A. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to Approve the Proposed 
Budget for Fiscal Year 2027 (July 1, 2026 - June 30, 2027). 

 
Before discussing the proposed FY27 budget, Ms. Arnold provided an illustration of 
where FY27 falls in relation to the current and next bienniums, the differences between 
odd and even fiscal years, and how the Board’s deferred income from licensure and 
other registration fees is distributed across the biennium for which it is received.  For 
purposes of the deferred income the Board is currently receiving for the 2027-28 
biennium, the amounts shown on the graphic were estimated projections and were for 
illustrative purposes only. 
 
Ms. Arnold went on to explain the proposed FY27 budget, which she described as 
probably optimistic, but stated it was probably as optimistic as being realistic would 
allow.  She said it still shows a deficit.  Ms. Arnold highlighted the known and projected 
deferred income for the current biennium 2025-26 biennium (first half of FY27) and the 
total budgeted amount for the entire fiscal year, which includes the estimated deferred 
income for the first quarter of the next biennium.  She stated the latter is where most 
of the optimism is as it relates to how many of the Board’s licensees are projected to 
renew their licenses, but that the remainder of the proposed budget are mostly based 
on FY26’s performance, with a couple of exceptions, such as the legal fees, which were 
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exceptionally high in FY26 due to various factors that are not expected to be repeated.  
Ms. Arnold stated that, since she has taken on some of the legal research and writing 
for the complaints cases that require consent agreements and/or formal complaints, she 
estimates that her efforts have saved the board approximately $15,000-$20,000, and 
that those savings appear to be reflected in the billing the Board has received from the 
AG’s office.  She noted that, nevertheless, the deficit is likely to increase the deficit that 
was brought in from FY26, and deferred to the Board as to whether it would approve 
the proposed budget, which will be adjusted based on actual numbers over the course 
of the FY27 budget and be brought back to the Board for consideration.   
 
Dr. Moering inquired about the “deferred PP” line item.  Ms. Arnold stated that is the 
paypal fees the Board receives with deferred income payments that are made online.  
Dr. Moering asked whether the Board or licensees pay those fees.  Ms. Arnold stated 
that the licensees and applicants pay those fees, and if they do not want the additional 
fee, they can send the Board a check.   
 
Dr. Moradshahi asked whether the Board has had any legally permissible investments 
that are low risk, higher yield rather than sitting in a checking/savings account.  Ms. 
Arnold stated that, since she has been with the Board, she has maintained the fiscal 
structure that was there before her time with the Board.  Dr. Woodard stated that the 
Board’s money is not currently in any kind of investment strategy.  Dr. Moradshahi 
recommended exploring an investment strategy as an option and as a way of 
generating more revenue than the Board’s current fiscal structure.  Dr. Benuto 
emphasized that the Board’s expenses are rising faster than the Board’s revenue, and 
thought an investment idea was a creative way to think about what the Board can do to 
generate additional revenue.  Ms. Arnold stated that the Board’s fiscal planning is on 
the agenda under this agenda item, after the treasurer’s report.   
 
On motion by Robert Moering, second by Michael Morashahi, the Nevada 
Board of Psychological Examiners approved the Proposed Budget for Fiscal 
Year 2027.  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, 
Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer).  Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 

B. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to Approve the Final 
Treasurer’s Report for Fiscal Year 2027 (July 1, 2026 - June 30, 2027). 

 
Ms. Arnold stated that as of July 31, 2026, which was the first month of the 2027 Fiscal 
Year, the Board had a combined total of about $182,000 in checking and savings.  As 
far as fiscal performance, she stated that there was not much to discuss, as the current 
treasurer’s report only reflects the first month of the 12 month fiscal year.   
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Dr. Wetterer inquired about whether there were any projections about the revenue the 
Behavioral Health and Wellness Practitioner licensing will bring in.  Dr. Benuto stated 
that there will be a licensure fee, and Dr. Wetterer noted that the licensure and renewal 
fee for the BHWPs is proposed to be $200.  Dr. Benuto stated that the current issue is 
that the Board is obligated to get the BHWP licensure designation up and running, and 
the Board office is currently stretched to its limits.  She said that, when the Board holds 
its regulation hearing during this meeting, the BHWP Advisory Group can address how 
resources will be allocated to the upfront efforts that the BHWP licensure designation 
will require and which the Board does not have.   
 
On motion by Brian Leany, second by Craig Wetterer, the Nevada Board of 
Psychological Examiners approved the Treasurer’s Report for Fiscal Year 
2027. (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, 
Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer).  Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 

C. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action on the Board’s Fiscal Plans. 
 
Ms. Arnold stated that the proposed budget outcome is a message that the Board’s 
current financial status is likely not sustainable with the Board’s current, increased 
operating expenses as they relate to the Board’s revenue and growth.  She provided a 
graphic that shows the number of new licensees who have been licensed biennium over 
biennium since 1991, and highlighted that the number of new licensees has steadily 
increased over the last decade or so, but noted that growth is not necessarily keeping 
pace with the Board’s increasing operating expenses.  She said that, at this point, it is 
unclear whether the 2025-26 biennium will show growth over the last biennium, but if 
the last decade is any indication, it should at least match the last biennium, if not show 
the same consistent growth. 
 
Ms. Arnold explained that, after creating the FY27 proposed budget, she did a couple of 
calculations to see what it would look like if those renewals took place at increased 
renewal fees – one at $700 and one at $750.  She said that the current renewal fees 
are $650, and by statute, the Board cannot charge more than $850.  She also said that 
the Board is unable to raise fees for the current renewal period, but using the FY27 
proposed budget to illustrate what the revenue increase might mean was the best way 
she could think of to approximate a financial picture at those increased fees.  Ms. 
Arnold explained that if the Board were able to charge $700 for renewal, there would 
still be a deficit of about $21,500, which is a $4,000 increase over the deficit the Board 
brought into FY27.  She further explained that if the Board were able to charge $750 
for renewal, there would be a deficit, but that deficit would be less than the deficit we 
brought in and going in the right direction.  She said that if the Board is inclined to 
increase renewal fees, it could do so for both the active and inactive renewal fees, and 
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the Board could work to implement that regulatory fee increase to go into effect for 
licensees sometime next year, after the regulatory process required for that revision. 
 
Dr. Moering inquired as to when fees were last raised, to which Ms. Arnold said it was 
in 2024, just before the 2025-26 biennium.  Dr. Leany noted that, even with an 
increase to $700, that would make Nevada the second most expensive state in which to 
get licensed, behind California.  Dr. Benuto stated that the reality of the situation is 
that, unless the Board can come up with a creative method for increasing revenue, the 
Board’s current model is not sustainable due to the high cost of running a board office.  
She also noted the amount of labor required to run the Board office and the extensive 
hours the Board office staff works to keep thing running.  As to whether the Board is 
allowed to invest as suggested by Dr. Moradshahi and other than raising licensing fees, 
Dr. Benuto inquired as to how the Board can go about finding a financial model that is 
more sustainable.  Dr. Leany said he appreciated the suggestion regarding investments 
and that he thought that is the direction on which to focus as an alternative to just 
licensure fees based on the status of mental health services in the state.  He stated that 
increasing licensure fees increases the barriers to licensure, and wondered what 
services the Board provides that could be better monetized in terms of the labor they 
require.   
 
Dr. Woodard stated that this conversation is timely and has additional context that she 
wanted to bring to the Board’s attention.  She noted that in the last couple of legislative 
sessions there has been an effort to consolidate licensing boards and iterative steps 
toward that end, and that one of the warnings that this and other Boards have put 
forward is the increasing operating costs that are mandatory and distributed across all 
of the Boards.  Dr. Woodard believes that is an indication of where the state is heading 
if continued efforts for Board consolidation remain, and stated that there is another 
legislative session around the corner.  She said some of the increased cost of operations 
are the Board’s own internal operating costs, but some of the increased costs are 
requirements that the Board has to meet and maintain.  Dr. Woodard agreed that the 
Board should consider and discuss other ways in which the Board can increase its 
revenue. Ms. Arnold explained that, among the increased fees that the Board is 
required to meet and maintain, the AG’s office increased their billing fees by about 
40%, which was not announced to the Boards until November 2025 and that increase 
was made retroactive to July 1, 2025.  She said that hurt the Board, as did the 
expensive disciplinary hearing that occurred in November 2025.  The same happened 
with the billing rate the state charges for its IT services, which were increased about 
75% and which were not announced until late 2025 and made retroactive to July 1, 
2025.  She said the Board’s annual audit costs increase every year, and they went up 
$1,500 for the FY26 audit.  And, she noted that the Office of Boards, Commissions, and 
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Councils Standards office within the Department of Business and Industry have 
submitted a bill draft request for the 2027 legislative session that is likely to be a board 
consolidation bill, and that there are currently demands on and requests of the Boards 
from certain government agencies that are not small requests and strain the Board 
office.  Ms. Restori added that the Board is also now required to obtain their workers’ 
compensation insurance through the state rather than through the less expensive 
private workers' compensation insurance, and Ms. Arnold stated that quadrupled the 
Board’s workers’ compensation insurance premiums.  With that, Dr. Woodard noted 
that many of the Board’s costs are out of the control the Board.  To that end, Dr. 
Woodard suggested that the Board create an ad hoc subcommittee for the Board to 
explore opportunities for additional revenue within the confines of the Board’s 
regulatory and statutory requirements and consider whether increasing fees is the 
pathway the Board wants to go.  Dr. Benuto thought that was an excellent idea, and 
Dr. Leany, Dr. Wetterer, and Dr. Moering expressed interest in being on that ad hoc 
fiscal subcommittee.  Dr. Benuto asked what steps were required to create that 
subcommittee, in response to which Ms. Arnold stated that she and Ms. Restori would 
put that on the agenda for the next Board meeting to establish that subcommittee.   
 
Dr. Benuto thanked the Board members for their high level of input and engagement. 
 
6. Legislative/Regulation Update  

 

Ms. Arnold stated that there were no updates on pending regulations beyond the 
regulation hearing scheduled for this meeting and the information that was in the 
regulations and legislation table and is part of the meeting packet.       
 
7. Report from the Nevada Psychological Association. 
 
Mallory Gott, Executive Director for the Nevada Psychological Association, advised as to 
several items in the upcoming Legislative Session that might be of interest to the Board.  
Ms. Gott stated that they are looking for stronger enforcement of parity laws intended 
to help support allowing Nevada psychologists to more easily contract with insurers and 
to receive equitable reimbursement, and to reduce administrative burdens such as 
excessive recoupment while also making sure there is accurate network adequacy.  She 
said that their legislative priorities are parity enforcement – raising fines for violations, 
establishing a right of private action, exploring a mandate for a 15 day appeals window, 
and limiting recoupment window to 6 months.  She further stated that the NPA is also 
looking to adopt legislation similar to existing legislation in Illinois (HB1085) and priority 
systemic standards and network accountability, and noted proactive parity compliance 
reviews, potentially tying reimbursement rates to Medicaid benchmarks and addressing 
public ghost panels, and any willing provider legislation linked to Nevada’s public health 
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options.  She invited the Board to engage with NPA and their legislative committees for 
further details.   
 
 
8. Board Office Operations. 

 
A. Report from the Board Office on Operations 

 
Executive Director Sarah Restori stated that in July, the Board licensed 5 psychologists 
and administered 8 state exams.  She said there are currently 142 applications under 
review and the Board office continues to see a steady income of licensure applications.  
She further stated that the Board currently has 782 licensed Psychologists, that there 
are 43 provisionally licensed psychological assistants and psychological interns, and that 
there are 49 registered psychological trainees.   

 
B. Board Officer Voting 

 
- (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to Select from the Current 

Board membership the Continuing Education Review Officer. 
 
Dr. Benuto stated that during the last meeting, Ms. Abarca was not present for the 
voting on the Continuing Education Review officer, and Ms. Restori had thought that 
she would be willing to continue to serve in that role.  Ms. Restori confirmed that Ms. 
Abarca is willing to continue to serve in that role.   
 
On motion by Robert Moering, second by Michael Moradshahi, the Nevada 
Board of Psychological Examiners approved reelecting Monique Abarca as the 
Board’s Continuing Education Review  officer.   (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie 
Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer).  
Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
9. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action on Pending 

Consumer Complaints. 
 
This item was taken out of order after Item 4. 
 
DAG Ward stated that he would be asking for Board action on some of the complaints 
pending before the Board.  
 

A. Complaint #24-0730.  DAG Ward stated that this is a complaint for unlicensed 
practice, in response to which Board counsel served several Cease and Dease 
letters on the respondent.  Because the respondent did not respond to any of 
them, the Board submitted a formal complaint to the respondent’s licensing 
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board and filed a complaint for injunctive relief against the respondent in district 
court.  The district court ordered the case to arbitration, after which the Board 
and the respondent/defendant entered into a settlement agreement, which is 
before this Board for approval.  Once approved by the Board, the Board will 
submit the settlement agreement to the Court for approval.  DAG Ward 
requested approval of the settlement agreement. 

 
On motion by Craig Wetterer, second by Stephanie Woodard, the Nevada 
State Board of Psychological Examiners approved the Settlement Agreement 
and Closed Complaint #24-0730. (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian 
Leany, Robert Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.) Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 

H. Complaint #26-0202 – DAG Ward stated that this is a complaint for 
misrepresentation and improper conduct as it relates to a podcast.  Counsel for 
respondent has provided a comprehensive response to the complaint, based on 
which the Board investigator assigned to this complaint has recommended 
dismissal.  DAG Ward deferred to Board Investigator Young to answer any 
questions from the Board or to provide any additional information, and otherwise 
requested dismissal. 

 
On motion by Michael Moradshahi, second by Brian Leany, the Nevada State 
Board of Psychological Examiners dismissed Complaint #26-0202. (Yea: 
Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael 
Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.) Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 

I. Complaint #26-0520 – This complaint alleges a psychologist’s failure to report.  A 
response to the complaint was received and considered by the Board investigator 
assigned to this case, and in response to which additional information from the 
respondent was requested.  Based on the respondent’s response and the 
additional information provided, the Board investigator recommended dismissal.  
Dr. Young explained that this is a situation in which the individual recognized 
that they did not report based on unique circumstances, and put into place 
remedial processes to ensure compliance with reporting requirements.  DAG 
Ward requested that the Board dismiss the complaint.  

 
On motion by Robert Moering second by Brian Leany, the Nevada State Board 
of Psychological Examiners dismissed Complaint #26-0520. (Yea: Lorraine 
Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and 
Craig Wetterer.) Motion Carried: 6-0. 
  

J. Complaint #26-0603 – DAG Ward stated that this is a complaint related to a 
licensee’s recent criminal conviction related to certain records.  Based upon the 
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licensee’s response to the complaint and the Board investigator’s review and 
recommendation, a proposed voluntary license surrender agreement was 
prepared and forwarded to the respondent.  The respondent signed the 
voluntary surrender agreement, the fully executed version of which is before the 
Board for approval.  DAG Ward requested approval of the voluntary surrender 
agreement. 
 

On motion by Craig Wetterer, second by Stephanie Woodard, the Nevada 
State Board of Psychological Examiners approved the Voluntary Surrender 
Agreement in Complaint #26-0603. (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, 
Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.) Motion Carried: 
6-0. 
 

K. Complaint #26-0615 – DAG Ward stated that this is a complaint for 
malpractice/unprofessional conduct, to which the respondent has provided a 
response.  Upon review and consideration of the complaint and response, the 
Board investigator assigned to this complaint recommends dismissal.  Dr. Owens 
explained that the complaint alleges that the respondent retaliated against the 
complainant and inflicted harm by a letter that the respondent wrote that 
negatively affected the complainant’s ability to support their adult child with a 
disability.  The respondent stated that they were serving in a consultative liaison 
role on a multi-disciplinary team providing care for the complainant’s adult child, 
and the respondent’s role was not in an assessment or therapy role, but just to 
support a team, and the letter that was written was to ensure the safety of the 
team.  Dr. Owens stated that it appeared that the respondent was acting in their 
capacity in the person-centered team and no complaints were found.  DAG Ward 
requested that the complaint be dismissed. 
 

On motion by Michael Moradshahi, second by Robert Moering, the Nevada 
State Board of Psychological Examiners dismissed Complaint #26-0615. (Yea: 
Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael 
Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.) Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 

L. Complaint #26-0616 – DAG Ward stated that this is a re-submitted complaint for 
unprofessional conduct that the Board previously dismissed.  Based on review 
and consideration, the Board investigator assigned to this complaint again 
recommended dismissal.  Dr. Young explained that there were no violations of 
laws or ethics in this case, and what the complainant wanted would have 
amounted to the violation of civil liberties.  DAG Ward requested dismissal of this 
complaint 
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On motion by Stephanie Woodard, second by Brian Leany, the Nevada State 
Board of Psychological Examiners dismissed Complaint #26-0616. (Yea: 
Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael 
Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.) Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
 
10. (For Possible Action) Review and Possible Action on Applications for 

Licensure as a Psychologist or Registration as a Psychological Assistant, 
Intern, or Trainee. The Board May Convene in Closed Session to Receive 
Information Regarding Applicants, Which May Involve Considering the 
Character, Alleged Misconduct, Professional Competence or Physical or 
Mental Health of the Applicant (NRS 241.030). All Deliberation and 
Action Will Occur in an Open Session.   

 
This item was taken out of order after Item 2. 
 
The following applicants were recommended for approval of licensure contingent upon 
completion of licensure requirements:  Mary Smirnova, Ann Altoonian, Marine 
Jakubowski, Miles Feller-Mende, Mark Ettensohn, Patricia McGuire, Brandi 
Tanner, Danyella Watkins, Dominic Roberts, Samantha Scott, and Ryan 
Fechner. 
 
On motion by Michael Moradshahi, second by Stephanie Woodard, the 
Nevada State Board of Psychological Examiners approved the follow ing 
applicants for licensure contingent upon completion of licensure 
requirements: Mary Smirnova, Ann Altoonian, Marine Jakubowski, M iles 
Feller-Mende, Mark Ettensohn, Patricia McGuire, Brandi Tanner, Danyella 
Watkins, Dominic Roberts, Samantha Scott, and Ryan Fechner.  (Yea: Lorraine 
Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and 
Craig Wetterer.) Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 

- (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action on Dr. Kristi Walter’s 
Application for Re-Licensure.  

 
Dr. Benuto stated that, during its January 23, 2026, meeting, the Board approved Dr. 
Kristi Walter’s application for re-licensure contingent on completing the requirements 
that were outlined during that meeting and final review by the Board.  She said that 
those requirements included what was stated in Dr. Kristi’s 2019 Voluntary surrender 
agreement, providing proof of the 100 CEUs that Dr. Walter stated she had taken, 
licensure probation for 2 years under practice supervision, as well as any other 
conditions the Board may require, such as satisfying any recommendations made in the 
required fitness for duty evaluation.  With the Board office having confirmed that Dr. 
Walter has satisfied the requirements for re-licensure that have been stated, Dr. Benuto 
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stated that her application is before the Board for final review, as the Board still has the 
discretion to approve or deny it. 

For the benefit of the new Board members and as a refresher for the Board members 
who were present for the January meeting, Dr. Benuto noted that the Board members 
have been provided background and other information as it concerns Dr. Walter’s 
application for the Board’s review.  She asked if everyone had an opportunity to review 
the information regarding Dr. Walter’s application, and whether the Board had any 
thoughts on any additional requirements, such as the recommendations in the fitness 
for duty evaluation and/or what it might require of Dr. Walter and/or her practice 
supervisor during her 2-year probationary period.   

Dr. Benuto thought the Board should consider what reporting requirements it would 
want during the 2-year, supervised probationary period.  Ms. Restori gave the example 
of requiring quarterly reports from the disciplinary supervisor, which is the common 
method for that.  Dr. Moradshahi asked if there was any verification of Dr. Kristi’s 
employment since Dr. Walter surrendered her license.  Ms. Restori stated that the 
Board did not have that employment verification.  Dr. Walter said that her employer 
provided a character reference as part of her extended application.  Ms. Restori 
confirmed that the Board office has Dr. Walter’s character references.  Dr. Moradshahi 
emphasized the importance of having those references and/or verifications to show 
consistent employment for an extended period of time.   

Referring to the recommendations provided in the fitness for duty evaluation, Dr. 
Moering said that additional CEUs in ethics would be appropriate, and thought that 
should be required during the first two years of probationary, supervised practice.  Dr. 
Benuto agreed with that recommendation and with the requirement to provide quarterly 
reporting from the practice supervisor.  Dr. Moradshahi and Dr. Leany also agreed with 
the additional CE requirement.  In deciding whether the additional CE requirement 
should be tailored or could be more general, Dr. Benuto was in favor of requiring 
general additional ethics CEUs due to potential problems with Dr. Walter being able to 
find CEs that comply with a requirement of tailored additional CEs, and Dr. Moering 
agreed.  As to the number of additional CEUs, Dr. Moering and Dr. Benuto agreed that 
a requirement of 6 additional CEUs for the 2-year probationary period would be 
sufficient.  Ms. Restori clarified that the additional CE requirement is in addition to the 
30 CEUs required for renewal.  Dr. Benuto confirmed Dr. Walter’s CE requirements for 
renewal would be 36 CEUs.   

On motion by Robert Moering, second by Brian Leany, the Nevada State 
Board of Psychological Examiners approved Dr. Walter’s application for re-
licensure subject to the payment of required licensure fees and w ith the 
additional conditions of her clinical practice supervisor providing quarterly 
reports to the Board during the 2-year probationary period and Dr. Walter 
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being required to take an additional 6 CEUs in ethics. (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, 
Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, Michael Moradshahi, and Craig 
Wetterer.) Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
11. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action on Updates 

Regarding the Work of the 2025 SB165 Behavioral Health and Wellness 
Practitioner Advisory Group. 
 

Other than what was addressed during Agenda Item 3, there was no discussion on this 
item. 
 
12. (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action on Whether the 

Board will Participate in the ASPPB Integrated EPPP Beta Test and 
Candidate Eligibility Requirements. 

 
This item was taken out of order after Item 8. 
 
Ms. Restori stated that the ASPPB is getting ready to implement the integrated EPPP in 
the fall of 2027, but before that happens, the ASPPB is offering to Beta test the exam in 
March and April of 2027.  She said that the ASPPB is asking each jurisdiction to decide 
whether they want to participate in the Beta period, whether they will accept a passing 
score on the exam, and what the eligibility requirements will be.  Ms. Restori explained 
that the Beta test is only available to first time EPPP candidates who are approved, and 
that they can choose between the beta exam or the EPPP-1 during the beta testing 
window.  She said a failing score on the Beta exam will not count against those who 
take it.   
 
As to eligibility, Ms. Restori said that applicants can be approved to take the EPPP-1 
after completion of their coursework, but because the integrated exam will be a 
combination of knowledge and skills, ASPPB is recommending that candidates have 
completed all coursework and all or most of their supervised training before taking the 
exam.   
 
Dr. Moering thought that participating in the Beta testing period was a good way to 
help cut on the cost of getting licensed, as the EPPP is quite expensive.  Ms. Restori 
stated that the cost for the Beta exam would be $100, and if they fail, that failing score 
does not count against the applicant and they can then take the EPPP for $100 one 
time.  Dr. Moering said that made sense, and was in favor of being part of the Beta 
testing.  Dr. Leany thought the offer was incentivized well, but was not in favor of 
following the ASPPB’s recommendation of applicants having to complete all or most of 
their supervised training.  He was in favor of adhering to the Board’s current eligibility 
criteria for its applicants.  Ms. Restori said the ASPPB is recommending eligibility after 
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some supervised training because of the skills component that will be included in the 
new, integrated EPPP.  
 
Dr. Benuto thought the offer was a very good deal for the Board’s applicants.  As for 
the eligibility requirements, she did not agree with applicants having to complete all of 
their postdoctoral training.  She thought that the flexibility as to when applicants can 
take the exam serves them well, and that, although the integrated exam has a skills 
component to it, the majority of practice-based training occurs during the internship 
year.  To that end, Dr. Benuto thought eligibility for the exam should be after they 
complete the majority of the internship training.  She also noted that there are states 
that do not require post-doctoral hours, and applicants in those states would be able to 
take the exam after completing internship.  Dr. Woodard agreed based on the lack of 
national standards for post-doctoral requirements. 
 
Dr. Benuto asked if the eligibility requirement for applicants to have completed 50% of 
their internship training in order to take the integrated Beta EPPP was sufficient.  Dr. 
Moering thought it should be higher, and wondered if it could be stated in terms of 
months based on internships that started last fall and the Beta EPPP being available in 
March and April.   
 
On motion by Robert Moering, second by Craig Wetterer, the Nevada State 
Board of Psychological Examiners approved of participating the ASPPB’s 
integrated EPPP Beta exam w ith the eligibility requirement being that 
applicants must have completed 7 months of full t ime equivalent internship 
training.  (Yea: Lorraine Benuto, Stephanie Woodard, Brian Leany, Robert Moering, 
Michael Moradshahi, and Craig Wetterer.) Motion Carried: 6-0. 
 
Dr. Moradshahi asked how this was being communicated to applicants.  Ms. Restori 
stated that the ASPPB communicates with candidates when they go to register to take 
the exam.  Those candidates will be provided with the exam options.  Dr. Moering 
suggested that the NPA could help spread that information.   
 
13. (For Possible Action) Schedule of Future Board Meetings, Hearings, and 

Workshops. The Board May Discuss and Decide Future Meeting Dates, 
Hearing Dates, and Workshop Dates. 
 

Dr. Benuto stated that the next regular meeting of the Nevada Board of Psychological 
Examiners is scheduled for Friday, October 2, 2026, beginning at 8:00 a.m.  The Board 
did not indicate any conflicts with that date. 
 
14. Requests for Future Board Meeting Agenda Items (No Discussion Among 

the Members will Take Place on this Item) 
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There were no requests from the Board for future Board Meeting agenda items. 
 
15. Public Comment - The Board welcomes public comment, which may be limited 

to three minutes per person at the Board President’s discretion.  Public comment 
will be allowed at the beginning and end of the meeting, as noted on the agenda. 
The Board President may allow additional time to be given a speaker as time 
allows and in their sole discretion. Comments will not be restricted based on 
viewpoint; however, public comment will not be taken on complaints that are 
pending before the Board. No action may be taken upon a matter raised under this 
item of the agenda until the matter itself has been specifically included on an 
agenda as an item upon which action may be taken (NRS 241.020). 

 
Members of the public were reminded that they were not permitted to comment on 
pending complaints before the Board. 

 
There was no public comment. 
 

 
16. (For Possible Action) Adjournment 
 
There being no further business before the Board, President Dr. Benuto adjourned the 
meeting at 10:09 a.m. 
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT | UPDATED THROUGH AUGUST 17, 2026

Public Comment Regarding LCB File No. R088-26P

Behavioral Health and Wellness Practitioners

Public-Safety, Continuing-Notice, Youth-Safeguarding, Supervision, and Accountability 
Considerations

Submitted for the August 21, 2026 Regulation Hearing

Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners (NBOPE)

Rebecca Savio

Nevada Citizen and Public-Interest Researcher

Status of this comment
This written public comment is intended for filing in the August 21, 2026 R088-26P rulemaking record. It 
reflects R088-26P, R089-26I/R089-26P, Nevada statutes, Board meeting materials and approved 
minutes, available transcripts and recordings, correspondence, and comparative materials reviewed in 
preparing this submission. Additional hearing materials or responsive public records may be produced 
before the hearing. If new material answers or materially qualifies a point below, I will supplement or 
correct this comment rather than leave an inaccurate statement in the record.

Position and sequencing

I support timely implementation of SB165 and do not seek unnecessary delay in expanding 
Nevada's behavioral-health workforce. My concern is sequencing: if R088-26P is adopted before 
R089-26P, I respectfully ask the Board to identify on the record what continuing-notice mechanism 
will protect the public during that interval, whether R089's reporting provisions are intended to 
apply to behavioral health and wellness practitioners, and how the two regulatory schemes will 
ultimately operate together. Therefore, I oppose the regulation in its current form for public safety 
reasons.

Requested action

Before adoption, identify and codify the continuing-notice mechanism that operates after the initial 
fingerprint check and address the preventive safeguards described below. If the Board concludes that an 
existing statute, regulation, employer policy, supervision requirement, or other mechanism already 
addresses a concern, I respectfully ask that the Board identify that safeguard on the record. Reporting 
should trigger confidential, case-by-case review - not automatic discipline. A charge is not a conviction, 
and reporting is not a finding of wrongdoing.
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Why I am placing these alternatives in the record now
I am deliberately identifying stricter but proportionate safeguards before adoption so the rulemaking 
record reflects that Nevada had the opportunity to consider contemporaneous notice, stronger renewal 
screening, clearer supervisor accountability, youth-specific structural protections, affirmative public 
disclosure, and an early implementation review before broad implementation. This is not an assertion 
that a reported event proves misconduct or that Nevada must copy another state. It is a request for 
prospective, reasoned consideration while the regulatory architecture is still being built. Where the 
choice is between a bare-minimum safeguard and a reasonable, more protective standard that 
materially improves public safety without treating an allegation as a finding or requiring automatic 
discipline, I favor the more protective standard.

Members of the Board:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written public comment regarding LCB File No. R088-26P, 
concerning behavioral health promotion and prevention and the new Behavioral Health and Wellness 
Practitioner license.

I respectfully request that this prepared comment be included in the August 21, 2026 hearing materials, 
hearing record, meeting minutes, informational statement, and complete R088-26P rulemaking record. I 
also request that it be attached to the minutes, linked in the minutes, incorporated by reference, or 
otherwise clearly identified so that the Board, Legislative Counsel Bureau, Legislative Commission, and 
members of the public can locate it.

I am not submitting this comment as a subject-matter expert in behavioral-health workforce regulation. I 
submit it as a Nevada member of the public and public-interest researcher focused on public protection, 
transparent professional licensing, informed consent, evidence-informed policy, and clear public-facing 
accountability. I have tried to distinguish what the current text expressly provides, what the public record 
leaves unclear, and what I am recommending as a prospective safeguard.

Record availability and good-faith basis

This comment is submitted in good faith based on statutes, proposed regulations, Board meeting 
materials, transcripts, correspondence, and other public records I was able to obtain and verify. On July 
20, 2026, I requested the public materials for the August 21 R088-26P hearing, including workshop and 
supporting materials, written public comments, and the complete hearing packet when available. On July 
24, the Board office responded that all public records then available regarding the regulation were on the 
Board's Board Meetings webpage.

Because the publicly posted materials did not appear to include significant portions of the regulation-
development and implementation record, and I could not locate separate BHWP Advisory Group agendas, 
minutes, recordings or transcripts, drafts, redlines, or other Advisory Group meeting or work-product 
records on the Board’s meeting webpages, I submitted a detailed Nevada Public Records Act request on 
August 5, 2026. It specifically sought SB165 Advisory Group agendas, minutes, notes, recordings, 
transcripts, drafts, redlines, recommendations, and records concerning post-licensure criminal-event 
reporting, supervisor or employer reporting, renewal screening, continuing criminal-history notification, 
disciplinary accountability, R088/R089 coordination, and implementation procedures.

On August 11, I supplemented that request with specific implementation categories, including BHWP 
application and renewal materials, character-and-fitness questions, supervision forms, public license-
verification and complaint materials, youth-safety implementation materials, the change in plea language 
between R089-26I and R089-26P, and the anticipated next step for R089-26P. In a separate August 11 
email, I asked whether a Monday, August 17 submission would be timely for inclusion in the initial publicly 
posted August 21 hearing materials.

On August 12, I further requested the dates of all Advisory Group meetings or work sessions and, for 
each, available notices or agendas, minutes or notes, recordings or transcripts, attendance information, 
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supporting materials, drafts, redlines, recommendations, and other work product. I also requested any 
existing nonprivileged record reflecting whether the Board considers the Advisory Group a public body 
subject to NRS Chapter 241.

As of August 17, 2026, I have not received the specifically requested Advisory Group 
meeting/development records, the identified BHWP implementation records, or an anticipated production 
date. I also have not received an answer identifying an earlier packet-inclusion deadline or confirming 
whether an August 17 submission would be included. The Board's general responses directing me to the 
Board Meetings webpage have not specifically supplied or identified the requested Advisory Group 
records. I reviewed the publicly posted 2025 and 2026 Board & Committee Meetings pages and have not 
located separate Advisory Group notices, agendas, minutes, recordings or transcripts, or supporting-
material entries there. I do not infer that the records do not exist; I identify this limitation because they 
have not been available to me while preparing this comment.

The Board's own public materials reflect that the Advisory Group met multiple times and substantively 
participated in developing and revising the proposed framework. Because NRS 641.2253 establishes the 
Group to provide expertise and assistance concerning BHWP regulation, I have asked the Board to clarify 
whether it considers the Group a public body subject to NRS Chapter 241 and, if so, where its meeting 
records are maintained and made available. I do not prejudge that question. Where unavailable records 
could answer or materially qualify an issue below, I identify the question rather than assume the answer.

Independent comparative verification and Oregon due diligence
Because Oregon is developing the closely analogous “licensed behavioral health and wellness 
practitioner” (LBHWP) credential at the same time as Nevada, I did not rely on a secondary summary or a 
single statute. I independently contacted LaReé Stashek, Policy Advisor with Oregon’s Mental Health 
Regulatory Agency, who works with the Oregon Board of Psychology on implementation of Senate Bill 
1547. I asked targeted implementation questions, obtained written responses from Oregon agency staff, 
and received, as a courtesy, a combined draft of the developing LBHWP rules. I understand that courtesy 
draft is not yet an adopted Oregon rule and was not publicly posted when it was provided; I therefore use 
it only as evidence of the safeguards Oregon is actively considering, not as current binding law.

I then independently cross-checked that information against Oregon’s official Board of Psychology 
rulemaking calendar, Oregon Revised Statutes, the enacted SB 1547 text, and the public SB 1547 Rules 
Advisory Committee record. I retrieved and reviewed the June 15, July 7, and July 27, 2026 public 
meeting transcripts or recordings, including the portions addressing Nevada’s developing framework, 
supervision frequency, supervisor verification, real-time versus renewal reporting, public protection, rural-
school implementation, and front-end prevention. Those meetings show Oregon participants repeatedly 
reviewing Nevada’s developing framework, including Nevada’s 175-hour direct-contact figure and 
supervision structure, while deciding where Oregon should align and where it might use additional 
safeguards. I include this sourcing history so the record is clear about the due diligence and fact-checking 
behind the comparison and so adopted law, proposed rules, agency-staff implementation information, and 
committee discussion are not conflated.

The Oregon comparison is therefore offered in the spirit of reciprocal learning. Oregon looked to Nevada 
while developing its parallel framework. As of August 17, 2026, Oregon's current statutory baseline 
together with the additional safeguards in its developing LBHWP implementation package is more 
protective - and in several respects stricter - than the continuing-notice, renewal, supervisor-accountability, 
and youth-facing safeguards presently identified in Nevada's proposed R088-26P. The comparison is 
especially relevant because Oregon is building the same-named licensed behavioral health and wellness 
practitioner profession with a closely parallel prevention and early-intervention function and substantially 
overlapping populations and settings, including children, families, schools, community programs, and 
other behavioral-health settings. Some Oregon safeguards discussed below are already law; others 
remain proposed or under development. I distinguish those categories rather than presenting draft 
provisions as adopted requirements.
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I support Nevada's goal of expanding access to evidence-informed behavioral-health promotion and 
prevention services, particularly for children, families, schools, and underserved communities. The 
regulation contains substantial educational, supervision, scope-of-practice, documentation, confidentiality, 
and professional-conduct provisions. My concern is not that those protections are unimportant. My 
concern is that the present public framework does not yet appear to identify all of the mechanisms needed 
to prevent, detect, and respond to foreseeable safety problems after a practitioner receives a license.

Executive summary

• Nevada is among the early states building a licensed Behavioral Health and Wellness Practitioner
profession. The State therefore has an unusual opportunity to establish a durable safety architecture
at the outset, rather than adding protections only after problems emerge. Oregon is 
contemporaneously developing the same-named credential for closely parallel services and 
substantially overlapping populations; as of August 17, its statutory and developing implementation 
framework contains several additional continuing-notice and safety layers not presently identified in 
R088-26P.

• R088-26P authorizes individualized screening, structured biopsychosocial assessment, low-intensity
intervention, risk identification, outcome monitoring, and care coordination within a therapeutic
relationship. The April 17 Board record described one-on-one support and small caseloads involving 
children and families in community health, youth psychiatric, Boys & Girls Club, school, and pediatric 
settings.

• Professional supervision and youth supervision are not necessarily the same thing. A supervisor may
be clinically responsible and available while a practitioner nevertheless has private and physically
unsupervised access to a minor.

• Initial fingerprints are a point-in-time safeguard. A BHWP license renews every three years, and neither
NRS 641.2255 nor R088 section 13 expressly requires a new fingerprint-based check at renewal.

• R088-26P does not expressly require a BHWP to self-report a serious new post-licensure criminal
charge or conviction. Section 25 requires cooperation after an inquiry, and section 36 creates an
important peer-reporting duty for Chapter 641 violations, but neither is the same as own-event 
criminal reporting.

• R088 section 8 makes outstanding “complaints or charges” relevant at initial licensure, but the current
text does not define “charges.” Earlier Board drafts tied that phrase to matters pending against an
applicant “as a licensed provider of healthcare.” Without a built-in definition, an applicant with a 
pending criminal charge could plausibly argue that “charges” refers only to professional, licensing, or 
disciplinary charges rather than criminal charges. Whether or not such an interpretation would 
ultimately prevail, the ambiguity is avoidable and should be resolved expressly before 
implementation.

• R089-26P is proposed/pending and not yet scheduled for a hearing, and separately commands that "A
psychologist shall report" specified convictions within 30 days. Its broader conforming language refers
to "any licensee," leaving the BHWP interaction unclear. R089-26P also does not require reporting 
when a serious criminal charge is filed.

• Nevada law already requires Chapter 641 licensees who encounter suspected child abuse or neglect
in their professional or occupational capacity to report as soon as reasonably practicable and no later
than 24 hours. That mandatory-reporting duty is important, but it is a response to suspected abuse or 
neglect; it is not a substitute for preventive youth-access safeguards.

• Because the BHWP Advisory Group exists through December 31, 2028, the Board has a natural
opportunity to require an early implementation review before the Advisory Group sunsets.

• The Board’s public record reflects multiple Advisory Group meetings and substantive regulatory-
development work. Despite my detailed August 5, August 11, and August 12 requests, as of August
17 I have not received the specifically requested Advisory Group meeting/development records or an 
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anticipated production date, and I have not located separate Advisory Group meeting records on the 
Board’s publicly posted 2025 or 2026 Board & Committee Meetings pages. I therefore do not 
speculate about what those records may show.

A simple organizing distinction

A prohibition tells a practitioner what not to do. A safeguard changes the conditions under which 
harm can occur. A reporting rule tells the regulator when something has happened. Disciplinary 
authority tells the regulator what it can do after it finds out. R088 contains significant prohibitions 
and disciplinary authority; this comment focuses particularly on preventive safeguards and reliable 
notice.

1. Nevada has an opportunity and responsibility as an early adopter

Nevada law expressly declares the practices of psychology and behavioral health promotion and 
prevention to be learned professions affecting public safety, health, and welfare, and subject to regulation 
to protect the public from unqualified practice and unprofessional conduct. See NRS 641.010. That 
declaration is especially important here because Nevada is building the operational rules for a newly 
created licensed profession.

BHWP licensure is not simply the expansion of an established profession with decades of settled 
regulatory practice. Nevada is among the early states establishing this new licensed Behavioral Health 
and Wellness Practitioner category, while Oregon is contemporaneously developing implementation rules 
for a closely analogous credential created by 2026 legislation. Nevada therefore has an opportunity to 
help demonstrate what responsible workforce innovation looks like from the beginning.

The Board's own April 17 approved minutes reflect an intent to strengthen training, emphasize 
supervision, and "enable workforce expansion safely." That is a sound objective. In my view, safely 
expanding a new profession requires more than defining education and scope. It also requires asking how 
the system will prevent foreseeable harm, how it will learn of serious events after licensure, how families 
will understand who is responsible for care, and how the Board will test whether the framework is working 
as intended.

Many people reached through prevention and early-intervention services may be children, adolescents, 
families under stress, persons experiencing emerging behavioral-health concerns, and others whose 
circumstances may increase vulnerability. The fact that a population is "pre-diagnostic" or receiving low-
intensity services does not make accountability less important. Prevention programs often reach people 
before they have an established treatment team, before families know how behavioral-health licensing 
works, and before risks have become obvious.

Nevada can lead by showing that access and accountability are complementary rather than competing 
goals. Clear safeguards can protect patients, responsible practitioners, supervisors, employers, and the 
credibility of the new profession itself.

Source note: NRS 641.010; NRS 641.2252-.2257; NBOPE Approved Minutes, April 17, 2026, pp. 4-
6; Oregon SB 1547 (2026).

2. The authorized work is individualized, consequential, and frequently
youth-facing

R088-26P authorizes BHWPs to conduct standardized behavioral-health screenings and structured 
biopsychosocial assessments; deliver evidence-based or evidence-informed low-intensity behavioral-
health interventions; provide psychoeducation and skills instruction; identify behavioral-health risks; 
formulate patient-safety protocols; monitor outcomes; and coordinate care. The regulation distinguishes 
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the BHWP role from independent diagnosis, psychological testing, and psychotherapy, but the authorized 
work remains individualized and consequential. See R088-26P section 21(2)-(5); section 24(1)(b).

The April 17 public record supplies concrete examples of how the model is expected to function. The 
approved minutes describe individuals meeting with youth and families for intake and background 
information, conducting screening, helping establish goals, providing one-on-one support such as skill 
building, and working with a small caseload of children and families for approximately five to seven 
sessions before referral when a higher level of care is needed. The same discussion described youth 
psychiatric hospitals, classrooms, Boys & Girls Clubs, schools, and pediatric integration as settings in 
which this workforce could operate.

Those examples matter because they show that the child-safety question is not hypothetical or tangential 
to R088. The contemplated model includes substantial contact with minors in settings that can range from 
highly structured clinical environments to community and school-based environments where physical 
access, transportation, communications, and employer practices may vary considerably.

R088 also requires qualifying education to include at least 700 hours of supervised practicum, including at 
least 175 hours of direct face-to-face or synchronous patient contact involving screening, assessment, 
care coordination, psychoeducation, and brief intervention. The required educational content includes 
mandated reporting, professional boundaries, risk management, crisis response, and referral. Those 
requirements are important. They reinforce, rather than eliminate, the need for an operational framework 
that translates training into consistent safeguards once practitioners are licensed and deployed across 
different settings.

Source note: R088-26P sections 10, 17, 21-24; NBOPE Approved Minutes, April 17, 2026, pp. 4-6.

Two contemporaneous regulatory tracks
Date Development reflected in the public record

Oct. 24, 2025
The Board advances the BHWP Advisory Group while separately exploring 
criminal-conduct/reporting questions under the R089 track; charges versus convictions remain 
unresolved.

Dec. 12, 2025
R089 staff materials continue comparing models involving charges/civil actions and 
convictions/judgments.

Jan. 23, 2026
R089 discussion reflects an apparent consensus to continue developing a reporting 
requirement. The adopted motion is narrower and does not expressly select an adjudicated-only 
reporting model.

Mar. 6, 2026
R089 staff states that the Board had indicated a preference for reporting only adjudicated 
administrative, civil, and criminal matters. The first public BHWP regulation workshop also 
occurs.

Apr. 17-23, 2026
The Board continues the BHWP workshop and moves the R089 reporting draft toward hearing. 
The April 23 Initial Agency Draft, R089-26I, expressly refers to "conviction of or entry of a plea."

May 27-29, 2026
R089-26P, the LCB Proposed Draft, refers to "conviction" and no longer contains the separate 
plea phrase. The May 29 Board meeting is cancelled.

Jul. 6-10, 2026
R088-26P is posted July 6. R089-26P remains pending. Its operative reporting command is 
written for a "psychologist," while broader applicability language refers to "any licensee."

Aug. 21, 2026
R088-26P regulation hearing. Continuing question: how do R088, R089, existing statutes, 
supervision, renewal screening, and any continuing-notification system integrate for BHWP 
safety after licensure?

Source note: NBOPE October 24 and December 12, 2025; January 23, March 6, April 17, and July 
10, 2026 meeting materials, minutes, and available transcripts/recordings; Nevada Register 
R088/R089 entries. This chronology describes visible record transitions without assuming that 
undocumented staff or counsel analysis did not occur.
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3. Initial screening is valuable, but the three-year continuing-notice mechanism
remains unclear

R088 and existing law provide an important entry-stage safeguard. Section 8(1)(h) requires compliance 
with NRS 641.160(1)(b), under which an applicant arranges for fingerprints that support Nevada and FBI 
criminal-history reporting. That is an important point-in-time screen.

A BHWP license, however, renews every three years. NRS 641.2255 requires a renewal application, 
continuing education, and a renewal fee; R088 section 13 adds continuing-education detail. Neither 
provision expressly requires the licensee to submit a new set of fingerprints or obtain a new state and 
federal criminal-history report at renewal.

For comparison, the Board's currently posted 2027-2028 active psychologist renewal form does contain a 
biennial criminal-history checkpoint. Question 5 asks whether, since the last Nevada renewal, the 
psychologist has been convicted of or entered a guilty or nolo contendere plea to a criminal offense, 
felony, or misdemeanor other than a minor traffic violation. The same form does not directly ask whether 
the psychologist has been arrested or has a pending criminal charge; its separate current-proceeding 
question is tied to proceedings, complaints, or investigations "in relation to" a profession. The Board's 
current reinstatement application likewise does not directly ask about arrests or pending criminal charges, 
although it includes a broad question asking whether other matters, events, or issues might affect 
suitability or ability to resume practice. These forms therefore provide some character-and-fitness 
screening but do not directly capture arrests or pending criminal charges. They also do not establish what 
the future three-year BHWP renewal form will ask. I respectfully ask the Board to identify the criminal-
history questions it intends to place on the BHWP renewal application, including whether they will address 
arrests, pending criminal charges, guilty or nolo contendere pleas, convictions, diversion or deferred 
dispositions, and dismissed matters when relevant to fitness or public safety.

Renewal is a backstop, not a substitute for event-based notice
A serious event can occur just after renewal. If there is no Rap Back participation and no affirmative 
event-based reporting rule, a regulator may not receive a prompt signal until the next renewal cycle. 
Earlier notice can remain confidential and case-by-case: a report is notice, not a finding; a charge is not 
a conviction; and reporting need not mean automatic discipline.

In May 15, 2026 correspondence, the Nevada Department of Public Safety's NCJIS Compliance Unit 
advised me that Nevada State Rap Back was then available only for certain schools and agencies with 
Adam Walsh authority. The Unit explained generally that Rap Back can notify participating agencies of a 
later arrest and can provide Criminal History Record Information reflecting arrests, charges, convictions, 
and dispositions. The Unit also stated that it could discuss NBOPE-specific participation only with the 
Board's approved points of contact. I therefore do not treat that correspondence as an agency-specific 
determination about NBOPE. Based on the public materials and information available to me, however, I 
have not identified a Rap Back or equivalent automatic continuing-notification mechanism currently 
operating for NBOPE, and I do not assume that the initial fingerprint process automatically supplies the 
Board with later criminal-history notifications throughout the three-year BHWP term.

I respectfully ask the Board to state whether fingerprints will be retained; whether new state and federal 
checks will be required at each triennial renewal or at another interval; whether the Board expects to 
receive automatic post-licensure notifications; whether another state or federal system will supply 
equivalent continuing notice; and whether any legislation, authorization, funding, or interagency 
agreement would be required.
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License lifecycle: where the current record is clear and where it remains incomplete
Stage Current public checkpoint Unresolved implementation question

Initial application Fingerprints support a Nevada/FBI criminal-
history check; section 8 also makes outstanding 
“complaints or charges” relevant to eligibility.

What does “charges” mean, what sources will be 
checked, and how will the Board resolve 
ambiguity between criminal and 
professional/licensing charges?

Three-year license 
period

Professional supervision, disciplinary authority, 
cooperation duties, and certain peer-reporting 
provisions apply. No express BHWP own-event 
serious-criminal-reporting rule or identified 
automatic continuing-notification system appears 
in the public materials reviewed.

What reliable mechanism brings a serious new 
criminal or fitness-related event to the Board 
during the license term?

Renewal NRS 641.2255 and R088 section 13 address the 
renewal application, continuing education, and 
fee; neither expressly requires a new fingerprint-
based criminal-history check.

What criminal-history questions, attestations, 
fingerprint recheck, or equivalent continuing-
notice safeguard will apply at triennial renewal?

Central question

After Nevada checks a BHWP's fingerprints at initial licensure, what reliable mechanism ensures 
that the Board learns about a serious criminal event that occurs during the next three years? The 
current public materials identify initial screening, discipline authority, supervision, and certain peer-
reporting duties, but I have not located an express BHWP serious-criminal-event self-report rule, a 
uniform supervisor criminal-event reporting rule, a required interim criminal-history recheck, or an 
identified automatic continuing-notification system. I have requested the renewal forms from the 
Board, but have not received them. I have not located them in the public materials.

Section 8 makes "complaints or charges" relevant at entry, but the term should be 
clarified

Section 8 provides that an applicant must not have outstanding “complaints or charges” pending in 
Nevada or another jurisdiction. The current proposed regulation does not define “charges.” Earlier Board 
drafts tied the phrase to outstanding complaints or charges pending against the applicant “as a licensed 
provider of healthcare.” For that reason, I do not assume that the current word “charges” necessarily 
means criminal charges. The lack of a definition could invite inconsistent interpretation, including an 
argument by an applicant with a pending criminal charge that the term refers only to professional, 
licensing, or disciplinary charges.

I respectfully ask the Board to clarify on the record what section 8(1)(d) means, what categories of 
charges it covers, and how the Board intends to verify and evaluate the listed matters. If pending 
complaints or charges are material enough to affect initial eligibility, the regulatory framework should also 
explain how comparable information arising after licensure reaches the Board, or why a different standard 
is appropriate once the license has been issued. Separately, I have not located a parallel provision 
expressly requiring a licensed BHWP to notify the Board when a serious new criminal charge arises during 
the three-year license period. That distinction between entry screening and post-licensure notice should 
be addressed expressly.

Source note: R088-26P section 8(1)(d), (h); NRS 641.160; NRS 641.2255; March 6 and April 17, 
2026 Board draft language.

4. Disciplinary authority is not a notice mechanism

NRS 641.230 gives the Board substantial disciplinary authority over psychologists and BHWPs, including 
authority concerning specified convictions and conduct that reflects an inability to practice with due regard 
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for the health and safety of others. NRS 641.240 provides a range of possible responses, including limits 
on practice, probation, increased supervision, remediation, suspension, and revocation. Those powers are 
important.

But authority to act after the Board learns of an event is different from a mechanism that makes the Board 
likely to learn of the event in the first place. R088-26P does not appear to contain an express provision 
requiring a BHWP to report the practitioner's own serious post-licensure criminal charge, guilty plea, nolo 
contendere plea, or conviction. Section 25 requires cooperation once the Board makes an inquiry; it does 
not independently alert the Board to an event the Board does not yet know about.

Section 36 contains an important peer-reporting safeguard. It would amend NAC 641.241(3) so that a 
psychologist or BHWP with substantial reason to believe another person violated Chapter 641 must report 
the violation, subject to the patient-consent limitation when the knowledge arose through a professional 
relationship. That is important, but it is not an own-event reporting rule and does not clearly create a 
uniform criminal-event reporting duty for every nonpsychologist supervisor or employer.

Existing law also already addresses one category of professional discipline. NRS 641.230(1)(i) makes 
failure to report within 30 days specified out-of-jurisdiction revocation, suspension, surrender, or other 
professional disciplinary action a ground for discipline. Any new BHWP reporting rule should preserve and 
cross-reference that existing duty rather than imply that all professional-discipline reporting is currently 
absent.

Notice is not punishment

A report can be treated as confidential notice for preliminary, case-by-case assessment. It does 
not establish guilt, require discipline, or make the underlying information public. A charge alone 
should not be treated as proof of criminal conduct. The purpose of notice is to allow the Board to 
determine whether no action, monitoring, increased supervision, temporary limits, referral, 
investigation, or another lawful response is appropriate.

5. R089 developed alongside R088, but the BHWP reporting bridge
remains unclear

The separate R089 criminal-conduct/reporting rule was being developed while the BHWP framework was 
being built. The December 2025 and January 2026 materials described approaches used by other 
licensing boards that included criminal charges and civil actions as well as convictions and judgments. 
The January 23 transcript reflects that the issue was still being developed step by step. Dr. Benuto 
summarized an apparent consensus that included developing language "to impose a reporting 
requirement," while the motion that was ultimately adopted was narrower and did not expressly select an 
adjudicated-only model.

I have not located a public Board meeting between January 23 and March 6 at which the Board publicly 
discussed, explained, or selected an adjudicated-only reporting model. By March 6, however, staff 
described reporting only adjudicated administrative, civil, and criminal matters as a preference the Board 
had already indicated. I do not assume that no analysis or drafting occurred between meetings; I identify 
the transition because it is relevant to understanding what continuing-notice model, if any, the Board 
intended for the new BHWP profession.

A second text transition occurred after the April workshop. The Initial Agency Draft, R089-26I, posted April 
23, required a psychologist to report “the conviction of or entry of a plea” for specified crimes. The May 27 
LCB Proposed Draft, R089-26P, instead refers to a criminal “conviction” and no longer contains the 
separate plea phrase. I do not assume that the revision was substantive, improper, or made without 
appropriate agency involvement. My August 5 records request seeks drafts and related development 
records that may clarify the change.
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NRS 641.285(3), in the context of disciplinary proceedings, separately provides that a plea of nolo 
contendere is deemed a conviction. That provision may bear on how "conviction" is interpreted, but it does 
not by itself resolve how every plea disposition is treated under R089's affirmative reporting requirement.

The BHWP applicability issue is separate. R089-26P section 3 says, "A psychologist shall report" 
specified other-jurisdiction action, malpractice judgments or settlements, and convictions within 30 days. 
Its conforming amendment to NAC 641.200 also uses the broader phrase "any licensee" while stating 
standards "which a psychologist shall follow." R089-26P therefore does not expressly state that a BHWP 
must report convictions. The interaction should be resolved explicitly rather than left to competing phrases.

Sequencing question: what operates if R088 takes effect before R089?
I support timely implementation of SB165 and do not seek unnecessary delay. At the same time, the 
public record available to me does not identify a Board explanation for why R088 is proceeding to the 
August 21 regulation hearing before R089. The LCB Proposed Draft of R089-26P is dated May 27, 2026, 
while the LCB Proposed Draft of R088-26P is dated July 6, 2026. The July 10 Board materials reflected 
that the R089 draft had been received but that its regulation hearing had not yet been scheduled. I do not 
infer a motive from that sequencing; I ask because the order of implementation may determine whether a 
continuing-notice gap exists for the new BHWP license.

If R088 is adopted or implemented before R089, or if R089 is delayed or does not pass, I respectfully ask 
the Board to identify what continuing-notice mechanism will operate during that interval; whether R089’s 
reporting provisions are intended ultimately to apply to BHWPs; and how the two regulatory tracks will be 
harmonized. If an existing statute, regulation, renewal process, supervisor or employer duty, background-
notification system, or other mechanism already answers that question, identifying it on the record would 
substantially resolve this concern.

Source note: January 23 and March 6, 2026 NBOPE materials/transcripts; R089-26I (April 23, 
2026); R089-26P (May 27, 2026); NRS 641.285(3).

6. The supervisor is central to safety, but professional supervision is not
the same as youth supervision

R088 appropriately gives the approved supervisor substantial responsibility. The supervisor must oversee 
patient records and documentation, keep the practitioner within scope and competence, direct escalation 
and referral, and remain available while the BHWP provides services. Where the supervisor and 
practitioner work for different entities, section 18 requires a written agreement addressing supervision and 
access to records.

The April workshop similarly treated the supervisor as central to case appropriateness, intervention 
selection, risk escalation, and referral. Those are important protections.

Key youth-safety distinction

Professional supervision and youth supervision are not necessarily the same thing: a supervisor 
may be clinically responsible and available while a practitioner nevertheless has prolonged, 
private, and physically unsupervised access to a minor.

R088 permits multiple methods of supervision, including review of records, case discussion, direct 
observation, remote observation, and review of audio or visual recordings. Direct observation and 
recording review are available methods; they are not required for every patient encounter. The regulation 
also requires informed written consent before another person observes or a session is electronically 
recorded, which is an important privacy safeguard.

Section 15 requires an approved supervisor to report a licensing-board investigation or disciplinary action 
initiated against the supervisor. Section 20 requires notice when supervision ends. I have not located, 
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however, an express provision requiring the supervisor to notify NBOPE upon reliable knowledge that the 
supervised BHWP has been charged with, pleaded to, or convicted of a serious criminal offense, or that 
the BHWP was removed from service for a patient-safety reason.

The employer-supervisor agreement required by section 18 could also be used as a practical safety tool. 
For youth-serving settings, the Board could require the agreement to identify who is responsible for rules 
concerning transportation, home visits, off-site activities, private electronic communications, emergency 
escalation, incident reporting, and documentation of exceptions. That would reduce the risk that each 
entity assumes the other is responsible.

Supervisor identity should be affirmatively disclosed

R088 section 24(1)(l) requires a BHWP to accurately disclose credentials and supervised status. It 
requires the supervisor's name and occupation to be disclosed upon a patient's request. Although the 
practitioner must disclose his or her status as a supervised practitioner, the patient's or parent's access to 
the identity of the person responsible for that supervision depends on knowing to ask for it.

Because the supervisor is central to scope, case assignment, intervention selection, documentation, risk 
escalation, and referral, I respectfully suggest that the supervisor's identity, profession, licensing board, 
and license-verification information be provided automatically in writing before services begin, rather than 
only on request.

7. Youth safety should include preventive structural safeguards, not only
conduct prohibitions

R088 already recognizes child safety. It extends standards addressing the treatment of a child or 
protected person, confidentiality, sexual and exploitive conduct, impairment, and mandated reporting. 
Those rules matter. But prohibiting misconduct after defining it is not the same as structuring youth contact 
to reduce opportunities for boundary violations before harm occurs.

I respectfully ask the Board to consider written safeguards governing circumstances in which a BHWP 
may be alone with a minor; parental or guardian notice; transportation; home visits; off-site contact; 
outings and extracurricular activities; private electronic communications; use of personal devices or social-
media messaging; school- and community-based services; supervisor awareness; employer responsibility; 
and documentation of emergency or other authorized exceptions.

For legitimate confidential behavioral-health encounters, I am not suggesting that another adult must sit in 
every session. Appropriate confidentiality can be essential to care. The preventive question is whether the 
encounter occurs within a defined professional structure: an authorized setting; known appointment; clear 
parent, guardian, or lawful-custodian information where required; supervisor awareness; an accessible 
escalation route; appropriate visibility or environmental safeguards consistent with confidentiality; and 
clear prohibitions on unauthorized transportation, off-site meetings, or personal communications.

For activities that are not themselves confidential therapeutic encounters - including transportation, 
outings, extracurricular activities, or other nonclinical contact - a two-adult or comparable no-one-on-one-
contact rule may be appropriate. The Board need not copy a youth organization wholesale; the 
comparison simply demonstrates that youth-serving systems often separate confidential professional 
encounters from nonclinical access and create different structural rules for each.

A youth-protection comparison

Exploring, including Law Enforcement Exploring programs, announced a mandatory 2025 ride-along 
standard requiring at least two registered adult leaders age 21 or older when youth under 18 participate. 
The policy is not equivalent to behavioral-health practice, but it illustrates a familiar safeguarding principle: 
professional status and training do not themselves eliminate the risks created by isolated adult-minor 
access.
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A federal prosecution arising from the Louisville Metro Police Department Explorer Program provides a 
real-world illustration of why boundaries around off-program adult-minor contact matter. The Department 
of Justice reported a federal case involving an officer associated with the Explorer Program and a minor 
participant, and reported separate federal prosecutions of two other officers associated with that program. 
I do not suggest those cases were caused by the absence or violation of a particular two-deep-leadership 
rule, nor do I suggest they are directly analogous to BHWP services. They illustrate why youth-serving 
systems often consider access structure prospectively rather than relying only on discipline after 
misconduct occurs.

Source note: Exploring, "Ride Along Standard Change" (June 2025); U.S. Department of Justice, 
Western District of Kentucky, Nov. 16, 2020. These are safeguarding analogies, not claims of 
equivalence to BHWP practice.

Foster youth, state custody, and other child-welfare placements deserve an 
implementation protocol

The April 17 examples do not state that the children served will be foster children, and I do not assume 
that they will be. At the same time, nothing in R088 excludes children in foster care, state custody, kinship 
care, or other child-welfare placements. Given the contemplated settings - community health, youth 
psychiatric care, schools, pediatric services, and youth organizations - it is foreseeable that some BHWP 
patients may have child-welfare involvement.

Those situations can complicate ordinary assumptions about who may consent to services, who should 
receive notice, who may authorize release of information, who should be contacted in an emergency, and 
how a child or caregiver can raise a concern. I respectfully ask the Board to identify how R088 and 
implementation guidance will operate when the person legally authorized to make decisions for the child is 
not simply a parent living with the child.

Nevada law already provides an important baseline. Effective July 1, 2026, NRS 432B.220 includes 
persons providing services licensed or certified under Chapter 641 among mandatory reporters. When 
such a person knows or has reasonable cause to believe in his or her professional or occupational 
capacity that a child has been abused or neglected, the report generally must be made as soon as 
reasonably practicable and no later than 24 hours. The licensing agency must inform covered licensees of 
the duty at initial licensure and obtain an acknowledgment.

That duty should be affirmatively incorporated into BHWP onboarding and supervisor training. But 
mandatory reporting and preventive safeguarding answer different questions. Mandatory reporting 
addresses what happens when abuse or neglect is suspected. Youth-safety structure addresses how the 
system can reduce opportunities for boundary violations and other preventable harm before a reportable 
event occurs.

Source note: NRS 432B.220, effective July 1, 2026; R088-26P sections 10, 32-34.

8. A prevention framework is consistent with established criminal-justice
principles

I offer criminal-justice prevention concepts as policy lenses, not as predictions that BHWP licensees will 
offend. Routine activity and situational crime-prevention theory emphasize capable guardianship, 
opportunity structure, and procedures that increase the likelihood that concerning behavior is detected. 
Applied cautiously here, transportation rules, documented settings, supervisor awareness, communication 
boundaries, employer-supervisor responsibility, and documented exceptions are structural controls rather 
than assumptions about any practitioner's character.

Deterrence research offers a related insight for the continuing-notice problem. The National Institute of 
Justice summarizes research indicating that the certainty of being caught or detected is generally more 
influential than increasing the severity of punishment. Applied to professional regulation, the analogy is 
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modest but useful: a disciplinary rule has limited preventive value if the regulator has no reliable way to 
learn that the triggering event occurred. Self-reporting, supervisor reporting, renewal screening, and 
continuing criminal-history notification are detection mechanisms; they do not require harsher punishment.

Layered safeguards

No single safeguard has to bear the entire burden of public protection. Initial screening, 
professional supervision, continuing notice, clear boundaries, informed families, accessible 
reporting, and effective oversight can operate as complementary layers so that the failure of one 
protection does not necessarily become an opportunity for harm.

Source note: National Institute of Justice, "Five Things About Deterrence"; Office of Justice 
Programs / environmental and situational crime-prevention literature. These theories are used here 
as policy concepts, not as evidence that any BHWP poses a particular risk.

9. Clear patient and parent disclosure should be automatic and written
Before services begin, a patient, parent, legal guardian, or other person legally authorized to make 
decisions for a minor should receive a short written disclosure identifying the practitioner's complete title 
and license number; supervised status; authorized scope and limitations; supervisor name, profession, 
licensing board, and license number; where current license status and public discipline can be checked; 
where a complaint may be filed; and how to reach the supervisor or employer for urgent nonemergency 
concerns.

R088-26P contains substantial clinical confidentiality protections and certain informed-consent 
requirements governing the practitioner-patient relationship, but those provisions do not themselves 
establish a comprehensive patient-facing disclosure concerning licensure, supervision, complaint 
procedures, or the later handling of complaint records.

The goal is not to stigmatize a supervised professional. It is to make the supervision structure 
understandable before a family has a concern. A patient should not need to research multiple licensing 
chapters or know the right question to ask before learning who is responsible for the practitioner's work.

A single public online verification portal would make supervision understandable
I respectfully recommend a single searchable public BHWP directory or verification portal that allows a 
patient, parent, school, employer, or member of the public to search by practitioner name or license 
number and readily verify current license status, the current approved supervisor’s name and profession, 
the supervisor’s license number and licensing board, any public restriction or condition on practice, and 
final public disciplinary action to the extent authorized by law. The same page should provide a direct 
complaint link or clear complaint instructions. If the approved supervisor is licensed by another Nevada 
board, the BHWP profile should link to that board’s official license-verification page so the public does not 
have to determine the correct regulatory system on its own.

The purpose of such a portal is not to create unnecessary public disclosure. It is to make the supervision 
structure promised by the regulatory framework practically verifiable. At minimum, a family should be able 
to confirm that the practitioner is currently licensed, identify the person who is currently responsible for 
approved supervision, verify that supervisor’s professional license, locate any final public discipline or 
restrictions, and find the complaint pathway from one reliable public-facing starting point.

10. Complaint access, inter-board notification, and privacy procedures should be
operational before broad implementation
Parents, patients, schools, employers, and community organizations need one clear complaint doorway. 
NRS 641.250 already requires the Board, after receiving a written complaint concerning a BHWP who is 
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not supervised by a psychologist, to identify the licensing board of the supervisor and notify that licensing 
board. The public-facing instructions should therefore explain how that statutory inter-board notification 
process operates in practice; whether a complaint may concern the BHWP, the supervisor, or both; 
whether a parent, legal guardian, lawful custodian, or minor may submit information; whether anonymous 
complaints are accepted and what limitations anonymity creates; and how urgent child-safety concerns 
are handled.

The Board should also explain how a complaint involving a BHWP employed by a school, hospital, youth 
organization, or community program interacts with employer incident reporting and the supervisor's 
professional board. A complainant should not be forced to identify the correct licensing jurisdiction before 
the system can receive a safety concern.

Complaint privacy is a separate issue. Clinical confidentiality rules do not themselves explain what 
information may be disclosed to a respondent for due process, how sensitive exhibits are handled, what 
parts of an investigative record are confidential, or what privacy review or redaction occurs before a formal 
charging document, consent agreement, disciplinary order, or supporting exhibit becomes public. NRS 
641.240 makes an order imposing discipline and supporting findings and conclusions public records; that 
does not mean every complaint record is public.

Board counsel has also provided educational clarification, expressly stated not to be an official Attorney 
General opinion, regarding anonymity and confidentiality in the complaint process. Counsel advised that 
the Board receives anonymous complaints and investigates them pursuant to statute; that a respondent 
and the respondent's counsel are entitled to receive the complaint in order to respond to the allegations; 
and that prosecution may require sufficient evidence and reliable witness testimony. Counsel further 
advised that, if a matter proceeds to an administrative hearing, testimony and the hearing recording may 
become public. Counsel's explanation indicates that a complainant's expectations regarding anonymity 
and confidentiality may affect whether and how a matter can proceed beyond investigation. This 
distinction should be explained clearly to prospective complainants before sensitive information is 
submitted. Confidentiality from the general public is not necessarily the same as confidentiality from a 
respondent for notice and due-process purposes, and different public-disclosure consequences may arise 
if a matter proceeds to a disciplinary hearing.

Complaints involving children or other vulnerable persons may contain names, diagnoses, medications, 
trauma histories, school records, family information, addresses, dates of birth, placement information, and 
other highly sensitive facts. Before implementation, I respectfully ask the Board to publish a written 
privacy-review and redaction procedure that clearly distinguishes: (1) complaint and investigative material 
that is confidential from the general public; (2) information that may be disclosed to a respondent and 
counsel for notice, investigation, and due process; and (3) charging documents, disciplinary orders, 
hearing materials, exhibits, or other records that may later become public. Where public release occurs, 
the procedure should require an affirmative pre-release review designed to redact patient and minor 
identity, protected health information, direct identifiers, and unnecessary identifying information to the 
fullest extent permitted by applicable law, including in exhibits, attachments, correspondence, 
screenshots, and other supporting materials.

Patient names and direct identifiers should receive a deliberate pre-release review
Where a complaint, consent agreement, disciplinary order, or supporting exhibit becomes public, patient 
and minor names and other direct identifiers should not be carried into the public file by default when their 
disclosure is not required by law or necessary to understand the public finding. A written protocol should 
also address indirect identification - for example, combinations of school, family, treatment, placement, or 
event details that may identify a child or patient even after a name is removed. This can be accomplished 
without obscuring the conduct, findings, or discipline that the law requires to remain public.

Public accountability and patient privacy are complementary. The public needs meaningful access to final 
disciplinary information about a licensee; patients and minors should not become unnecessarily 

Item 3



R088-26P WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT | Rebecca Savio | Updated through August 17, 2026

Page 15

identifiable simply because their confidential health or family information appears in an exhibit used during 
a licensing matter.

Source note: NRS 641.090; NRS 641.240; NRS 641.250; R088-26P sections 32-37; July 23, 2026 
educational correspondence from Deputy Attorney General Harry B. Ward (expressly stated not to be 
an official Attorney General opinion), on file.

11. Comparable models show that workforce expansion and continuing
accountability can coexist

Oregon - a closely analogous developing model

Oregon enacted 2026 legislation creating a closely analogous credential titled “licensed behavioral health 
and wellness practitioner” and is now developing implementing rules through the Oregon Board of 
Psychology. Oregon’s official rulemaking calendar schedules the SB 1547 Rules Advisory Committee from 
May through August 2026, full Board review in September, formal proposed-rule public comment 
thereafter, and expected rule effectiveness in January 2027. I therefore do not describe the courtesy draft 
as final Oregon law.

The comparison is unusually probative because Oregon's own Rules Advisory Committee expressly 
reviewed Nevada's developing BHWP rules. On June 15, Oregon staff explained that the Nevada draft 
had been distributed and changed Oregon's proposed direct-contact requirement from 150 to 175 hours 
because Nevada had changed to 175 and the group was considering interstate alignment. The July 7 
discussion again referred to “hot off the press” Nevada rules and identified areas Oregon had added 
above Nevada's supervision baseline. This is a contemporaneous cross-state policy conversation, not a 
comparison between unrelated professions.

Oregon also illustrates that the absence of Rap Back does not require the absence of continuing notice. 
Oregon MHRA staff advised me that the Oregon Board of Psychology is not participating in Rap Back and 
that Rap Back is not anticipated for the new LBHWP credential. Yet ORS 676.150(3) already requires a 
health-board licensee to report a felony arrest or a misdemeanor or felony conviction to the licensee's 
board within 10 days; failure to report is itself disciplinable, and the report is confidential. That statutory 
rule does not cover every arrest or pending charge, but it creates a prompt event-based notice layer that is 
distinct from renewal. I have not identified an equivalent BHWP own-event criminal-reporting requirement 
in R088-26P or another current Chapter 641 provision that would perform the same continuing-notice 
function for BHWPs.

Agency staff further advised that Oregon plans to use its existing biennial character-and-fitness renewal 
questions, with appropriate adjustment, for LBHWPs. Those questions include whether there are pending 
investigations, professional complaints, civil or criminal actions and, since the last renewal or application, 
whether the licensee has been arrested, charged, convicted, or pled guilty or no contest to a misdemeanor 
or felony. The planned question calls for disclosure even when a charge was dismissed or dropped, 
judgment was deferred or set aside, records were expunged, or the matter involved pretrial diversion or 
deferred prosecution, followed by an explanation and supporting documentation. This broader renewal 
screen functions as a backstop to contemporaneous statutory reporting rather than a replacement for it.

The courtesy draft adds other layers. While an application is pending, an applicant would have to notify 
the Board immediately when submitted information changes, including complaints, disciplinary actions, 
civil, criminal, or ethical charges, and certain employment investigations. The draft would require the 
licensee to notify the Board within 14 days of termination of supervision, a change in employment or 
practice location, or a pending investigation or disciplinary action. It would require a supervisor to promptly 
notify the Board of professional or ethical concerns and, within 30 days, of specified pending 
investigations or disciplinary actions involving the licensee or supervisor. The draft also provides for 
Board-approved supervision before professional services begin and when a supervisor changes.

Item 3



R088-26P WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT | Rebecca Savio | Updated through August 17, 2026

Page 16

Oregon's developing code also provides useful youth-facing examples without resolving every youth-
safety question. The courtesy draft contains specific parent and legal-guardian consent language, minor 
assent, developmentally appropriate explanations, rules about what information will be shared with 
caregivers, a prohibition on social-media or online communications with clients, and explicit attention to 
minors and other persons with diminished autonomy. It would also require the practitioner's professional 
representations to include the supervisor's name and the designation “supervisor.” At the same time, I 
have not identified a general Oregon two-adult/no-one-on-one physical-access or transportation rule. That 
is why I continue to present youth access, transportation, and off-site contact as a distinct structural 
question for Nevada rather than claiming Oregon has solved it.

Oregon's June 15 meeting also provides an important real-world illustration of the distinction between 
professional supervision and physical access. Participants discussed rural schools in which a licensed 
supervisor might be split among several schools and therefore not physically co-located with the 
practitioner at all times. That model may be operationally reasonable, but it demonstrates why 
professional supervision alone does not answer every youth-safeguarding question about private access 
to a minor.

Taken together, Oregon shows that workforce access and stronger public-safety architecture can coexist. 
As of August 17, 2026, Oregon's current law and developing LBHWP package are more protective - and 
in several respects stricter - than Nevada's proposed R088 framework: current Oregon law already 
supplies prompt felony-arrest and criminal-conviction reporting, while the developing LBHWP rules add 
broader renewal screening, applicant update duties, supervisor and licensee reporting, affirmative 
supervisor identification, and minor-specific consent and boundary protections. This is not merely a cross-
profession analogy. Oregon is implementing the same-named LBHWP credential for closely parallel 
prevention and early-intervention services and substantially overlapping populations and settings. Nevada 
does not need to copy Oregon wholesale, and I do not treat draft Oregon provisions as adopted law. The 
comparison instead supplies concrete options available now: earlier notice, clearer responsibility, better 
documentation, stronger youth boundaries, and a regulator receiving information in time to act 
proportionately.

Safeguard / checkpoint Nevada proposed BHWP Oregon developing LBHWP

Entry screening
Initial fingerprints / Nevada and FBI background 
check.

Initial fingerprints / background check in 
application framework.

Rap Back
No NBOPE Rap Back mechanism has been 
identified in the public materials reviewed.

Oregon MHRA staff advised Board of Psychology 
is not participating in Rap Back and does not 
anticipate it for LBHWP.

Event-based criminal 
notice

No express BHWP own-event serious-criminal-
reporting rule identified in R088; R089 
applicability remains unclear and operative text 
says “A psychologist shall report.”

ORS 676.150: felony arrest or 
misdemeanor/felony conviction reported within 10 
days; report confidential.

Renewal

Three-year BHWP term; future BHWP criminal-
history questions not yet identified. Current 
NBOPE psychologist renewal and reinstatement 
forms do not directly ask about arrests or pending 
criminal charges; the renewal form asks about 
convictions/pleas and profession-related 
proceedings, while reinstatement uses a broad 
suitability question.

Planned biennial character-and-fitness renewal; 
staff advised questions include pending criminal 
actions and arrests, charges, convictions, 
guilty/no-contest pleas.

Supervision changes / 
concerns

Supervisor reports termination of supervision 
under R088; no comparable broad criminal-event 
mechanism identified.

Draft: Board-approved supervision; licensee 14-
day notice for specified changes/investigations; 
supervisor prompt concerns and 30-day notice for 
specified investigations/discipline.

Supervisor identity
R088 requires supervised status; supervisor 
name and occupation disclosed upon patient 
request.

Draft public-representation rule would include 
supervisor name and designation “supervisor.”
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Safeguard / checkpoint Nevada proposed BHWP Oregon developing LBHWP

Youth-facing safeguards
Professional-conduct, confidentiality, consent, and 
child-safety provisions; structural 
one-on-one/transportation questions remain.

Draft adds parent/guardian consent, minor assent, 
caregiver-information plan, online-contact 
boundary, and explicit minor-welfare language; no 
general two-adult rule identified.

Nevada - continuing-notice pathway identified in the current public record
Initial fingerprints -> no identified NBOPE Rap Back -> no express BHWP own-event criminal-report rule in R088 -> 
three-year license period -> future BHWP renewal questions not yet identified; current psychologist renewal and 
reinstatement forms do not directly ask about arrests or pending criminal charges.

Oregon - layered pathway now being developed
Initial fingerprints -> no Board of Psychology Rap Back -> 10-day statutory notice for felony arrest or 
misdemeanor/felony conviction -> biennial character-and-fitness renewal questions -> explanation/supporting 
documentation -> Board review as appropriate.

Oregon source note: ORS 676.150; Oregon Laws 2026 / SB 1547; Oregon Board of Psychology 
Administrative Rulemaking page; Oregon SB 1547 Rules Advisory Committee public meetings dated 
June 15, July 7, and July 27, 2026; written correspondence from LaReé Stashek, Policy Advisor, 
Oregon Mental Health Regulatory Agency (August 2026, on file); and “LBHWP Rules, Combined 
FINAL DRAFT TC” provided as a courtesy and treated here as a non-adopted working draft.

Washington - layered health-profession reporting

Washington's agency-affiliated counselor model is not identical to BHWP practice, but its health-
profession framework illustrates layered accountability. Uniform reporting rules include licensee self-
reporting of specified convictions and inability to practice safely, reporting by other license holders in 
defined circumstances, and employer reporting of certain safety-related final terminations or restrictions. 
The model separates notice from the ultimate disciplinary decision.

Arizona - prompt notice and child-serving screening

Arizona supplies two different examples. First, state health-professional law requires reporting of specified 
felony charges and patient-safety-related misdemeanor charges within a defined period, allowing a board 
to receive notice without treating the charge as a conviction. Second, covered child-serving systems use 
fingerprint-clearance mechanisms and employer reporting for certain arrests or charges. These are 
different legal structures, but both demonstrate that a system can pair access with continuing 
accountability.

Nevada already uses earlier-notice models in other professions

Nevada also has strong internal examples. Marriage and family therapists, clinical professional 
counselors, and certain interns must notify their board in writing within 10 days after a criminal charge is 
filed. Social workers must notify their board within 30 days after a criminal charge is filed and after 
specified other criminal, civil, and professional events. Nevada medical licensees and applicants have a 
30-day arrest-or-criminal-conviction reporting rule, subject to specified exceptions. Direct agency
correspondence supplied additional implementation context: Social Work Board staff advised me that the
Board conducts a background check at initial application, renews licenses annually with questions about
arrests, charges, and convictions, requires supporting documentation for affirmative responses, requires a
new background check for restoration or reactivation, and reviews legal or sanction self-reports case by
case. Medical Board General Counsel likewise advised that reported matters are investigated and
outcomes determined case by case. These professions are not legally identical to BHWPs, but they serve
many of the same or overlapping behavioral-health and healthcare populations and settings as
psychologists and BHWPs, including children, families, adults, and vulnerable persons. Yet the
Psychology Board's current psychologist renewal and reinstatement forms do not directly ask about
arrests or pending criminal charges, and R088 does not presently create a comparable BHWP own-event
criminal reporting duty. The Psychology Board is therefore not being asked to invent an unfamiliar
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precaution; comparable Nevada regulators already use layered continuing-notice measures while 
preserving case-by-case review.

Source note: NAC 641A.243(17); NAC 641B.200(21); NRS 641B.202; NRS 630.306(1)(l); written 
responses from MFT/CPC Board staff (April 24, 2026), Social Work Board staff (May 4, 2026), and 
Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners General Counsel (June 9, 2026), on file. Oregon, 
Washington, and Arizona sources are identified above.

12. Regulatory risk and the importance of a clear administrative record
Because these concerns are being raised during the rulemaking process - before broad implementation - I 
respectfully ask that they be addressed prospectively and on the record. Identifying foreseeable 
implementation questions now gives the Board an opportunity to evaluate and reduce preventable risk 
while the regulatory architecture is still being built.

If the Board determines that existing law, another regulation, employer policy, supervision requirements, 
mandated-reporting duties, a renewal process, or another mechanism already adequately addresses a 
concern raised here, I respectfully ask the Board to identify that mechanism on the record. If the Board 
determines that a proposed safeguard is unnecessary, impracticable, or better addressed through another 
regulatory track, a concise explanation of that reasoning would likewise create a clearer and more durable 
administrative record.

I do not suggest that the Board intentionally omitted protections or that every recommendation in this 
comment must be placed verbatim in R088 itself. Some safeguards may appropriately be addressed by 
regulation, formal Board policy, approved supervisor training, required employer-supervisor agreements, 
application and renewal forms, patient disclosures, or another enforceable implementation mechanism. 
The important point is that the safeguards be identifiable, operational, and understandable before they are 
needed.

13. Minimum safeguards requested before adoption or implementation
1. In addition to the existing 30-day out-of-jurisdiction disciplinary-reporting duty in NRS 641.230(1)(i),

require each BHWP to report specified serious criminal events within a defined period, including felony
arrests; felony charges and defined serious misdemeanor charges; guilty or nolo contendere pleas;
convictions; material loss of professional good standing; and termination or loss of required supervision.

2. State expressly that a report is notice, not proof of wrongdoing; a charge is not a conviction; reporting
does not itself require discipline or public disclosure; and the Board will use confidential, case-by-case
review consistent with due process.

3. Require an approved supervisor who obtains reliable knowledge of a reportable event involving a
supervised BHWP to independently notify the Board within a defined period, regardless of whether the
BHWP has separately reported the event. This creates a second notice channel rather than making
supervisor reporting depend on proof or suspicion that the practitioner failed to self-report.

4. Require approved supervisors to report their own defined criminal, professional-standing, or fitness
events that materially affect their ability to protect patients, regardless of the supervisor's underlying
licensing chapter, while avoiding duplication where another board already provides reliable notice.

5. Require a new state and federal fingerprint-based criminal-history check at each three-year renewal, or
at another reasonable interval, unless the Board publicly documents that it receives substantially
equivalent continuing criminal-history notification through Rap Back or another reliable system.

6. Clarify the meaning of "complaints or charges" in R088 section 8(1)(d), including whether "charges"
refers to licensing or disciplinary charges, criminal charges, or another category, in order to reduce
ambiguity, promote consistent application, and avoid unnecessary future interpretive or legal disputes
concerning vagueness or the provision's scope.
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7. Clarify expressly whether and how R089-26P applies to BHWPs, including treatment of convictions and
plea dispositions, rather than relying on potentially conflicting uses of "psychologist," "licensee," and
"any licensee."

8. Adopt written youth-safety safeguards governing one-on-one access to minors, including transportation,
off-site and home contact, private electronic communications, parental/guardian or lawful-custodian
notice, supervisor awareness, authorized settings, and documented exceptions. Consider a two-adult
or comparable no-one-on-one-contact rule for nonclinical activities.

9. Require youth-serving employer-supervisor agreements to identify responsibility for transportation, off-
site contact, incident escalation, communications boundaries, emergency procedures, and
documentation so that organizational duties are not assumed or fragmented.

10. Establish an implementation protocol for children in foster care, state custody, kinship care, or other
child-welfare placements addressing who may consent, who receives notice, emergency contacts,
confidentiality, complaint access, and supervisor escalation, consistent with applicable law.

11. Integrate NRS 432B.220 mandatory-reporter notice and acknowledgment into BHWP onboarding and
supervisor training, while making clear that mandated reporting does not replace preventive youth-
safeguarding rules.

12. Require affirmative written patient and parent/guardian disclosure of the BHWP’s title, license number,
scope, supervised status, supervisor identity and licensing information, the official online license-
verification directory, complaint pathway, and public-disciplinary-record location before services begin.

13. Maintain a single searchable public BHWP online directory or verification portal that allows lookup by
practitioner name or license number and displays current license status, the current approved
supervisor’s name, profession, license number and licensing board, public restrictions or conditions,
final public discipline to the extent authorized by law, and a direct complaint link or instructions. If the
supervisor is licensed by another board, link to that board’s official verification page.

14. Publish one clear complaint process that explains NRS 641.250 inter-board notification, the role of the
BHWP's supervisor and employer, urgent child-safety reporting, and how anonymous information is
handled. Clearly distinguish (a) complaint and investigative material that is confidential from the general
public, even though identifying information may be shared with Board personnel, investigators, counsel,
and the respondent as needed for investigation and due process, from (b) charging documents,
disciplinary orders, hearing materials, and other records that may later become public. Explain these
distinctions before sensitive information is submitted and require public-facing disciplinary materials to
undergo privacy and redaction review designed to protect patient and minor identity and PHI to the
fullest extent permitted by law.

15. Adopt and publish a privacy-review and redaction protocol for patient, complainant, minor, family,
medical, school, placement, and other sensitive information before formal disciplinary materials are
publicly released. Require an affirmative review of patient/minor names and direct identifiers in exhibits
and attachments, and address indirect identification where combinations of facts could identify a
patient, consistent with applicable law and due-process requirements.

16. Use the BHWP Advisory Group period through December 31, 2028 to conduct a formal
implementation review of supervision, criminal-event notice, complaints, youth safety, renewal
screening, and public information, using aggregate data and protecting confidential information.

14. Illustrative regulatory or policy language for Board and counsel review
The following language is offered as a policy model only. It is not legal advice, does not purport to identify 
the Board's only lawful option, and should be revised by Board counsel as needed to fit statutory authority, 
confidentiality law, due process, and Nevada drafting conventions.
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A. Practitioner reporting

Proposed concept
"A behavioral health and wellness practitioner shall notify the Board in writing within [defined period] after the
practitioner receives notice that: (a) the practitioner has been arrested for a felony or a felony charge has been filed;
(b) a misdemeanor charge involving violence, abuse, exploitation, sexual conduct, dishonesty, controlled
substances, a child, an elderly or vulnerable person, or other conduct reasonably bearing on patient safety or fitness
to practice has been filed; (c) the practitioner has entered a guilty or nolo contendere plea or has been convicted of a
criminal offense; (d) the practitioner has suffered a material loss of professional good standing not already reportable
under NRS 641.230(1)(i); or (e) required supervision has terminated or the practitioner has been removed from
service for a patient-safety reason. Reporting is notice only and is not an admission or finding of wrongdoing."

B. Supervisor reporting and organizational accountability

Proposed concept
"An approved supervisor who obtains reliable knowledge of a reportable event involving a supervised behavioral
health and wellness practitioner shall independently notify the Board within [defined period], regardless of whether
the practitioner has separately reported the event. When the supervisor and practitioner are employed by different
entities, the required written agreement shall identify responsibility for incident escalation, youth-safety rules,
transportation and off-site contact, electronic communications, emergency procedures, and documentation of
exceptions."

C. Renewal screening

Proposed concept
"As a condition of renewal, a behavioral health and wellness practitioner shall submit fingerprints for a new state and
federal criminal-history records check unless the Board has determined and publicly documented that the
practitioner is enrolled in a continuing criminal-history notification system that provides substantially equivalent
notice."

D. Youth safety and nonclinical one-on-one access

Proposed concept
"A behavioral health and wellness practitioner who provides services to a minor shall comply with written youth-
safety policies approved by the Board or employer that address guardian or lawful-custodian notice, authorized
service settings, transportation, off-site and home contact, private electronic communications, supervisor awareness,
emergency escalation, and documentation of exceptions. For transportation, outings, extracurricular activities, or
other nonclinical contact, a practitioner shall not be alone with a minor unless a documented emergency or other
specifically authorized exception applies."

E. Patient disclosure and public verification

Proposed concept
"Before services begin, a behavioral health and wellness practitioner shall provide the patient, parent, legal
guardian, or other legally authorized decision-maker with written notice of the practitioner's title, license number,
supervised status, authorized scope and limitations, approved supervisor's name, profession and license number,
official license-verification location, public-disciplinary-record location, and complaint pathway. The Board shall
maintain a searchable public verification portal that links each practitioner to the current approved supervisor to the
extent authorized by law and, when the supervisor is licensed by another board, provides a link or other clear route
to verify the supervisor's license."

15. The Advisory Group sunset creates a natural checkpoint for early evaluation
NRS 641.2253 establishes the BHWP Advisory Group through December 31, 2028, creating a natural 
checkpoint while the original implementation expertise is still assembled. I respectfully encourage the 
Board to schedule a formal review before that sunset using aggregate, nonconfidential information about 
licensure, supervision changes, complaints, reportable events, disciplinary matters, youth-serving settings, 
renewal screening, and recurring implementation questions. A planned review allows Nevada to establish 
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strong baseline safeguards now and refine them based on early experience rather than waiting for a 
serious event to reveal a weakness.

16. Long-term child safety, public confidence, and program integrity
Nevada should not create a lower practical level of protection for children and families merely because 
they receive prevention or early-intervention services through a newly created, supervised workforce. The 
April 17 public record describes substantial youth-facing use in schools, community programs, pediatric 
settings, youth psychiatric settings, and one-on-one support. The safety architecture should therefore 
travel with the practitioner across settings rather than depend entirely on the policies of a particular 
employer or the assumption that professional supervision is equivalent to physical oversight of every 
encounter.

Clear safeguards also protect the credibility and durability of the BHWP program itself. A serious 
preventable incident involving a newly established credential could undermine confidence among parents, 
schools, employers, supervisors, practitioners, policymakers, and the public - particularly if the event 
involved information that an effective continuing-notice or escalation system could have brought to 
regulatory attention earlier. This is not a prediction that such an event will occur. It is a reason to build a 
resilient framework before broad implementation.

The question is not whether Nevada should expand behavioral-health access quickly or protect the public 
carefully. A durable implementation of SB165 should accomplish both. Clear continuing notice, renewal 
screening, supervisor accountability, youth-access rules, public license verification, complaint privacy, and 
early implementation review can strengthen public confidence in the new profession and reduce the need 
for corrective regulatory changes after implementation.

17. Conclusion
Nevada's behavioral-health workforce needs thoughtful and timely expansion. Access and accountability 
should advance together.

R088-26P contains substantial protections in education, practicum, scope, supervision, confidentiality, 
professional conduct, and disciplinary authority. My purpose is not to minimize those protections, but to 
identify where continuing notice and prevention remain incomplete or unclear in the current public record, 
particularly for a youth-facing profession with a three-year license term.

Because this is a newly created profession, Nevada has an unusual opportunity to build prevention, 
detection, accountability, transparency, and youth-safety structure into the system from the beginning. I 
have placed concrete alternatives in this record before adoption, including Nevada's own earlier-notice 
models and Oregon's contemporaneous work on the closely analogous licensed behavioral health and 
wellness practitioner credential.

For these reasons, I support timely implementation of SB165, but respectfully ask the Board to establish, 
identify, or commit on the record to the mechanisms that will operate after initial licensure: how serious 
post-licensure events reach the Board; how R088 and R089 work together; what renewal screening 
occurs; how supervisors and employers escalate concerns; how youth-facing access is structured; and 
how patients can verify practitioners, supervisors, discipline, and complaint pathways.

If additional responsive records or hearing materials answer or materially qualify a concern, I will 
supplement or correct this analysis. Otherwise, I respectfully ask the Board to address the questions 
before adoption or, where it concludes that an existing safeguard already resolves them, to identify that 
safeguard and its reasoning on the record.

Nevada does not have to choose between timely workforce expansion and meaningful public protection. 
The strongest implementation of SB165 will do both: expand access while ensuring that continuing notice, 
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supervision, renewal screening, youth safeguards, public verification, privacy protection, and 
accountability are clear from the beginning.

I respectfully request that this comment be clearly identified in the August 21 hearing record, meeting 
materials, meeting minutes, informational statement, and complete R088-26P rulemaking record so that 
future reviewers can locate the safeguards and comparative evidence raised before adoption. Pursuant to 
NRS 233B.064, I also request a concise statement of the principal reasons for and against adoption and 
the Board's reasons for overruling considerations urged against adoption if it proceeds without the 
safeguards requested here.

Thank you for your time, service, and consideration of these patient-safety, child-safety, privacy, and 
public-accountability concerns.

Respectfully submitted,

Rebecca Savio
Nevada Citizen and Public-Interest Researcher
Founder & Research Analyst, Nevada Applied Victimology & Policy Analytics
Las Vegas, Nevada | NVPolicyAnalytics.com
Submitted in my individual capacity.

Appendix A. Questions I respectfully ask the Board to answer on the 
record

1. After the initial fingerprint check, what reliable mechanism ensures that the Board learns of a serious
criminal or fitness-related event during the three-year BHWP license period, including any interval in
which R088 is operative before R089?

2. What does “complaints or charges” mean in R088 section 8(1)(d)? Does “charges” include criminal
charges, licensing/disciplinary charges, or another category, and how will the Board prevent
inconsistent interpretation?

3. Does the Board intend R089-26P section 3 to apply to BHWPs, and how will guilty pleas, nolo
contendere pleas, and other plea dispositions be treated for affirmative reporting purposes?

4. Will BHWP fingerprints be retained or resubmitted at renewal, or will another reliable continuing
criminal-history notification or renewal-screening mechanism be used?

5. What duties will approved supervisors or employers have to report reliable knowledge of a BHWP
serious criminal event, loss of supervision, removal from service, impairment, or other patient-safety
concern?

6. What youth-specific rules will govern private one-on-one access, transportation, home or off-site
contact, private electronic communications, and services involving minors in foster care, state custody,
guardianship, kinship care, or other child-welfare placements?

7. Will the supervisor's identity and licensing information be affirmatively disclosed before services begin,
and will the Board maintain a single public BHWP verification portal linking the practitioner to the
current approved supervisor, public restrictions or discipline, and complaint pathway?

8. What public-facing complaint, inter-board notification, privacy, and redaction procedures will apply,
including review of patient/minor names and identifiers in exhibits and protection against indirect
identification from combinations of sensitive facts?

9. Will the Board conduct a formal implementation review before the BHWP Advisory Group sunsets on
December 31, 2028?

10. Does the Board consider the SB165 Behavioral Health and Wellness Practitioner Advisory Group a
public body subject to NRS Chapter 241 and, if so, where are its meeting notices, agendas, minutes,
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recordings or transcripts, attendance information, and supporting materials maintained and made 
available to the public?

Appendix B. Source and evidence guide

This comment relies principally on official legal text, the Board's public meeting record, direct 
governmental correspondence, and identified comparative materials. It is prepared for submission as an 
updated written public comment through August 17, 2026. The URLs and source descriptions below 
preserve an accessible source trail. Comparative models are used to isolate discrete safeguards, not to 
claim that the professions or legal systems are identical.

Nevada proposed regulation - R088-26P - LCB Proposed Draft dated July 6, 2026.
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/Register/2026Register/R088-26P.pdf

Related Nevada Initial Agency Draft - R089-26I - Posted April 23, 2026; includes the separate 
"conviction of or entry of a plea" phrase.
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/Register/2026Register/R089-26I.pdf

Related Nevada LCB Proposed Draft - R089-26P - May 27, 2026; operative section 3 begins "A 
psychologist shall report."
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/Register/2026Register/R089-26P.pdf

Nevada Revised Statutes Chapter 641 - Includes NRS 641.010, 641.160, 641.170, 641.2252-.2257, 
641.230-.250, and 641.285.
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-641.html

Nevada Administrative Procedure Act - NRS Chapter 233B - Includes NRS 233B.064 statement-of-
reasons provision.
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-233B.html

Nevada child-abuse/neglect reporting - NRS Chapter 432B - Includes NRS 432B.220, effective July 1, 
2026.
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-432B.html

Nevada Board - 2026 Board & Committee Meetings page - Board agendas, packets, minutes, and August 
21 regulation-hearing notice; as reviewed August 17, 2026, I did not locate separate BHWP Advisory 
Group meeting entries or separately posted Advisory Group agendas, minutes, or recordings on this page.
https://www.psyexam.nv.gov/meetings/2026-board--committee-meetings/

Nevada Board - 2025 Board & Committee Meetings page - Board and identified committee meeting 
entries and documents; as reviewed August 17, 2026, I did not locate a separate December 3, 2025 
BHWP Advisory Group meeting entry or separately posted Advisory Group meeting materials on this 
page.
https://www.psyexam.nv.gov/meetings/2025-board-committee-meetings/

Nevada Board - 2027-2028 Active Psychologist Renewal Form - Question 5 asks about 
conviction/guilty/nolo pleas since last renewal; the public form does not contain a general arrest or 
pending-criminal-charge question.
https://www.psyexam.nv.gov/siteassets/content/licensing/renewal_form-active_2026-fill-
includes_demosurvey.pdf

Nevada Board - Reinstatement Application - Current public form contains professional-history and broad 
suitability questions but does not directly ask whether the applicant has been arrested or has pending 
criminal charges.
https://www.psyexam.nv.gov/uploadedFiles/psyexamnvgov/content/Licensing/Reinstatement_App-8-2024-
FILL.pdf
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Nevada Board - Rules/Regs - Board regulatory-information page.
https://www.psyexam.nv.gov/About/Regulations/

Oregon SB 1547 (2026), enrolled - Creates the closely analogous “licensed behavioral health and 
wellness practitioner” credential and provides the statutory foundation for Oregon implementation.
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2026R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/SB1547/Enrolled

Oregon Revised Statutes 676.150 - Health-profession reporting, including 10-day reporting of felony 
arrests and misdemeanor/felony convictions and confidentiality of reports.
https://www.oregonlegislature.gov/bills_laws/ors/ors676.html

Oregon Board of Psychology - Administrative Rulemaking / SB 1547 implementation calendar (RAC 
meetings May-August 2026; Board review and proposed-rule process thereafter).
https://www.oregon.gov/psychology/Pages/Rulemaking.aspx

Oregon SB 1547 Rules Advisory Committee public meeting recordings/transcripts reviewed for this 
comment: June 15, July 7, and July 27, 2026. Selected verification checkpoints included the June 15 
discussion of Nevada’s 175-hour standard and rural-school supervision (approximately 14:42-16:34 and 
1:35:21-1:36:43); the July 7 discussion of the information a board needs to regulate, real-time versus 
renewal supervision notice, and front-end public protection (approximately 1:09-1:11, 1:31-1:39, and 2:00); 
and the July 27 discussion of public protection, institutional oversight, and up-front supervision verification 
(approximately 18:59-21:21 and 37:19-39:44). Public recordings are available through the Oregon Mental 
Health Regulatory Agency / Board of Psychology meeting resources and Oregon MHRA YouTube 
channel.

Oregon implementation correspondence and courtesy draft - Written correspondence from LaReé 
Stashek, Policy Advisor, Oregon Mental Health Regulatory Agency, August 2026, and “LBHWP Rules, 
Combined FINAL DRAFT TC” supplied as a courtesy. The draft is treated in this comment as non-adopted 
and not as current Oregon law.

Washington uniform health-profession reporting rules - WAC 246-16-220, -230, -235, and -270.
https://app.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=246-16&full=true

Arizona health-professional reporting - A.R.S. 32-3208.
https://www.azleg.gov/ars/32/03208.htm

Nevada MFT/CPC reporting comparison - NAC 641A.243(17).
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NAC/NAC-641A.html

Nevada Social Work reporting comparison - NAC 641B.200(21); fingerprint authority in NRS 641B.202.
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NAC/NAC-641B.html

Nevada Medical Board reporting comparison - NRS 630.306(1)(l).
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-630.html

National Institute of Justice - deterrence - Research summary emphasizing certainty of detection 
relative to severity.
https://nij.ojp.gov/topics/articles/five-things-about-deterrence

Exploring youth safeguarding - 2025 mandatory ride-along standard for youth under 18.
https://www.exploring.org/blog/exploring-ride-along-standard-change/

U.S. Department of Justice - Explorer Program case - Western District of Kentucky, Nov. 16, 2020.
https://www.justice.gov/usao-wdky/pr/feds-charge-third-officer-explorer-program

Ballmer Institute for Children's Behavioral Health - Background on the youth-focused educational 
model referenced in R088 and Board discussion.
https://childrensbehavioralhealth.uoregon.edu/
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Board record specifically relied upon

• NBOPE October 24 and December 12, 2025 meeting packets, approved minutes, and available
recordings/transcripts.

• NBOPE January 23, 2026 meeting packet, approved minutes, and transcript/recording concerning
criminal-conduct/reporting development.

• NBOPE March 6, 2026 revised meeting packet, approved minutes, and transcript/recording concerning
both BHWP and R089 development.

• NBOPE April 17, 2026 revised meeting packet, approved minutes, and transcript/recording, including
BHWP implementation examples involving youth and families.

• NBOPE July 10, 2026 meeting packet and available transcript/recording concerning the continuing
R089 rulemaking record.

• Nevada DPS/NCJIS Compliance Unit correspondence to Rebecca Savio, May 15, 2026, concerning
Nevada State Rap Back generally and the Unit’s limitation on discussing NBOPE-specific
participation except with approved Board points of contact (on file).

• Educational correspondence from Deputy Attorney General Harry B. Ward, July 23, 2026, concerning
complaint confidentiality, respondent disclosure, anonymous complaints, evidentiary needs, and potential
public-hearing consequences; counsel expressly stated the communication was not an official Attorney
General opinion (on file).

• Direct Nevada comparator correspondence: MFT/CPC Board staff (April 24, 2026), Social Work Board
staff (May 4, 2026), and Nevada State Board of Medical Examiners General Counsel (June 9, 2026),
concerning criminal-event reporting, renewal screening, background checks, and case-by-case review (on
file).

• Public-records and procedural requests relevant to this comment: July 20, 2026 NBOPE request for
R088 hearing/rulemaking materials; August 5, 2026 detailed request for Advisory Group records,
drafts/redlines, criminal-reporting, continuing-notification, supervisor/employer reporting, renewal 
screening, R088/R089 integration, and related development records; August 11 supplemental 
implementation-record request and separate packet-inclusion deadline inquiry; August 12 Advisory 
Group-specific request for meeting dates, notices/agendas, minutes, notes, recordings/transcripts, 
attendance, supporting materials, work product, and any existing determination concerning NRS 
Chapter 241 status; the Board’s July 24 response directing me to the Board Meetings webpage; and 
the Board’s August 11 response that all records currently available regarding the regulation were 
publicly available on that webpage.
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Rebecca Savio​
Nevada Citizen and Public-Interest Researcher​
Supplement to Written Public Comment Submitted August 17, 2026 to NBOPE​
August 20, 2026 

Purpose of This Addendum 

Members of the Board: 

Thank you for the opportunity to supplement my August 17, 2026 written public comment regarding LCB 
File No. R088-26P. 

I continue to support the purpose of Senate Bill 165 and the responsible development of Nevada’s 
Behavioral Health and Wellness Practitioner profession. I support expanding access to appropriately 
trained and supervised behavioral-health promotion, prevention, and early-intervention services. At this 
time, however, I respectfully ask the Board to defer final adoption of R088-26P in its current form 
for further consideration of the public safety, procedural, competency, supervision, and educational 
issues identified in this addendum and my August 17, 2026 written comment, including whether the 
public has sufficient access to the records and materials associated with the Advisory Group’s 
regulatory-development work and whether the available regulatory record is sufficiently complete 
for informed review.  

I am not submitting this addendum as a subject-matter expert in behavioral-health workforce regulation, 
nor am I a psychologist. I submit it as a Nevada member of the public and public-interest researcher who 
believes that meaningful public participation depends, in part, upon the public’s ability to identify and 
review records and materials relevant to important regulatory decisions. Access to that information allows 
interested persons to better understand the development of a proposal, verify relevant facts, and provide 
more informed data, views, and arguments during the rulemaking process. 

That concern is particularly relevant here because Oregon is simultaneously developing a closely 
analogous Licensed Behavioral Health and Wellness Practitioner profession and has provided public 
access to its Rules Advisory Committee (RAC) meetings, including meeting videos and transcripts. That 
open and transparent access has allowed me to review portions of Oregon’s regulatory-development 
discussions directly and to better understand the reasoning behind several important policy choices. I have 
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attempted to conduct a comparable review of Nevada’s process, but I have not been able to identify an 
equivalent public record of the substance of the Nevada Advisory Group’s separately held meetings. 

Accordingly, this addendum reflects my effort to review the Nevada regulatory-development record that is 
publicly available, compare relevant portions of Nevada’s proposed framework with Oregon’s developing 
process, verify the sources upon which I rely, and identify questions that appear important to public 
protection, transparent rulemaking, and effective public participation.  

This addendum is necessary in substantial part because of timing. I submitted my original written 
comment in time for inclusion in the August 21 Board meeting packet. I appreciate that the Board did 
include that comment in the packet. At the time I submitted it, however, Oregon’s August 17, 2026 
LBHWP Rules Advisory Committee meeting had not yet occurred. My original comment expressly 
contemplated supplementation if later information materially affected the analysis. The August 21 packet 
confirms that my original comment is part of the R088 hearing materials. 

I therefore needed to wait for Oregon’s August 17 meeting before completing this supplemental analysis. 
Oregon was the jurisdiction in which I was able to review the closely analogous LBHWP advisory 
group’s actual regulatory-development discussions. Oregon publicly identifies its Rules Advisory 
Committee meetings and makes those discussions available through the Mental Health Regulatory 
Agency’s public video archive. The August 17 afternoon meeting, which I attended and observed by way 
of Zoom, contained helpful discussion directly relevant to Nevada’s proposed competency and 
supervision provisions.  

By contrast, despite Nevada records requests beginning July 20, increasingly specific follow-up requests, 
repeated review of the Board’s public materials, requests for assistance locating responsive records, and 
my offer to inspect responsive records at the Board office in person, I have not been able to identify a 
comparable substantive meeting record for the Nevada SB165 Advisory Group’s own separately held 
meetings. 

The purpose of this addendum is therefore twofold: first, to place into Nevada’s rulemaking record 
relevant information that became available through Oregon’s August 17 public RAC meeting after my 
original comment had been submitted; and second, to address a broader procedural question concerning 
public access to, preservation of, and future usability of the regulatory-development record associated 
with Nevada’s Advisory Group. 

This addendum supplements and does not replace, narrow, withdraw, or supersede my August 17 written 
comment or my outstanding public-records requests. My August 17 comment addresses continuing 
post-licensure criminal and fitness-event notice, renewal screening, supervisor accountability, youth 
safeguards, patient and parent information, complaint and privacy protections, and related public-safety 
matters. I incorporate those recommendations rather than repeat them here. 
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Priority Issue Requested Board Action 

1 Advisory Group status and separate 
meeting record 

Clarify Chapter 241 status and identify what 
record exists 

2 Public access and institutional 
recordkeeping 

Ensure the development record can be located 
and understood 

3 Alternative competency pathway Establish objective, predetermined standards 

4 Pre-licensure supervision Consider guaranteed one-on-one supervision 

5 Education and accreditation Further examine instructional depth and 
accreditation safeguards 

1. The Board Record Refers to Separately Held Advisory Group Meetings

The Board’s regular public meetings contain meaningful discussion of R088-26P and updates concerning 
the Advisory Group’s work. I have reviewed and relied upon those materials. My concern is narrower. 

The regular Board record refers to meetings of the SB165 Behavioral Health and Wellness 
Practitioner Advisory Group held separately from the regular Board meetings. 

Earlier Board materials identify the Advisory Group’s first meeting as occurring on December 3, 2025, an 
all-day meeting scheduled for January 30, 2026, and another meeting scheduled for March 27, 2026. The 
January materials also state that the Advisory Group would work on the SB165 regulations and forward 
materials to the Board after its January meeting. 

At the April 17 Board workshop, Dr. Michelle Paul subsequently explained that the Advisory Group had 
“met twice” since the March workshop to incorporate and address the public comment received. Dr. Paul 
then publicly reviewed with the Board the revisions resulting from that work. 

The distinction is important. The regular Board record provides useful Board-level summaries, 
discussion, successive regulatory drafts, and descriptions of Advisory Group work. I do not suggest 
otherwise. 

What I have not been able to identify is a separately discernible record of the substance of the Advisory 
Group’s own separately held meetings, for example, the Group’s agendas, minutes, audio-recording 
information, transcripts, substantive notes, attendance records, or equivalent documentation showing what 
occurred during those meetings. 
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Such a record, if it exists, could provide information different from a later Board-level summary: what 
alternatives were considered, what concerns members raised, what information was relied upon, how 
public comments were evaluated, and why particular revisions were accepted or declined. 

It is that separate Advisory Group meeting record that I have been attempting to identify and 
review. By comparison, Oregon’s meeting recordings and transcripts were readily accessible for 
public review. 

2. The August 21 Packet Confirms the Advisory Group’s Substantial and
Continuing Role

I have now reviewed the August 21, 2026 meeting packet. 

The packet’s R088 staff report states that the Board established a four-member Advisory Group and 
included within the Group’s charge drafting the regulations for BHWPs and the practice of BHPP. It 
further states that the Advisory Group met and drafted proposed regulations for the March 6 and April 17 
workshops. 

The current legislative and regulation status materials also state: 

“The BHWP Advisory Group continues to meet and work toward satisfying the Board’s 
charge as it relates to the SB165 requirements.” 

Accordingly, the access and recordkeeping question is not solely historical. The August 21 materials 
indicate that the Advisory Group’s work is continuing. 

Tomorrow’s agenda separately includes Item 11, “Discussion and Possible Action on Updates 
Regarding the Work of the 2025 SB165 Behavioral Health and Wellness Practitioner Advisory 
Group.” 

I appreciate that the packet contains substantial Board-level material concerning R088 and that my 
August 17 public comment has been included. After reviewing the complete packet, however, I did not 
identify a separately labeled supporting report or attachment for Item 11, nor did I locate a 
reference identifying where audio recordings or transcripts of the Advisory Group’s separately held 
meetings may be accessed. 

I do not infer from that observation that such records do not exist or that Board members have not 
received other information through an appropriate channel. I simply have not been able to identify that 
material in the public record available to me. 

Because the August 21 materials state that the Advisory Group continues to meet, I respectfully believe 
clarification now would assist not only in understanding the historical development of R088-26P, but also 
in establishing a clear public-access and recordkeeping framework for the Group’s continuing work. 
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I have attempted in good faith to determine what meeting-record requirements, if any, apply to the 
Advisory Group. I would welcome clarification regardless of the answer.  

The continuing absence of a clear answer leaves unresolved a practical question concerning whether 
interested members of the public can identify and review the regulatory-development record relevant to 
evaluating the proposal and participate as fully and effectively as reasonably possible. 

3. My Records-Request History Illustrates a Broader Procedural Question

I include my own request history because it provides a practical example of what an interested member of 
the public may encounter when attempting to reconstruct the Advisory Group’s regulatory-development 
process. My principal concern is not that I personally did not receive a particular record. It is 
whether the Board’s procedures provide a sufficiently clear, accessible, and durable 
regulatory-development record for the public and for future institutional review. 

I first requested R088-26P and related hearing and regulatory-development materials on July 20, 2026. 
When I could not identify the Advisory Group’s separate meeting record in the publicly posted materials, 
I submitted a detailed public-records request on August 5 and additional requests or clarifications on 
August 11, August 12, August 18 and August 20. My August 17 public comment documents part of that 
history and the specific categories requested. 

My August 12 request specifically sought the dates of Advisory Group meetings or work sessions and 
available notices or agendas, minutes or notes, recordings or transcripts, attendance information, 
supporting materials, drafts, redlines, recommendations, and other work product. I also requested any 
existing nonprivileged record reflecting whether the Board considers the Advisory Group a public body 
subject to NRS Chapter 241. 

I also offered to come to the Board office to inspect responsive records in person if that would assist. 

The Board’s responses have stated that the records ‘currently available’ regarding the regulation are 
available on the Board Meetings webpage. I have repeatedly reviewed that page, the 2025 and 2026 
meeting materials, and now the August 21 packet. 

I recognize that it is possible I have overlooked responsive material. That possibility is one reason I 
have repeatedly requested clarification and assistance rather than concluding that records do not exist. I 
also recognize that Board staff and counsel may have information or legal considerations that are not 
apparent from the public materials available to me, and I welcome clarification where my understanding 
is incomplete. 

As of this submission, however, I have not been provided a specific location for the substantive record of 
the Advisory Group’s separately held meetings, confirmation that no such records exist, or a direct answer 
concerning the Advisory Group’s Chapter 241 status. I also did not receive a response to my offer to 
inspect responsive records at the Board office before preparing this addendum. 

Any of those answers would be useful. 
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If no separate audio recordings, transcripts, substantive minutes, or comparable records exist, 
confirmation would clarify the record. If the Board’s position is that the Advisory Group is not a 
public body subject to Chapter 241, identifying that position and, to the extent appropriate, its basis 
would likewise clarify the process. If responsive records exist and are publicly accessible, identifying 
their specific location would resolve much of the access question. 

I therefore do not present the present uncertainty as proof of noncompliance. I present it as a 
procedural and practical recordkeeping question that warrants clarification. 

4. The Concern Extends Beyond One Commenter

This issue extends beyond my ability to prepare this particular public comment. 

NRS 233B.061 provides interested persons a “reasonable opportunity to submit data, views or 
arguments” concerning a proposed regulation. 

I do not contend that NRS 233B.061 independently requires disclosure of every developmental document, 
nor do I ask the Board in this comment to make a legal finding that a violation has occurred. 

The narrower concern is practical: 

How can interested members of the public make full use of a “reasonable opportunity” to 
contribute data, views, or arguments if a material portion of regulatory development occurred in 
separately held Advisory Group meetings but the public cannot readily determine what substantive 
record exists of those meetings or where that record may be reviewed? 

The regular Board record tells the public that the Advisory Group met, developed and revised regulatory 
language, considered public comment, and continued its work. What I have not been able to identify is a 
record of the substance of those separate Advisory Group discussions themselves. 

That distinction matters beyond a current commenter. 

A sufficiently preserved and accessible regulatory-development record may assist current Board 
members in independently evaluating recommendations; future Board members who may later interpret 
or amend provisions developed before their service; the Legislative Counsel Bureau and other 
governmental reviewers evaluating the regulatory framework; and future policymakers, oversight 
officials, researchers, affected stakeholders, and members of the public attempting to understand how 
and why particular regulatory choices were made. 

This is therefore not solely a public-records issue. It also presents a practical institutional-memory and 
recordkeeping concern. 

A useful regulatory history allows a later reviewer to determine whether a provision was deliberately 
selected after consideration of competing alternatives, what concerns were addressed, and why a 

ADDENDUM TO WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT: LCB FILE NO. R088-26P | Page 6 of 15 

Item 3



particular approach was chosen. A sufficiently preserved record may also be useful to other jurisdictions 
evaluating similar regulatory frameworks in the future. 

If the Advisory Group’s substantive meeting record exists, identifying where it is maintained would 
substantially address this concern. 

If no such record exists, confirmation of that fact would itself improve the intelligibility of the record.  

5. The Advisory Group’s Status Under NRS Chapter 241 Warrants
Clarification

NRS 241.015 includes within the definition of a public body, under specified circumstances, a 
subcommittee or working group of at least two persons appointed by a public body, including where the 
group is authorized to make a recommendation to the appointing public body for action. 

The August 21 staff report confirms that the Board established the four-member Advisory Group and 
expressly included drafting the BHWP regulations within its charge. 

I do not offer a legal conclusion that the Advisory Group is therefore a public body under Chapter 241. 
That determination may depend upon facts or legal considerations not available to me. 

I respectfully ask a question and request clarification on the record: 

Does the Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners consider the SB165 Behavioral Health 
and Wellness Practitioner Advisory Group a public body subject to NRS Chapter 241? 

If yes, I respectfully request identification of the applicable meeting notices, agendas, minutes, 
audio-recording or transcript information, attendance records, supporting materials, and 
recommendations, to the extent maintained and available under applicable law. 

If no, I respectfully request that the Board identify the basis for that determination to the extent 
appropriate. 

If no separate audio recordings, transcripts, minutes, or substantive meeting records exist, I respectfully 
request confirmation of that fact. 

If the Advisory Group is determined to be a Chapter 241 public body, it is my understanding that NRS 
241.035 contains requirements concerning written minutes and meeting audio recordings or transcripts, 
subject to the statute’s terms and exceptions. 

Again, my purpose is not to prejudge that legal question. Clarifying the Group’s status and the 
applicable recordkeeping framework would itself strengthen the public regulatory record. 

Because the August 21 packet states that the Advisory Group continues to meet, I respectfully suggest 
that this clarification would be useful prospectively as well as historically. 
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6. Oregon Demonstrates the Practical Value of an Accessible Advisory-Group
Record

Oregon provides a useful contemporary comparison because it is developing the same-named Licensed 
Behavioral Health and Wellness Practitioner profession under its own separate statute and regulatory 
process. 

Nevada and Oregon are not legally interchangeable, and I do not suggest that Nevada is required to 
duplicate Oregon’s procedures. 

Oregon is nevertheless particularly useful here because its Rules Advisory Committee expressly 
considered Nevada’s developing framework and because the public can review the Oregon 
advisory-group discussions themselves. A complete development record may also help future reviewers 
understand what comparative models, if any, were considered during Nevada’s regulatory development. 

Oregon publicly identifies its LBHWP Rules Advisory Committee meetings and makes the recordings 
available through the Oregon Mental Health Regulatory Agency’s public meeting archive: 

Oregon Mental Health Regulatory Agency – Public Meeting Videos​
 https://www.youtube.com/@Oregon-MHRA 

I include this address so Board members, members of the public, LCB personnel, and other interested 
persons can independently review the same source material and reach their own conclusions. 

I reviewed and analyzed Oregon RAC recordings and/or transcripts from June 15, July 7, July 27, and 
August 17, 2026. My August 17 Nevada comment already documented my review of the June and July 
discussions and the issues examined. 

I also communicated directly in writing with LaReé Stashek, Policy Advisor for the Oregon Mental 
Health Regulatory Agency, concerning several regulatory and implementation questions. Ms. Stashek 
provided clarifying information and a current Oregon LBHWP draft as a courtesy. She has expressly 
authorized me to attribute the regulatory information and quotations used in this addendum. 

The significance of Oregon for present purposes is procedural. 

Because Oregon’s committee discussions are publicly accessible, an interested person can evaluate both 
the proposed regulatory language and portions of the reasoning that produced it. Members of the public 
can independently listen to discussions, identify alternatives, understand where Oregon considered 
Nevada’s approach, and assess whether a commenter has fairly characterized the proceedings. 

That is an important feature of a transparent regulatory-development record: the public need not 
rely solely upon one person’s summary because the underlying discussion remains available for 
independent review. 

I have not been able to perform an equivalent analysis of Nevada’s separately held Advisory Group 
meetings. 
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That difference does not establish that Nevada acted improperly. It illustrates the practical value of 
identifying and preserving the substantive record of a group performing significant 
regulatory-development work. 

7. Oregon’s Public Process Identified a Material Competency Difference

Nevada law expressly permits the Board to establish an alternative method of demonstrating competency 
when the national examination does not exist or is not being administered. My concern therefore is not 
whether Nevada possesses authority to establish an alternative pathway. 

The question is whether the pathway described in R088-26P is sufficiently predetermined, objective, and 
consistent before it is used to license applicants. 

Section 11 permits the Board, when the national examination is unavailable, to evaluate competency 
through methods that may include practicum performance, a competency portfolio, a structured oral 
examination, or supervisor attestation concerning competence, ethical conduct, and fitness. The August 
21 packet confirms those alternatives in the current LCB draft. 

Those methods may each provide useful evidence. They are not necessarily equivalent assessment 
instruments. 

This issue arose in Nevada’s own public process. During the March workshop, questions were raised 
regarding the absence of a national examination, who would develop an examination, and how validity 
and reliability would be ensured. 

The matter then returned to the Advisory Group, which subsequently met and returned revised language. 
The separate Advisory Group discussion explaining how those concerns were analyzed is precisely the 
type of development record I have been attempting to locate. 

During Oregon’s publicly accessible August 17 RAC meeting, Ms. Stashek addressed Nevada’s fallback 
approach and stated, in discussing the absence of a national test: 

“if there is no test in place, then we go through this sort of arbitrary process to approve 
somebody without an exam, which I do not recommend for Oregon administrative 
rulemaking.” 

I characterize that statement carefully. The term “arbitrary” is Ms. Stashek’s characterization during 
the Oregon regulatory discussion; it is not my legal characterization of Nevada’s proposed 
regulation. I understand her statement to mean that she did not recommend Nevada’s alternative 
competency approach for Oregon administrative rulemaking. I do not present her statement as a formal 
determination of the Oregon Board of Psychology, and Oregon’s statutory framework does not control 
Nevada. 

The important policy question is: 
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How will applicants be evaluated consistently and defensibly when the national competency 
examination is unavailable? 

Oregon’s current developing draft answers that question differently. It requires standard applicants to pass 
an approved competency examination and identifies the national Ballmer Institute examination, or its 
successor. I did not identify a counterpart to Nevada’s portfolio, oral-examination, or 
supervisor-attestation fallback in the Oregon draft. 

Had Nevada’s Advisory Group substantive meeting record been available, it could have explained why 
Nevada selected its alternative pathway, what alternatives were considered, and what criteria the 
Group believed would adequately address validity, reliability, and consistency concerns. 

I respectfully recommend that, before such an alternative pathway is used, the Board establish 
predetermined competency domains, evaluator qualifications, required assessment methods, 
documentation standards, minimum performance criteria, and mechanisms designed to promote 
consistency among applicants. 

8. Oregon Also Added Guaranteed One-on-One Practicum Supervision

Nevada and Oregon each contain different strengths. Nevada has post-licensure supervision provisions. 
My narrower concern involves the 700-hour pre-licensure practicum. 

Both developing frameworks use 700 hours of supervised practice and at least 175 hours of direct client 
contact. Nevada requires at least one hour of direct supervision for every 20 practicum hours and limits 
such supervision to no more than three students at once. 

Oregon’s developing framework additionally requires that at least 25 percent of required practicum 
supervision be individual, one-on-one supervision. 

During Oregon’s August 17 RAC discussion, that requirement was described as “the most meaningful 
place that we differ from Nevada.” 

Nevada need not adopt Oregon’s precise percentage. I respectfully ask the Board to consider the 
underlying policy question: 

Should every Nevada BHWP trainee be assured some minimum amount of individualized 
supervisory attention before licensure? 

Individual supervision provides protected time to evaluate professional judgment, ethical reasoning, 
competency deficiencies, boundary concerns, remediation needs, and readiness for the responsibilities of 
the BHWP role in order to serve vulnerable populations. 

9. Education and Accreditation Deserve Further Examination
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Oregon’s current developing draft also uses a more prescriptive educational framework, including 
quantified substantive behavioral-health coursework and specified minimum study within important 
competency areas. 

Nevada’s proposed Section 10 contains program-structure, competency, direct-observation, and practicum 
safeguards. It also permits the Board to recognize a nationally recognized organization that accredits 
behavioral-health-promotion-and-prevention educational programs, with completion of such an accredited 
program constituting prima facie evidence of satisfaction of Section 10. 

I do not suggest that national program accreditation is inherently inadequate. My narrower question is 
what substantive quality-assurance criteria Nevada will apply before relying upon such an 
accreditation pathway. 

As part of my comparative research, Ms. Stashek provided a December 5, 2025 public memorandum from 
the Oregon Board of Licensed Professional Counselors and Therapists as a starting point for 
additional accreditation research. 

That memorandum concerns a different Oregon board, different professions, and separate rulemaking. I 
do not present it as an Oregon Board of Psychology LBHWP determination. 

Ms. Stashek expressly permitted me to draw relevant research issues from that memorandum. 

The memorandum raises broader questions concerning changes in the federal accreditation landscape, 
accreditor recognition, competency-based and experiential education, movement among accreditors, and 
the distinction between federal recognition of an accreditor and a licensing board’s independent 
determination that education is sufficient for professional licensure. 

I respectfully suggest that Nevada independently examine the substantive educational standards of any 
proposed accreditor; instructional depth; faculty qualifications; supervised experience and competency 
assessment; treatment of experiential or competency-based learning; monitoring and enforcement 
mechanisms; consequences of material changes or loss of accreditation; and how the public will identify 
the accreditors and programs recognized by the Board. 

The central question should not merely be whether an accrediting organization is nationally recognized. It 
should be whether its standards provide reliable assurance that future Nevada BHWP graduates have 
received the education, supervised training, and competency preparation Nevada considers necessary for 
safe practice. 

Further Reading on Accreditation 

With Ms. Stashek’s permission, I identify the following materials referenced in the Oregon memorandum 
as resources for further research. I provide them for review and do not represent that Nevada should adopt 
any particular author’s conclusions: 

Walter Hudson, “Department of Education Relaxes Accreditation Change Rules, Raising Quality 
Concerns,” The EDU Ledger, May 1, 2025; U.S. Department of Education, “Distance Education and 
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Innovation,” Federal Register, April 2, 2020; Daniel Kees, “Changing Credentials in College 
Accreditation,” The Regulatory Review, February 25, 2020; and Paul Fain, “New Rules on Accreditation 
and State Authorization,” Inside Higher Ed, October 31, 2019. 

10. My August 17 Public-Safety Recommendations Remain in Effect

My August 17 written comment addresses in detail continuing post-licensure criminal and fitness-event 
notice, renewal screening, supervisor accountability, youth safeguards, patient and parent information, 
privacy, complaint procedures, and related public-protection measures. That comment is now included in 
the August 21 packet. 

I do not repeat that analysis here. 

I preserve one implementation question: 

If R088-26P proceeds before R089-26P, what continuing-notice mechanism will apply to BHWPs 
and approved supervisors during that interval, and is R089 ultimately intended to apply to 
BHWPs? 

The August 21 status materials confirm that R089 has an LCB draft but that its regulation hearing has not 
yet been scheduled, while R088 is proceeding to hearing on August 21. 

If an existing statute, regulation, renewal process, supervisor or employer duty, background-notification 
mechanism, or other system resolves that question, identifying it on the record would substantially 
address the concern. 

Conclusion 

I support Nevada’s creation of the Behavioral Health and Wellness Practitioner profession and the goal of 
expanding access to behavioral-health promotion, prevention, and early-intervention services. 

I respectfully ask the Board to consider deferring final adoption of R088-26P in its current form 
because several important issues warrant further review, particularly the Advisory Group 
regulatory-development record, objective standards governing the alternative competency pathway, 
individualized pre-licensure supervision, educational and accreditation safeguards and the criminal 
reporting and other issues raised in my August 17 public comment. 

My request is not that the Board abandon SB165 or unnecessarily delay workforce development. It is that 
Nevada establish a regulatory framework, and preserve a regulatory-development record, that is 
sufficiently transparent, objective, durable, and protective before implementation. 

The regular Board record contains meaningful public discussion, regulatory drafts, and summaries of the 
Advisory Group’s work. The August 21 packet further confirms that drafting the BHWP regulations was 
part of the Group’s charge and that the Group continues to meet and work toward satisfying that charge. 
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At the same time, after requests beginning July 20, subsequent detailed requests, repeated review of the 
Board’s public materials, requests for assistance locating responsive records, and an offer to inspect 
responsive records at the Board office, I have not been able to identify the substantive meeting record for 
the Advisory Group’s separately held meetings or a reference directing the public to audio recordings or 
transcripts of those meetings. 

I recognize that I may have overlooked material. For that reason, I have sought clarification rather 
than assuming that the records do not exist or that the Board failed to satisfy a legal requirement. 

The question nevertheless has broader significance. 

The public should be able to determine what record exists of a body performing substantial 
regulatory-development work and where that record may be reviewed. Current Board members should 
have an adequate basis for independently evaluating recommendations. Future Board members should be 
able to understand why provisions were developed. LCB, future policymakers, and oversight officials 
should be able to reconstruct the regulatory history without relying solely on institutional memory or later 
summaries. 

This is therefore a matter of public access, informed participation, practical recordkeeping, and 
institutional continuity.  

For the public, it also bears upon the practical value of the “reasonable opportunity” to submit data, 
views, and arguments contemplated by NRS 233B.061. The issue is not whether a person is technically 
permitted to submit a written statement. It is whether an interested person who chooses to analyze the 
development of a proposed regulation can reasonably determine what underlying governmental record 
exists and how to review it. 

By the final hours before the R088 written-comment deadline, the opportunity to obtain, analyze, and 
meaningfully incorporate any unidentified Nevada Advisory Group meeting record into this particular 
submission had effectively passed. I include that experience as a practical illustration, not as the sole or 
primary concern. 

Oregon provides a useful procedural comparison. Because its LBHWP RAC meetings are publicly 
accessible, I was able to review multiple meeting discussions, compare them with developing regulatory 
language, identify important differences, and seek focused clarification from agency staff. Other members 
of the public can independently review those same underlying discussions. 

The value of that transparency is not that every member of the public will review every meeting. It 
is that the underlying regulatory-development record is available to those who need or choose to 
examine it. 

I therefore respectfully ask the Board to clarify on the record: 

whether the SB165 Behavioral Health and Wellness Practitioner Advisory Group is considered a 
public body subject to NRS Chapter 241; where the substantive record of its separately held 
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meetings may be reviewed if such a record exists; what procedures govern access to and 
preservation of the Group’s continuing work; or, if no such meeting record exists, that fact. 

Providing that clarification would improve the present rulemaking record and preserve a clearer 
institutional record for future public, Board, legislative, and oversight review. 

Finally, this profession is intended to serve people who may include children, families, and individuals 
experiencing behavioral-health needs. 

We owe it to Nevada’s children and vulnerable populations to ensure that this new profession is built on a 
sound foundation, with meaningful competency standards, effective supervision, appropriate educational 
requirements, transparent regulatory development, and public-protection safeguards established before 
preventable problems arise rather than after them. 

Expanding access and protecting the public are not competing goals. A carefully constructed 
regulatory framework can and should accomplish both. 

I therefore respectfully ask the Board to defer final adoption of R088-26P in its current form until these 
questions can be adequately examined and, where appropriate, addressed through further revision or 
clarification. If R088-26P is adopted, my prior request pursuant to NRS 233B.064 remains in effect. I 
respectfully request the concise statement provided for under that statute concerning the principal reasons 
for and against adoption and the reasons for overruling considerations urged against adoption. 

Record-Inclusion Request 

I respectfully request that this August 20, 2026 addendum and my August 17, 2026 written public 
comment be considered together and preserved as part of the complete record concerning LCB File 
No. R088-26P, including the August 21, 2026 regulation-hearing record, the Board's meeting record and 
minutes, the rulemaking record, and any informational statement or other rulemaking materials prepared 
or transmitted in connection with the regulation. I further respectfully request that both submissions be 
attached to, linked in, incorporated by reference into, or otherwise clearly identified in the minutes and 
regulatory record so that the Board, Legislative Counsel Bureau, Legislative Commission, future Board 
members, interested members of the public, and other reviewers can readily locate and consider them as 
part of the regulatory history of R088-26P. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Rebecca Savio​
Nevada Citizen and Public-Interest Researcher​
Public Comment Email: pinnaclelegalresearch@gmail.com​
August 20, 2026 
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Official Sources and Public Records Reviewed 

Nevada: Nevada Revised Statutes, Chapters 233B, 241, and 641; Senate Bill 165 (2025), Chapter 379, 
Statutes of Nevada 2025; LCB File No. R088-26P, Proposed Regulation of the Nevada Board of 
Psychological Examiners, July 6, 2026; LCB File Nos. R089-26I and R089-26P; Nevada Board of 
Psychological Examiners public agendas, meeting packets, minutes, transcripts, workshop materials, and 
August 21, 2026 regulation-hearing materials. 

August 21, 2026 Meeting Packet: Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners, 145-page meeting packet 
for the August 21, 2026 meeting and R088-26P regulation hearing, including the hearing notice, R088 
staff report, proposed regulation, public comments, July 10 meeting minutes submitted for approval, 
legislative/regulatory status materials, and other supporting materials. The public meeting itself is 
scheduled for August 21, 2026 at 8:00 a.m. 

Oregon: Oregon Senate Bill 1547 (2026); Oregon Board of Psychology/Mental Health Regulatory 
Agency, LBHWP Rules, Combined Final Draft, Chapter 858, Division 60; Oregon SB1547 Rules 
Advisory Committee public meetings and recordings, including June 15, July 7, July 27, and August 17, 
2026; relevant comparative Oregon supervision rules; and August 2026 written communications with 
LaReé Stashek, Policy Advisor, Oregon Mental Health Regulatory Agency. Ms. Stashek expressly 
authorized attribution of the regulatory information and quotations used in this addendum. 

Oregon Mental Health Regulatory Agency Public Meeting Video Archive:​
 https://www.youtube.com/@Oregon-MHRA 

Oregon Public Meeting Passages Relied Upon: Oregon SB1547 Rules Advisory Committee, August 
17, 2026, discussion concerning Nevada’s alternative competency pathway, approximately 30:55–31:22, 
and discussion concerning individual supervision and comparison with Nevada, approximately 
4:57–8:27. These are source references, not separate exhibits. 

Accreditation Background: Oregon Board of Licensed Professional Counselors and Therapists, 
Rulemaking Agenda Item, Unaccredited Program Requirements, December 5, 2025. Reviewed solely as 
comparative accreditation background and a research starting point suggested by Ms. Stashek. It concerns 
a separate Oregon board, professions, and rulemaking and is not presented as an Oregon Board of 
Psychology LBHWP determination. Consistent with Ms. Stashek’s recommendation, the memorandum is 
not attached in its entirety. 

Further Reading on Accreditation, as suggested within the memo provided by Policy Advisor Ms. 
Stashek: Walter Hudson, “Department of Education Relaxes Accreditation Change Rules, Raising 
Quality Concerns,” The EDU Ledger, May 1, 2025; U.S. Department of Education, “Distance Education 
and Innovation,” Federal Register, April 2, 2020; Daniel Kees, “Changing Credentials in College 
Accreditation,” The Regulatory Review, February 25, 2020; Paul Fain, “New Rules on Accreditation and 
State Authorization,” Inside Higher Ed, October 31, 2019. 
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Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners 
Board Meeting Staff Report 

DATE:   October 2, 2026 

ITEM:      

4A -  (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to Approve the Treasurer’s Report 
for Fiscal Year 2027 (July 1, 2026 – June 30, 2027). 

SUMMARY: 

As of September 25, 2026, the Board: 
- had a combined total of about $220,000 in checking and savings, of which about

$40,270 is what is available in the checking account for the remainder of the 2025-2026
biennium, and approximately $74,575 in the checking account being from renewals the
Board has received for the 2027-2028 biennium, which will be distributed throughout
the four 2027-2028 biennium quarters.

- Is at 44% of expected revenue and 22% of expected expenses, which is aligned with
being near the end of the first quarter of FY27.



9/25/26

FY27 Budgeted 
Amount

FY27 Actual
(1st half)

% actual 
to budget

INCOME

Surplus / Deficit
(from prior fiscal 

year)
-17,400.00 -8,700.00

Deferred 
Revenue

2600
4th 2025-26 biennium quarter 
and
Renewals - 7/1/26 and 1/1/27

230,000.00  104,109.00  45.26%

2600 Late Renewals - 1Q 25-26
 1Q 27-28 19,000.00  9,485.00  49.92%

40201
40281-3
40203

New Licensure, Provisional 
Licensure, Registrations, 
Reactivations, Reinstatements

35,000.00  22,390.58  63.97%

Total Deferred 
Income 284,000.00  135,984.58  47.88%

Deferred PP fees 4000.00 0.00%

Total NET Deferred Income 280,000.00  135,984.58  48.57%

NV State Board of Psychological Examiners
Budget to Actual  - Fiscal Year 2027
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Regular 
Revenue

25-26 Biennium Q4 New 
Licensure and Registrations

Applications
40100 Psychologist Application 20,000.00 4,963.50  24.82%
40101 PA Application 4,000.00 1,246.55  31.16%
40102 Intern Application 1,800.00 0.00  0.00%
40103 Trainee Application 3,000.00 311.80  10.39%
4010 Reinstatement/Reactivation 100.00 103.50  103.50%
4015 Psychologist State Exam 15,000.00 4,126.00  27.51%
4030 Non-Resident Consultant 200.00 200.00  100.00%
4040 CE App Fee 1,200.00 274.24  22.85%

Other

4025/4050 Late and License Restoration 
Fees 10,000.00 0.00%

40251/40252 New and Duplicate License 1,800.00 475.00  26.39%

4045 Verification of Licensure 425.00 82.10  19.32%

4075/4078 Cost/Fines Recovered 
(Disciplinary) 5,000.00 4,311.25  86.23%

4999 Interest, Misc 18.50 1.78  9.62%
Total Regular Revenue 62,543.50  16,095.72  25.74%

$325,143.50 $143,380.30 44.10%

Payroll 
Expenses

FY25 Budgeted 
Amount FY25 Actual % actual 

to budget

5100 Board Salary/Per Diem 4,500.00 1,050.00 23.33%
2700 Executive Director (net) 56,000.00 12,160.25 21.71%

Total Revenue
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2700 Board Staff (Flex/full time) 
(net) 57,000.00 13,364.26 23.45%

2700 Staff Salary (Part-Time) 0.00 #DIV/0!
9110 Staff Benefits 32,000.00 6,956.11 21.74%

2700 Investigator/Consultant Salary 23,500.00 5,854.50 24.91%

5250 Workers Compensation 3,600.00 -123.00 -3.42%
2108/5300 PERS 57,000.00 14,801.91 25.97%

2100 Federal Payroll Taxes 24,000.00 3,893.90 16.22%
9100 Other Payroll Expenses 1,000.00 176.00 17.60%

Total Payroll 258,600.00  58,133.93  22.48%

Operating 
Expenses

FY25 Budgeted 
Amount FY25 Actual % actual 

to budget

6100 Out of State 1,500.00 0.00%
6200 In-State Travel 0.00 #DIV/0!
7015 Office Supplies/furniture 400.00 129.56 32.39%

Office expenses:
7040  - Print-Copy 50.00 13.43 26.86%
7050  - Rent 20,000.00 4,727.70 23.64%
7100  - Postage 750.00 516.11 68.81%
7210  - DoIt Web SV 1,650.00 587.20 35.59%

7290/72902
7200

 - Telephone/Internet &
 Utilities 1,400.00 353.90 25.28%

7500  - Copy Lease 1,250.00 459.12 36.73%
7020  - Water/Misc Expenses 1,500.00 194.11 12.94%

7770/7777 Software & Database 5,000.00 233.36 4.67%

8000/8010 Legal & Professional Fees 30,000.00 7,051.04 23.50%

8015 Tort Claim 1,510.00 1,370.00 90.73%
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8050/8055 Professional Services (Auditor, 
Bookkeeper) 20,000.00 3,346.32 16.73%

8250 Dues & Reg (ASPPB, PsyPact) 6,000.00 0.00 0.00%

8520 Admin Services (LCB) 500.00 100.00 20.00%

9001/9002 Banking Fees 40.00 9.00 22.50%
PayPal Fees (against regular 
revenue) 1,500.00 679.98 45.33%

90100 Miscellaneous Expense 0.00 
Uncategorized Expense 0.00 

$93,050.00 $19,770.83 21.25%

$351,650.00 $77,904.76 22.15%
$ 325,143.50 $143,380.30 44.10%
-$26,506.50 $65,475.54

Total Expenses + Payroll
Total Income + Cash

Final Balance

Total Expenses
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NV State Board of Psychological Examiners
Statement of Financial Position

As of Sep 25, 2026

Accrual Basis  Monday, September 28, 2026 08:13 AM GMT-07:00   1/2

Total

Assets

Current Assets

Bank Accounts

1100 Cash in Bank 115,260.14

3309 Savings 105,154.28

Total for Bank Accounts $220,414.42

Accounts Receivable

1200 Accounts Receivable 3,837.71

Total for Accounts Receivable $3,837.71

Other Current Assets

12000 Undeposited Funds 0.00

QuickBooks Tax Holding Account 0.00

Uncategorized Asset 0.00

Total for Other Current Assets $0.00

Total for Current Assets $224,252.13

Other Assets

1300 Deferred outflows of resources 0.00

Total for Other Assets $0.00

Total for Assets $224,252.13

Liabilities and Equity

Liabilities

Current Liabilities

Accounts Payable

1106 Accounts Payable 2,551.38

Total for Accounts Payable $2,551.38

Other Current Liabilities

2100 Federal Income Withholding 11,141.30

2100 Payroll Liabilities $4,337.10

2107 Federal Taxes (941/944) 3,187.28

2108 PERS 17,672.87

Health Insurance 1,597.32

Medicare 0.00

NV Unemployment Tax 0.00
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NV State Board of Psychological Examiners
Statement of Financial Position

As of Sep 25, 2026

Accrual Basis  Monday, September 28, 2026 08:13 AM GMT-07:00   2/2

Total

Total for 2100 Payroll Liabilities $26,794.57

2101 Federal FICA Withholding 0.00

2102 Federal Medicare Withhold 0.00

2105 Employment Security 0.00

2110 Direct Deposit Liabilities 0.00

2200 Unearned Revenue 0.00

2300 Liability 0.00

2302 Accrued PTO 13,013.73

2450 Deferred inflow-pension 0.00

2455 Net pension liability 0.00

2600 Deferred Revenue 76,608.80

2700 Direct Deposit Payable 0.00

Total for Other Current Liabilities $127,558.40

Total for Current Liabilities $130,109.78

Total for Liabilities $130,109.78

Equity

3000 Opening Bal Equity -60.41

3900 2550 Fund Balance 45,854.23

Net Revenue 48,348.53

Total for Equity $94,142.35

Total for Liabilities and Equity $224,252.13
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NV State Board of Psychological Examiners
Statement of Activity

July 1-September 25, 2026

Accrual Basis  Monday, September 28, 2026 08:15 AM GMT-07:00   1/2

Total

Revenue

4010 Psychologist Application $103.50

40100 Psychologist Application 4,963.50

40101 PA Application 1,246.55

40103 Trainee Application 311.80

Total for 4010 Psychologist Application $6,625.35

4015 Psychologist State Exam 4,126.00

4020 Psych Biennial $113,594.84

40201 Prorated Psych Biennial 16,978.60

40203 Reinstament of Psych 117.04

Total for 4020 Psych Biennial $130,690.48

4025 Psychologist Licensing Fee

40251 New License 475.00

Total for 4025 Psychologist Licensing Fee $475.00

4028 Registration Fee

40281 Psych Asst fee 4,422.00

40282 Psych Intern Fee 465.76

40283 Psych Trainee 407.93

Total for 4028 Registration Fee $5,295.69

4030 Non-Resident Consultant 200.00

4040 CE App Fee 274.24

4045 Verification of Licensure 82.10

4075 Restitution of Legal Costs 3,311.25

4078 Legal Fines recovered 1,000.00

4999 Interest 1.78

Total for Revenue $152,081.89

Gross Profit $152,081.89

Expenditures

307910 7210 DoIt Web SVb 587.20

5100 Board Sal 1,050.00

5175 Board Staf

51753 Investigator Salary 5,854.50

Total for 5175 Board Staf $5,854.50

5250 Workers Compensation -123.00

5300 PERS 14,801.91

7015 Supplies 129.56

7020 Office Expense $194.11

7040 Print-Copy 13.43

7050 Rent 4,727.70

Total for 7020 Office Expense $4,935.24

7100 Postage 516.11
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NV State Board of Psychological Examiners
Statement of Activity

July 1-September 25, 2026

Accrual Basis  Monday, September 28, 2026 08:15 AM GMT-07:00   2/2

Total

7200 Utilities $161.63

7290 Telephone

72902 Internet 192.27

Total for 7290 Telephone $192.27

Total for 7200 Utilities $353.90

7500 Copy Lease 459.12

7770 Software 233.36

8000 Legal & Professional Fees

8010 Legal 7,051.04

8015 Tort Claim 1,370.00

Total for 8000 Legal & Professional Fees $8,421.04

8050 Prof Servs 3,346.32

8500 Admin Serv

8520 LCB 100.00

Total for 8500 Admin Serv $100.00

9001 Banking Fees

9002 Bank Crgs 9.00

Total for 9001 Banking Fees $9.00

90100 Miscellaneous Expense -2,617.21

9100 Payroll Expenses $176.00

9110 Company Contributions

Health Insurance 6,364.67

Retirement 8,339.49

Total for 9110 Company Contributions $14,704.16

9130 Wages 43,783.35

Taxes $3,312.43

9111 Federal Taxes (941/944) 1,029.25

NV Unemployment Tax 0.00

Total for Taxes $4,341.68

Total for 9100 Payroll Expenses $63,005.19

PayPal Fees 2,671.12

Total for Expenditures $103,733.36

Net Operating Revenue $48,348.53

Net Revenue $48,348.53
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Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners 
Board Meeting Staff Report 

 
DATE:   October 2, 2026 

ITEM:      

4B -  (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to Approve the Board’s 
Biennial Audit Election. 

 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
During its July 10, 2026, meeting, the Board took action to approve the proposed engagement 
letter from Campbell Jones Cohen CPAs (the CPA firm) for the Fiscal Year 2026 audit.  After the 
Board office submitted the required retainer to the CPA firm for its services and began working 
with the CPA firm to provide responses to its initial inquiries, the CPA firm advised the Board 
office of the recent trend it has noticed with the Nevada licensing boards, which have been 
electing a biennial (rather than annual) audit schedule in reference to its financial reporting to 
the state legislature.  The CPA firm inquired as to whether this was something the Board would 
want to consider, and if so, it stated that it would only bill for the time that was put in for the 
FY26 audit (and saving the Board the much of what was otherwise been included in the FY27 
budget for the FY26 audit). 
 
In response to the CPA firm’s query, the Board office obtained approval from the Legislative 
Counsel Bureau for the Board to make the biennial audit election, subject to the Board 
approving that election and providing the approved minutes from the meeting in which that 
election was approved.  With that, the biennial audit election is before the Board for approval 
during its October 2, 2026, meeting.  



LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 
AUDIT DIVISION 

AUDITS OF CERTAIN BOARDS

FINANCIAL REPORTING ELECTION FORM 

Please indicate to us by checking the box below if your board plans to have an audit or 

will be submitting a balance sheet on a form provided by the Legislative Auditor.   

   Annual audit. 

 Biennial audit. 

   Annual balance sheet on a form provided by Legislative Auditor (Revenues less than 

$200,000). 

Board name:  Date:  

Form completed by:  Title:   

Signature:   

For audit staff only: 

  Board is compliant with NRS 218G.400. 

      Board is compliant with NRS 622.100. 

  Received evidence (minutes, etc) that the decision to change the financial reporting 

was approved by the Board of Directors. Request from the Executive Director is not 

sufficient. 

March 2023 

Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners

Sarah J. Restori

9/30/2026

Executive Directori
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Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners 
Board Meeting Staff Report 

 
DATE:   October 2, 2026 

ITEM:      

4C -  (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to create a Fiscal Subcommittee 
for the Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners. 

 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
During its August 21, 2026, the Board discussed creating a fiscal subcommittee for the Nevada 
Board of Psychological Examiners for the purpose of exploring revenue and investment options 
as it concerns the Board’s overall finances.  During that discussion, several Board members 
expressed interest in serving on that subcommittee, and the Board requested that the 
subcommittee’s creation be placed on the agenda at the Board’s next meeting, which is the 
October 2, 2026, meeting. 



Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners 
Board Meeting Staff Report 

 
DATE:   October 2, 2026 

ITEM:      

4D -  (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action to Approve the ASPPB Annual 
Conference Registration Fees for Dr. Wetterer and Dr. Moradshahi. 

 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
The ASPPB’s annual meeting is taking place in Reno, Nevada in mid-October 2026.  Because the 
Executive Director will be attending the meeting with all expenses paid by the ASPPB, the 
amount that the Board budgeted for her to travel to and attend the conference will not be 
needed.  Instead, the Board office inquired with the three new board members, all of whom 
reside in the Reno/Carson City area, if they would be interested in attending the ASPPB 
conference with their registration fee being paid by the Board.  After Dr. Wetterer and Dr. 
Moradshahi expressed interest in attending the ASPPB conference, the Board office took 
advantage of the discounted early-bird registration fee of $280 each and paid for their 
registrations.  It is requested that the Board approve the payment of a total of $560 for the 
ASPPB conference registration fees for Dr. Wetterer and Dr. Moradshahi.   



Regulation Revisions Table 

Legislative File No. Description Status 

R088-26 
SB165 Regulations 
(Behavioral Health and 
Wellness Practitioners) 

Revisions approved during the Board’s August 
21, 2026, regulation hearing to be submitted for 
a revised LCB-draft.   

R089-26 
Criminal conduct as a 
basis for discipline and 
related reporting 
requirements 

The LCB has provided a draft for the Board’s 
consideration during a regulation hearing, which 
has not yet been scheduled.   

2025 Legislative Session 

Bill No Description Status 

SB165 
Revises NRS Chapter 641 (Psychologists) to 
provide for the licensure, regulation, 
investigation, and discipline of Behavioral Health 
and Wellness Practitioners 

The work toward satisfying the 
requirements of SB165 continues. 

Item 5
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7/26 8/26 9/26 10/26 11/26 12/26 1/27 2/27 3/27 4/27 5/27 6/27 FY27 
Totals

Licenses 
Issued 5 2 10 17

Applications 
Received 7 8 8 23

Provisional 
Licenses 
Issued

1 9 3 13

Applications 
Received 4 1 3 8

Provisional 
Licenses 
Issued

4 0 0 4

Applications 
Received 0 0 0 0

Registrations 
Issued 4 0 0 4

Applications 
Received 0 0 3 3

Non-Resident 
Consultants

Registrations 
Issued 0 0 1 1

Background 
Checks Reviewed 0 0 0 0

Continuing 
Education 

Applications 
Reviewed 1 1 1 3

State Exams Administered 8 4 7 19

Complaints Received 2 6 1 9

Totals 36 31 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 104

Current Active Licensees - 2025-26 biennium: 793

Current Applications, Provisional Licenses, and Registrations:

App PL/Reg

Psychologists 137

Psychological 
Assistants 13 35

Psychological 
Interns 5 12

Psychological 
Trainees 6 48

Psychologists

Psychological 
Assistants

Psychological 
Interns

Psychological 
Trainees

Board Office Statistics Item 7



Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners 
Pending Complaints 

October 2, 2026 
_____________________________________________ 

Case No. Current Status 

25-0410

This is a complaint for ethical violations, to which the respondent provided a 
response.  The Board investigator assigned to the complaint subsequently 
conducted a witness interview, and the complainant provided additional 
information, to which the respondent responded.  Based upon the results of the 
investigation, a formal complaint and notice of hearing was drafted and served on 
counsel for respondent.  Counsel for respondent formally answered the complaint 
and notice of hearing.  Based on the respondent’s desire to resolve this complaint 
and the investigator’s recommendations, a proposed consent agreement was 
drafted and forwarded to counsel for the respondent.  Counsel for respondent 
provided a settlement offer, which was not accepted.  The respondent was 
advised that they can either accept the proposed consent agreement or the 
Board will hold a hearing on the matter.  The Respondent agreed to the terms of 
the proposed consent agreement, and the agreement, which has been fully 
executed, is before the Board for approval. 

25-0812(2)

This complaint alleges negligence related to an assessment.  It was forwarded to 
the respondents, who provided a response.  The Board investigator has made 
recommendations for a stipulated consent decree, which was drafted and 
forwarded to the respondents.  The respondents are now represented by counsel, 
who has reviewed and responded to the proposed agreements.  The investigator 
has reviewed counsel’s response to the agreements and provided a response to 
forward to counsel for the respondents that includes requests for additional 
information.  Receipt of that additional information is pending. 

25-0818(1)

This is a complaint that concerns charges for services not provided, and a 
response to the complaint has been received.  Based on the respondent’s 
answers to follow up inquiries, the Board investigator assigned to this complaint 
requested additional information, which was requested via a properly-served 
subpoena duces tecum.  A complaint and notice of hearing in this matter has 
been served on the respondent.  The Respondent has retained counsel, who has 
been in contact with the Board’s DAG in reference to this case. 

25-1117

This complaint alleges unethical conduct against a psychologist, and the 
respondent has provided a response to the complaint.  The Board investigator 
assigned to this complaint requested certain information and documentation from 
respondent, which was received and forwarded to the investigator for further 
review and consideration.  Based upon the review of the information provided by 
the respondent, a proposed consent agreement was drafted and served on the 
respondent.  The respondent has agreed to the terms of the consent agreement, 
which has been fully executed and is before the Board for approval. 
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26-0114 

This is a complaint for unlicensed practice.  Counsel for the respondent has 
provided a response to the complaint.  Based on the information in the complaint 
and the response from counsel for respondent, a Complaint and Notice of 
Hearing was drafted and forwarded to counsel for respondent.  Counsel for the 
respondent has provided an answer to the complaint, which has been forwarded 
to the Board investigator for review and consideration, and discussions on 
resolving the matter are pending. 

26-0120(2) 

This is a complaint regarding an evaluation that was part of a court proceeding.  
The Board office requested that the complainant provide additional information 
from the court proceeding and that the respondent respond to the complaint.  
The respondent has responded to the complaint, which has been reviewed and 
considered by the Board investigator assigned to this complaint, and based on 
which a proposed stipulated consent agreement was prepared and forwarded to 
the respondent.  The respondent provided additional information and clarification 
in response to the proposed consent agreement, which was revised accordingly 
and is before the Board for approval. 

26-0723 
This is a complaint regarding court-ordered services.  Pursuant to Board policy, a 
request was made to the complainant for an expert report before the complaint 
could be further processed.  Receipt of that additional information is pending. 

26-0730 
This is a complaint regarding false credentials by an unlicensed individual.  The 
complaint was forwarded to a Board investigator, who has made a 
recommendation for a cease and desist letter from the Attorney General’s office. 

26-0812(1) 
26-0812(2) 
26-0812(3) 

These are three different, but related, complaints by one complainant against 
three respondents related to workplace conduct.  The Board investigator assigned 
to this complaint has requested and received additional information from the 
complainant, and all three respondents have responded.  The investigation in this 
matter is pending. 

26-0825 
This is a complaint regarding the respondent’s billing practices, alleging 
overbilling and improper charges.  The respondent has provided a timely 
response to the complaint, and the investigation is pending. 

26-0826(1) 
26-0826(2) 

These are two identical complaints against two psychologists related to court-
ordered competency evaluations in a criminal case.  The allegations specifically 
concern a psychiatric diagnosis and other conduct that occurred in a state 
psychiatric facility, and which was outside the scope of and the services provided 
by the named psychologists in their competency evaluations.  Because the 
complainant did not provide the additional information required for complaints 
regarding court-ordered evaluations and due to the lack of evidence as to any 
misconduct by the named respondents that is within the Board’s jurisdiction, the 
Board investigator assigned to these complaints has recommended dismissal, 
which is before the Board for approval. 

26-0901 
This is a complaint alleging the unlicensed practice of psychology.  Upon review 
of the complaint and the supporting information for it, the Board investigator 
assigned to this complaint recommends that the DAG send a cease and desist 
letter to the respondent.   
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BEFORE THE STATE OF NEVADA 

 
BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGICAL EXAMINERS 

 
 

 
STATE OF NEVADA BOARD OF 
PSYCHOLOGICAL EXAMINERS,  
 

Petitioner, 
 
vs. 
 
CYNTHIA M. THORP, Psy.D.,  
License No. PY0674 
 
 

Respondent.  

Case No. 25-0410 
 
 

 
STIPULATED CONSENT 

AGREEMENT 
 

 

 
 

PARTIES 

This Stipulated Consent Agreement (“Agreement”) is entered into by Petitioner 

STATE OF NEVADA, BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGICAL EXAMINERS (“Board”), by and 

through its counsel, AARON D. FORD, Attorney General of the State of Nevada, and 

HARRY B. WARD, Deputy Attorney General, and Respondent CYNTHIA M. THORP, 

Psy.D., License No. 0674, (“Respondent”).  At the relevant times mentioned in this 

Agreement, Respondent was licensed as a psychologist by the Board under License No. 

PY0674 and is, therefore, subject to the jurisdiction of the Board and the provisions of NRS 

Chapter 641 and NAC Chapter 641. 

ALLEGED FACTS 

1.  Respondent is, and at all relevant times mentioned in this Agreement was, 

licensed as a psychologist with the Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners, currently 

holding license number PY0674, and is therefore subject to the jurisdiction of the Board 

and the provisions of NRS Chapter 641 and NAC Chapter 641. 

2. Respondent is, and at all relevant times was, bound by the provisions set forth 

in the most recent edition of the Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct 

adopted by the American Psychological Association and adopted by reference and 

incorporated pursuant to NAC 641.250. 
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3. On or about April 10, 2025, the Board Office received a complaint against 

Respondent alleging an inappropriate romantic and sexual relationship with a patient 

during Respondent’s professional relationship with the patient, during the course of 

therapy, and continuing after the therapeutic relationship was terminated.   

4. The Board opened a file in this matter and assigned the investigation of the 

complaint to a Board Investigator. 

5. After reviewing the allegations of the complaint, the Board Investigator 

assigned to this matter interviewed the patient, who provided additional information and 

details regarding their romantic and sexual relationship with Respondent, as follows: 

a. During their professional relationship, which lasted approximately 6-8 

months, Respondent and the patient had a sexual relationship, including during 

therapy session times, which were billed to the patient’s insurance.   

b. Toward the end of the therapeutic relationship, Respondent and the 

patient were meeting twice weekly and having sex each time, Respondent having 

told the patient that Respondent’s therapy room was their “safe space.” 

c. The sexual relationship continued for a few years after the professional 

relationship terminated.  Believing that the relationship would last and that 

Respondent and the patient would get married, the patient left their spouse and 

believed that Respondent would leave their spouse as well.  The relationship 

ended when the patient became frustrated due to Respondent not ending their 

marriage and committing to the patient. 

6. Based on the information provided in the consumer complaint and obtained 

during the interview of the patient, the Board Investigator assigned to this matter 

determined that Respondent’s alleged conduct is in violation of NAC 641.229(3)(a), (b), & 

(c) and the APA Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct: Section 3.04(a) 

(Avoiding Harm); Section 3.05(a), (b) (Multiple Relationships); Section 3.08 (Exploitative 

Relationships); Section 10.05 (Sexual intimacies with Current Therapy Clients/Patients); 

and Section 10.08 (Sexual Intimacies with Former Therapy Clients/Patients).   
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7. Pursuant to NRS 641.230, those violations constitute grounds for disciplinary 

action against Respondent, including licensure revocation.  As a result, on or about 

December 10, 2025, the Board filed and served Respondent, through Respondent’s counsel, 

with a Complaint and Notice of Hearing, which: 

a. Alleged three (3) causes of action against Respondent for: (1) Failing to 

Comply with Statutes and Regulations; (2) Ethics Violations; and (3) Prohibited 

Conduct and Relations. 

b. Sought to take disciplinary action against Respondent pursuant to NRS 

641.230 and 641.240, including license revocation. 

RESPONDENTS’ REPLY TO ALLEGED VIOLATIONS 

1. In the response to the facts alleged in the Complaint in this matter, 

Respondent: 

a. Admitted having engaged in a personal relationship with the patient, 

while generally denying the frequency and location of the encounters with the 

patient, the discussions that occurred in the context of Respondent’s relationship 

with the patient, and length of Respondent’s relationship with the patient. 

b. Referenced having obtained an order of protection against the patient 

due to the patient’s behavior after Respondent decided to terminate the relationship 

with the patient.  

2. In response to the claims for relief stated in the Complaint in this matter, 

Respondent: 

a. Admits having failed to comply with statutes and regulations (First 

Claim for Relief) to the extent that she had a personal relationship with the patient. 

b. Denies violating the cited provisions of the Ethical Principles of 

Psychologists and Code of Conduct (Second Claim for Relief) except that respondent 

admits engaging in a sexual relationship with the patient. 
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c. Denies an exploitative relationship with the patient (Third Claim for 

Relief), except that Respondent admits engaging in an inappropriate personal 

relationship with the patient. 

BOARD INVESTIGATOR’S CASE EVALUATION 

After review and consideration of the initial complaint, the response to the initial 

complaint, the information and evidence that has been provided in this matter, and 

Respondent’s answer to the formal complaint and notice of hearing, the Board Investigator 

assigned to the Complaint found that: 

1. Respondent began a romantic and sexual relationship with the patient during 

the course of therapy. 

2. Respondent had knowledge of the patient’s psychiatric  diagnoses, various 

psychological issues and traits, relationship and trauma history, substance use, and other 

factors that created vulnerability in the therapeutic relationship.  Because therapeutic 

relationships, are, by their nature, unbalanced in power, and because psychologists have a 

duty to recognize their power differential and how it impacts their patient’s mental health, 

Respondent exploited the power differential and the patient’s trust.   

3. Respondent did not document any termination of the patient, rationale for 

termination, or documentation of consultation about the clinical decision making regarding 

the treatment of the patient. 

4. Contrary to Respondent’s claim that the patient only brought the complaint 

to further harass Respondent, the complaint was brought by the patient’s current therapy 

provider out of concern and care for the patient’s mental health and concern for the 

protection of the public from Respondent.   

PROPOSED STIPULATED CONSENT AGREEMENT 

It is agreed that this Agreement is for the sole purpose of resolving the allegations 

brought against Respondent, and this Agreement shall not be admissible in any current or 

subsequent civil action against Respondent.  Respondent understands that this Agreement 

constitutes disciplinary action against Respondent; will be presented to the Nevada Board 
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of Psychological Examiners for approval during an open meeting; is a public document; and 

that the public records law may require the Board to make available for inspection this 

Agreement and related documents. 

 In the interests of resolving this matter, Respondent voluntarily agrees to and enters 

into this Agreement, as follows: 

1. Respondent’s license to practice psychology in the State of Nevada shall be 

revoked for the period of no less than one (1) year. 

2. Subject to the Board’s reasonable discretion, Respondent will be eligible for re-

licensure after a minimum of one (1) year following the date on which the Board approves 

this Stipulated Consent Agreement by which Respondent’s license is revoked. 

3. For re-licensure as a Psychologist with the Board after the completion of a 

minimum 1-year license revocation period, Respondent will be required to: 

a. Submit an application for licensure and meet the licensure requirements 

of NRS Chapter 641 and NAC Chapter 641; 

b. Reimburse the Board for its investigative costs and attorney fees in this 

matter in an amount of not less than $3,000.00; 

c. Complete 30 hours of continuing education as required by NAC 641.136 

for each renewal licensure cycle since the last date of licensure; 

d. Take and pass all five areas of the EBAS Essay Examination (Ethics and 

Boundaries Assessment Service), with the results to be sent to the Board; 

e. Complete and pay the costs of a comprehensive fitness for duty 

evaluation conducted by a licensed psychologist approved by the Board;  

f. Prepare a letter for the Board outlining Respondent’s violations that 

resulted in their license revocation and what they learned from the experience; and 

g. Comply with any other requirements the Board may deem necessary for 

re-licensure. 

4. Upon Respondent satisfying the requirements for re-licensure, and prior to the 

activation of Respondent’s license, Respondent’s license shall be placed on probation for 
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two (2) years, during which time Respondent’s practice shall be supervised, at 

Respondent’s expense, by a licensed psychologist approved by the Board and under 

licensure supervision conditions provided by the Board.   

5. Respondent and the Board agree that by entering into this Agreement, the 

Board does not concede any defense or mitigation Respondent may have asserted in this 

matter, and that once this Agreement is approved and fully performed, the Board will 

close its file in this matter. 

6. Respondent agrees and understands that by entering into this Agreement, 

Respondent is waiving their right to a hearing at which Respondent may present 

evidence in their defense and to be represented by counsel, to judicial review of any 

adverse decision by the Board, and to present a defense to the Board which has had no 

prior familiarity with the instant matter.  The Board members who review this matter for 

approval of this Agreement may be the same members who ultimately hear the 

Complaint if this Agreement is not approved by the Board. 

STIPULATION IS NOT EVIDENCE 

 Neither this Agreement nor any statements made concerning this Agreement may 

be discussed or introduced into evidence at any hearing of the Complaint in this matter. 

APPROVAL OF STIPULATED CONSENT DECREE 

 Once executed, this Agreement will be filed with the Board and will be put on the 

agenda for approval at its next Board meeting, which, by Nevada law, is a public meeting.    

Respondent and/or their representative(s) may attend the meeting at either the meeting 

location or via remote platform. 

 This Agreement may be one of several matters scheduled at the same time as part 

of a regular meeting of the Board.  When this matter is called, counsel for the Board will 

recommend approval of this Agreement by the Board.  Respondent acknowledges and 

agrees that the Board may approve this Agreement, reject it, or suggest different terms 

that must be communicated to Respondent and accepted or rejected by Respondent before 

any such amendment shall become effective. 
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WITHDRAWAL OF AGREEMENT 

 If the Board rejects this Agreement or suggests terms unacceptable to Respondent, 

Respondent may withdraw from this Agreement and this matter may be pursued based on 

the Complaint and Notice of Hearing that has been filed in this matter. 

RELEASE 

 In consideration of execution of this Agreement, Respondent, on behalf of 

himself/herself and his/her heirs or successors, executors, administrators, and assigns, 

hereby releases, remises, and forever discharges the State of Nevada, Board of 

Psychological Examiners, and each of its members, agents, and employees in their 

individual and representative capacities, from any and all manner of actions, causes of 

action, suits, debts, judgments, executions, claims, and demands whatsoever, known and 

unknown, in law or equity, that Respondent ever had, now has, may have, or claim to have 

against any or all of the persons or entities named in this section, arising out of or by reason 

of the Board Staff’s investigation, this disciplinary action, and all other matters relating 

thereto. 

INDEMNIFICATION 

 Respondent hereby indemnifies and holds harmless the State of Nevada, Board of 

Psychological Examiners and each of its members, agents, and employees in their 

individual and representative capacities against any and all claims, suits, and actions 

brought against said persons and/or entities by reason of the Board Staff’s investigation, 

this disciplinary action, and all other matters relating thereto.  Respondent hereby agrees 

to indemnify the State of Nevada, Board of Psychological Examiners for any and all 

expenses, damages, and costs, including court costs and attorney fees, which may be 

sustained by the persons and/or entities named in this section as a result of said claims, 

suits, and actions. 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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IT IS SO STIPULATED: 

Dated: 1,6, t.<S'r' 2b. WU,,

Dated 4
75-

w JI{, �

Dated: 

Approved as to form; 

AARON D. FORD 
Attorney General 

By: 
Harry B. Ward 
Deputy Attorney General 
100 North Carson Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 
Telephone: (775) 684-1216 
Attorney for Petitioner, 
State of Nevada, Board of 
Psychological Examiners 

CYNTHIA M. THORP, Psy.D. 
License No. PY0674 

LYNE. BEGGS, ESQ. 

ue.#863 
Reno, Nevada 89509 
775.432.1918 

STATE OF NEVADA,
BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGICAL 
EXAMINERS 

By: �SAR.!�/\.H��J.�R�E�s=T=o=RI----­
Executive Dixcctor 
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STATE OF NEVADA, 
BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGICAL 
EXAMINERS 

Dated: By:  __________ ____ 
 SARAH J. RESTORI 
 Executive Director 

Approved as to form: 

AARON D. FORD 
Attorney General 

By: 
Harry B. Ward 
Deputy Attorney General 
100 North Carson Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 
Telephone:  (775) 684-1216 
Attorney for Petitioner, 
State of Nevada, Board of  
Psychological Examiners 
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BEFORE THE STATE OF NEVADA 

BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGICAL EXAMINERS 

STATE OF NEVADA BOARD OF 
PSYCHOLOGICAL EXAMINERS, 

Petitioner, 

vs. 

STEPHANIE B. HOLLAND, 
License No. PY 0348, 

Respondent. 

Case No. 26-0120(2) 

STIPULATED CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

PARTIES 

This Stipulated Consent Agreement (“Agreement”) is entered into by Petitioner 

STATE OF NEVADA, BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGICAL EXAMINERS (“Board”), by and 

through its counsel, AARON D. FORD, Attorney General of the State of Nevada, and 

HARRY B. WARD, Deputy Attorney General, and Respondent STEPHANIE B. 

HOLLAND, License No. PY 0348 (“Respondent”).   

ALLEGED FACTS 

1. Respondent is, and at all relevant times mentioned in the Complaint in this

matter was, licensed as a psychologist with the Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners 

as PY0348 and, therefore, subject to the jurisdiction of the Board and the provisions of NRS 

Chapter 641 and NAC Chapter 641.  

2. Respondent is bound by the provisions set forth in the most recent edition of

the Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct adopted by the American 

Psychological Association and adopted by reference and incorporated pursuant to NAC 

641.250.   The Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct states that the 

Ethics Code applies to psychologists’ activities that are part of their scientific, educational, 

or professional roles as psychologists, and if it establishes a higher standard of conduct 

than is required by state law, psychologists must meet the higher ethical standards.  
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3. Respondent is bound by the provisions set forth in the most recent edition of 

the Code of Conduct adopted by the Association of State and Provincial Psychology Boards, 

which governs psychologists whenever they are providing psychological services in any 

context, and which is adopted by reference and incorporated pursuant to NAC 641.250.  

4. Respondent is also required to comply with the provisions of NRS Chapter 

641, NAC Chapter 641, and NRS Chapter 629. 

5. Respondent is alleged to have engaged in unprofessional conduct by 

delegating report writing responsibilities to a postdoctoral subordinate under the 

Respondent’s supervision and by signing the court-ordered report without checking the 

subordinate’s work for details regarding referenced sources. 

6. Respondent is alleged to have been unaware that the references cited in the 

court-ordered report that they signed did not exist and/or appeared to have been fabricated  

or “hallucinated” studies generated by an artificial intelligence (AI) platform until they 

were cross-examined during a court proceeding for which the report was prepared. 

7. The complaint alleges that, as a result of the revelation regarding the non-

existent and/or fabricated references in the Respondent’s report, the report was excluded 

from evidence and not considered in the Court’s ruling, which resulted in severe 

consequences to the Complainant.  

RESPONDENTS’ REPLY TO ALLEGED VIOLATIONS 

Without conceding the alleged facts but accepting responsibility for the work of their 

postdoctoral subordinate and the responsibility to confirm the legitimacy and accuracy of 

citations, Respondent outlined the sequence of events and their response, as follows: 

1. While under cross examination, Respondent was confronted by opposing 

counsel about their inability to find the resources cited in the Respondent’s report, which 

caught Respondent off guard. 

2. In reference to those citations: 
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a. The references concerned general information and did not have any 

bearing on any statements regarding the complainant’s court case; and 

b. The court did not allow Respondent to assess the subjects of the case, so 

the report was very limited in nature and Respondent was unable to 

comment on the relationships at issue. 

3. The report described general recommendations for such situations and 

supported reunification and least restrictive alternatives as a matter of principle. 

4. At the time the report was written and presented in court (February 2025), 

there was no guidance from the APA on AI-generated references and Respondent was 

unaware that this was an issue; the APA’s guidance addressing AI-generated references 

was provided later that year (June and August 2025). 

5. The Respondent did not directly supervise the individual who authored the 

report; that individual was supervised by another psychologist in Respondent’s practice. 

6. In response to this situation, Respondent: 

a. voluntarily refunded the complainant for the cost of the report; and 

b. implemented a set of mitigation measures for their practice, including 

creating a comprehensive practice-wide AI Policy, conducting a review of 

all prior reports drafted by the postdoctoral subordinate who prepared the 

report at issue in this case, purchased and implemented three (3) AI-

detection programs, conducted a two-hour training session on and provided 

copies of the APA Guidelines to staff and trainees, and established clear 

procedures to prevent future occurrences. 

INVESTIGATOR’S EVALUATION 

The Board acknowledges that the Respondent has gone to great lengths to ensure 

that, going forward, AI is appropriately used in their practice.  While the Respondent did 

not ensure the accuracy of the information and referenced citations provided in their Court-

ordered report, the Respondent’s Court-ordered report and its recommendations were 

extremely limited due to limited nature of the Respondent’s evaluation, and the Court’s 
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determination did not include consideration of the Respondent’s report. 

CONSENT AGREEMENT AND TERMS 

It is agreed that this Agreement is for the sole purpose of resolving the allegations 

brought against the Respondent, that no admission of wrongdoing is intended by entering 

into this Agreement, and this Agreement shall not be admissible in any current or 

subsequent civil action against the Respondent.  This Agreement will not constitute a 

disciplinary action against Respondent’s license or be considered a disciplinary action 

against the Respondent pursuant to NRS Chapter 641. 

 Respondent understands that this Agreement is not a private reprimand; will be 

presented to the Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners for approval during an open 

meeting; is a public document; and that the public records law may require the Board to 

make available for inspection this Agreement and related documents. 

 The Terms of the Stipulated Consent Agreement are as follows: 

 1. In the interests of resolving this matter, Respondent voluntarily agrees to and 

enters into this Agreement.  

 2. Respondent agrees to reimburse the Board for investigation and legal costs 

incurred in this matter in an amount of One Thousand Two Hundred Fifty ($1,250) Dollars, 

and agrees to pay this amount within six (6) months from the date of the Board’s approval 

of this Agreement.  Upon Respondent’s request to the Board and good cause shown, the 

Board may extend the time for completion of this requirement. 

 3. Respondent agrees to complete at least four (4) Continuing Education credits 

in addition to those that are required for licensure renewal.  The additional four (4) hours 

of Continuing Education must relate to Clinical Supervision, and must be approved by the 

Board’s investigator in this matter.  Examples of options for the Continuing Education 

programs that would satisfy this requirement are: 
 

a. Clinical Supervision: A Competency-Based Approach, Second Edition (14 

credits - book + text); and 
 

b. Supervision Essentials for the Practice of Competency-Based 

Supervision (4 CEs).  
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 4. The Board may institute collection and recovery actions against Respondent, 

if Respondent fails to pay the costs assessed above within the time given for payment. 

 5. Respondent and the Board agree that by entering into this Agreement, the 

Board does not concede any defense or mitigation Respondent may have asserted in 

reference to this case, and that once this Agreement is approved and fully performed, the 

Board will close its file in this matter. 

 6. Respondent agrees and understands that if the costs assessed above are not 

paid within the time allowed, or if any other specified requirements are not timely 

completed and there has been no extension granted by the Board, the Board may, at its 

option, rescind this Agreement and proceed with conducting a formal hearing on this 

matter before the Board.  Further, recovery actions for the assessed cost reimbursement 

for the Board’s costs may be instituted by the Board. 

 7. Respondent agrees and understands that by entering into this Agreement, the 

Respondent is waiving their right to a hearing, at which Respondent may present evidence 

in their defense and to be represented by counsel, to judicial review of any adverse decision 

by the Board, and to present a defense to the Board which has had no prior familiarity with 

the instant matter.  The Board members who review this matter for approval of this 

Agreement may be the same members who ultimately hear the Board Staff’s Complaint if 

this Agreement is either not approved by the Board or is not timely performed by 

Respondent. 

STIPULATION IS NOT EVIDENCE 

 Neither this Agreement nor any statements made concerning this Agreement may 

be discussed or introduced into evidence at the hearing of the Complaint, if the Board Staff 

must ultimately put on a case based on the Complaint filed in this matter. 

 

APPROVAL OF STIPULATED CONSENT DECREE 

 Once executed, this Agreement will be filed with the Board and will be put on the 

agenda for approval at its next Board meeting, which by Nevada law is a public meeting.    
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Respondent and/or their representative(s) may attend the meeting in either the physical 

location or via remote platform. 

 This Agreement is one of several matters scheduled at the same time as part of a 

regular meeting of the Board.  When this matter is called, the counsel for the Board will 

recommend approval of this Agreement by the Board.  Respondent acknowledges and 

agrees that the Board may approve this Agreement, reject it, or suggest different terms 

that must be communicated to Respondent and accepted or rejected by Respondent before 

any such amendment shall become effective. 

WITHDRAWAL OF AGREEMENT 

 If the Board rejects this Agreement or suggests terms unacceptable to Respondent, 

Respondent may withdraw from this Agreement and Board Staff may pursue this matter 

by filing a Complaint and Notice of Hearing before the Board. 

RELEASE 

 In consideration of execution of this Agreement, Respondent, for himself/herself, 

his/her heirs or successors, executors, administrators, and assigns, hereby release, remise, 

and forever discharge the State of Nevada, Board of Psychological Examiners, and each of 

its members, agents, and employees in their individual and representative capacities, from 

any and all manner of actions, causes of action, suits, debts, judgments, executions, claims, 

and demands whatsoever, known and unknown, in law or equity, that the Respondent ever 

had, now has, may have, or claim to have against any or all of the persons or entities named 

in this section, arising out of or by reason of the Board Staff’s investigation, this non-

disciplinary action, and all other matters relating thereto. 

INDEMNIFICATION 

 Respondent hereby indemnifies and holds harmless the State of Nevada, Board of 

Psychological Examiners and each of its members, agents, and employees in their 

individual and representative capacities against any and all claims, suits, and actions 

brought against said persons and/or entities by reason of the Board Staff’s investigation, 

this non-disciplinary action and all other matters relating thereto.  Respondent hereby 
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agrees to indemnify the State of Nevada, Board of Psychological Examiners any and all 

expenses, damages, and costs, including court costs and attorney fees, which may be 

sustained by the persons and/or entities named in this section as a result of said claims, 

suits, and actions. 

IT IS SO STIPULATED: 

STEPHANIE B. HOLLAND, 
License No. PY0348 

Dated: 
STEPHANIE B. HOLLAND 

STATE OF NEVADA, 
BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGICAL 
EXAMINERS 

Dated: By: 
 SARAH J. RESTORI, 
 Executive Director 

Approved as to form: 

AARON D. FORD 
Attorney General 

By: 
Harry B. Ward 
Deputy Attorney General 
100 North Carson Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 
Telephone:  (775) 684-1216 
Attorney for Petitioner, 
State of Nevada, Board of  
Psychological Examiners 

09/12/2026
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Nevada Board of Psychological Examiners 
Board Meeting Staff Report 

 
DATE:   October 2, 2026 

ITEM:      

10 -  (For Possible Action) Discussion and Possible Action as it concerns Executive Order 
26-003. 

 
 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
On August 17, 2026, the Board office received Executive Order 2026-003 from the Governor’s 
Office, directing Executive Branch boards and agencies (which includes the Nevada Board of 
Psychological Examiners) to conduct a review of their regulations and identify opportunities to 
"streamline, clarify, amend, repeal, or otherwise improve" existing regulations.  To that end, the 
Governor’s office requested that the Board solicit stakeholder input, conduct its regulation 
review at a publicly noticed meeting, review its existing regulations and stakeholder 
recommendations, identify regulatory changes it believes warrant consideration, and submit a 
report to the Governor’s Office by December 31, 2026. 
 
Several weeks before the October 2, 2026, Board meeting, the Board office forwarded 
Executive Order2026-003 to the Board members and to its licensees.  In so doing, the Board 
office requested: (1) that the Board’s members review the Board’s regulations and identify any 
provisions they believe may warrant clarification, amendment, streamlining, repeal, or other 
improvement for purposes of the required discussion; and (2) that the Board’s licensees provide 
to the Board office any written input/feedback in advance of the October 2, 2026, meeting so 
that it could be included in the meeting materials.  To the extent that the Board office received 
any stakeholder feedback, it is included in the meeting materials. 
 



Item 10



Item 10



Information Report Instructions – Executive Order 2026-003 

Purpose: 
Executive Order 2026-003 directs every Executive Branch department, agency, board, and commission to 
conduct a comprehensive review of the regulations subject to its enforcement. The purpose of this review 
is to identify regulations that may be streamlined, clarified, amended, or repealed while ensuring 
continued protection of the public and promoting an efficient, transparent, and predictable regulatory 
environment. 

The Governor has directed each Executive Branch entity to engage stakeholders through a publicly 
noticed stakeholder meeting, evaluate stakeholder recommendations, and submit a report identifying 
proposed regulatory improvements. 

These instructions are provided to assist agencies, departments, boards, and commissions in completing 
the required report. 

Timeline: 
Requirement Deadline 
Hold Stakeholder Meeting No later than October 29, 2026 
Complete Review of Regulations Following stakeholder input 
Submit Final Report to Governor’s Office On or before December 31, 2026 
Reports shall be submitted electronically to: 
regreview@gov.nv.gov  

Stakeholder Meeting Requirements: 
Each Executive Branch department, agency, board, and commission must conduct at least one publicly 
noticed stakeholder meeting to obtain input regarding the regulations subject to its enforcement.  
The purpose of the stakeholder meeting is to: 

• Solicit stakeholder recommendations regarding regulations that should be streamlined, clarified,
amended, or repealed.

• Receive stakeholder input regarding existing regulations.
• Identify additional regulatory improvements the department, agency, board, or commission

determines warrant consideration.

Completing the Report 
The attached report template must be completed and submitted to the Governor's Office. 
Section 1 – Agency Information 

• Complete all contact information.
• Provide the link to the stakeholder meeting agenda and approved or draft meeting minutes.
• Include the total number of attendees.

Section 2 – Stakeholder Input Summary 
• Summarize the comments and recommendations received during the stakeholder meeting.
• Identify major themes.
• Describe how stakeholder input influenced the recommendations.

Section 3 – Stakeholder Recommendations 
• Summarize significant stakeholder recommendations.
• Indicate whether each recommendation was incorporated into the agency's final

recommendations.
• If not incorporated, briefly explain why.

Section 4 – Priority Regulatory Recommendations 
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• List five (5) to ten (10) regulations recommended for amendment, clarification, repeal, or other
improvement.

• Rank recommendations in descending order of priority.
• Include the applicable NAC citation, recommended action, reason for the recommendation, and

anticipated benefit.

Supporting Documentation 
• Supporting documents, such as stakeholder meeting agendas, minutes, or additional analyses,

may be attached but are not required.
• Questions regarding Executive Order 2026-003 or the reporting requirements should be directed

to regreview@gov.nv.gov.

Informational Report Template – Executive Order 2026-003 
Return to Governor’s Office 

Section 1: Executive Branch Department, Division, Agency, Board, or Commission Information 

• Department/Agency/Board or Commission Name:
• Contact Person:
• Email:
• Telephone:
• Link to Stakeholder Meeting Agenda and Minutes:
• Total Number of Attendees:

Section 2: Stakeholder Outreach Summary 

• Public Meeting Date(s):
• Location:
• Summary of Stakeholder Input: Provide a summary of recommendations received during the

public hearing and through written comments regarding regulations that should be streamlined,
clarified, amended, or repealed.

• Major Themes Identified: Summarize the primary issues or recommendations raised by
stakeholders.

• Board Response: Describe how stakeholder input influenced the Board’s recommendations
contained in this report.

Section 3: Stakeholder Recommendations 

Stakeholder Recommendation Response 
Example Increase the renewal period from one year to two 

years. 
Accepted: Incorporated into Priority Recommendation #2. 

Example Eliminate the continuing education requirement. Not Accepted: The Board determined continuing education remains 
necessary to protect the public.  

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
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8. 
9. 
10. 

Section 4: Board’s Priority Regulatory Recommendations 

Priority NAC 
Citation 

Current 
Language/Requirement 

Recommended Change Reason for Recommendation 

Example 123.456 Applicants must submit 
fingerprints in person. 

Allow electronic fingerprint 
submission. 

Reduces processing time while 
maintaining public safety 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
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Kinsora Institute of Neuroscience
Center for Applied Neuroscience

Thomas F. Kinsora, Ph.D.
Clinical Neuropsychologist

Date:  September 26, 2026
Re: Executive Order 2026-003

Dear Board,

I have carefully reviewed all of the following:
• NAC Chapter 641 (subject revisions, but not yet codified in NAC Chapter 641)
• NAC Chapter 641 Revisions (in effect), as follows:
• R051-23 - Removes behavior analysts for the Board's regulations
• R095-23 - Clarification of certain terms as it relates to 2023 AB244
• R002-24 - Revisions to NAC Chapter 641 related to supervision
• R084-23 - Licensure fee increase
• R192-24 - National Exam regulation
• R001-25 - Continuing Education Requirements
• R041-25 - Provisional licensure for PAs and PIs and repealing business registration requirements

I see absolutely nothing that needs revision or streamlining.  Each entry has good rationale for their inclusion.  I am concerned that this 
is an attempt to dismantle the Board.  

If anything, I would suggest that additional rules should be put in place for test protection.  The Board should make it clear in its 
administrative codes that psychologists do not disclose protected test material to anyone other than a licensed psychologist in the 
course of court proceedings/litigation/discovery, even in the presence of a court order.  When presented a court order the psychologist 
should be required to report this order to the Board immediately and should be expected to formally bring the matter before the judge 
to explain why sharing test material is a public safety concern, that protective orders are not a viable solution, and that such disclosure 
is contrary to the pursuit of justice.  If this appeal fails, the psychologist should take reasonable steps to withdraw from the case rather 
than turn protected test material over to an attorney or non-psychologist.  I am concerned that many psychologists will be intimidated 
by a court order and simply send the attorney copies of their test material.  It is the Board responsibility to protect public safety and the 
role that psychologists play in many matters of public wellbeing, including the administration of civil and criminal justice.

Ideally, the Board should get involved immediately.  Using a separate hearing with the assistance of a competent attorney from the 
Office of the Nevada Attorney General, and testifying experts, the Board should encourage the Judge to allow for the material to be 
sent to a representative of the Board who can be present while the attorney views the material, and that strict rules be in place 
regarding what the attorney is allowed to document in their files.  Attorneys should never be allowed to walk away with copies of our 
test material.  This is a public safety matter of utmost importance to those involved in critical psychological and neuropsychological 
examinations related to, for example, evaluations for impaired physicians, impaired attorneys, attorneys requesting accommodations 
for the Bar exam, pilots identified as exhibiting psychological or neurocogntive problems, applicants seeking entry into the secret 
service/CIA, citizens being examined to firearm ownership, law enforcement officers returning to duty after injury or psychiatric issues, 
etc. Why this is not front and center in the minds of all psychologists is concerning.

We are living in a very different legal environment and public safety requires close monitoring of who in the legal community possess 
any protected test material in their law office, and a full list of what material is in their possession.

Respectfully,

Thomas F. Kinsora, Ph.D.       
Clinical Neuropsychologist

1
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October 2, 2026 

Nevada State Board of Psychological Examiners​
Public Comment, Agenda Item 10​
Executive Order 2026-003 Regulatory Review 

Members of the Board: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide stakeholder input regarding the Board’s review of 

NAC Chapter 641 pursuant to Executive Order 2026-003. 

I submit these comments as a Nevada citizen and criminal justice and public-interest 

researcher whose work focuses on regulatory accountability, patient rights, informed 

consent, public safety, and protections for vulnerable populations. 

I have also listened to Board meetings regularly for approximately the past 18 months, 

which has informed my understanding of how these regulatory provisions and complaint 

procedures are discussed and applied in practice. 

In preparing these recommendations, I reviewed relevant provisions of NRS Chapters 

622, 629, and 641; NAC Chapters 641, 641A, and 641B; NRS 630.306; past 

Board meeting notices, packets, and minutes; current Board renewal forms 

and materials; comparable Nevada professional-licensing frameworks; Oregon 

psychologist renewal materials and practices; and the October 2, 2026 meeting 

materials concerning Executive Order 2026-003. 

I recognize that Executive Order 2026-003 concerns regulations subject to the Board’s 

enforcement. Where an issue appears to arise from statutory language rather than 

regulation alone, I identify it only as a possible area for future legislative clarification. The 

recommendations below are intended to help clarify, harmonize, amend, and 

otherwise improve the regulatory framework while preserving due process and public 

protection. This approach is also consistent with the Executive Order’s stated objective that 

Nevada’s regulatory environment be “concise, transparent, stable, balanced, predictable, 

and thoughtfully constructed.”  

(Source: Nevada State Board of Psychological Examiners (NBOPE) Meeting Packet dated October 2, 

2026, Agenda Item 10.)  

1. Harmonize criminal-event reporting, Board forms, and continuing

notice

I respectfully suggest review of the Board’s criminal-event reporting framework together 

with its application, renewal, reinstatement, reactivation, and related forms. The governing 
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provisions and forms do not always use consistent terminology, and certain questions may 

be incomplete, undefined, or susceptible to differing interpretations. 

The current 2027–2028 active renewal form expressly asks about convictions and guilty or 

no-contest pleas, but it does not expressly ask whether the psychologist has been arrested 

or has a pending criminal charge. Although the form separately asks about certain 

pending professional matters, it does not expressly address arrests or pending criminal 

charges.  

(Source: NBOPE 2027–2028 Active License Renewal Form, Questions 5 and 9.) 

Consideration could be given to harmonizing terminology across regulations and forms so 

that relevant events are expressly identified, including arrests, filed criminal charges, guilty 

or no-contest pleas, convictions, and final dispositions, subject to appropriate exclusions 

and clearly defined terms. Each material question could require an affirmative yes or no 

response before completion, with an affirmative response prompting an explanation and 

supporting documentation. 

Comparable Nevada boards provide useful models. NAC 641A.243 requires MFT/CPC 

licensees and interns to report specified criminal charges and convictions within 10 days. 

NAC 641B.200 requires social workers to report specified criminal events within 30 days, 

and the Social Work Board advised that its renewal process expressly asks about arrests, 

charges, and convictions and that restoration or reactivation requires a new background 

check. The Medical Board’s current statute likewise requires reporting of an arrest or 

criminal conviction within 30 days, other than a minor traffic violation. Both the MFT/CPC 

and Social Work Boards advised that reported matters are reviewed case by case.  

(Source: NAC 641A.243; Nevada MFT/CPC Board correspondence dated April 29, 2026; NAC 

641B.200; Nevada Board of Examiners for Social Workers correspondence dated May 4, 2026; NRS 

630.306.) 

Oregon also offers a useful example of form clarity. In August 2026, LaReé Stashek, Policy 

Advisor for Oregon’s Mental Health Regulatory Agency, provided the character-and-fitness 

questions used for psychologist renewal. Those questions separately address pending 

professional, civil, and criminal matters and expressly ask about arrests, charges, 

convictions, and guilty or no-contest pleas. Each question requires a yes or no response 

before renewal can proceed, and an affirmative response prompts further explanation and 

provides an option to submit supporting documentation. Oregon’s public renewal guidance 

separately confirms that psychologists must complete character-and-fitness questions and 

that affirmative responses receive compliance review.  

(Source: Oregon Mental Health Regulatory Agency, Policy Advisor LaReé Stashek, correspondence 

dated August 11, 2026; Oregon Board of Psychology renewal guidance.) 
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The practical concern is straightforward. A psychologist could complete a biennial renewal 

and be arrested or formally charged the following month. If there is no contemporaneous 

reporting obligation or automatic continuing-notification mechanism, the professional 

could continue practicing, including with a child or another vulnerable individual, while the 

Board remains unaware of the pending event. Criminal proceedings may remain unresolved 

for lengthy periods. Notice of an arrest or charge would not establish misconduct or justify 

automatic discipline. It would provide timely information for confidential, individualized 

review while preserving due process. 

The Nevada Department of Public Safety (DPS) advised in May 2026 that broader State Rap 

Back authority had not yet been extended beyond schools and that broader State and 

Federal Rap Back authority was expected to be pursued during the 2027 legislative session. 

Consideration might therefore be given to supporting appropriate Rap Back authority or an 

equivalent continuing-notification mechanism while, in the interim, relying on clear 

event-based reporting and carefully designed renewal, reinstatement, and reactivation 

procedures.  

(Source: Nevada Department of Public Safety, NCJIS Compliance Unit correspondence dated May 27, 

2026.) 

The October 2 meeting materials reflect that R089-26 remains pending and that a 

regulation hearing has not yet been scheduled. This review therefore presents an 

opportunity to harmonize the pending rule, existing requirements, and Board forms before 

the reporting framework is finalized. 

(Source: NBOPE Meeting Packet dated October 2, 2026, Agenda Item 5.) 

2. Clarify complaint confidentiality, anonymity, public-record status, 

and patient privacy 

I respectfully suggest clarification of the interrelationship among anonymous filing, 

investigative confidentiality, respondent access, public-record status, and 

patient privacy. These concepts are related, but they are not interchangeable, and the 

distinctions may not be readily apparent to a member of the public navigating the complaint 

process. 

At minimum, guidance could distinguish three separate questions: whether a complaint 

may be submitted without identifying the complainant to the Board; whether the 

complainant’s identity may be disclosed to the respondent or counsel for investigative or 

due-process purposes; and whether that identity or other protected information may be 

disclosed to the general public. A person asking whether a complaint is “anonymous” should 

be able to understand precisely which of these concepts is being described.  
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A member of the public may reasonably understand “anonymous” to mean “private” or 

“confidential,” even though anonymity, confidentiality, and protection from public 

disclosure are legally and procedurally distinct concepts. 

The concern is not merely semantic. From the perspective of a patient or other member of 

the public, the term “anonymous” may reasonably be understood to mean that the Board 

does not know the complainant’s identity, that the respondent will not learn the 

complainant’s identity, or that the identity will not become public. Those are materially 

different forms of protection, with potentially different consequences for the investigation. 

If remaining unidentified could limit the Board’s ability to investigate a complaint, result in 

dismissal, or otherwise prevent the matter from proceeding, that practical consequence 

should be explained clearly before a complainant decides whether and how to report. A 

person should not have to infer the meaning or consequences of “anonymous” after 

initiating the complaint process. 

This concern may be particularly significant in the context of psychological services. Given 

the sensitive nature of the professional relationship and the potential power differential 

between practitioner and patient, some individuals may already find it difficult to come 

forward with concerns. Uncertainty about anonymity, confidentiality, or the consequences 

of identifying oneself may further discourage good-faith reporting, including potentially 

non-frivolous complaints. To the extent unclear procedures deter legitimate reporting, the 

issue is not merely administrative; it may also implicate public safety and public confidence 

in the regulatory process. 

From my perspective as a regular observer of Board meetings, the distinctions among 

anonymity, investigative confidentiality, respondent access, and public disclosure have not 

always appeared to be articulated consistently in Board discussion or public-facing 

materials. The governing statutes address these related concepts in different provisions and 

contexts. That reinforces the value of concise, precise, and predictable written guidance that 

clearly aligns terminology, law, and Board practice. 

NRS 641.090 provides that a complaint, materials filed with the complaint, and materials 

compiled during an investigation to determine whether disciplinary action should be 

initiated are confidential, subject to specified exceptions. The statute separately provides 

that charging documents initiating disciplinary action and other documents and 

information considered by the Board in determining whether to impose discipline are public 

records.  

NRS 622.310 further provides that statutory requirements for public disclosure do not 

override personal medical information or records that are confidential or otherwise 

protected from disclosure under federal or state law. It also specifically requires a licensing 

board to keep confidential the personal identifying information of a person alleged to have 

been injured by a licensee’s conduct.  

Rebecca Savio | Executive Order 2026-003 Public Comment – Agenda Item 10​ Page 4 of 8 

Item 13

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/nrs/nrs-641.html
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/nrs/NRS-622.html?utm_source=chatgpt.com


NRS 629.061 adds another layer of protection when health care records are made available 

to a licensing-board representative or investigator. Such records may not be used at a public 

hearing without the patient’s written consent unless appropriate procedures are used to 

protect the patient’s identity from public disclosure. The statute also permits a state 

licensing board to provide the patient’s identity to the provider who is the subject of the 

complaint, or to the provider’s attorney, when the patient’s records may be used in a public 

hearing relating to the complaint or allegation, while requiring the provider and attorney to 

keep that information confidential.  

(Sources: NRS 641.090; NRS 622.310; NRS 629.061.) 

A record may therefore be public while particular information within that record remains 

confidential by law. Likewise, disclosure of identifying information to a respondent or 

counsel for legitimate due-process purposes is analytically distinct from disclosure of that 

information to the general public. 

It may be useful to clarify this interrelationship expressly in regulation or written policy and 

to establish a defined pre-disclosure privacy review for disciplinary pleadings, exhibits, 

consent agreements, hearing materials, and other records before public production or 

posting. Consideration could also be given to designating a specific records or 

privacy-review function, supported by a formalized review protocol addressing patient 

names, identifying information, health information, minors, and unrelated third parties. A 

correction protocol could also address inadvertent disclosure, prompt correction or 

replacement of the publicly available record, and documentation of corrective action. 

If NRS 641.090 does not sufficiently explain how its public-record provisions interact with 

NRS 622.310 and NRS 629.061, the Board may also wish to identify that issue for future 

legislative clarification. 

3. Provide clear public guidance concerning complaints, regulatory 

oversight, and informed consent 

A concise Board FAQ for Complainants and the Public could improve transparency, 

predictability, consistency, and informed participation. The FAQ could explain whether 

anonymous complaints are accepted, what “anonymous” means at each stage of the process, 

the practical limitations of anonymity, when a respondent or counsel may receive 

identifying information, what remains confidential during investigation, what changes if 

formal discipline begins, what may become public, and what privacy protections continue to 

apply if a matter proceeds to hearing. 

At minimum, the FAQ could define what the Board means by “anonymous” at each stage of 

the process, explain the distinction between anonymity and confidentiality, identify who 

may receive a complainant’s identity at each stage, and explain any investigative limitations 

or procedural consequences associated with remaining unidentified. 
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Standardized written guidance would provide a uniform source of information rather than 

requiring members of the public to rely on individualized explanations that may vary in 

wording or emphasis. 

I also respectfully suggest consideration of a concise, standardized patient-facing regulatory 

notice identifying the Nevada State Board of Psychological Examiners as the regulating 

authority and explaining how to contact the Board, verify a practitioner’s license or 

registration, review publicly available disciplinary history on the Board’s website, and 

submit a complaint or concern. Consideration could be given to including this notice in 

intake or informed-consent materials and displaying it conspicuously in waiting rooms or 

other patient-facing areas. A direct Board web address, and if useful a QR code, could 

facilitate access while retaining printed contact information. 

Patients and families should not have to understand Nevada’s professional-licensing 

structure or independently determine where regulatory and disciplinary information is 

located. Providing that information at the outset could strengthen informed consent and 

assist patients, parents, guardians, and caregivers in making informed decisions, 

particularly where children or other vulnerable individuals are receiving services. 

Public confidence in a licensing system also depends, in part, on whether patients and 

families believe they can raise concerns without fear of reprisal. Consideration could 

therefore be given to an express non-retaliation protection, reflected in the patient-facing 

notice, stating that a regulated professional may not retaliate against, intimidate, threaten, 

discriminate against, or adversely treat a patient solely because the patient or an authorized 

representative sought regulatory information or made a good-faith report to the Board. Any 

such provision could preserve legitimate clinical, safety, and professionally justified 

decisions. Clear non-retaliation protections would support public safety and public 

confidence by reducing fear that contacting the regulator could jeopardize care or expose a 

patient to adverse treatment. 

4. Clarify how written public comments are preserved 

I respectfully suggest clearer instructions concerning the distinction between a pre-meeting 

packet, the broader meeting record, and approved meeting minutes. 

The October 2 notice states that written comments will be included in the “meeting’s public 

record,” but it does not explain whether a submission will appear in the packet, be attached 

to or incorporated into the minutes, or be maintained elsewhere.  

The Board’s own public notices have not used this terminology consistently. The March 6 

and April 17, 2026 notices stated that written public comments would be included in the 

“public record (meeting minutes).” By the July 10, 2026 notice, the parenthetical “(meeting 

minutes)” had been removed, and the notice instead stated that comments would be 

included in the “meeting’s public record.” 
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From a commenter’s perspective, that change may reasonably create uncertainty as to 

whether only the wording changed or whether the intended location and preservation of 

written comments also changed. Consistent, concise, transparent, and predictable 

instructions would help commenters understand in advance whether their submissions will 

be incorporated into approved minutes, maintained elsewhere in the meeting record, or 

both. 

(Sources: NBOPE Public Meeting Notices dated March 6, April 17, July 10, and October 2, 2026.) 

This distinction and the Board’s varying terminology matter because approved minutes are 

an important part of the public body’s written meeting record and may later be reviewed by 

Legislative Counsel Bureau staff, legislators, regulators, courts, researchers, and members of 

the public. NRS 241.035 requires written minutes and provides that, when a member of the 

public has prepared written remarks, a copy is included if submitted for inclusion.  

(Source: NRS 241.035.) 

This is also a transparency and accessibility concern. If a written public comment appears 

only in a pre-meeting packet or is maintained elsewhere in the meeting record without a 

clear reference in the approved minutes, it may be difficult for a later reader to locate. Over 

time, a substantive stakeholder comment may become less readily discoverable if a reader 

reviews the approved minutes but not the underlying packet. Clear and consistent guidance 

regarding where written comments will be preserved, and how they may later be located, 

would promote transparency, accountability, and meaningful public access. 

If particular wording or a specific request is necessary for written comments to be attached 

to or reflected in the minutes, it would be helpful for that requirement to appear clearly on 

the agenda, website, or acknowledgement email before the meeting. Commenters should be 

able to understand whether their submission will appear in a pre-meeting packet, become 

part of the approved minutes, or be maintained elsewhere in the meeting record, and how it 

can later be located. 

5. Clarify the Executive Order public-hearing process 

Section 1 of Executive Order 2026-003 directs covered boards and commissions to hold a 

public hearing, after reasonable notice consistent with Chapter 241, to solicit stakeholder 

recommendations, comprehensively review regulations subject to their enforcement, and 

identify other regulatory changes worthy of consideration. The Executive Order provides 

that any meeting or meetings necessary to carry out that directive must occur no later than 

October 29, 2026.  

The October 2 notice is styled as a “Public Notice of a Meeting,” and Agenda Item 10 

provides for discussion and possible action concerning Executive Order 2026-003. I 

respectfully request clarification on the record as to whether the October 2 meeting is 

intended to constitute the public hearing required by Section 1 of Executive Order 2026-003 
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or whether a separate public hearing will be noticed and held before October 29. Such 

clarification would provide stakeholders with a predictable and transparent understanding 

of when and how the Executive Order’s stakeholder-input process will occur. 

(Source: Executive Order 2026-003, § 1; NBOPE October 2, 2026 Public Meeting Notice and Agenda, 

Agenda Item 10.) 

Requested Consideration 

I respectfully request that these recommendations be treated as stakeholder 

recommendations for Agenda Item 10 and considered in the Board’s Executive Order 

2026-003 review. 

The Executive Order process asks agencies to summarize significant stakeholder 

recommendations, indicate whether they were incorporated, explain when 

recommendations were not incorporated, and identify regulatory improvements warranting 

consideration.  

(Source: NBOPE Meeting Packet dated October 2, 2026, Executive Order 2026-003 reporting 

instructions.)  

These recommendations are offered in the interest of a regulatory framework that is 

concise, coherent, transparent, consistent, and predictable for regulated 

professionals and the public alike, while preserving due process, strengthening public 

confidence, and enhancing protections for patients, children, and other vulnerable 

populations. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Rebecca Savio​
Criminal Justice & Public-Interest Researcher​
Founder & Research Analyst​
Nevada Applied Victimology & Policy Analytics​
Submitted in my individual capacity 
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