
SJR 14 - 2011
Introduced on: Mar 28, 2011

By Judiciary
Proposes to amend the Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. (BDR C-1013)

Effect on Local Government: No.
Effect on State: Yes.
Most Recent History
Action:
(See full list below)

File No. 26.  Return to 2013 Session.

 
Past Hearings
  Senate Judiciary     Apr-04-2011      No Action
  Senate Judiciary     Apr-07-2011      Do pass
  Assembly Legislative Operations and Elections     May-10-2011      Do pass
 
Votes
  Senate Final Passage    Apr-14   Yea 16,   Nay 5,   Excused 0,   Not Voting 0,   Absent 0
  Assembly Final Passage    May-13   Yea 32,   Nay 8,   Excused 2,   Not Voting 0,   Absent 0
 
Bill Text (PDF) As Introduced                             As Enrolled        

Bill History
 
Mar 28, 2011 Read first time. Referred to Committee on Judiciary. To printer.
  
Mar 29, 2011 From printer. To committee.
  
Apr 07, 2011 From committee: Do pass.
  
Apr 11, 2011 Read second time.
  
Apr 14, 2011 Read third time. Passed. Title approved. (Yeas: 16, Nays: 5.) To Assembly.
  
Apr 15, 2011 In Assembly.

Read first time. Referred to Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections. To committee.
  
May 11, 2011 From committee: Do pass.

Placed on Second Reading File.
Read second time.

  
May 13, 2011 Read third time. Passed. Title approved. (Yeas: 32, Nays: 8, Excused: 2.) To Senate.
  
May 14, 2011 In Senate. To enrollment.
  
May 16, 2011 Enrolled and delivered to Secretary of State.

File No. 26.
  
Return to 2013 Session.

1

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Statutes/76th2011/Stats2011R01.html#Stats2011R01page3835
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/76th2011/Reports/BillVote.cfm?VoteID=161&fldReprint=0&fldDocTypeCode=SJR&fldBillNumber=14&fldBillname=SJR14
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/76th2011/Reports/BillVote.cfm?VoteID=628&fldReprint=0&fldDocTypeCode=SJR&fldBillNumber=14&fldBillname=SJR14
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/76th2011/Bills/SJR/SJR14.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/76th2011/Bills/SJR/SJR14_EN.pdf
dmayabb
Typewritten Text
Compiled April 24 2014



SJR14.EN   Page 1 of 1  

 

 

 

 
 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 14 (Enrolled)  

Regarding an Intermediate Appellate Court 

 

Summary 

 

Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 proposes an amendment to the Nevada Constitution to create an 

intermediate appellate court, known as the Court of Appeals, composed of three judges initially 

appointed to two-year terms by the Governor from nominees chosen by the Commission on 

Judicial Selection.  Following initial appointment, the judges will be elected at the general 

election to serve a term of six years. 

 

The Court of Appeals will have appellate jurisdiction in civil cases arising from the 

district courts and in criminal cases within the original jurisdiction of the district courts.  

The Nevada Supreme Court will fix the appellate court’s jurisdiction and provide for the 

review of appeals decided by the Court of Appeals.  Finally, Nevada’s Supreme Court must 

provide for the assignment of one or more judges of the Court of Appeals to devote part of 

their time to serve as supplemental district judges where needed. 

 

Effective Date 

 

If approved in identical form during the 2013 Session of the Legislature, the proposal will be 

submitted to the voters for final approval or disapproval at the 2014 General Election. 

 

BILL SUMMARY 
76th REGULAR SESSION 

OF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE 

 

Nonpartisan Staff of the Nevada Legislature 

PREPARED BY 

RESEARCH DIVISION 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 
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LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS 

 
MINUTES AND EXHIBITS 

3



MINUTES OF THE  

SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

 

Seventy-sixth Session 

April 4, 2011 

 

 

The Senate Committee on Judiciary was called to order by Chair Valerie Wiener 

at 8:02 a.m. on Monday, April 4, 2011, in Room 2149 of the Legislative 

Building, Carson City, Nevada. The meeting was videoconferenced to the 

Grant Sawyer State Office Building, Room 4412, 555 East Washington Avenue, 

Las Vegas, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda. Exhibit B is the Attendance Roster. 

All exhibits are available and on file in the Research Library of the Legislative 

Counsel Bureau. 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Valerie Wiener, Chair 

Senator Allison Copening, Vice Chair 

Senator Shirley A. Breeden 

Senator Ruben J. Kihuen 

Senator Mike McGinness 

Senator Don Gustavson 

Senator Michael Roberson 

 

GUEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT 

 

Senator David R. Parks, Clark County Senatorial District No. 7 

 

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Linda J. Eissmann, Policy Analyst 

Bradley A. Wilkinson, Counsel 

Lynn Hendricks, Committee Secretary 

 

OTHERS PRESENT: 

 

The Honorable Michael L. Douglas, Chief Justice, Nevada Supreme Court 

John R. McCormick, Rural Courts Coordinator, Administrative Office of the 

Courts 

Tonja Brown 

Connie S. Bisbee, Chairman, State Board of Parole Commissioners, Department 

of Public Safety 
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David Smith, Parole Hearings Examiner II, State Board of Parole Commissioners, 

Department of Public Safety 

Ben Graham, Administrative Office of the Courts 

Tony DeCrona, Lieutenant, Division of Parole and Probation, Department of 

Public Safety 

Bernard W. Curtis, Chief, Division of Parole and Probation, Department of Public 

Safety 

Laurel Stadler, Northern Nevada DUI Task Force 

Rex Reed, Ph.D., Administrator, Offender Management Division, Department of 

Corrections 

Rene Reid 

Michael Joe, Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada 

Bill Uffelman, President and CEO, Nevada Bankers Association 

 

CHAIR WIENER: 

I will open the hearing on Senate Joint Resolution (S.J.R.) 14.  

 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14: Proposes to amend the Nevada Constitution 

to create an intermediate appellate court. (BDR C-1013) 

 

THE HONORABLE MICHAEL L. DOUGLAS (Chief Justice, Nevada Supreme Court): 

I have two handouts: an S.J.R. 14 fact sheet (Exhibit C) and a presentation 

(Exhibit D). 

 

This measure would amend the Constitution of the State of Nevada to add an 

appellate court between our district court and the Nevada Supreme Court. This 

would reduce the Supreme Court's time to reach disposition and allow it to 

focus on matters of first impression, constitutional matters and death penalty 

cases. We are proposing that the appellate court handle what we term routine 

cases to allow the Supreme Court to focus on death penalty cases and cases 

with wide significance for the State, such as utility rate cases. 

 

As you can see on page 3 of Exhibit D, the number of cases filed and disposed 

has been climbing steadily since 2006, though the number of published opinions 

has been dropping during that same period. This is because we have been trying 

to get cases resolved. When people come before us, they would like a speedy 

resolution, and they do not care whether we write an opinion or not. However, 

the business community would like to see more written dispositions. They 

would like to understand the predictability of the law in Nevada. Having an 
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appellate court would give us more time to weigh the cases and to write 

opinions.  

 

Page 4 of Exhibit D gives a comparison of Nevada to other states in the region 

and elsewhere, some of which have appellate courts and some do not. 

 

Page 5 of Exhibit D is the business plan for the court of appeals. It would have 

three new judges and staff using existing facilities at the Regional Justice 

Center in Las Vegas, so there would be no construction cost. The cost for 

implementation was estimated at $1.6 million in 2007. However, the earliest 

any cost would be incurred for this would be 2016, and the cost would have to 

be recalculated at that point.  

 

For those who would like more details, there is a white paper online at 

<http://www.nevadajudiciary.us/index.php/courtofappeals>. 

 

This is not a process that happens immediately. If S.J.R. 14 passes, it will 

return to the Legislature in 2013. If it passes at that time, it will go to the ballot 

in 2014. If it is approved by the people, it will come back to the Legislature for 

the necessary appropriations in 2015.  

 

This same concept was on the ballot in 2010, and voters chose not to approve 

it. We have brought it back to you this Session because we hear from the 

business community that they would like to see the Supreme Court give more 

attention to business cases, have swifter resolution and produce more written 

opinions. This matter did pass in Clark County and did better in Washoe County 

than before. 

 

CHAIR WIENER: 

You imply that having more written opinions would encourage businesses to set 

up their headquarters in Nevada. Of the opinions you did not write last year, 

how many were business-related?  

 

CHIEF JUSTICE DOUGLAS: 

That is hard to say. However, with the business court still in its infancy, we are 

getting more matters coming to us that are business-related. Since the business 

court is a trial court, it comes down to the Supreme Court to do the writing on 

those matters. For the business community, the value of written opinions is that 

it gives them a road map and provides some predictability of how the law is 
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going to be enforced in Nevada. For the Legislature, written opinions mean that 

if we interpret a law differently than you intended, you can look at our opinion 

and make the appropriate changes.  

 

SENATOR ROBERSON: 

I agree that there is a real need for an appellate court in Nevada. How close was 

the vote on this issue in 2010?  

 

JOHN R. MCCORMICK (Rural Courts Coordinator, Administrative Office of the 

Courts): 

I do not have that information with me. I will send the Committee a breakdown 

of the vote totals. It was about four percentage points between the two sides.  

 

CHAIR WIENER: 

On page 4 of the measure, lines 4 through 6 state, "The terms of the court of 

appeals must be held at the place provided by law." Does this refer to a 

geographic location? 

 

CHIEF JUSTICE DOUGLAS: 

It was not intended to refer to a geographic location. The initial intention is to 

start with a three-justice panel to be housed in Las Vegas because we have the 

facility there. The panel would rotate between Las Vegas and Carson City. We 

proposed that the judges would sit for two years initially and thereafter a normal 

period of time. This would mean they would be in line with all the other judges 

in the State and there would be no gap in terms of pay.  

 

CHAIR WIENER: 

Should we specify the geographic location in statute? 

 

CHIEF JUSTICE DOUGLAS: 

We would prefer not. They would more than likely wind up in the place of the 

Supreme Court, which would be Carson City.  

 

TONJA BROWN: 

I have a concern about how this would affect the time frame on inmates' 

appeals. Inmate appeals normally take three to five years, though it is much 

quicker if you have an attorney. We have heard a lot about business interests, 

but how is this going to affect inmates? 
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CHIEF JUSTICE DOUGLAS: 

The Supreme Court would still hear all death penalty matters. Standard appeals 

where the law is settled would be handled by the court of appeals. We hope 

that for those inmates bringing appeals where the law is certain, their time to 

disposition would improve. Giving us additional hands will hopefully speed up 

the overall resolution of cases. We are mindful that anyone whose liberty is at 

stake deserves speedy justice.  

 

LINDA J. EISSMANN (Policy Analyst): 

I have the results of the ballot in November 2010. It was State Question No. 2 

regarding the establishment of the intermediate appellate court. The yes votes 

were 46.82 percent, and the no votes were 53.18 percent. 

 

CHAIR WIENER: 

I will close the hearing on S.J.R. 14 and open the hearing on S.B. 265.  

 

SENATE BILL 265: Revises provisions governing sentencing of criminal 

offenders and determining eligibility of prisoners for parole. (BDR 14-311) 

 

SENATOR DAVID R. PARKS (Clark County Senatorial District No. 7): 

This bill arose from discussion of issues dealing with corrections, parole and 

probation on the Advisory Commission on the Administration of Justice. I get 

many calls and complaints from constituents who were victims of crime that the 

perpetrators are given parole hearings soon after entering incarceration. I also 

get considerable correspondence from inmates complaining that their time is not 

being figured properly and they are being kept in prison longer than they should 

be. Last Session, we amended A.B. No. 474 of the 75th Session to look at 

aggregating sentences. This bill is along similar lines but carries it further. 

 

CONNIE S. BISBEE (Chairman, State Board of Parole Commissioners, Department 

of Public Safety): 

I have a detailed explanation of the need and function of S.B. 265 (Exhibit E).  

 

As Senator Parks said, this is the second stage of a two-stage process. In 

2009, you approved the aggregation of life sentences. Almost immediately after 

it became law, I called a victim to let her know that the parole hearing she 

thought was going to be in three days had been cancelled. She burst into tears 

and thanked the Legislature for having changed the law. She said it would be 
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EXHIBITS 
 

Bill  Exhibit Witness / Agency Description 

 A  Agenda 

 B  Attendance Roster 

S.J.R. 

14 

C Michael L. Douglas SJR 14 Fact Sheet 

S.J.R. 

14 

D Michael L. Douglas SJR 14 presentation 

S.B. 

265 

E Connie S. Bisbee Presentation on S.B. 265 

S.B. 

265 

F Connie S. Bisbee Amendment to S.B. 265 

re: section 9 

S.B. 

265 

G Connie S. Bisbee Amendment to S.B. 265 

re: NRS 213.1215 

S.B.2

65 

H Tonja Brown Written testimony 

opposing S.B. 265 

S.B. 

307 

I Senator Allison Copening Written testimony 

supporting S.B. 307 

S.B. 

307 

J Rene Reid Proposal re: home 

mortgage hardships 

S.B. 

307 

K Bill Uffelman CORE 30 Day Letter 
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Supreme Court 
John McCormick 
684-1703 
jmccormick@nvcourts.nv.gov 

SJR14 Fact Sheet 
The estimated cost to create a court of appeals would be $1.6 million (2007 dollars). The 

expense would be made up almost entirely of salaries for judges and staff, as the court of appeals 

would use existing Supreme Court space in Las Vegas, and the existing Supreme Court Clerk's 

Office would function as the Clerk's Office for the new court. 

Cases would be assigned using the 'push down' model of authority under which cases that do not 

merit consideration on first impression or constitutional issues, would go to the court of appeals. 

The Supreme Court would still handle all appeals on death penalty cases. This would result in 

faster times to disposition for the cases that everyday people face, e.g. divorces, personal injury 

claims, driver license revocation appeals, foreclosure cases, and non-death penalty criminal 
cases. 

The creation of a court of appeals would also make Nevada more attractive to business as it 

would allow quicker resolution of business disputes, and thusly more business may consider 
headquartering in Nevada. 

SJR14 Timeline 
• SJR14 considered during 2011 Session, if passed returns for 2013 Session 

• SJRl 4 considered during 2013 Session, if passed goes on general election ballot in 2014 

• SJR4 becomes a ballot question on 2014 general election ballot, if passed court would be 

created 

• SJR4 passed and court created, 2015 Session would need to make appropriations and 

judges would have to be selected 

• SJR4 court receives appropriation and judges selected, court is set up and begins sitting 
in 2016 

• Three court of appeals judges sit for initial 2 year terms, face reelection in 2018 general 

election 

EXHIBIT C Senate Committee on Judiciary 

Date: lf-L/-f 'Page_~/_· _of __ .,_/ __ 
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SJR14

 SJR14– Proposes to amend the Nevada 
Constitution to create a court of appeals.

 This court of appeals would help reduce 
the Supreme Court’s time to disposition of 
appeals.

 The appellate court would allow the 
Supreme Court to focus on matters of 
first-impression, constitutional matters, 
and death penalty cases.
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Supreme Court
Article 6, Sec. 1, 2, 3, 4, & 19; NRS Chapter 2
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1222,1292,0862006
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Opinions

Cases 
Disposed

Cases
Filed
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Year
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Nevada Supreme Court Caseload Compared 
with Selected Other States

Characteristics of Nevada and Other Selected Appellate Courts With and Without Courts of 
Appeals.  
All data from respective states’ most recent annual report or web page (2008, 2009). 
            
 Nevada Montana a Maine a Arizona a,b New Mexico a Kansas a Utah a,b

Population rank c 35 44 41 14 36 33 34 
 

     Court of Appeals  
Justices    22 10 13 7 
En banc or panels    Panels Panels Both Panels 
Cases filed & granted d    3,535 f 928 f 1,830 f 871 f

Cases per justice    161 93 141 124 
 

   Supreme Court   
Justices 7 7 7 5 5 7 5
En banc or panels Both Both  En Banc Both  En Banc En Banc  En Banc
Cases filed & granted d 2,266 627 f 733 f 1,023 f 601 f 1,215 f 593 f

Cases per justice 324 90 105 205 120 174 119
 

a Supreme Court has discretion in case review. 
b Court of Appeals has discretion in case review. 
c Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates Program: September 2009 website 
http://factfinder.census.gov.  
d Includes mandatory cases and discretionary petitions filed and granted, unless otherwise noted.  
f Includes mandatory cases and total discretionary petitions filed. Number of filings granted for review not 
available.  
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Nevada Supreme Court’s Court of Appeals Business 
Plan

 Use the model of Supreme Court ‘push down’ or 
deflecting authority

 3 new judges and staff
 Use existing space at the Regional Justice Center in Las 

Vegas
 Current costs for implementation $1.6 million for 

personnel (2007 estimate)
 The earliest any cost would be incurred for the court of 

appeals would be the year 2016
 2007 Report, 2009 white paper, and other resources 

available at: 
http://www.nevadajudiciary.us/index.php/courtofappeals

15



MINUTES OF THE  

SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

 

Seventy-sixth Session 

April 7, 2011 

 

 

The Senate Committee on Judiciary was called to order by Chair Valerie Wiener 

at 8:05 a.m. on Thursday, April 7, 2011, in Room 2149 of the Legislative 

Building, Carson City, Nevada. The meeting was videoconferenced to the 

Grant Sawyer State Office Building, Room 4412, 555 East Washington Avenue, 

Las Vegas, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda. Exhibit B is the Attendance Roster. 

All exhibits are available and on file in the Research Library of the Legislative 

Counsel Bureau. 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Valerie Wiener, Chair 

Senator Allison Copening, Vice Chair 

Senator Shirley A. Breeden 

Senator Ruben J. Kihuen 

Senator Mike McGinness 

Senator Don Gustavson 

Senator Michael Roberson 

 

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Linda J. Eissmann, Policy Analyst 

Bradley A. Wilkinson, Counsel 

Lynn Hendricks, Committee Secretary 

 

OTHERS PRESENT: 

 

John Pappageorge, Republic Services 

Gail J. Anderson, Administrator, Real Estate Division, Department of Business 

and Industry 

Brett Kandt, Special Deputy Attorney General, Office of the Attorney General 

Bill Uffelman, President and CEO, Nevada Bankers Association 

Tonja Brown 

 

CHAIR WIENER: 

I will open the work session on Senate Bill (S.B.) 171.  
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SENATOR COPENING: 

The revised amendment makes the bill applicable only to Washoe County. Are 

we allowed to do that? 

 

BRADLEY A. WILKINSON (Counsel): 

Yes. We regularly designate bills by the population of the county. If the intent is 

to specify just Washoe County, for example, the bill refers to counties with a 

population less than 400,000 and more than 100,000. 

 

SENATOR COPENING: 

I respectfully request we hold this bill for a later work session. This morning, we 

received two more exhibits on this bill, one from Washoe County (Exhibit P) and 

one from Clark County (Exhibit Q). I would like more time to study these 

handouts before we take action on the bill. 

 

CHAIR WIENER: 

We will reschedule the work session on S.B. 381 for Tuesday, April 12. I will 

open the work session on Senate Joint Resolution (S.J.R.) 14.  

 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14: Proposes to amend the Nevada Constitution 

to create an intermediate appellate court. (BDR C-1013) 

 

MS. EISSMANN: 

I have a work session document on this bill (Exhibit R). There were no 

amendments, and no one spoke in opposition to the bill.  

 

SENATOR ROBERSON: 

I know there is a need for this measure. I was persuaded by the Chief Justice 

that if and when S.J.R. 14 is passed by the people, it will be years before we 

have to come up with money for this. If we needed to find the money today, 

I would vote no. 

 

SENATOR ROBERSON MOVED TO DO PASS S.J.R. 14. 

 

SENATOR COPENING SECONDED THE MOTION. 

 

SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 

I believe the citizens voted this concept down in the past, partly because of the 

financial cost. The concept is a good one, but do we really need this? The 
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courts say they do, but I looked at their caseload, and they seem to be 

managing it. I will vote no on this bill. 

 

THE MOTION PASSED. (SENATOR GUSTAVSON VOTED NO.) 

 

***** 

 

CHAIR WIENER: 

I will open the floor for public comment. 

 

TONJA BROWN: 

I am an advocate for inmates and the innocent. I would like to touch on 

S.B. 201. This is a good bill, but there may be a fiscal impact. Our idea was to 

have the Ombudsman be staffed on a volunteer basis. This would cost the 

taxpayers nothing. Our idea was to have four to six people at each institution, 

people like doctors or people from law enforcement, and change them every 

six months so they would not get burned out. If the fiscal impact is a problem, 

please consider doing the program on a volunteer basis. 

 

I would also like to speak on a bill that will be coming to you in the future, and 

that is Assembly Bill (A.B.) 18.  

 

ASSEMBLY BILL 18: Clarifies that meetings of the State Board of Parole 

Commissioners are quasi-judicial and clarifies the rights of prisoners and 

other persons who appear before the Parole Board. (BDR 16-460) 

 

Assemblyman Harvey J. Munford, Assembly District No. 6, submitted a bill 

draft request (BDR) for what I call "Nolan's Law."  

 

BILL DRAFT REQUEST 14-1081: Revises provisions governing criminal 

procedure. 

 

This BDR would have covered three issues. First, it covered the way evidence is 

being turned over from law enforcement agencies. When a person is charged 

with a crime, the evidence would then be turned over to the prosecution and 

the defense at the same time, thereby leveling the playing field.  
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EXHIBITS 
 

Bill  Exhibit Witness / Agency Description 

 A  Agenda 

 B  Attendance Roster 

S.B. 

171 

C Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

175 

D Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

183 

E Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

194 

F Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

200 

G Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

200 

H Gail J. Anderson Proposed amendment for 

S.B. 200 

S.B. 

201 

I Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

221 

J Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

257 

K Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

279 

L Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

348 

M Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

376 

N Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

381 

O Linda Eissmann Work session document 

S.B. 

381 

P Amy Harvey Opposition/Amendments 

to S.B. 381 

S.B. 

381 

Q Diana Alba Opposition to S.B. 381 as 

amended 

S.J.R. 

14 

R Linda Eissmann Work session document 
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Committee Action: 
Do Pass -----

Amend & Do Pass -----
Other -----

Senate Committee on Judiciary 
This measure may be considered for action during today's work session. 

April 7, 2011 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 
Proposes to amend the Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 
(BDR C-1013) 

Sponsored by: 
Date Heard: 

Fiscal Impact: 

Senate Committee on Judiciary 
April 4, 2011 
Effect on Local Government: No 
Effect on the State: Yes 

Senate Joint Resolution 14 proposes an amendment to the Nevada Constitution to create an 
intermediate appellate court (Court of Appeals), to be comprised of three judges initially 
appointed to two-year terms by the Governor from nominees chosen by the Commission on 
Judicial Selection. Following initial appointment, the judges will be elected at the general 
election to serve a term of six years. 

The Court of Appeals will have appellate jurisdiction in civil cases arising from the district 
courts and in criminal cases within the original jurisdiction of the district courts. The Nevada 
Supreme Court will fix the appellate court's jurisdiction and provide for the review of appeals 
decided by the Court of Appeals. Finally, the Nevada Supreme Court must provide for the 
assignment of one or more judges of the Court of Appeals to devote part of their time to serve 
as supplemental district judges where needed. 

Amendments: None. 

EXHIBIT R Senate Committee on Judiciary 

Date: lf/7/// Page_~ __ of, _ ____, __ 



Minutes ID: 1182 

*CM1182* 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

OF THE 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATIVE OPERATIONS AND ELECTIONS 

 

Seventy-Sixth Session 

May 10, 2011 

 

The Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections was called to order by 

Chair Tick Segerblom at 2:38 p.m. on Tuesday, May 10, 2011, in Room 3142 

of the Legislative Building, 401 South Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada.  The 

meeting was videoconferenced to Room 4401 of the Grant Sawyer State Office 

Building, 555 East Washington Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada. Copies of the 

minutes, including the Agenda (Exhibit A), the Attendance Roster (Exhibit B), 

and other substantive exhibits, are available and on file in the Research Library 

of the Legislative Counsel Bureau and on the Nevada Legislature's website at 

www.leg.state.nv.us/76th2011/committees/.  In addition, copies of the audio 

record may be purchased through the Legislative Counsel Bureau's Publications 

Office (email: publications@lcb.state.nv.us; telephone: 775-684-6835). 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Assemblyman Tick Segerblom, Chair 

Assemblywoman Lucy Flores, Vice Chair 

Assemblyman Marcus Conklin 

Assemblyman Richard (Skip) Daly 

Assemblyman Pete Goicoechea 

Assemblyman Tom Grady 

Assemblyman Cresent Hardy  

Assemblyman Pat Hickey 

Assemblyman William C. Horne 

Assemblywoman Marilyn K. Kirkpatrick 

Assemblyman Richard McArthur 

Assemblyman James Ohrenschall 

Assemblyman Lynn D. Stewart 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: 

 

Assemblyman John Oceguera (excused) 

Assemblywoman Debbie Smith (excused) 
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GUEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Dean A. Rhoads, Rural Nevada Senatorial District 

 

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Patrick Guinan, Committee Policy Analyst 

Terry Horgan, Committee Secretary 

Michael Smith, Committee Assistant 

 

OTHERS PRESENT: 

 

Nancy M. Saitta, Associate Justice, Supreme Court 

Ben Graham, representing Administrative Office of the Courts, Supreme 

Court 

John R. McCormick, Rural Courts Coordinator, Administrative Office of 

the Courts, Supreme Court 

Lynn Chapman, State Vice President, Nevada Eagle Forum 

John Wagner, State Chairman, Independent American Party 

Scott Gilles, Deputy for Elections, Office of the Secretary of State 

Matt Griffin, Former Deputy for Elections, Office of the Secretary of State 

Rebecca Gasca, Legislative and Policy Director, American Civil Liberties 

Union of Nevada 

Gail Tuzzolo, representing Nevada AFL-CIO 

Sam McMullen, representing Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce 

Wes Henderson, Deputy Director, Nevada Association of Counties 

Pat Sanderson, Private Citizen, Nevada 

Kyle Davis, representing Nevada Conservation League 

 

Chair Segerblom: 

[Roll was taken.]  We will begin with Senate Joint Resolution 14. 

 

Senate Joint Resolution 14:  Proposes to amend the Nevada Constitution to 

create an intermediate appellate court. (BDR C-1013) 

 

Nancy M. Saitta, Associate Justice, Supreme Court: 

Good afternoon, it is my pleasure to come before you on this resolution.  I will 

defer to the gentlemen on my left and right, who are prepared to give you a full 

presentation on what S.J.R. 14 is and why we ask you to consider it. 
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Chair Segerblom: 

Mr. Graham, would you explain to the Committee that this resolution is identical 

to a bill we have already passed, so maybe you will not have to go into such 

detail. 

 

Ben Graham, representing Administrative Office of the Courts, Supreme Court: 

About three weeks ago, we heard a resolution that was essentially the same 

legislation.  Senate Joint Resolution 14 would create an appellate court that 

would not be functional until 2016. 

 

One comment I have heard a time or two concerns this being the same measure 

Nevada citizens voted on during the 2010 general election.  To some degree, 

that is accurate.  I do want to remind you that this measure did pass in  

Clark County; however, it was on the ballot with another bill that was not as 

popular.  The legislation we are seeking today would not create a court until 

2016, because amending the state Constitution takes quite a while. 

 

I have a letter from Danny Thompson and John Sande III supporting this from a 

couple of different directions (Exhibit C).  Again, this legislation would have to 

come back to you again during the 2013 Legislative Session. 

 

Chair Segerblom: 

Mr. Graham, will you remind us how we voted on this issue two weeks ago? 

 

Ben Graham: 

You voted "do pass." 

 

Chair Segerblom: 

Are there any people here who would like to speak in favor or in opposition to 

the bill? 

 

Ben Graham: 

The full presentation is on your Nevada Electronic Legislative Information 

System (NELIS), too. 

 

Chair Segerblom: 

Mr. McCormick, do you want to say anything? 

 

John R. McCormick, Rural Courts Coordinator, Administrative Office of the 

Courts, Office of Court Administrator: 

No, Mr. Chair; I am just here to answer any questions. 
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Chair Segerblom: 

Does anyone else want to testify in favor of the bill?  [There was no response.] 

Is anyone opposed to the bill? 

 

Lynn Chapman, State Vice President, Nevada Eagle Forum: 

I did vote for this bill in November, and we encouraged people to vote for it in 

our voter guide.  We are not necessarily against this, except that the people just 

voted on it, and some are very upset by the fact that no one seems to be 

listening to them.  Because you are still going forward with this idea, to the 

public it appears that you do not care what they voted on or said just a few 

months ago.  That is what a lot of people have a problem with. 

 

Chair Segerblom: 

Are there any questions for Ms. Chapman?  [There were none.] 

 

John Wagner, State Chairman, Independent American Party: 

We have voted on this issue in a general election at least once that I can 

remember and possibly twice.  Every time we vote on it we hear that the voters 

need to be educated.  Maybe we do, but why do we vote on it every two or 

four years?  We go through the same motions.  The only legislation I do not see 

returning this session concerns the ability to vote for judges, which we have 

also voted on several times in this state. 

 

Chair Segerblom: 

Are there any questions for Mr. Wagner?  [There were none.]  Seeing none, I 

will close the hearing on S.J.R. 14.  Does anyone on the Committee have any 

questions or concerns about this bill?  [There was no response.]  Is there an 

appetite to move this bill today? 

 

ASSEMBLYMAN OHRENSCHALL MOVED TO DO PASS  

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14. 

 

ASSEMBLYMAN HORNE SECONDED THE MOTION. 

 

THE MOTION PASSED.  (ASSEMBLYMEN CONKLIN, OCEGUERA, 

AND SMITH WERE ABSENT FOR THE VOTE.) 

 

I see Senator Rhoads here.  You have two bills, so take them in the order you 

would like.  

 

Senator Dean A. Rhoads, Rural Nevada Senatorial District: 

Thank you, Mr. Chair and members of the Committee.  I will present 

Senate Bill 133 (1st Reprint) first. 
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May 10, 2011 

Re: First step toward creation of an Appellate Court for the 
State of Nevada SJR 14 

Dear Mr. Chairman Tick Segerblom, 

Thank you for hearing this resolution. It will sound familiar. AJR 7, 
essentially identical was heard, approved by the committee and the full 
Assembly in the last couple of weeks. 

Attached hereto is a brief note from Danny Thompson and John Sande III 
supporting the creation of the Appellate Court containing a time frame for 
the establishment of the Court. 

Your courtesy in hearing this resolution and hopefully moving it to the 
Assembly floor could allow a positive vote in the Assembly putting this 
matter to rest for another two years. 

We have prepared for a full hearing and Nevada Supreme Court Associate 
Chief Justice Nancy Saita is here if there might be questions for the Court. 

Thank you again ... and see you in 2013! 

Res ctfully, . 

~J t0~-
Ben Graham 

702-528-2677 
bengraham4@gmail.com 

Committee: Assembly Legislative Operations & Elections 
Exhibit: C; P. 1 of 2; Date: 05/10/2011 

Submitted by: Ben Graham 
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APPELLATE COURT 2016 ! 

(SJR 14) 

We urge your support in creating an Appellate Court in the 
State of Nevada 

A similar proposal was on the general election ballot in 2010. 
The measure carried in Clark County but ultimately failed in the 
statewide count. The thought is that the measure would have carried 
in 2010 if a less popular judicial selection measure had not been on 
the ballot. 

The establishment of the Appellate Court would significantly 
improve access to justice enabling a more timely resolution of many 
legal issues facing the citizens of the State of Nevada. The business 
community could be assured that legal issues confronting commerce 
could be brought to conclusion affirming confidence in this States' 
readiness to resolve legal issues in an expedited manner. 

With legislative support in 2011 the measure would be back for 
further action by the ?ih legislative session in 2013. With positive 
legislative action in 2013 the measure would go to the electorate in 
2014. If voters approve the creation of the Appellate Court funding 

could be sought in 2015. It is estimated that the cost would be 
between 1.5 and 2 million dollars. The Appellate Court, composed of 
three elected judges, could start work in 2016 sharing staff and 
infrastructure with the Supreme Court facility in Las Vegas. 

There is no fiscal impact in the passage of this first step toward 
implementation of a Nevada Appellate Court in 2015. 

Danny Thompson, AFL-C/O John Sande Ill, Jones-Vargas 

Any questions, please call Ben Graham, 702-528-2677 
bengraham4@gmail.com 

f y,"'-~ < 
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310 JOURNAL OF THE SENATE 

THE FIFTIETH DAY 
         

CARSON CITY (Monday), March 28, 2011 

 Senate called to order at 10:14 a.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present. 
 Prayer by the Chaplain, Ralph Burns. 
 Creator, 
 We give thanks for everyone's hard work done in this place. 
 We ask for the energy needed to bring our State, its entire people and every community out of 
these very difficult times. 
 We ask that You give us clear minds and open hearts to work and think together to make the 
best choices for all the people of this State. 
 We ask that in Your way You guide them, bless them and keep them. 

AMEN. 

 Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

 Senator Horsford moved that further reading of the Journal be dispensed 
with, and the President and Secretary be authorized to make the necessary 
corrections and additions. 
 Motion carried. 

 Senator Horsford moved that the Senate resolve itself into a Committee of 
the Whole for the purpose of hearing the presentation on Governor 
Sandoval's budget proposal by Russell Guindon and Mark Krmpotic, with 
Senator Horsford as Chair and Senator Leslie as Vice Chair of the Committee 
of the Whole. 
 Motion carried. 

 Mr. President announced that if there were no objections, the Senate would 
recess subject to the call of the Chair. 

 Senate in recess at 10:19 a.m. 

IN COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
 At 10:20 a.m. 
 Senator Horsford presiding. 
 Presentation of Governor Sandoval’s budget proposal. 
 The Committee of the Whole was addressed by Senator Horsford, Chair; 
Russell Guindon, Principal Deputy Fiscal Analyst; Senator Hardy; Senator 
Denis; Senator Brower; Mark Krmpotic, Senate Fiscal Analyst; Senator 
Leslie; Senator McGinness; Senator Schneider; Senator Settelmeyer; Senator 
Kieckhefer; Senator Cegavske; Senator Copening; Senator Halseth; Senator 
Breeden; Senator Wiener and Senator Parks. 
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SENATE IN SESSION 
 At 3:13 p.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Quorum present. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Education, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 229, has had the same 
under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the recommendation: Do pass. 
 Also, your Committee on Education, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 216, has had the 
same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the recommendation: 
Re-refer to the Committee on Finance. 

MO DENIS, Chair 

Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Judiciary, to which were referred Senate Bill No. 282; Assembly Bills 
Nos. 11, 66, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with 
the recommendation: Do pass. 

VALERIE WIENER, Chair 

Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Natural Resources, to which were referred Senate Bills Nos. 121, 191, 
has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Do pass. 

MARK A. MANENDO, Chair 

MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES 
 By the Committee on Judiciary: 
 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14—Proposing to amend the Nevada 
Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 
 RESOLVED BY THE SENATE AND ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, 
JOINTLY, That a new section, designated Section 3A, be added to Article 6 of the Nevada 
Constitution to read as follows: 

Sec. 3A. 1. The court of appeals consists of three judges or such greater number as 
the Legislature may provide by law. If the number of judges is so increased, the 
Supreme Court must provide by rule for the assignment of each appeal to a panel of 
three judges for decision. 
2. After the initial terms, each judge of the court of appeals must be elected by the 
qualified electors of this State at the general election for a term of 6 years beginning 
on the first Monday of January next after the election. The initial three judges of the 
court of appeals must be appointed by the Governor from among three nominees 
selected for each individual seat by the permanent Commission on Judicial Selection 
described in subsection 3 of section 20 of this Article. After the expiration of 30 days 
from the date on which the permanent Commission on Judicial Selection has 
delivered to the Governor its list of nominees for the initial judges, if the Governor 
has not made the appointments required by this Section, the Governor shall make no 
other appointment to any public office until the Governor has appointed a judge from 
the list submitted. The term of the initial judges is 2 years beginning on the 
first Monday of January next after the effective date of this Section, and an initial 
judge may succeed himself. If there is an increase in the number of judges, each 
additional judge must be elected by the qualified electors of this State at the 
first general election following the increase for a term of 6 years beginning on the 
first Monday of January next after the election. 
3. The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court shall appoint one of the judges of the 
court of appeals to be chief judge. The chief judge serves a term of 4 years, except 
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that the term of the initial chief judge is 2 years. The chief judge may succeed 
himself. The chief judge may resign the position of chief judge without resigning 
from the court of appeals. 
4. The Supreme Court shall provide by rule for the assignment of one or more judges 
of the court of appeals to devote a part of their time to serve as supplemental district 
judges, where needed. 

And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 1 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows: 

Section 1. he judicial power of this State [shall be] is vested in a court system, 
comprising a Supreme Court, a court of appeals, district courts [,] and justices of the 
peace. The Legislature may also establish, as part of the system, courts for municipal 
purposes only in incorporated cities and towns. 

And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 4 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows: 
 Sec. 4. 1. The Supreme Court [shall] and the court of appeals have appellate 

jurisdiction in all civil cases arising in district courts, and also on questions of law 
alone in all criminal cases in which the offense charged is within the original 
jurisdiction of the district courts. The Supreme Court shall fix by rule the jurisdiction 
of the court of appeals and shall provide for the review, where appropriate, of 
appeals decided by the court of appeals. The [court shall also] Supreme Court and the 
court of appeals have power to issue writs of mandamus, certiorari, prohibition, 
quo warranto [,] and habeas corpus and also all writs necessary or proper to the 
complete exercise of [its appellate] their jurisdiction. Each [of the justices shall have 
power to] justice of the Supreme Court and judge of the court of appeals may issue 
writs of habeas corpus to any part of the State, upon petition by, or on behalf of, any 
person held in actual custody [,] in this State and may make such writs returnable [,] 
before [himself] the issuing justice or judge or the [Supreme Court,] court of which 
the justice or judge is a member, or before any district court in the State or [before] 
any judge of [said courts.] a district court. 
2. In case of the disability or disqualification, for any cause, of [the Chief Justice or 
one of the associate justices] a justice of the Supreme Court, [or any two of them,] the 
Governor [is authorized and empowered to] may designate [any] a judge of the court 
of appeals or a district judge [or judges] to sit in the place [or places] of [such] the 
disqualified or disabled justice . [or justices, and said judge or judges so designated 
shall receive their] The judge designated by the Governor is entitled to receive his 
actual expense of travel and otherwise while sitting in the Supreme Court. 
3. In the case of the disability or disqualification, for any cause, of a judge of the 
court of appeals, the Governor may designate a district judge to sit in the place of the 
disabled or disqualified judge. The judge whom the Governor designates is entitled to 
receive his actual expense of travel and otherwise while sitting in the court of 
appeals. 

And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 7 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows: 

 Sec. 7. The times of holding the Supreme Court, the court of appeals and the district 
courts [shall] must be as fixed by law. The terms of the Supreme Court [shall] must be 
held at the seat of government unless the Legislature otherwise provides by law, except 
that the Supreme Court may hear oral argument at other places in the State. The terms 
of the court of appeals must be held at the place provided by law. The terms of the 
district courts [shall] must be held at the county seats of their respective counties unless 
the Legislature otherwise provides by law. 

And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 8 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows: 
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 Sec. 8. 1. The Legislature shall determine the number of justices of the peace to be 
elected in each city and township of the State [,] and shall fix by law their 
qualifications, their terms of office and the limits of their civil and criminal jurisdiction, 
according to the amount in controversy, the nature of the case, the penalty provided [,] 
or any combination of these.  
2. The provisions of this section affecting the number, qualifications, terms of office 
and jurisdiction of justices of the peace become effective on the first Monday of 
January, 1979. 
3. The Legislature shall also prescribe by law the manner, and determine the cases, in 
which appeals may be taken from justices and other courts. The Supreme Court, the 
court of appeals, the district courts [,] and such other courts [,] as the Legislature [shall 
designate, shall be] designates are courts of record. 

And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 11 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows: 

Sec. 11. The justices of the Supreme Court , the judges of the court of appeals and the 
district judges [shall be] are ineligible to any office, other than a judicial office, during 
the term for which they [shall] have been elected or appointed. [; and all] All elections 
or appointments of any such judges by the people, Legislature [,] or otherwise [,] 
during said period [,] to any office other than judicial [, shall be] are void. 

And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 15 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows: 

 Sec. 15. The justices of the Supreme Court , the judges of the court of appeals and the 
district judges [shall] are each entitled to receive for their services a compensation to 
be fixed by law and paid in the manner provided by law, which [shall] must not be 
increased or diminished during the term for which they [shall] have been elected, 
unless a vacancy occurs, in which case the successor of the former incumbent [shall] is 
entitled to receive only such salary as may be provided by law at the time of his 
election or appointment . [; and provision shall] A provision must be made by law for 
setting apart from each year's revenue a sufficient amount of money [,] to pay such 
compensation. 

And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 20 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows: 

Sec. 20. 1. When a vacancy occurs before the expiration of any term of office in the 
Supreme Court or the court of appeals or among the district judges, the Governor shall 
appoint a justice or judge from among three nominees selected for such individual 
vacancy by the Commission on Judicial Selection. 
2. The term of office of any justice or judge so appointed expires on the first Monday 
of January following the next general election. 
3. Each nomination for the Supreme Court [shall] or the court of appeals must be 
made by the permanent Commission, composed of: 
(a) The Chief Justice or an associate justice designated by him; 
(b) Three members of the State Bar of Nevada, a public corporation created by statute, 
appointed by its Board of Governors; and 
(c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, appointed by the Governor. 
4. Each nomination for the district court [shall] must be made by a temporary 
commission composed of: 
(a) The permanent Commission; 

(b) A member of the State Bar of Nevada resident in the judicial district in which the 
vacancy occurs, appointed by the Board of Governors of the State Bar of Nevada; and 

   (c) A resident of such judicial district, not a member of the legal profession, appointed  
   by the Governor. 

5. If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist as a public corporation or 
ceases to include all attorneys admitted to practice before the courts of this State, the 
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Legislature shall provide by law, or if it fails to do so the Supreme Court shall provide 
by rule, for the appointment of attorneys at law to the positions designated in this 
Section to be occupied by members of the State Bar of Nevada. 
6. The term of office of each appointive member of the permanent Commission, except 
the first members, is 4 years. Each appointing authority shall appoint one of the 
members first appointed for a term of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the appointing 
authority shall fill the vacancy for the unexpired term. The additional members of a 
temporary commission [shall] must be appointed when a vacancy occurs, and their 
terms [shall] expire when the nominations for such vacancy have been transmitted to 
the Governor. 
7. An appointing authority shall not appoint to the permanent Commission more than: 
(a) One resident of any county. 
(b) Two members of the same political party. 
No member of the permanent Commission may be a member of [a] the Commission on 
Judicial Discipline. 
8. fter the expiration of 30 days from the date on which the Commission on Judicial 
Selection has delivered to him its list of nominees for any vacancy, if the Governor has 
not made the appointment required by this Section, he shall make no other appointment 
to any public office until he has appointed a justice or judge from the list submitted. 
[If a commission on judicial selection is established by another section of this 
Constitution to nominate persons to fill vacancies on the Supreme Court, such 
commission shall serve as the permanent Commission established by subsection 3 of 
this Section.] 

And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 21 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows: 

Sec. 21. 1. A justice of the Supreme Court, a judge of the court of appeals, a 
district judge, a justice of the peace or a municipal judge may, in addition to the 
provision of Article 7 for impeachment, be censured, retired, removed or otherwise 
disciplined by the Commission on Judicial Discipline. Pursuant to rules governing 
appeals adopted by the Supreme Court, a justice or judge may appeal from the action of 
the Commission to the Supreme Court, which may reverse such action or take any 
alternative action provided in this subsection. 
2. The Commission is composed of: 
(a) Two justices or judges appointed by the Supreme Court; 
(b) Two members of the State Bar of Nevada, a public corporation created by 
statute,appointed by its Board of Governors; and 
(c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, appointed by the Governor. 
The Commission shall elect a Chairman from among its three lay members. 
3. If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist as a public corporation or 
ceases to include all attorneys admitted to practice before the courts of this State, the 
Legislature shall provide by law, or if it fails to do so the Supreme Court shall provide 
by rule, for the appointment of attorneys at law to the positions designated in this 
Section to be occupied by members of the State Bar of Nevada. 
4. The term of office of each appointive member of the Commission, except the 
first members, is 4 years. Each appointing authority shall appoint one of the members 
first appointed for a term of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the appointing authority shall 
fill the vacancy for the unexpired term. An appointing authority shall not appoint more 
than one resident of any county. The Governor shall not appoint more than 
two members of the same political party. No member may be a member of a 
commission on judicial selection. 
5. The Legislature shall establish: 
(a) In addition to censure, retirement and removal, the other forms of disciplinary 
action that the Commission may impose; 

33



342 JOURNAL OF THE SENATE 

(b) The grounds for censure and other disciplinary action that the Commission may 
impose, including, but not limited to, violations of the provisions of the Code of 
Judicial Conduct; 
(c) The standards for the investigation of matters relating to the fitness of a justice or 
judge; and 
(d) he confidentiality or nonconfidentiality, as appropriate, of proceedings before the 
Commission, except that, in any event, a decision to censure, retire or remove a justice 
or judge must be made public. 
6. The Supreme Court shall adopt a Code of Judicial Conduct. 
7. The Commission shall adopt rules of procedure for the conduct of its hearings and 
any other procedural rules it deems necessary to carry out its duties. 
8. No justice or judge may by virtue of this Section be: 
a) Removed except for willful misconduct, willful or persistent failure to perform the 
duties of his office or habitual intemperance; or 
(b) Retired except for advanced age which interferes with the proper performance of 
this judicial duties, or for mental or physical disability which prevents the proper 
performance of his judicial duties and which is likely to be permanent in nature. 
9. Any matter relating to the fitness of a justice or judge may be brought to the 
attention of the Commission by any person or on the motion of the Commission. The 
Commission shall, after preliminary investigation, dismiss the matter or order a hearing 
to be held before it. If a hearing is ordered, a statement of the matter [shall] must be 
served upon the justice or judge against whom the proceeding is brought. The 
Commission in its discretion may suspend a justice or judge from the exercise of his 
office pending the determination of the proceedings before the Commission. 
Any justice or judge whose removal is sought is liable to indictment and punishment 
according to law. A justice or judge retired for disability in accordance with this 
Section is entitled thereafter to receive such compensation as the Legislature may 
provide. 
10. If a proceeding is brought against a justice of the Supreme Court, no justice of the 
Supreme Court may sit on the Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is 
brought against a judge of the court of appeals, no judge of the court of appeals may 
sit on the Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is brought against a district 
judge, no district judge from the same judicial district may sit on the Commission for 
that proceeding. If a proceeding is brought against a justice of the peace, no justice of 
the peace from the same township may sit on the Commission for that proceeding. If a 
proceeding is brought against a municipal judge, no municipal judge from the same 
city may sit on the Commission for that proceeding. If an appeal is taken from an 
action of the Commission to the Supreme Court, any justice who sat on the 
Commission for that proceeding is disqualified from participating in the consideration 
or decision of the appeal. When any member of the Commission is disqualified by this 
subsection, the Supreme Court shall appoint a substitute from among the eligible 
judges. 
11. The Commission may: 
(a) Designate for each hearing an attorney or attorneys at law to act as counsel to 
conduct the proceeding; 
(b) Summon witnesses to appear and testify under oath and compel the production of 
books, papers, documents and records; 
(c) Grant immunity from prosecution or punishment when the Commission deems it 
necessary and proper in order to compel the giving of testimony under oath and the 
production of books, papers, documents and records; and 
(d) Exercise such further powers as the Legislature may from time to time confer upon 
it. 

And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 3 of Article 7 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows: 
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[Sec:] Sec. 3. For any reasonable cause to be entered on the journals of each House, 
which may [,] or may not be sufficient grounds for impeachment, the [Chief Justice and 
associate] justices of the Supreme Court , the judges of the court of appeals and the 
judges of the district courts [shall] must be removed from office on the vote of 
two thirds of the members elected to each branch of the Legislature. [, and the] The 
justice or judge complained of [, shall] must be served with a copy of the complaint 
against him, and [shall] have an opportunity of being heard in person or by counsel in 
his defense. [, provided, that no] No member of either branch of the Legislature [shall 
be] is eligible to fill the vacancy occasioned by such removal. 

And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 8 of Article 15 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows: 

[Sec:] Sec. 8. The Legislature shall provide for the speedy publication of all statute 
laws of a general nature [,] and such decisions of the Supreme Court [,] and the court 
of appeals as it may deem expedient. [; and all] All laws and judicial decisions [shall] 
must be free for publication by any person. [; provided, that no] No judgment of the 
Supreme Court or the court of appeals shall take effect and be operative until the 
opinion of the court in such case [shall be] is filed with the clerk of said court. 

 Senator Wiener moved that the resolution be referred to the Committee on 
Judiciary. 
 Motion Carried. 

 Senator Wiener moved that Senate Bill No. 216 be re-referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 
 Motion carried. 

INTRODUCTION, FIRST READING AND REFERENCE 
 By the Select Committee on Economic Growth and Employment: 
 Senate Bill No. 400—AN ACT relating to records; establishing a process 
by which a state agency may obtain certain county records at no charge for 
the purpose of economic development and population estimate research; 
prohibiting certain uses of confidential information contained in such county 
records; providing civil and criminal penalties; and providing other matters 
properly relating thereto. 
 Senator Kihuen moved that the bill be referred to the Committee 
Government Affairs. 
 Motion carried. 

 By the Select Committee on Economic Growth and Employment: 
 Senate Bill No. 401—AN ACT relating to public works; requiring certain 
public bodies to award a contract for certain public works based on the bid 
that provides the best value to the public body; requiring contracts for certain 
public works to be awarded individually; and providing other matters 
properly relating thereto. 
 Senator Kihuen moved that the bill be referred to the Select Committee on 
Economic Growth and Development. 
 Motion carried. 
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THE SIXTIETH DAY 
         

CARSON CITY (Thursday), April 7, 2011 

 Senate called to order at 11:10 a.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present. 
 Prayer by the Chaplain, Pastor Albert Tilstra. 
 Eternal Father, in this moment of prayer, when there is silence in this Chamber, may there not 
be silence in Your presence. May our prayers be heard. 
 May no short circuits be made by our lack of faith, our high professions joined to low 
attainments, our fine words hiding shabby thoughts, our friendly faces masking cold hearts. 
 Out of the same old needs, conscious of the same old faults, we pray on the same old terms 
for new mercies and new blessings. 
 We pray today to the One who has given us assurance that You will hear and answer our 
prayers. 

AMEN. 

 Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

 Senator Horsford moved that further reading of the Journal be dispensed 
with, and the President and Secretary be authorized to make the necessary 
corrections and additions. 
 Motion carried. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Commerce, Labor and Energy, to which was referred Senate Bill 
No. 440, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Re-refer to the Committee on Finance. 

MICHAEL A. SCHNEIDER, Chair 

Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Education, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 317, has had the same 
under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the recommendation: Do pass. 

MO DENIS, Chair 

Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Judiciary, to which were referred Senate Bills Nos. 175, 279, 348; Senate 
Joint Resolution No. 14, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same 
back with the recommendation: Do pass. 

VALERIE WIENER, Chair 

Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Natural Resources, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 120, has had 
the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the recommendation: 
Amend, and do pass as amended. 

MARK A. MANENDO, Chair 

MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES 
 Senator Wiener moved that Senate Bill No. 440 be re-referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 
 Motion carried. 
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THE SIXTY-FOURTH DAY 
         

CARSON CITY (Monday), April 11, 2011 

 Senate called to order at 11:11 a.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present. 
 Prayer by Elder Dinah Pete of the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, 
who gave a reading of the Lord's Prayer in Native Washoe. 
 I thank you for letting me be here today. For each and every one of you, I thank you all. The 
prayer is similar to the Lord's Prayer plus all of the things everyone has in their minds. It is going 
to be all good for each and every one of you in this room. 
 Thank you. 

AMEN. 

 Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

 Senator Horsford moved that further reading of the Journal be dispensed 
with, and the President and Secretary be authorized to make the necessary 
corrections and additions. 
 Motion carried. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Commerce, Labor and Energy, to which were referred Senate Bills 
Nos. 368, 413, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back 
with the recommendation: Do pass. 
 Also, your Committee on Commerce, Labor and Energy, to which were referred Senate Bills 
Nos. 60, 198, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with 
the recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended. 

MICHAEL A. SCHNEIDER, Chair 

Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Education, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 196, has had the same 
under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the recommendation: Amend, 
and do pass as amended. 

MO DENIS, Chair 

Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Health and Human Services, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 477, 
has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Do pass. 
 Also, your Committee on Health and Human Services, to which were referred Senate Bills 
Nos. 10, 112, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with 
the recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended. 
 Also, your Committee on Health and Human Services, to which was referred Senate Bill 
No. 115, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Re-refer to the Committee on Finance. 

ALLISON COPENING, Chair 

Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Judiciary, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 284, has had the same 
under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the recommendation: Do pass. 
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 Amendment adopted. 
 Bill ordered reprinted, engrossed and to third reading. 

 Senate Bill No. 175. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Bill No. 279. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Bill No. 317. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Bill No. 348. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14. 
 Resolution read second time and ordered to third reading. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
SIGNING OF BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

 There being no objections, the President and Secretary signed Assembly 
Bill No. 193. 

GUESTS EXTENDED PRIVILEGE OF SENATE FLOOR 
 On request of Senator Breeden, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Christopher Hamner, Kristina 
Vajcnerova, Marie Vajcnerova, and William Hamner. 

 On request of Senator Cegavske, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Shelley Cranley, Dr. Anthony Marlon, 
Linda Morris and Kathy Silver. 

 On request of Senator Denis, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Judi Steele and John Marble.  

 On request of Senator Horsford, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to former Senator William J. Raggio and 
Dale Raggio. 

 On request of Senator Kihuen, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Wayne Burke, Bryan Cassadore and 
Mervin Wright Jr. 

 On request of Senator Settelmeyer, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Linda Cuddy. 

 On request of Senator Wiener, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Frankie Sue Del Pappa, former 
Nevada Attorney General and Secretary of State. 
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THE SIXTY-SEVENTH DAY 
         

CARSON CITY (Thursday), April 14, 2011 

 Senate called to order at 11:13 a.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present. 
 Prayer by the Chaplain, Pastor Louis Locke. 
 O God we give You thanks and we give You praise. 
 Psalm 147 tells us: God does not delight in the strength of a horse or in the speed of a runner. 
The Lord delights in those who fear Him and worship Him, in those who put their hope in His 
steadfast, unfailing love. 
 Lord, help us not trust in our own strengths and abilities, but in the wisdom that comes from 
You, and in Your love and mercies that are new every morning — great is Your faithfulness. 
 I pray Your blessing on the members of this Senate body, their staff and families. We also ask 
for Your grace and protection on our service men and women serving around the world. 
 In the Name of the most high God. 

AMEN. 

 Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

 Senator Wiener moved that further reading of the Journal be dispensed 
with, and the President and Secretary be authorized to make the necessary 
corrections and additions. 
 Motion carried. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Commerce, Labor and Energy, to which was referred Senate Bill 
No. 488, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Do pass. 

MICHAEL A. SCHNEIDER, Chair 

Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Government Affairs, to which were referred Senate Bills Nos. 271, 392, 
has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Do pass. 
 Also, your Committee on Government Affairs, to which were referred Senate Bills Nos. 40, 
81, 110, 251, 262, 268, 361, 375, 393, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to 
report the same back with the recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended. 
 Also, your Committee on Government Affairs, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 439, has 
had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Do pass, and re-refer to the Committee on Finance. 
 Also, your Committee on Government Affairs, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 445, has 
had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Re-refer to the Committee on Finance. 

JOHN J. LEE, Chair 

Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Health and Human Services, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 256, 
has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended. 
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 Senate Bill No. 408 having received a constitutional majority, 
Mr. President declared it passed. 
 Bill ordered transmitted to the Assembly. 

 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14. 
 Resolution read third time. 
 Remarks by Senators Roberson, Settelmeyer, Lee and Brower. 
 Senator Roberson requested that the following remarks be entered in the 
Journal. 
 SENATOR ROBERSON: 
 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 proposes an amendment to the Nevada Constitution to create 
an intermediate appellate court, known as the Court of Appeals, to be comprised of three judges 
initially appointed to two-year terms by the Governor from nominees chosen by the Commission 
on Judicial Selection. Following initial appointment, the judges will be elected at the general 
election to serve a term of six years. 
 The Court of Appeals will have appellate jurisdiction in civil cases arising from the district 
courts and in criminal cases within the original jurisdiction of the district courts. The Nevada 
Supreme Court will fix the appellate court's jurisdiction and provide for the review of appeals 
decided by the Court of Appeals. Finally, the Nevada Supreme Court must provide for the 
assignment of one or more judges of the Court of Appeals to devote part of their time to serve as 
supplemental district judges where needed. 
 If approved in identical form during the 2013 Session of the Legislature, the proposal will be 
submitted to the voters for final approval or disapproval at the 2014 General Election. 

 SENATOR SETTELMEYER: 
 The voters just voted on this and it failed 53-46. Why are we dealing with it again? 

 SENATOR ROBERSON: 
 I supported this vote in Committee. Chief Justice Douglas testified in favor of this. The courts 
are over loaded. It is something we need. I acknowledge that the voters disapproved this. Part of 
the reason was that people were in the mood to vote "no" on anything that included more 
government spending. There was the initiative to change the way we select our judges. Many 
people probably just threw up their hands and voted "no" to things that otherwise they may have 
considered voting in favor of. 
 Another reason I voted for this is because we heard testimony from the Chief Justice that this 
court would cost $1.3 million. If the decision that we had to make today was to spend 
$1.3 million we do not have, I would have voted "no." But, this is something that is not going to 
come into play unless we vote for it this time, again in two years and then the voters vote on it in 
2014. I am in favor of giving the people of Nevada another opportunity to vote on this. We truly 
do need this appellate court. 

 SENATOR LEE: 
 Would this entail building a brand new building? Would they use existing structures? What 
would the financial costs be for this? 

 SENATOR ROBERSON: 
 It is my understanding from the Chief Justice that we would be using existing facilities. 
Senator Wiener has more information on this. We are not talking about building a new building. 
The cost would just be the salaries, judges, the appellate court justices and certain administration 
involved with that. We are being told that if it were implemented today, it would be $1.3 million. 
We are not creating new facilities. 

 SENATOR BROWER: 
  I also rise in support of this resolution. Part of the Supreme Court's presentation included the 
information that the court returned more money from its budget to the General Fund last year 
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than this would cost. It has a net zero fiscal impact. This is a long-term process. As our 
case-backlog problem becomes more acute in this State, and we are one of the few states that 
does not have intermediate court, that unless we start the process now, there is no chance for the 
voters to approve this if they want to in 2014. 
 If this was just us voting, I would probably be a "no" vote, but the idea of letting the voters 
have another chance in 2014 makes a lot of sense because of the increasingly difficult backlog 
which means that justice, whether in the civil system or in the criminal system, is more difficult 
for Nevadans to achieve every day for they cannot get their cases heard in court because there 
are too many cases given the number of judges we have. I want to let the voters decide one more 
time in 2014. 
 I urge your support. 

 Roll call on Senate Joint Resolution No. 14: 
 YEAS—16. 
 NAYS—Cegavske, Gustavson, Halseth, Kieckhefer, Settelmeyer—5. 

 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 having received a constitutional majority, 
Mr. President declared it passed. 
 Resolution ordered transmitted to the Assembly. 

GUESTS EXTENDED PRIVILEGE OF SENATE FLOOR 
 On request of Senator Breeden, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Jonathan Steele and Regina Teza. 

 On request of Senator Brower, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Lori Martin, Earl "Doos" Mays III, 
Karin Mracek, and Sujeewa Arjuna Senasingha. 

 On request of Senator Copening, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Dr. Arezo Fathie. 

 On request of Senator Denis, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to John Wilkinson and Jason Woodbury. 

 On request of Senator Gustavson, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Tina Nelson and Drew Simmons. 

 On request of Senator Halseth, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Justin Fong. 

 On request of Senator Hardy, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Florence Jameson. 

 On request of Senator Kieckhefer, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Harry Krasner, Henry Krasner and 
Lisa Krasner. 

 On request of Senator Kihuen, the privilege of the Floor of the Senate 
Chamber for this day was extended to Bakhodirzhon Abdulrasulovich 
Radzhaper. 
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THE SIXTY-EIGHTH DAY 
 _____________  

CARSON CITY (Friday), April 15, 2011 

 Assembly called to order at 12:02 p.m. 
 Mr. Speaker presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present.  
 Prayer by the Chaplain, Elder Ralph Burns. 
 Creator,  We thank you for all the blessings you have given us.  We are thankful this morning 
for the elected ones.  Bless them that their minds and bodies will be strong as they work to meet 
the needs of the people of this land.  Bless all the warriors that teach, protect, serve, and heal and 
the ones that watch over us.  Bless our Mother Earth, our water, our air and all living things.  
 Go in a good way. 

AMEN.

 Pledge of allegiance to the Flag. 

 Assemblyman Conklin moved that further reading of the Journal be 
dispensed with, and the Speaker and Chief Clerk be authorized to make the 
necessary corrections and additions. 
 Motion carried. 

MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES

 Assemblyman Conklin moved that the remarks on Assembly Bills  
Nos. 225, 229, and Senate Concurrent Resolution 6 be entered into the 
Journal for April 11, 2011. 
 Motion carried. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. Speaker:
 Your Committee on Commerce and Labor, to which were referred Assembly Bills Nos. 211, 
331, 390, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Do pass. 
 Also, your Committee on Commerce and Labor, to which was referred Assembly Joint 
Resolution No. 6, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back 
with the recommendation: Do pass. 
 Also, your Committee on Commerce and Labor, to which were referred Assembly Bills  
Nos. 23, 309, 323, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back 
with the recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended. 
 Also, your Committee on Commerce and Labor, to which was referred Assembly Bill  
No. 287, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Without recommendation, and rerefer to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

KELVIN ATKINSON, Chair
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MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES 

 By the Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections: 
 Assembly Resolution No. 8—Providing for the appointment of additional 
attachés for the Assembly. 
 RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, That Diane O’Flynn and Rebecca 
Richman are elected as additional attachés of the Assembly for the 76th Session of the Nevada 
Legislature. 
 Assemblyman Conklin moved the adoption of the resolution. 
 Remarks by Assemblyman Conklin. 
 Resolution adopted. 

 By the Committee on Judiciary: 
 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14—Proposing to amend the Nevada 
Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 
 RESOLVED BY THE SENATE AND ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, JOINTLY, That a new 
section, designated Section 3A, be added to Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution to read as 
follows:
 Sec. 3A. 1. The court of appeals consists of three judges or such greater number as the 
Legislature may provide by law. If the number of judges is so increased, the Supreme Court 
must provide by rule for the assignment of each appeal to a panel of three judges for decision. 
 2. After the initial terms, each judge of the court of appeals must be elected by the 
qualified electors of this State at the general election for a term of 6 years beginning on the 
first Monday of January next after the election. The initial three judges of the court of appeals 
must be appointed by the Governor from among three nominees selected for each individual 
seat by the permanent Commission on Judicial Selection described in subsection 3 of section 
20 of this Article. After the expiration of 30 days from the date on which the permanent 
Commission on Judicial Selection has delivered to the Governor its list of nominees for the 
initial judges, if the Governor has not made the appointments required by this Section, the 
Governor shall make no other appointment to any public office until the Governor has 
appointed a judge from the list submitted. The term of the initial judges is 2 years beginning 
on the first Monday of January next after the effective date of this Section, and an initial 
judge may succeed himself. If there is an increase in the number of judges, each additional 
judge must be elected by the qualified electors of this State at the first general election 
following the increase for a term of 6 years beginning on the first Monday of January next 
after the election. 
 3. The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court shall appoint one of the judges of the court of 
appeals to be chief judge. The chief judge serves a term of 4 years, except that the term of the 
initial chief judge is 2 years. The chief judge may succeed himself. The chief judge may resign 
the position of chief judge without resigning from the court of appeals. 
 4. The Supreme Court shall provide by rule for the assignment of one or more judges of 
the court of appeals to devote a part of their time to serve as supplemental district judges, 
where needed. 
And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 1 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows:
 Section 1. The judicial power of this State [shall be] is vested in a court system, comprising 
a Supreme Court, a court of appeals, district courts [,] and justices of the peace. The Legislature 
may also establish, as part of the system, courts for municipal purposes only in incorporated 
cities and towns. 
And be it further 
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 RESOLVED, That Section 4 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows:
 Sec. 4. 1. The Supreme Court [shall] and the court of appeals have appellate jurisdiction 
in all civil cases arising in district courts, and also on questions of law alone in all criminal cases 
in which the offense charged is within the original jurisdiction of the district courts. The 
Supreme Court shall fix by rule the jurisdiction of the court of appeals and shall provide for 
the review, where appropriate, of appeals decided by the court of appeals. The [court shall 
also] Supreme Court and the court of appeals have power to issue writs of mandamus, 
certiorari, prohibition, quo warranto [,] and habeas corpus and also all writs necessary or proper 
to the complete exercise of [its appellate] their jurisdiction. Each [of the justices shall have 
power to] justice of the Supreme Court and judge of the court of appeals may issue writs of 
habeas corpus to any part of the State, upon petition by, or on behalf of, any person held in 
actual custody [,] in this State and may make such writs returnable [,] before [himself] the 
issuing justice or judge or the [Supreme Court,] court of which the justice or judge is a 
member, or before any district court in the State or [before] any judge of [said courts.] a district 
court.

2. In case of the disability or disqualification, for any cause, of [the Chief Justice or one of 
the associate justices] a justice of the Supreme Court, [or any two of them,] the Governor [is
authorized and empowered to] may designate [any] a judge of the court of appeals or a district 
judge [or judges] to sit in the place [or places] of [such] the disqualified or disabled justice . [or
justices, and said judge or judges so designated shall receive their] The judge designated by the 
Governor is entitled to receive his actual expense of travel and otherwise while sitting in the 
Supreme Court. 
 3. In the case of the disability or disqualification, for any cause, of a judge of the court of 
appeals, the Governor may designate a district judge to sit in the place of the disabled or 
disqualified judge. The judge whom the Governor designates is entitled to receive his actual 
expense of travel and otherwise while sitting in the court of appeals. 
And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 7 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows:

Sec. 7. The times of holding the Supreme Court , the court of appeals and the district 
courts [shall] must be as fixed by law. The terms of the Supreme Court [shall] must be held at 
the seat of government unless the Legislature otherwise provides by law, except that the 
Supreme Court may hear oral argument at other places in the State. The terms of the court of 
appeals must be held at the place provided by law. The terms of the district courts [shall] must 
be held at the county seats of their respective counties unless the Legislature otherwise provides 
by law.  
And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 8 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows:
 Sec. 8. 1. The Legislature shall determine the number of justices of the peace to be 
elected in each city and township of the State [,] and shall fix by law their qualifications, their 
terms of office and the limits of their civil and criminal jurisdiction, according to the amount in 
controversy, the nature of the case, the penalty provided [,] or any combination of these.  

2. The provisions of this section affecting the number, qualifications, terms of office and 
jurisdiction of justices of the peace become effective on the first Monday of January, 1979. 

3. The Legislature shall also prescribe by law the manner, and determine the cases , in 
which appeals may be taken from justices and other courts. The Supreme Court, the court of 
appeals, the district courts [,] and such other courts [,] as the Legislature [shall designate, shall 
be] designates are courts of record. 
And be it further 
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 RESOLVED, That Section 11 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows:

Sec. 11. The justices of the Supreme Court , the judges of the court of appeals and the 
district judges [shall be] are ineligible to any office, other than a judicial office, during the term 
for which they [shall] have been elected or appointed . [; and all] All elections or appointments 
of any such judges by the people, Legislature [,] or otherwise [,] during said period [,] to any 
office other than judicial [, shall be] are void. 
And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 15 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows:
 Sec. 15. The justices of the Supreme Court , the judges of the court of appeals and the 
district judges [shall] are each entitled to receive for their services a compensation to be fixed by 
law and paid in the manner provided by law, which [shall] must not be increased or diminished 
during the term for which they [shall] have been elected, unless a vacancy occurs, in which case 
the successor of the former incumbent [shall] is entitled to receive only such salary as may be 
provided by law at the time of his election or appointment . [; and provision shall] A provision 
must be made by law for setting apart from each year’s revenue a sufficient amount of money [,]
to pay such compensation. 
And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 20 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows:
 Sec. 20. 1. When a vacancy occurs before the expiration of any term of office in the 
Supreme Court or the court of appeals or among the district judges, the Governor shall appoint 
a justice or judge from among three nominees selected for such individual vacancy by the 
Commission on Judicial Selection.  
 2. The term of office of any justice or judge so appointed expires on the first Monday of 
January following the next general election. 
 3. Each nomination for the Supreme Court [shall] or the court of appeals must be made by 
the permanent Commission, composed of: 
 (a) The Chief Justice or an associate justice designated by him; 
 (b) Three members of the State Bar of Nevada, a public corporation created by statute, 
appointed by its Board of Governors; and 
 (c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, appointed by the Governor. 
 4. Each nomination for the district court [shall] must be made by a temporary commission 
composed of: 
 (a) The permanent Commission; 
 (b) A member of the State Bar of Nevada resident in the judicial district in which the vacancy 
occurs, appointed by the Board of Governors of the State Bar of Nevada; and 
 (c) A resident of such judicial district, not a member of the legal profession, appointed by the 
Governor. 
 5. If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist as a public corporation or ceases to 
include all attorneys admitted to practice before the courts of this State, the Legislature shall 
provide by law, or if it fails to do so the Supreme Court shall provide by rule, for the 
appointment of attorneys at law to the positions designated in this Section to be occupied by 
members of the State Bar of Nevada. 
 6. The term of office of each appointive member of the permanent Commission, except the 
first members, is 4 years. Each appointing authority shall appoint one of the members first 
appointed for a term of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the appointing authority shall fill the 
vacancy for the unexpired term. The additional members of a temporary commission [shall]
must be appointed when a vacancy occurs, and their terms [shall] expire when the nominations 
for such vacancy have been transmitted to the Governor. 
 7. An appointing authority shall not appoint to the permanent Commission more than: 

45



 APRIL 15, 2011 — DAY 68  565 

 (a) One resident of any county. 
 (b) Two members of the same political party. 
No member of the permanent Commission may be a member of [a] the Commission on Judicial 
Discipline.
 8. After the expiration of 30 days from the date on which the Commission on Judicial 
Selection has delivered to him its list of nominees for any vacancy, if the Governor has not made 
the appointment required by this Section, he shall make no other appointment to any public 
office until he has appointed a justice or judge from the list submitted. 
[If a commission on judicial selection is established by another section of this Constitution to 
nominate persons to fill vacancies on the Supreme Court, such commission shall serve as the 
permanent Commission established by subsection 3 of this Section.]
And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 21 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows:
 Sec. 21. 1. A justice of the Supreme Court, a judge of the court of appeals, a district 
judge, a justice of the peace or a municipal judge may, in addition to the provision of Article 7 
for impeachment, be censured, retired, removed or otherwise disciplined by the Commission on 
Judicial Discipline. Pursuant to rules governing appeals adopted by the Supreme Court, a justice 
or judge may appeal from the action of the Commission to the Supreme Court, which may 
reverse such action or take any alternative action provided in this subsection.  
 2. The Commission is composed of: 
 (a) Two justices or judges appointed by the Supreme Court; 
 (b) Two members of the State Bar of Nevada, a public corporation created by statute, 
appointed by its Board of Governors; and 
 (c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, appointed by the Governor. 
The Commission shall elect a Chairman from among its three lay members. 
 3. If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist as a public corporation or ceases to 
include all attorneys admitted to practice before the courts of this State, the Legislature shall 
provide by law, or if it fails to do so the Supreme Court shall provide by rule, for the 
appointment of attorneys at law to the positions designated in this Section to be occupied by 
members of the State Bar of Nevada. 
 4. The term of office of each appointive member of the Commission, except the first 
members, is 4 years. Each appointing authority shall appoint one of the members first appointed 
for a term of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the appointing authority shall fill the vacancy for the 
unexpired term. An appointing authority shall not appoint more than one resident of any county. 
The Governor shall not appoint more than two members of the same political party. No member 
may be a member of a commission on judicial selection. 
 5. The Legislature shall establish: 
 (a) In addition to censure, retirement and removal, the other forms of disciplinary action that 
the Commission may impose; 
 (b) The grounds for censure and other disciplinary action that the Commission may impose, 
including, but not limited to, violations of the provisions of the Code of Judicial Conduct; 
 (c) The standards for the investigation of matters relating to the fitness of a justice or judge; 
and
 (d) The confidentiality or nonconfidentiality, as appropriate, of proceedings before the 
Commission, except that, in any event, a decision to censure, retire or remove a justice or judge 
must be made public. 
 6. The Supreme Court shall adopt a Code of Judicial Conduct. 
 7. The Commission shall adopt rules of procedure for the conduct of its hearings and any 
other procedural rules it deems necessary to carry out its duties. 
 8. No justice or judge may by virtue of this Section be: 
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 (a) Removed except for willful misconduct, willful or persistent failure to perform the duties 
of his office or habitual intemperance; or 
 (b) Retired except for advanced age which interferes with the proper performance of his 
judicial duties, or for mental or physical disability which prevents the proper performance of his 
judicial duties and which is likely to be permanent in nature. 
 9. Any matter relating to the fitness of a justice or judge may be brought to the attention of 
the Commission by any person or on the motion of the Commission. The Commission shall, 
after preliminary investigation, dismiss the matter or order a hearing to be held before it. If a 
hearing is ordered, a statement of the matter [shall] must be served upon the justice or judge 
against whom the proceeding is brought. The Commission in its discretion may suspend a justice 
or judge from the exercise of his office pending the determination of the proceedings before the 
Commission. Any justice or judge whose removal is sought is liable to indictment and 
punishment according to law. A justice or judge retired for disability in accordance with this 
Section is entitled thereafter to receive such compensation as the Legislature may provide. 
 10. If a proceeding is brought against a justice of the Supreme Court, no justice of the 
Supreme Court may sit on the Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is brought 
against a judge of the court of appeals, no judge of the court of appeals may sit on the 
Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is brought against a district judge, no district 
judge from the same judicial district may sit on the Commission for that proceeding. If a 
proceeding is brought against a justice of the peace, no justice of the peace from the same 
township may sit on the Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is brought against a 
municipal judge, no municipal judge from the same city may sit on the Commission for that 
proceeding. If an appeal is taken from an action of the Commission to the Supreme Court, any 
justice who sat on the Commission for that proceeding is disqualified from participating in the 
consideration or decision of the appeal. When any member of the Commission is disqualified by 
this subsection, the Supreme Court shall appoint a substitute from among the eligible judges. 
 11. The Commission may: 
 (a) Designate for each hearing an attorney or attorneys at law to act as counsel to conduct the 
proceeding;
 (b) Summon witnesses to appear and testify under oath and compel the production of books, 
papers, documents and records; 
 (c) Grant immunity from prosecution or punishment when the Commission deems it 
necessary and proper in order to compel the giving of testimony under oath and the production 
of books, papers, documents and records; and 
 (d) Exercise such further powers as the Legislature may from time to time confer upon it. 
And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 3 of Article 7 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows:

[Sec:] Sec. 3. For any reasonable cause to be entered on the journals of each House, which 
may [,] or may not be sufficient grounds for impeachment, the [Chief Justice and associate]
justices of the Supreme Court , the judges of the court of appeals and the judges of the district 
courts [shall] must be removed from office on the vote of two thirds of the members elected to 
each branch of the Legislature . [, and the] The justice or judge complained of [, shall] must be
served with a copy of the complaint against him, and [shall] have an opportunity of being heard 
in person or by counsel in his defense . [, provided, that no] No member of either branch of the 
Legislature [shall be] is eligible to fill the vacancy occasioned by such removal. 
And be it further 
 RESOLVED, That Section 8 of Article 15 of the Nevada Constitution be amended to read as 
follows:

[Sec:] Sec. 8. The Legislature shall provide for the speedy publication of all statute laws of 
a general nature [,] and such decisions of the Supreme Court [,] and the court of appeals as it 
may deem expedient . [; and all] All laws and judicial decisions [shall] must be free for 
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publication by any person . [; provided, that no] No judgment of the Supreme Court or the court 
of appeals shall take effect and be operative until the opinion of the court in such case [shall be]
is filed with the clerk of said court.
 Assemblyman Conklin moved that the resolution be referred to the 
Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections. 
 Motion carried. 

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 

April 11, 2011 
 The Fiscal Analysis Division, pursuant to Joint Standing Rule 14.6, has determined the 
exemption of: Assembly Bills Nos. 148, 358, 449, 493, 526 and 565. 
 Also, the Fiscal Analysis Division, pursuant to Joint Standing Rule 14.6, has determined the 
eligibility for exemption of: Assembly Bills Nos. 213, 312, 343, 359, 361, 380, 387, 416, 419, 
437, 442, 443, 446, 539, 542 and 552. 
 RICK COMBS
 Fiscal Analysis Division

April 11, 2011 
 The Fiscal Analysis Division, pursuant to Joint Standing Rule 14.6, has determined the 
exemption of: Senate Bills Nos. 207, 208, 244 and 485. 
 MARK KRMPOTIC
 Fiscal Analysis Division

April 14, 2011 
 The Fiscal Analysis Division, pursuant to Joint Standing Rule 14.6, has determined the 
exemption of: Assembly Bill No. 522. 
 Also, The Fiscal Analysis Division, pursuant to Joint Standing Rule 14.6, has determined the 
eligibility for exemption of: Assembly Bills Nos. 335, 336, 391, 453, 465, 466, 469, 479, 503, 
536 and 543. 
 RICK COMBS
 Fiscal Analysis Division 

April 14, 2011 
 The Fiscal Analysis Division, pursuant to Joint Standing Rule 14.6, has determined the 
eligibility for exemption of: Senate Bills Nos. 197, 265, 271, 274, 276, 278, 285, 290, 294, 298, 
308, 312, 313, 325, 326, 330, 333, 334, 336, 338, 340, 349, 352, 373, 413, and Senate Joint 
Resolution No. 7. 
 MARK KRMPOTIC
 Fiscal Analysis Division

April 15, 2011 
 The Fiscal Analysis Division, pursuant to Joint Standing Rule 14.6, has determined the 
exemption of: Assembly Bill No. 550. 
    Also, The Fiscal Analysis Division, pursuant to Joint Standing Rule 14.6, has determined the 
eligibility for exemption of: Assembly Bills Nos. 301, 331, 402 and 447. 
 RICK COMBS
 Fiscal Analysis Division
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THE NINETY-FOURTH DAY 
 _____________  

CARSON CITY (Wednesday), May 11, 2011 

 Assembly called to order at 12:36 p.m. 
 Mr. Speaker presiding.  
 Roll called. 
 All present.  
 Prayer by the Chaplain, Jason Frierson. 
 Lord, we first take a moment to thank You for all that You have done, are doing, and are 
going to do. We thank You for allowing us to be here, because we know that it is nothing short 
of Your Grace that has put us in a position to help Your people. 
 God, we pray that in these final weeks of our legislative session, You keep in our minds and 
on our hearts, that while we may not agree on how to get there, we can agree that we are here 
with the same charge: To make our Nevada  
a better Nevada. 
 Lord, replace anxiety with hope, replace anger with compassion. Remind us of your direction 
in Proverbs 31: 8, 9, whereby You tell us: 

Speak up for those who cannot speak for themselves,  
   for the rights of all who are destitute.  
Speak up and judge fairly;  
   defend the rights of the poor and needy.  

 And when our legislative work is done this session, let us return home knowing that we left 
this institution a better institution than when You gave it to us... that we lived up to Your charge, 
and made our Nevada a better Nevada. 
 In the name of Your Son, we pray. 

AMEN.

 Pledge of allegiance to the Flag. 

 Assemblyman Conklin moved that further reading of the Journal be 
dispensed with, and the Speaker and Chief Clerk be authorized to make the 
necessary corrections and additions. 
 Motion carried. 

INTRODUCTION, FIRST READING AND REFERENCE 

 By the Committee on Ways and Means: 
 Assembly Bill No. 569—An act relating to taxation; imposing a 
transaction tax in this state; providing for the administration, collection and 
enforcement of the tax; delaying the prospective expiration of an increase in 
the rate of the Local School Support Tax; providing penalties; and providing 
other matters properly relating thereto. 
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 9.  A person claiming to be injured or damaged by an act of the school 
may maintain an action in any court of competent jurisdiction on the bond 
against the school and the surety named therein, or either of them, for refund 
of tuition paid. Any judgment against the principal or surety in any such 
action must include the costs thereof and those incident to the bringing of the 
action, including a reasonable attorney’s fee. The aggregate liability of the 
surety to all such persons may not exceed the sum of the bond. 
 10.  The Board shall adopt regulations defining the terms “minor 
violation” and “major violation” for the purposes of subsection 6. 
 Assemblyman Atkinson moved the adoption of the amendment. 
 Amendment adopted. 
 Bill ordered reprinted, engrossed, and to third reading. 

 Senate Bill No. 218. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Bill No. 408. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Joint Resolution No. 8. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

Senate Joint Resolution No. 14. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

GENERAL FILE AND THIRD READING 

 Assembly Bill No. 486. 
 Bill read third time. 
 Remarks by Assemblyman Aizley. 
 Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 486: 
 YEAS—42. 
 NAYS—None. 
 Assembly Bill No. 486 having received a constitutional majority, 
Mr. Speaker declared it passed. 
 Bill ordered transmitted to the Senate. 

 Assembly Bill No. 491. 
 Bill read third time. 
 Remarks by Assemblyman Grady. 
 Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 491: 
 YEAS—42. 
 NAYS—None. 
 Assembly Bill No. 491 having received a constitutional majority, 
Mr. Speaker declared it passed. 
 Bill ordered transmitted to the Senate. 
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THE NINTY-SIXTH DAY 
 _____________  

CARSON CITY (Friday), May 13, 2011 

 Assembly called to order at 12:06 p.m. 
 Mr. Speaker presiding.    
 Roll called. 
 All present except Assemblymen Bobzien and Hammond, who were 
excused.
 Prayer by the Chaplain, Dr. Ken Haskins. 
 Our Heavenly Father, these are challenging times.  At times, the tasks before us seem to be 
impossible.  Still, we know that all things are possible with You. So provide for us all things 
needed to perform well and to promote the best interests of all Nevadans.  I pray in Jesus’ Name. 

AMEN.

 Pledge of allegiance to the Flag. 

 Assemblyman Conklin moved that further reading of the Journal be 
dispensed with, and the Speaker and Chief Clerk be authorized to make the 
necessary corrections and additions. 
 Motion carried. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. Speaker: 
Your Committee on Ways and Means has had under consideration the various budgets for the 

Department of Administration, Information Technology Division and the Department of Information 
Technology, and begs leave to report back that the following accounts have been closed by the 
Committee: 

 Administration – Information Technology Division (101-1320) 
 Administration – Information Technology Projects (101-1325) 
 Information Technology – Office of Chief Information Officer (721-1373) 
 Information Technology – Application Support (721-1365) 
 Information Technology – Computer Facility (721-1385) 
 Information Technology – Data Communications and Network Engineering (721-1386) 
 Information Technology – Telecommunications (721-1387) 
 Information Technology – Network Transport Services (721-1388) 
 Information Technology – Security (721-1389) 

 Also, your Committee on Ways and Means has had under consideration the various budgets or 
the Nevada State Energy Office, and begs leave to report back that the following accounts have 
been closed by the Committee: 

 Governor’s Office Energy Conservation (101-4868) 
    Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Authority (101-4869) 
 Renewable Energy, Efficiency and Conservation Loan (101-4875)
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 Remarks by Assemblywoman Carlton. 
 Roll call on Senate Bill No. 408: 
 YEAS—35. 
 NAYS—Atkinson, Conklin, Kirkpatrick, Oceguera, Smith—5. 
 EXCUSED—Bobzien, Hammond—2. 
 Senate Bill No. 408 having received a constitutional majority, Mr. Speaker 
declared it passed. 
 Bill ordered transmitted to the Senate. 

MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES

 Assemblyman Conklin moved that Senate Joint Resolution No. 8 be taken 
from the General File and placed on the General File for the next legislative 
day. 
 Motion carried. 

GENERAL FILE AND THIRD READING 

 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14. 
 Resolution read third time. 
 Remarks by Assemblywoman Flores. 
 Roll call on Senate Joint Resolution No. 14: 
 YEAS—32. 
 NAYS—Ellison, Goedhart, Hambrick, Hansen, Kirner, Kite, Livermore, Sherwood—8. 
 EXCUSED—Bobzien, Hammond—2. 
 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 having received a constitutional majority, 
Mr. Speaker declared it passed. 
 Resolution ordered transmitted to the Senate. 

 Assembly Bill No. 419. 
 Bill read third time. 
 Remarks by Assemblyman Goicoechea. 
 Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 419: 
 YEAS—40. 
 NAYS—None. 
 EXCUSED—Bobzien, Hammond—2. 
 Assembly Bill No. 419 having received a constitutional majority, 
Mr. Speaker declared it passed, as amended. 
 Bill ordered transmitted to the Senate. 

SECOND READING AND AMENDMENT 

 Assembly Bill No. 483. 
 Bill read second time. 
 The following amendment was proposed by the Committee on  
Ways and Means: 
 Amendment No. 574. 
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 14–COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

 
MARCH 28, 2011 
____________ 

 
Referred to Committee on Judiciary 

 
SUMMARY—Proposes to amend the Nevada Constitution to create 

an intermediate appellate court. (BDR C-1013) 
 
FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No. 
 Effect on the State: Yes. 

 
~ 
 

EXPLANATION – Matter in bolded italics is new; matter between brackets [omitted material] is material to be omitted. 
 

 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION—Proposing to amend the Nevada 

Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 
 
Legislative Counsel’s Digest: 
 This resolution proposes an amendment to the Nevada Constitution to create an 1 
intermediate appellate court, known as the court of appeals. The court of appeals 2 
will consist of three judges, but the Legislature may by law increase the number of 3 
judges. The initial three judges must be appointed by the Governor from among 4 
three nominees for each seat chosen by the Commission on Judicial Selection. 5 
These initial judges will be appointed for a term of 2 years beginning on the first 6 
Monday of January of the year following the effective date of this constitutional 7 
amendment. After the initial terms, the judges of the court of appeals will be 8 
elected at the general election to serve a term of 6 years. 9 
 The court of appeals will have appellate jurisdiction in civil cases arising in 10 
district courts and in criminal cases within the original jurisdiction of the district 11 
courts. The Nevada Supreme Court must fix the jurisdiction of the court of appeals 12 
by rule and provide for the review of appeals decided by the court of appeals. In 13 
addition, the Nevada Supreme Court must provide by rule for the assignment of one 14 
or more judges of the court of appeals to devote a part of their time to serve as 15 
supplemental district judges, where needed. 16 
 
 
 RESOLVED BY THE SENATE AND ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF 1 
NEVADA, JOINTLY, That a new section, designated Section 3A, be 2 
added to Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution to read as follows: 3 

 Sec. 3A.  1.  The court of appeals consists of three 4 
judges or such greater number as the Legislature may 5 
provide by law. If the number of judges is so increased, the 6 
Supreme Court must provide by rule for the assignment of 7 
each appeal to a panel of three judges for decision. 8 
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 2.  After the initial terms, each judge of the court of 1 
appeals must be elected by the qualified electors of this State 2 
at the general election for a term of 6 years beginning on 3 
the first Monday of January next after the election. The 4 
initial three judges of the court of appeals must be 5 
appointed by the Governor from among three nominees 6 
selected for each individual seat by the permanent 7 
Commission on Judicial Selection described in subsection 3 8 
of section 20 of this Article. After the expiration of 30 days 9 
from the date on which the permanent Commission on 10 
Judicial Selection has delivered to the Governor its list of 11 
nominees for the initial judges, if the Governor has not 12 
made the appointments required by this Section, the 13 
Governor shall make no other appointment to any public 14 
office until the Governor has appointed a judge from the list 15 
submitted. The term of the initial judges is 2 years 16 
beginning on the first Monday of January next after the 17 
effective date of this Section, and an initial judge may 18 
succeed himself. If there is an increase in the number of 19 
judges, each additional judge must be elected by the 20 
qualified electors of this State at the first general election 21 
following the increase for a term of 6 years beginning on 22 
the first Monday of January next after the election. 23 
 3.  The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court shall 24 
appoint one of the judges of the court of appeals to be chief 25 
judge. The chief judge serves a term of 4 years, except that 26 
the term of the initial chief judge is 2 years. The chief judge 27 
may succeed himself. The chief judge may resign the 28 
position of chief judge without resigning from the court of 29 
appeals. 30 
 4.  The Supreme Court shall provide by rule for the 31 
assignment of one or more judges of the court of appeals to 32 
devote a part of their time to serve as supplemental district 33 
judges, where needed. 34 

And be it further 35 
 RESOLVED, That Section 1 of Article 6 of the Nevada 36 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 37 

 Section 1.  The judicial power of this State [shall be] is 38 
vested in a court system, comprising a Supreme Court, a 39 
court of appeals, district courts [,] and justices of the peace. 40 
The Legislature may also establish, as part of the system, 41 
courts for municipal purposes only in incorporated cities and 42 
towns. 43 
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And be it further 1 
 RESOLVED, That Section 4 of Article 6 of the Nevada 2 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 3 

 Sec. 4.  1.  The Supreme Court [shall] and the court of 4 
appeals have appellate jurisdiction in all civil cases arising in 5 
district courts, and also on questions of law alone in all 6 
criminal cases in which the offense charged is within the 7 
original jurisdiction of the district courts. The Supreme Court 8 
shall fix by rule the jurisdiction of the court of appeals and 9 
shall provide for the review, where appropriate, of appeals 10 
decided by the court of appeals. The [court shall also] 11 
Supreme Court and the court of appeals have power to issue 12 
writs of mandamus, certiorari, prohibition, quo warranto [,] 13 
and habeas corpus and also all writs necessary or proper to 14 
the complete exercise of [its appellate] their jurisdiction. 15 
Each [of the justices shall have power to] justice of the 16 
Supreme Court and judge of the court of appeals may issue 17 
writs of habeas corpus to any part of the State, upon petition 18 
by, or on behalf of, any person held in actual custody [,] in 19 
this State and may make such writs returnable [,] before 20 
[himself] the issuing justice or judge or the [Supreme Court,] 21 
court of which the justice or judge is a member, or before 22 
any district court in the State or [before] any judge of [said 23 
courts.] a district court. 24 
 2.  In case of the disability or disqualification, for any 25 
cause, of [the Chief Justice or one of the associate justices] a 26 
justice of the Supreme Court, [or any two of them,] the 27 
Governor [is authorized and empowered to] may designate 28 
[any] a judge of the court of appeals or a district judge [or 29 
judges] to sit in the place [or places] of [such] the disqualified 30 
or disabled justice . [or justices, and said judge or judges so 31 
designated shall receive their] The judge designated by the 32 
Governor is entitled to receive his actual expense of travel 33 
and otherwise while sitting in the Supreme Court. 34 
 3.  In the case of the disability or disqualification, for 35 
any cause, of a judge of the court of appeals, the Governor 36 
may designate a district judge to sit in the place of the 37 
disabled or disqualified judge. The judge whom the 38 
Governor designates is entitled to receive his actual expense 39 
of travel and otherwise while sitting in the court of appeals. 40 

And be it further 41 
 RESOLVED, That Section 7 of Article 6 of the Nevada 42 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 43 

 Sec. 7.  The times of holding the Supreme Court , the 44 
court of appeals and the district courts [shall] must be as 45 
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fixed by law. The terms of the Supreme Court [shall] must be 1 
held at the seat of government unless the Legislature 2 
otherwise provides by law, except that the Supreme Court 3 
may hear oral argument at other places in the State. The 4 
terms of the court of appeals must be held at the place 5 
provided by law. The terms of the district courts [shall] must 6 
be held at the county seats of their respective counties unless 7 
the Legislature otherwise provides by law.  8 

And be it further 9 
 RESOLVED, That Section 8 of Article 6 of the Nevada 10 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 11 

 Sec. 8.  1.  The Legislature shall determine the number 12 
of justices of the peace to be elected in each city and 13 
township of the State [,] and shall fix by law their 14 
qualifications, their terms of office and the limits of their civil 15 
and criminal jurisdiction, according to the amount in 16 
controversy, the nature of the case, the penalty provided [,] or 17 
any combination of these.  18 
 2.  The provisions of this section affecting the number, 19 
qualifications, terms of office and jurisdiction of justices of 20 
the peace become effective on the first Monday of January, 21 
1979. 22 
 3.  The Legislature shall also prescribe by law the 23 
manner, and determine the cases , in which appeals may be 24 
taken from justices and other courts. The Supreme Court, the 25 
court of appeals, the district courts [,] and such other courts 26 
[,] as the Legislature [shall designate, shall be] designates are 27 
courts of record. 28 

And be it further 29 
 RESOLVED, That Section 11 of Article 6 of the Nevada 30 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 31 

 Sec. 11.  The justices of the Supreme Court , the judges 32 
of the court of appeals and the district judges [shall be] are 33 
ineligible to any office, other than a judicial office, during the 34 
term for which they [shall] have been elected or appointed . [; 35 
and all] All elections or appointments of any such judges by 36 
the people, Legislature [,] or otherwise [,] during said period 37 
[,] to any office other than judicial [, shall be] are void. 38 

And be it further 39 
 RESOLVED, That Section 15 of Article 6 of the Nevada 40 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 41 

 Sec. 15.  The justices of the Supreme Court , the judges 42 
of the court of appeals and the district judges [shall] are each 43 
entitled to receive for their services a compensation to be 44 
fixed by law and paid in the manner provided by law, which 45 
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[shall] must not be increased or diminished during the term 1 
for which they [shall] have been elected, unless a vacancy 2 
occurs, in which case the successor of the former incumbent 3 
[shall] is entitled to receive only such salary as may be 4 
provided by law at the time of his election or appointment . [; 5 
and provision shall] A provision must be made by law for 6 
setting apart from each year’s revenue a sufficient amount of 7 
money [,] to pay such compensation. 8 

And be it further 9 
 RESOLVED, That Section 20 of Article 6 of the Nevada 10 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 11 

 Sec. 20.  1.  When a vacancy occurs before the 12 
expiration of any term of office in the Supreme Court or the 13 
court of appeals or among the district judges, the Governor 14 
shall appoint a justice or judge from among three nominees 15 
selected for such individual vacancy by the Commission on 16 
Judicial Selection.  17 
 2.  The term of office of any justice or judge so appointed 18 
expires on the first Monday of January following the next 19 
general election. 20 
 3.  Each nomination for the Supreme Court [shall] or the 21 
court of appeals must be made by the permanent 22 
Commission, composed of: 23 
 (a) The Chief Justice or an associate justice designated by 24 
him; 25 
 (b) Three members of the State Bar of Nevada, a public 26 
corporation created by statute, appointed by its Board of 27 
Governors; and 28 
 (c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, 29 
appointed by the Governor. 30 
 4.  Each nomination for the district court [shall] must be 31 
made by a temporary commission composed of: 32 
 (a) The permanent Commission; 33 
 (b) A member of the State Bar of Nevada resident in the 34 
judicial district in which the vacancy occurs, appointed by the 35 
Board of Governors of the State Bar of Nevada; and 36 
 (c) A resident of such judicial district, not a member of 37 
the legal profession, appointed by the Governor. 38 
 5.  If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist 39 
as a public corporation or ceases to include all attorneys 40 
admitted to practice before the courts of this State, the 41 
Legislature shall provide by law, or if it fails to do so the 42 
Supreme Court shall provide by rule, for the appointment of 43 
attorneys at law to the positions designated in this Section to 44 
be occupied by members of the State Bar of Nevada. 45 
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 6.  The term of office of each appointive member of the 1 
permanent Commission, except the first members, is 4 years. 2 
Each appointing authority shall appoint one of the members 3 
first appointed for a term of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the 4 
appointing authority shall fill the vacancy for the unexpired 5 
term. The additional members of a temporary commission 6 
[shall] must be appointed when a vacancy occurs, and their 7 
terms [shall] expire when the nominations for such vacancy 8 
have been transmitted to the Governor. 9 
 7.  An appointing authority shall not appoint to the 10 
permanent Commission more than: 11 
 (a) One resident of any county. 12 
 (b) Two members of the same political party. 13 
No member of the permanent Commission may be a member 14 
of [a] the Commission on Judicial Discipline. 15 
 8.  After the expiration of 30 days from the date on which 16 
the Commission on Judicial Selection has delivered to him its 17 
list of nominees for any vacancy, if the Governor has not 18 
made the appointment required by this Section, he shall make 19 
no other appointment to any public office until he has 20 
appointed a justice or judge from the list submitted. 21 
[If a commission on judicial selection is established by 22 
another section of this Constitution to nominate persons to fill 23 
vacancies on the Supreme Court, such commission shall serve 24 
as the permanent Commission established by subsection 3 of 25 
this Section.] 26 

And be it further 27 
 RESOLVED, That Section 21 of Article 6 of the Nevada 28 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 29 

 Sec. 21.  1.  A justice of the Supreme Court, a judge of 30 
the court of appeals, a district judge, a justice of the peace or 31 
a municipal judge may, in addition to the provision of Article 32 
7 for impeachment, be censured, retired, removed or 33 
otherwise disciplined by the Commission on Judicial 34 
Discipline. Pursuant to rules governing appeals adopted by 35 
the Supreme Court, a justice or judge may appeal from the 36 
action of the Commission to the Supreme Court, which may 37 
reverse such action or take any alternative action provided in 38 
this subsection.  39 
 2.  The Commission is composed of: 40 
 (a) Two justices or judges appointed by the Supreme 41 
Court; 42 
 (b) Two members of the State Bar of Nevada, a public 43 
corporation created by statute, appointed by its Board of 44 
Governors; and 45 
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 (c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, 1 
appointed by the Governor. 2 
The Commission shall elect a Chairman from among its three 3 
lay members. 4 
 3.  If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist 5 
as a public corporation or ceases to include all attorneys 6 
admitted to practice before the courts of this State, the 7 
Legislature shall provide by law, or if it fails to do so the 8 
Supreme Court shall provide by rule, for the appointment of 9 
attorneys at law to the positions designated in this Section to 10 
be occupied by members of the State Bar of Nevada. 11 
 4.  The term of office of each appointive member of the 12 
Commission, except the first members, is 4 years. Each 13 
appointing authority shall appoint one of the members first 14 
appointed for a term of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the 15 
appointing authority shall fill the vacancy for the unexpired 16 
term. An appointing authority shall not appoint more than one 17 
resident of any county. The Governor shall not appoint more 18 
than two members of the same political party. No member 19 
may be a member of a commission on judicial selection. 20 
 5.  The Legislature shall establish: 21 
 (a) In addition to censure, retirement and removal, the 22 
other forms of disciplinary action that the Commission may 23 
impose; 24 
 (b) The grounds for censure and other disciplinary action 25 
that the Commission may impose, including, but not limited 26 
to, violations of the provisions of the Code of Judicial 27 
Conduct; 28 
 (c) The standards for the investigation of matters relating 29 
to the fitness of a justice or judge; and 30 
 (d) The confidentiality or nonconfidentiality, as 31 
appropriate, of proceedings before the Commission, except 32 
that, in any event, a decision to censure, retire or remove a 33 
justice or judge must be made public. 34 
 6.  The Supreme Court shall adopt a Code of Judicial 35 
Conduct. 36 
 7.  The Commission shall adopt rules of procedure for 37 
the conduct of its hearings and any other procedural rules it 38 
deems necessary to carry out its duties. 39 
 8.  No justice or judge may by virtue of this Section be: 40 
 (a) Removed except for willful misconduct, willful or 41 
persistent failure to perform the duties of his office or 42 
habitual intemperance; or 43 
 (b) Retired except for advanced age which interferes with 44 
the proper performance of his judicial duties, or for mental or 45 
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physical disability which prevents the proper performance of 1 
his judicial duties and which is likely to be permanent in 2 
nature. 3 
 9.  Any matter relating to the fitness of a justice or judge 4 
may be brought to the attention of the Commission by any 5 
person or on the motion of the Commission. The Commission 6 
shall, after preliminary investigation, dismiss the matter or 7 
order a hearing to be held before it. If a hearing is ordered, a 8 
statement of the matter [shall] must be served upon the justice 9 
or judge against whom the proceeding is brought. The 10 
Commission in its discretion may suspend a justice or judge 11 
from the exercise of his office pending the determination of 12 
the proceedings before the Commission. Any justice or judge 13 
whose removal is sought is liable to indictment and 14 
punishment according to law. A justice or judge retired for 15 
disability in accordance with this Section is entitled thereafter 16 
to receive such compensation as the Legislature may provide. 17 
 10.  If a proceeding is brought against a justice of the 18 
Supreme Court, no justice of the Supreme Court may sit on 19 
the Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is 20 
brought against a judge of the court of appeals, no judge of 21 
the court of appeals may sit on the Commission for that 22 
proceeding. If a proceeding is brought against a district 23 
judge, no district judge from the same judicial district may sit 24 
on the Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is 25 
brought against a justice of the peace, no justice of the peace 26 
from the same township may sit on the Commission for that 27 
proceeding. If a proceeding is brought against a municipal 28 
judge, no municipal judge from the same city may sit on the 29 
Commission for that proceeding. If an appeal is taken from an 30 
action of the Commission to the Supreme Court, any justice 31 
who sat on the Commission for that proceeding is disqualified 32 
from participating in the consideration or decision of the 33 
appeal. When any member of the Commission is disqualified 34 
by this subsection, the Supreme Court shall appoint a 35 
substitute from among the eligible judges. 36 
 11.  The Commission may: 37 
 (a) Designate for each hearing an attorney or attorneys at 38 
law to act as counsel to conduct the proceeding; 39 
 (b) Summon witnesses to appear and testify under oath 40 
and compel the production of books, papers, documents and 41 
records; 42 
 (c) Grant immunity from prosecution or punishment when 43 
the Commission deems it necessary and proper in order to 44 
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compel the giving of testimony under oath and the production 1 
of books, papers, documents and records; and 2 
 (d) Exercise such further powers as the Legislature may 3 
from time to time confer upon it. 4 

And be it further 5 
 RESOLVED, That Section 3 of Article 7 of the Nevada 6 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 7 

 [Sec:] Sec. 3.  For any reasonable cause to be entered on 8 
the journals of each House, which may [,] or may not be 9 
sufficient grounds for impeachment, the [Chief Justice and 10 
associate] justices of the Supreme Court , the judges of the 11 
court of appeals and the judges of the district courts [shall] 12 
must be removed from office on the vote of two thirds of the 13 
members elected to each branch of the Legislature . [, and 14 
the] The justice or judge complained of [, shall] must be 15 
served with a copy of the complaint against him, and [shall] 16 
have an opportunity of being heard in person or by counsel in 17 
his defense . [, provided, that no] No member of either branch 18 
of the Legislature [shall be] is eligible to fill the vacancy 19 
occasioned by such removal. 20 

And be it further 21 
 RESOLVED, That Section 8 of Article 15 of the Nevada 22 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 23 

 [Sec:] Sec. 8.  The Legislature shall provide for the 24 
speedy publication of all statute laws of a general nature [,] 25 
and such decisions of the Supreme Court [,] and the court of 26 
appeals as it may deem expedient . [; and all] All laws and 27 
judicial decisions [shall] must be free for publication by any 28 
person . [; provided, that no] No judgment of the Supreme 29 
Court or the court of appeals shall take effect and be 30 
operative until the opinion of the court in such case [shall be] 31 
is filed with the clerk of said court. 32 

 
H
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NON-EXECUTIVE AGENCY

FISCAL NOTE
AGENCY'S ESTIMATES Date Prepared: April 5, 2011
Agency Submitting: Administrative Office of the Courts

Items of Revenue or
Expense, or Both

Fiscal Year
2010-11

Fiscal Year
2011-12

Fiscal Year
2012-13

Effect on Future 
Biennia

Total 0 0 0 0

Explanation (Use Additional Sheets of Attachments, if required)

Passage of this resolution during the 76th legislative session would not obligate the state for any costs in the next 
biennium, or in the following biennia.  Costs for the formation of a Court of Appeals would need to be considered if 
during the next session (2013) this resolution would pass for a second time.  During the 73rd legislative session a 
similar resolution passed.  Subsequently, for the 74th session, the Court developed a detailed report on the need for 
and the impact of an appellate court.  That report is available online at 
http://www.nevadajudiciary.us/images/pdf/rpt_iac_2007.pdf and describes the fiscal impact had the voters passed the 
resolution during the November 2010 elections.

Deanna BjorkName

Title Manager of Budgets

FN 5942
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EXECUTIVE AGENCY

FISCAL NOTE
AGENCY'S ESTIMATES Date Prepared: April 5, 2011
Agency Submitting: Secretary of State

Items of Revenue or
Expense, or Both

Fiscal Year
2010-11

Fiscal Year
2011-12

Fiscal Year
2012-13

Effect on Future 
Biennia

Total 0 0 0 0

Explanation (Use Additional Sheets of Attachments, if required)

There is no impact to the Office of the Secretary of State as a result of the proposed legislation.

Kate ThomasName

Title Deputy Secretary of State

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION'S COMMENTS Date Monday, April 04, 2011

The agency's response appears reasonable.

Andrew K. ClingerName

DirectorTitle

FN 5943
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Cooperative Extension and the Director of the Department of Wildlife for 
distribution to the conservation groups which have participated in the effort 
to prevent the greater sage grouse from being listed as an endangered or 
threatened species. 

Senate Joint Resolution No. 14-Committee on Judiciary 

FILE NUMBER 26 

SENA TE JOINT RESOLUTION-Proposing to amend the Nevada 
Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 

1-egkletive Counsel's Digest: 
This resolution proposes an amendment to the Nevada Constitution to create an 

intermediate appellate court. known as the court of appeals. The court of appeals will 
consist of three judges, but the Legislature may by law increase the number of judges. 
The initial three judges must be appointed by the Governor from among three 
nominees for each seat chosen by the Commission on Judicial Selection. 1bese initial 
judges will be appointed for a term of 2 years beginning on the first Monday of 
January of the year following the effective date of this constitutional amendment. 
After the initial terms, the judges of the court of appeals will be elected at the general 
election to serve a term of 6 years. 

The court of appeals will have appellate jurisdiction in civil cases arising in 
district courts and in criminal cases within the original jurisdiction of the district 
courts. The Nevada Supreme Court must fix the jurisdiction of the court of appeals by 
rule and provide for the review of appeals decided by the court of appeals. In 
addition, the Nevada Supreme Court must provide by rule for the assignment of one 
or more judges of the court of appeals to devote a part of their time to serve as 
supplemental district judges. where needed. 

EXPLANATIOS- Mauerin.w.tlllda la new; maaer ~ bncbcsl■ai .. 11 t ill) is llllllerial to beomiaed. 

REsOLVED BY nfE SENA TE AND ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF NEV ADA, 
JOIN11.. Y, That a new section, designated Section 3A, be added to Article 6 
of the Nevada Constitution to read as follows: 

Sec. JA.. I. TIU! court of appeal.r consisa of dine judges or 
such greaur number as tlN ugislature may provilk by law. If the 
number of jullges is 10 increased, tlN SupnllN Court ,n,at provilk 
by ruk for tlN assi.gmant of each appeal to a paMI of dine judges 
for udsion. 

2. After the initial t.enns, each judge of tlN court of appeals 
,n,at be el«t.ed by tlN qualiJkd eketon of this Stau at tM geMral 
el«tion for a t.enn of 6 Jean beginning on tM fint MondaJ of 
Jamuuy nut after tlN ekction. TM initial thrn judgn of tlN court 
of appeals must be appointlJd by tlN Governor from a,no,ag dine 
nominees sekct.ed for each uulividllal seat l,y tM ~nt 
Commiuion on Judicial Sel«tion lkscribed in 1ub1ection 3 of 
section 20 of this Artiek. After tlN upiration of 30 days from tlN 
dau on which tlN pertnllllffll Conuni.Jrion on Ju&ial 5-l«tion has 
ulivend to the Governor its list of nomiMe, for tl,e initial judges, if 
tlN Governor luu not made tM appointments nquind by this 
Section, tlN Governor shall make no otlNr appointment to any 

dmayabb
Typewritten Text
2011

dmayabb
Statutes of Nevada



66

3836 RESOLUTIONS AND MEMORIALS File 26 

publie office until the Govemor has appointed a judge from the list 
submilted. The term of the initial judges u 2 1ears beginning on the 
first MotulaJ of }anlllll'J next after 11N effective ate of this Section, 
and an initial judge may succeed himself. If there u an increme in 
the number of judges, each additional judge must be elected by the 
qru,lifkd ekcton of this Stau at the first general ekction following 
the increase for a term of 6 years beginning on the first Monday of 
}anlllll'J nut aft,r the ekction. 

3. The Chief Justice of the Suprenu Court shall appoint one of 
the judges of the court of appeals to be chief judge. The chief judge 
serves a term of 4 Jean, except that the term of the initial chief 
judge u 2 years. The chief judge may succeed himself. The clwf 
judge ma1 rnign the position of chief judge without resigning from 
the court of appeals. 

4. The Suprenu Court shall provide by ruk for the assignment 
of one or more judges of the court of appeals to devote a part of 
their time to serve as suppkmental district judges, where needed. 

And be it further 
REsoL VED, That Section 1 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be 

amended to read as follows: 
Section I . The judicial power of this State Esh&II ~) u vested in 

a court system, comprising a Supreme Court, a cour1 of appeals, 
district courts M and justices of the peace. The Legislature may also 
establish, as part of the system. courts for municipal purposes only in 
incorporated cities and towns. 

And be it further 
REsOLVED, That Section 4 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be 

amended to read as follows: 
Sec. 4. 1. The Supreme Court Eshall] and the court of appeals 

have appellate jurisdiction in all civil cases arising in district courts, 
and also on questions of law alone in all criminal cases in which the 
offense charged is within the original jurisdiction of the district 
courts. The Suprenu Court shall fix by ruk the jurisdktion of the 
court of appeals and shall provilu for the review, where appropriate, 
of appeals tkcided by the court of appeals. The Eeelllt shall &lse] 
Supreme Court and the court of appeals have power to issue writs of 
mandamus, certiorari, prohibition. quo warranto M and habeas corpus 
and also all writs necessary or proper to the complete exercise of {tfS 
eppellale] their jurisdiction. Each fef die j11sttees shall hB¥e ,ewer ta] 
justice of the Supreme Coun and judge of the court of appeals may 
issue writs of habeas corpus to any part of the State, upon petition by, 
or on behalf of, any person held in actual custody f;j in thu State and 
may make such writs returnable f;j before Ehi1RSelf] the usuing 
justice or judge or the E811pRltRe Cellft,] coun of which the justice or 
judge u a member, or before any district court in the State or EMfere] 
any judge of Eseid eewts.) a district court. 

2. In ca~ of the disability or disqualification, for any cause, of 
[Hie Chief Jus~iee er eee ef fhe esseeiate j11stiees) a justice of the 
Supreme Court, ler MY twe ef Hlem,] the Governor [is eudl0Ri'.eEI ed 
empe•Mered le] may designate ~ a judge of the court of appeals 
or a district judge Ear j11dges) to sit in the place Ear ,1aees] of Es1:1eh] 
the disqualified or disabled justice • [er j11stiees. &Ad said j1:1dge er 
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j11dges se eesignMed sh&II Neeive dteirl The judge designated by the 
Governor is entitled to receive his actual expense of travel and 
otherwise while sitting in the Supreme Court. 

3. In the case of the disabiluy or disqau,lification, for any 
came, of a judge of the court of appeals, the Governor may 
designaJe a distria judge to sit in the place of the disabled or 
disqualifi«l judge. The judge whom the GoFernor designates is 
enti&d to nceive his aetual expense of Ira-Pel and otherwise while 
sitting in the court of appeals. 

And be it further 
REsOLVED, That Section 7 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be 

amended to read as follows: 
Sec. 7. The times of holding the Supreme Court , the court of 

appeals and the district courts [shall] must be as fixed by law. The 
terms of the Supreme Court [shall] must be held at the seat of 
government unless the Legislature otherwise provides by law, except 
that the Supreme Court may hear oral argument at other places in the 
State. TM umu of the court of appeals must be held at the place 
provided by law. The terms of the district courts [shall] must be held 
at the county seats of their respective counties unless the Legislature 
otherwise provides by law. 

And be it further 
REsoLVED. That Section 8 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be 

amended to read as follows: 
Sec. 8. 1. The Legislature shall determine the number of 

justices of the peace to be elected in each city and township of the 
State M and shall fix by law their qualifications. their terms of office 
and the limits of their civil and criminal jurisdiction, according to the 
amount in controversy, the nature of the case, the penalty provided M 
or any combination of these. 

2. The provisions of this section affecting the number, 
qualifications, terms of office and jurisdiction of justices of the peace 
become effective on the first Monday of January, 1979. 

J. The Legislature shall also prescribe by law the manner, and 
determine the cases , in which appeals may be taken from justices and 
other co~. The Supreme Court, the court of appeals, the district 
courts M and such other courts M as the Legislature [shall desigeate, 
shall M] designaus are courts of record. 

And be it further 
REsoL VED, That Section 11 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be 

amended to read as follows: 
Sec. 11. The justices of the Supreme Court , the judges of the 

court of appeals and the district judges [shall M] are ineligible to any 
office, other than a judicial office, during the term for which they 
[shell] have been elected or appointed • [; &Rd alll AU elections or 
appointments of any such judges by the people, Legislature M or 
otherwise M during said period M to any office other than judicial f; 
shall M] an void. 

And be it further 
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REsoLVED, That Section 15 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be 
amended to read as follows: 

Sec. 15. The justices of the Supreme Court, the judges of the 

court of appeals and the district judges Eshall) are each endtled to 

receive for their services a compensation to be fixed by law and paid 

in the manner provided by law, which EshallJ must not be increased or 
diminished during the tenn for which they Eshalll have been elected, 

unless a vacancy occurs, in which case the successor of the former 

incumbent EshallJ is entitled to receive only such salary as may be 
provided by law at the time of his election or appointment • h BIMI 

pM¥i8ieR &hall) A provision must be made by law for setting apart 

from each year's revenue a sufficient amount of money fd to pay such 

compensation. 
And be it further 

REsoL VED, That Section 20 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be 

amended to read as follows: 
Sec. 20. 1. When a vacancy occurs before the expiration of 

any term of office in the Supreme Court or the court of appeals or 

among the district judges, the Governor shaJl appoint a justice or 

judge from among three nominees selected for such individual 

vacancy by the Commission on Judicial Selection. 
2. The term of office of any justice or judge so appointed expires 

on the first Monday of January following the next general election. 

3. Each nomination for the Supreme Court Eshall) or the court 
of appeab must be made by the permanent Commission, composed 

of: 
(a) The Chief Justice or an associate justice designated by him; 

(b) Three members of the State Bar of Nevada, a public 

corporation created by statute, appointed by its Board of Governors; 

and 
( c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, appointed 

by the Governor. 
4. Each nomination for the district court Eshall) must be made by 

a temporary commission composed of: 
(a) The permanent Commission; 
(b) A member of the State Bar of Nevada resident in the judicial 

district in which the vacancy occurs, appointed by the Board of 

Governors of the State Bar of Nevada; and 
(c) A resident of such judicial district, not a member of the legal 

profession, appointed by the Governor. 
5. If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist as a 

public corporation or ceases to include all attorneys admitted to 

practice before the courts of this State, the Legislature shall provide 

by law, or if it fails to do so the Supreme Court shall provide by rule, 

for the appointment of attorneys at law to the positions designated in 

this Section to be occupied by members of the State Bar of Nevada. 

6. The term of office of each appointive member of the 

permanent Commission, except the first members, i 4 years. Each 

appointing authority shall appoint one of the members first appointed 

for a tenn of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the appointing authority 

shall fill the vacancy for the unexpired term. The additional members 

of a temporary commission Esllell) must be appointed when a vacancy 
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occurs, and their tenns (81:tall) expire when the nominations for su h 
vacancy have been transmitted to the Governor. 

7. An appointing authority shall not appoint to the permanent 
Commission more than: 

(a) One resident of any county. 
(b) Two members of the same political party. 

No member of the permanent Commission may be a member of lei 
the Commission on Judicial Discipline. 

8. After the expiration of 30 days from the date on which the 
Commission on Judicial Selection has delivered to him its list of 
nominees for any vacancy, if the Governor has not made the 
appointment required by this Section, he shall make no other 
appointment to any public office until he has appointed a justice or 
judge from the list submitted. 
(If a eeRHRission OR j11Elieial seleefion is eslahlisheEI b~ BBotller 
seelioe of dtis Coestitlltion le nominale pemoRs le fill ¥aeaeeies on 
'8e Supreme Cellft, seeh eolRIBission shall seFYe as die peFIB&Rent 
Co1R1Rissioe eslahlisheEI b~ s11bseetion 3 of di.is Seelieo.) 

And be it further 
REsOLVED, That Section 21 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be 

amended to read as follows: 
Sec. 21. I. A justice of the Supreme Court. a judge of the 

court of appeals, a district judge, a justice of the peace or a municipal 
judge may, in addition to the provision of Article 7 for impeachment, 
be censured, retired, removed or otherwise disciplined by the 
Commission on Judicial Discipline. Pursuant to rules governing 
appeals adopted by the Supreme Court, a justice or judge may appeal 
from the action of the Commission to the Supreme Court. which may 
reverse such action or take any alternative action provided in this 
subsection. 

2. The Commission is composed of: 
(a) Two justices or judges appointed by the Supreme Court; 
(b) Two members of the State Bar of Nev• a public 

corporation created by statute, appointed by its Board of Governors; 
and 

( c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, appointed 
by the Governor. 
The Commission shall elect a Chairman from among its three lay 
members. 

3. If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist as a 
public corporation or ceases to include all attorneys admitted to 
practice before the courts of this State, the Legislature shall provide 
by law. or if it fails to do so the SuprerM Court shall provide by rule, 
for the appointment of attorneys at law to the positions designated in 
this Section to be occupied by members of the State Bar of Nevada. 

4. The term of office of each appointive member of the 
Commission, except the first members, is 4 years. Each appointing 
authority shall appoint one of the members first appointed for a term 
of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the appointing authority shall fill the 
vacancy for the unexpired term. An appointing authority shall not 
appoint more than one resident of any county. The Governor shall not 
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appoint more than two members of the same political party. No 
member may be a member of a commission on judicial selection. 

5. The Legislature shall establish: 
(a) In addition to censure, retirement and removal, the other 

forms of disciplinary action that the Commission may impose; 
(b) The grounds for censure and other disciplinary action that the 

Commission may impose, ~eluding, but not limited to, violations of 
the provisions of the Code of Judicial Conduct; 

( c) The standards for the investigation of matters relating to the 
fitness of a justice or judge; and 

(d) The confidentiality or nonconfidentiality, as appropriate, of 
proceedings before the Commission, except that, in any event, a 
decision to censure, retire or remove a justice or judge must be made 
public. 

6. The Supreme Court shall adopt a Code of Judicial Conduct. 
7. The Commission shall adopt rules of procedure for the 

conduct of its hearings and any other procedural rules it deems 
necessary to carry out its duties. 

8. No justice or judge may by virtue of this Section be: 
(a) Removed except for willful misconduct, willful or persistent 

failure to perform the duties of his office or habitual intemperance; or 
(b) Retired except for advanced age which interferes with the 

proper performance of his judicial duties, or for mental or physical 
disability which prevents the proper performance of his judicial duties 
and which is likely to be permanent in nature. 

9. Any matter relating to the fitness of a justice or judge may be 
brought to the attention of the Commission by any person or on the 
motion of the Commission. The Commission shall, after preliminary 
investigation, dismiss the matter or order a hearing to be held before 
it. If a hearing is ordered, a statement of the matter Eshall) must be 
served upon the justice or judge against whom the proceeding is 
brought The Commission in its discretion may suspend a justice or 
judge from the exercise of his office pending the determination of the 
proceedings before the Commission. Any justice or judge whose 
removal is sought is liable to indictment and punishment according to 
law. A justice or judge retired for disability in accordance with this 
Section is entitled thereafter to receive such compensation as the 
Legislature may provide. 

10. If a proceeding is brought against a justice of the Supreme 
Court, no justice of the Supreme Court may sit on the Commission for 
that proceeding. If a proceeding is brought against a judge of the 
court of appeals, no judge of the court of appeals may sit on the 
Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is brought against a 
district judge, no district judge from the same judicial district may sit 
on the Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is brought 
against a justice of the peace, no justice of the peace from the same 
township may sit on the Commission for that proceeding. If a 
proceeding is brought against a municipal judge, no municipal judge 
from the same city may sit on the Commission for that proceeding. If 
an appeal is taken from an action of the Commission to the Supreme 
Court, any justice who sat on the Commission for that proceeding is 
disqualified from participating in the consideration or decision of the 
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appeal. When any member of the Commission is disqualified by this 
subsection, the Supreme Court shall appoint a substitute from among 
the eligible judges. 

I I. The Commission may: 
(a) Designate for each hearing an attorney or attorneys at law to 

act as counsel to conduct the proceeding; 
(b) Summon witnesses to appear and testify under oath and 

compel the production of books, papers, documents and records; 
( c) Grant immunity from prosecution or punishment when the 

Commission deems it necessary and proper in order to compel the 
giving of testimony under oath and the production of books. papers, 
documents and records; and 

(d) Exercise such further powers as the Legislature may from 
time to time confer upon it. 

And be it further 
REsoL VED, That Section 3 of Article 7 of the Nevada Constitution be 

amended to read as follows: 
ESee:] Sec. 3. For any rea~nable cause to be entered on the 

journals of each House, which may f;J or may not be sufficient 
grounds for impeachment, the EChief J118'iee OR& asseeiate] justices of 
the Supreme Court, the judges of the court of appeals and the judges 
of the district courn. Eshell] must be removed from office on the vote 
of two thirds of the members elected to each branch of the Legislature 
• E, end the] The justice or judge complained of (, shell] must be 
served with a copy of the complaint against him, and (shall] have an 
opportunity of being heard in person or by counsel in his defense • b 
pre¥i~. •hat ne] No member of either branch of the Legislature 
(shall he] is eligible to fill the vacancy occasioned by such removal. 

And be it further 
REsoLVED, That Section 8 of Article 15 of the Nevada Constitution be 

amended to read as follows: 
E8ee:] Sec. 8. The Legislature shall provide for the speedy 

publication of all statute laws of a general nature f.] and such 
decisions of the Supreme Court b] and the court of appeals as it may 
deem expedient . (; end all] AU laws and judicial decisions (shall] 
must be free for publication by any person . (; pre¥ideEI, lhat ne] No 
judgment of the Supreme Court or the court of appeals shall take 
effect and be operative until the opinion of the court in such case 
(shall he] is filed with the clerk of said court. 
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 14 (Enrolled) 

OF THE 76TH SESSION  

Regarding an Intermediate Appellate Court 

 

Summary 

 

Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 proposes an amendment to the Nevada Constitution to create an 

intermediate appellate court, known as the Court of Appeals, composed of three judges initially 

appointed to two-year terms by the Governor from nominees chosen by the Commission on 

Judicial Selection.  Following initial appointment, the judges will be elected at the general 

election to serve a term of six years. 

 

The Court of Appeals will have appellate jurisdiction in civil cases arising from 

the district courts and in criminal cases within the original jurisdiction of the district courts.  

The Nevada Supreme Court will fix the appellate court’s jurisdiction and provide for the 

review of appeals decided by the Court of Appeals.  Finally, Nevada’s Supreme Court must 

provide for the assignment of one or more judges of the Court of Appeals to devote part of 

their time to serve as supplemental district judges where needed. 

 

Effective Date 

 

This measure was approved in identical form during the 2011 and 2013 Sessions of the 

Legislature.  The measure will be submitted to the voters for final approval or disapproval at 

the 2014 General Election. 
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MINUTES OF THE 

LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION'S BUDGET SUBCOMMITTEE 

 

Seventy-Seventh Session 

January 28, 2013 

 

 

The meeting of the Legislative Commission's Budget Subcommittee was called to 

order by Chair Debbie Smith at 8:38 a.m. on Monday, January 28, 2013, in 

Room 4100 of the Legislative Building, Carson City, Nevada. The meeting was 

videoconferenced to Room 4401, the Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 555 East 

Washington Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda. Exhibit B is the 

Attendance Roster. All exhibits are available and on file in the Research Library of 

the Legislative Counsel Bureau. 

 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Debbie Smith, Chair 

Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Vice Chair 

Senator Moises (Mo) Denis 

Senator David R. Parks 

Senator Pete Goicoechea 

Senator Ben Kieckhefer 

Senator Michael Roberson 

 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Assemblywoman Maggie Carlton, Chair 

Assemblyman William C. Horne, Vice Chair 

Assemblyman Paul Aizley 

Assemblyman D. Paul Anderson 

Assemblyman David P. Bobzien 

Assemblyman Andy Eisen 

Assemblywoman Lucy Flores 

Assemblyman Tom Grady 

Assemblyman John Hambrick 

Assemblyman Cresent Hardy 

Assemblyman Pat Hickey 

Assemblyman Joseph M. Hogan 

Assemblywoman Marilyn Kirkpatrick 

Assemblyman Randy Kirner 

Assemblyman Michael Sprinkle 
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Ms. Bjork: 

The 2011 Session authorized a transfer of $300,000 each fiscal year to the 

Supreme Court's budget, if necessary. The Court withdrew any request for that 

funding. 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

There was legislation to authorize the transfer of $300,000 from FMP reserves to 

the Supreme Court General Fund. The justices affirmatively declined to take 

advantage of that for three reasons. First, we were concerned that, if we accepted 

the funds, we would come before Legislatures earlier than now to request funds for 

operation of the FMP because NODs declined. Second, we were concerned about 

the Court adjudicating cases under the FMP. Receiving money from the program 

would create a serious separation-of-powers objection. Third, we reduced the staff 

in the FMP to operate the program. 

 

Foreclosure Mediation Program — Budget Page JUDICIAL-50 (Volume I) 

Budget Account 101-1492 

 

Chair Smith: 

Please provide the subcommittee with your updated annual report for the FMP 

when we consider your budget. 

 

Assemblyman Hardy: 

Do you know the cost of the proposed appellate court? 

 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 OF THE 76TH SESSION: Proposes to amend the 

Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. (BDR C-1013) 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

The estimate is $1.741 million. That is why we have asked the Legislature to 

examine the $5 special assessment fee. If that is terminated, or at least its priority 

reduced, the funds would be available to fund the new court. The process requires 

a second vote by the Legislature in the 2013 Session in order to place it on the 

general election ballot in 2014. If the voters approve it at that time, the earliest the 

court could be constituted would be in January 2015.  
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Chair Smith: 

Seeing no public comment, this meeting is adjourned at 4:11 p.m. 

 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 

 

 

 

  

Leslie Sexton, 

Committee Secretary 

 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

  

Senator Debbie Smith, Chair 

 

 

DATE:  

 

 

 

  

Assemblywoman Maggie Carlton, Chair 

 

 

DATE:  
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EXHIBITS 

 

Bill Exhibit Witness / Agency Description 

 A 2  Agenda 

 B 7  Attendance Roster 

 C 61 Greg Cox NDOC Budget Presentation 

 D 32 Chris Perry, James Wright DPS Budget Presentation 

 E 44 Troy Dillard DMV Budget Overview 

 F 26 Rudy Malfabon NDOT Biennial Budget 

Overview 

 G 26 Honorable Kristina Pickering Judicial Branch Budget 

Overview 
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MINUTES OF THE  

SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

 

Seventy-Seventh Session 

February 5, 2013 

 

 

The Senate Committee on Judiciary was called to order by Chair Tick Segerblom 

at 9:01 a.m. on Tuesday, February 5, 2013, in Room 2149 of the Legislative 

Building, Carson City, Nevada. The meeting was videoconferenced to 

Room 4412E of the Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 555 East Washington 

Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda. Exhibit B is the 

Attendance Roster. All exhibits are available and on file in the Research Library 

of the Legislative Counsel Bureau. 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Tick Segerblom, Chair 

Senator Ruben J. Kihuen, Vice Chair 

Senator Aaron D. Ford 

Senator Justin C. Jones 

Senator Greg Brower 

Senator Scott Hammond 

Senator Mark Hutchison 

 

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Mindy Martini, Policy Analyst 

Nick Anthony, Counsel 

Lynn Hendricks, Committee Secretary 

 

OTHERS PRESENT: 

 

The Honorable Kristina Pickering, Chief Justice, Nevada Supreme Court  

John R. McCormick, Rural Courts Coordinator, Administrative Office of the 

Courts 

The Honorable James W. Hardesty, Justice, Nevada Supreme Court  

Seth Floyd, Appellate Litigation Section, State Bar of Nevada 

Lucas Foletta, General Counsel and Policy Director, Office of the Governor 

Gerald Gardner, Chief of Staff, Office of the Governor 
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The Honorable Kristina Pickering (Chief Justice, Nevada Supreme Court): 

I have been asked to give you a brief overview of the judicial system in Nevada, 

and the best information is in the Annual Report of the Nevada Judiciary 

(Exhibit F). This report contains backup detail for the items on the presentation 

we will give you this morning (Exhibit G). 

 

Page 2 of Exhibit G shows the constitutional origins of the court system in 

Nevada. When we come before the money committees, we are treated as an 

agency, when in fact we are a separate branch of government equal to the 

Legislative and Executive Branches. We like to bring the constitutional 

provisions forward because they are significant in terms of how you think about 

the Judicial Branch and how this Committee does its work. 

 

Page 3 of Exhibit G shows the organization of the Judicial Branch. It also lists 

the sections of the Nevada Constitution and the NRS that cover the different 

types of courts. Some justice court judges also serve as municipal court judges; 

in other jurisdictions, these positions are separate. 

 

Page 4 of Exhibit G shows the sources and distribution of the funding for the 

Judicial Branch. When I joined the Nevada Supreme Court, I was surprised by 

the extent to which the Court is not funded by the General Fund. It is primarily 

funded by administrative assessments, which in turn are taken largely from 

traffic ticket revenues. A significant portion of the revenue that supports the 

court system, and indeed all the specialty court funding, comes through 

administrative assessments. That is significant because administrative 

assessments have been on the decline. The share of the courts' funding from 

them was further jeopardized by a special session enactment that took $5 off 

the top of the administrative assessments and dedicated it to the special fund. 

That has cut into our ability to live within our means and to remit substantial 

portions of our General Fund allocations as a result of our effort to run lean.  

 

The Judicial Branch General Fund appropriation is just 1 percent of the total 

General Fund appropriation in the State. That is a staggering statistic. When you 

look at all funding sources in the State, our portion is 0.6 percent.  

 

Senator Brower: 

The chart on page 4 of Exhibit G shows that $824,538 is received from federal 

funding over the biennium. Can you describe that? 
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John R. McCormick (Rural Courts Coordinator, Administrative Office of the 

Courts): 

The primary federal funding we receive is for the Court Improvement Program, 

which is designed to help the State courts improve outcomes for children 

engaged in dependency proceedings. We use those funds to support judicial 

training. We are developing uniform court-ordered templates for child neglect 

cases and that type of activity. 

 

Senator Brower: 

Has that funding increased or decreased over the years, or was that a one-time 

funding? 

 

Mr. McCormick: 

That funding is recurrent. It is given to all state supreme courts to do that type 

of thing. Right now, we do not know if we will receive another year of funding, 

but it has been going on for a few years. 

 

Chief Justice Pickering: 

Page 5 of Exhibit G lists the duties of the Nevada Supreme Court. We decide all 

civil and criminal cases appealed from district courts. Unlike most state supreme 

courts, we hear these cases directly, and our jurisdiction is mandatory. We do 

not have the ability to refuse to consider an appeal. We do have extraordinary 

writ review, and there we can exercise a modicum of discretion. Those are writs 

of mandamus, certiorari, prohibition, quo warranto and habeas corpus. We 

exercise both original and appellate jurisdiction in that arena. Our exercise of 

original jurisdiction is discretionary, and it is established by clearly stated legal 

guidelines.  

 

Page 6 of Exhibit G tracks the number of Nevada Supreme Court cases filed, 

resolved and pending starting in 2010 and projected through 2015. You will 

note that while the number of cases filed and pending rises steadily through that 

period, the number of cases resolved is projected to stay the same. This is 

because the seven human beings on the Nevada Supreme Court are only 

capable of putting out so much work in an effective, judicially appropriate way. 

If the caseload continues to increase, we will lose ground on dispositions, as we 

already are. We have implemented every available efficiency we can think of. 

We have an active Supreme Court Settlement Program, which routes civil cases 

to mandatory settlement with some exceptions. We have 15 criminal attorneys 
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and 13 civil attorneys on staff, and we rely on them. We work in panels of 

three rather than the full court panel of seven, achieving some economy there.  

 

We are producing fewer published dispositions as a function of our total docket 

than has historically been the case. Why does that matter? Because people who 

bring their disputes to a judicial resolution are entitled to understand that their 

cases were decided in the same way and under the same law that applied to the 

case before them and the case after them. That is how judicial law grows; it is 

incremental. It is not passing statutes of broad, policy-based components; it is 

deciding one case at a time. Each case changes the situation a little from the 

case before it, and you have to address each case individually and in writing. 

A large number of our cases are so-called unpublished cases; that is, they are 

publicly available, but they are not precedential. That is a price of this system 

where we have so many cases before us. 

 

Senator Hutchison: 

Has serious consideration ever been given to allowing the Nevada Supreme 

Court to use discretion in accepting appeals? That would certainly cut down on 

the caseload. 

 

Chief Justice Pickering: 

People have a right to get a second opinion on their cases. We would be 

eliminating the chance to do any error correction of district court decisions and  

vesting all the decision-making authority in one person. That would be truly 

anomalous in our system of government. The Nevada Supreme Court is 

constitutionally given the obligation of direct appellate review in criminal and 

civil cases.  

 

Senator Hutchison: 

Would that still apply if we had a court of appeals? 

 

Chief Justice Pickering: 

No. With a court of appeals, we could achieve discretionary review, and many 

cases would end at the court of appeals. 

 

Senator Hutchison:    

In those states where there is discretionary review at the supreme court level, 

they always have a court of appeals to take those direct appeals the Nevada 

Supreme Court does not hear. Is that correct? 
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Chief Justice Pickering: 

Yes.  

 

Senator Brower: 

As I understand it, that is exactly what Senate Joint Resolution (S.J.R.) 14 of 

the 76th Session would do. With the creation of an intermediate court, the 

Nevada Supreme Court would have discretion rather like a writ of certiorari 

process. Is that correct? 

 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 of the 76th Session: Proposes to amend the 

Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. (BDR C-

1013) 

 

Chief Justice Pickering: 

Yes. With an appellate court, every case would be reviewed. The chief benefit 

of that system is that many cases would end at the court of appeals. There 

would be discretionary review in the Nevada Supreme Court, and in some 

instances there would be direct review to the Nevada Supreme Court without 

going through the intermediate court. 

 

Senator Brower:   

Thank you. I have received some emails from constituents who think creating 

an intermediate court will just give every litigant yet another layer of automatic 

appeal. I do not see that S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session provides for that, and 

you confirm that it does not. 

 

Chief Justice Pickering:    

It does not. That argument is fallacious. 

 

Page 6 of Exhibit G also includes statistics regarding the rate of increase in 

cases in the recent past. It took 112 years, from 1864 to 1977, for the first 

10,000 cases to be filed with the Nevada Supreme Court; the next 

40,000 cases only took 30 years. The 60,000th case was filed in 

January 2012, and we now receive cases at the rate of 10,000 every 

4.5 years.  

 

Page 7 of Exhibit G demonstrates our backlog and the age of cases at the time 

they are disposed of by the Nevada Supreme Court. We work very hard to 

render timely dispositions of the cases that come before us, but it is not 
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possible to do so in every case. As the caseload marches on, we will see 

increases in the number of older cases, and justice delayed is justice denied.  

 

Page 8 of Exhibit G compares the caseload of the supreme courts of several 

states. Nevada leads the group, with the highest number of cases per justice 

per year—357. That number is somewhat misleading, since we do not act on 

cases singly but only in groups of three or seven. The number was arrived at by 

taking the 2,500 cases filed per year and dividing it by the seven justices. If we 

decided all cases in three-justice panels, that would be three cases per justice 

per day every day in the year, and it is not humanly possible to give careful 

consideration to the cases in that situation. It is even worse when you consider 

the serious cases we have. Nevada has 79 inmates on death row. Substantial 

death penalty and capital litigation and substantial serious civil matters come 

before the Court. We also have easy cases with jurisdictional issues that are 

readily dismissed, so the number is weighted. But the total caseload is the 

largest in the Nation. 

 

Page 9 of Exhibit G covers the caseload of the district courts. Assembly Bill 

No. 64 of the 75th Session added new judges in Clark County and 

Washoe County, which allowed for a total of 131,506 case dispositions in 

2012. That has given us some breathing space. We look forward to more 

progress now that the third floor in the Regional Justice Center has been fully 

built out and the judges in Las Vegas are no longer sharing courtrooms. That 

should make a big difference in their efficiency. 

 

Page 10 of Exhibit G concerns the Senior Judge Program. The 22 senior judges 

step in when there are permanent or temporary vacancies on the bench. They 

assist the specialty courts and conduct mass mediations in medical malpractice 

and family court matters, which are enormously beneficial. Last year in 

Clark County, 94 family law cases were put into the settlement program, and 

71 of those settled thanks to the mediation efforts of the senior judges who 

presided over them. That is a success rate of 75 percent.  

 

Page 11 of Exhibit G covers the justice courts. As you can see, there was a 

slight increase in the number of traffic cases filed with these courts over the 

biennium. I do not know how this translates into administrative assessments. 

However, administrative assessment revenues are declining overall, perhaps due 

to negotiated resolutions with people working off fines rather than paying them 

outright. 
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Page 12 of Exhibit G concerns municipal courts, and page 13 covers specialty 

courts. Nevada has been a leader in the area of specialty courts. This is 

attributed to the judicial officers who had the vision to make the program work. 

Specialty courts take people out of the system; they redeem people who are 

leading lives of addiction, who are in a cycle of domestic violence and 

incarceration. They do not have a 100 percent success rate, but for those who 

succeed, they are enormously successful. This saves the State a great deal of 

money because it breaks the cycle of addiction and incarceration. The specialty 

courts are completely funded by special assessments. They also get 12 percent 

of the Nevada Supreme Court administrative assessment funds.   

 

Page 14 of Exhibit G lists the locations of the specialty courts. This 

demonstrates the depth and range of coverage provided by our specialty courts. 

They are not limited to the two main population centers in the State. Serving 

the rural areas takes a lot of effort for the judges who must travel to the various 

courts, and we are truly in their debt for the services they provide. 

 

Page 15 of Exhibit G concerns the business courts.  

 

Chair Segerblom: 

When we initially created the business courts, we talked about having them 

publish opinions to develop a base, as is done in Delaware and other states. Are 

we anywhere close to accomplishing that? 

 

The Honorable James W. Hardesty (Justice, Nevada Supreme Court):  

We made a commitment to examine that by rule, and we did. We held off on 

formalizing the rules dealing with district court opinions for three reasons. First, 

we were looking at the court of appeals to provide a relief to the Nevada 

Supreme Court, where those opinions should properly come from. Second, the 

business court judges are too busy to write published opinions. Third, they lack 

the financial resources to hire law clerks who would provide adequate data and 

research necessary for those published opinions. We have examined the rule 

process. We are hoping that if S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session passes, we will be 

in a position to facilitate those opinions at the Nevada Supreme Court, where 

they more properly belong. 

 

Chief Justice Pickering: 

Pages 16 through 18 of Exhibit G concern the Administrative Office of the 

Courts (AOC), which performs a variety of functions. When I was elected to the 
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Nevada Supreme Court, the AOC was something of a mystery to me; now 

I have a much greater understanding of the depth and extent of the services 

it provides. I want to highlight particularly the AOC's work in the area of 

information technology (IT). The Nevada court system has a strong 

IT department. Our Nevada Supreme Court Website has a public portal that 

allows free access to the briefs and cases that are filed. The appendices are not 

on the public portal, but you can see all the briefs and orders as they are filed. 

Lawyers and jurists in other states consider it a model of an appropriate public 

forum. We also provide simultaneous podcasts of oral arguments in the Nevada 

Supreme Court on the Website. We are proud of the superb work of our 

IT department.  

 

Page 19 of Exhibit G talks about the Foreclosure Mediation Program (FMP). It is 

included in this overview because NRS 107.086, subsection 8, tasks the 

Nevada Supreme Court with creating the rules by which the FMP would be 

administered. We have done that. However, page 20 demonstrates something 

we called to the attention of the Interim Finance Committee in August 2012, 

and that is a precipitous drop in the number of Notices of Default (NODs). In 

fiscal year (FY) 2010-2011, there were 54,191; in FY 2011-2012, there were 

16,818; and in FY 2012-2013, there were 8,528 through December 2012. The 

stunning thing about the number of NODs in FY 2011-2012 is that 13,121 of 

them happened in the first quarter. There were only 3,697 NODs in the 

following three quarters. This sharp drop-off seems to have been coincident 

with A.B. No. 284 of the 76th Session, which went into effect on October 1, 

2011.  

 

Chair Segerblom: 

Do you see that as also being related to people going to judicial foreclosures? 

 

Chief Justice Pickering: 

No. That has been rumored, but I have not seen the statistics to support it. 

 

Chair Segerblom: 

Do you support extending the program to judicial foreclosures? 

 

Chief Justice Pickering: 

I do not have a position on that. 
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Pages 21 and 22 of Exhibit G raise a policy question regarding the expenses of 

the FMP. In response to the precipitous decline of NODs in FY 2011-2012, we 

advised the Interim Finance Committee that our income was less than our 

expenditures and we needed to change course. We went from 21 employees to 

9 employees. We are the stewards of the FMP, and we are trying to make sure 

it continues to function as mandated. By the same token, I do not know if the 

program can operate effectively with fewer than nine employees. Program 

expenses for FY 2013-2014 will be $1,141,356, and that is a trimmed-down 

version of the expenses, but the projected income for that same period is only 

$404,100. The shortfall is even greater for FY 2014-2015. The approximate 

$1 million overhead of the program is essentially irreducible.  

 

I call this to your attention, as we did to the Interim Finance Committee and the 

money committees, because it presents the Legislature with a policy decision: 

to continue the FMP as is or change course. I express no opinion on this, but 

I do bring it to your attention. 

 

Senator Hutchison: 

If there is a relationship between A.B. No. 284 of the 76th Session and the 

number of foreclosures in Nevada, would changing the provisions enacted by 

that bill solve the problem?  

 

Chief Justice Pickering: 

There is a relationship between A.B. No. 284 of the 76th Session and the 

precipitous decline in NODs. Beyond that, I do not know what changes will be 

made this Session, so it is hard for me to project that in any realistic way. We 

are the stewards of the program, not its architects, and there is a case pending 

before the Nevada Supreme Court challenging our stewardship on the grounds 

of separation of powers. 

 

Page 23 of Exhibit G addresses the Judicial Council of the State of Nevada. The 

Council does important work, and you can find further information on this body 

in Exhibit F. Page 24 of Exhibit G lists the special commissions and committees 

of the Nevada Supreme Court. Each of them deserves your attention and 

applause. They do phenomenal work, and much of it is volunteer work. 

 

I would like to close my presentation with a reference to the Judicial Summit 

held this past year in Las Vegas. We were fortunate to have Justice Anthony M. 

Kennedy of the Supreme Court of the United States as the keynote speaker. 
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During the course of the Summit, Justice Kennedy said: "A functioning legal 

system is part of the capital infrastructure. It’s as important as roads, bridges, 

schools … You have to have an efficient, fair, decent, transparent, open legal 

system.” I agree with that.  

 

Chair Segerblom: 

I will open the hearing on S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session. 

 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 of the 76th Session: Proposes to amend the 

Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. (BDR C-

1013) 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session would amend Nevada's 

Constitution to create a court of appeals. I have a presentation describing the 

need for this change, how the court of appeals would operate and how it would 

be funded (Exhibit H). Page 6 lists projections of the number of cases to be filed 

with and disposed by the Nevada Supreme Court for the next biennium. These 

numbers are based on a 5 percent increase in case filings, though I believe that 

figure to be low as demonstrated by our experience this year.  

 

As Chief Justice Pickering noted, we have kept the number of cases resolved 

the same for the future. This is because the members of the court are genuinely 

concerned that increasing the number of dispositions may result in mistakes 

made at the appellate level. No one wants to make mistakes, but it is even more 

crucial when you are the only appellate court. If the workload is increased, we 

are at risk of making mistakes.  

 

Finally, the need for published opinions from the Nevada Supreme Court is 

great, as all of you who are lawyers know. We have seen a static level of 

published opinions at about 65 to 72 per year. Given the number of issues of 

first impression we hear, that number is too low. The members of the Nevada 

Supreme Court are frequently faced with this question: Do we decide the case 

by order, which is a quicker resolution of the case for the benefit of the parties 

before it, or do we, as many cases require, publish the opinion, which is a 

lengthy process that involves extensive research, numerous edits and 

substantial writing? That is the process we hope will be improved by the 

establishment of a court of appeals.  
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Page 8 of Exhibit H shows the proposed plan contained in S.J.R. 14 of the 

76th Session. Since this plan was proposed, we have made it clear that the 

court of appeals would not involve capital costs. It is intended that the court of 

appeals would operate in the Regional Justice Center in southern Nevada, 

utilizing the courtroom and offices currently housing Justice Michael L.  Douglas 

and Chief Justice Pickering. It is our contention that there is adequate space for 

remodeling should those justices remain there, or the court can establish 

separate rented facilities in Clark County at a cost much reduced from that we 

are currently paying in rent at the Regional Justice Center. We are projecting the 

operating cost at $1,746,583 in 2015. That covers judges, staff and law clerks.  

 

The structure of the court of appeals we are proposing is different from that in 

many other states. We developed what is called a push-down model. We did 

not want to change the staffing of the Nevada Supreme Court or the method by 

which cases are processed. We have an effective and efficient processing and 

case management system. Lawyers and propria persona parties throughout the 

State would continue to file their appeals with the Nevada Supreme Court's 

clerk's office, which is located in Carson City and at the Regional Justice Center 

in Las Vegas. Under S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session, the Nevada Supreme Court 

would establish by rule those cases that are to be transferred to the court of 

appeals. For example, the Nevada Supreme Court's docket might include a 

propria persona inmate case, a case in which an individual seeks a judicial 

review of the revocation of a driver's license, and a case that requires review of 

evidentiary errors made by the district court during the trial. Those are types of 

cases that might be deserving of an appeal but are more appropriately 

considered by a court of appeals. We estimate those types of cases account for 

about 700 to 800 of the 2,500 cases filed with the Nevada Supreme Court 

every year. As you can see, the Nevada Supreme Court's caseload will still be 

substantial and will amount to 1,600 to 1,800 cases per year. However, we 

believe the case management systems we have in place will allow better and 

more efficient processing of those cases.  

 

Senator Brower made a perceptive comment earlier about S.J.R. 14 of the 

76th Session adding to judicial bureaucracy. We recognize that neither litigants 

nor lawyers want to go through a duplicative appellate process. It is costly and 

wastes time. Our plan eliminates that. Cases assigned to the court of appeals 

would only be reviewed by the Nevada Supreme Court by certiorari. In the 

Supreme Court of the United States, less than 1 percent of those cases are 

considered for review. The Nevada Supreme Court currently hears either 
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petitions for rehearing en banc or petitions for reconsideration en banc, and we 

consider 1 percent or less of those petitions. The cases that would be heard by 

the Nevada Supreme Court and not by the court of appeals would undergo only 

one appeal and one review.  

 

There is no judicial bureaucracy in this plan, which is why we adopted the 

push-down plan in the first place. There is no need for new court clerks or for 

additional or separate central legal staff, and the plan does not incur a judicial 

bureaucracy that duplicates appellate effort.  

 

We have been asked how the court of appeals would be structured, and 

page 10 of Exhibit H lays it out specifically. The court of appeals will initially 

consist of three judges, with the first three being appointed by the Governor 

through the judicial selection process. After they serve for 2 years, the judges 

would be elected for 6-year terms.  

 

The key to this plan is on page 11 of Exhibit H, which quotes section 4 of 

S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session. Chair Segerblom's comment about the business 

court brings up precisely one of the things we want to target. Business court 

cases, which are seriously in need of jurisprudence in Nevada, would go directly 

to the Nevada Supreme Court for published opinions. We could increase the 

number of published opinions if many of the other cases on our docket could be 

heard by a court of appeals. From a business standpoint, if Nevada intends to 

compete effectively with Delaware or other states, it needs to have published 

opinions with precedential value from the highest court rather than from district 

courts. A number of cases have come to us in the last 4 years that have 

substantial business court precedent, and I see many more of them emerging 

over the next 10 years. 

 

Senator Hutchison: 

It seems that it would be necessary for business court judges to produce a 

written opinion on any cases they send to the Nevada Supreme Court. Given 

the crushing caseload in the business courts, getting those opinions seems like 

a pipedream. 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

I am optimistic that we can make some real headway in reducing the caseload 

of the business courts. I advocated for A.B. No. 65 of the 75th Session when 

I was the Chief Justice of the Nevada Supreme Court. That plan added 
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nine judges in Clark County and one in Washoe County. A key component of 

that plan was how to pay for those judicial resources, both staff and 

courtrooms, without resorting to the General Fund. The Eighth Judicial District 

opened those courtrooms after 18 months of construction. Assembly Bill No. 65 

of the 75th Session was an incredible success, and I am hopeful that it will 

either add an additional business court judge in that district or reduce the 

number of business court cases assigned to the three judges currently hearing 

them. 

 

The business court judges write orders, not publishable opinions. They write 

orders that provide us with tremendous guidance in business court issues. We 

would like to see that expanded. The key component, though, is giving them 

additional law clerks so they can do the research necessary to make real 

contributions in those areas. 

 

Senator Hutchison: 

What is the status of getting those additional law clerks? Is that something we 

need to deal with, or is it a matter of court rules? 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

It is not a matter of court rules; it is a matter of resources. As Chief Justice 

Pickering's presentation showed, we have a judicial system weighted down with 

an enormous caseload from top to bottom that is operating on spare and 

reduced resources. Administrative assessments represent a large portion of our 

operations, and they are declining. That hurts our staff. We have made 

proposals this Session to try to stabilize that. We lost nine central staff lawyers 

in the last biennium to other agencies within the State because of the pay 

restrictions under which the Nevada Supreme Court must operate. At the local 

level, as long as counties are operating under the same kind of limited resources 

and are not redirecting those resources to the judicial system, we cannot get 

law clerks to do this kind of work. It is a matter of establishing priority, and that 

comes from the Legislature. 

 

Senator Ford: 

On page 3 of S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session, lines 8 through 11 state, "The 

Supreme Court shall fix by rule the jurisdiction of the court of appeals and shall 

provide for the review, where appropriate, of appeals decided by the court of 

appeals." Do you take that to give the Nevada Supreme Court the discretionary 
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ability to take appeals from the district court as opposed to a direct required 

appeal? 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

Yes. We would establish by rule those cases that will be automatically 

transferred by the clerk's office to the court of appeals. All others will remain 

with the Nevada Supreme Court under a separate section of the Constitution 

that mandates us to hear all appeals. 

 

Page 12 of Exhibit H adds one more point to the fiscal issue. Beginning in 2007, 

the Nevada Supreme Court was reverting substantial sums of its budget back to 

the General Fund. The amount reverted was nearly $2,500,000 in 

FY 2008-2009, $872,571 in FY 2009-2010 and $1,287,378 in FY 2010-2011. 

We have recommended two tweaks to the revenue issues in our budget. With 

those adjustments, the operating costs of the court of appeals will be paid for 

and the Nevada Supreme Court will be funded at the same level as in 2007.  

 

Page 13 of Exhibit H lists the benefits of establishing a court of appeals.  

 

I would like to go back to page 6 of Exhibit H, which gives the number of 

Nevada Supreme Court cases filed and resolved. When I joined the Nevada 

Supreme Court in January 2005, there were 1,515 cases pending. At the end 

of FY 2011-2012, there were 1,919 cases pending. We have lost ground. If 

these numbers are even close to accurate, by the end of 2015 we will have a 

pending caseload of 3,384 cases, and that will be a disaster for judicial 

processing of cases in Nevada. 

 

Senator Jones: 

If this measure goes on the ballot in 2014 and is approved by the voters, when 

would the court of appeals start operating? 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

The three new members of the court would be appointed in November and 

December 2014 and would take office in January 2015. 

 

Senator Hutchison: 

We have tried to get this measure passed before, and it has not worked. Tell us 

why it has not worked with the voters and what we can do to help voters 

understand the pressing need for a court of appeals. 
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Justice Hardesty: 

The last time the public had an opportunity to vote on this, it was much better 

received than it had been in the past. However, there was an absence of a 

public education campaign. As you recall, it was on the ballot at the same time 

as merit selection, which was a much more controversial matter. Some opine 

that when two measures dealing with major changes in the judicial system are 

on the ballot at the same time, they will both lose. That is what occurred in this 

case. Every major newspaper in Nevada endorsed the measure establishing a 

court of appeals. 

 

I would also add that many contributed money to the education campaign for 

the judicial merit selection proposal. The consequence was that there was no 

money for the court of appeals proposal campaign. If we do not have a 

competing judicial amendment on the ballot, we will have the opportunity to 

raise the funds and conduct the public education campaign this time around. 

There has been a growing interest in and support for the court of appeals in the 

past 2 years. Many lawyers who practice before the Nevada Supreme Court see 

the workload under which we operate, and many litigants express concern. The 

plan has the support of the State Bar of Nevada, all of the county bar 

associations and other individual bar associations. We are hopeful that we can 

be more effective at communicating the need and benefit of the program, the 

absence of judicial bureaucracy and the limited cost. 

 

Senator Hutchison: 

What have been the joint efforts between the Court and the Legislature to 

educate the public in the past? Can you suggest any practical ways the 

Legislature can work with the Nevada Supreme Court to see a successful 

passage of this measure? 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

One important thing in any education campaign is that the message should be 

uniform. We have developed a uniform PowerPoint presentation that describes 

the function and operation of the court of appeals, its cost and so forth. It 

would be of enormous assistance to the Nevada Supreme Court if the 

Legislature and the Executive Branch would join in the public education 

campaign. You are all very astute in the law, and you are also astute in 

representing your constituents, helping them understand the benefits of this 

measure and answering their questions about how it would operate. The more 

we can do in cooperation with you as Legislators, the more beneficial the 
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education campaign will be. My hope is that the Legislators who vote for this 

measure will support it beyond their votes. We have also approached 

Governor Brian Sandoval to ask for his support, which I do not think the Nevada 

Supreme Court did last time the measure came up.  

 

Seth Floyd (Appellate Litigation Section, State Bar of Nevada): 

We support S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session. It goes without saying that attorneys 

recognize the need for this legislation. The State Bar of Nevada has taken an 

official position that it supports this measure. In addition, S.J.R. 14 of the 76th 

Session has been a primary topic of discussion at the State Bar's newly formed 

Appellate Litigation Section, and we recognize the need for a court of appeals. 

When the Court issues an unpublished order, that really does not help the Bar. 

What we need are published dispositions we can rely on. Clients ask us what 

the law is, and we need something we can look to. 

 

Lucas Foletta (General Counsel and Policy Director, Office of the Governor): 

Governor Sandoval supports S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session. The Governor 

recognizes that Nevada has one of the busiest supreme courts in the U.S., and 

the workload of the Nevada Supreme Court complicates its work and makes it 

difficult to lead the development of the law in our State. This proposal is 

essentially budget neutral, when you take into account the reversion referred to 

by Justice Hardesty. The Governor is happy to support this measure, and he 

believes it advances the responsiveness of the judicial system and folds into his 

strategic priority for the State, which is to have a responsive, efficient State 

government. 

 

Gerald Gardner (Chief of Staff, Office of the Governor): 

We support S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session. I have written testimony explaining 

Governor Sandoval's support for this measure (Exhibit I). 

 

Chair Segerblom: 

I will close the hearing on S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session.  

 

SENATOR BROWER MOVED TO DO PASS S.J.R. 14 OF THE 

76TH SESSION. 

 

SENATOR FORD SECONDED THE MOTION. 
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Senator Brower: 

Let me express my support for S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session. I voted for it last 

Session and am happy to do so again. As we heard, there is a compelling need 

for this measure; that goes without saying, and we have heard no opposition to 

it. I thank the Nevada Supreme Court for articulating the need, and I thank the 

Chair for sensing the urgency of this matter and bringing it up today.  

 

During the course of the Legislative Session, we hear a lot of what we think of 

as Chicken Little testimony. Witnesses tell us that the sky will fall and 

civilization as we know it will end if we do this or do not do that. This is not 

that. This is a very important measure. I appreciate the Court's understated but 

clear point about the importance of S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session. From my 

experience as a practitioner before the courts and as a citizen, I say we could 

not take up a more important measure this Session.  

 

I am happy to support this measure. 

 

Chair Segerblom: 

I echo Senator Brower's comments. The key to the success of this measure is 

for us to get behind it once it is on the ballot and make sure there is a united 

voice explaining to the citizens of Nevada that this matter is critical. Nevada is 

at a turning point where voters are starting to realize we are no longer that little 

State we all grew up in. We have to move into the twenty-first century, and 

S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session will be a major part of that. 

 

Senator Ford: 

I know S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session was not developed for the purpose of 

economic development, but it will have an economic impact. The American Bar 

Association's Business Law Section met in Las Vegas in March 2012. At that 

event, I heard from many colleagues whom I respect that they were afraid to 

operate in Nevada because of the lack of written judicial opinions. If we want to 

be the "Delaware of the West," we need to give the Nevada Supreme Court the 

ability to write opinions that can be relied upon and justified. I look forward to 

supporting this measure. 

 

Senator Hutchison: 

I thank the Chair for recognizing the need to address the pressing need of the 

judicial caseload, and to do so in a bipartisan manner. Our constituents have 

asked us to look at issues and solve problems in a bipartisan manner. This 
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measure is a symbolic and appropriate way for us to begin this Committee and 

this Session. 

 

Senator Jones: 

Having been through the appellate process myself on many occasions, I cannot 

overemphasize the importance of passage of this bill. Like my colleagues, 

I enthusiastically support S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session and look forward to 

working with my colleagues and the Executive Branch to ensure the passage of 

this legislation in 2014.  

 

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

***** 

 

Chair Segerblom: 

If there is no further business to come before this Committee, we are adjourned 

at 10:52 a.m. 

 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 

 

 

 

  

Lynn Hendricks, 

Committee Secretary 

 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

  

Senator Tick Segerblom, Chair 

 

 

DATE:  
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Judicial Branch 

 Article 3, Section 1, of the Nevada Constitution 
 The powers of the Government of the State of Nevada shall be divided 

into three separate departments,—the Legislative,—the Executive and 

the Judicial... 

 

 Article 6, Section 1, of the Nevada Constitution 
 The judicial power of this State shall be vested in a court system, 

comprising a Supreme Court, district courts, and justices of the peace.  

 

2 
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Judicial Branch Organization 
Judicial Branch Generally, NRS Chapter 1 

 The Constitution provides for 
the establishment of the 
Judicial Branch. The Judicial 
Branch resolves both public 
and private disputes by 
applying laws established 
through the legislative 
process and based upon 
prior state Supreme Court 
decisions. Nevada has a 
non-unified court system. 

Supreme Court 
Article 3, Sec. 1 

Article 6, Sec. 1, 2, 3, 4, & 
19 

NRS Chapter 2 

District Court 
Article 6, Sec. 5 & 6 

NRS Chapter 3 
 

Justice Court 
Article 6, Sec. 8 
NRS Chapter 4 

 

Municipal Court 
Article 6, Sec. 9 
NRS Chapter 5 
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Judicial Branch Revenue 
Total Biennial Funding - $119,469,701 

$63,631,043  
53% 

$824,538  
1% 

$55,014,120  
46% 

General Fund Appropriation Distribution 

 

• 67% Judicial Elected Official Salaries 

• 16% to the Supreme Court 

• 7% to the Judicial Retirement System 

• 5% to the Law Library 

• 3% to the Senior Judge Program 

• 2% Judicial Programs 

• 1% Other (Foreclosure Mediation & Judicial 

Selection) 

 

 

 

 

     General Fund 

      

      Admin Assess & Other Fees 

       

      Federal 

The Judicial Branch general fund 

appropriation is 1% of the total general fund 

appropriation contained in the Executive 

Budget.  When comparing the Judicial 

Branch budget to all funding sources in the 

Executive Budget, the Judicial Branch 

receives .6% of all funding sources. 
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Supreme Court Duties 

 Administer the Nevada judicial system 
 Decide all civil and criminal cases appealed 

from District Court 
 Exercise extraordinary writ review - writs of 

mandamus, certiorari, prohibition, quo 

warranto, and habeas corpus 

 Licensure and discipline of lawyers 
 Appellate review for judicial discipline 
 

5 
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Supreme Court Cases Filed and Disposed  
Projections for the 2013 – 2015 Biennium 

 

  FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 FY 13* FY 14* FY 15*  

New Cases Filed 2,266 2,395 2,500 2,625 2,756 2,894 

Cases Resolved 2,419 2,220 2,270 2,270 2,270 2,270 

Cases Pending 1,514 1,689 1,919 2,274 2,760 3,384 

 
 *Projections for cases filed and cases pending include a 5% increase each year 

  
 

• It took 112 years – from statehood on October 31, 1864 until August 12, 1977 – for the first 
10,000 cases to be filed in the Nevada Supreme  Court.  

 
• Over the next 30 years – from 1977 to August 13, 2007 – 40,000 more cases were files, 10,000 

of which were filed between 2002-2007. 
 
• The 60,000th case was filed on January 9, 2012. 
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Supreme Court 
Cases Decided in Calendar Year 2012 

 

 
 

Numbers Disposed in Calendar Year 2012 by Case Category 

65 Bar Matters  862 Civil Appeals 989 Criminal Appeals 329 Original Proceedings 105
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Nevada Supreme Court Caseload 

Compared with Selected Other States 
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Table 4. Characteristics of Nevada and Other Selected States Without 
Courts of Appeals. 
All data from respective states' most recent annual report or web page (2010-2012) . 

States Without Population En Banc Cases 
an Appeals Court Ranking a or Panels Justices Cases filed per Justice 

Nevada b 35 Both 7 2,500 357 
West Virginia b.c 37 En Banc 5 1,668 334 
Maine ct 41 En Banc 7 690 99 
New Hampshire ct 42 Both 5 910 182 
Rhode Island ct 43 En Banc 5 418 84 
Montana b 44 Both 7 775 111 
Delaware b 45 Both 5 714 143 
South Dakota b 46 En Banc 5 406 81 
Vermont ct 49 En Banc 5 480 96 
Wyoming b.e 50 En Banc 5 265 53 
• Source: U.S. Census Bureau , Population Division .Table 1. Annual Estimates ofthe Population 

for the United States, Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 201 Oto July 1, 2011 
(NST-EST2011-01). 
State does not have discretionary case review, unless otherwise noted . 
Supreme Court changed from discretionary to non discretionary case review on 
December 1, 2010 . 
Includes mandatory cases and total discretionary petitions filed . 
Fiscal year 2009 information per CSP 2009 (http://www.courtstatistics.org). 
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District Courts 
Article 6, Sec. 5 & 6; NRS Chapter 3 

 10 judicial districts, 17 county courts 
 82 judges of general jurisdiction 
 Jurisdiction - 

 Preside over cases of felony and 
gross misdemeanor crimes; civil 
matters above $10,000; and family 
law cases, including juvenile crimes 
(exclusive), abuse, and neglect. 
Conduct jury and non-jury trials. 
Rule on legal issues. Hear appeals 
of Justice and Municipal Court 
cases. 

 Funding Source 
 District Judges’ salaries – 

State General Fund 
Appropriation 

 Staff, facilities, & operations – 
County General Fund and 
Civil Filing Fees 

District Court Case Filings, 2012 

Criminal Civil Family Juvenile 

15,481 30,770 69,328 11,788 
Total Case Filings: 127,367 

District Court Case Dispositions, 2012 

Criminal Civil Family Juvenile 

16,830 36,320 64,620 13,736 
Total Case Dispositions: 131,506 
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Senior Judge Program 

 Senior Judge Program places retired district judges 
(currently 22 active seniors) to hear cases in district 
court due to judicial absence, disqualification, 
vacancy, or another reason 

 In 2012 the senior judges provided the service of an 
equivalent of 8 full time district judges, saving 
millions of dollars and expediting cases that could 
have languished in the backlog 

 Senior judges also conduct settlement hearings in 
the Clark County Family Court resulting in speedier 
resolution of these cases 
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Justice Courts 
Article 6, Sec. 8; NRS Chapter 4 

 67 judgeships  
 Courts of limited jurisdiction 
 Jurisdiction: Preside over preliminary matters of felony and 

gross misdemeanor cases, traffic and other misdemeanor 
cases, civil matters up to $10,000, small claims (up to $7,500), 
and landlord tenant disputes. Issue temporary protective orders 
and warrants. 

 In fiscal year 2011, non-traffic cases filed – 214,923; and traffic 
cases filed – 363,185 
In fiscal year 2012, non-traffic cases filed – 192,129; and traffic 
cases filed – 370,279 

 Funding source: County General Fund 
 9 judges serve as both Justice of the Peace and Municipal 

Court Judge 
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Municipal Courts 
Article 6, Sec. 9; NRS Chapter 5 

 30 judgeships Court of limited jurisdiction 
 Jurisdiction: Preside over misdemeanor and traffic 

cases in incorporated communities; limited civil 
jurisdiction 

 In fiscal year 2011, non-traffic cases filed – 62,735; 
and traffic cases filed – 203,310 
In fiscal year 2012, non-traffic cases filed – 54,147; 
and traffic charges filed – 185,046 

 Funding source: City General Fund 
 9 judges serve as both Justice of the Peace and 

Municipal Court Judge 
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Specialty Courts 

 44 Specialty Courts programs throughout Nevada. 
 1,541 participant successfully graduated from specialty court programs in 

FY2012 
 60 drug-free babies born to participants 
 Funding in the next biennium:   

 $7 specialty court administrative assessment (NRS 176.0613) 
 Felony bond forfeitures (10% to Specialty Courts, NRS 

178.518) 
 12% of the Judicial Branch share of general administrative 

assessment revenue (NRS 176.059) 
 Total Specialty Court Revenue in FY 2012: $5,631,309 
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Specialty Courts by Region 

 Western Region 
 Western Regional Adult Drug Court (5 programs) 
 Carson City & Storey County Juvenile Drug Court 
 Carson City Felony DUI Court 
 Carson City Mental Health Court 

 Washoe Region 
 Second Judicial District 

 Adult Drug Court 
 Family Drug Court 
 Felony DUI Court 
 Juvenile Drug Court 
 Mental Health Court 
 Veterans Court 

 Reno Justice Court Alcohol and Drug Court 
 Sparks Municipal Court Alcohol and Drug Court 
 Reno Municipal Court Alcohol and Drug Court (2 

programs) 
 Eastern Region 

 Elko County Juvenile and Adult Drug Courts 
 White Pine County Adult and Juvenile Drug 

Courts 

 

 Fifth Judicial District 
 Nye County Juvenile and Adult Drug Courts 

 Central Region 
 Humboldt County Adult Drug Court 
 Lander County Adult Drug Court 
 Pershing County Adult Drug Court 

 Clark Region 
 Eight Judicial District 

 Adult Drug Court 
 Child Support Drug Court 
 Dependency Mothers’ Drug Court 
 Family Drug Court 
 Felony DUI Court 
 Juvenile Drug Court 
 Mental Health Court 

 Las Vegas Justice Court Adult Drug and DUI (3 
programs) Courts 

 Las Vegas Municipal Adult Drug, DUI, Habitual 
Offender, and Female Prostitution Courts 

 Henderson Municipal Habitual Offender Court 
 North Las Vegas Municipal Alcohol and Drug 

Court 

 
There are courts funded from other sources: northern prison re-entry, southern prison re-entry, and southern veterans’ 112
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Business Courts 

 Second Judicial District (Washoe) and Eighth Judicial 
District (Clark) 

 WDCR 2.1; EDCR 1.61 
 Business Court Jurisdiction 

 Corporate Disputes 
 Business to Business Disputes 

 
Business Court Caseloads, FY 2012 

Court New Cases Transferred 
Cases 

Dispositions Year End 
Pending 

Average Time to 
Disposition 
(months) 

2nd JD 5 1 27 55 17 

8th JD 273 NR 462 531 27 
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Administrative Office of the Courts 

 Legislative mandated or 

requested reports 

 Alternative dispute 
resolution (biennial) 

 Specialty Court 
funding (biennial) 

 Uniform system for 
judicial records 
(annual) 

 Roles to assist with Judicial 
Branch administration 

 Administrative support such 
as budgets, personnel, 
benefits, policies, 
legislation, etc. 

 Education of judges and 
court staff 

 Trial court services such as 
court interpreter 
certification, specialty court 
funding, and coordination 
with justice partners 

 Technology (e.g., state 
sponsored case 
management system, 
justice integration, assist w/ 
NV Offense Codes) 
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AOC Work by Division 

 Administration 

 Budget Preparation, Management, and Accounting 
 Human Resources/Payroll 
 Senior Judge Program 
 Facilities Management 
 Judicial Branch Audits 

 Judicial Programs and Services 

 Court Interpreter Certifications 
 Limited Jurisdiction Courts Bench Book  
 Court Improvement Program for dependent children 
 Specialty Court programs 
 Interaction and coordination with federal, state, and local justice partners 
 Assistance to the trial courts 
 Commission support – JCSN; Preservation, Access and Sealing of Court Records; 

Indigent Defense Commission 
 Judicial Education (including court staff) 
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AOC Work by Division 

 Information Technology 

 Supreme Court support 
 E-filing 
 Document management system 
 Appellate Court case management system 

 Trial Court support 
 State-sponsored case management system 
 Criminal Justice Integration 
 Nevada Offense Codes 

 Judicial Branch support 
 Manage and maintain all servers and databases for the above support projects 
 Maintain hardware and software throughout Supreme Court 

 Supreme Court Police 

 Security for justices, staff, and citizens in the Supreme Court Building and off-site 
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Foreclosure Mediation Program (FMP) 

 Created during the 2009 session of the Nevada Legislature  

 Amended NRS Chapter 107  

 Homeowners meet face-to-face with lender representatives who must have 

the authority to negotiate and modify the terms of a loan. Mediations can 

result in loan modification, a short sale agreement or other resolution. 

 Brings together key stakeholders, including property owners, lenders, and their 

respective representatives, in a neutral setting to discuss alternatives to 

foreclosure. By working together to explore various options, agreements can be 

reached that benefit both sides and avoid foreclosure. 

 Funding 

 $44.33 of the $200 fee for each Notice of Default and Intent to Sell filed 

 $400 Mediation Service Fee 

 The lender and the homeowner each pay $200 

 Passed through to the mediator 
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FMP Statistics 

 Program statistics available on-line:  http://foreclosure.nevadajudiciary.us 

 

  Category FY 11 FY 12 
FY 13  

Thru Dec 

Notices of Default and Intent to Sell 54,191 16,818 8,528 

Mediations Held 6,370 4,803 596 

Agreement Outcomes 

Retained Property 

3,227 

1,941 

989 

547 

173 

80 

Non-Agreement Outcomes 3,143 3,814 423 

Certificates Issued 47,919 22,219 4,758 

Non-Applicable Properties 45,936 19,125 4,388 

Applicable Properties 1,983 3,094 370 
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FMP Revenue Projections 

 Notice of Default Fee (NODs) projections are based on those 
of the Economic Forum (NRS 353.246) 

 FY 14:  $404,100 for 9,117 NODs projected to be filed 

 FY 14 program expenses:  $1,141,356 

 FY 15:  $363,600 for 8,203 NODs projected to be filed 

 FY 15 program expenses:  $1,170,125 

 The program is spending down its general reserves 

 

 Mediation Service Fees 

 Mediations will be requested on 12% of NODs filed @ $400 each 

 FY 14:  1,094 requests 

 FY 15:     984 requests 
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FMP Revenue: NOD Fees 

 $3,903,732  

 $2,708,626  

 $745,837   $693,210  

 $404,100   $363,600  

 $-

 $500,000

 $1,000,000

 $1,500,000

 $2,000,000

 $2,500,000

 $3,000,000

 $3,500,000

 $4,000,000

 $4,500,000

FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 FY 13 FY 14 FY 15

Actual Projected
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Judicial Council of the State of Nevada 

The Judicial Council of the State of Nevada shall… 

 Develop and recommend… policies for the administration of the 
judiciary. 

 Consider issues forwarded to it by the Supreme Court and/or Chief 
Justice. 

 Review proposed legislation affecting the courts … 

 Recommend legislation and/or rules … to the Supreme Court. 

 Establish committees to develop minimum standards, to be 
recommended to the Supreme Court. 

 Develop recommendations … for the improvement of Nevada's 
courts and the statewide court system. 

The Judicial Council of the State of Nevada (JCSN) is made up of 
representatives from all levels of courts, from all the regions of the 
State. 
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Special Supreme Court Commissions 

and Committees 

 Commission on Statewide Juvenile Justice Reform 
 Commission on Preservation, Access, and Sealing of 

Court Records 
 Indigent Defense Commission 
 Specialty Court Funding Committee 
 Court Improvement Program Select Committee 
 Access to Justice Commission 
 Bench/Bar Committee 
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Now, more than ever before, Nevada 
needs a Court of Appeals 

  

 We address three important 
questions. 

 1. Why is the court of appeals 
 needed? 

 2. How will it operate? 

 3. What will it cost? 
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Nevada’s Current System 

Nevada Supreme Court 
7 Justices 

District Court 
82 Judges 

Justice Court 
67* Justices of the 

Peace 
*9 Justices serve in a dual capacity 

as Municipal Court Judges 

Municipal Court 
21 Judges 
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Nevada Supreme Court 
Caseload Statistics & 

Analysis of Case Inventory 
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Nevada Supreme Court Cases Filed and Disposed  
Fiscal Years 2008-12 

Fiscal

Year 

2008

Fiscal

Year 

2009

Fiscal

Year 

2010

Fiscal

Year 

2011

Fiscal

Year 

2012

Cases Filed

Bar Matters 38 42 51 52 77

Appeals 1,842 1,759 1,873 1,954 2,054

Original Proceedings 334 327 327 369 351

Other 4 7 1 0 0

Reinstated 20 17 14 20 18

Total Cases Filed 2,238 2,152 2,266 2,395 2,500

Cases Disposed

By Opinions* 90 98 63 71 92

By Order 1,869 2,069 2,356 2,149 2,178

Total Cases Disposed 1,959 2,167 2,419 2,220 2,270

Cases Pending 1,682 1,667 1,514 1,689 1,919

Authored Opinions 74
r

78
r

56
r

67
r

86

* Includes single and consolidated cases disposed per curiam or by authored opinion.
r    Revised from previous publications
Source: Nevada Supreme Court Clerks Office
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Supreme Court Cases Filed and 

Disposed  
Projections for the 2013 – 2015 Biennium 

 
  FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 FY 13* FY 14* FY 15*  

New Cases Filed 2,266 2,395 2,500 2,625 2,756 2,894 

Cases Resolved 2,419 2,220 2,270 2,270 2,270 2,270 

Cases Pending 1,514 1,689 1,919 2,274 2,760 3,384 

 
 *Projections for cases filed and cases pending include a 5% increase each year 

  

 

• It took 112 years – from statehood on October 31, 1864 until August 12, 1977 – 
for the first 10,000 cases to be filed in the Nevada Supreme  Court.  

 
• Over the next 30 years – from 1977 to August 13, 2007 – 40,000 more cases 

were files, 10,000 of which were filed between 2002-2007. 
 
• The 60,000th case was filed on January 9, 2012. 
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Supreme Court 
Cases Decided in Calendar Year 2012 

 

 

 

Numbers Disposed in Calendar Year 2012 by Case Category 

65 Bar Matters  862 Civil Appeals 989 Criminal Appeals 329 Original Proceedings 129
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Proposed Plan 

 Minimum of three judges 

 

 Statewide jurisdiction 

 

 Utilizes existing 
infrastructure 

 Supreme Court Building 
(Northern NV) 

 Regional Justice Center 
(Southern NV) 

 No facility costs, 
operating costs of 
$1,746,583 (2015), 
which include the 
salaries of the Judges 
and their staff 

 

 

Nevada Supreme Court 

District 
Court 

Justice 
Court 

Municipal 
Court 

Appellate 
Court 
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  Nevada Court of Appeals 
SJR 14* 

 

 3-Judge Court sitting in the Regional 
Justice Center 

 Using a push down model, approximately 
700 select cases assigned to the Court of 
Appeals 

 No need for a new court clerk or central 
legal staff  

 No added judicial bureaucracy with Writ 
review only to the Supreme Court 
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Nevada Court of Appeals 
SJR 14* 

 Article 6 of Nevada’s Constitution would be amended by 
adding new section 3A and amending section 4 to provide in 
part: 

 Sec. 3A “1.  The court of appeals consists of three judges or 
such greater number as the Legislature may provide by law 
. . . .” 

 “Sec. 3A “2.  After the initial terms, each judge of the court 
of appeals must be elected by the qualified electors of this 
State at the general election for a term of 6 years . . . .  The 
initial three judges of the court of appeals must be appointed 
by the Governor . . . .  The term of the initial judges is 2 
years beginning on the first Monday of January next after 
the effective date of this Section . . . .” 
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Nevada Court of Appeals 
SJR 14* 

 Sec. 4 “1.  . . . The Supreme Court shall fix 
by rule the jurisdiction of the court of 
appeals and shall provide for the review, 
where appropriate, of appeals decided by 
the court of appeals. . . .”. 
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Operating Costs are offset by Supreme 
Court reversions to the State General fund 

 Fiscal year 2009 the Nevada 
Supreme Court reverted nearly 
$2,500,000 to the General Fund 

 Fiscal year 2010 the Nevada 
Supreme Court reverted $872,571  
to the General Fund 

 Fiscal year 2011 the Nevada 
Supreme Court reverted $1,287,378 
to the General Fund 
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Benefits of the Court of Appeals 
 

 Maintain high quality in the judicial process 

 Efficiently manage all appeals 

 Improve the production of published 
dispositions 

 Minimize delay in processing appeals 

 Ensure appellate decisions are rendered in a 
timely manner 

 Establish a traditional error correction court 

 Operated at minimal fiscal impact to the State 
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Senate Committee on Judiciary 

Feb. 5, 2013 - Hearing on SJR 14 

Testimony of Gerald Gardner 
Chief of Staff 
Office of Governor Brian Sandoval 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Senate Committee on Judiciary, Honorable Justices of 
the Supreme Court: 

My name is Gerald Gardner, Chief of Staff to Governor Brian Sandoval. It is my 
privilege to testify in support of SJR 14 and the establishment of an intermediate court 
of appeals in Nevada. 

Our Supreme Court is the busiest State Supreme Court in the United States. The 
Court's extraordinary caseload significantly limits its ability to review and to resolve 
appeals from our civil, criminal , and family courts in a timely manner. 

The excessive caseload also impedes the Court's ability to publish written opinions and 
therefore interferes with its role in providing much needed judicial precedent. 

Our Governor has identified an efficient and responsive state government as a key 
strategic priority of his administration. To properly administer justice, to attract business 
and expand our State's economy, we must have a timely, responsive judicial system. 

The honorable justices have told you that this plan creates no capital costs and only 
marginal operating costs. To the extent that this resolution is budget neutral to the 
general fund , the Governor supports the Supreme Court's plan to improve justice in our 
State and we urge this Legislature to pass Senate Joint Resolution 14 and allow this 
important measure to be considered by the voters in 2014. 

Woody.Howard
Text Box
EXHIBIT I Senate Committee on JudiciaryDate: 2-5-2013		   Page: 1 of 1  



Minutes ID: 106 

*CM106* 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

OF THE 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

 

Seventy-Seventh Session 

February 6, 2013 

 

The Committee on Judiciary was called to order by Chairman Jason Frierson at 

9:02 a.m. on Wednesday, February 6, 2013, in Room 3138 of the Legislative 

Building, 401 South Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada.  The meeting was 

videoconferenced to Room 4401 of the Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 

555 East Washington Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada. Copies of the minutes, 

including the Agenda (Exhibit A), the Attendance Roster (Exhibit B), and other 

substantive exhibits, are available and on file in the Research Library of the 

Legislative Counsel Bureau and on the Nevada Legislature's website at 

nelis.leg.state.nv.us/77th2013.  In addition, copies of the audio record may be 

purchased through the Legislative Counsel Bureau's Publications Office (email: 

publications@lcb.state.nv.us; telephone: 775-684-6835). 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Assemblyman Jason Frierson, Chairman 

Assemblyman James Ohrenschall, Vice Chairman 

Assemblyman Richard Carrillo 

Assemblywoman Lesley E. Cohen 

Assemblywoman Olivia Diaz 

Assemblywoman Marilyn Dondero Loop 

Assemblyman Wesley Duncan 

Assemblywoman Michele Fiore 

Assemblyman Ira Hansen 

Assemblyman Andrew Martin 

Assemblywoman Ellen B. Spiegel 

Assemblyman Jim Wheeler 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: 

 

None 

 

GUEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT: 

 

None 
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District courts are many and varied; they are throughout the State of Nevada.  

There is a handful in the Second Judicial District in Washoe County.  In the rural 

areas, there are two or three counties put together with one district court judge.  

In Clark County, there are district court judges who, from a criminal standpoint, 

do the felony trials and sentencing.  There are a couple of magic words you 

need to listen for.  If you hear "jail," you are going to a municipal court or a 

justice court.  If you hear "prison," you are going to district court as a felony.   

A felony is punishable by more than a year in prison, and more than a 

$1,000 fine.  

 

There is also the Supreme Court.  You are going to hear an overview of the 

Supreme Court and judicial system after we are through here.  There are seven 

justices who sit on panels.  You are going to hear all about that.  There is a 

measure which some of you have supported and you will take another look at.  

It is for the creation of an appellate court, which is Senate Joint Resolution 

No. 14 of the 76th Session.   

 

All decisions from district court are appealable to the Supreme Court.  Whether 

it is a driver's license revocation or a death penalty case, it can end up in the 

Supreme Court.  You can imagine what kind of a caseload they have.   

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Before we move on, will you talk about qualifications?  I am not sure if 

everyone is aware of whether or not a law degree is required for each level of 

the court system.   

 

Ben Graham:  

The majority of the limited jurisdiction courts do not require law degrees.  That 

is always a big debate.  The justice court and the municipal court are the 

people's courts.  In some of the larger jurisdictions you get the preliminary 

hearings for murders and other serious offenses.  Over the years there has been 

a feeling that some of these courts should be courts of law judges.  That is a 

decision that is made here in this body.   

 

Next we will discuss the misdemeanor, which is listed under the classifications 

of crimes.  Almost anywhere else in the world you will hear the word 

misdemeanor and it will be defined as one day to one year in jail.  Remember: It 

is not what you get sentenced to, it is what you could be sentenced to, which 

determines the classification of your crime.  Nevada has a misdemeanor which 

is one day to six months in jail.  There is a serious debate as to whether or not 

it is mandatory that you have a court appointed attorney if it is less than six 

months.  Generally speaking, there was a Supreme Court decision which said 

no, you are not necessarily entitled to a court appointed attorney for less than 
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Chairman Frierson: 

At this time I would like to invite Justice Hardesty and Chief Justice Pickering to 

come forward.   

 

Ben Graham:  

I would like to introduce to you Chief Justice Kristina Pickering.  Kris Pickering 

went to school at Yale University, Georgetown University, and received a law 

degree at the University of California, Davis.  Do not be fooled; she is a 

graduate from Reno High School.  She has practiced significant litigation, both 

in the north and south.  She and her husband have a small ranch near Belmont, 

Nevada, where she exercises her border collies.  It is a pleasure to introduce 

Kristina Pickering.   

 

Kristina Pickering, Chief Justice, Supreme Court of Nevada: 

Thank you for affording us the opportunity to give you a brief overview of the 

Judiciary.  With me is my colleague, Justice James Hardesty.  He and I will be 

dividing this morning's presentation.  He will address the foreclosure mediation 

program.  We have a handout (Exhibit D) which begins, appropriately enough, 

with the Nevada Constitution.   

 

Article 3, Section 1, of the Nevada Constitution establishes the three branches 

of government of which the courts are one.  We lead off with that for this 

reason: We are not an agency of the Executive Branch; we are a separate 

branch of government.  Although our budgets are reviewed in the context of 

agency review and other people tend to think of the courts otherwise, we are 

an equal and one-third branch of government.   

 

Article 6, Section 1, of the Nevada Constitution goes further and says the 

judicial power of this state shall be vested in a court system, comprising a 

Supreme Court, district courts, and justices of the peace.   

 

As you all no doubt know, and as Ben Graham alluded to, Senate Joint 

Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session would amend that by introducing a court 

of appeals as well.  That takes a constitutional amendment because the courts 

are all created constitutionally, not through statute.   

 

I would like to give you a bird's eye view this morning rather than go through in 

detail every page of the handout.  However, there is a wealth of information 

behind what we have presented today in the Annual Report of the Nevada 

Judiciary (Exhibit E).  It gives much more detail than I am able to cover in either 

the handout or orally today.  It has a lot of statistics and background 

information and, if you want to dig deeper into any of the issues we touch on 
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today, that is a very helpful resource.  It may answer a lot of questions on the 

important work your committee does.   

 

I will begin with the Judicial Branch Organization, which is slide 3 (Exhibit D).  

As provided in Article 6, you will see that the Supreme Court sits at the top; 

below that are district courts; and below that are the justice and municipal 

courts, the so-called courts of limited jurisdiction.   

 

The funding for the judicial branch is slide 4 (Exhibit D).  It is prepared in pie 

chart form.  I practiced law for a number of years and I did a fair amount of 

appellate work as well as district court work and I did not realize until I arrived 

here the extent to which our court system is funded by administrative 

assessments rather than the State General Fund.  If I knew that, I certainly did 

not appreciate its significance.  Now, having worked on the Supreme Court for 

more than four years, I have come to have a keener appreciation of that.   

 

You will see that 53 percent of the court is funded by the General Fund; the 

remainder is funded by administrative assessments and other fees.  Why is that 

significant?  The reason is the administrative assessments are not constant and 

they have been in flux, particularly given the hard economic times.  Regarding 

people working off fines through community service, that directly affects our 

administrative assessment revenue which in turn funds our courts in large part.  

With respect to the specialty courts, the administrative assessment funds them 

100 percent.  So a decline in administrative assessments has a direct impact on 

the courts.   

 

Also having a direct impact on the courts is a measure that was put into place 

during a special session that takes $5 off the top of the administrative funds 

and puts it into the General Fund.  That has further destabilized our court 

revenue because if the fine is forgiven in whole or in part, what is left is smaller 

than it would have been had the $5 not been deferred.  My point today is to not 

dwell on budget issues; I just want to give you an overview.  You will see also 

in the pie chart that we have 1 percent federal funding; precious little in terms 

of federal funds for the operation of our courts.   

 

I would like to call your attention to the box on the lower right hand corner of 

the Judicial Branch Revenue slide 4 (Exhibit D).  It shows that although we are 

an equal one-third branch of government, the Judicial Branch General Fund 

appropriation is just 1 percent of the total General Fund appropriation contained 

in the Executive Budget.  When comparing the Judicial Branch Budget to all 

funding sources in the Executive Budget, the Judicial Branch receives a total of 

0.6 percent of all funding sources.   
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Next I will talk about the Supreme Court and what it does.  It is tasked with 

administering the Nevada Judicial System.  That means we run our own court, 

but we also administer the other court systems in the state and work with the 

Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) on that work.  We have what is 

called lawyers mandatory appellate jurisdiction.  That is to say, we must hear 

every single appeal that is filed with us from any district court in the state.  You 

are familiar with the United States Supreme Court and how excited people get 

when they grant a writ of certiorari, meaning they are going to take a case, look 

at it, hear arguments, and decide it.  They have the luxury of choice.  That is 

what allows them to serve at the top of the pyramid of the federal judicial 

system.  We have no luxury of choice.  Whatever gets filed in terms of an 

appeal from a district court comes straight to us and can range all the way from 

a driver's license revocation to a death penalty case.  Here in Nevada we have 

79 inmates on death row.  In addition to direct appeal, they also have 

post-conviction or habeas corpus appeals.   

 

We also have very significant commercial litigation that comes up to our Nevada 

Supreme Court as well as personal injury, family law—the full gamut.  We are 

doing all of the appeals from all of the district courts.   

 

We also exercise what is called extraordinary writ review.  The types of writs 

are on page 5 (Exhibit D) and are also provided for in the Nevada Constitution.  

Each serves a particular check and balance function on the other branches of 

government and on the district courts.  They are critically significant.  A writ 

can be written in a district court and appealed to us, but also an original writ 

can be brought in our court that says someone needs to intervene, something 

wrong is happening, it is unconstitutional, somebody is exceeding their powers, 

and so on.  As the name suggests, extraordinary writ review is just that: 

extraordinary.  But nonetheless, we must assess each of those as they come in 

and give them their constitutional due.  We endeavor to do that.  That is a 

significant additional piece of our jurisdiction and workload.   

 

We are also charged with the licensure and discipline of lawyers.  All of the 

attorneys in Nevada are licensed by the state bar.  When there are disciplinary 

issues, we have review on that.  We also supervise their admission to the bar.   

 

Finally, we have appellate review for judicial discipline.  That is self-explanatory.   

We are tasked with administering the foreclosure mediation program as well.  

That has proven to be a significant responsibility.  The appellate review from 

foreclosure mediation and the judicial review proceedings from the district court 

have added to our docket and workload as well.   
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Slide 6 (Exhibit D) is titled Supreme Court Cases Filed and Disposed, Projections 

for the 2013-2015 Biennium.  I would like to discuss what this means in terms 

of the quality of justice that we are able to afford.  You can see it is ranked in 

fiscal years, 2010 through 2015, by what we call new cases filed in our court, 

the cases we have been able to resolve in our court, and the cases that are 

pending in our court.  At the bottom are some notes that reflect this.  We 

number each case as it comes into the Supreme Court, it gets what is called a 

docket number.  Docket No. 1 would have been filed in the 1800s.  It has run 

sequentially ever since.  I was licensed to practice law in September 1977.  

When I was working for Federal Judge Bruce Thompson, the 10,000 mark was 

hit.  It took 112 years to get to 10,000.  In the 30 plus years since, another 

50,000 cases have been filed in Nevada and this is clipping along at the rate of 

2,500 per year.  By cases filed in Nevada, I mean filed in the Nevada Supreme 

Court for decision by this court.   

 

In terms of cases resolved, you will see that it flatlines in our projection after 

2012 at 2,270.  The reason is not an unwillingness to work on the part of the 

Nevada Supreme Court; it is that we have implemented every efficiency 

measure we can think of, including an aggressive settlement program where we 

mandate people whose case has been decided at the district court, and they 

have appealed it.  These people should have a good idea of what their risks and 

rewards are, so we mandate a number of civil cases to go into the settlement 

program.  That helps us reduce the docket.  We rely on staff counsel; we have 

15 in the criminal division, 3 of whom are in the capital case division.  We have 

13 in the civil division.  I am counting supervisors also.  We utilize staff as much 

as we can, but we cannot abdicate the responsibility as justices to review what 

they are doing.  We work in panels of three; all seven of us do not sit on every 

single case, except the constitutionally significant or widespread public 

importance cases.  We have implemented all the measures we can, and the best 

assessment of me and my colleagues is more than 2,270 is probably not 

humanly achievable, even with all of the measures I mentioned.   

 

Slide 7 (Exhibit D) shows a series of bar graphs.  Justice delayed is justice 

denied in many instances.  With this daunting caseload that we have, we still 

are doing the best we can to deal with the cases as they come in.  As time 

progresses, we will see more green, red, and even gray areas on the chart.  This 

bar graph breaks down into the matter, so it gives you a sense of what our 

annual docket comprises.  This shows the rough percentage in breakdown in 

terms of our work.  The 329 original writ proceedings, or extraordinary writ 

proceedings, is what that number represents.   

 

Slide 8 (Exhibit D) is significant.  There are very few other courts in the  

United States like those in Nevada, where the court system does not have a 
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court of appeals.  This slide lists those courts and the workload per justice on 

each of those courts.  As you can see, Nevada is at the head of the class with 

357 cases per justice per year.  I submit that this number is misleading because 

we do not work singly.  The Supreme Court cannot decide a case with fewer 

than three justices with some very narrow exceptions.  That means, if each one 

of us is going to give the parties their due, at least three of us on every case are 

going to look at it, read the briefs, look at the record, read the critical case law 

and statutes, and give our opinions.  We do not always agree.  Sometimes we 

write dissents or concurrences separately.  We do not necessarily agree with 

one another, and have a robust debate among the justices, which is how the 

Constitution sets it up.  That work has to be done.  So in reality, the 357 cases 

per justice is closer to roughly 3 cases per day, per justice, per year, every day, 

day in and day out, with Christmas off.  It is daunting when you consider the 

depth of the caseloads.   

 

Next I will address the district courts and how they work.  Their jurisdiction is 

prescribed by the Constitution, and they are all general jurisdiction courts.  We 

do have a family court division in Clark and Washoe Counties.  There is a 

Supreme Court decision that says that they are all equally district court judges. 

The family court division is simply specialized with family court jurisdiction.  

There are 82 judges of general jurisdiction.  They preside over cases of felony 

and gross misdemeanor crimes, civil matters where more than $10,000 is in 

controversy, and family law cases including juvenile offenses, abuse, and 

neglect.  They conduct jury and nonjury trials, rule on legal issues, and hear 

appeals from justice and municipal courts.  Assembly Bill No. 64 of the 

75th Session added ten new district court judges to the ranks.  We thank you 

for that; it has made a difference.  You can see it tangibly in slide 9 (Exhibit D) 

where you see 127,367 total case filings in the district courts.  There is some 

headway with 131,506 dispositions.  Not stunning, but headway nonetheless.   

 

The Clark County Regional Justice Center finished the remodel and addition of 

new courtrooms on the third floor; that ribbon cutting ceremony was about a 

month ago.  Those judges are no longer sharing courtrooms.  We look for them 

to become more effective as they are now in permanent quarters rather than 

trying to share courtrooms.   

 

Slide 10 (Exhibit D) addresses the Senior Judge Program.  Justices who served 

as elected jurists, and were not defeated for the position on reelection, can be 

called back to service as senior judges.  We have 22 jurists in that program.  

They hear cases in district court due to judicial absence, disqualification, 

vacancy, or other reasons.  The past year has seen a number of retirements.  

They step in and carry the docket forward when there is a vacancy on the 

bench.  Without their service, we would be in a world of hurt.   
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They also perform marathon settlement and mediation programs.  They have 

enjoyed tremendous success in both the family law arena as well as the medical 

malpractice arena.  For example in Clark County in December 2012, there was a 

marathon settlement effort in the family court.  Thanks to the service of the 

senior judges in that program, 94 cases were taken up and 71 of them were 

settled.  That is a 75 percent settlement rate, which is terrific.   

 

The Senior Judge Program represents a considerable cost savings as well 

because you do not have all of the associated overhead with the senior judge 

that you would if you were creating 22 new additional positions.  They fly solo.  

They travel to the different courts where they are called into service, but they 

do not have their own staff that travels with them, so they are one of the better 

deals in town.  They get paid probably 20 percent of what they would get if 

they were selling their services as private mediators or arbitrators in alternative 

dispute resolution.  Many of them are also mediators or arbitrators and they 

command upwards of $500 an hour for that work, but the state is paying them 

roughly $100 per hour.   

 

The justice courts slide 11 (Exhibit D) states there are 67 judgeships.  These are 

courts of limited jurisdiction.  Ben Graham has covered their jurisdiction ably, 

and the subject matter of the criminal jurisdiction in particular.  They also hear 

civil matters up to $10,000.  They issue temporary protective orders and 

warrants.  Of the 67 judgeships, 9 of them are also municipal court judges.  

There are certain areas where the jurist is both a justice of the peace and a 

municipal court judge.  When you add those 67 judgeships to the 30 judgeships 

for the municipal court, you must subtract the 9 that are sitting in dual roles.   

 

The municipal courts preside over misdemeanor and traffic cases in incorporated 

communities and have limited civil jurisdiction.  There is a decline in traffic 

cases filed from 203,310 in FY 2011 to 185,046 in FY 2012.  That decline will 

translate directly to a decrease in administrative assessments as administrative 

assessments come out of the traffic fines.  With fewer traffic cases, it stands to 

reason there will be fewer fines—not perfect, but the math works.  The decline 

is another reason there are budgetary issues associated with the administrative 

assessment revenue.     

 

I would like to next address the specialty courts.  I urge you to read the sections 

in the Annual Report (Exhibit E) that address these courts because I cannot do 

justice to their work and their importance to the state in the few minutes I am 

allocating here.  They are a very important part of the state judicial system.   
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The goal of the specialty courts is to break the cycle of addiction, abuse, and 

incarceration that so many people get caught up in.  Due to drug addiction, they 

commit crimes to feed the addiction for which they are incarcerated, and thus 

are an expense to the system because they are in prison.  They serve their time, 

they get out, and they repeat the cycle.  The specialty courts do not have a 

100 percent success rate by any means, but they do break the cycle in a 

number of cases, and those people are returned to a productive role in society 

at a net benefit both to them and to the system, and a subtraction from the 

expense associated with the incarceration programs that Nevada runs.   

 

There are numerous statistics as to the number of clients and the number of 

successes.  Nevada has been a trailblazer in this arena.  Clark County had one 

of the very first specialty courts and it has been very successful.  Their revenue 

is a straight pass-through on administrative assessments.  They are not funded 

through the General Fund.   

 

Slide 13 (Exhibit D) addresses specialty courts by region.  As you can see, they 

are not confined, as so many programs can be, to just the most populous 

counties; they are statewide.  There has been a real effort in the various district 

courts in the rural areas as well as in the urban communities to pursue these 

programs.  There is more information in the Annual Report (Exhibit E).   

 

Next I would like to talk about the business courts that were established in 

Clark and Washoe Counties.  Slide 15 (Exhibit D) sets out their workload and 

the cases and time to disposition.  These are important for corporate disputes 

and business-to-business disputes.  It is intended to be a specialized court 

where business matters receive specialized attention from the judges assigned 

to them.   

 

Assemblywoman Cohen:  

How many appeals to the Supreme Court are in proper person, without 

attorneys, and do you know how many of those are criminal?   

 

Chief Justice Pickering:  

Without citation to exact numbers, there are roughly 900 total appeals with 

300 civil and 600 criminal.    

 

Turning to the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), their work is 

important, and again, I urge you to look at the extraordinary breadth and depth 

of services that they provide to the court system in Nevada.  They have a 

legislative mandate to produce biennial and annual reports.  They also assist the 

judicial branch with its budget, personnel, benefits, and legislative support.  

They have a judicial education department which is tasked with educating the 
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new judges as well as providing continuing legal education for the judges in the 

state.  They are also tasked with court interpreter services.  There is activity on 

the federal level with regard to court interpreter services and how that will play 

out is anyone's guess.  They importantly are tasked with technology support for 

both the Supreme Court and the lower courts, which includes a uniform system 

of judicial records.  They track all the statistics, so if you want information 

about what categories of cases there are and how long they are taking to 

disposition, or the like, it is computer driven.  There are 17 different counties in 

this state and each county court does it a little differently.  The AOC is trying to 

put a uniform system together so that we are measuring the same thing the 

same way and can have a dialogue about what is going on in the court system.   

 

At the Supreme Court level, the information technology (IT) department allows 

us to be more transparent and more open to the public than many other 

appellate courts nationwide.  If you are interested, the Supreme Court has a 

page with a public portal.  If you have a dispute with someone or are thinking of 

making a deal with someone, and you want to see what litigation they have in 

the Supreme Court, you can find that out through the public portal.  You can 

retrieve all the briefs, and all of the orders on the person, and you can do it for 

free.  That is an extraordinarily useful system.   

 

For lawyers, clients, and business entities in Nevada, it is very helpful.  When 

we post opinions, they are available to the public on the same day they are 

available to the parties and the litigants.  When we have an oral argument, there 

is a live webcast of the argument, so even if you cannot come to Carson City to 

see your case argued, you can log on, assuming you have Internet access, and 

you can watch a live webstream of the oral argument.  There are technological 

glitches, but it is a tremendous system and the AOC's IT department has 

achieved that.   

 

There is also e-filing, where people are filing by electronic means rather than by 

paper.  Each of the seven of us can go online to see them.  This is not available 

under the public portal because of issues with sealed records, but I can get the 

full case appendix online in my office, so we do not have seven cartloads of 

records for each chambers.  I can go in and get them electronically, which 

makes a huge difference in terms of the ability to actually look and see if a 

lawyer is accurate in what he is saying the witness said under oath in the trial 

because he has to cite the page, chapter, and verse.   

 

The Administrative Office of the Courts also provides trial court support, judicial 

branch support, and the Supreme Court police.  We also now have a security 

officer as a result of what was passed as Nevada Revised Statutes Chapter 2, 

section 295.  There is an issue in our budget for an enhancement on that also.   
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I would like to skip ahead to slide 23 (Exhibit D), which discusses the Judicial 

Council of the State of Nevada.  There is a series here dealing with the special 

council's commissions and the important work they do.  The Judicial Council is 

one of the key ways in which the court system comes together, rural, urban, 

Supreme Court, trial court, and a council to address the issues that  

are percolating up throughout the state.  There is an entire section of the 

Annual Report (Exhibit E) that is dedicated to their work.   

 

The Judicial Council develops and recommends policies for the administration of 

the judiciary.  They also consider issues forwarded by the Supreme Court and/or 

the Chief Justice.  They review proposed legislation affecting the courts.  The 

work that your Committee and your Senate counterpart does is to look at and 

recommend legislation or Supreme Court rules or district court rules to the 

Supreme Court.  The Judicial Council establishes committees to develop 

minimum standards and recommendations for the improvements of Nevada's 

court system.   

 

Assemblyman Wheeler:  

Currently there are 2,270 cases on average that you can do per year.  How 

much would each caseload be reduced if the Constitution were changed to 

include the appellate court?  Also, can you explain to the Committee the 

process needed to amend the Nevada Constitution?   

 

Chief Justice Pickering:  

A significant segment of our caseload, somewhere between 700 to 800 cases 

per year, includes what we call error correction cases.  That is, the law is pretty 

settled and it does not call necessarily for a published opinion clarifying or 

deciding an issue of law; it calls strictly for application of law to fact and 

perhaps a mistake was made in the trial court level.  That category of cases 

would be directed to the court of appeals, so they would be subtracted from our 

caseload of the 2,500 that were filed last year and from the 2,270 that we feel 

we are able to effectively manage.  It would be a relief of roughly a third of our 

caseload directed to that court of appeals, which would be a three-judge panel.  

 

There are enormous benefits.  When we decide a case, we write up why we 

decided it as we did.  We do not hear juries or see witnesses; we explain why 

someone won and someone lost at our level.  In terms of the history of the 

common law, that was always done by opinion that was binding, so each 

opinion would become precedential.  What has happened as a consequence of 

the sheer crush of business is that we have become increasingly reliant on 

memos to the parties, which are public record, so they are published in that 

sense, but they are deemed unpublished as they do not carry precedential value.  

What you have seen in Nevada is a tremendous decline percentage-wise of the 
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total number of cases filed in the Nevada Supreme Court of published opinions 

relative to the total number of appeals filed.  The direct correlation would be 

that the Supreme Court could have a better chance of doing the work it takes to 

produce published opinions in every case that explain why, although one case 

looks similar to another, they are in fact different.  That is accountable and we 

have to apply the same law from case to case.  We are still doing that but we 

are not able to do the published work that a normal supreme court would be 

doing.   

 

Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session has passed once; it needs 

to pass again in the Legislature.  If it passes again, it will go on the ballot in 

November 2014.  If passed by the voters, we would be swearing in the court of 

appeals judges in January 2015.  If it does get through the Legislature a second 

time, we will need to take it to the voters and explain to them in terms they 

understand why this does not increase, delay, or slow things down.  It is not an 

addition to the bureaucracy.  Those cases that are singled out for that court will 

end there.  They will have a writ of certiorari review like you see in the Supreme 

Court, but analogizing that to our records would be the difference between a 

three-judge panel and a petition for rehearing.  Less than 1 percent of those 

petitions for rehearing are granted at the en banc level, so it would be a very 

small number that would not end at the intermediate court.  Ultimately you 

would see faster time to disposition rather than slower.  It is not just an 

intermediate step on the way to a multi-year process.   

 

Chairman Frierson: 

For the Committee's edification, there is a bill that was passed out of the 

Senate Judiciary and has not come out of their house yet, but we will be 

considering that measure once the house receives it and it is referred to this 

Committee.  We will then have an opportunity to ask more questions about that 

process.   

 

Chief Justice Pickering:  

We were very heartened that it passed unanimously with broad bipartisan 

support out of the Senate Judiciary Committee.  Anything we can do to provide 

information or testimony, we are more than happy to do so.   

 

Slide 24 (Exhibit D) discusses the Special Supreme Court Commissions and 

Committees.  These are all described in the Annual Report (Exhibit E).  Their 

work is tremendously important.  I would like to emphasize in particular the 

Access to Justice Commission.  My colleague, Justice Hardesty, has been 

instrumental in increasing the so-called Interest on Lawyer Trust Accounts 

(IOLTA) for holding money for a client.  He led an effort with the banking 

institutions in Nevada to get a better interest rate on the IOLTA funds.  They go 
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directly to legal aid programs, and it has made an enormous difference.  That is 

just one example of the kind of work that committee is doing.  The Specialty 

Court Funding Committee is very significant.  These are all described in detail in 

the Annual Report.  You will be hearing from the Commission on Statewide 

Juvenile Justice Reform at a later time.   

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Thank you, Chief Justice.  As a former Nevada Supreme Court law clerk, I can 

certainly empathize with the caseload, and as a practitioner, the frustration of 

attorneys with the limited ability to have published opinions that can be relied 

upon for precedential value.   

 

James W. Hardesty, Justice, Supreme Court of Nevada: 

I am an associate justice on the Nevada Supreme Court and have the privilege 

once again to address the Judiciary Committee for this session.  I would like  

to make a few comments and observations regarding the Foreclosure Mediation 

Program which the court was tasked to manage and operate in the  

2009 Session of the Nevada Legislature.  Assembly Bill No. 149 of the 

75th Session, passed and signed by the Governor, amended Chapter 107 of the 

Nevada Revised Statutes governing the foreclosure process in Nevada.  In doing 

so, it created a requirement that parties in cases in which the foreclosure 

involves an occupied residence afford to the owner of that residence an 

opportunity to request mediation with their lender before the property goes to  

a sale.   

 

The program began on July 1, 2009.  At the time it commenced, the court had 

no money, no mediators, no rules, and no staffing.  In 30 days, the court 

adopted all the rules and, from its own budget, advanced $300,000 to operate 

a program that was not initially funded by the Legislature.  We were successful 

in securing the services of up to 289 mediators.  We developed training 

programs for all of them, and started a program which was not funded by the 

State General Fund, but by a $50 fee imposed on notices of default filed in 

every form of notice of default case.   

 

You will no doubt recall that at the time foreclosures were running at a clip of 

between 6,000 to 11,000 per month.  As a consequence, the fees that the 

court collected built a considerable reserve and paid for a staff that ultimately 

reached about 22 people.  In the 2010 Special Session of the Legislature, the 

Legislature increased the fee to $200, appropriated $150 to go to the State 

General Fund, and designated about $4 to support programs that would assist 

people who were participating in the foreclosure mediation process.   
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Judicial Branch 

 Article 3, Section 1, of the Nevada Constitution 
 The powers of the Government of the State of Nevada shall be divided 

into three separate departments,—the Legislative,—the Executive and 

the Judicial... 

 

 Article 6, Section 1, of the Nevada Constitution 
 The judicial power of this State shall be vested in a court system, 

comprising a Supreme Court, district courts, and justices of the peace.  
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Judicial Branch Organization 
Judicial Branch Generally, NRS Chapter 1 

 The Constitution provides for 
the establishment of the 
Judicial Branch. The Judicial 
Branch resolves both public 
and private disputes by 
applying laws established 
through the legislative 
process and based upon 
prior state Supreme Court 
decisions. Nevada has a 
non-unified court system. 

Supreme Court 
Article 3, Sec. 1 

Article 6, Sec. 1, 2, 3, 4, & 
19 

NRS Chapter 2 

District Court 
Article 6, Sec. 5 & 6 

NRS Chapter 3 
 

Justice Court 
Article 6, Sec. 8 
NRS Chapter 4 

 

Municipal Court 
Article 6, Sec. 9 
NRS Chapter 5 
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Judicial Branch Revenue 
Total Biennial Funding - $119,469,701 

$63,631,043  
53% 

$824,538  
1% 

$55,014,120  
46% 

General Fund Appropriation Distribution 

 

• 67% Judicial Elected Official Salaries 

• 16% to the Supreme Court 

• 7% to the Judicial Retirement System 

• 5% to the Law Library 

• 3% to the Senior Judge Program 

• 2% Judicial Programs 

• 1% Other (Foreclosure Mediation & Judicial 

Selection) 

 

 

 

 

     General Fund 

      

      Admin Assess & Other Fees 

       

      Federal 

The Judicial Branch general fund 

appropriation is 1% of the total general fund 

appropriation contained in the Executive 

Budget.  When comparing the Judicial 

Branch budget to all funding sources in the 

Executive Budget, the Judicial Branch 

receives .6% of all funding sources. 
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Supreme Court Duties 

 Administer the Nevada judicial system 
 Decide all civil and criminal cases appealed 

from District Court 
 Exercise extraordinary writ review - writs of 

mandamus, certiorari, prohibition, quo 

warranto, and habeas corpus 

 Licensure and discipline of lawyers 
 Appellate review for judicial discipline 
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Supreme Court Cases Filed and Disposed  
Projections for the 2013 – 2015 Biennium 

 

  FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 FY 13* FY 14* FY 15*  

New Cases Filed 2,266 2,395 2,500 2,625 2,756 2,894 

Cases Resolved 2,419 2,220 2,270 2,270 2,270 2,270 

Cases Pending 1,514 1,689 1,919 2,274 2,760 3,384 

 
 *Projections for cases filed and cases pending include a 5% increase each year 

  
 

• It took 112 years – from statehood on October 31, 1864 until August 12, 1977 – for the first 
10,000 cases to be filed in the Nevada Supreme  Court.  

 
• Over the next 30 years – from 1977 to August 13, 2007 – 40,000 more cases were filed, 

10,000 of which were filed between 2002-2007. 
 
• The 60,000th case was filed on January 9, 2012. 
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Supreme Court 
Cases Decided in Calendar Year 2012 

 

 
 

Numbers Disposed in Calendar Year 2012 by Case Category 

65 Bar Matters  862 Civil Appeals 989 Criminal Appeals 329 Original Proceedings 157
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Nevada Supreme Court Caseload 

Compared with Selected Other States 
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Table 4. Characteristics of Nevada and Other Selected States Without 
Courts of Appeals. 
All data from respective states' most recent annual report or web page (2010-2012) . 

States Without Population En Banc Cases 
an Appeals Court Ranking a or Panels Justices Cases filed per Justice 

Nevada b 35 Both 7 2,500 357 
West Virginia b.c 37 En Banc 5 1,668 334 
Maine ct 41 En Banc 7 690 99 
New Hampshire ct 42 Both 5 910 182 
Rhode Island ct 43 En Banc 5 418 84 
Montana b 44 Both 7 775 111 
Delaware b 45 Both 5 714 143 
South Dakota b 46 En Banc 5 406 81 
Vermont ct 49 En Banc 5 480 96 
Wyoming b.e 50 En Banc 5 265 53 
• Source: U.S. Census Bureau , Population Division .Table 1. Annual Estimates ofthe Population 

for the United States, Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 201 Oto July 1, 2011 
(NST-EST2011-01). 
State does not have discretionary case review, unless otherwise noted . 
Supreme Court changed from discretionary to non discretionary case review on 
December 1, 2010 . 
Includes mandatory cases and total discretionary petitions filed . 
Fiscal year 2009 information per CSP 2009 (http://www.courtstatistics.org). 
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District Courts 
Article 6, Sec. 5 & 6; NRS Chapter 3 

 10 judicial districts, 17 county courts 
 82 judges of general jurisdiction 
 Jurisdiction - 

 Preside over cases of felony and 
gross misdemeanor crimes; civil 
matters above $10,000; and family 
law cases, including juvenile crimes 
(exclusive), abuse, and neglect. 
Conduct jury and non-jury trials. 
Rule on legal issues. Hear appeals 
of Justice and Municipal Court 
cases. 

 Funding Source 
 District Judges’ salaries – 

State General Fund 
Appropriation 

 Staff, facilities, & operations – 
County General Fund and 
Civil Filing Fees 

District Court Case Filings, 2012 

Criminal Civil Family Juvenile 

15,481 30,770 69,328 11,788 
Total Case Filings: 127,367 

District Court Case Dispositions, 2012 

Criminal Civil Family Juvenile 

16,830 36,320 64,620 13,736 
Total Case Dispositions: 131,506 
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Senior Judge Program 

 Senior Judge Program places retired district judges 
(currently 22 active seniors) to hear cases in district 
court due to judicial absence, disqualification, 
vacancy, or another reason 

 In 2012 the senior judges provided the service of an 
equivalent of 8 full time district judges, saving 
millions of dollars and expediting cases that could 
have languished in the backlog 

 Senior judges also conduct settlement hearings in 
the Clark County Family Court resulting in speedier 
resolution of these cases 
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Justice Courts 
Article 6, Sec. 8; NRS Chapter 4 

 67 judgeships  
 Courts of limited jurisdiction 
 Jurisdiction: Preside over preliminary matters of felony and 

gross misdemeanor cases, traffic and other misdemeanor 
cases, civil matters up to $10,000, small claims (up to $7,500), 
and landlord tenant disputes. Issue temporary protective orders 
and warrants. 

 In fiscal year 2011, non-traffic cases filed – 214,923; and traffic 
cases filed – 363,185 
In fiscal year 2012, non-traffic cases filed – 192,129; and traffic 
cases filed – 370,279 

 Funding source: County General Fund 
 9 judges serve as both Justice of the Peace and Municipal 

Court Judge 
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Municipal Courts 
Article 6, Sec. 9; NRS Chapter 5 

 30 judgeships Court of limited jurisdiction 
 Jurisdiction: Preside over misdemeanor and traffic 

cases in incorporated communities; limited civil 
jurisdiction 

 In fiscal year 2011, non-traffic cases filed – 62,735; 
and traffic cases filed – 203,310 
In fiscal year 2012, non-traffic cases filed – 54,147; 
and traffic charges filed – 185,046 

 Funding source: City General Fund 
 9 judges serve as both Justice of the Peace and 

Municipal Court Judge 
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Specialty Courts 

 44 Specialty Courts programs throughout Nevada. 
 1,541 participant successfully graduated from specialty court programs in 

FY2012 
 60 drug-free babies born to participants 
 Funding in the next biennium:   

 $7 specialty court administrative assessment (NRS 176.0613) 
 Felony bond forfeitures (10% to Specialty Courts, NRS 

178.518) 
 12% of the Judicial Branch share of general administrative 

assessment revenue (NRS 176.059) 
 Total Specialty Court Revenue in FY 2012: $5,631,309 
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Specialty Courts by Region 

 Western Region 
 Western Regional Adult Drug Court (5 programs) 
 Carson City & Storey County Juvenile Drug Court 
 Carson City Felony DUI Court 
 Carson City Mental Health Court 

 Washoe Region 
 Second Judicial District 

 Adult Drug Court 
 Family Drug Court 
 Felony DUI Court 
 Juvenile Drug Court 
 Mental Health Court 
 Veterans Court 

 Reno Justice Court Alcohol and Drug Court 
 Sparks Municipal Court Alcohol and Drug Court 
 Reno Municipal Court Alcohol and Drug Court (2 

programs) 
 Eastern Region 

 Elko County Juvenile and Adult Drug Courts 
 White Pine County Adult and Juvenile Drug 

Courts 

 

 Fifth Judicial District 
 Nye County Juvenile and Adult Drug Courts 

 Central Region 
 Humboldt County Adult Drug Court 
 Lander County Adult Drug Court 
 Pershing County Adult Drug Court 

 Clark Region 
 Eight Judicial District 

 Adult Drug Court 
 Child Support Drug Court 
 Dependency Mothers’ Drug Court 
 Family Drug Court 
 Felony DUI Court 
 Juvenile Drug Court 
 Mental Health Court 

 Las Vegas Justice Court Adult Drug and DUI (3 
programs) Courts 

 Las Vegas Municipal Adult Drug, DUI, Habitual 
Offender, and Female Prostitution Courts 

 Henderson Municipal Habitual Offender Court 
 North Las Vegas Municipal Alcohol and Drug 

Court 

 
There are courts funded from other sources: northern prison re-entry, southern prison re-entry, and southern veterans’ 164
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Business Courts 

 Second Judicial District (Washoe) and Eighth Judicial 
District (Clark) 

 WDCR 2.1; EDCR 1.61 
 Business Court Jurisdiction 

 Corporate Disputes 
 Business to Business Disputes 

 
Business Court Caseloads, FY 2012 

Court New Cases Transferred 
Cases 

Dispositions Year End 
Pending 

Average Time to 
Disposition 
(months) 

2nd JD 5 1 27 55 17 

8th JD 273 NR 462 531 27 

165



16 

Administrative Office of the Courts 

 Legislative mandated or 

requested reports 

 Alternative dispute 
resolution (biennial) 

 Specialty Court 
funding (biennial) 

 Uniform system for 
judicial records 
(annual) 

 Roles to assist with Judicial 
Branch administration 

 Administrative support such 
as budgets, personnel, 
benefits, policies, 
legislation, etc. 

 Education of judges and 
court staff 

 Trial court services such as 
court interpreter 
certification, specialty court 
funding, and coordination 
with justice partners 

 Technology (e.g., state 
sponsored case 
management system, 
justice integration, assist w/ 
NV Offense Codes) 
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AOC Work by Division 

 Administration 

 Budget Preparation, Management, and Accounting 
 Human Resources/Payroll 
 Senior Judge Program 
 Facilities Management 
 Judicial Branch Audits 

 Judicial Programs and Services 

 Court Interpreter Certifications 
 Limited Jurisdiction Courts Bench Book  
 Court Improvement Program for dependent children 
 Specialty Court programs 
 Interaction and coordination with federal, state, and local justice partners 
 Assistance to the trial courts 
 Commission support – JCSN; Preservation, Access and Sealing of Court Records; 

Indigent Defense Commission 
 Judicial Education (including court staff) 
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AOC Work by Division 

 Information Technology 

 Supreme Court support 
 E-filing 
 Document management system 
 Appellate Court case management system 

 Trial Court support 
 State-sponsored case management system 
 Criminal Justice Integration 
 Nevada Offense Codes 

 Judicial Branch support 
 Manage and maintain all servers and databases for the above support projects 
 Maintain hardware and software throughout Supreme Court 

 Supreme Court Police 

 Security for justices, staff, and citizens in the Supreme Court Building and off-site 
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Foreclosure Mediation Program (FMP) 

 Created during the 2009 session of the Nevada Legislature  

 Amended NRS Chapter 107  

 Homeowners meet face-to-face with lender representatives who must have 

the authority to negotiate and modify the terms of a loan. Mediations can 

result in loan modification, a short sale agreement or other resolution. 

 Brings together key stakeholders, including property owners, lenders, and their 

respective representatives, in a neutral setting to discuss alternatives to 

foreclosure. By working together to explore various options, agreements can be 

reached that benefit both sides and avoid foreclosure. 

 Funding 

 $44.33 of the $200 fee for each Notice of Default and Intent to Sell filed 

 $400 Mediation Service Fee 

 The lender and the homeowner each pay $200 

 Passed through to the mediator 
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FMP Statistics 

 Program statistics available on-line:  http://foreclosure.nevadajudiciary.us 

 

  Category FY 11 FY 12 
FY 13  

Thru Dec 

Notices of Default and Intent to Sell 54,191 16,818 8,528 

Mediations Held 6,370 4,803 596 

Agreement Outcomes 

Retained Property 

3,227 

1,941 

989 

547 

173 

80 

Non-Agreement Outcomes 3,143 3,814 423 

Certificates Issued 47,919 22,219 4,758 

Non-Applicable Properties 45,936 19,125 4,388 

Applicable Properties 1,983 3,094 370 
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FMP Revenue Projections 

 Notice of Default Fee (NODs) projections are based on those 
of the Economic Forum (NRS 353.246) 

 FY 14:  $404,100 for 9,117 NODs projected to be filed 

 FY 14 program expenses:  $1,141,356 

 FY 15:  $363,600 for 8,203 NODs projected to be filed 

 FY 15 program expenses:  $1,170,125 

 The program is spending down its general reserves 

 

 Mediation Service Fees 

 Mediations will be requested on 12% of NODs filed @ $400 each 

 FY 14:  1,094 requests 

 FY 15:     984 requests 
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FMP Revenue: NOD Fees 

 $3,903,732  

 $2,708,626  

 $745,837   $693,210  

 $404,100   $363,600  

 $-

 $500,000

 $1,000,000

 $1,500,000

 $2,000,000

 $2,500,000

 $3,000,000

 $3,500,000

 $4,000,000

 $4,500,000

FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 FY 13 FY 14 FY 15

Actual Projected
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Judicial Council of the State of Nevada 

The Judicial Council of the State of Nevada shall… 

 Develop and recommend… policies for the administration of the 
judiciary. 

 Consider issues forwarded to it by the Supreme Court and/or Chief 
Justice. 

 Review proposed legislation affecting the courts … 

 Recommend legislation and/or rules … to the Supreme Court. 

 Establish committees to develop minimum standards, to be 
recommended to the Supreme Court. 

 Develop recommendations … for the improvement of Nevada's 
courts and the statewide court system. 

The Judicial Council of the State of Nevada (JCSN) is made up of 
representatives from all levels of courts, from all the regions of the 
State. 
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Special Supreme Court Commissions 

and Committees 

 Commission on Statewide Juvenile Justice Reform 
 Commission on Preservation, Access, and Sealing of 

Court Records 
 Indigent Defense Commission 
 Specialty Court Funding Committee 
 Court Improvement Program Select Committee 
 Access to Justice Commission 
 Bench/Bar Committee 
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Nevada Supreme Court
Chief Justice Nancy Saitta from September 2011 to May 2012

Front Row: 
Left to Right: Justice James W. Hardesty, Chief Justice Nancy Saitta, and  

Justice Michael L. Douglas

Back Row: 
Left to Right: Justice Kristina Pickering, Justice Ron D. Parraguirre,  

Justice Michael A. Cherry, and Justice Michael Gibbons

Nevada Supreme Court
Chief Justice Michael A. Cherry from May 2012 to January 2013

Front Row: 
Left to Right: Justice Michael L. Douglas, Chief Justice Michael A. Cherry, and  

Justice Nancy Saitta 

Back Row: 
Left to Right: Justice Kristina Pickering, Justice Michael Gibbons,  

Justice Ron D. Parraguirre, and Justice James W. Hardesty
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The Nevada Supreme Court Building

Built in 1991, the Nevada Supreme Court Building 
consists of approximately 20,000 tons of concrete. The 
colonnades on the east and west sides of the building were 
designed to reduce required heating and cooling energy. 
These colonnades simultaneously enhance the historical and 
humanistic concept of the judicial system. Building symmetry 
and balanced proportions emphasize architecturally the 
equality of law and balance of justice. 

The building was space planned and designed to avoid 
the traditional concept of "front" and "back." Except for the 
central portico on the west side, opposite building facades 
are similar. The building, as a symbol of its function, does 
not turn a back to anyone, and intends to be freely accessible, 
and open, in all directions. 

The building materials, with a few exceptions, are 
of American sources and manufacture. From footings to 
the skylight, the Nevada Supreme Court Building is truly 
an American product in planning and design, labor and 
materials, spirit and purpose. Located in the Supreme 
Court Building is the Law Library, Supreme Court Clerk's 
Office, Administrative Office of the Courts, Courtroom, and 
Chambers. 

Estimates are that the Supreme Court Building, during 
a 2-year construction period, and including 5 years of 
planning by the design team, represents a human effort of 
approximately 800,000 hours.

Designed, prepared, and published by the Supreme Court of Nevada, Administrative Office of the Courts
201 South Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada 89701

775-684-1700 l WWW.NEVADAJUDICARY.US
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2              Nevada Judiciary Annual Report

Nancy Saitta
Chief Justice from September 2011 to May 2012
Supreme Court of Nevada 

a Message FroM the chieF JUstice
(FroM septeMber 2011 to MaY 2012)

This year’s Annual Report of the Nevada Judiciary provides a snapshot of what the people of Nevada received 
from our civil, criminal, family, and juvenile courts. But, it depicts just the tip of the iceberg, so to speak, with respect 
to the hard work of our judges and their staff across our state. This report details the heroic efforts of our court family 
as it works through caseloads and burdening schedules to maintain an open, fair system of justice.

The economic struggles that our state faced in fiscal year 2012 made it difficult to adequately staff courtrooms 
and maintain timely disposition of cases. As always, the Judicial branch tightened its belt, stepped up, and did its 
best to work around the crisis. Why? Because judges and courthouse staff truly understand that “justice delayed is 
justice denied.”

This report provides wonderful examples of innovation and achievement in every corner of the state. The 
commitment, ingenuity, and hard work of our judges and their staff, as illustrated in the report, show how the justice 
system has met challenges never before seen in the Judicial Branch of government.

Our core function is to resolve disputes pursuant to the rule of law and our Constitution. Despite threats to the 
effective functioning of our system, we must safeguard our mandate–to dispense justice in a fair, impartial, and 
timely manner.

Case numbers do not tell the story. Every case represents a very real matter–the deprivation of one’s liberty, the 
safe and stable custody of our children, the disposition of one’s property. Limited resources, increased workloads, 
and greater complexity of cases threaten the very essence of the system. 

As our courts evolve to answer the call of justice, I am proud and humbled to report to you that your court 
system, through unique specialty courts, alternative forms of dispute resolution, and pure grit, are keeping the doors 
of your courtrooms open, accessible, and available to all. A system of justice, the rule of law which supports our 
very freedom, can only exist as long as the people it serves have trust and confidence in that system.

Our judges continue to educate themselves at the highest level possible, and our administrators work to meet 
the needs of the communities they serve. One judge who created an innovative, nationally recognized program for 
youthful drug addicted offenders is oft-quoted when he says, “We save what we can or we go down fighting…”  
That is how the Nevada Judiciary lives. 

I am honored to be a part of a system that believes in freedom and liberty for all, where every judge, lawyer, staff 
assistant, or administrator believes that they can make a difference and that their efforts matter. My special thanks 
to each and every one of you across the state for all that you do. We are better because of you.

178



Fiscal Year 2012            3

a Message FroM the chieF JUstice
(FroM MaY 2012 to JaNUarY 2013)

On May 7, 2012, I had the honor of becoming the Chief Justice of the Nevada Supreme Court. Needless to say, 
this was the ultimate achievement of my entire judicial career. Since there were 3 justices eligible to be Chief Justice 
during 2011 and 2012, it was decided by Justices Douglas, Saitta, and me that we would each serve for a term of 8 
months as Chief Justice.

It is my belief that once Justice Pickering serves as Chief Justice in 2013 and all 7 justices would have then served 
the state as Chief Justice, it is imperative that beginning in 2015 and thereafter the term of service for an incoming 
Chief Justice should be the full 2 years. In the alternative, it is high time for the Nevada Constitution, which dates 
back to 1864, to be amended to either have the Chief Justice elected by the people or at least chosen by his or her 
colleagues for a reasonable term in office.

Since becoming Chief Justice I have been diligently preparing the court for the 2013 Legislative Session. I have 
called upon Justices Pickering and Hardesty along with our government affairs person, Ben Graham, and our AOC 
legislative guru, John McCormick, to map out a strategy for the upcoming legislative session. Of course, our top 
priority will be the passage of legislation for our most needed Court of Appeals so that the question can be on the 
ballot in November 2014. It is a well-known fact that Nevada suffers serious judicial disabilities in not having a Court 
of Appeals. It is well-known that I favor en banc dispositions over panel dispositions. I have striven to make sure that 
the most important cases and the most important legal issues are presented to all seven justices sitting en banc. I truly 
hope that future chiefs will continue this process. After all, the voters have elected all seven of us to decide cases.

Much of my time as Chief Justice is spent on budget and personnel issues with Deanna Bjork, our budget manager, 
and Debra Norvell, our human relations manager. These two employees are top notch and are prime examples of the 
excellent quality of our state employees. I have tried to fill as many vacant positions in the AOC and Supreme Court 
as was fiscally feasible. This was essential to enable the Court to maintain a high level of efficiency and competency. 
With the mandated furloughs and wage reductions it was essential to maintain morale among our trusted and loyal 
employees. Our Cheer Committee holds events to celebrate birthdays, new hires, and numerous other events. 

I would like to take this opportunity to salute my 6 colleagues, all of whom are dedicated justices with an 
abundance of intellect, compassion and a sense of fair play. They make the job of Chief Justice an opportunity to 
bring greatness to our Court and the State of Nevada.

I wish to extend my heartfelt thanks to all the people who serve the Court. Many thanks go to our dedicated 
and hard-working employees: Clerk, Tracie Lindeman and her staff; State Court Administrator and Director of the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, Robin Sweet and her staff; central staff, which is supervised by Phaedra Kalicki 
and Sarah Moore; and our library staff. 

Last, but by far not the least, I wish to acknowledge my marvelous Judicial Chambers Assistant, Janice Luevano, 
and my brilliant law clerks, Kathleen Brady, Esq., and Scott Lachman, Esq., for their loyalty and service to me as 
Chief Justice. 

Michael A. Cherry
Chief Justice From May 2012 to January 2013
Supreme Court of Nevada 
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Chief Justice Michael A. Cherry (Chief from May 2012 to January 2013) has been an attorney in 
Nevada since 1970 when he became a Deputy Clark County Public Defender. He then became a private attorney 
and served as Special Master in the MGM Grand Hotel and Las Vegas Hilton Hotel fire litigation cases. In 1997, 
Chief Justice Cherry returned to public service as the newly created Clark County Special Public Defender. In 1998, 
he was elected a District Court judge in Clark County. In 2006, he was elected to his current seat on the Nevada 
Supreme Court. A graduate of Washington University School of Law, Chief Justice Cherry chairs the Indigent 
Defense Commission that is examining how the justice system deals with criminal defendants who cannot hire 
their own attorneys. He also is the supervising justice over the Senior Justice and Judge Program. 

Justice James W. Hardesty is a native Nevadan, having been born and raised in Reno. A graduate 
of McGeorge School of Law, he practiced law in Reno from 1975 through 1998, when he was elected to the 
District Court bench in Washoe County. He served as Chief Judge for two terms and was president of the Nevada 
District Judges Association in 2003. He was elected to the Supreme Court in 2004. He currently co-chairs the 
Nevada Supreme Court Bench-Bar Committee, the Nevada Supreme Court Access to Justice Commission, and 
the Commission on Statewide Juvenile Justice Reform. He is vice-chair of the Nevada Legislature's Advisory 
Commission on the Administration of Justice. 

Associate Chief Justice Michael L. Douglas, the first African American justice in Nevada’s 
history, was appointed to the high court in March 2004 and elected to a full term in 2006. A graduate of the 
University of California Hastings College of the Law, Justice Douglas began his Nevada legal career as an attorney 
with Nevada Legal Services in 1982. Two years later, he was hired by the Clark County District Attorney’s Office, 
where he worked until 1996, when he was appointed to the District Court bench. He served as Chief Judge and 
Business Court Judge along with handling a variety of civil and criminal cases. He co-chairs the Supreme Court 
Bench-Bar Committee, the Access to Justice Commission, and the Specialty Court Funding Committee. 

Chief Justice Nancy M. Saitta (Chief from September 2011 to May 2012) began her judicial 
career when she was appointed as a Las Vegas Municipal Court Judge in 1996. Two years later she was elected 
to the District Court in Clark County, where she created the specialized Complex Litigation Division for case 
management of construction defect and other voluminous cases. The achievement received national recognition 
in 2003. At the Supreme Court, she is chair of the Court Improvement Program Committee and the Judicial Public 
Information Committee, and co-chairs the Commission on Statewide Juvenile Justice Reform. She is a graduate 
of Wayne State University. 

Justice Mark Gibbons was elected to the Nevada Supreme Court in 2002 after serving 6 years as a 
District Judge in Clark County. Prior to becoming a judge, he had a long career as a private attorney specializing 
in real estate related litigation. His judicial career has been marked by a commitment to modernizing Nevada’s 
court system. At the District Court, he served as Chief Judge and was appointed to the Supreme Court’s Jury 
Improvement Commission. At the Supreme Court, he is co-chair of the Specialty Court Funding Committee and 
the Supreme Court’s Information Technology Committee. He is a graduate of Loyola University School of Law.

Justice Kristina Pickering was elected to the Nevada Supreme Court in 2008. She graduated from 
Reno High School (National Merit Scholar; Presidential Scholar), Yale University (B.A. cum laude) and the 
University of California, Davis, School of Law (Order of the Coif; Law Review). Justice Pickering clerked for 
United States District Judge Bruce R. Thompson in Reno, then entered private practice, focusing on complex 
civil litigation. Justice Pickering is a life member of the American Law Institute. Over the course of her legal 
career, she has served in a variety of positions to improve the legal profession and court system in Nevada and 
on committees at the state and national levels addressing court rules, lawyer ethics, and professional conduct. 

JUstices oF the NeVaDa sUpreMe coUrt

Justice Ron D. Parraguirre is a fourth generation Nevadan and second generation judge (his father 
was a Fifth Judicial District Judge). A graduate of the University of San Diego School of Law, Justice Parraguirre’s 
judicial career began in 1991 when he won a seat on the Las Vegas Municipal Court. He served there until then-
Governor Kenny Guinn appointed him in 1999 to a seat on the District Court in Clark County. As a District 
Judge, he served on more than a dozen commissions and committees. He also served as president of the Nevada 
District Judges Association during 2004. Justice Parraguirre was first elected to serve as a Justice on the Nevada 
Supreme Court in 2004. Justice Parraguirre currently serves as the chair of the Settlement Judge Core Committee.
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a Note FroM the state coUrt aDMiNistrator

In an economic climate marked by shrinking resources, the Nevada Judiciary is challenged to cope with high 
caseloads, crowded calendars, and parties who cannot afford legal representation. Some who come to our courts 
face language barriers that impact their abilities to navigate through a justice system, which seems to be increasingly 
complex. Parties seeking assistance are often struggling with financial hardship, violence, substance abuse, or mental 
health issues.

In addition to the access to justice issues that courts routinely face, Nevada’s economic downturn has complicated 
the ability of judges and court administrators to focus on other issues such as interpreter services, secure access to 
court buildings, and legal information and self-help services for the unrepresented. 

Although the Judiciary is a separate and independent branch of government, we recognize the value of working 
with our partners in the other branches of government as well as the private sector. Supreme Court Commissions 
such as those on indigent defense or juvenile justice are careful to bring representatives from state and local justice 
partners to help improve efforts in these areas. Our Specialty Courts bring together prosecutors, law enforcement, 
service providers, and others interested in this very successful system to provide justice and reform for our citizens. 
Our information systems look for ways to transmit data among disparate systems reducing the workload for courts 
as well as our justice partners. 

The Supreme Court staff work hard to support these areas to improve access to justice for those in Nevada we are 
committed to serve. The trial court staff work hard every day to ensure the citizens and visitors receive their day in 
court. This report provides information and examples of the work and the successes of the courts throughout Nevada.

We recognize that Nevada’s courts at every level will continue to struggle with limited resources. However, we 
must remember that a cornerstone of our democracy is the rule of law promulgated by the Judicial Branch and the 
justice that it brings when dispensed in a timely manner. We must be careful not to ration justice so that we may 
continue successfully within our democracy. 

Robin Sweet
Director, Administrative Office of the Courts
State Court Administrator
Supreme Court of Nevada 

“If we are to keep our democracy, there must be a commandment: thou shalt not ration justice.” 
– Judge Learned Hand
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The Nevada Judiciary is the Third Branch of government—as equal and independent as the Executive and Legislative 
Branches. Empowered by the Nevada Constitution, judges play a vital role in our democratic system of checks and bal-
ances to guarantee our citizens have access to fair and impartial justice under the law. 

Our justices and judges are responsible for resolving legal disputes as quickly and fairly as possible. As the chart below 
demonstrates, our court system consists of the Nevada Supreme Court, the state’s highest court and only appellate court; 
and three levels of trial courts: the District, Justice, and Municipal Courts.

sUpreMe coUrt oF NeVaDa
Comprised of 7 Justices, this is the state’s ultimate judicial authority. Supreme 

Court decisions become the law of the land. The primary job of the Justices is to rule on 
appeals from the trial courts, determining if legal errors were committed in court cases or 
whether verdicts and judgments were fair and correct. The Justices sit in panels of three 
for the majority of cases, or as the full court to decide the most significant legal issues.

The Supreme Court is the administrative head of the entire legal system. The Justices 
oversee the courts and issue rules governing everything from the court procedures to 
the ethical and professional conduct of judges and attorneys.

The Supreme Court also can create commissions and committees to study the 
judicial system and recommend changes and improvements, something that has been 
done with great success in recent years.

The Justices also fulfill a constitutional responsibility by sitting on the state’s Board 
of Pardons, along with the Governor and Attorney General, to review requests for mercy 
from convicted criminals.

District coUrts
These are courts of “general jurisdiction” where major civil, criminal, family, and 

juvenile cases are decided. Nevada’s 82 District Court Judges preside over felony and 
gross misdemeanor trials, civil cases with a value above $10,000, family law matters, 
and juvenile issues involving delinquency, abuse, and neglect. Appeals of District Court 
cases go to the Supreme Court.

JUstice coUrt
Justice Courts are courts of limited 

jurisdiction where criminal, civil, and 
traffic matters are decided. Nevada's 67 
Justices of the Peace* decide preliminary 
matters in felony and gross misdemeanor 
cases. Justice Courts also have original 
jurisdiction over misdemeanor crimes, 
traffic matters, small claims, civil cases up 
to $10,000, and landlord-tenant disputes. 
Decisions in Justice Court cases may be 
appealed to the District Courts.

MUNicipal coUrt
Municipal Courts are courts of 

limited jurisdiction where criminal, 
civil, and traffic matters are decided. 30 
Municipal Court Judges* preside over 
misdemeanor crimes and traffic cases in 
incorporated communities. The judges 
also preside over some civil matters 
under NRS 5.050, primarily involving 
the collection of debts owed their cities. 
Appeals of Municipal Court decisions 
are made to the District Courts.

* Nine limited jurisdiction judges serve their communities as both justice of the peace and municipal judge.

CLERK of the COURT
Responsible for all Supreme Court files 
and documents, manages the Court’s 
caseload and dockets, coordinates 
public hearings, and releases the Court’s 
decisions. Tracie Lindeman is the Clerk 
of the Court.

ADMINISTRATIVE

 OFFICE of the COURTS
Performs all administrative functions for 
the Supreme Court and provides support 
services to the trial courts in such areas 
as training and technology. Robin Sweet 
is the State Court Administrator.

LAW LIBRARY
Houses law books and other documents 
in its facility at the Supreme Court in 
Carson City. The Library is used, not 
only by the Court’s law clerks, but also 
by the public. Christine Timko is the 
Law Librarian.

NEVADA'S CoURt StRUCtURE
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DIStRICt CoURt JUDgES AND JUDICIAl DIStRICtS

DISTRICT COURT JUDGES
(as of June 30, 2012)

1st Judicial district 
Judge James Todd Russell
Judge James Wilson, Jr.

2nd Judicial district 
Judge Brent Adams
Judge Janet Berry
Judge Frances Doherty
Judge Steve Elliott
Judge Patrick Flanagan
Judge Scott Freeman
Judge Linda Gardner
Judge David Hardy
Judge Steven Kosach
Judge Bridget Robb Peck
Judge Jerome Polaha
Judge Deborah Schumacher
Judge Connie Steinheimer
Judge Egan Walker
Judge Chuck Weller

3rd Judicial district 
Judge Leon Aberasturi
Judge William Rogers

4th Judicial district 
Judge Alvin Kacin
Judge Nancy Porter

5th Judicial district 
Judge Robert Lane
Judge Kimberly Wanker

6th Judicial district 
Judge Michael Montero
Judge Richard Wagner

7th Judicial district 
Judge Steven Dobrescu
Judge Dan Papez

8th Judicial district 
Judge Valerie Adair
Judge Nancy Allf
Judge Rob Bare
Judge David Barker
Judge Linda Bell
Judge James Bixler
Judge Elissa Cadish
Judge Kenneth Cory
Judge Kathleen Delaney
Judge Mark Denton
Judge Bryce Duckworth

8th Judicial district cont.
Judge Allan Earl
Judge Kerry Earley
Judge Jennifer Elliott
Judge Carolyn Ellsworth
Judge Adriana Escobar
Judge Cynthia N. Giuliani
Judge Elizabeth Gonzalez
Judge William Gonzalez
Judge Mathew Harter
Judge Bill Henderson
Judge Douglas Herndon
Judge Charles Hoskin
Judge Ronald J. Israel
Judge Susan Johnson
Judge Steven E. Jones
Judge Joanna Kishner
Judge Michelle Leavitt
Judge Stefany Miley
Judge Cheryl Moss
Judge Gayle Nathan
Judge Vincent Ochoa
Judge Kenneth Pollock
Judge Sandra Pomrenze

8th Judicial district cont.
Judge William Potter
Judge T. Arthur Ritchie, Jr.
Judge Gloria Sanchez
Judge Susan Scann
Judge Abbi Silver
Judge Douglas Smith
Judge Cynthia Dianne Steel 
Judge Gloria Sturman
Judge Frank Sullivan
Judge Jerome Tao
Judge Robert Teuton
Judge Jennifer Togliatti 
Judge Valorie Vega
Judge Michael Villani
Judge William Voy
Judge Jessie Walsh
Judge Jerry Wiese
Judge Timothy Williams

9th Judicial district
Judge David Gamble
Judge Michael Gibbons

10th Judicial district
Judge Thomas Stockard
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MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGES 
 (as of June 30, 2012)

1st Judicial district
Carson City
 Judge Tom Armstrong**
 Judge John Tatro**
2nd Judicial district
Reno
 Judge Jay Dilworth
 Judge Bill Gardner
 Judge Dorothy Nash Holmes
 Judge Kenneth Howard
Sparks
 Judge Barbara McCarthy
 Judge Jim Spoo
3rd Judicial district
Fernley 
 Judge James Van Winkle
Yerington
 Judge Michael Fletcher**
4th Judicial district
Carlin
 Judge Teri Feasel**
Elko
 Judge Barbara Nethery**
Wells
 Judge Patricia Calton**
West Wendover
 Judge Reese Melville**

7th Judicial district
Caliente 
 Judge Sarah Getker
Ely 
 Judge Michael Kalleres
8th Judicial district
Boulder City
 Judge Victor Miller**
Henderson
 Judge Diana Hampton 
 Judge Douglas Hedger
  Judge Mark Stevens
Las Vegas
 Judge Heidi Almase
 Judge Bert Brown
 Judge Martin Hastings
 Judge Cedric Kerns
  Judge Cynthia Leung
 Judge Susan Roger
Mesquite
 Judge Ron Dodd**
North Las Vegas
 Judge Sean Hoeffgen 
 Judge Catherine Ramsey
10th Judicial district
Fallon
 Judge Mike Lister
 

JUSTICE COURT JUDGES
(as of June 30, 2012)

1st Judicial district 
carson city
Carson City Township
  Judge John Tatro*
  Judge Tom Armstrong* 
storey county
Virginia City Township
  Judge Jack McGuffey
2nd Judicial district 
Washoe county
Incline Village Township
 Judge E. Alan Tiras
Reno Township
  Judge David Clifton
  Judge Patricia Lynch
 Judge Scott Pearson
  Judge Jack Schroeder
  Judge Pete Sferrazza
Sparks Township
  Judge Susan Deriso
  Judge Kevin Higgins
Wadsworth Township
 Judge Terry Graham
3rd Judicial district 
lyon county
Canal Township
 Judge Robert Bennett
Dayton Township
 Judge Camille Vecchiarelli
Walker River Township
 Judge Michael Fletcher*
4th Judicial district 
elko county
Carlin Township
 Judge Teri Feasel*
East Line Township
 Judge Reese Melville*
Elko Township
 Judge Barbara Nethery*
Jackpot Township
 Judge Phyllis Black
Wells Township
 Judge Patricia Calton*
5th Judicial district 
esmeralda county
Esmeralda Township
 Judge Juanita Colvin
mineral county
Hawthorne Township
 Judge Jay T. Gunter
nye county
Beatty Township
 Judge Gus Sullivan
Pahrump Township
 Judge Christina Brisebill
 Judge Kent Jasperson
Tonopah Township
 Judge Gus Sullivan
6th Judicial district 
humboldt county
Union Township
 Judge Gene Wambolt
lander county
Argenta Township
 Judge Max Bunch
Austin Township
 Judge Joseph Dory
Pershing county
Lake Township
 Judge James Evans

7th Judicial district 
eureka county
Beowawe Township
 Judge Susan Fye
Eureka Township
 Judge John Schweble
lincoln county
Meadow Valley Township
 Judge Mike Cowley
Pahranagat Valley Township
 Judge Nola Holton
White Pine county
Ely (No. 1) Township
 Judge Stephen Bishop
Lund (No. 2) Township
 Judge Russel Peacock
8th Judicial district
clark county
Boulder Township
 Judge Victor Miller*
Bunkerville Township
 Judge Darryll Dodenbier
Goodsprings Township
 Judge Dawn Haviland
Henderson Township
 Judge Rodney Burr
 Judge Stephen George
 Judge David Gibson, Sr.
Las Vegas Township
 Judge Melanie Andress-Tobiasson
 Judge Suzan Baucum
  Judge Karen Bennett-Haron
  Judge Joe Bonaventure
  Judge Eric Goodman
 Judge Conrad Hafen
  Judge William Jansen 
 Judge Bill Kephart
 Judge Deborah Lippis
 Judge Janiece Marshall
  Judge Melissa Saragosa
  Judge Joseph Sciscento
  Judge Diana Sullivan
  Judge Ann Zimmerman
Laughlin Township
  Judge Tim Atkins
Mesquite Township
  Judge Ron Dodd*
Moapa Township
  Judge Ruth Kolhoss
Moapa Valley Township
  Judge Lanny Waite
North Las Vegas Township
  Judge Stephen Dahl
  Judge Natalie Tyrrell
  Judge Chris Lee
Searchlight Township
  Judge Richard Hill
9th Judicial district 
douglas county
East Fork Township
  Judge Thomas Perkins
Tahoe Township
  Judge Richard Glasson
10th Judicial district
churchill county
New River Township
 Judge Mike Richards

* Also serves as Municipal Court Judge

JUStICE AND MUNICIpAl CoURt JUDgES

** Also serves as Justice of the Peace
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the Supreme Court’s operating costs, 
and less than two-thirds of the senior 
judge coverage of district courts. 
Finally, it funded statistical collec-
tion and analysis of court filings and 
dispositions, coordination of court 
services such as committee and com-
mission support, rural court outreach, 
and certification of court interpreters.

Other funding the Judicial 
Branch receives is from Legislative 

authorization made up primarily 
from administrative assessments 
on misdemeanor cases, including 
traffic. Legislative authorization also 
includes other funding sources such 
as specialty court administrative 
assessments, notice of default fees, 
peremptory challenge fees, multi-
party fees, bail bond forfeitures, 

etc. Legislative authorization in 
fiscal year 2012 paid for 44 percent 
of all expenditures. Specifically, it 
funded the administrative costs of 
the Supreme Court and two-thirds 
of the Supreme Court’s operating 
costs. It funded one-third of the costs 
for senior judge coverage of district 
courts. It funded the judicial education 
of judges, the travel of judges in rural 
districts for court matters, and the 

Funding for the Judicial Branch 
of the State of Nevada is both 
appropriated and authorized by the 
Nevada Legislature and is managed 
by the Administrative Office of the 
Courts (AOC) under the direction of 
the Nevada Supreme Court. 

In fiscal year 2012, the funding 
in Judicial Branch budgets totaled 
$63,161,698. Of that amount, 
$50,871,322 was spent, $1,188,154 
was returned to the state, and 
$11,102,222 was retained by 
the Judicial Branch primarily 
for specialty court programs, 
technological improvements, 
and foreclosure mediations.

Of the $63,161,698 in 
available funding, $29,438,682 
was appropriated from the 
state’s general fund, which 
was less than 1 percent of the 
total appropriated by the Legislature 
statewide. The Legislature, at the 
time they made the $29,438,682 
appropriation, withheld $562,642 
from the Supreme Court’s budget 
request due to their legislative 
mandate for furloughs and salary 
reductions. The Judicial Branch not 
only operated at reduced levels during 
the fiscal year as a result 
of mandatory furloughs, 
but it returned money to 
the state that it did not 
spend ($1,181,745, plus 
$6,409 returned to the 
state’s Interim Finance 
Committee Contingency 
Fund).

The funding appro-
priated from the state’s 
general fund paid for 56 
percent of all expendi-
tures, or $28,256,936 of all expen-
ditures. Primarily, it paid the salaries 
of the state’s judicial elected officials 
(7 justices and 82 district judges), for 
the state’s payment to amortize the 
unfunded actuarial accrued liability 
of the Judicial Retirement System, 
for the Supreme Court’s Law Li-
brary, and for filling judicial elected 
official vacancies. It partially funded 
other costs. It paid for one-third of 

state’s trial court case management 
system and related improvements 
and enhancements. Finally, it 
funded specialty court programs 
and foreclosure mediations. 

Future Funding Requirements of 
the State Judicial Branch
Because of the way the state’s 

Judicial Branch is funded, and its 
dependence on administrative 
assessment revenue, future 
funding requirements remain 
uncertain. In the past, because 
administrative assessment 
revenue was increasing by 
double-digit percentages, 
the state court system relied 
less on the state general fund 
to fund its costs; however, 
administrative assessment 
revenue, like other state reve-

nue sources, saw its growth diminish 
during the fiscal year and likely will 
not experience the growth patterns 
of the past in the foreseeable future. 
The State Judicial Branch, like other 
state entities, is working to reduce 
and stabilize its expenditures, and 
yet strives to continue to meet the 
needs of the judicial requirements of 

the state. The Supreme 
Court is committed to 
conserve its resources 
and assist our state in 
these challenging eco-
nomic times. 

Funding Other Courts  
in the State

Nevada’s counties 
and cities fund all of the 
costs associated with 
district, justice, and 

municipal courts, with the exception 
of costs for district judge salaries, 
their education, and their required 
travel costs. The cost for district 
court facilities and support staff are 
funded by the Nevada’s counties 
where the courts reside. Nevada’s 
counties fund all costs for justice 
courts. Incorporated cities fund all 
costs of municipal courts.

$22,661,183

$4,201,928

$910,030 $483,794

Elected Officials Salaries,
Retirement and Selections

Supreme Court Operations
(includes Law Library)

Senior Judge Coverage

Judicial Statistics, Programs
and Services

HOW THE JUDICIAL BRANCH SPENT
FUNDING RECEIVED FROM THE STATE'S

GENERAL FUND, WHICH FUNDED 56 
PERCENT OF ALL EXPENDITURES
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During fiscal year 2012, Nevada 
judges from every court level and 
every jurisdiction again gathered for 
a unique educational conference–the 
Judicial Leadership Summit.

United States Supreme Court 
Justice Anthony M. Kennedy was 
the highlight of the 2012 Summit, 
held April 30-May 4 in Las Vegas. 
Justice Kennedy gave the keynote 
speech at the Summit luncheon in 
commemoration of Law Day. In 
addition to 250 members of the 
Nevada judiciary, hundreds of State 
Bar members and state officials were 
in attendance. 

In his keynote, Justice Kennedy 
to ld  the audience that  legal 
professionals must work to uphold 
the integrity of the judicial system 
to show the importance it plays in 
functioning democracies. 

“You have to be efficient, fair, 
and decent and have a transparent, 
open legal system,” he said. “A 
functioning legal system is part of 
the capitol infrastructure. It is as 
important as roads, bridges, schools.”

F o c u s i n g  o n  j u d i c i a l 
independence, Justice Kennedy 
commented “Judicial independence 
isn’t so the judge can decide as he 
or she chooses; it’s so he or she can 
decide as they must.”

Justice Kennedy also participated 
in a panel discussion along with 
five Nevada judges: Chief Justice 
Nancy M. Saitta and Justice James 
W. Hardesty of the Supreme Court, 
Chief Judge David A. Hardy of the 
Second Judicial District Court, Chief 
Judge Jennifer P. Togliatti of the 
Eighth Judicial District Court, and 

Chief Judge Robert C. Jones of the 
U.S. District Court. 

Many of the 22 educational 
sessions during the Summit reflected 
this year’s Law Day theme of “No 
Courts, No Justice, No Freedom.” The 
theme underscores the importance 
of courts and their role in ensuring 
access to justice for all Americans. 
In one session, former Chief Justice 
Marsha Ternus of the Iowa Supreme 
Court spoke on “The Rule of Law 
Versus the Will of the People.” 
Justice Ternus, along with two of 
her colleagues, faced defeat in their 
retention election as a result of the 
Varnum v. Brien decision – a legally 
correct but politically unpopular 
ruling. 

Another educational session, 
which focused on the potential for 
abuse within a judicial system, was 
presented by Dr. William Frederick 
Meinecke, Jr. ,  and Marcus A. 
Applebaum of the U.S. Holocaust 
Memorial Museum in Washington, 
D.C. The session “Law, Justice, 
and the Holocaust,” described the 
role of the courts during the rise 
of Nazi Germany and how over a 
few years the courts abdicated their 
responsibilities as a refuge of justice 
and gave way to the Nazi Party. 

For the first time at the Summit, 
a group of high school students 
involved in the “We the People: The 
Citizen and the Constitution” program 
gave a presentation that illustrated 
their depth of understanding about the 
U.S. Constitution. 

Several unique sessions designed 
to educate judges were presented about 
how people process information. 

These sessions included “Psychology 
and the Courts: Exploring the 
Sometimes Wacky World of Human 
Decision Making;” “Inside the 
Judicial Mind,” which analyzed 
judges in their decision making 
processes in an interactive format; and 
“Forensic Interviewing: Obtaining 
the Underlying Information,” which 
provided judges with information to 
enhance and improve their abilities 
to recognize the difference between 
a lie and deception and why someone 
may provide a false confession. 
Other educational sessions included 
analyses of U.S. Supreme Court 
decisions, information about dispute 
resolution and mediation, the 
mortgage crisis, immigration issues, 
domestic violence, and bankruptcy. 

Planning and development of the 
2012 Judicial Leadership Summit 
involved more than 14 months of 
work by a committee of Nevada 
judges chaired by Chief Justice Nancy 
Saitta and staffed by the Judicial 
Education Unit of the Administrative 
Office of the Courts. The Summit 
also marked the first time that all 
written material for this Nevada 
judicial education event was provided 
electronically, which resulted in 
a savings in the reproduction and 
distribution of materials

Several judges received important 
awards at the Summit for their 
educational achievements. Chief 
Justice Nancy Saitta emphasized that 
it is imperative that Nevada’s judges 
receive the best judicial education 
possible so that our citizens can be 
confident in the decision making 
process.

Judicial Summit 2012 - Nevada JuSticeS aNd JudgeS with u.S. Supreme court JuStice aNthoNy KeNNedy

JUDICIAl SUMMIt
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A total of 21 percent of mediations 
held resulted in an agreement between 
the grantor and the lender either to 
retain the property, through loan 
modification or other methods, or 
to relinquish the property, through 
short sale, deed in lieu of foreclosure, 
or other methods. In less than one 
quarter of 1 percent of cases, no 
distinct outcome was noted in the 
FMP case management system.

Homeowners and lenders reached 
989 agreements in mediation. More 

than half of these agreements (55 
percent) resulted in the homeowner 
retaining the property, while 45 
percent of agreements resulted in the 
homeowner agreeing to relinquish the 
property and allowing the lender to 
proceed to foreclosure. 

Agreements to pursue alterna-
tives to foreclosure resulted in 547 
mediation agreements to allow the 
homeowner to retain the property. 
A large number of home retentions 
were for temporary loan modifica-
tion agreements, totaling 36 per-
cent of agreements. Permanent loan 
modifications resulted in 17 percent 
of agreements. Interest rate reductions 
totaled 10 percent and participation 
in government programs totaled 9 
percent. Lenders offered principal 
reductions in 5 percent of agreements. 
The remaining 23 percent of home 
retention agreements consisted of 
various results including: amortiza-
tion extended, refinance, principal 
forbearance, extensions, repayment 
plans, reinstatement of the loan, and 
interest rate modification. 

A total of 442 agreements resulted 
in the grantor (homeowner) and the 

The State of Nevada Foreclosure 
Mediation Program (FMP) was 
created by the Legislature in the 2009 
Legislative Session with the passage 
of Assembly Bill 149 (AB149). 
AB149 required the Supreme Court 
of Nevada to form the FMP and make 
rules by which the program should 
be administered. Accordingly, fiscal 
year 2012 marked the third year of 
the program. 

The FMP received 3,310 requests 
that were approved for mediation 
(elections) between July 1, 2011, 
and June 30, 2012. A total of 340 
grantor elections were rejected and 
found ineligible for the FMP for 
various reasons, such as: non-owner 
occupied, income property, vacant 
land, commercial property, or out-of-
date notice of default.

The FMP is only available to 
homeowners of owner-occupied 
residential property in Nevada. 
Eligible homeowners participate in 
foreclosure mediation by submitting 
an election form along with a non-
refundable $200 mediation fee. A 
matching $200 fee is submitted to 
the program by the respective lender. 
Eligible homeowners also may choose 
to waive participation in the program.

The FMP scheduled mediations 
for 3,130 new elections, 1,353 
elections carried over from fiscal 
year 2011, and 72 court-ordered 
mediations, for a total of 4,555 
scheduled mediations in fiscal year 
2012. 

In  f iscal  year  2012,  FMP 
Mediators held 4,803 mediations, 
which included 248 mediations 
scheduled from fiscal year 2011. Of 
these, 3,803 mediations resulted in 
no agreement between the grantor 
(homeowner) and the beneficiary 
(lender). In 2,162 of those cases, 
the beneficiary failed to appear, had 
no authority to negotiate, failed to 
negotiate in good faith, or did not 
bring all the documentation required 
by statute. Additionally, in 1,641 
cases, the grantor and beneficiary 
failed to reach an agreement in 
mediation to avoid foreclosure.

beneficiary (lender) agreeing to 
allow the homeowner to relinquish 
the property to avoid foreclosure. The 
largest amount of relinquishments, 
a total of 80 percent, resulted in 
short sale agreements between the 
homeowner and the lender. 

Agreements to relinquish the 
property as a result of a deed in lieu 
of foreclosure made up 10 percent 
of home relinquishment. 

I n  5  p e r c e n t  o f  h o m e 
relinquishment agreements, the 
homeowners agreed to surrender the 
property voluntarily and 3 percent of 
homeowners agreed to participate in 
cash for keys programs. A total of 
1 percent of agreements resulted in 
other forbearance programs, while 
government programs made up 1 
percent of home relinquishment 
agreements. 

From July 1, 2011, to June 
30, 2012, the FMP issued 22,219 
Certificates allowing lenders to 
proceed to foreclosure. The majority 
of these Certificates (86 percent) 
were for non-owner occupied 
residential properties from 19,125 
lender requests. These Certificates 
included properties determined by 
the FMP to be a residential income 
property or vacation home.

In cases where the homeowner 
and lender failed to reach an 
agreement in a scheduled mediation, 
the FMP issued 1,592 Certificates 
allowing the lender to proceed 
with foreclosure. The remaining 
Certificates were issued for a variety 
of reasons including: court-ordered, 
agreement to relinquish the property, 
mediation not held, and homeowner 
requested to waive mediation. 

Since the inception of the 
program in July 2009, the State 
of Nevada Foreclosure Mediation 
Program has completed 16,350 
mediations with 40 percent resulting 
in agreement between the homeowner 
and the beneficiary to either retain or 
relinquish the property. A total of 
4,176 mediations have resulted in 
homeowners retaining the property 
following mediation.

FoRECloSURE MEDIAtIoN
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The Judicial Council of the 
State of Nevada fulfills a key role 
in determining how the Judicial 
Branch performs its constitutional 
function. Comprised of judges 
from every court level, along with 
administrators and representatives 
of judicial organizations, the Judicial 
Council assists the Nevada Supreme 
Court with its administrative 
responsibilities.

The Judicial Council has given 
voices to the courts and citizens 
throughout Nevada, which covers 
more than 100,000 square miles 
and has two urban centers. Judicial 
Council members meet in regional 
councils to address issues unique 
to their areas–whether they are the 
urban problems of the courts in Las 
Vegas and Reno, or the challenges of 
dispensing justice in rural mining or 
ranching communities.

The five regional Judicial 
Councils together form the Judicial 
Council of the State of Nevada with 
a mission of uniting and promoting 
Nevada’s Judiciary as an equal, 
independent, and effective branch 
of government.

During fiscal year 2012, the 
Judicial Council approved recom-
mended changes to the Minimum 
Accounting Standards (MAS) that the 
Supreme Court mandated all courts 
enact to ensure proper procedures 
are in place to track and report public 
funds collected and spent. The rec-
ommended changes primarily would 
streamline processes and strengthen 
the internal controls to help ensure the 
reliability of financial records.

The Judicial Council also worked 
during fiscal year 2012 to address the 
issues related to vexatious litigants, 
persons who use the court system 
to file lawsuits to harass individuals 
rather than for legitimate dispute 
resolution purposes.

A vital role of the Judicial Council 
is to approve disbursement of the 
money available to fund Nevada’s 
existing Specialty Courts–such as 
Drug, DUI, and Mental Health Courts.

The Judicial Council also has 
established standing committees, 
including:

Legislation and Rules to promote 
and support a coordinated approach 

to legislation affecting the Nevada 
Judiciary.

Education  to promote the 
competency and professionalism of 
the Nevada Judiciary.

Technology to promote and 
facilitate the use of technology by the 
courts and promote the coordination, 
collaboration, and integration of 
technology with state and local 
governments.

Specialty Court Funding to 
establish procedures for courts 
requesting Specialty Court funds, 
including the development of funding 
criteria and reporting requirements; 
distribution of those funds, and data 
collection from funded courts.

Court Improvement Program 
for the Protection and Permanency 
of Dependent Children (CIP) to 
improve the lives of children and 
families who enter the child welfare 
system through initiatives to improve 
efficiency, reduce the amount of time 
children spend in foster care, and 
place abused and neglected children 
into permanent homes as quickly as 
possible.

The Nevada Supreme Court’s 
Indigent Defense Commission, 
formed in 2007 and chaired by Chief 
Justice Michael A. Cherry, continued 
to work on making reforms to the 
public defense system in Nevada 
during fiscal year 2012.

The Commission’s work has 
come to focus on the collection of 
data related to public lawyers; and, 
through the Administrative Office 
of the Courts, the Commission 
contracted with a case management 
system vendor in rural Nevada to 
upgrade their system to capture 

this important information. This 
will allow tracking of public lawyer 
appointments and caseloads in the 
majority of Nevada’s counties, both 
urban and rural.

The Commission also worked to 
bring in an independent contractor 
to study and make recommendations 
regarding an independent indigent 
defense oversight commission, the 
current state of the system in rural 
Nevada, and to develop a consensus 
document to help refocus the work of 
the Commission.

The Commission also gathered 
information about a potential early 
case resolution program in Washoe 
County.

The Commission was created 
to examine how the justice system 
treats indigent defendants and make 
recommendations for improvements.

Chief Justice Cherry was honored 
for his work on the Commission 
by the National Association of 
Criminal Defense Lawyers. He is 
the first member of the Judiciary to be 
recognized for his work on indigent 
defense.

JUDICIAl CoUNCIl oF thE StAtE oF NEVADA

INDIgENt DEFENSE CoMMISSIoN

coMMissioNs aND coMMittees
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Beyond their regular judicial 
duties, three Supreme Court Chief 
Justices were kept busy during 
fiscal year 2012 chairing the Nevada 
Commission on Judicial Selection as 
it worked to fill seven vacancies on 
the District Court bench.

The Commission on Judicial 
Selection is composed of seven 
permanent members, the Supreme 
Court Chief Justice, three non-
attorneys appointed by the Governor 
and three attorneys appointed by the 
State Bar of Nevada. Neither the 
Governor nor the Bar may appoint 
more than two permanent members 
from the same political party, and 
cannot appoint two members from 
the same county. 

For District Court vacancies, two 
temporary members are appointed 
from the judicial district where the 
vacancy occurs, a non-attorney by 
the Governor and an attorney by the 
State Bar, bringing the Commission 
membership to nine. 

In Nevada, when a mid-term 
judicial vacancy occurs, it falls to the 
Commission on Judicial Selection 
to recruit, screen, and interview 
applicants. The Commission then 
nominates three finalists from 

which the Governor makes his 
appointment. This complex and 
public process usually takes about 
4 months to complete. 

Applicants for District Court 
vacancies must have 10 years of 
attorney experience, including 2 
years in Nevada. The extensive 
applications,  minus personal 
identifiers and medical information, 
are posted on the Commission’s 
webpage on the Supreme Court 
website. Since 2007, the interviews 
are open to the public and time is 
set aside for interested parties to 
comment on the qualifications of 
the applicants.

 The first vacancy in fiscal year 
2012 was created with the resignation 
of District Court Judge Jackie Glass, 
and was filled with the appointment of 
Judge Carolyn Ellsworth on October 
17, 2011. Judge Ellsworth selection 
process was overseen by then Chief 
Justice Michael Douglas.

Chief Justice Nancy Saitta next 
guided the selection process. While 
under her direction, the commission, 
vetted and oversaw the nomination 
process of three more judicial 
vacancies. 

The second and third judicial 
vacancies occurred when the two 
seats on the Fourth Judicial District 
Court became vacant within a 
3-month period. District Judge 
Andrew Puccinelli died on August 
8, 2011, and District Judge Michael 
Memeo retired on November 1, 
2011. 

Nancy Lynn Porter became the 
first woman to serve as a district 
judge in Elko County when she was 
appointed to fill Judge Memeo’s 
Department 1 seat. Elko Justice 
of the Peace Alvin Kacin was 
appointed to fill the Department 2 
vacancy.

Chief Justice Saitta also presided 
over the process of filling the Second 
Judicial District Court seat of Robert 

Perry, who died December 20, 2011. 
In March 2012, Reno attorney Scott 
Freeman was named to fill the seat. 

In May, Chief Justice Michael 
Cherry began presiding over 
Commission interviews of applicants 
for the final three vacancies. The 
first of these vacancies occurred 
in the Tenth Judicial District Court 
(Churchill County) when the only 
seat in that district became vacant 
with the passing of Judge David 
Huff on March 22, 2012. Chief 
Justice Cherry presided over the 
Commission during the interviews. 
Governor Sandoval then appointed 
Churchill County Deputy District 
Attorney Thomas Stockard to fill the 
vacant seat.

The last two vacancies of the 
fiscal year were both located in 
the Eighth Judicial District Court. 
These vacancies occurred when the 
seats of Donald Mosley and Kathy 
Hardcastle became open due to 
their retirements in early 2012. Las 
Vegas attorney Kerry Louise Earley 
was appointed to Judge Hardcastle’s 
Department 4 seat while Deputy 
Attorney General Adriana Escobar 
was named to Judge Mosley’s 
Department 14 seat. 

JUDICIAl SElECtIoN CoMMISSIoN

Judge alviN KaciN SworN iN by Judge daN papez, 
december 2012

Judge Scott FreemaN appoiNted march 2012
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 Access to Justice Commission
Providing access to justice is 

always a point of focus for the 
Nevada Supreme Court and the 
Nevada Judiciary. Fiscal year 2012 
was no different, despite challenging 
times, courthouses found ways 
through budget cuts and forced 
reductions in staffing or hours of 
business to remain accessible for 
Nevada citizens. 

The Access to Justice Commis-
sion, chaired by Justices Michael 
Douglas and James W. Hardesty, 
continued its leadership role to en-
sure the needs of Nevadans could 
be met. 

IOLTA
Interest  on Lawyer Trust 

Accounts (IOLTA) is an important 
funding source for providing 
assistance to those involved in civil 
cases who cannot afford attorneys. 
IOLTA rules require that attorneys 
maintain their trust accounts only 
at banks that meet established 
criteria, including the payment of 
preferential interest rates. With 26 
participating financial institutions, 
IOLTA revenue for fiscal year 2012 
increased approximately $136,000 
over the prior year. 

In partnership with the State Bar 
of Nevada and the Justice League 
of Nevada (formally known as the 
Nevada Law Foundation), staff from 
the Access to Justice Commission 
supervised the second annual audit 
of lawyer interest-bearing trust 
accounts to ensure compliance 
with Supreme Court Rules. More 
than 9,000 trust accounts were 
reviewed and 500 discrepancies 
were identified–an 80 percent 
reduction from the previous year. 
All discrepancies have been or are 
in the process of being addressed.

Remote Appearances
The Supreme Court explored 

whether to expand the ability of 
attorneys, litigants, and others 
to appear in court proceedings 
telephonically and through video 
links. The Court considered allowing 
trial testimony in civil cases through 
video links, although after obtaining 
input during public hearings, the 
high court determined that such 
testimony should be through personal 
appearance. The Supreme Court and 
the Access to Justice Commission 
continued its work to streamline the 
ability of attorneys, litigants, and 
witnesses to appear in certain routine 
court hearings by telephonic link. At 
the end of the fiscal year 2012, the 
Supreme Court scheduled a public 
hearing for the following fiscal 
year, to obtain input on additional 
rule changes to facilitate remote 
appearances where appropriate and 
feasible.

Self-Help Centers 
During fiscal year 2012, the 

Eighth Judicial District Civil Help 
Center served 26,894 individuals 
seeking assistance. Of those seeking 
assistance, 50 percent indicated they 
were employed, and 65 percent made 
less than $20,000 per year. 

Of the 26,894 people served, 48 
percent reported having some type of 
landlord-tenant issue. Accordingly, 
the center added a popular Landlord-
Tenant Ask-a-Lawyer Program to its 
menu of services. 

The Eighth Judicial District 
Family Law Self-Help Center 
reported assisting 41,284 customers 
during the fiscal year, an average of 
3,440 customers per month. 

The Washoe County Lawyer-
in-the-Library program assisted 
hundreds of walk-in clients in 2012 
with family and general law matters.

Uniform Statewide 
Legal Services Statistics 
The stat is t ics  below are 

a compilation of the services 
provided by the six core civil 
legal aid providers in Nevada who 
participate on the Access to Justice 
Commission. 

Overall Program
• 22,960 clients assisted without 

litigation
• 7,542 clients represented in 

litigation
• 145,152 people attending 

classes and clinics or calling 
hotlines 

• Ask A Lawyer: 2,084
• Self Help Center: 111,105
• Classes/Clinics: 21,921
• Hotlines: 5,137

Pro Bono Program
• 1,079 clients placed with pro 

bono attorneys 
• 1,956 clients represented by pro 

bono attorneys 
• 3,144 clients helped by pro 

bono attorneys with hotline/
brief consultations 

• 20,250 total recorded pro bono 
hours through Private Attorney 
Involvement

• 94,902 hours of pro bono 
direct services self-reported by 
attorneys statewide

The legal areas by percentage that 
attorneys addressed in their pro 
bono service:
• Public Benefits: 14%
• Consumer/bankruptcy: 13%
• Estate Planning: 12%
• Family Law: 26 %
• Children: 8%
• Housing/Foreclosure: 26%
• Other: 1%

ACCESS to JUStICE CoMMISSIoN
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The Court Improvement Program 
for the Protection and Permanency of 
Dependent Children, better known 
as the CIP Select Committee, is 
chaired by Chief Justice Nancy M. 
Saitta. CIP continues to improve the 
child welfare system by emphasizing 
quality improvement at the local 
level. CIP supports Community 
Improvement Councils (CIC) in each 
Judicial District. These CICs analyze 
and consider current time frames for 
processing dependency cases and 
identify challenges in the system and 
dependency court operations. 

To help the CICs develop best 
practices in their jurisdictions, CIP 
held a 2-day statewide training during 

fiscal year 2012 for all dependency 
court stakeholders. Those attending 
included child welfare workers, 
judges, district attorneys, public 
defenders, CASA workers, foster 
children, and foster parents. Topics 
presented included engaging fathers, 
the Indian Child Welfare Act 
(ICWA), the Interstate Compact on 
the Placement of Children (ICPC), 
dependency mediation, and child 
safety decision-making. 

Because child safety was a top 
priority for the judiciary and the CICs, 
CIP collaborated with the National 
Council of Juvenile and Family Court 
Judges to plan a CIC Conference for 
fiscal year 2013, in both Las Vegas and 

coMMissioNs aND coMMittees

The Commission on Preservation, 
Access, and Sealing of Court Records, 
chaired by Justice James W. Hardesty, 
continued to work on improving the 
preservation and access to Nevada’s 
court records.

The Commission’s Official Court 
Records Subcommittee held a public 
hearing and made recommendations 

during fiscal year 2012 for a manual 
that will provide standards and best 
practices for court reporters, court 
recorders, transcribers, operators of 
court electronics, and digital audio or 
video systems.

Additionally,  the Supreme 
Court accepted the Commission’s 
recommended amendments to 
Nevada's Electronic Filing and 
Conversion Rules. The amendments 
allow for the conversion of court 
records into other formats. With the 
expansion of technology that allows 
electronic filing of court cases, more 
courts are utilizing the option to 
convert records, especially paper 
records, into electronic format to 
reduce the amount of paper documents 
that must stored.

During f iscal  year  2012, 
the Commission’s Nevada State 
Library and Archives Subcommittee 
recommended that on-site surveys 
be conducted at all Nevada District 
Courts to collect data on the 
inactive and historical court records 
being stored. The subcommittee 
recommended that information 
be gathered to identify where 
the court records are stored and 
whether courts were imaging their 
records. The subcommittee also 
urged that information be obtained 
about the types and condition of 
the court’s inactive and historical 
court records. A full report, with 
recommendations, will be provided 
to the full Commission in fiscal year 
2013.

RECoRDS CoMMISSIoN

CoURt IMpRoVEMENt pRogRAM

Reno, focusing on the principles of 
removal, court timeliness measures, 
and permanency. 

As a result of the success of the 
CIP sponsored Nevada Education 
Summit “Strengthening Education 
Success of Children and Youth in 
Foster Care,” a Nevada team was 
invited to present a national webinar 
on holding such a summit. The team 
included representatives from the 
Supreme Court, Nevada Department 
of Education, the Nevada Division 
of Child and Family Services, Clark 
County Department of Family 
Services, and Washoe County 
Department of Social Services. 

• Dependency mediation was implemented in the Second Judicial District with 83 percent of mediations 
achieving full or partial agreement. 

• The Eighth Judicial District also developed a dependency mediation program. 
• The Third Judicial District, in collaboration with a CIP subcommittee, is creating an attorney certification 

training program to enhance attorney education relating to federally mandated timeliness, permanency issues, 
and child safety. 

• The National Center for State Courts provided Nevada technical assistance to facilitate court event notification 
among the courts, child welfare, and district attorneys as a means to improve timeliness to permanency. 

• Data exchange projects were funded to facilitate development of a standardized court minutes format, 
electronic generation, and e-filing of protective custody logs.

cip Facilitated SyStemic chaNgeS:
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Law Day events were an im-
portant part of fiscal year 2012 for 
the Supreme Court’s Judicial Pub-
lic Information Committee, which 
provides an educational and infor-
mational voice for Nevada’s courts.

Law Day Live 2012 Originated 
From Three Nevada Schools 

For Law Day 2012, Nevada 
expanded the Law Day Live webcast 
format to address the American 
Bar Association’s (ABA) Law Day 
theme of "No Courts, No Justice, 
No Freedom." Law Day Live 2012, 
however, originated from three 
Nevada high schools.

In addition to hundreds of 
students who participated in the 
program live, thousands more had 
front row seats for the webcast from 
virtual sites in Nevada and around 
the world. Law Day Live gave a 
starring role to a landmark privacy 
rights court case that began with 
a misdemeanor arrest in the rural 
Nevada town of Winnemucca and 
went all the way to the United States 
Supreme Court.

Law Day 2012 also included the 
star power of United States Supreme 
Court Justice Anthony Kennedy on 

May 1. Justice Kennedy visited for 
several hours with students at the 
William S. Boyd School of Law at the 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas, and 
then spoke to an audience of 500 at an 
educational conference for Nevada’s 
judges from every court level.

Nevada's Law Day 2011 Event 
Won Top Honors 

Before Nevada could celebrate 
Law Day 2012–which is officially 
celebrated on May 1, but actually 
spanned more than a month for 
Nevada–Chief Justice Nancy Saitta 
was in Atlanta, Ga., to accept the 
ABA’s top honors for Nevada’s 2011 
Law Day program. 

Nevada’s award-winning pro-
gram revolved around Law Day Live, 
a high-tech, interactive Internet forum 

created by the Nevada Supreme Court 
that emphasized the ABA’s Law Day 
theme of "The Legacy of John Ad-
ams, from Boston to Guantanamo." 
The webcast originated from three 
courtrooms across Nevada.

JPIC Activities Beyond Law Day
During fiscal year 2012, the 

Judicial Public Information Committee 
also launched the Sidekick Program 
as a way to realistically inform 
local and state officials about the 
workings of the courts. The Sidekick 
Program provides an opportunity for 
government officials to sit with judges 
in court and see firsthand the realities 
of what judges face as they adjudicate 
cases. The first judge to participate 
was Pahrump Justice of the Peace 
Christina Brisebill.

In another innovative effort to 
increase access to the court, the 
Nevada Supreme Court revised 
existing rules governing media and 
cameras in the courtroom, expanding 
the definition of “media,” establishing 
the presumption that cameras will be 
allowed in courts, and authorizing 
expanded use of computers and smart 
phones by reporters. 

law day live iN laS vegaS

JUDICIAl pUblIC INFoRMAtIoN CoMMIttEE

The Commission on Statewide 
Juvenile Justice Reform, which was 
created by the Nevada Supreme 
Court on February 15, 2011, worked 
during fiscal year 2012 conducting 
a substantive review of the state’s 
juvenile justice system and studying 
the system of placing young offenders 
into juvenile corrections facilities.

Creation of the Commission, 
chaired by Chief Justice Nancy 
M. Saitta and Justice James W. 
Hardesty was prompted because of 
the successes in Clark and Washoe 
Counties in dealing with juvenile 
offenders without increasing risk to 
public safety.

The Commission’s mission 
includes the study and evaluation of 
the continuum of care, including the 
possible reorganization of Nevada’s 
correctional commitment facilities, to 
determine whether smaller, regional 
facilities are most effective, and to 
assess whether limiting the state 
commitments to the most seriously 
offending youth should be considered.

Experts in the field of juvenile 
justice reform, from around the 
country, provided presentations to the 
Commission in its meetings during 
fiscal year 2012. The presentations 
included overviews of juvenile justice 
reform efforts in California and Texas, 
as well as a national perspective of 

juvenile justice reform efforts by 
Bart Lubow, Director of the Juvenile 
Justice Strategy Group, Annie E. 
Casey Foundation. 

In addition, the Commission has 
made recommendations for statutory 
change in its effort to improve the 
juvenile justice system in Nevada 
and the outcomes for our youth. The 
Commission will continue to work 
on identifying long-term stabilization 
plans to prioritize juvenile justice 
funding in Nevada. 

In addition to the Supreme Court 
Justices, the Commission includes 33 
judicial, governmental, and private 
enterprise individuals as members.

JUVENIlE JUStICE REFoRM
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The Nevada Supreme Court 
continued its outreach to Nevada high 
school students during fiscal year 
2012 by again taking justice on the 
road to hold oral arguments at two 
rural, central Nevada high schools. 
A Supreme Court panel composed 
of Justice Michael A. Cherry, Justice 
Mark Gibbons, and Justice Kristina 
Pickering launched the road trip with 
oral arguments in Panaca in Lincoln 
County on October 11, 2011. It was 
the first time that the Supreme Court 
has held arguments in Lincoln County. 

The following day, the panel 
held arguments in Tonopah, the Nye 
County Seat. It was the second time in 
the state’s history that oral arguments 
were held in Tonopah, a community 
that is midway between Las Vegas 
and Reno.

As part of the Lincoln County 
visit, the three Supreme Court justices 
participated in a presentation by the 
Nevada Judicial Historical Society 
of a plaque honoring the county’s 
first district judge, George G. Berry, 
in 1866.

It has become relatively common 
for the Supreme Court to hold oral 
arguments at high schools around 
Nevada as part of its educational 
and outreach efforts. Although the 
Supreme Court regularly webcasts 
oral arguments from its courtrooms 
in Carson City and Las Vegas, 
the personal visits to high schools 
provides a unique opportunity for 
students and the public to watch the 
Court in action and meet the justices. 

Before arguments begin, the 
justices explain the appellate process 

and the attorneys for the parties 
give details of the cases and their 
opposing positions. The justices 
end the sessions by answering any 
questions the students might have 
about the process, the Supreme 
Court, and the justices themselves.

During recent  years ,  the 
Supreme Court has presided over 
oral arguments in other rural com-
munities, including Elko, Spring 
Creek, Virginia City, Ely, Pahrump, 
Winnemucca, and Fallon. The 
Supreme Court has also held oral ar-
guments at high schools in Nevada’s 
urban centers of Las Vegas, Reno, 
and Sparks. Additionally, the 
Supreme Court has conducted oral 
arguments at the National Judicial 
College in Reno and the William 
S. Boyd School of Law at the 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas. 

Work oF the coUrts

JUStICE oN thE RoAD

tEChNologY

Video Conferencing,  
Web Streaming

Law Day Live would not be pos-
sible without the investment in video 
conferencing and Web streaming 
infrastructure by the Supreme Court. 
During fiscal year 2012, the Supreme 
Court upgraded its video conferencing 
infrastructure, quadrupling its capac-
ity and allowing high definition video. 
Additionally, desk-to-desk video ca-
pabilities are now available.

Supreme Court Mobile 
Application Development

The Supreme Court is currently 
designing and developing a mobile 
application that will be available for 
Apple and Android smartphones and 
tablets. The mobile app will provide 
a convenient interface for visitors 
to get information from their smart 
devices. Initial features will include 
access to the Court’s calendar, live 
oral argument streaming, self-help 
resources, and public case search. 

Nevada Court System
The Nevada Court System 

(NCS), the state sponsored court 
case management system, expanded 
its services by implementing a new 
reporting server that allows users to 
customize and manage their reporting 
requirements. 

Additionally, NCS staff worked 
to update family and juvenile reports 
to be in compliance with enhanced 
Uniform System of Judicial Records 
(USJR) phase II requirements. 

A significant user interface 
upgrade is currently underway. 
The updated interface should be 
available for NCS users in early 2013. 
Electronic payment and public access 
interface projects are scheduled to 
begin in 2013.

The NCS program is  also 
completing an extensive assessment 
of NCS information systems. The 
assessment will include an analysis of 
current capabilities, a recommendation 
of case management and integration 
services to adopt, and a road map to 

implement new functionality. The 
conclusions from the assessment will 
drive the strategic planning of NCS.

Multi-County Integrated Justice 
Information System 

The original architecture for 
the Multi-County Integrated Justice 
Information System (MCIJIS) was 
overhauled and replaced with a 
modern enterprise service bus (ESB). 
The ESB creates a great amount of 
flexibility and will allow for new 
exchanges to be more efficiently 
developed and implemented. The 
AOC continues to work with the 
Department of Public Safety and 
Department of Motor Vehicles to 
expand access to state exchange 
services through MCIJIS. Electronic 
citations have been piloted through 
the Nevada Office of Traffic Safety's 
new citation writing system. Access 
to Nevada Highway Patrol citations 
is expected to be available through 
MCIJIS in 2013.
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Statewide Specialty Court Case 
Management System

In October 2011, the Admin-
istrative Office of the Courts was 
awarded a 3-year, $200,000 grant 
from the Bureau of Justice As-
sistance to implement a statewide 
automated drug court data collec-
tion and/or performance manage-
ment system. The implementation 
of a statewide system is necessary 
to allow the collection of data and 
the effective management and as-
sessment of cases in Nevada’s 
Specialty Courts. 

A user group consisting of 
judges, drug court coordinators, 
treatment providers, and law 
enforcement from urban and 
rural jurisdictions, approved 
t h e  m i n i m a l  f u n c t i o n a l 
requirements for the system that 
is expected to be implemented 
by the end of 2013.

Telephonic Reminders
In May 2012, the Juvenile 

Court in Clark County imple-
mented an Interactive Voice 
Response System that sends 
automatic telephonic remind-
ers to youth in English and Spanish 
about their upcoming court date, 
resulting in fewer bench warrants 
and a decrease in detention bed days. 

Technology Saves Judicial Time
Technology streamlined the 

Carson City Justice/Municipal 
Court’s probable cause (PC) process 
during fiscal year 2012 by allowing 
judges to use iPads to approve or 
deny PC arrests. Carson City Jail 
staff e-mail the PC arrest sheets 
directly to the judges' iPads. This 
is particularly useful on weekends, 
as judges no longer need to review 
PC sheets in person at the Carson 
City Jail.

Telecourt Program Improves 
Access in Mental Health Cases 

A new Telecourt Program at 
the Eighth Judicial District Court 
tapped technology during fiscal 
year 2012 to allow mental health 
court proceedings to be conducted 
remotely. The Telecourt Program has 
improved safety, saved time, cut costs, 
and improved access to justice. Two 
hospitals in Clark County have been 
outfitted with virtual courtrooms, 
including high-definition cameras, 

monitors, hardware, and software 
needed to conduct mental health court 
proceedings. 

Mental health cases are well-
suited for the use of audio-visual 
transmission rather than face-to-face 
court appearances. Transporting 
mental health patients can be 
logistically challenging, costly, and 
potentially dangerous. The Telecourt 
appearances held on Wednesdays and 
Fridays have cut defendant transport 
needs by around 30 cases a week. 
Several more hospitals are slated to 
join the program. 

Web-Based Data Reporting 
System Developed

Reno Municipal Court has 
developed a web-based data reporting 

system for substance abuse and 
mental health treatment providers 
serving offenders in Specialty Courts. 
The Provider Automated Reporting 
System (PARS) was developed in 
conjunction with Join Together 
Northern Nevada, an anti-drug 
program. PARS provides judges with 
client treatment data electronically 
rather than using paper records. 

New Case Management System at 
Reno & Sparks Justice Courts

Reno and Sparks Justice 
Courts went live with a new case 
management system in March 
2012, enabling the courts to 
introduce on-line capabilities, 
such as electronic filings and 
payments. The system also 
automates many time-consuming 
and labor-intensive business 
processes. The system eventually 
will expand to Incline Village 
and Wadsworth Justice Courts 
for their use. The four courts will 
share a single database, which will 
provide a more comprehensive 
view of individuals’ judicial 
activities throughout the county. 

Skype Assists a Deaf Child
The Juvenile Court in Carson 

City used Skype during a review 
hearing to provide a deaf child with 
an opportunity to participate in the 
hearing by reading lips. Court staff 
suggested the idea to the court and 
all parties agreed to the innovative 
use of Skype. 

Juvenile GPS
In August 2011, the Eighth 

Judicial District Court Juvenile 
System began using ankle monitoring 
GPS devices operating 24 hours a day, 
7 days a week. The ankle-monitors are 
used as an effective means to monitor 
juvenile offenders and help to reduce 
the detention population. 

Work oF the coUrts

tEChNologY
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First Judicial District & 
Carson City Justice/Muni Court

The First Judicial District 
Court and the Carson City Justice/
Municipal Court Judges are providing 
a document available on their website 
and at the self-help areas in the 
courthouse to help persons who are 
representing themselves in court 
proceedings. The document, called 
“Tips for the Self-Represented,” 
provides needed information about 
the court processes and about local 
resources. In addition, all waiver 
forms used by attorneys in the Carson 
City Justice/Municipal Court have 
been added to the website as a 
convenience. 

The self-help areas in the First 
Judicial District Court and the Carson 
City Justice/Municipal Court now 
include a copier to assist attorneys 
and the public.

The Families First Dependency 
Court Program was awarded a 
$56,590 grant from the Department 
of Public Safety, Office of Criminal 
Justice Assistance, to keep the 
program operating until July 2013. 
The program is designed to serve 
parents who have lost custody of their 
children primarily due to substance 
abuse. The grant funds are used to 
pay for substance abuse evaluations, 
counseling, and drug testing for 
parents who could not otherwise 
afford these costs. 

The First Judicial District Court 
and Carson City Justice/Municipal 
Court recognized jurors in May 2012 
in honor of Law Month and had 
an article published by the Nevada 
Appeal emphasizing the importance 
of jury service. 

Reno Municipal Court
Reno Municipal Court col-

laborated with Washoe County 
Social Services to assist homeless 
offenders by referring them to “The 
Crossroads,” a transitional living 
program at St. Vincent’s Center 

in Reno. This is part of a commu-
nity effort called Treatment Resource 
Alliance for Individualized Needs 
(TRAIN), a project that aims to 
end the way chronically homeless 
downtown misdemeanants with drug 
and alcohol problems are handled 
through the courts. The program has 
added no new costs to the court. One 
judge monitors behavior during out 
of custody hearings once a week, 
and by keeping 113 of just the most 
frequent misdemeanants out of jail, 
TRAIN saved more than $300,000. 

Las Vegas Justice Court Innovates 
Las Vegas Justice Court is the first 

and only court of limited jurisdiction 
in  the  coun t ry  tha t  r equ i res 
mandatory e-filing of all documents 
in civil case types (general, civil, 
small claims, protection orders, and 
eviction cases). This requirement 
became effective August 1, 2011. 
The court has provided a simple 
e-filing process, with support for pro 
se litigants and first-time e-filers. 
Support includes online instructional 
guides, hands-on assistance by clerks 
in the Self-Help Center, and training 
classes provided free of charge. 
E-filing has allowed individuals 
to file pleadings and documents 
and to access their own case files 
24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 
The successful implementation of 
mandatory e-filing is accomplishing 
the Court's goal to have a "Paperless 
Record," rather than becoming a 
"Paperless Court." 

Las Vegas Justice Court Rule 
48.5, passed by the Nevada Supreme 
Court, requires mediation through 
the Neighborhood Justice Center for 
all small claims filings. Rule 48.5 is 
an innovative step giving litigants the 
opportunity to resolve matters prior 
to appearing before a judge. Since 
the implementation of Rule 48.5 in 
fiscal year 2012, the Neighborhood 
Justice Center has mediated 750 
small claims cases. 

North Las Vegas  
Municipal Court

North Las Vegas Municipal 
Court has had a history of providing 
educational programming for both 
citizens and offenders, including 
the pioneering “Life of Crime” 
program that graphically shows 
teenagers what awaits them should 
they violate the law. During fiscal 
year 2012, the court added four new 
educational programs: Petit Larceny 
Class, Anger Management sessions, 
Relapse Prevention training, and 
Life Skills Class.

Boulder City Municipal, Justice 
Courts Construction

Boulder City Municipal Court 
completed an addition to its court 
building during fiscal year 2012, 
providing office and courtroom space 
for the co-location of the Boulder 
City Justice Court and Boulder City 
Constable’s Office. Both of those 
offices were located in a city owned 
building behind the Municipal Court, 
that had no security for the judicial 
staff. Now, all visitors go through 
security screening before entering 
the courts. The addition was funded 
entirely by Boulder City Municipal 
Court facility fees at a total cost of 
$450,000. 

Clark County Family Court
An allocation of up to $100,000 

from administrative assessment 
fees was approved by Family Court 
judges of the Eighth Judicial District 
Court for fiscal year 2012 for the 
Truancy Diversion Project (TDP). 
The allocation allowed the program 
to keep juveniles in school and on 
track, to do well in classes, and to 
increase the number of participating 
Clark County schools to 38. The 
TDP also reduces absenteeism and 
the dropout rate in the Clark County 
School District, this in turn reduces 
the number of students entering the 
juvenile justice system. 

tRIAl CoURt INNoVAtIoNS
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Rural Court Innovation
The Sixth Judicial District 

Court in Winnemucca implemented 
a truancy court, in cooperation 
with the Humboldt County School 
District, aimed at early intervention 
to keep students in school. Judge 
Mike Montero, who presides over 
the truancy court, also attended 

the Henry Toll Fellowship Program 
sponsored by the Center for State 
Governments, which brings together 
leaders from all three branches of 
government.

A number of  rural  courts 
also worked on facility and case 
management system improvements, 
including the Third Judicial District 

Court in Yerington, the East Fork 
Justice Court in Minden, the Argenta 
Justice Court in Battle Mountain, 
and the Tahoe Justice Court in South 
Lake Tahoe.

Chief Justice Award
The Nevada Supreme Court 

Chief Justice’s Award was created 
during fiscal year 2012 to be given 
annually to the person, persons, 
or entity that the Chief Justice 
determines has made a significant 
contribution to the administration of 
justice in Nevada. 

Chief Justice Nancy Saitta chose 
Law Day to present the inaugural 
Chief Justice’s Award to the late 
District Judge Andrew Puccinelli, 
from the Fourth Judicial District 
(Elko County), who had been 
active on several Supreme Court 
committees and commissions, and 
served as president of both the 
Nevada District Judges Association 
and the State Bar of Nevada.

Judge Andrew Puccinelli, who 
was appointed to the bench in 2002, 
died August 8, 2011, after a battle 
with cancer. He was 58.

Champion of Indigent Defense
Nevada Supreme Court Chief 

Justice Michael A. Cherry was the 
2011 recipient of the Champion of 
Indigent Defense Award presented by 
the Washington, D.C., based National 
Association of Criminal Defense 
Lawyers (NACDL). It was the first 
time in the organization’s history that 
the award was presented to a judge.

Chief Justice Cherry chairs the 
Supreme Court’s Indigent Defense 
Commission,  which has been 
examining how Nevada’s justice 
system treats criminal defendants 
who cannot afford to hire their own 
attorneys. In selecting Chief Justice 
Cherry for the award, the NACDL cited 
his “long and persistent dedication to 
improving indigent defense systems 
in the State of Nevada . . . and his 
passionate commitment throughout 
his legal career to the defense of those 
who cannot afford their own counsel.”

Peacemaker of the Year
Eighth Judicial District Family 

Court Judge Jennifer Elliott received 
the “Peacemaker of the Year” award 
from Mediators of Southern Nevada. 

Pro Bono Awards
Three Nevada Supreme Court 

Justices were honored with awards 
at the 11th Annual Pro Bono Awards 
luncheon, sponsored by the Legal 
Aid Center of Southern Nevada in 
December 2011.

Chief Justice Nancy M. Saitta 
received the Champion of Children 
Award, which is given to a person 
in the legal community who has 
had “extraordinary vision and has 
effectively implemented positive 
change for children in foster care so 
they have not only a voice in court, 
but a voice in their future.”

Justices Michael L. Douglas and 
James W. Hardesty were honored with 
the Justice Nancy Becker Pro Bono 
Award of Judicial Excellence, which 
is given “to recognize members of the 
Judiciary who have given their time, 
energy and influence to encourage 
pro bono work and access to justice.” 

Most Influential 
Filipina Women

Eighth Judicial District Family 
Court Judge Cheryl Moss was honored 
as one of the “100 Most Influential 
Filipina Women in the U.S.” by the 
Filipina Women’s Network.

AWARDS AND hoNoRS

tRIAl CoURt INNoVAtIoN

chieF JuStice award preSeNted to the wiFe oF the late diStrict court Judge aNdrew 
pucciNelli. pictured leFt to right: margaret pucciNelli, caSSie pucciNelli, JuStice michael 
cherry, JuStice marK gibboNS, JuStice michael douglaS, JuStice JameS hardeSty, aNd  
chieF JuStice NaNcy Saitta
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Woman of Achievement
Nevada Supreme Court Chief 

Justice Nancy Saitta was honored 
on May 31, 2012, as a 2012 Woman 
of Achievement by the Nevada 
Women’s Fund, a not-for-profit 
community foundation in northern 
Nevada that promotes women’s 
causes and achievements.

Chief Justice Saitta received 
her award during the Nevada 
Women’s Fund Salute to Women of 
Achievement event in Sparks. The 
Nevada Women’s Fund is dedicated 
to strengthening the community by 
empowering women to improve their 
lives and the lives of their families. 

Legacy of Justice Award
The Nevada Supreme Court 

named former Supreme Court Justice 
Miriam Shearing as the 2012 recipient 
of its Legacy of Justice award. 

In 1976, she became the first 
woman elected as Justice of the Peace 
in Las Vegas. In 1982, she became 
the first woman in Nevada elected 
as a District Judge. Justice Shearing 
became the first woman to sit on the 
Nevada Supreme Court following her 
election in 1992. She served as Chief 
Justice in 1997–another first for a 
woman in Nevada–and again in 2004 
as a fitting finale to her career. She 
still sits as a Senior Justice and Judge.

“I feel so lucky because the 
citizens of Nevada have let me do 
several of my dream jobs,” Justice 
Shearing said as she received the 
award. 

Lifetime Jurist  
Achievement Award

Two retiring Southern Nevada 
justices of the peace were given the 
Lifetime Jurist Achievement Award 
by the Nevada Judges of Limited 
Jurisdiction (NJLJ). The recipients 
were Pahrump Justice of the Peace 
Tina Brisebill and Mesquite Justice 
of the Peace Ron Dodd, who also 

serves as Mesquite Municipal Judge. 
NJLJ is the association of the state’s 
justices of the peace and municipal 
court judges. 

Judge Brisebill served as the 
court clerk and court administrator at 
Pahrump Justice Court before being 
elected to the bench in 2000. In 2007, 
her fellow judges named her Judge of 
the Year. 

Judge Dodd began his judicial 
career as Mesquite Municipal Judge 
in 1984. He was appointed to also 
serve as Mesquite Justice of the 
Peace in 1998. 

NJLJ Judge of the Year
Sparks Justice of the Peace 

Kevin Higgins was named Judge of 
the Year for 2012 by the NJLJ, the 
NJLJ organization sponsors annual 
educational conferences each year. 

Judge Higgins, who is past 
president of NJLJ, is a member of the 
Supreme Court’s Indigent Defense 
Commission and Judicial Public 
Information Committee. He has 
been a frequent speaker at judicial 
educational events and conferences 
since 1992. A Sparks native, Judge 
Higgins came to the bench in 2003 
after 16 years as a prosecutor with 
the Nevada Attorney General’s 
Office. 

Legacy of Achievement Award
Henderson Municipal Judge 

Diana D. Hampton was honored 
with a Legacy of Achievement Award 
by the College of Southern Nevada 
Foundation Board of Trustees. Judge 
Hampton, a College of Southern 
Nevada alumna and the first woman 
to become a Henderson Municipal 
Court Judge, initiated the Life of 
Crime (LOC) Program to educate 
young adults about the consequences 
of poor decision making. She also 
initiated a Car Control Clinic for 
juvenile drivers in Henderson.

CASA President's Award
Eighth Judicial District Family 

Court Judge Frank P. Sullivan 
received the President’s Award from 
the CASA Foundation on November 
8, 2011.

State Bar of Nevada  
Presidential Award

The State Bar of Nevada’s 2011 
Presidential Award was presented 
to Nevada Supreme Court Justices 
James Hardesty and Michael 
Douglas, who co-chair the Access to 
Justice Commission, for their work 
on several initiatives supporting 
civil pro bono and equal access to 
the courts in conjunction with the 
Justice League of Nevada. 

The primary initiative was 
IOLTA (Interest on Lawyer Trust 
Accounts), which for years has 
funded pro bono efforts. Nevada 
was the only state where 100 
percent of attorneys were audited for 
compliance with IOLTA rules. More 
than 90 percent were in compliance 
and the remainder were in the 
process of complying. 

Participation by banks, providing 
elevated IOLTA interest rates, 
and funding for grants, remained 
constant in a year when IOLTA 
programs nationally suffered severe 
losses.

Family Court Judge of the Year
Eighth Judicial District Family 

Court Judge Charles J. Hoskin was 
named “Family Court Judge of the 
Year” by the Family Law Bar of the 
State Bar of Nevada. 

AWARDS AND hoNoRS

caSa preSideNt'S award: pictured gary 
waddell, Sheila parKS, Judge FraNK SullivaN, 
aNd caSa preSideNt laura NortoN
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The Audit Unit’s mission is 
to provide comprehensive audit 
coverage of all financial related 
business areas within the judiciary, 
including assisting the judicial branch 
in ensuring proper internal control 
over judicial business functions. 
The unit performed several audits 
of judicial operations during fiscal 
year 2012. The purpose of each 
audit was to ensure appropriate 
internal controls are in place to 
safeguard public monies. This 
includes ensuring the accuracy of 
courts financial records as well as 
revenue breakdowns. 

AUDIt UNIt
The unit’s primary focus during 

fiscal year 2012 was specialty court 
program audits to see if specialty court 
funds were collected and expended 
within established guidelines set forth 
by the Judicial Council of the State 
of Nevada, Specialty Court Funding 
Committee. A total of seven specialty 
court program audits were completed, 
as well as one audit follow-up contact. 
The specialty court program audits 
utilized 970 of available audit hours 
during the fiscal year. Compliance 
audits for MAS were also performed 
on two courts. The MAS compliance 
audits utilized a total of 898 of 
available audit hours during the 
fiscal year. Recommendations for 
improvements were provided for 
consideration during each audit, 
to enhance financial and program 
operations. 

In January 2012, updates to the 
Minimum Accounting Standards 
were approved for immediate 
implementation and use by the 
judiciary. Updates to the standards 
included enhanced internal controls 
and clarifications of the standards 
for ease of use by the judiciary. The 
standards continue to grow and evolve 
to ensure strong internal controls are 
being utilized by the courts. 

As an independent appraiser of 
the judiciary’s business activities, 
the Audit Unit assists members 
of the judiciary in the effective 
discharge of their responsibilities 
by providing analyses, appraisals, 
recommendations, counsel, and 
information promoting effective 
controls and sound business practices 
related to these activities.

SENIoR JUStICE AND JUDgE pRogRAM
The Nevada Senior Justice and 

Judge Program continued to be a 
cost effective way to keep the wheels 
of justice turning in courts with 
increasingly challenging caseloads 
and diminishing resources.

Senior judges generally are 
called upon when elected judges 
are occupied with lengthy trials or 
other matters, or are unavailable to 
sit because of illness, training, or 
vacation. During fiscal year 2012, 
senior judges became invaluable 
due to an unusually high number 
of judicial vacancies that occurred 
because of mid-term retirements and 
the unexpected deaths of judges. 

The Senior Justice and Judge 
Program also proved its worth when 
judges were assigned to preside over 
drug and mental health courts, short 
trials, and settlement conferences, 
particularly for marathon settlement 
sessions involving lingering medical 
malpractice cases and the innovative 
Family Court settlement program.

More and more, the Supreme 
Court’s Senior Justice and Judge 

Program has been called upon to 
ensure that Nevadans can have their 
day in court.

During fiscal year 2012, there 
were 22 Senior Justices and District 
Judges actively serving the District 
Courts across Nevada. Their combined 
efforts provided the equivalent service 
of eight full-time judges. The program 
has saved millions of dollars for 
taxpayers and untold amounts for 
litigants whose cases otherwise may 
have languished in the backlog. 
(Detailed information about the 
Senior Justice and Judge Program can 
be found on page 36.)

Without senior judges, it may 
have been necessary to add new 
judges to the bench. Adding a single 
new judge, however, costs about $1 
million, meaning eight new judges 
would have cost about $8 million. The 
senior judges performed the work of 
eight full-time judges for less than 
$1.5 million.

The Senior Justice and Judge 
Program was originally designed to 
provide relief in cases where judges 

were disqualified and no other judge 
was available. Since then, however, 
the program has expanded to make 
senior judges available for a wide 
variety of assignments at the District 
Courts and the Nevada Supreme 
Court. 

One of the most successful uses 
of the program involves senior judges 
conducting settlement conferences 
at the Family Court in Clark County. 
Every 2 weeks, a senior judge is 
assigned to handle Family Court cases 
that are either ready for settlement 
or involve parties not represented 
by counsel. Utilizing senior judges 
allows many families to complete 
their divorces and settle child custody 
issues quickly. Diverting these cases 
from regular court calendars has 
allowed the Family Court judges to 
concentrate on more complex matters. 
As an example, in December 2011 
senior judges engaged in a marathon 
settlement conference at the Family 
Court in Clark County. Of the 94 cases 
heard, 71 were settled, a 75 percent 
success rate.

Work oF the coUrts
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Nevada’s  Special ty  Court 
Program has likely had more of a 
positive impact on the criminal justice 
system than any other program. The 
successes of the drug courts and other 
Specialty Courts have been well 
documented during the nearly two 
decades they have been operating.

Drug and alcohol dependence has 
ripped families apart, ruined careers, 
and filled Nevada’s courtrooms, jails, 
and prisons. Before drug courts, the 
defendants incarcerated for drug-
related crimes frequently returned to 
their lives of addiction and crime once 
released from custody.

Specialty Courts use the authority 
of the court and encourage violators 
to commit to long-term treatment. A 
Judge's role in Specialty Courts is 
to reward participants who follow 
program rules and conditions and to 
punish those who break them. For 
example, if a participant failed a drug 
test or a missed a counseling session 
judges may sanction the participant 
with jail time or additional conditions. 

Participants graduate at a very 
high rate and statistics show the 
chances they will return to a life of 
crime are greatly diminished.

Most Specialty Courts are drug 
courts, but the principle has been 
incorporated into other Specialty 
Courts that address cases that deal 
with mental illness, alcohol abuse, 
homelessness, veterans’ issues, and 
family-related matters. 

During fiscal year 2012, more 
than 2,600 individuals were served 
by our Specialty Courts, with 1,500 
graduating during the year. During the 
year, 60 women involved in Specialty 

Courts gave birth to drug free babies. 
In the last 5 years, more than 300 
babies have been born drug free to 
Specialty Court participants.

Nevada now has 46 Specialty 
Courts in operation. Specialty Courts 
save taxpayer dollars by cutting 
prosecution costs and the need for 
more jail and prison beds. They 
provide a mechanism for participants 
to regain their footing and reunite 
with their families. Having a judge 
involved provides the leverage to 
keep participants on track. Specialty 
Courts simply work for Nevada 
and have become an integral and 
valuable part of the justice system. 

Nevada launched the nation’s 
fifth drug court in Clark County in 
1992. Its success quickly led to the 
creation of the first drug court in 
Washoe County. The benefits of drug 
courts are now available to everyone 
in every county in Nevada, and at 
every court level, involving both 
misdemeanor and felony offenders.

SpECIAltY CoURtS

NEVADA BEGAN THE 
NATION’S FIRST … 

• Juvenile Drug Court
• Family Drug Court
• Early Release Re-Entry 

Drug Courts 

JUDICIAl EDUCAtIoN
The Administrative Office of 

the Courts, Judicial Education Unit 
continued to develop new programs 
and provide continuing education and 
conferences to the judges and court 
staff in Nevada. 

Their mission, “To promote the 
competency and professionalism 
of the Nevada Judiciary and staff 
through a comprehensive system of 
continuing education and training,” 
continues to be the solid foundation 
for the unit in providing education.

The unit began operating under 
a new manager in August. The unit 
had been preparing for a busy and 
productive year with four conferences, 
the Distance Education Project, 
the continuing advanced education 
of judges, as well as the Judicial 
Leadership Summit.

The unit assisted the Court 
Improvement Program in July with a 

3-day conference that had a “Focus on 
Kids.” The conference was attended 
by 126 professionals from various 
agencies within the justice system. 
Discussions were held with 21 faculty 
members through 20 informative 
educational sessions including, 
navigating the Interstate Compact 
on the Placement of Children, co-
occurring disorders, safety planning, 
and addictions, withdrawal, and 
treatment. 

The  b ienn ia l  Cour t  S ta ff 
Conference was held on November 
2-4 in Las Vegas and was attended 
by 121 staff from Nevada’s judicial 
districts. The conference theme 
“Working in a New Age” featured 
education sessions on the ethics of 
social media, courts and media in 
the digital age, court leadership, 
and responding to cybercrime in the 
criminal justice system, Emotional 

Intelligence, and specialty courts. An 
informative and engaging plenary 
session alerted attendees to the 
critical fundamentals of current 
and future staffing talents, as well 
as understanding the demands of 
clients, customers, citizens, and 
community. In all, 23 faculty and 
staff delivered 20 highly rated 
education sessions.

The Limited Jurisdiction 
Judges Winter Conference was 
held in Pahrump, on January 24-27, 
2012. Nevada Judges of Limited 
Jurisdiction President, Judge 
John Tatro, welcomed 67 judges 
to the conference that included 
11 educational sessions with 15 
faculty over 4 days. The conference 
highlighted sessions on domestic 
violence, mental health, budgeting, 
and commercial traffic enforcement, 
and ethics. A session on digital 
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forensics developed the attendees 
understanding on the authenticity 
and preservation of digital evidence. 

Judge Christina Brisebill was 
the host judge for the conference 
and the incoming President of 
the Nevada Judges of Limited 
Jurisdiction Association.

The annual Family Jurisdiction 
Judges Conference was held 
in conjunction with the State 
Bar Association, Family Law 
Conference in Ely on February 
29–March 1, 2012. The conference 
allowed the 44 judges that attended, 
6-hours of family law education 
with discussions on guardianship, 
financial disclosure, and cross 
jurisdictional issues with custody 
and dependency. Additionally, 
judges were provided with a 
session on strategies and techniques 
for conducting effective child 
interviews.

As time and travel challenges 
continue, the Judicial Education 
Unit is coming up with new ways in 
furthering educational opportunities 
for Nevada’s judiciary and court 
personnel. In fiscal year 2012, the 
Distance Education Program was 
launched and held its first training 
on the 2011 Legislative Review. The 
training was offered via on-demand 
video accompanied by a guidebook 
summarizing the legislative changes 
and how it impacted Nevada’s courts. 

The first live webinar debuted 
in February 2012 with the Nevada 
2012 Judicial Training on Domestic 
Violence–Strangulation. This training 
highlighted one of the most lethal 
forms of domestic violence, and was 
attended by 17 judges and other court 
personnel. The training video was 
also made available on the Supreme 
Court’s website as an “on-demand” 
option. Six judges and other court 

personnel have taken advantage of 
the continuing education opportunity. 
For fiscal year 2013, the Judicial 
Education Unit has nine webinars 
scheduled with plans for more as 
subjects are identified.

The Judicial Education Unit has 
a responsibility for the continuing 
advanced education of the judiciary. 
Judges are encouraged to seek 
continuing advance education with 
the AOC providing the support 
through educational requests. The 
AOC provided funding for 117 judges 
to attend mandatory and advanced 
education during the past year at the 
cost of $262,600. This does not include 
the AOC sponsored conferences or the 
Judicial Leadership Conference. 

With fiscal year 2012 completed, 
the Judicial Education Unit is 
planning for the future with expanded 
educational opportunities for the 
judiciary and staff.

JUDICIAl EDUCAtIoN

Work oF the coUrts

Outstanding Education Award (1,000 hours)
• Senior Justice of the Peace Fidel Salcedo

Distinguished Judicial Education Award (640 hours)
• Supreme Court Chief Justice Michael Cherry
• Supreme Court Justice Michael Douglas
• Supreme Court Justice Mark Gibbons
• Supreme Court Justice James Hardesty
• District Court Judge Mark Denton
• District Court Judge Richard Wagner
• District Court Judge Chuck Weller
• Justice of the Peace Juanita Colvin

Advanced Judicial Education Award (440 hours) 
• Supreme Court Chief Justice Nancy Saitta 
• District Court Judge Jerome Polaha
• District Court Judge T. Arthur Ritchie, Jr. 
• District Court Judge Douglas Smith
• Justice of the Peace Gene Wambolt

Judicial Education Award (240 hours) 
• District Judge David Barker
• District Judge Bryce Duckworth
• District Judge Jessie Walsh
• District Judge James Wilson, Jr.
• Justice of the Peace Darryll Dodenbier

Judicial Education Awards
Several justices and judges received important awards at the Nevada Judicial Leadership Summit for their 
educational achievements. Chief Justice Nancy Saitta emphasized that it is imperative that Nevada’s judges 
receive the best judicial education possible so that our citizens can be confident in the decision making process.
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SITTING JUDGES
JUDGE  

ANDREW PUCCINELLI
Fourth Judicial District Judge 

Andrew Puccinel l i ,  a  second 
generation Nevada attorney, died on 
August 8, 2011, after a battle with 
pancreatic cancer. He was 58. 

Judge Puccinelli served on the 
Elko County bench from the time 
he was appointed in 2002 by then-
Governor Kenny Guinn until his 
death. In addition to presiding over 
civil, criminal, family, and juvenile 
cases, Judge Puccinelli was appointed 
by the Supreme Court to serve on the 
Court Improvement Program Select 
Committee, the Access to Justice 
Commission, and the Specialty Court 
Funding Committee. 

Shortly before his death, Judge 
Puccinelli completed his term as 
President of the Nevada District 
Judges Association and as a member 
of the Supreme Court’s Judicial 
Public Information Committee. He 
also served as president of the State 
Bar of Nevada from 1998 to 1999.

Judge Puccinelli established the 
Adult Drug Court (2005) and Juvenile 
Drug Court (2007) programs for Elko 
County.

JUDGE ROBERT PERRY
Second Judicial District Judge 

Robert Perry, whose 7 years on the 
bench included overseeing the high-
profile Brianna Dennison murder trial, 
died December 20, 2011, after a long 
illness, with his family by his side. 
He was 68.

Perry was appointed in 2005 
by then-Governor Kenny Guinn to 
replace James Hardesty, who was 
elected to the Nevada Supreme Court. 
In 2008, Judge Perry was retained by 
voters for the Washoe County seat.

SITTING JUDGES

JUDGE DAVID HUFF
District Judge David Huff, who 

served on both the Third and Tenth 
Judicial District Courts, died March 
22, 2012, in Fallon following a 
lengthy illness. He was 72.

Judge Huff was on the District 
Court bench for 15 years, serving 
first on the Third Judicial District 
Court and then became the first judge 
on the Tenth Judicial District Court 
when it became effective in January 
2012. The Tenth Judicial District 
was created by the 2011 Legislature, 
which divided the two counties in 
the Third Judicial District–Churchill 
and Lyon Counties–into individual 
judicial districts. Judge Huff, who 
had been a Fallon attorney since 1985, 
was instrumental in the creation of the 
new judicial district.

Judge Huff would not sit on 
the new bench for long. As his 
health deteriorated, he announced his 
retirement effective April 30, but did 
not survive to see his retirement. 

JUDGE FRANCES VIDAL
Yerington Municipal Judge 

Frances Vidal died March 28, 2012, 
in Carson City. She was 71.

Judge Vidal served as Smith 
Valley Justice of the Peace in Lyon 
County beginning in 1988 and as 
Yerington Municipal Court judge 
beginning the following year. When 
her most current term as Justice of the 
Peace expired in January 2007, Judge 
Vidal left those duties because the 
Smith Valley Court was consolidated 
with Yerington Justice Court into 
Walker River Justice Court. 

Judge Vidal, however, continued 
to serve as Yerington Municipal Court 
Judge until her death.

RETIRED JUDGES

JUDGE REX BELL JR.
Rex Bell Jr., former Las Vegas 

Justice of the Peace and Clark 
County District Attorney, died July 
8, 2011, after a battle with cancer. 
Bell, 76, was the son of former 
Lieutenant Governor and famed 
cowboy actor Rex Bell Sr. and 
Hollywood "The It Girl" Clara Bow. 

Bell was justice of the peace 
from 1972 to 1976 and served as 
district attorney from 1986 to 1994.

He began his legal career in 1969 
as a Clark County deputy district 
attorney. He served as counsel to 
the Clark County Sheriff's Office 
while former Bob Miller, who would 
later become Nevada Governor, was 
counsel for the City of Las Vegas 
Police Department. The two lawyers 
helped the departments merge into 
the Metropolitan Police Department.

JUDGE JOHN MENDOZA
Former District Judge John 

Mendoza ,  who  championed 
children's rights during a lifetime 
of public service, died November 8, 
2011, after a short illness. He was 83.

Judge Mendoza, who served on 
the District Court bench from 1967 
to 1991, reshaped Clark County's 
juvenile justice system in the 1970's 
into a model for the nation. During 
that time, he served as president of 
the National Council of Juvenile and 
Family Court Judges.

He is regarded as one of the 
founders of CASA. In honor of 
CASA's 30th anniversary last year, 
Senator Harry Reid paid tribute to 
Judge Mendoza on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate. 

Before being elected to the 
District Court bench in 1966, he 
served a term as Las Vegas Justice of 
the Peace from 1955 to 1957.

tRANSItIoNS
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The  Uni fo rm Sys tem fo r 
Judicial Records (USJR) reporting 
requirements were established in 
June 1999 by Supreme Court order 
ADKT 295. The USJR directs trial 
courts to submit monthly information 
defined in the Nevada Courts 
Statistical Reporting Dictionary 
(Dictionary) to the Administrative 
Office of the Courts (AOC). The 
information in the Dictionary is 
divided into four case categories: 
criminal, civil, family, and juvenile.  
Caseloads and dispositions for each 
case category have been defined and 
consistently categorized therein. In 

fiscal year 2012 (July 1, 2011 – June 
30, 2012), two types of statistics 
were collected in each of these 
categories. The two types were cases 
filed (cases initiated with the court) 
and cases disposed (cases adjudicated 
or closed). Courts report these data 
counts by case type. In turn, the 
statistical information is compiled 
and reported in this annual report in 
accordance with NRS 1.360.

This annual report provides 
caseload inventory (filing) and 
disposition statistics for the Supreme 
Court and all 77 trial courts in the 
state: 17 District Courts, 43 Justice 
Courts, and 17 Municipal Courts. 
Where court information varies from 
the Dictionary or is incomplete, 
explanatory footnotes are provided.

The detailed appendix tables are 
excluded from the printed version of 
the report in an effort to reduce costs. 
The appendix tables are available 
on the Supreme Court of Nevada 
website (www.nevadajudiciary.us) 
in the documents section. 

In  f iscal  year  2012,  the 
Supreme Court caseload continued 
to increase with 2,500 cases filed 
during the fiscal year, the highest 
ever. The Court disposed of 2,270 
cases during the same period for a 
closure rate of almost 91 percent.

For the trial courts in Nevada, 
Figure  1  presents  the  to ta l 

statewide non-traffic caseload 
filings for fiscal year 2012. Table 
1 presents the caseload filings and 
dispositions for the past 5 years. 
The statewide non-traffic caseload 
filings decreased by 35,598 cases, 
almost 9 percent, from last year as 
seen in Table 1. Criminal filings 
increased more than 3 percent for 
the District Courts, and decreased 
more than 17 percent and 13 percent 
for the Justice Courts and Municipal 
Courts, respectively. Civil filings 
decreased almost 12 percent for 
the District Courts and more than 
5 percent for the Justice Courts. 
Family filings increased 1,676 
cases from the year prior. Juvenile 
filings decreased by more than 16 
percent.

Uniform System for Judicial Records
New this year, Table 1 presents 

the 5-year totals of dispositions. 
Overall non-traffic dispositions 
decreased 3 percent from fiscal 
year 2011. District Courts saw an 
increase of almost 15 percent in 
total dispositions with criminal (18 
percent), civil (28 percent), family 
(11 percent), and juvenile (1 percent) 
all increasing from the year prior. 
Justice and Municipal Court criminal 
dispositions both decreased more 
than 14 percent and 15 percent, 
respectively. Justice Court civil 
dispositions also decreased more 
than 4 percent. Overall, Justice Court 

non-traffic dispositions decreased by 
more than 9 percent.

For the Nevada trial courts, the 
traffic and parking caseload filings 
decreased by 2 percent this year. 
District Courts, which only hear 
juvenile traffic matters, decreased 
more than 8 percent. Justice Courts 
traffic and parking caseload increased 
almost 2 percent, while Municipal 
Courts decreased 9 percent. 

Generally, dispositions followed 
the filing trend. Dispositions 
decreased more than 1 percent 
for the judiciary as whole, with 
the District and Municipal Courts 
decreasing more than 4 and 14 
percent, respectively. The Justice 
Courts saw an increase in traffic 
dispositions by more than 7 percent.

Figure 1. Statewide Non-Traffic Caseloads, Fiscal Year 2012.
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Table 1. Reported Statewide Trial Court Totals, Fiscal Years 2008-12.

      Caseload Filings 
 
      Total Traffic and Traffic and 
 Fiscal     Non-Traffic  Parking Parking
Court Year Criminal a,b Civil b Family b Juvenile Caseload Cases c,d  Charges c,d

District 2012  15,481  30,770  69,328  11,788  127,367  4,282  5,784
 2011  15,002 r 34,849  67,652 r 14,079 r 131,582 r 4,661  6,134 r

 2010  13,585  36,960  67,141  13,783  131,469  5,464  7,162 
 2009  13,607  41,044 r 63,791  13,771  132,213 r 5,285  8,223
 2008  14,730  34,519  62,448  14,673  126,370  (c)  9,265 
                
Justice 2012  79,341  112,788  NJ  NJ  192,129  370,279  510,004
 2011  96,111  118,812  NJ  NJ  214,923  363,185  505,957 
 2010  95,662  123,788  NJ  NJ  219,450  373,352  516,383 
 2009  89,238  142,501  NJ  NJ  231,739  376,376  543,745 
 2008  86,894  148,473  NJ  NJ  235,367  (c)  559,982 
                
Municipal 2012  54,147  0  NJ  NJ  54,147  185,046  264,999 
 2011  62,735  1  NJ  NJ  62,736  203,310  301,077 
 2010  55,519  0  NJ  NJ  55,519  236,453  347,175 
 2009  57,497  0  NJ  NJ  57,497  247,691 r 368,446 r

 2008  55,752  4  NJ  NJ  55,756  (c)  349,432 
                
Total 2012  148,969  143,558  69,328  11,788  373,643  559,607  780,787
 2011  173,848 r 153,662  67,652 r 14,079 r 409,241 r 571,156  813,168 r

 2010  164,766  160,748  67,141  13,783  406,438  615,269  870,720 
 2009  160,342  183,545 r 63,791  13,771  421,449 r 629,352 r 920,414 r

 2008  157,376  182,996  62,448  14,673  417,493  (c)  918,679 

      Dispositions

      Total Traffic and 
 Fiscal     Non-Traffic  Parking 
Court Year Criminal a,b Civil b Family b Juvenile Dispositions Dispositions d 

District 2012  16,830  36,320  64,620  13,736  131,506  2,531 
 2011  14,293 r 28,409 r 58,150 r 13,568 r 114,420 r 2,651 r
 2010  16,167  26,463  59,520  18,726  120,876  2,708 
 2009  16,800 r 27,625 r 64,595  18,154  127,174 r 2,948 
 2008  18,248 r 26,290 r 44,261 r 15,134 r 103,933 r 3,967 r
              
Justice e 2012  78,181  94,928  NJ  NJ  173,109  360,849
 2011  91,503  99,328 r NJ  NJ  190,831 r 335,702 
 2010   33,464  112,936  NJ  NJ  146,400  342,742 
 2009  32,081 r 143,093  NJ  NJ  175,174 r 375,428 
 2008  28,774  92,542  NJ  NJ  121,316  355,967 r
              
Municipal 2012  56,965  0  NJ  NJ  56,965  184,655 
 2011  67,505  1  NJ  NJ  67,506  216,143 
 2010  62,676  0  NJ  NJ  62,676  256,563 
 2009  62,310 r 1  NJ  NJ  62,311 r 352,581 r
 2008  61,006 r 3  NJ  NJ  61,009 r 323,130 r
              
Total 2012  151,976  131,248  64,620  13,736  361,580  548,035
 2011  173,301 r 127,738 r 58,150 r 13,568 r 372,757 r 554,496 r
 2010  112,307  139,399  59,520  18,726  329,952  602,013 
 2009  111,191 r 170,719 r 64,595  18,154  364,659 r 730,957 r
 2008  108,028 r 118,835 r 44,261 r 15,134 r 286,258 r 683,064 r             
NJ Not within court jurisdiction.
a Criminal includes felony, gross misdemeanor, non-traffic misdemeanor, and criminal appeals (District Court only) filings and are counted by defendant.
b Reopened cases are included in totals.
c Prior to fiscal year 2009, traffic and parking filings were reported on the charge level. Accordingly, both case and charge filing information is provided 
 in the table.
d Traffic cases and charges include juvenile traffic statistics.
e Las Vegas Justice Court began reporting non-traffic dispositions in fiscal year 2011.
r Data totals revised from previous annual reports owing to improved data collection.
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit.
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Supreme court oF Nevada–laS vegaS courtroom

Statistical Events
Every year there can be events 

that significantly affect the statistical 
reporting for the Nevada Judiciary. 
From adding judicial positions in a 
particular court, to modifying the 
statistical dictionary, these events 
enhance our understanding of the 
Nevada Judiciary. Also, every now 
and then, there are milestones reached 
that highlight the deeds of the courts 
in pursuit of preserving citizens’ 
access to justice. 

In fiscal year 2012, the Nevada 
Judiciary added another judicial 
district, making now 10 districts in 
total. The Tenth Judicial District was 
created by the 2011 Legislature. This 
new judicial district is comprised of 

Churchill County, which used to be 
part of the Third Judicial District. The 
Tenth Judicial District is highlighted 
on the map of Nevada on page 7.

Also, Assembly Bill 261 went in 
to effect on July 1. This bill increased 
the monetary limit of small claims 
from $5,000 to $7,500 in the Justice 
Courts. Surprisingly, small claims 
filings decreased more than 16 percent 
this year, even though Justice Court 
civil filings decreased 5 percent 
overall.

Additionally, during fiscal year 
2012, the Nevada Supreme Court had 
case filings reach 60,000. This is an 
important milestone and achievement 
for the court, which is discussed at 
length in the next section.

Supreme Court
The Nevada Supreme Court 

is the court of last resort and the 
only appellate court in the state. 
Nevada does not have a Court of 
Appeals. The core constitutional 
function of the Supreme Court is to 
review appeals from the decisions 
of the District Courts. The Supreme 
Court does not conduct any fact-
finding trials, but rather determines 
whether procedural or legal errors 
were made in the rendering of lower 
court decisions. As the court of last 
resort in Nevada, the Supreme Court 
hears all filed cases. The Nevada 
Constitution does not provide for 
discretionary review of cases in the 
court of last resort.

The Supreme Court is the 
administrative head of the entire 
legal system. The Justices oversee 
the courts and issue rules governing 
everything from court procedures to 
the ethical and professional conduct 
of judges and attorneys. 

During fiscal year 2012, the 
Nevada Supreme Court had case 
filings reach 60,000. It took 112 
years, from October 1864 to August 
1977, for the Supreme Court to reach 
10,000 filings. Since then, filings 
have increased significantly each 
year with the last 10,000 cases filed 
within the last 5 years; the 50,000 
mark was reached in 2007. Filings 
continue to increase year to year, 
with a record 2,500 filings being 
reported this year.

Table 2. Nevada Supreme Court Cases Filed and Disposed, 
Fiscal Years 2008-2012.     
 Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 
 Year Year Year Year Year
  2008  2009 2010 2011 2012

                                              Cases Filed   
 Bar Matters 38 42  51  52  77
 Appeals 1,842 1,759  1,873  1,954  2,054 
 Original Proceedings 334 327  327  369  351
 Other 4 7  1  0  0 
 Reinstated 20 17  14  20 18
Total Cases Filed 2,238 2,152  2,266  2,395  2,500
 
                                                       Cases Disposed  
 By Opinions 1 90 98  63  71  92
 By Order 1,869 2,069 2,356  2,149 2,178
Total Cases Disposed 1,959 2,167 2,419  2,220 2,270 
Cases Pending 1,682 1,667  1,514  1,689 1,919

Authored Opinions 74 r 78 r 56 r 67 r 86

1 Includes single and consolidated cases disposed per curiam or by authored opinion. 
r    Revised from previous publications
Source: Nevada Supreme Court Clerk’s Office.
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As can be seen in Table 2, the 
Supreme Court had 2,500 filings 
during the last fiscal year; an increase 
of more than 4 percent, or 105 
filings, from the year before. The 
Justices disposed of 2,270 cases; an 
increase of more than 2 percent from 
the prior year. Despite the increase 
in dispositions, the pending caseload 
of the court continued to increase. 
This increase is in large part to the 
continual climb in the number of 
filings each year. This fiscal year 

the number of pending 
cases reached a high of 
1,919 pending cases. 

Figure 2 shows 
the distribution of the 
appeals by case type 
for the Supreme Court. 
As shown, the criminal 
appeals provide the 
majority of the court’s 
caseload at nearly 44 
percent. That is more 
than the combined 
case load  o f  c iv i l , 
family, and juvenile 
appeals (39 percent) 
filed with the Supreme 
Court. 

The breakdown 
of appeals of District 
Court cases by Judicial 
District is provided in 
Table 3. Civil appeal 
cases increased by 
115 cases (13 percent) 
and criminal cases 
decreased by 17 cases 

(1 percent) for an overall increase of 
98 cases (5 percent) statewide. As can 
be expected for the largest District 
Court in the state, the Eighth Judicial 
District (Clark County) recorded the 
most appeals (1,381), increasing by 
42 cases from last fiscal year. The 
next largest District Court in the state, 
the Second Judicial District (Washoe 
County), recorded the next highest 
number of appeals (389) and saw the 
largest magnitude of change with a 
69 case increase from last fiscal year.

Appellate Court Comparisons
The Nevada Supreme Court 

continues to see a high number of 
filings each year. Nevada is one of 
ten states without a separate court of 
appeals. A comparison of caseloads 
for states without a separate court of 
appeals is listed in Table 4. Of these 
states, Nevada has the highest ratio of 
cases per Justice at 357; only the West 
Virginia Supreme Court approaches 
this magnitude.

In fact, looking at select states 
with a separate Court of Appeals in 
Table 5, the Nevada Supreme Court 
has more cases filed than the combined 
Court of Appeals and Supreme Courts 
for the states of Utah, New Mexico, 
and Idaho. Kansas, which has 2,676 
appeal cases filed in both courts, had 
20 justices to hear the cases. Nevada, 
on the other hand, had only 7 justices 
to hear 2,500 cases.

The states on Table 5 were chosen 
by their geographical or population 
similarities with Nevada. The Nevada 
Supreme Court surpasses almost 
every individual court in cases per 
justice; only the California Supreme 
Court is higher. However, Nevada 
also has 92 cases filed per 100,000 
population; California has 25. Also, 
California has discretionary review; 
not all petitions filed in the court 
are heard by the court. In contrast, 
Nevada does not have discretionary 
review and must hear all matters filed 
with the court. 

Table 3. Nevada Supreme Court Appeals 
Filed by Judicial District, 
Fiscal Years 2008-2012.

   Civil Appeals Filed 1  

  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
First  43 45 39 47 56
Second  126 115 117 156 181
Third  14 17 9 24 12
Fourth  10 13 5 9 4
Fifth  15 8 12 15 12
Sixth  10 7 12 18 17
Seventh 13 10 5 13 12
Eighth  577 549 611 562 646
Ninth  17 16 9 10 15
Tenth 2      14
Total  825 780 819 854 969
      
   Criminal Appeals Filed

  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
First  38 33 39 32 35
Second  249 191 185 164 208
Third  24 14 21 21 7
Fourth  21 12 9 22 12
Fifth  19 16 22 31 29
Sixth  28 25 22 23 33
Seventh 15 36 42 28 17
Eighth  618 648 711 777 735
Ninth  5 4 3 3 4
Tenth 2      4
Total  1,017 979 1,054 1,101 1,084
 
   Total Appeals Filed  

  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
First  81 78 78 79 91
Second  375 306 302 320 389
Third  38 31 30 45 19
Fourth  31 25 14 31 16
Fifth  34 24 34 46 41
Sixth  38 32 34 41 50
Seventh 28 46 47 41 29
Eighth  1,195 1,197 1,322 1,339 1,381
Ninth  22 20 12 13 19
Tenth 2      18
Total  1,842 1,759 1,873 1,955 2,053
1 Family and juvenile cases are included in civil 
 appeals.  
2 The Tenth Judicial District was created from the 
 Third Judicial District January 2012.
Source: Nevada Supreme Court Clerk’s Office.

Figure 2. Distribution of Case Types for 
Supreme Court Caseload 1

1 Juvenile and family statistics are a subset of civil filings for the Supreme 
Court. They are detailed here for comparison with the trial court statistics.
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Table 5. Characteristics of Nevada and Other States With Courts of Appeals. 
All data from respective states’ most recent annual report or web page (2010-2012).   
   New 
 Nevada California a,b Arizona a,b Oregon a Kansas a Utah a,b Mexico a,b Idaho a

Population rank c  35 1 16 27 33 34 36 39

      Court of Appeals
Justices   105 22 10 13 7 10 4
En banc or panels   Panels Panels Both Both  Panels Panels Panels
Cases filed d   22,515 3,907 3,416 1,707 922 881 561 e

Cases per 100,000 pop.  60 60 88 59 33 42 35 
Cases per justice   214 178 342 131 132 88 140

   Supreme Court
Justices  7 7 5 7 7 5 5 5
En banc or panels  Both En Banc Both En Banc En Banc En Banc En Banc En Banc
Cases filed d  2,500 f 9,562  1,018  1,229  969  619  621  1,016 e

Cases per 100,000 pop. 92 25 16 32 34 22 30 64
Cases per justice  357 1,366 204 176 138 124 124 203
 
a Supreme Court has discretion in case review.
b Court of Appeals has discretion in case review.
c Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, Table 1. Annual Estimates of the Population for the United States,  Regions,  
 States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2011 (NST-EST2011-01).
d Includes mandatory cases and total discretionary petitions filed, unless otherwise noted.
e Supreme Court cases filed are all appeal cases filed for the state during the reporting period. Court of  Appeals  cases are cases 
 assigned  from the Supreme Court cases filed.
f State does not have discretionary review. 

Table 4. Characteristics of Nevada and Other Selected States Without 
Courts of Appeals. 
All data from respective states’ most recent annual report or web page (2010-2012).
   
States Without  Population En Banc      Cases
an Appeals Court Ranking a  or Panels  Justices Cases filed  per Justice
Nevada b  35 Both 7 2,500 357
West Virginia b,c  37 En Banc 5 1,668 334
Maine d  41 En Banc 7 690 99
New Hampshire d  42 Both 5 910 182
Rhode Island d  43 En Banc 5 418 84
Montana b  44 Both 7 775 111
Delaware b  45 Both 5 714 143
South Dakota b  46 En Banc 5 406 81
Vermont d  49 En Banc 5 480 96
Wyoming b,e  50 En Banc 5 265 53
a Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division,Table 1. Annual Estimates of the  Population 
 for the United States,  Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2010 to July  1, 2011 
 (NST-EST2011-01).
b State does not have discretionary case review, unless otherwise noted.
c Supreme Court changed from discretionary to nondiscretionary case review on 
 December 1, 2010.
d Includes mandatory cases and total discretionary petitions filed.
e Fiscal year 2009 information per CSP 2009 (http://www.courtstatistics.org).

When comparing Court  of 
Appeals filings to Supreme Court 
filings, generally, the Court of Appeals 
have a much higher number of new 
case filings. Only Idaho reports less 
filings at the Court of Appeals than 
their Supreme Court. In Idaho, all 
cases are first filed with the Supreme 
Court and then assigned to the Court 
of Appeals. 

Courts of Appeals provide 
Supreme Courts the ability to focus on 
precedent setting cases. Combining 
this with the information provided in 
Tables 4 and 5, suggests that a new 
Court of Appeals will provide greater 
access to justice for the citizens of 
Nevada and should result in quicker 
resolution of cases. 

In the 2011 Legislative Session, 
Nevada legislators passed legislation 
to establish a Court of Appeals. 
This legislation will be reviewed 
again during the 2013 session. If 
passed, the issue will be placed on 
the 2014 ballot for voters to approve 
a constitution amendment, which if 
passed, would establish a Court of 
Appeals in Nevada.
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District Courts
The District Courts are general 

jurisdiction courts, meaning their 
caseload encompasses all case types 
(criminal, civil, family, and juvenile) 
as well as mandates prescribed 
by the Nevada Constitution and 
Nevada Revised Statutes. Criminal 
cases include felony and gross 
misdemeanor case types, and 
civil cases for disputes exceeding 
$10,000. Family and juvenile cases 
are defined by the parties involved 
in the action or proceedings.

Nevada has 10 Judicial Districts 
which encompass its 17 counties, 
each of which maintains a District 
Court and provides court staff. The 
Tenth Judicial District, which is 
Churchill County, was formed in 
January of this year by separation 
from the Third Judicial District. The 
information for the Tenth Judicial 
District is for the fiscal year.

The 10 Judicial Districts are 
served by 82 District Court Judges 
who are elected and serve within 
the Judicial District in which 
they reside; however, they have 
statewide authority and may 
hear cases throughout the state. 
The sparse population of rural 
Nevada has necessitated that 
four of the Judicial Districts 
encompass multiple counties 
(the First, Fifth, Sixth, and 
Seventh Judicial Districts 
encompass 11 counties). Judges 
in these rural Judicial Districts 
must travel within multiple 
counties, on a regular basis, to 
hear cases.

Statistical Summary
The District Court case filing 

information for the last two fiscal 
years is summarized in Table 6. The 
detailed information for fiscal year 
2012 is available in the appendix 
located on the Supreme Court 
website (www.nevadajudiciary.us) 
under the Administrative Office 
of the Courts documents area. 
Summary disposition information 
is included in Table 7.

As it can be seen in 
Figure 3, family cases 
make up the largest share 
of the District Courts’ 
caseload, at 55 percent. 
Civil cases are the next 
largest share of the 
caseload at 24 percent, 
followed by criminal 
and  juven i l e  cases 
with 12 and 9 percent, 
respectively.

The Nevada criminal (non-
traffic) caseload at the District Courts 
increased by more than 3 percent this 
year. District Courts in less populous 
counties can see large percentage 
changes to filings year to year, and this 
year was no exception. Esmeralda, 
Pershing, and White Pine Counties all 
saw the largest percentage increases 
in the state with 133, 33, and 28 
percent respective increases in their 
criminal caseload filings from last 
year. This change, however, only 
represented an increase of 60 cases, or 
less than one-half of a percent, of the 
statewide total. Similarly, the largest 

decreases were in Eureka, Lander, 
and Mineral Counties with decreases 
of 71, 58, and 34 percent respectively 
(representing a decrease of 45 cases, 
or less than one-half of a percent of 
the statewide total). All the District 
Courts, excluding Clark County, 
which increased criminal filings by 
524 from last year, were within 45 
cases from last fiscal year. 

Dispositions for criminal cases 
increased by almost 18 percent from 

diStrict court Judge thomaS StocKard holdiNg court 

last year. Pershing County, which saw 
one of the largest percentage filing 
increases, also saw one of the highest 
disposition percentage increases in 
the state (almost 24 percent). Only 
two other counties saw an increase 
in criminal dispositions this year, 
Humboldt County (21 percent) and 
Clark County (27 percent). Storey 
and Esmeralda Counties saw no 
change in dispositions from last year. 
The courts with the largest criminal 
filing decreases (Eureka, Lander, and 
Mineral Counties) also saw the largest 
decreases in criminal dispositions (23, 
57, and 57 percent respectively).

Civil case filings at the 
Distr ic t  Court  level  have 
continued to decline, a trend 
which began in 2010. This year’s 
30,770 filings are the lowest 
since 2006, when 29,093 civil 
filings were reported. Statewide, 
the District Courts reported 4,079 
fewer civil cases this year, almost 
a 12 percent decline. More than 
81 percent of this decrease came 
from the largest county in the 
state, Clark County (3,305 fewer 
cases). Only 2 counties increased 
their civil filings from last year, 
Esmeralda County (240 percent 

or 12 filings) and Pershing County 
(an increase of almost 26 percent or 
23 filings). Humboldt County had the 
same amount of filings as last year, 
with 97 civil filings.

Civil dispositions, however, 
increased by more than 7,900 cases 
from last year (almost a 28 percent 
increase). This was led mostly from 
the Clark County District Court, 
who disposed of more than 8,400 
cases from last year, despite having 

Figure 3. Distribution of Case Types For 
Statewide District Court Caseload, 

Fiscal Year 2012
Criminal

12%

Civil
24%

Family
55%

Juvenile
9%

208



Fiscal Year 2012            33

fewer filings during the same time 
frame. This increase is reported to 
be associated with an ongoing effort 
to close old cases from their case 
management system and should level 
out over time.

Family-related cases continued a 
12-year history of increasing filings. 
This fiscal year’s increase was more 
than 2 percent from last fiscal year. 
Only 7 of the 17 counties experienced 
increases; Storey County reported the 
same number of filings than the year 
prior (23). All the District Courts in 
the Sixth Judicial District (Humboldt, 
Lander, and Pershing Counties) 
experienced increases (55, 8, and 
19 percent, respectively). Lyon (33 
percent), Elko (12 percent), Clark 
(5 percent), and Douglas (1 percent) 
Counties round out the seven counties 
that experienced increases in family-

related filings this year. Four courts 
experienced reductions in filings 
of more than 30 percent this year; 
all the courts in the Fifth Judicial 
District (Esmeralda, Mineral, and Nye 
Counties), as well as Eureka County, 
had filings reduced by 30 percent or 
more. Nye County had the second 
largest reduction in filings reported in 
the state this year (583 fewer filings), 
and also had the third highest family-
related cases filed in the state (1,289 
total). Washoe County had the largest 
reduction in filings (719 fewer filings 
this year), and had the second highest 
number of filings in the state with 
10,630.

Family-related dispositions 
increased more than 11 percent 
from last year, led mostly from 
Clark County’s more than 15 percent 
increase. Much like the filings, all 

the courts in the Sixth Judicial 
District increased in the number of 
dispositions reported. Humboldt 
County, in particular, reported 
almost three times the number of 
dispositions than last year. In the 
Fifth Judicial District, where all 
the filings decreased for the courts, 
Esmeralda County dispositions 
remained flat from last year, Mineral 
County declined more than 88 
percent, and Nye County declined 
by almost 42 percent.

Juvenile case filings decreased 
more than 16 percent this year from 
last. Still, Lincoln County saw the 
largest percentage increase (93 
percent), followed by Eureka County 
(50 percent), and Mineral County 
(40 percent). Churchill County had 
the largest increase in actual filings 
reported, with 85 more filings this 

Table 6. Summary of District Court Cases Filed, Fiscal Years 2011-12. (See Table 16 for Juvenile Traffic.)

    Criminal      Juvenile Total
    Non-traffic Civil  Family  Non-traffic Non-traffic 
     Cases Filed a,b  Cases Filed b Cases Filed b  Cases Filed   Cases Filed a,b

    FY FY FY FY  FY  FY FY FY FY FY
 Court   2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012
First Judicial District                        
 Carson City District Court 308  271   743  665   1,069  1,024   205  125   2,325  2,085
 Storey County District Court 13  14   34  30   23  23   5  1   75  68
Second Judicial District                        
 Washoe County District Court 2,163  2,122   4,543  4,142   11,349  10,630   1,859  1,866   19,914  18,760
Third Judicial District                        
 Lyon County District Court 223 r 193   328  304   539 r 717   374 r 322   1,464 r 1,536
Fourth Judicial District                        
 Elko County District Court 384  377   492  421   1,113  1,253   391  309   2,380  2,360
Fifth Judicial District                        
 Esmeralda County District Court 9 r 21   5  17   4  2   0  0   18 r 40
 Mineral County District Court 68  45   43  27   129  71   30  42   270  185
 Nye County District Court 505 r 544   522 r 463   1,872  1,289   239  196   3,138 r 2,492
Sixth Judicial District                        
 Humboldt County District Court 138 r 156   97  97   321  498   288  352   844 r 1,103
 Lander County District Court 12  5   72 r 33   50  54   45  50   179 r 142
 Pershing County District Court 61  81   89  112   64  76   57  53   271  322
Seventh Judicial District                        
 Eureka County District Court 21  6   14  7   10  7   8  12   53  32
 Lincoln County District Court 51  43   44  32   44  43   15  29   154  147
 White Pine County District Court 99  127   190  165   186  152   138  89   613  533
Eighth Judicial District                        
 Clark County District Court 10,648  11,172   27,035  23,730   49,294  51,974   10,015  7,864   96,992  94,740
Ninth Judicial District                        
 Douglas County District Court 164  153   414  398 c  854  864   152  135   1,584  1,550
Tenth Judicial District                        
 Churchill County District Court 135  151   184  127   731 r 651   258  343   1,308 r 1,272
Total 15,002 r 15,481   34,849  30,770   67,652 r 69,328   14,079 r 11,788   131,582 r 127,367 

a Includes appeals of lower jurisdiction courts.
b Includes reopened cases.
c Reopen counts not reported for six months.
r Revised from previous publications.
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit. 
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year from last. Contrastingly, Storey 
County had the largest percentage 
decease, with a reduction of 80 
percent (4 cases fewer this year). 
Carson City District Court reduced 
filings by 39 percent (80 fewer 
filings), and White Pine County 
decreased by more than 35 percent 
(49 fewer filings). The large share 
of the reduction statewide, however, 
came from the Clark County District 
Court, which reported more than a 
21 percent reduction from last year 
(2,151 fewer filings). 

Juvenile dispositions remained 
mostly flat from last year, increasing 
by more than 1 percent. District 
Courts which saw large percentage 
increases included Eureka County, 
175 percent (4 to 11 cases); Lincoln 
County, nearly 67 percent (15 to 25 

cases); and Humboldt County, 43 
percent (197 to 282 cases). District 
Courts that saw large decreases 
included Nye County, with a decrease 
of more than 72 percent (321 to 88 
cases); Lyon County, 47 percent (312 
to 165 cases); and Carson City, 36 
percent (294 to 188 cases).

The overall caseload for Nevada 
District Courts decreased by more 
than 3 percent from last year. Only 
4 counties saw increases this year: 
namely, Lyon, Esmeralda, Humboldt, 
and Pershing Counties. 

A s t a n d a r d  m e a s u r e  o f 
performance in the courts is the 
clearance rate. This measure can be 
calculated by dividing the number of 
dispositions by the number of filings 
and multiplying by 100. Courts should 
aspire to dispose of at least as many 

cases as have been filed, reopened, or 
reactivated in a period, according to 
the National Center for State Courts. 
The District Court statewide median 
clearance rate for fiscal year 2012 was 
82 percent, with a total clearance rate 
of 103 percent. 

Cases Per Judicial Position
The number of non-traffic cases 

filed per judicial position for all 
District Courts in Nevada for fiscal 
year 2012 is shown in Figure 4. In the 
Judicial Districts that contain more 
than one county (First, Fifth, Sixth, 
and Seventh), the cases are aggregated 
between the counties and are averaged 
between the Judges. To make the 
comparisons more consistent between 
court types, juvenile traffic cases 
were removed from the totals before 

Table 7. Summary of District Court Cases Disposed, Fiscal Years 2011-12. (See Table 16 for Juvenile Traffic.)

     Juvenile Total
  Criminal Civil Family Non-traffic Non-traffic
   Cases Disposed  Cases Disposed  Cases Disposed  Cases Disposed  Cases Disposed
  FY FY FY FY FY  FY FY FY FY FY
 Court 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012
First Judicial District                        
 Carson City District Court 252  232   347  484   736  819   294  188   1,629  1,723
 Storey County District Court 2  2   43  26   31  17   1 a 1   77  46
Second Judicial District                        
 Washoe County District Court 2,027  1,927   2,782  2,389   6,975  6,955   4,518  4,327   16,302  15,598
Third Judicial District                        
 Lyon County District Court 201  192   305 r 274   572 r 708   312 r 165   1,390 r 1,339
Fourth Judicial District                        
 Elko County District Court 345  281   199  240   988 b 962 b  287  270   1,819  1,753
Fifth Judicial District                        
 Esmeralda County District Court 6  6   4  0   2  2   0  0   12  8
 Mineral County District Court 68  29   35  3   103  12   25  20   231  64
 Nye County District Court 485 r 483   375 r 273   1,895  1,102   321  88   3,076 r 1,946
Sixth Judicial District                        
 Humboldt County District Court 105  127   54  56   167  481   197  282   523  946
 Lander County District Court 14  6   10  14   40  48   57  71   121  139
 Pershing County District Court 46  57   58 c 96 c  28  56   19 c 22 c  151  231
Seventh Judicial District                        
 Eureka County District Court 17  13   11  9   8  6   4 a 11   40  39
 Lincoln County District Court 43  35   25  17   46  31   15  25   129  108
 White Pine County District Court 114 r 89   169  106   160  157   197 r 150   640 r 502
Eighth Judicial District                        
 Clark County District Court 10,298  13,096   23,505  31,922   45,000 c 51,792 c,d  6,815 c 7,553   85,618  104,363
Ninth Judicial District                        
 Douglas County District Court 143  135   335  273   801  762   112  105   1,391  1,275
Tenth Judicial District                        
 Churchill County District Court 127  120   152 r 138   598 r 710   394  458   1,271 r 1,426
Total 14,293 r 16,830   28,409 r 36,320   58,150 r 64,620   13,568 r 13,736   114,420 r 131,506 

a Dispositions are final case closures.
b Includes the disposition of support hearings.
c Dispositions include both original disposition and final closure information.
d Include administrative closures for protection order cases.
r Revised from previous publications.
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit. 
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calculating the amount of cases filed 
per judicial position. In District Court, 
juvenile traffic cases are handled 
predominately by Juvenile Masters 
and occasionally by District Court 
Judges.

The statewide average of non-
traffic cases filed per judicial position 
for District Courts is 1,553, a decrease 
of 156 cases per Judge over last fiscal 
year (1,709). This decrease, in part, 
was the result of additional judicial 
positions mid-fiscal year 2011 in the 
Second and Eighth Judicial Districts, 
and in part, the reduction of filings in 
the courts.

Only one District increased 
filings per judicial position this 
year; the Sixth Judicial District was 
determined to have 784 filings per 
judicial position this year, an increase 
of 136 cases from last year. The newly 
formed Tenth Judicial District (with 
one judge), had the third most filings 
per judge with 1,272 cases.

The Eighth Judicial District 
(Clark County), as has been the case 
for the last several years, has the 
largest number of non-traffic cases per 

judicial position at 1,822, a decrease 
from last year (2,042). The Fifth 
Judicial District (Esmeralda, Mineral, 
and Nye Counties) follows with 1,359 
cases per judicial position, decreasing 
from last year’s 1,711. The Second 
Judicial District (Washoe County) 
is calculated to have 1,251 cases per 
judicial position, a decrease from 
last fiscal year (1,373). The Fourth 
Judicial District (Elko County), 
remained close to last year at 1,180 
cases per judicial position, a reduction 
of only 10 cases from last year 
(1,190).

It is important to note that District 
Court Judges with smaller caseloads 
may assist the busier District Courts 
through judicial assignments made 
by the Supreme Court. Also, in multi-
county Judicial Districts, Judges are 
required to travel hundreds of miles 
each month among the counties 
within their districts to hear cases. 
A 2011 study1 indicates these judges 
average at least 1 day a week on the 
road, which reduces their availability 
to hear cases.

Judicial Assistance
The AOC and the courts 

quantify the judicial assistance 
provided to the courts by 
Special Masters and Senior 
Justices and Judges who help 
dispose of cases. These Special 
Master positions are termed 
quasi-judicial because they 
have limited authority and are 
accountable to an elected Judge. 
Individuals in these positions 
are appointed by courts to help 
with the adjudication process.

The courts were asked to 
provide an estimate of the 
full-time equivalent assistance 
provided by Special Masters 
during the year. A summary is 
provided in Table 8.

Statewide,  the quasi-
judicial assistance provided 
during fiscal year 2012 was 
equivalent to 26.89 full-time 

judicial officers. This is an increase 
from last year’s reported 24.63. In 
District Courts, most of the quasi-
judicial officers are commissioners, 
referees, and masters for alternative 
dispute resolution, family, and 
juvenile cases. Additionally, in a few 
Judicial Districts, such as the Fifth 
and Seventh, Justices of the Peace 
serve as the Juvenile Masters for 
juvenile traffic cases. These quasi-
judicial assistance positions are not 
included in the filings per judicial 
positions (Figure 4).

Business Courts
Business Courts are a type of 

court that allow cases involving 
disputes among business entities 
to benefit from enhanced case 
management and early settlement 
conferences. Additionally, Business 
Courts help businesses avoid costly 
interruption during litigation.

The Business Courts in Nevada 
were created during fiscal year 2001 
in the Second and Eighth Judicial 
Districts by ADKT 398. They are 
directed and managed by local court 
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Figure 4. Non-Traffic Cases Filed per Judicial Position
By Judicial District, Fiscal Year 2012
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rules. In ADKT 398, the Supreme 
Court requested that Business Courts 
report on the effectiveness of the 
program and provide statistical data 
at the end of each fiscal year. Table 9 
contains a summary of the statistics 
reported by each Business Court.

This fiscal year, new filings 
continued to drop for the second 
year in a row for both courts. 
Washoe County District Court filings 

declined by 50 percent. 
Clark County District Court 
filings dropped almost 
13 percent. The drop in 
filings is attributed to the 
effect that the economy is 
having on businesses, and 
corresponds with the drop 
in District Court civil case 
filings.

The average time to 
disposition measure in 
Table 9, shows the average 
length of time it took for 
the cases to be disposed 
in fiscal year 2012. The 
length of time is reported 
by months.

Senior Justice and  
Judge Program

Article 6, Section 19 
of the Nevada Constitution 
grants authority to the 
Ch ie f  Jus t i ce  a s  the 
administrative head of the 
Nevada Judiciary to “recall 
to active service any retired 
justice or judge of the court 
system who consents to 
such recall and who has 
not been removed or retired 

for cause or defeated for retention 
in office and to assign both Senior 
Judges and Justices to assist in all of 
the state’s judicial districts.” 

Chief Justice Michael Cherry, 
who oversees the Senior Justice and 
Judge Program, said “I am extremely 
impressed with the resulting work 
accomplished by the Senior Justice 
and Judge Program. This program 
ensures that the State Judiciary is able 

 Table 8. Estimated Full-Time Equivalent  
 Quasi-Judicial Assistance Provided to 
 Judicial Districts, Fiscal Year 2012.

Court & County
Quasi-Judicial 

Positions as FTE
First Judicial District
   Carson City
   Storey

1.00

Second Judicial District
   Washoe

7.00

Third Judicial District
   Lyon

0.25

Fourth Judicial District
   Elko

3.00

Fifth Judicial District
   Esmeralda 
   Mineral
   Nye

0.95

Sixth Judicial District
   Humboldt
   Lander
   Pershing

0.46

Seventh Judicial District
   Eureka
   Lincoln
   White Pine

0.15

Eighth Judicial District
   Clark

13.00

Ninth Judicial District
   Douglas

0.50

Tenth Judicial District
   Churchill

0.58

Total 26.89

to handle the enormous caseload that 
the judiciary oversees. The public 
is the ultimate beneficiary of the 
program.” 

Summary information provided 
by the Senior Justice and Judge 
Program on Senior Justice and Judge 
assignments per judicial district 
for fiscal year 2012, is provided in 
Table 10. The table includes the 
types of assignments requested in 
each district as well as the number 
of assignments and number of hours 
for each assignment. Senior Justice 
or Judge assignments are made 
through the Administrative Office 
of the Courts by a Memorandum 
of Temporary Assignment. These 
memorandums assign a specific 
Senior Justice or Judge to a particular 
court or case, and may also provide 
for multiple days or cases. 

When a judicial vacancy occurs, 
due to things such as catastrophic 
illness, mandatory judicial education, 
retirement, recusal or disqualification, 
a Senior Justice or Judge may be 
assigned for a period of time. 
During fiscal year 2012, the Senior 
Justice and Judge Program provided 
a substantial amount of vacancy 
coverage throughout the state of 
Nevada. In comparison of the grand 
total of hours listed in Table 10, the 
Senior Justices and Judges used 
nearly 4,000 hours assisting courts 
due to judicial vacancies caused by 
retirement or the death of a sitting 
judge. 

T h e  S e n i o r  J u s t i c e s  a n d 
Judges also hear civil and medical 
malpractice settlement conferences 
on a regular basis. On average they 

Table 9. Summary of Business Court Caseloads, Fiscal Years 2011-2012.
  
   New Case Cases  Case  Pending Cases   Average Time to 
  Filings Transferred In Dispositions at Year End Disposition (Mo.)
  FY FY FY FY FY  FY FY FY FY FY
 Court 2011  2012  2011  2012  2011  2012  2011  2012  2011  2012
Second Judicial District          
 Washoe County District Court 10 5  2 1  23 27  76 55  16 r 17
Eighth Judicial District               
 Clark County District Court 313 273  NR NR  212 462  660 531  21 27
r   Revised from previous publication. 
NR  Not reported.
Source: Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit
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are hearing two to eight settlement 
conferences per week. Additionally, 
Senior Justices and Judges hear short 
trials and settlement conferences 
every 2 weeks in the Eighth Judicial 
District Family Court. In the First, 
Second, Third, Fifth, Ninth, and Tenth 
Judicial Districts, Senior Justices and 
Judges conduct the drug and mental 
health courts. These programs have 
great success in providing alternatives 
to jail time for certain offenders and 
in assisting these offenders to become 
productive members of society.

During fiscal year 2012, there 
were 22 Senior Justices or Judges 
actively serving the District Courts. 
Their combined efforts provided 
assistance of nearly 8 full-time 
equivalent Judges for the State.

Alternative Dispute  
Resolution Programs

The Alternative Dispute Resolu-
tion (ADR) Programs began on July 
1, 1992, after passage of Senate Bill 
366 (SB 366) by the 1991 Legislature. 

ADR programs allow courts 
to address their high caseloads by 
allowing less complicated cases to 
go through arbitration or short trials 
and be resolved. ADR programs 
offer litigants quicker resolutions at 
reduced legal costs. 

SB 366 required the Second and 
Eighth Judicial Districts (Washoe 
and Clark Counties) to implement 
ADR Programs. The First and 
Ninth Judicial Districts (Carson 
City, Storey County, and Douglas 
County) subsequently adopted the 

program voluntarily. Arbitration 
Commissioners administer the 
programs in each Judicial District.

Initially, the ADR Programs 
focused on certain civil cases with 
probable award value of less than 
$25,000. A later statutory revision 
increased the amount to $40,000, 
then in 2005 the maximum amount 
was increased to $50,000 per plaintiff 
for mandatory ADR programs. 
The Ninth Judicial District, in the 
program voluntarily, opted to keep 
the initial amount.

During fiscal year 2012, the 
four participating judicial districts 
had fewer cases enter the arbitration 
programs than their respective 10-
year averages. This is the first time 
since ADR statistics began being 

Table 10. Senior Justices and Judges Assignments for Fiscal Year 2012. 

   Number of Number of
Judicial District (JD) Assignment Type Assignments Hours
First JD Case Assignment 11 317.80
 (Carson City & Storey County) Durational 6 35.00
Total for First JD  17 352.80 
Second JD Case Assignment 6 23.00  
 (Washoe County)  Durational 15 580.30 
  Durational – Family Court 9 216.50 
  Specialty Court – Urban 16 1,528.00 
Total for Second JD  46 2,347.80 
Third JD Case Assignment 8 452.97  
 (Churchill and Lyon Counties)  Durational 1 7.00  
Total for Third JD  9 459.97 
Fourth JD Case Assignment 22 248.10 
 (Elko Co.) Durational 11 1,043.89 
Total for Fourth JD  33 1,291.99 
Fifth JD  Case Assignment 20 255.13 
 (Esmeralda, Nye, and Mineral Counties) Durational 8 136.40 
Total for Fifth JD  28 391.53 
Sixth JD  Case Assignment 8 145.50 
 (Humboldt, Lander, and Pershing Counties) Settlement Conference 1 11.75 
Total for Sixth JD  9 157.25 
Seventh JD  Case Assignment 20 409.07 
 (Eureka, Lincoln, and White Pine Counties)    
Total for Seventh JD  20 409.07 
Eighth JD Case Assignment 6 71.00 
 (Clark County) Durational 94 2,810.50 
  Durational – Family 47 699.00 
  Med. Mal. Sett. Conf. Marathon 7 230.00 
  Settlement Conference 163 903.00 
  Short Trial/Settlements – Family 36 1,362.00 
  Specialty Court – Urban 2 328.00 
Total for Eighth JD  355 6,403.50 
Ninth JD Case Assignment 12 362.96  
 (Douglas County) Durational 3 39.00 
Total for Ninth JD  15 401.96 
Tenth JD Durational 5 486.32   
 (Churchill County)  
Total for Tenth JD  5 486.32 
Rural Specialty Court  Specialty Court – Rural 16 520.00 
 (First, Third, Fifth, Ninth, and Tenth JDs)    
Total for Rural Specialty Court  16 520.00 
Supreme Court Supreme Court Appeals 3 31.50 
Total Supreme Court  3 31.50 
Grand Total  556 13,253.69
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published in the annual report, that 
all Judicial Districts reported fewer 
cases than their long-term averages. 
The caseload and settlement rates 
for the fiscal year and the long-term 
annual average for the most recent 
10 years for each district program are 
provided in Table 11.

Dur ing  f i sca l 
year 2012, the ADR 
program proved itself 
again by producing 
settlement rates above 
the long-term 10-year 
averages. While the 
settlement rate can 
vary greatly from one 
year to another for 
each District Court 
and can be affected 
b y  t h e  i n c r e a s e 
or decrease in the 
number of arbitrators, 
training sessions, and 
support staff, the 10-year average 
provides a good comparison for how 
these programs perform over time. 
Settlement rates are calculated by 
taking the number of cases settled or 
dismissed and dividing by the cases 
settled or dismissed plus the trials 
de novo requested (actual bench or 
jury trials). 

One specific type of alternative 
dispute resolution is the Short Trial 
Program as defined in the Nevada 
Court Rules. A short trial follows 
modified rules which include having 
only four jurors and limiting each 
party (plaintiffs and defendants) to 3 

hours for presentation of their case. 
The verdict must be agreed upon by 
three of the four jurors. Currently, 
only the Second and Eighth Judicial 
Districts have Short Trial Programs.

As shown in Table 12, this fiscal 
year the Second Judicial District Court 
reported that 52 new cases stipulated 
to the Short Trial Program. Over the 
year, 67 cases were scheduled for a 

Table 11. Alternative Dispute Resolution Caseload and Settlement Rates, Fiscal Year 2012.a

 First Judicial  Second Judicial  Eighth Judicial  Ninth Judicial 
 District Court District Court District Court District Court
 Fiscal Long-Term Fiscal Long-Term Fiscal Long-Term Fiscal Long-Term
 Year Average Year Average Year Average Year Average
 2012 (10 years) 2012 (10 years) 2012 (10 years) 2012 (10 years)
           
Civil Caseload 665 726 4,142 4,308 23,730 25,077 398  418
Cases Entered  213 251 420 474 3,698 3,758 149  159
Cases Removed 38 43 525 274 252 340 30  33
Cases Settled 
 Or Dismissed 171 160 372 341 3,460 2,529 23  28
Settlement Rate 97% 95% 89% 83% 84% 79% 92%  90%
Trials De Novo
 Requested 5 8 48 71 636 670 2  3
Trials De Novo
 Request Rate 3% 5% 11% 17% 16% 21% 8%  10%

 
a First, Second, and Eighth Judicial District Courts have a $50,000 maximum for cases to be in the program; Ninth Judicial District has a $25,000 
 maximum. Cases that qualify are automatically included in the program and parties have to request to be removed.  
Source: Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit

Table 12. Short Trial Program, Fiscal Year 2012.
 Second Judicial  Eighth Judicial 
 District Court District Court
 Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
 2012 2012
New Cases Stipulated  
into Short Trial 52 531 a 

Short Trials Scheduled  67 511 
Short Trials Dismissed 31 488 b 
Short Trials Settled  17 (b)

Short Trials Held 23 125 
a Includes cases stipulated and entered into Short Trial Program.
b   Cases settled, dismissed, or removed were reported as Short Trials Dismissed.
Source: Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit

short trial; some of these cases are 
from prior fiscal years. Throughout the 
fiscal year, 48 cases were dismissed or 
settled, and 23 short trials were held.

The Eighth Judicial District Court 
reported 531 new cases stipulated 
to the Short Trial Program and 488 

cases were dismissed 
or settled. During 
this fiscal year, 511 
cases were scheduled 
for short trial and 
125 short trials were 
actually held.

Each  of  these 
District Courts collect 
fees ($5 per civil case 
filing, except Clark 
County, which collects 
$15 per case filing) 
for the administration 
of their arbitration 
programs, including 
staff and technology 

expenses. All four District Courts 
have expenses that exceed the amount 
collected in filing fees. However, the 
courts continue to find the programs 
to be successful alternatives to 
traditional trials. The programs are 
well-received by litigants, the public, 
and members of the bar since these 
cases are processed expeditiously and 
at reduced expense.
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Justice Courts
The Justice Courts are limited 

jurisdiction courts, meaning their 
caseload is restricted to particular 
types of cases or actions prescribed 
by the Nevada Revised Statutes. 
Justice Courts determine whether 
felony and gross misdemeanor cases 
have enough evidence to be bound 
over to District Court for trial. They 
hear misdemeanor non-traffic cases 
as well as civil cases (amounts up to 
$10,000), small claims (up to $7,500), 
summary eviction cases, and requests 
for temporary protective orders 
(domestic violence or stalking and 
harassment). They also hear traffic 
matters, which are discussed in detail 
in a later section. 

The Justices of the Peace are 
judges who are elected and serve 
within the judicial townships in which 
they reside. In fiscal year 2012, the 
43 Justice Courts were served by 
67 Justices of the Peace. They may 
hear cases in other townships within 
their county or as visiting Justices 
of the Peace in neighboring counties 
under special circumstances. Those 
judges who retire or resign and have 
been approved and commissioned as 
Senior Justices of the Peace by the 
Supreme Court may serve temporarily 
in any Justice Court in the State.

This year, to better understand 
how Justice Court case filings 
were affected by prosecutorial 

filing practices, courts were asked 
whether prosecutors filed one or two 
complaints for defendants charged 
with a felony or gross misdemeanor 
and a misdemeanor resulting from 
a single incident. Nearly half of the 
courts surveyed reported receiving 
two separate complaints (one for the 
felony/gross misdemeanor charge and 
one for the misdemeanor charge) for a 
single incident. The remaining courts 
indicated they received one complaint 
with both felony and misdemeanor 
charges filed or received separate 
complaints but combine them into 
one case as defined in the USJR data 
dictionary. 

Accordingly, those courts that 
receive two complaints from the 
prosecutor and create two separate 
case filings will have higher reported 
case filings than those where the 
prosecutor files one complaint 
or where the court combines two 
complaints into one case. This shows 
how prosecutorial filing practices 
may influence a courts caseload. 
Accordingly, comparisons among 
courts by criminal caseloads should 
be done carefully.

Statistical Summary
The Justice Court case filing 

information for the last two fiscal 
years is summarized in Table 13, and 
summary disposition information is 
included in Table 14.

Statewide, the total number of 
Justice Court non-traffic (criminal 
and civil) cases filed during fiscal 
year 2012 decreased almost 11 
percent (22,794 cases) from fiscal 
year 2011.

Justice Court criminal case fil-
ings decreased statewide more than 
17 percent. Las Vegas Justice Court 
continued to have the highest crimi-
nal caseload in the state with more 
than 62 percent of the Justice Court 
statewide total. Reno Justice Court 
was the next highest with nearly 8 
percent; both courts reported de-
creased filings from the prior fiscal 
year, driving the overall decrease. 

Still, Esmeralda Justice Court 
reported one of the largest percentage 
increases (133 percent) in criminal 
filings from fiscal year 2011, while 
Pahrump Justice Court reported the 
largest increase in actual filings with 
353 more cases filed than last year. 

The majority of Justice Courts 
however, reported decreases in 
criminal filings for fiscal year 2012. 
Searchlight Justice Court reported 
the highest percentage decrease with 
a nearly 50 percent drop in filings. 
Searchlight Justice Court attributed 
the drop in filings to several local 
factors including changes in the 
speed limit and law enforcement 
personnel changes. As indicated 
previously, Las Vegas Justice Court 
reported the largest decrease in 
actual filings with 15,014 fewer 
criminal filings than fiscal year 2011. 

Statewide, Justice Court civil 
filings for fiscal year 2012 also 
decreased, although at a lower rate 
than criminal, with just more than 5 
percent fewer filings than last year. 

Las Vegas Justice Court had the 
highest share of civil cases with 59 
percent of the statewide total, and 
Reno Justice Court had the next 
highest share with 10 percent. 

Searchlight and Goodsprings 
Justice Courts both had more than 
60 percent increases in civil filings. 
Contrastingly, the majority of the 
state saw a decrease in civil filings 
with the largest decreases in actual 

moapa JuStice court StaFF prepariNg to hold court with Judge KolhoSS
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Table 13. Summary of Justice Court Cases Filed, Fiscal Years 2011-12. 
(See Table 17 for traffic data.)
 Criminal Civil Total Non-traffic
  Cases Filed a Cases Filed a Caseload a

Court FY11 FY12 FY11 FY12 FY11 FY12
First Judicial District              
Carson City              
 Carson City Justice Court b 2,211  2,387   4,574  4,190   6,785  6,577
Storey County              
 Virginia City Justice Court 123  140   58  63   181  203
Second Judicial District              
Washoe County               
 Incline Village Justice Court 397  403   212  197   609  600 
 Reno Justice Court 7,076  6,080   12,774  11,412   19,850  17,492 
 Sparks Justice Court 2,611  2,117   5,630  4,865   8,241  6,982 
 Wadsworth Justice Court 74  87   55  49   129  136 
Third Judicial District              
Lyon County              
 Canal Justice Court 397  462   1,206  970   1,603  1,432 
 Dayton Justice Court 455  374   906  806   1,361  1,180 
 Walker River Justice Court 564  454   721  576   1,285  1,030 
Fourth Judicial District              
Elko County               
 Carlin Justice Court 84  112   117  120   201  232 
 East Line Justice Court 102  114   101  87   203  201 
 Elko Justice Court 1,808  1,599   2,078  1,913   3,886  3,512 
 Jackpot Justice Court 154  112   17  19   171  131 
 Wells Justice Court 164  220   47  64   211  284 
Fifth Judicial District              
Esmeralda County              
 Esmeralda Justice Court 30  70   23  21   53  91 
Mineral County              
 Hawthorne Justice Court 526  425   211  202   737  627 
Nye County              
 Beatty Justice Court 144  83   24  30   168  113 
 Pahrump Justice Court 1,535  1,888   1,159  1,092   2,694  2,980 
 Tonopah Justice Court 212  158   86  77   298  235 
Sixth Judicial District              
Humboldt County              
 Union Justice Court 859  798   696  656   1,555  1,454 
Lander County              
 Argenta Justice Court 342  268   289  261   631  529 
 Austin Justice Court 39  53   13  12   52  65 
Pershing County              
 Lake Justice Court 264  330   288  254   552  584 
Seventh Judicial District              
Eureka County              
 Beowawe Justice Court 36  45   15  21   51  66 
 Eureka Justice Court 86  52   20  26   106  78 
Lincoln County              
 Meadow Valley Justice Court 114  99   78  52   192  151 
 Pahranagat Valley Justice Court 94  139   28  19   122  158 
White Pine County              
 Ely (No. 1) Justice Court 223  340   359  324   582  664 
 Lund (No. 2) Justice Court 1  3   2  1   3  4 
Eighth Judicial District              
Clark County              
 Boulder Justice Court 81  95   325  368   406  463 
 Bunkerville Justice Court 72  59   33  13   105  72 
 Goodsprings Justice Court 308  400   256  417   564  817 
 Henderson Justice Court 2,768  2,640   8,235  7,796   11,003  10,436 
 Las Vegas Justice Court 64,514  49,500   68,428  66,879   132,942  116,379 
 Laughlin Justice Court 978  853   210  236   1,188  1,089 
 Mesquite Justice Court 107  127   264  214   371  341 
 Moapa Justice Court 111  87   17  12   128  99 
 Moapa Valley Justice Court 221  126   84  56   305  182 
 North Las Vegas Justice Court 3,374  2,903   7,092  6,396   10,466  9,299 
 Searchlight Justice Court 149  75   8  15   157  90 
Ninth Judicial District              
Douglas County              
 East Fork Justice Court 1,210  1,302   978  857   2,188  2,159 
 Tahoe Justice Court 728  867   96  139   824  1,006
Tenth Judicial District              
Churchill County              
 New River Justice Court 765  895   999  1,011   1,764  1,906 
Total 96,111  79,341   118,812  112,788   214,923  192,129
a Case statistics include reopened cases.
b Includes Municipal Court information.
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit.
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Table 14. Summary of Justice Court Cases Disposed, Fiscal Years 2011-12. 
(See Table 17 for traffic data.)
 Criminal Cases Civil Cases Total Non-traffic 
 Disposed a Disposed a Cases Disposed a

Court FY11 FY12 FY11 FY12 FY11 FY12
First Judicial District               
Carson City               
 Carson City Justice Court b 2,030  1,962   2,597  2,583   4,627  4,545 
Storey County               
 Virginia City Justice Court 129  90   36  22   165  112 
Second Judicial District               
Washoe County               
 Incline Village Justice Court 462  361   190  148   652  509 
 Reno Justice Court 7,885  6,996   6,399  6,265   14,284  13,261 
 Sparks Justice Court 2,381  1,591   3,813  3,738   6,194  5,329 
 Wadsworth Justice Court 71  81   15  40   86  121 
Third Judicial District               
Lyon County               
 Canal Justice Court 459  502   1,114  1,000   1,573  1,502 
 Dayton Justice Court 428  422   834  814   1,262  1,236 
 Walker River Justice Court 468  477   716  584   1,184  1,061 
Fourth Judicial District               
Elko County               
 Carlin Justice Court 74  106   59  108   133  214 
 East Line Justice Court 100  109   92  70   192  179 
 Elko Justice Court 1,478  1,438   1,202  1,494   2,680  2,932 
 Jackpot Justice Court 164  156   10 c 18 c  174  174 
 Wells Justice Court 197  162   61  36   258  198 
Fifth Judicial District               
Esmeralda County               
 Esmeralda Justice Court 3  22   13  18   16  40 
Mineral County               
 Hawthorne Justice Court 368  276   156  r,d 145 d  524 r 421 
Nye County               
 Beatty Justice Court 145  141   31  34   176  175 
 Pahrump Justice Court 1,291  1,614   980 r 925   2,271 r 2,539 
 Tonopah Justice Court 246  168   79  83   325  251 
Sixth Judicial District               
Humboldt County               
 Union Justice Court 832  806   607  613   1,439  1,419 
Lander County               
 Argenta Justice Court 362  235   196  190   558  425 
 Austin Justice Court 38  49   4  10   42  59 
Pershing County               
 Lake Justice Court 243  229   180  151   423  380 
Seventh Judicial District               
Eureka County               
 Beowawe Justice Court 17  21   0  1   17  22 
 Eureka Justice Court 62  62   17  28   79  90 
Lincoln County               
 Meadow Valley Justice Court 112  97   92  49   204  146 
 Pahranagat Valley Justice Court 87  121   7  13 d  94  134 
White Pine County               
 Ely (No. 1) Justice Court 191  267   977 e 305   1,168  572 
 Lund (No. 2) Justice Court 3  3   0  0   3  3 
Eighth Judicial District               
Clark County               
 Boulder Justice Court 82  88   208  294   290  382 
 Bunkerville Justice Court 41  49   21  6   62  55 
 Goodsprings Justice Court 284  362   210  380   494  742 
 Henderson Justice Court 2,905  2,480   7,607 e 6,361   10,512  8,841 
 Las Vegas Justice Court 60,361  49,895   63,543  60,430   123,904  110,325 
 Laughlin Justice Court 630  607   122  278 e  752  885 
 Mesquite Justice Court 77  49   163  165   240  214 
 Moapa Justice Court 98  81   8  20   106  101 
 Moapa Valley Justice Court 158  113   20  57   178  170 
 North Las Vegas Justice Court 3,574  2,929   5,626  5,675   9,200  8,604 
 Searchlight Justice Court 147  76   1  52 e  148  128 
Ninth Judicial District               
Douglas County               
 East Fork Justice Court 1,290  1,316   579  629   1,869  1,945 
 Tahoe Justice Court 733  765   113  111   846  876   
Tenth Judicial District               
Churchill County               
 New River Justice Court 797  807   630  985   1,427  1,792 
Total 91,503  78,181   99,328 r 94,928   190,831 r 173,109
r Revised from previous publications.
a Case statistics include reopened cases.
b Includes Municipal Court information.
c Dispositions are final case closures.
d Dispositions include both original disposition and final closure information.
e Includes administrative case closures.
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit.

217



42              Nevada Judiciary Annual Report

filings occurring in the Reno and 
Las Vegas Justice Courts (1,362 and 
1,549 fewer filings, respectively). 

Disposition information for 
Justice Courts is provided in 
Table 14. Overall, total non-traffic 
dispositions decreased more than 9 
percent from last year. Both criminal 
and civil case dispositions decreased 
more than 14 percent and 4 percent, 
respectively. 

In some rural Justice Courts, 
disposition percentages can see large 
swings. This year, Esmeralda Justice 
Court reported an increase of more 
than 600 percent in criminal disposi-
tions. Still, this only represented an 
increase of 18 dispositions from the 
previous year. In reporting criminal 
dispositions, seven Justice Courts 
reported more than a 25 percent 
increase (Esmeralda 633 percent, 
Carlin 43 percent, Ely 40 percent, 
Pahranagat Valley 39 percent, Austin 
29 percent, Goodsprings 27 percent, 
and Pahrump 25 percent).

In civil dispositions, Ely Justice 
Court reported more than a 68 
percent decrease from last fiscal year. 
The decrease is attributed in part to 
the large number of administrative 
case closures reported last fiscal 
year 2011. Meanwhile, Searchlight 
Justice Court reported significantly 

more civil dispositions over last fiscal 
year, but that increase was reportedly 
caused by administrative case closures 
occurring in fiscal year 2012. 

Occasionally, courts will review 
and remove cases from their dockets 
administratively. For example, these 
cases may have been closed due to 
prosecutorial discretion, the passing 
of statutory time frames, or the 
quashing of old warrants. These case 
closures are reported under regular 
dispositions, but can affect a courts’ 
reported clearance rates.

The  s tandard  measure  o f 
performance in the courts is the 
clearance rate. This measure can be 
calculated by dividing the number of 
dispositions by the number of filings 
and multiplying by 100. Courts should 
aspire to dispose of at least as many 
cases as have been filed, reopened, 
or reactivated in a period. For fiscal 
year 2012, the median clearance rate 
for all civil and criminal cases was 87 
percent, with a total clearance rate of 
90 percent.

Detailed information for fiscal 
year 2012 is provided in the appendix 
located on the Nevada Supreme Court 
website (www.nevadajudiciary.us) 
under the Administrative Office of the 
Courts documents area.

Cases Per Judicial Position
The comparison of the Justice 

Court non-traffic cases per judicial 
posit ion information requires 
some considerations unique to its 
jurisdiction. For instance, many of the 
Justices of the Peace have part-time 
assignments. Cases in Justice Courts 
tend to be less complex than cases in 
District Courts, thus a Justice Court 
can handle a larger number of cases 
per judicial position. Traffic charges 
are not included in the determination 
of cases filed per judicial position 
because charges may be resolved by 
payment of fines, precluding judicial 
involvement.

To simplify the presentation in 
Figure 5, only those Justice Courts 
with 1,000 or more non-traffic cases 
per judicial position are shown in 
the graphic; the remaining courts are 
listed in the footnote below Figure 
5. The break at 1,000 was arbitrary. 
In Figure 5, eight courts have more 
than 2,000 non-traffic cases filed 
per judicial position. Las Vegas 
Justice Court continued to have the 
largest filings per judicial positions 
with 8,313. This represented a 1,913 
decrease from the previous year 
(10,226) attributed to the decrease 
in criminal filings. The next four 
Justice Courts (Elko, Reno, Sparks, 
and Henderson) are separated by 33 
or fewer cases per judicial position. 
The statewide average of non-traffic 
cases filed per judicial position for 
Justice Courts is 2,868, a decrease 
from last fiscal year (3,256). 

Judicial Assistance
As can be seen in Figure 5, urban 

Justice Courts have significantly 
higher caseloads per judge than those 
justice courts in rural Nevada. To 
address these higher caseloads, urban 
justice courts may hire quasi-judicial 
positions known as special masters 
to provide judicial assistance and 
address the specific needs of the court. 
These special master positions assist 
in the adjudication process, but are 

ely JuStice court StaFF aNd Judge StepheN biShop (StaNdiNg).
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a Remaining Justice Courts and their non-traffic cases filed per judicial position (each court has one judicial position).  
Asterisk (*) indicates judicial position as part-time. Asterisks (**) indicates judicial position also serves as a Municipal Court Judge. 
 
Goodsprings Justice Court 817  Tonopah Justice Court 235  Beatty Justice Court 113
Ely (No. 1) Justice Court 664  Carlin Justice Court** 232  Moapa Justice Court* 99
Hawthorne Justice Court 627  Virginia City Justice Court 203  Esmeralda Justice Court* 91
Incline Village Justice Court* 600  East Line Justice Court** 201  Searchlight Justice Court* 90
Lake Justice Court 584  Moapa Valley Justice Court* 182  Eureka Justice Court 78
Argenta Justice Court 529  Pahranagat Valley Justice Court* 158  Bunkerville Justice Court* 72
Boulder Justice Court** 463  Meadow Valley Justice Court 151  Beowawe Justice Court* 66
Mesquite Justice Court** 341  Wadsworth Justice Court 136  Austin Justice Court* 65
Wells Justice Court** 284  Jackpot Justice Court* 131  Lund (No. 2) Justice Court* 4

not elected officials. The courts were 
asked to provide an estimate of the 
full-time equivalent (FTE) assistance 
provided during the year.

 Accordingly, three Justice Courts 
reported quasi-judicial positions that 
helped with their caseloads. Carson 
City Justice Court reported 0.20 FTE 

in an other quasi-judicial position 
that helped with small claims cases. 
Sparks Justice Court reported 0.40 
FTE to assist with the courts calendar. 
Las Vegas Justice Court reported 1.44 
FTE in quasi-judicial positions for a 
small claims master (0.34 FTE) and 
a traffic referee (1.10 FTE). Quasi-

judicial officers, such as small claims 
referees, make recommendations or 
judgments that are subject to review 
and confirmation by sitting Justices 
of the Peace; juvenile masters in 
Justice Court are traffic judges 
whose decisions are final unless 
appealed.

Figure 5. Non-Traffic Cases Filed per Judicial Position by Justice Court, 
Fiscal Year 2012a

(Number of judicial positions in parentheses)

Statewide average of cases filed per judicial position for all Justice Courts is 2,868.
Carson City Justice Court totals include Municipal Court totals.
Carson City and Elko Justice Court Judges also serve as Municipal Court Judges.
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit.
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Municipal Courts
Municipal Courts are courts of 

limited jurisdiction and only hear 
matters that involve violation of 
city ordinances. Their jurisdiction 
includes non-traffic misdemeanors, 
traffic violations, and in some cities, 
parking. NRS 5.050 provides limited 
jurisdiction for Municipal Courts 
to hear civil matters. However, few 
Municipal Courts report civil filings.

Most Municipal Court Judges 
are elected and serve within the 
municipality in which they reside; 
however, some are appointed by 
their city council or mayor. Those 
appointed by the city council or 
mayor are Caliente, Ely, Fallon, 
Fernley, Mesquite, and Yerington. 
Nevada has 17 Municipal Courts 
overseen by 30 Municipal Court 
judges.

Statistical Summary
The Municipal Court non-traffic 

caseload information (filings and 
dispositions) for the last two fiscal 
years is summarized in Table 15. 
While the majority of cases heard in 
Municipal Courts are misdemeanor 
traffic matters, the analysis of courts 
traffic matters are analyzed separately 
to  a l low for  more consis tent 
comparisons. Overall, statewide 
Municipal Court criminal filings in 
fiscal year 2012 decreased almost 14 
percent from last fiscal year. 

Some Municipal Courts expe-
rienced increases in criminal filings 
[Boulder (28 percent), Fallon (23 
percent), Yerington (23 percent) and 
Mesquite (21 percent)]. Meanwhile, 
eight Municipal Courts experienced 
decreases in criminal case filings [for 
example, Carlin (61 percent), Fernley 

(44 percent), Elko (36 percent), and 
West Wendover (24 percent)], which 
was the cause of an overall decrease 
for the fiscal year. 

Courts were asked about their 
respective increases or decreases in 
criminal filings. Boulder Municipal 
Court attributed their reported 
increase in criminal filings due in 
part to the increase in traffic created 
by the completion of the Hoover Dam 
Bypass Project. Conversely, Carlin 
Justice Court attributed their decrease 
due in part to changes in the number 
of law enforcement personnel. These 
explanations to the variations in court 
statistics helps to explain how local 
issues impact statewide Municipal 
Court filings.

Statewide, non-traffic disposi-
tions also decreased more than 15 
percent from last fiscal year. Many 

Table 15. Summary of Municipal Court Cases Filed and Disposed, Fiscal Years 2011-2012. 
(See Table 18 for traffic data.)
  Non-traffic Misdemeanors Cases a Civil Cases a,b 
 Filed Disposed Filed Disposed
 Court FY11 FY12 FY11 FY12 FY11 FY12 FY11 FY12
First Judicial District
 Carson City Municipal Court  (c)  (c)   (c)  (c)   (c)  (c)   (c)  (c) 
Second Judicial District
 Reno Municipal Court  7,340  7,446   6,365  6,281   (d)  (d)   (d)  (d)
 Sparks Municipal Court  2,324  2,010   3,058  2,725   (d)  (d)   (d)  (d)
Third Judicial District
 Fernley Municipal Court  314  175   272  155   NR  NR   NR  NR
 Yerington Municipal Court  114  140   137  129   NR  NR   NR  NR
Fourth Judicial District                   
 Carlin Municipal Court  90  35   87  34   0  NR   0  NR 
 Elko Municipal Court  603  384   453  407   NR  NR   NR  NR
 Wells Municipal Court e  54  56   49  50   NR  NR   NR  NR
 West Wendover Municipal Court  224  171   219  128   NR  NR   NR  NR
Seventh Judicial District                   
 Caliente Municipal Court  26  26   32  16   1  0   1  0 
 Ely Municipal Court  240  240   293  314   NR  NR   NR  NR
Eighth Judicial District                    
 Boulder Municipal Court  490 f 629   599 f 541   NR  NR   NR  NR 
 Henderson Municipal Court  6,132  5,335   6,259  5,495   NR  NR   NR  NR
 Las Vegas Municipal Court g  34,299  28,155   41,892  34,124   (d)  (d)   (d)  (d)
 Mesquite Municipal Court  518  625   469  573   NR  NR   NR  NR
 North Las Vegas Municipal Court  9,749  8,451   7,112  5,775   (d)  (d)   (d)  (d)
Tenth Judicial District                    
 Fallon Municipal Court  218  269   209  218   NR  NR   NR  NR
Total  62,735  54,147   67,505  56,965   1  0   1  0
NR Not reported.      
a Case statistics include reopened cases. 
b Municipal Courts have very limited civil jurisdiction.
c Municipal Court data combined with Justice Court data (Tables 13 and 14) for the consolidated municipality of Carson City.
d Cases are handled administratively by the city.
e Court does not capture reopened cases.
f For the months preceding February 2011, reopened counts were not reported and dispositions were reported on the charge level. 
 Total charges were divided by the historical statewide court average of 1.5 charges per defendant so more appropriate 
 comparisons can be made for these months.
g Court does not capture reopened cases. Dispositions include administrative closures.
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit.
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of the Municipal Courts who re-
ported decreases in filings also saw 
corresponding decreases in disposi-
tions. Las Vegas Municipal Court 
represented 60 percent of all cases 
disposed at the Municipal Court level 
in Nevada, followed by Reno (11 per-
cent), North Las Vegas (10 percent), 
and Henderson (10 percent). 

A standard measure of perfor-
mance in the courts is the clearance 
rate. This measure can be calculated 
by dividing the number of disposi-
tions by the number of filings and 
multiplying by 100. Courts should 
aspire to dispose of at least as many 
cases as have been filed, according to 
the National Center for State Courts. 
The statewide median clearance 
rate for Municipal Courts in fiscal 
year 2012 was slightly more than 90 
percent, with a total clearance rate of 
105 percent.

No civil filings were reported by 
Municipal Courts in fiscal year 2012. 
On occasion, municipalities may 
seek collection through the courts of 
unpaid utility bills. By law, this is the 
type of civil case a Municipal Court 
may handle.

Cases Per Judicial Position
The number of cases filed per 

judicial position for Municipal Courts 
in fiscal year 2012 is shown in Figure 
6. In the Justice and Municipal Courts, 
traffic charges are not included in 
the determination of cases filed per 
judicial position because cases may 
be resolved by payment of fines, 
precluding judicial involvement, 
and thus provides a more equal 
comparison between courts. 

Las Vegas and North Las Vegas 
Municipal Courts continue to have the 
most non-traffic cases filed per judicial 
position. Las Vegas (4,693) and North 
Las Vegas (4,226) were then followed 
by Reno (1,862), Henderson (1,778), 
and Sparks (1,005). The statewide 
average of non-traffic cases filed 
per judicial position for Municipal 
Courts is 1,934, which is a decrease 
from the previous fiscal year (2,241). 
The caseload information for Carson 
City Justice and Municipal Court, a 
consolidated municipality, is provided 
in Figure 5 and Tables 13 and 14 with 
Justice Courts. 

Judicial Assistance
Quasi-judicial assistance may 

be used by Municipal Courts as 
well as District and Justice Courts. 
Municipal Courts in the more urban 
areas of the state may allow for 
these quasi-judicial positions to 
address their higher caseloads. 
Since 2001, the AOC and the courts 
have been quantifying the quasi-
judicial assistance provided to the 
courts to help dispose cases. These 
are positions that help with the 
adjudication process but are not 
elected judicial officials, instead 
these positions are overseen by the 
judges in the respective court. The 
courts were asked to provide an 
estimate of the full-time equivalent 
(FTE) assistance provided during 
the year.

For fiscal year 2012, Las 
Vegas Municipal Court was the 
only Municipal Court that reported 
a quasi-judicial position with a 
1.00 FTE for a traffic hearing 
commissioner that helped process 
traffic cases.

Statewide average of cases filed per judicial position for Municipal Courts is 1,934.
Carson City Justice Court judicial positions are noted in the municipal jurisdiction as a consolidated 
municipality but are not included in per judicial position calculations.
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit.

Figure 6. Non-Traffic Cases Filed per Judicial Position by Municipal Court, 
Fiscal Year 2012
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Traffic Violations
Traffic violations comprise a 

substantial portion (60 percent) 
of the judicial caseload. Much 
of the funding of the Nevada 
Judiciary is made possible through 
the administrative assessments 
statutorily required to be added 
to misdemeanor criminal and 
traffic fines. Since traffic violations 
represent a large portion of the 
judicial caseload, drops in filings 
and dispositions usually represent a 
corresponding drop in revenue for 
the Nevada Judiciary as well as other 
state and local governments.

Traffic violations are handled 
at all three jurisdictional levels 
(District, Justice, and Municipal) 
of the Nevada trial courts. In prior 
annual reports, traffic cases were 
reported as charges filed. In fiscal 
year 2010, traffic cases were re-
ported by defendant rather than by 

charge. This change in 
the level of measure-
ment was done to create 
a uniform standard of 
measurement for all case 
types. Accordingly, in 
this fiscal year both the 
number of charges and 
cases filed are shown in 
Tables 16-18.

Traffic cases state-
wide decreased 2 per-
cent. Several courts 
reported decreases in 
traffic citations, which may be due to 
local governments ability to maintain 
or fill vacant law enforcement posi-
tions. 

In addition to their non-traffic 
caseloads, District Courts may also 
hear juvenile traffic cases. Similarly, 
Justice and Municipal Courts have 
jurisdiction over adult traffic and 
parking cases but some Justice 

and Municipal Courts also hear 
juvenile traffic matters. In these 
Justice and Municipal Courts, 
juvenile traffic matters are included 
in the respective total traffic case 
filings. A few jurisdictions do not 
hear parking tickets, as they are 
handled administratively by their 
local governments (executive branch). 

Table 16. Summary of Juvenile Traffic Cases Filed and Disposed in District Court, 
Fiscal Years 2011-12.     
 Juvenile Traffic
 Total Cases Total Charges Total Disposed
 Court FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2011 FY 2012
First Judicial District              
 Carson City District Court 349  381   446  511   467  507
 Storey County District Court 6  5   8  8   8  8
Second Judicial District              
 Washoe County District Court 1,637  1,802   2,343  2,639   NR  NR
Third Judicial District              
 Lyon County District Court 157  226   224 r 370   136 r 272
Fourth Judicial District              
 Elko County District Court 585  505   729  635   594  479
Fifth Judicial District              
 Esmeralda County District Court 0  0   0  0   0  0
 Mineral County District Court 1  0   2  0   0  0
 Nye County District Court 64  40   90  51   29  10
Sixth Judicial District              
 Humboldt County District Court 61  52   83  68   70  54
 Lander County District Court 68  53   101  70   101  71
 Pershing County District Court 11  17   12  19   8  9
Seventh Judicial District              
 Eureka County District Court (a)  (a)   (a)  (a)   (a)  (a)
 Lincoln County District Court (a)  (a)   (a)  (a)   (a)  (a)
 White Pine County District Court (a)  (a)   (a)  (a)   (a)  (a)
Eighth Judicial District              
 Clark County District Court b 1,298  933   1,495  1,023   780  822
Ninth Judicial District              
 Douglas County District Court 290  132 i  401  200 i  253  104 i
Tenth Judicial District              
 Churchill County District Court 134  136   200  190   205  195
Total 4,661  4,282   6,134 r 5,784   2,651 r 2,531
NR Not reported.
r Revised from previous publications.
i Incomplete.
a Juvenile traffic violations handled and reported by Justice Courts.
b Clark County Justice Courts started handling all juvenile traffic cases after February 2012.
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit.
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District Court Summary
District Courts received 4,282 

total traffic filings (cases) this fiscal 
year. Traffic charges filed in District 
Courts decreased almost 6 percent 
from last fiscal year and for the fourth 
year in a row. Traffic cases decreased 
by more than 8 percent. The District 
Court juvenile traffic filing and 
disposition information for the last 
two fiscal years is in Table 16. 

Detailed statistics for juvenile 
traffic filings are included in the 
appendix posted on the Nevada 
Supreme Court website (www.
n e v a d a j u d i c i a r y. u s )  i n  t h e 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
documents area.

District case filings varied 
throughout the state. Pershing and 
Lyon Counties saw significant 
increases in filings of almost 55 and 
44 percent, respectively. Washoe 
County increased 10 percent after 
reporting a 12 percent decrease in 
fiscal year 2011. 

Washoe County reported the 
highest number of juvenile traffic 
cases in the state. Esmeralda and 
Mineral Counties reported no juvenile 
traffic. Clark County continued 
reporting fewer cases than Washoe 
County this year, due in part to the 
changing of filing practices mid-year 
by deferring juvenile traffic matters to 
the Justice Courts in Clark County. 

In addition, Nye County reported a 
decrease of almost 38 percent. 

At the District Court level, 
Juvenile Masters or District Court 
Judges handle juvenile traffic cases, 
which may be counted at the District 
or Justice Court level. The cases are 
listed in the respective District or 
Justice Court tables. 

Justice Court Summary
In the Justice Courts, the number 

of traffic cases are almost double the 
total non-traffic (criminal and civil) 
cases. Parking violations are included 
in the Justice Court traffic numbers. 
The last two years of traffic filing and 
disposition information for Justice 
Courts is summarized in Table 17.

Statewide, Justice Court traffic 
cases increased 2 percent. Las Vegas 
Justice Court reported the largest 
increase in filings with 2,741 more 
cases filed; however, that only 
represented slightly more than a 1 
percent increase from last fiscal year 
for that court. Canal Justice Court 
had the highest percentage increase 
in filings with more than a 92 percent 
increase in filings from last fiscal year. 
When contacted, the Canal Justice 
Court attributed the increase in part 
to the filing practices of local law 
enforcement. 

Searchlight Justice Court reported 
the largest traffic filing decrease with 

2,310 fewer filings than last fiscal 
year, a 47 percent decrease. As 
mentioned previously, this decrease 
is due in part to changes in law 
enforcement personnel as well as an 
increase in the allowable speed limit 
through the township. 

As can be expected for the court 
with the most populous township, 
the Las Vegas Justice Court had the 
highest traffic caseloads with more 
than 56 percent of the statewide 
total. Reno Justice Court was next 
with less than 8 percent of the 
traffic caseload. Goodsprings and 
Carson City Justice Courts followed 
with each court reporting less than 
4 percent of the traffic caseload, 
respectively.

Statewide, 24 of the 43 Justice 
Courts reported an increase in 
traffic dispositions. Overall, traffic 
dispositions increased more than 
7 percent from last fiscal year. 
Canal Justice Court reported the 
highest percentage increase in traffic 
dispositions with more than an 82 
percent increase. Meanwhile, Lund 
and Searchlight Justice Court both 
reported decreases in dispositions 
with just less than 52 percent. The 
disposition information for Justice 
Court traffic and parking violations 
is provided in Table 17. 

caNal JuStice court Judge robert beNNett holdiNg court
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Table 17. Summary of Justice Court Traffic Cases Filed and Disposed, Fiscal Years 2011-12.
       Traffic and Parking a

  Total Filed Total Disposed
 Cases b Charges Cases b

 Court FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2011 FY 2012
First Judicial District              
Carson City               
 Carson City Justice Court c 11,871  13,783   15,160  17,793   11,648  13,548 
Storey County              
 Virginia City Justice Court 576  929   731  1,155   566  813 
Second Judicial District              
Washoe County              
 Incline Village Justice Court 2,527  3,423   3,323  4,323   2,660  3,472 
 Reno Justice Court d 26,891  28,561   40,337 e 42,841 e  21,957 d 23,376 d

 Sparks Justice Court f 8,190  8,206   11,903  11,798   7,300 d 6,962 f

 Wadsworth Justice Court 3,410  2,875   4,022  3,482   3,478  2,886 
Third Judicial District              
Lyon County              
 Canal Justice Court 1,514  2,912   1,928  3,771   1,511  2,758 
 Dayton Justice Court 3,548  3,269   4,299  4,050   3,223  3,522 
 Walker River Justice Court 1,532  1,334   1,900  1,622   1,381  1,240 
Fourth Judicial District              
Elko County              
 Carlin Justice Court 394  360   506  482   380  331 
 East Line Justice Court 769  785   868  869   633  717 
 Elko Justice Court 6,651  5,585   8,715  7,499   6,046  5,305 
 Jackpot Justice Court 1,401  2,002   1,440  2,018   1,458  2,028 
 Wells Justice Court g 4,052  3,962   5,585  4,786   4,720  4,883 
Fifth Judicial District              
Esmeralda County              
 Esmeralda Justice Court 2,800  3,251   3,286  3,799   2,889  3,061 
Mineral County              
 Hawthorne Justice Court 3,941  4,886   4,567  5,445   3,906  4,462 
Nye County              
 Beatty Justice Court 2,898  1,566   3,339  1,771   2,859  1,929 h

 Pahrump Justice Court 2,451  2,794   3,646  4,247   2,242  2,522 
 Tonopah Justice Court 1,336  1,497   1,540  1,697   1,303  1,594 
Sixth Judicial District              
Humboldt County              
 Union Justice Court 4,963  4,304   5,993  5,146   4,726  4,313 
Lander County              
 Argenta Justice Court 2,876  2,478   3,693  3,055   2,795  2,424 
 Austin Justice Court 639  690   775  874   625  707 
Pershing County              
 Lake Justice Court 1,273  1,386   1,516  1,693   1,075  1,141 
Seventh Judicial District              
Eureka County              
 Beowawe Justice Court 572  576   661  669   468  591 
 Eureka Justice Court 820  713   1,020  865   793  765 
Lincoln County              
 Meadow Valley Justice Court 1,030  940   1,212  1,098   1,041  994 
 Pahranagat Valley Justice Court 3,077  2,653   3,484  3,030   2,937  2,747 
White Pine County              
 Ely (No. 1) Justice Court 2,591  2,798   2,974  3,322   2,551  2,552 
 Lund (No. 2) Justice Court 373  183   433  209   417  201 
Eighth Judicial District              
Clark County              
 Boulder Justice Court 651  825   868  1,041   632  746 
 Bunkerville Justice Court 2,450  1,846   2,810  2,124   2,384  2,177 
 Goodsprings Justice Court 11,176  13,838   13,113  16,465   10,852  11,830 
 Henderson Justice Court 6,219  5,378   8,597  7,623   6,448  5,805 
 Las Vegas Justice Court 206,231  208,972   303,568  302,075   185,927  208,865 
 Laughlin Justice Court 7,883  7,060   8,947  7,970   7,489  6,678 
 Mesquite Justice Court 0  0   5  6   0  0 
 Moapa Justice Court 3,263  1,861   3,646  2,129   3,439  2,188 
 Moapa Valley Justice Court 547  383   689  508   522  406 
 North Las Vegas Justice Court 1,474  1,536   2,221  2,331   1,518  1,536 
 Searchlight Justice Court 4,903  2,593   5,692  2,966   5,519  2,677 
Ninth Judicial District              
Douglas County              
 East Fork Justice Court 5,888  7,440   7,371  9,160   5,984  7,114 
 Tahoe Justice Court 2,918  3,299   3,605  4,085   2,750  3,078 
Tenth Judicial District              
Churchill County              
 New River Justice Court 4,616  6,547   5,969  8,112   4,650  5,905 
Total 363,185  370,279   505,957  510,004   335,702  360,849
a Case and charge information include juvenile traffic statistics (see appendix table A9). Totals on this sheet will not match 
 appendix  table A6 due to footnotes (d,e) and the included juvenile statistics. 
b Case statistics include reopened cases. 
c Municipal Court data included in totals. 
d Reopened (cases) not included. Traffic and parking dispositions reported by charges so total disposed was divided by the 
 historical statewide court average of 1.5 charges per defendant so more appropriate comparisons can be made at the case 
 level. 
e Cases were multiplied by 1.5 to determine the charge count so more appropriate comparisons can be made at the case 
 level. 
f Reopened (cases) not included. Traffic and parking dispositions reported by charges during July 2011 through February 2012; 
 dispositions were divided by the historical statewide court average of 1.5 charges per defendant so more appropriate 
 comparisons can be made at the case level for these months.
g Court does not capture reopened cases.
h Includes administrative closures.     
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit.
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Table 18. Summary of Municipal Court Traffic Cases Filed and Disposed, 
Fiscal Years 2011-12.
 Traffic and Parking a

  Total Filed Total Disposed
 Cases b Charges Cases b

 Court FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2011 FY 2012
First Judicial District 
  Carson City Municipal Court (c)  (c)   (c)  (c)   (c)  (c) 
Second Judicial District
 Reno Municipal Court  24,628  15,960   31,976  21,315   23,413  15,568 
 Sparks Municipal Court  7,610  4,945   10,668  7,146   8,418  5,308
Third Judicial District
 Fernley Municipal Court  2,333  978   3,019  1,272   2,009  1,145 
 Yerington Municipal Court  90  78   121  116   103  131
Fourth Judicial District
 Carlin Municipal Court  82  78   99  91   80  74 
 Elko Municipal Court  1,593  766   1,859  944   1,403  761 
 Wells Municipal Court d  216  100   331  144   180  139
  West Wendover Municipal Court 1,030  752   1,142  823   964  687
Seventh Judicial District
 Caliente Municipal Court  213  149   254  174   198  155
 Ely Municipal Court  511  480   662  680   449  592
Eighth Judicial District
 Boulder Municipal Court  3,881 e 6,323   5,505  8,319   4,176 e 5,856
  Henderson Municipal Court 29,270  25,933   41,473  35,806   29,356  26,372
  Las Vegas Municipal Court d 95,969  90,498   153,149  132,217   109,711  98,678
 Mesquite Municipal Court  1,932  2,652   2,577  3,546   1,834  2,252
  North Las Vegas Municipal Court 33,278  34,845   47,371  51,693   33,179  26,467
Tenth Judicial District
 Fallon Municipal Court  674  509   871  713   670  470
Total  203,310  185,046   301,077  264,999   216,143  184,655
a Case and charge information include juvenile traffic statistics (see appendix table A9). Totals on this sheet will not match 
 appendix  table A8 totals due to the included juvenile statistics.
b Case statistics include reopened cases.
c Municipal Court data combined with Justice Court data (table 17) for the consolidated municipality of Carson City.
d Court does not capture reopened cases.
e For the months preceding February 2011, reopened counts were not reported and dispositions were reported on the charge level. 
 Total charges were divided by the historical statewide court average of 1.5 charges per defendant so more appropriate 
 comparisons can be made for these months.
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit.

Municipal Court Summary
In the Municipal Courts, the 

number of traffic cases has decreased 
9 percent from fiscal year 2012. 
Municipal filing and disposition 
information is contained in Table 18. 

In the analysis of the Municipal 
Court traffic and parking statistics, 
local court input was sought to better 
understand the reason for the lower 
number of filings. The majority of 
courts reported that the decrease 
was attributed to the redistribution 
of law enforcement personnel away 
from traffic enforcement patrols. As 
discussed previously, traffic filings 
are heavily dependent on the number 
of local law enforcement positions 
filled or vacant. 

Despite the overall decrease in 
filings, some Municipal Courts saw 
increases. Mesquite Municipal Court 
increased more than 37 percent, 
while Boulder Municipal Court saw 

the greatest increase of traffic filings 
with 63 percent, or 2,442 more filings 
than last year. Boulder Municipal 
Court attributed this increase in part 
to the completion of the Boulder 
Dam Bridge Bypass Project. Fernley 
Municipal Court saw the largest 
percentage decrease in filings at 58 
percent.

As expected, with the fewer num-
ber of filings, Municipal Courts also 
saw a reduced number of traffic dispo-
sitions. Las Vegas Municipal saw the 
largest decrease in dispositions with 
more than 11,000 fewer dispositions 
than last year which represents a 10 
percent decrease. 

Further detailed information on 
traffic filings for fiscal year 2012 
is available in the appendix tables 
located on the Supreme Court website 
(www.nevadajudiciary.us) under the 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
documents area.

Judicial Assistance
Judicial assistance was provided 

to the courts by special masters 
who help dispose cases. These are 
special master positions who assist 
the adjudication process, but are 
not elected officials. The courts 
were asked to provide an estimate 
of the full-time equivalent (FTE) 
assistance provided during the year.

As indicated previously, one 
Justice Court reported quasi-judicial 
positions which helped with their 
traffic caseload as a traffic referee, 
and the Las Vegas Justice Court 
reported 1.10 FTE in quasi-judicial 
positions. One Municipal Court, the 
Las Vegas Municipal Court, reported 
1.00 FTE in a quasi-judicial position 
for the traffic hearing commissioner 
in their court. 
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Specialty Courts 
This section covers Specialty 

Court programs funded during 
fiscal year 2012 from administrative 
assessments (AA) per NRS 176.0613 
and 176.059. Not all Nevada 
programs may be represented in this 
report, as courts may have a Specialty 
Court program for which they do not 
receive funding from NRS 176.0613 
or 176.059.

Specialty Courts use problem-
solving processes designed to address 
the root causes of some criminal 
activity. Some of the most prominent 
types of Specialty Courts are Drug, 
Mental Health, and DUI. Specialty 
Courts may also further specialize 
to address the needs of the adult, 
family, or juvenile directly affected 
by these issues. 

In addition to the benefits provid-
ed to the defendants, Specialty Courts 
benefit the counties and taxpayers by 
reducing the prison population and 
decreasing recidivism rates. Without 
this intervention, many or all of the 
babies born to participants would 
have likely been born with drugs in 
their systems and suffered associ-
ated drug-related developmental 
problems, requiring taxpayer-funded 
treatment and services.

Although Nevada operates many 
types of Specialty Courts, the Drug 
Court is the most established and 
widely known. Nevada is a pioneer in 
the development of Drug Courts as an 
alternative way of helping criminal 
defendants to become productive 
members of society. Drug Courts 
are highly effective in participant 
rehabilitation.

 Nevada has Drug Courts at all 
three trial court levels. The Criminal 
Adult Drug Court is the most 
common. Participants involved in the 
criminal justice system may enroll in 
the program as part of their sentence 
and rehabilitation, or as a diversion 
from a serious criminal conviction 
upon successful completion. Family, 
Dependency, and Child Support 
Drug Courts all deal with domestic 
situations aggravated by the use of 

illicit drugs. Juvenile Drug Courts 
treat youth offenders whose drug use 
led to juvenile delinquency. 

The development of Mental 
Health Courts emerged as a result of 
the success of the Drug Court model. 
Large percentages of people in jail or 
prison have mental health disorders. 
Nationally, the crisis in mental health 
care may be traced to the long-term 
effects of the de-institutionalization 
of the mentally ill and the lack of a 
corresponding increase in community-
based mental health care. 

Mental Health Court is designed 
to identify the chronically and severely 
mentally ill who are being repeatedly 
incarcerated and to divert them into 
treatment instead of incarceration. 
Mental Health Courts benefit from a 
significant, multi-agency effort that 
has created coordinated systems of 
care and the environment necessary 
for success. As with Drug Courts, 
treating the mental illness increases 
an offender’s chances of successful 
rehabilitation.

Felony DUI Courts were es-
tablished in July 2007. Felony DUI 
Courts are accountability courts de-
signed to eradicate alcohol-impaired 
driving and save lives. In 2010, nation-
ally more than 10,000 people died in 
alcohol impaired driving crashes–one 
every 51 minutes. During that same 
time period, drunk driving deaths 
involved drivers with a blood alcohol 
concentration (BAC) of 0.15 or higher. 

The most frequently recorded BAC 
among drunk drivers involved in fatal 
crashes was 0.18 BAC. 

Veteran Treatment  Courts 
are fairly new to Nevada. They 
were established pursuant to NRS 
176A.250 through 176A.265 in July 
2009. Veterans Treatment Courts 
are responsible for Veterans who 
appear before the courts for charges 
relating to substance abuse or mental 
illness. After discharge some Veterans 
return to their communities with 
health problems that interfere with 
responsible social functioning. If they 
are not properly treated, these health 
problems lead to unemployment, 
home le s snes s ,  and  r epea t ed 
involvement in the justice system. 
Drug and Mental Health Courts 
have always served this population, 
however, research has shown that 
traditional services do not always 
meet the needs of Veterans. Most 
Veterans are entitled to Veterans 
benefits and the Veterans Treatment 
Courts help connect them with the 
available benefits.

Funding
Specialty Courts obtain fund-

ing from a wide variety of sources, 
including administrative assessments 
under NRS 176.0613, local govern-
ments, federal grants, and community 
support. Many of the programs 
became operational through state 
general funds, federal grants, and city 
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Table 19. Summary of Specialty Courts Revenue and Allocations for Fiscal Year 2012
Revenue
     Balance forward from previous fiscal year
      Administrative assessments NRS 176.0613
     Bail forfeitures NRS 178.518
     Court assessment NRS 176.059 

$1,517,294
$3,803,260

$110,481
$1,717,568

Total revenue received $7,148,603
Allocations
     Total Specialty Court Program
     Training and education1

$4,176,250 
$49,510

Total Allocations $4,225,760
 Balance forward to the next fiscal year2 $2,922,843
1 Training and education funds are retained by the Administrative Office of the Courts. Programs may have 
     eligible employees apply to attend national and/or other trainings that relate to the program. Funds that are      
       not expended each year are carried forward to the following fiscal year.
2  Balance forward is projected and is required to fund the first quarterly distribution of the following fiscal year.

or county support. In those jurisdic-
tions where federal grants expired, 
innovative ways to replace the funds 
have been created through collabora-
tive efforts with local governments or 
providers. Not all jurisdictions have 
been successful in finding other funds 
to meet program needs.

All specialty court participants 
are charged a program fee. The fee 
amount, how it is collected, and 
how it is distributed differs from 
program to program. Some courts 
collect the fee to offset treatment and 
other operational costs; however, in 
other courts, especially in the rural 
areas where resources are scarce, 
the treatment provider collects and 
retains the fee.

Funding for Specialty Courts is 
authorized by NRS 176.0613, 176.059, 
and 178.518. Funds generated in fiscal 
year 2012 totaled $5,631,309. In 
addition to this amount, $1,517,294 
was carried forward from the previous 
fiscal year. The balance brought 
forward from the previous fiscal year 
is a critical component as this provides 
the first quarterly distribution for the 
next fiscal year. Table 19 presents 
the amount of revenue generated and 
how funds were allocated for fiscal 
year 2012.

In fiscal year 2012, funding 
was authorized for 44 programs by 
the Judicial Council of the State of 
Nevada on recommendations of the 
Specialty Court Funding Committee. 

All Specialty Court programs re-
ceive quarterly distributions (July, 
October, January, and April). Table 
20 represents program distributions 
approved by the Specialty Court 
Funding Committee and authorized 
by the Judicial Council of the State of 
Nevada for fiscal year 2012.

Specialty Court  
Program Statistics

In fiscal year 2012, the Specialty 
Court programs continued their 
effective supervision and rehabilitation 
of program participants. The Specialty 
Court programs noted in Table 21 
served more than 2,600 defendants, 
graduating more than 1,500 of them 
during the fiscal year. Of those 
participants, 60 gave birth to drug-free 
babies during the year.

The Western Region is comprised 
of the Western Regional Drug Court, 
First Judicial District Juvenile Drug 
Court, and the Carson City Mental 
Health and Felony DUI programs. 

The Western Regional Drug  
Court program began in fiscal year 
2002, and encompasses courts within 
the First, Third, Fifth, and Ninth 
Judicial Districts. The adult only 
program includes cases from Carson 
City, Churchill, Douglas, Lyon, 
Mineral, and Storey Counties.

A unique element of each Regional 
Drug Court is that the presiding 
judge must travel to hear many of 

the cases in the other participating 
judicial districts. Individual counties 
within the Western Regional Drug 
Court program may also have some 
separate form of a Juvenile Drug 
Court.

The Carson City Mental Health 
Court handles misdemeanor cases as 
well as any felony cases transferred 
from the First Judicial District Court. 
The first Mental Health Court hearing 
was heard in March 2005. 

The Carson City Felony DUI 
Court is specifically designed to 
handle repeat offenders who drive 
under the influence of alcohol, 
controlled substance, or both. 
Individuals in this program have no 
less than three DUI offenses.

The Western Region programs 
noted in Table 21 served 240 
defendants, with 112 graduating 
during the fiscal year. Of those 
participants, 13 gave birth to drug-
free babies during the year.

The Second Judicial District 
Court operates a Mental Health 
Court, Adult Drug Court, Diversion 
Drug Court, Juvenile Drug Court, 
Prison Re-Entry Drug Court, Felony 
DUI Court, Veterans Treatment 
Court, and a Family Drug Court. 
Washoe County began its Mental 
Health Court in November 2001, the 
first Mental Health Court in Nevada.

The Reno Justice Court has a 
Counseling Compliance program 
that includes the treatment of 
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Table 20. Summary of Specialty Court Program Distributions,  
Fiscal Year 2012

 
Court

Fiscal 
Year 2012 
Funding

Programs of General Jurisdiction
Adult Drug Courts (Urban Counties)
 Second Judicial District (Includes Diversion)
 Eighth Judicial District

$604,574
$1,370,153

Adult Drug Courts (Rural Counties)
 Western Region (5 Programs - Carson City/Storey, 
 Churchill, Douglas, Lyon, & Northern Mineral Counties)
 Eastern Region (2 Programs - Elko and White Pine Counties) 
 Fifth Judicial District
 Sixth Judicial District (Humboldt County) 
 Sixth Judicial District (Pershing County) a

 Sixth Judicial District (Lander County) a

$372,673

$102,936
$93,652
$11,509

$0
$0

Family Drug Court (Urban Counties)
 Second Judicial District
 Eighth Judicial District

$63,549
$276,116

Felony DUI Courts (Urban Counties)
 Second Judicial District
 Eighth Judicial District

$18,580
$176,941

Felony DUI Courts (Rural Counties) 
 Carson City a $0
Juvenile Drug Courts (Urban Counties)
 Second Judicial District (Drug/Mental Health)
 Eighth Judicial District

 
$41,468
$55,379

Juvenile Drug Courts (Rural Counties)
 First Judicial District
 Eastern Region (2 Programs - Elko and White Pine Counties)
 Fifth Judicial District

$3,855
$20,085

$4,975
Mental Health Courts (Urban Counties)
 Second Judicial District
 Eighth Judicial District

$15,268
$107,744

Veteran Treatment Court (Urban Counties)
 Second Judicial District $72,255
Other Drug Courts (Urban Counties)
 Eighth Judicial District Child Support
 Eighth Judicial District Dependency Mothers

$40,542
$90,455

Programs of Limited Jurisdiction
Adult Drug Courts (Urban Counties)
 Las Vegas Justice Court
 Las Vegas Municipal Drug Court

$205,685
$24,789

Mental Health Courts (Rural Counties)
 Carson City Justice/Municipal Court $54,218
Other Programs (Urban Counties)
 Henderson Municipal Court ABC Program
 Las Vegas Justice DUI Court (2 Programs)
 Las Vegas Municipal DUI Court
 Las Vegas Municipal Women in Need
 Las Vegas Municipal HOPE Court
 North Las Vegas Municipal Alcohol & Other Drug Court
 Reno Justice Adult Drug, Alcohol, & DV Court
 Reno Municipal Alcohol & Other Drug Court (2 Programs)
 Sparks Municipal Alcohol & Other Drug Court

$25,500
$32,881
$34,660
$34,417
$63,300
$12,386
$51,502
$73,950
$20,253

TOTAL SPECIALTY COURT DISTRIBUTIONS $4,176,250
a Program did not apply to receive NRS 176.0613 fund for FY 2012. Program 
had  sufficient carry-forward funds from FY 2011.

offenders for drug, alcohol, and 
domestic violence issues.

The Reno Municipal Court 
operates two programs. Fresh Start 
Therapeutic Court, Department 4, 
and Specialty Court, Department 3. 
Both programs include the treatment 
of offenders for drugs and alcohol. 

The Sparks Municipal Alcohol 
and Other Drug Court began in 
1999 and was Nevada’s first limited 
jurisdiction Drug Court.

The Washoe Region programs 
noted in Table 21 served more than 
1,019 defendants, with 533 graduating 
during the fiscal year. Of those 
participants, 30 gave birth to drug-free 
babies during the year.

The Eastern Region is comprised 
of the Elko County Adult Drug Court, 
Elko County Juvenile Drug Court, and 
the Seventh Judicial District Adult 
Drug and Juvenile Drug Courts.

The Elko Adult Drug Court 
program began April 2005. Elko 
County also has a Juvenile Drug 
Court program. The Seventh Judicial 
District Adult Drug Court program 
began in November 2005 and a 
Juvenile Drug Court began in July 
2010. 

The Eastern Region programs 
noted in Table 21 served 72 defendants, 
with 26 graduating during the fiscal 
year. Of those participants, 5 gave 
birth to drug-free babies during the 
year.

The Fifth Judicial District Adult 
Drug Court program in Nye County 
has been operating since April 2002. A 
Juvenile Drug Court began operating 
in conjunction with the adult program 
in February 2004.

The Fifth Judicial District pro-
grams noted in Table 21 served more 
than 100 defendants, with 24 graduat-
ing during the fiscal year. 

The Central Region drug court 
programs in Humboldt, Lander, 
and Pershing Counties of the Sixth 
Judicial District have been operating 
since the start of fiscal year 2005.

The Central Region programs 
noted in Table 21 served 48 defendants, 
with 17 graduating during the fiscal 
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Table 21. Summary of Specialty Court Information, Fiscal Year 2012.
         
        Drug
    New   Active Free
    Participants   Cases At Babies
 Jurisdiction  Court Type Admissions1 Terminations2 Graduates Year End Born
Western Region      
 Western Regional Drug Court Adult Drug (5 programs) 185  115 85  187 9 
 Carson City & Storey County Juvenile Drug 5 4 1 11 NR
 Carson City Felony DUI Court 20 15 13 55 4 
 Carson City Justice Court Mental Health 30 15 13 35 0
  TOTAL  240 149 112 288 13
Washoe Region       
 Second Judicial District Adult Drug (Includes Diversion) 372 262 156 516 20 
  Family Drug 29 19 18 25 0 
  Felony DUI 54 13 47 184 2 
  Juvenile Drug 30 15 9 23 1
  Mental Health 199 51 107 218 7 
  Prison Re-entry 4 5 5 4 0
  Veterans Court 43 10 27 42 0
 Reno Justice Alcohol & Drug Court 110 62 69 230 0 
 Sparks Municipal Alcohol & Drug Court 26 12 34 103 0 
 Reno Municipal Alcohol & Drug Court (2 Programs) 152 39 61 150 0 
  TOTAL  1,019  488 533 1,495 30 
Eastern Region
 Elko County Adult Drug 33 16 9 52 3 
  Juvenile Drug 18 8 11 15 0
 White Pine County Adult Drug 16 10 5 18 1
  Juvenile Drug 5 4 1 5 1
  TOTAL 72 38  26  90  5 
 

Fifth Judicial District
 Nye County Adult Drug 99 59 22 68 0 
  Juvenile Drug 3 2 2 5 0 
  TOTAL 102 61  24  73  0 
 
Central Region
 Humboldt County Adult Drug 37 13  12 56 4 
 Lander County Adult Drug 3 0 4  3 0 
 Pershing County Adult Drug 8  2 1 13 0 
  TOTAL  48  15  17 72 4 
 
Clark Region
 Eighth Judicial District Adult Drug 343 237 284 326 4 
  Child Support Drug 12  8  9 8 0 
  Dependency/Family Drug 99  71  45  44 2
  Dependency Mothers 14 8 12 10 0
  Felony DUI Court 110 44  115 337 0 
  Juvenile Drug 95 13  23 137 0 
  Mental Health 31 18  22 90 0 
  Prison Re-entry 4 1  5  7 0  
 Las Vegas Justice Adult Drug 149  61 80 200 0 
  DUI Court (2 programs) 164 42 128 175 0 
 Las Vegas Municipal Adult Drug 32 27  15 22 2 
  DUI Court 30  28  61  66 0 
  Women in Need 12  12 5 20 0 
  HOPE Court (Habitual Offender) 21 13  10 14 0 
 Henderson Municipal ABC Court (Habitual Offender) 20 12  10  20 0 
 North Las Vegas Municipal Drug and Alcohol 26 16 5 14 0 
  TOTAL  1,162  611 829 1,490  8
  
ALL SPECIALTY COURTS  GRAND TOTAL 2,643 1,362 1,541 3,508 60 

1 Includes new admissions and voluntary admissions.
2 Includes terminations, transfers to other specialty courts, and deceased participants.
Source: Nevada Administrative Office of the Courts, Specialty Courts Program.
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year. Of those participants, 4 gave 
birth to drug-free babies during the 
year.

The Clark Region is comprised 
of Mental Health Court, Adult 
Drug Court, Felony DUI Court, 
Dependency Court, Child Support 
Drug Court, Dependency Mothers 
Drug Court, Prison Re-Entry, 
Juvenile Drug Court, Las Vegas 
Justice DUI Courts, Las Vegas 
Justice Adult Drug Court, North 
Las Vegas Municipal Alcohol and 
Drug Court, Henderson Municipal 
Assistance in Breaking the Cycle 
(ABC) Court, and the Las Vegas 
Municipal HOPE Court, Women in 
Need Court, Adult Drug Court, and 
DUI Court.

The Eighth Judicial District 
Court began the first Nevada Drug 
Court in 1992. Their Mental Health 
Court began in December 2003.

The Las Vegas Justice Court 
has an Adult Drug Court program 

and two DUI programs. The purpose 
of these programs is to identify 
high-risk DUI offenders who would 
benefit from long-term treatment and 
intensive supervision.

The Las Vegas Municipal Court 
has a Habitual Offender Prevention 
and Education (HOPE) program, 
Adult Drug Court, Women in Need, 
and DUI Court. The HOPE program 
began in 2005 and focuses on habitual 
offenders with issues related to 
homelessness, criminal activity, and 
chemical dependency. 

In the Clark Region, many 
program changes occurred in fiscal 
year 2012. Adult Drug Court added 
mandatory individual counseling, 
which promotes participants staying 
in treatment longer and improving 
their chances for success. A second 
treatment center was opened in 
the Henderson area, improving 
accessibility for participants. Licensed 
clinical coordinators have been added 

in Adult and Dependency Mothers 
Drug Courts, and the capacity for 
Mental Health Court was expanded 
from 75 to 100 through an additional 
contracted service provider. 

The Specialty Court Team again 
focused on holding participants 
accountable and getting them to 
fulfill their obligations, including 
their obligations to pay fines. Efforts 
by the Eighth Judicial District Court 
Drug and DUI Court programs again 
increased collections of fees from 
participants, going from $325,000 in 
fiscal year 2011 to $388,000 in fiscal 
year 2012.

The Clark Region programs noted 
in Table 21 served more than 1,160 
defendants, with 829 graduating 
during the fiscal year. The several 
Specialty Court programs had 8 drug 
free babies born during the year.
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Table 22. Data Non-Reporting by Judicial District, Fiscal Year 2012.a
     
    Filings/   Dispo-
 Court Case Type   Cases Charges sitions Table
Second Judicial District   
 Washoe County District Court Reopened Criminal Cases NR   A2 
   Criminal Appeals   NR A2 
   Specific Criminal Case Types NR NR NR A2 
   Juvenile Informal hearings NR   A5 
   Juvenile Detention Hearings NR   A5 
   Status Petitions NR  NR A5 
   Juvenile Traffic   NR A9
 Reno Justice Court Specific Criminal Case Types NR NR NR A6
   Reopened Criminal Cases NR   A6
 Sparks Justice Court Specific Criminal Case Types NR NR NR A6
   Reopened Criminal Cases NR   A6
Fourth Judicial District      
 Wells Justice Court Reopened Criminal Cases NR   A6
 Wells Municipal Court Reopened Criminal Cases NR   A8
       
Eighth Judicial District     
 Clark County District Court Status Petitions NR  NR A5 
   Cases Transferred NR   9
 Las Vegas Municipal Court Reopened Criminal Cases NR   A8
NR Not Reported     
a Municipal civil cases are not included as civil filings and dispositions are infrequent in Municipal Courts. 
Source: Uniform System for Judicial Records, Nevada AOC, Research and Statistics Unit. 

Courts with  
Incomplete Data

Courts that did not provide all 
of their monthly data for fiscal year 
2012 are listed in Table 22, as are the 
specific elements of the data missing 
during the year.

Once again, all courts provided 
caseload information. In a few 
instances, courts submitted all they 
could count, but acknowledge that 
there are issues with the statistics 
and the courts are working to correct 
them. In those instances, the data will 
be in italics or flagged with a footnote, 

but the court may not appear in Table 
22 if all monthly reports were filed. 

The Nevada State Courts continue 
to improve the reporting of the 
statistics year to year. Some courts 
throughout Nevada do not have 
automated case management systems. 
In these courts, staff manually collect 
the information from each case 
or citation. As case management 
systems improve, and courts without 
automated systems move to more 
sophisticated methods of collecting 
case information, the statistics will 
undoubtably improve as well.

The Administrative Office of 
the Courts continues to work with 
the courts on technology projects 
that put case management systems 
in many of the rural courts and some 
urban courts. Case management 
systems provide the courts with an 
automated mechanism to prepare 
their monthly statistical reports while 
also improving court processes and 
procedures.

No courts were added to the 
state-sponsored case management 
system this year, but currently there 
are 46 total courts using all or part of 
the state-sponsored system. 
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all aPPendix tables are available online at the 
suPreme court of nevada Website 

WWW.nevadaJudiciary.us.

click on administrative office, then research & statistics, 
and then documents and forms.
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MINUTES OF THE  

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

 

Seventy-Seventh Session 

March 4, 2013 

 

 

The Senate Committee on Finance was called to order by Chair Debbie Smith at 

8:04 a.m. on Monday, March 4, 2013, in Room 2134 of the Legislative 

Building, Carson City, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda. Exhibit B is the 

Attendance Roster. All exhibits are available and on file in the Research Library 

of the Legislative Counsel Bureau. 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Debbie Smith, Chair 

Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Vice Chair 

Senator Moises (Mo) Denis 

Senator David R. Parks 

Senator Pete Goicoechea 

Senator Ben Kieckhefer 

Senator Michael Roberson 
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Mark Krmpotic, Senate Fiscal Analyst  

Alex Haartz, Principal Deputy Fiscal Analyst 

Kristen Kolbe, Program Analyst 

Annette Teixeira, Committee Secretary 

 

OTHERS PRESENT: 

 

The Honorable Kristina Pickering, Chief Justice, Nevada Supreme Court 

The Honorable James W. Hardesty, Associate Justice, Nevada Supreme Court 

Kim R. Wallin, State Controller, Office of the State Controller 

Stephanie Day, Deputy Director, Budget Division, Department of Administration 
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Chair Smith: 

I will now open the hearing on Senate Joint Resolution (S.J.R.) 14 of the 

76th Session. 

 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 OF THE 76TH SESSION: Proposes to amend 

the Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 

(BDR C-1013) 

 

The Honorable Kristina Pickering (Chief Justice, Nevada Supreme Court): 

I will be presenting today “The Need for a Court of Appeals” (Exhibit C). Now, 

more than ever before Nevada needs a Court of Appeals (COA). There are three 

important questions that need to be answered regarding the need for the COA. 

Why is the COA needed? How will it operate and what will it cost?  

 

In the State of the Judiciary Address on March 1, 2013, I stated in detail the 

need for the COA. Page 6 of Exhibit C outlines the need and capsulizes what 

I addressed in the State of the Judiciary Address. Due to the increasing 

caseload, the Court has been forced to address the issues in different ways. We 

have been successful to some extent, but we are at a maximum capacity of 

2,270 cases resolved. Our projection for the caseload is that it will continue to 

increase. We are not going to be able to deal with the backlog without a COA.  

 

Page 7 of Exhibit C illustrates the Supreme Court case filings and disposals 

graphically in terms of the ever-increasing caseload and our efforts to keep up 

with it. There is a business component to this because when justice is delayed it 

is denied. This creates a cost in terms of civil cases because criminal cases take 

priority. The civil cases ultimately face the delays. The other cost is the loss of 

published precedent which is necessary to businesses seeking to relocate to 

Nevada or to do business here. The businesses want to see the statutes passed 

have been definitively interpreted by a precedential court. As a percentage of 

the total caseload, our published dispositions have declined.  

 

The Honorable James W. Hardesty (Associate Justice, Nevada Supreme Court): 

I recently reviewed the Court’s business plan that was completed in 2007. 

I compared the projections that were made in 2007 to where we are today. The 

projected caseload is higher than what we projected in 2007. The backlog is 

also higher than what we projected in 2007. The plan that we are proposing, 

then and now, is generally referred to as a push-down model. It was discussed 

at some length in the 2007 study presented to the Legislature. The study 
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described precisely how the Court proposed to operate the COA. The Court has 

taken an efficient approach, one of the most efficient in the Country. We 

propose to take the caseload we have and that we are expecting to continue to 

receive, and operate and manage it with the same clerk’s office and the same 

central staff. What we need is a COA that can process a category of cases 

quickly. Of the approximately 2,500 cases that were filed in fiscal year 

(FY) 2011-2012, 700 to 800 cases would have been automatically transferred 

to the COA. These are cases for petitions of judicial review of driver’s license 

revocations, post-conviction cases and some criminal cases. A number of the 

civil cases are characterized as error-correction cases. The cases are not likely 

to generate an opinion which becomes precedent in the law, but is a case 

deserving of an appeal and is important to the parties themselves. What is 

important to us in this aspect of the plan is that all of the cases would be filed 

in the Supreme Court. The selected cases would be automatically transferred to 

the COA. Those cases would be decided by the COA. We are initially proposing 

a three-judge court. The cases could only be reviewed by the Supreme Court on 

a petition for certiorari to the Court. This is important because it completely 

terminates judicial bureaucracy on those cases that have been heard by the 

COA. Currently, cases that are heard by the Court’s two panels are subject to 

petitions for rehearings and petitions for reconsideration. Most of the cases can 

be resolved by the COA within 6 to 9 months of the time they are filed. We 

already know that about 60 percent of our fast-track criminal cases are resolved 

in less than 6 months. We have confidence that the case types that would go to 

the COA would be resolved quickly. This will also let us resolve those cases in 

shortened orders instead of lengthy dispositional orders.  

 

We have maintained that through the case management system internally in the 

Court, every case that comes into the Court is managed by the head of the two 

central staff and Chief Justice. They generally decide where the decisional track 

is going to be for the case. We have made significant case management 

changes in the Court in the last 5 years. Most cases filed are reviewed by staff 

within 48 hours of filing. We expect to continue to use this system in managing 

the same docket by transferring it to the Court that is going to hear the case in 

this process which is called a push-down model. The Supreme Court would 

push-down a certain category of cases, other than a specified category of 

cases, that we have identified through our screening process. These are 

essentially error-correction or not “first-impression” cases. This frees up the 

Justices of the Court to focus their attention on some 1,500 cases that would 

have the potential for opinion and increase our capability for opinion writing. 
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Doing this still leaves the Court with one of the higher caseloads of any 

Supreme Court in the Country. We are operating efficiently through this model 

and believe we can accomplish this.  

 

The Regional Justice Center opened in Las Vegas in 2005. We have plenty of 

space to accommodate the two justices of the Court, the three judges that 

would sit on the COA and any visiting Supreme Court justices. Our office space 

is workable and functional. We are going to use the same staff in the 

push-down model that we have developed.  

 

The adoption of S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session does not carry a fiscal impact. 

Only if the citizens vote to amend the Constitution will there be a fiscal 

consequence. If the amendment is approved, the three new judges would not 

take office before January 2015. The projected cost associated with the COA is 

$1,497,000 per year, meaning $791,644 for the last half of FY 2014-2015. 

This includes the start-up costs and a request for computers and furniture.  

 

Page 10 of Exhibit C shows the specific potential fiscal impacts. This illustrates 

some of the suggestions that came out of our budget presentations. One of the 

proposals involves treating the court the same way the Legislature treats itself. 

This would allow us to accumulate our end balance, instead of reverting it. 

If the Court was allowed to accumulate its end balance starting immediately in 

2013, we could set aside funds to contribute to the costs of the next biennium 

impact should this pass. If it does not pass, we will revert it as we have done in 

the past. The Court has reverted substantial sums of funds in the past. Some of 

the administrative assessments that the Legislature adopted in the 

2010 Special Session have created a serious collection problem for the primary 

source of our funding. We have asked the Legislature to reexamine this because 

it directly impacts our administrative assessment revenue.  

 

Senator Goicoechea: 

Are you actually talking about three judges and nine employees?  

 

Justice Hardesty: 

Yes. We are initially going to have some start-up time. This will be a new 

experience for the Court and a new experience for the State. I think this is 

exactly what we need to get the job done. 
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Senator Goicoechea: 

Do you anticipate needing additional law clerks? 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

We have a tremendous central staff. We would utilize our central staff to 

support the COA.  

 

Senator Kieckhefer: 

When you revert funds to the General Fund, can you carry those funds from one 

year to the next, or are there just biennium reversions? 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

We revert on a fiscal year basis.  

 

Senator Kieckhefer: 

Do you segregate the administrative assessments from other funding sources 

that you get from reversions, or is it all one lump sum and whatever is left over 

goes back? 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

It is a lump sum that goes back. However, some administrative assessments 

that are targeted to the Administrative Office of the Courts are retained.  

 

Senator Kieckhefer: 

That is a General Fund reversion. 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

Yes. 

 

Senator Kieckhefer: 

What is that reversion going to be for the end of this year? 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

We do not know, as it is impacted by administrative assessments which are 

currently down. As we reported to the joint committees, part of the reason they 

are down is due to the calculations of administrative assessments. The decrease 

began in 2010 when the $5 preference fee was put in place. When we took 

$5 off the top of the administrative assessments in a down economy, with 
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Justices of the Peace being requested to reduce, or eliminate, and possibly 

offset fines and fees with jail time, the collections went down for the Court.  

 

Beginning in 2011, we lost $1,572,000 and the State gained $2,381,000. In 

2012, we lost $798,000 and the State gained $2,537,000. We still reverted 

about $2 million in each of those 2 years. If you let us carry over our reversions, 

we can contribute $750,000 in the current biennium, reducing its impact 

significantly. We have 2 years of carryovers that we can contribute and 

segregate for that purpose. This is a contingency plan, and it is entirely possible 

that the voters would reject this. We can put this in the Interim Finance 

Committee (IFC) Contingency Account. If the measure passes, we know the 

funds have been accumulated and designated. We are not trying to acquire 

more revenue, or set aside more revenue, for the Courts’ budget. The Courts’ 

budget has to stand on its own merits. We are trying to offer alternatives to the 

Committee on how we can fund this fiscal impact.  

 

Senator Kieckhefer: 

Is the Supreme Court reversion part of the revenue that we are projecting for 

expenditures in the upcoming budget cycle? 

 

Mark Krmpotic (Senate Fiscal Analyst): 

The Supreme Court reversion would go back into the unrestricted General Fund 

balance and be available for appropriation by the Legislature. I would remind the 

Committee that General Fund reversions for the current fiscal year have been 

increased. Whether we would make an adjustment just in this particular case is 

difficult to say because it is a small amount in the overall reversion, which is 

projected by the Governor to be about $40 million a year.  

 

Chair Smith: 

We are here to make sure the mechanics are in place for this bill. If it passes in 

2014, it goes into effect January 2015. It takes 6 months to gear up. You 

talked about expenses for the second half of the year. What are those 

expenses? 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

If the Constitutional Amendment passes, it would be in November 2014. In the 

2 months that follow, we would be using some revenue from our budget to go 

through the judicial selection process to select the three judges. Under the 

terms of the Amendment, those three judges are to take office the first Monday 
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of January 2015. Commencing with the first Monday in 2015, the Court would 

begin. We have provided you a budget that assumes that the Court will be fully 

operational on that Monday. Realistically, they have to hire their law clerks and 

judicial assistants. If the judicial selection process takes longer than 60 days, it 

is conceivable that the Court would not begin until the first Monday of February. 

In presenting our numbers we have assumed that the Court will be 100 percent 

operational on the first Monday in January 2015.  

 

The Court has had 5 years to look at this process. We are ready, internally, to 

start. Whether the voters approve the Court is another question. If they do, we 

are prepared.  

 

Chair Smith: 

On the policy side, it appears that as with most ballot questions, it is about the 

educational piece for the voter. We have seen what happens when there is not 

an actual campaign for a question. Is there a plan for a campaign? 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

There is a plan. Part of the reason that we asked the Legislature to examine this 

question early in the Session is because we have received a lot of support from 

the business, labor and gaming communities, along with the State Bar of 

Nevada. They are anxious for us to begin raising funds and initiating the steps 

necessary to educate the public about the need for this Court. In 2010, this 

measure was on the same ballot as the Judicial Merit Selection measure. That 

measure was much more controversial than this measure. It drew $450,000 in 

fund-raising, but it lost by 11 points. We think that the two hurt each other. 

Unfortunately, we did not have any revenue to adequately inform the voters 

about the need for the COA in 2010. We expect this to be different this time 

around. We have identified people that will help us and funding sources that 

have agreed to contribute to the effort.  

 

Senator Kieckhefer: 

I think education extends beyond the general election ballot. I voted against this 

last Session due to a lack of understanding about the full scope of the need for 

the COA. I regret that now, and hopefully we can remedy that this Session. 

From a financial perspective, I really like the prospect of setting aside 

a reversion in a contingency fund so that we can make sure that we have the 

funding when it is needed in 2015. 
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Chair Smith: 

There is no mechanism for us to deal with salaries for the judges of the COA. 

We do not want to be caught in the interim. We need a bill, or some way to 

deal with the salaries. 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

The salaries for the Supreme Court and the District Court judges are specified in 

statute. In 2007, we proposed salaries for the COA judges to be placed in the 

midpoint between the Supreme Court judges and the District Court judges. A bill 

could be approved that is contingent upon approval of the budget aspect, or the 

IFC could designate that at the time, based on the financial plan that we 

present. The awkward moment in which we find ourselves is that the 

Legislators approval of S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session by itself does not create 

a fiscal impact; it is only created if the voters decide to approve the measure. 

We are simply trying to set aside the funds for salaries. It would appear 

appropriate based on your comment that a measure could be approved 

amending the Supreme Court salary statute that provides the salaries for the 

COA if S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session is passed. That would probably be the only 

facilitating measure that I can think of. 

 

Chair Smith: 

I think we can use a Committee bill to take care of this with some contingency 

language.  

 

Justice Hardesty: 

Can we offer such a measure for your consideration? 

 

Chair Smith: 

Yes. Please work with our Fiscal Staff on this.  

 

Justice Hardesty: 

Since they would be constitutionally provided judges, they are the only ones 

that need specific salaries to be designated. The staffing would be covered by 

a budget approval. As I had suggested earlier, if the Committee is inclined to let 

us roll over our reversions, accumulate and segregate them for purposes of the 

COA from year to year, we would then know where we are with the salaries. It 

might not be necessary at that point to go to the IFC until the Session begins in 

2015.  
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Chair Smith: 

We will keep working together to figure out what the options are to develop 

a plan and get a bill drafted.  

 

Senator Goicoechea: 

I believe it would be beneficial for the ballot question if we had the salaries 

locked in. If it is open-ended, the voters may speculate on the amount of the 

judges’ salaries. 

 

Chair Smith: 

I will close the hearing on S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session. We will now open the 

hearing on the Office of the State Controller, budget account (B/A) 101-1130. 

 

ELECTED OFFICIALS 

 

CONTROLLER’S OFFICE 

 

Controller - Controller's Office — Budget Page ELECTED-234 (Volume I) 

Budget Account 101-1130 

 

Kim R. Wallin (State Controller, Office of State Controller): 

I will be discussing our handout today entitled “State of Nevada, Office of the 

Controller, Kim R. Wallin” (Exhibit D). Our mission statement is outlined on page 

2 of Exhibit D. We strive to advance accountability, continuity and efficiency in 

the State’s financial operations. Page 5 of Exhibit D represents the Office of the 

Controller as the financial hub for the State. On average, over $1.014 billion per 

day in transactions are processed through the statewide accounting system. 

This includes vendors, payroll deposits and money transfers. This is why it is 

important that the integrity and safety of the Integrated Financial System (IFS) 

is maintained. Our job responsibilities do not change with budget fluctuations, 

we still have to prepare the State of Nevada Comprehensive Annual Financial 

Report (CAFR), pay the bills and collect the debt. The Agency Services 

Department has seen an increase in their workload, due to other agencies that 

have eliminated their fiscal staff. The Department has to correct errors from 

those agencies. The CAFR accountants in the last financial reporting year had 

over 200 additional hours in overtime in preparing the CAFR. We hired an 

independent contractor for 3 months to complete our CAFR because of the lack 

of training of the staff in the agencies. We have spent a significant amount of 

time helping the agencies to close their books before we could start the CAFR. 
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Now, more than ever before, Nevada 
needs a Court of Appeals 

  

 We address three important 
questions. 

 1. Why is the court of appeals 
 needed? 

 2. How will it operate? 

 3. What will it cost? 
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Nevada’s Current System 

Nevada Supreme Court 
7 Justices 

District Court 
82 Judges 

Justice Court 
67* Justices of the 

Peace 
*9 Justices serve in a dual capacity 

as Municipal Court Judges 

Municipal Court 
21 Judges 
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Nevada Supreme Court 
Caseload Statistics & 

Analysis of Case Inventory 
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Nevada Supreme Court Cases Filed and Disposed  
Fiscal Years 2008-12 

Fiscal

Year 

2008

Fiscal

Year 

2009

Fiscal

Year 

2010

Fiscal

Year 

2011

Fiscal

Year 

2012

Cases Filed

Bar Matters 38 42 51 52 77

Appeals 1,842 1,759 1,873 1,954 2,054

Original Proceedings 334 327 327 369 351

Other 4 7 1 0 0

Reinstated 20 17 14 20 18

Total Cases Filed 2,238 2,152 2,266 2,395 2,500

Cases Disposed

By Opinions* 90 98 63 71 92

By Order 1,869 2,069 2,356 2,149 2,178

Total Cases Disposed 1,959 2,167 2,419 2,220 2,270

Cases Pending 1,682 1,667 1,514 1,689 1,919

Authored Opinions 74
r

78
r

56
r

67
r

86

* Includes single and consolidated cases disposed per curiam or by authored opinion.
r    Revised from previous publications
Source: Nevada Supreme Court Clerks Office
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Supreme Court Cases Filed and 

Disposed  
Projections for the 2013 – 2015 Biennium 

 
  FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 FY 13* FY 14* FY 15*  

New Cases Filed 2,266 2,395 2,500 2,625 2,756 2,894 

Cases Resolved 2,419 2,220 2,270 2,270 2,270 2,270 

Cases Pending 1,514 1,689 1,919 2,274 2,760 3,384 

 
 *Projections for cases filed and cases pending include a 5% increase each year 

  

 

• It took 112 years – from statehood on October 31, 1864 until August 12, 1977 – 
for the first 10,000 cases to be filed in the Nevada Supreme  Court.  

 
• Over the next 30 years – from 1977 to August 13, 2007 – 40,000 more cases 

were filed, 10,000 of which were filed between 2002-2007. 
 
• The 60,000th case was filed on January 9, 2012. 
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Supreme Court Case Flings and 
Disposals 
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Supreme Court 
Cases Decided in Calendar Year 2012 

 

 

 

Numbers Disposed in Calendar Year 2012 by Case Category 

65 Bar Matters  862 Civil Appeals 989 Criminal Appeals 329 Original Proceedings 8 252
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Proposed Plan 

 Minimum of three judges 

 

 Statewide jurisdiction 

 

 Utilizes existing 
infrastructure 

 Supreme Court Building 
(Northern NV) 

 Regional Justice Center 
(Southern NV) 

 No facility costs, 
operating costs of 
$1,497,000 per fiscal 
year, which include the 
salaries of the Judges 
and their staff 

 

 

Nevada Supreme Court 

District 
Court 

Justice 
Court 

Municipal 
Court 

Appellate 
Court 
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  Potential Fiscal Impact 

The adoption of SJR14 does not by itself carry a "fiscal impact" as 
defined in NRS Ch. 218D. 

 

Only if the citizens vote to amend the Constitution will there be a 
fiscal consequence. If the Amendment is approved, the three new 
judges would not take office before January 2015. The projected cost 
associated with the court of appeals is $1,497,000 per fiscal year, 
meaning $791,644 for the last half of FY 2015 (including start-up 
costs).  

 

The Court proposes offsetting these costs by either: 

1) eliminating or reprioritizing the $5 super priority general fund 
share of administrative assessments per NRS 176.059;  

2) allowing the Court to carry forward its year end balance, similar to 
language in Sub. 2 of NRS 218A.150; or  

3) restoring the Court's funding levels to those of fiscal year 2007. 
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  Nevada Court of Appeals 
SJR 14* 

 

 3-Judge Court sitting in the Regional 
Justice Center 

 Using a push down model, approximately 
700 select cases assigned to the Court of 
Appeals 

 No need for a new court clerk or central 
legal staff  

 No added judicial bureaucracy with Writ 
review only to the Supreme Court 
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Nevada Court of Appeals 
SJR 14* 

 Article 6 of Nevada’s Constitution would be amended by 
adding new section 3A and amending section 4 to provide in 
part: 

 Sec. 3A “1.  The court of appeals consists of three judges or 
such greater number as the Legislature may provide by law 
. . . .” 

 “Sec. 3A “2.  After the initial terms, each judge of the court 
of appeals must be elected by the qualified electors of this 
State at the general election for a term of 6 years . . . .  The 
initial three judges of the court of appeals must be appointed 
by the Governor . . . .  The term of the initial judges is 2 
years beginning on the first Monday of January next after 
the effective date of this Section . . . .” 
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Nevada Court of Appeals 
SJR 14* 

 Sec. 4 “1.  . . . The Supreme Court shall fix 
by rule the jurisdiction of the court of 
appeals and shall provide for the review, 
where appropriate, of appeals decided by 
the court of appeals. . . .”. 
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Operating Costs are offset by Supreme 
Court reversions to the State General fund 

 Fiscal year 2009 the Nevada 
Supreme Court reverted nearly 
$2,500,000 to the General Fund 

 Fiscal year 2010 the Nevada 
Supreme Court reverted $872,571  
to the General Fund 

 Fiscal year 2011 the Nevada 
Supreme Court reverted $1,287,378 
to the General Fund 
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Benefits of the Court of Appeals 
 

 Maintain high quality in the judicial process 

 Efficiently manage all appeals 

 Improve the production of published 
dispositions 

 Minimize delay in processing appeals 

 Ensure appellate decisions are rendered in a 
timely manner 

 Establish a traditional error correction court 

 Operated at minimal fiscal impact to the State 
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Minutes ID: 442 

*CM442* 

MINUTES OF THE JOINT MEETING 

OF THE 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL GOVERNMENT 

AND THE 

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL GOVERNMENT 

 

Seventy-Seventh Session 

March 13, 2013 

 

 

A joint meeting of the Assembly Committee on Ways and Means’ Subcommittee 

on General Government and the Senate Committee on Finance’s Subcommittee 

on General Government was called to order by Chair Lucy Flores at 8:03 a.m. 

on Wednesday, March 13, 2013, in Room 2134 of the Legislative Building, 

401 South Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada.  Copies of the minutes, 

including the Agenda (Exhibit A), the Attendance Roster (Exhibit B), and other 

substantive exhibits, are available and on file in the Research Library of the 

Legislative Counsel Bureau and on the Nevada Legislature's website at 

nelis.leg.state.nv.us/77th2013.  In addition, copies of the audio record may 

be purchased through the Legislative Counsel Bureau's Publications Office 

(email: publications@lcb.state.nv.us; telephone: 775-684-6835). 

 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Assemblywoman Lucy Flores, Chair 

Assemblyman Paul Aizley, Vice Chair 

Assemblyman Andy Eisen 

Assemblyman Cresent Hardy 

Assemblyman Joseph M. Hogan 

 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Chair 

Senator Moises (Mo) Denis 

Senator Michael Roberson 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS EXCUSED: 

 

Assemblyman Paul Anderson 
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STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Cindy Jones, Assembly Fiscal Analyst 

Mark Krmpotic, Senate Fiscal Analyst 

Kristen Kolbe, Program Analyst 

Carol Thomsen, Committee Secretary 

Cynthia Wyett, Committee Assistant 

 

Chair Flores opened the hearing regarding the budgets of the Supreme Court 

and invited representatives to come forward and address the Subcommittees. 

 

The Honorable Kristina Pickering, Chief Justice, Supreme Court, introduced 

herself; Robin L. Sweet, State Court Administrator and Director of the 

Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC); Deanna Bjork, Manager of Budgets, 

AOC; and the Honorable James W. Hardesty, Associate Justice, 

Supreme Court, to the Subcommittees.   

 

Chief Justice Pickering indicated that also present at the hearing were 

representatives from the Supreme Court’s information technology section, 

security section, and the Foreclosure Mediation Program, who would provide 

additional information to the Subcommittees upon request.  

Chief Justice Pickering reported that Ms. Bjork would commence with the 

presentation regarding the Supreme Court. 

 

Ms. Bjork referred to Exhibit C, “Judicial Branch Budget Hearing,” which 

was available to the public and members of the Subcommittees via the 

Nevada Electronic Legislative Information System (NELIS).   

 

Ms. Bjork stated that before discussing the actual budget accounts, she would 

like to review the projections for the Supreme Court’s major funding source, 

which was administrative assessment revenue.  Ms. Bjork explained that 

administrative assessment revenue funded four of the five budget accounts that 

would be heard by the Subcommittees today.  She referred to page 4 of the 

exhibit, which contained a chart that depicted the historical administrative 

assessment revenue amounts and the amounts projected for the upcoming 

biennium.  According to Ms. Bjork, there was a total of $58,399,842 budgeted 

for administrative assessment revenue over the upcoming biennium, and that 

revenue source was shared with the General Fund.  Ms. Bjork noted that the 

Judicial Branch received 51 percent of administrative assessment revenue and 

the Executive Branch received 49 percent. 
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Ms. Bjork referred to pages 2, 3, and 4 of Exhibit C, which depicted 

administrative assessment revenue.  Page 2 described the mandates of 

Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 176.059.  When the administrative assessment 

was collected on a misdemeanor fine, $2 was allocated to the county treasurer 

for juvenile court; $7 was allocated for use by the municipal/justice court; and 

$5 was allocated to the State General Fund.  Ms. Bjork said of the remaining 

amount collected for a misdemeanor fine, not less than 51 percent was 

allocated to the Judicial Branch and not more than 49 percent was allocated to 

the Executive Branch.   

 

Ms. Bjork stated that page 2 of the exhibit indicated how those amounts were 

represented in The Executive Budget for the upcoming biennium.  The 

51 percent of assessment revenue allocated to the Judicial Branch would be 

split between six programs as follows: 

 

1. The Administrative Office of the Courts, 25.39 percent in fiscal year 

(FY) 2014 and 25.12 percent in FY 2015. 

2. The Uniform System of Judicial Records, 4.63 percent in FY 2014 and 

4.90 percent in FY 2015. 

3. Judicial Education, 6.48 percent in each year of the biennium. 

4. Supreme Court, 48 percent in each year of the biennium.  

5. Specialty Court, 12 percent in each year of the biennium. 

6. Senior Justice and Senior Judge Program, 3.5 percent in each year of the 

biennium. 

 

Ms. Bjork indicated that the shares for each program were specified in NRS.   

She reiterated that administrative assessment revenue was a major funding 

source for Judicial Branch budget accounts and funded four of the five budget 

accounts that would be reviewed by the Subcommittees today.  

 

Ms. Bjork stated that page 3 of Exhibit C depicted the administrative 

assessment revenue projections for the upcoming biennium.  In fiscal year 

(FY) 2011 and FY 2012 the number of assessments had grown; however, the 

amounts per assessment had declined.  There was no correlation between 

general administrative assessments and specialty court administrative 

assessments.  Ms. Bjork said page 3 of the exhibit depicted the numbers for 

specialty court assessments, which was in addition to the general administrative 

assessment.   
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Continuing her presentation, Ms. Bjork referred to page 4 of the exhibit, which 

depicted the historical amounts of general administrative assessment revenue 

received.  In FY 2009, the Judicial Branch received $29,464,703 in 

administrative assessment revenue; she noted that the General Fund share of 

$5 had not existed prior to 2010, and the revenue had been split between the 

Judicial Branch and the Executive Branch.  Ms. Bjork explained that the 

2010 Special Session had passed Assembly Bill No. 6 of the 26th 

Special Session (2010), which mandated that a $5 administrative assessment 

for each misdemeanor fine would be placed in the General Fund.  

That legislation had a significant effect on Judicial Branch budgets, and that 

mandate drove the current projections for the upcoming biennium.   

 

Ms. Bjork stated that in FY 2011, the share for the Judicial Branch and the 

Executive Branch began to decline, as depicted on page 4 of the exhibit.  The 

shares continued to decline in FY 2012 and were projected to continue that 

decline until FY 2015 when a 1.34 percent increase was projected.  Ms. Bjork 

explained that projected budget calculations were also influenced by the reports 

from the Economic Forum.  She indicated that NRS 353.246 required that the 

budget requests from the Judicial Branch include the projections from the 

Economic Forum, which had continued the $5 assessment for the General Fund 

prior to splitting the remainder of the revenue between the Judicial Branch and 

the Executive Branch.   

 

Chair Flores said it appeared that the caseload for the Supreme Court had 

increased while the administrative assessment revenue was declining, and she 

asked whether that was because of the $5 assessment for the General Fund.  

She wondered what had contributed to the decline in assessment revenue.  

 

Ms. Bjork explained that the caseload was tied to the budget for the 

Supreme Court.  That budget was funded in part by General Fund dollars and in 

part by administrative assessment revenue, and when assessment revenue was 

projected to decline, the filler for the Supreme Court’s budget was the 

General Fund.  That appropriation had increased because of the decline in 

administrative assessment revenue.   

 

The Honorable James W. Hardesty, Associate Justice, Supreme Court, stated 

he would like to augment Ms. Bjork’s response.  He explained that the caseload 

for the Supreme Court had no bearing on the decline in administrative 

assessment revenue.  The caseloads in the traffic divisions of the statewide 

limited jurisdiction courts were increasing, but the economy was reflecting an 
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inability to collect the administrative assessments.  Justice Hardesty said the 

problem facing the Supreme Court and limited jurisdiction judges across the 

state, was the reduced ability to collect the fees, which directly affected the 

Supreme Court.  Justice Hardesty opined that the increase of $5 in the 

administrative assessment fee had made matters worse.  He commented that 

the thought had been to simply add another $5 administrative assessment, but 

that had reduced the capability of the courts to collect those fees.   

 

Secondly, said Justice Hardesty, the Legislature had placed a priority on the 

$5 fee, which also affected the budget for the Supreme Court.  He pointed 

out  that the General Fund had not received the revenue prior to the 

2010 Special Session, and enactment of the fee had affected the 

Supreme Court’s primary budget source.  The point the Supreme Court had 

made in its initial budget overview for the Legislative Commission’s Budget 

Subcommittee in January 2013, and the point Justice Hardesty was making 

today, was that if that practice continued the budget capability of the 

Supreme Court and its revenue source would be harmed at a time when the 

Court’s caseload was “going through the roof.” 

 

Chair Flores asked whether any type of program had been initiated for 

individuals to pay fines, such as quashing warrants or other incentives to help 

increase revenue. 

 

Justice Hardesty stated that the limited courts throughout the state had 

conducted various amnesty programs, but because of the economy many 

individuals who were facing administrative assessments and fines requested to 

convert those fines to jail time or community service.  That obviously had an 

effect on the Supreme Court’s revenue source.  Justice Hardesty said there had 

been many discussions over the years about what was occurring with 

administrative assessment fees, some of which were higher than the fines 

themselves.  The limited courts had the discretion to respond to the inability of 

a defendant to pay a fine by either placing the defendant in jail or requiring 

community service.  Justice Hardesty said those choices often filled up the jails 

at the county level. 

 

Chair Flores thanked Justice Hardesty for his comments and asked Ms. Bjork to 

continue her presentation. 
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Deanna Bjork, Manager of Budgets, Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), 

reiterated that administrative assessment revenue was projected to decline in 

fiscal year (FY) 2014; however, page 4 of Exhibit C depicted the revenue for 

the General Fund share, which was not projected to decline. 

The Economic Forum had projected 1.31 percent growth in General Fund 

revenue for each year of the upcoming biennium.  Ms. Bjork said the 

General Fund share was consuming more revenue than was allocated to the 

Judicial and Executive share.  The percentage of the statewide total revenue 

that was going to the General Fund share had grown from 7.62 percent in 

FY 2011 to 8.29 percent in FY 2012 and was projected to increase to 

8.65 percent in FY 2013. 

 

Chair Flores asked whether Ms. Bjork believed the revenue decline for the 

Supreme Court was because of the $5 administrative assessment fee added by 

the 2010 Special Session.   

 

Ms. Bjork believed the decline in revenue was a combination of the additional 

$5 assessment fee and the economy.  Ms. Bjork said the effect of a further 

decline in administrative assessment revenue would be a decline in the 

Supreme Court’s reserve account, which would require more General Fund 

appropriations in the two budget accounts that were jointly funded from the 

General Fund and administrative assessment revenue—the Supreme Court and 

the Senior Judge Program.   

 

Assemblyman Aizley asked Ms. Bjork to point out areas during her budget 

presentation where the creation of appellate courts would shift the burden on 

the Supreme Court’s budgets to the appellate court budgets.  In other words, 

said Mr. Aizley, was there a way to save money in the Supreme Court budgets 

to help pay for the proposed appellate court.   

 

Ms. Bjork stated that the Supreme Court budget was the only budget that 

would be affected by the appellate court.  She stated the Supreme Court had 

submitted a fiscal note with Senate Joint Resolution No. 14* of the 76th 

Session (2011) to describe those costs; S.J.R. 14* was resubmitted to the 

2013 Legislature.   
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Ms. Bjork stated that the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) supported 

the Supreme Court and funded its administrative services.  The AOC believed it 

could also provide those services to the appellate court without affecting the 

AOC budget or requiring additional staff; once again, she stated that it was the 

budget account for the Supreme Court that would be affected.   

 

Assemblyman Aizley asked whether there would be a reduction in the 

Supreme Court budget with the creation of the appellate court.  Ms. Bjork 

replied there would be no decline in the Supreme Court’s budget.   

 

Assemblyman Aizley asked, if there was an appellate court in existence today, 

whether some expenses for the Supreme Court could be reduced.  Ms. Bjork 

said the answer was no, she did not believe there would be a reduction in 

expenses.   

 

The Honorable Kristina Pickering, Chief Justice, Supreme Court, stated that the 

appellate court model used existing staff in the AOC and existing facilities at the 

Regional Justice Center in Las Vegas.  The fiscal note that accompanied 

S.J.R. 14* indicated that the earliest date the appellate court could come online 

would be January 2015 because, after passage of the legislation, a vote of the 

people would be required.  Once that had been accomplished, the judges would 

be selected and the court would be established at the earliest in January 2015.  

Chief Justice Pickering said the appellate court model included three new judges 

and accompanying staff.  The personnel costs associated with that court would 

be approximately $1.6 million, but because that court would not come online 

until the end of fiscal year (FY) 2015, the amount for the upcoming biennium 

would be relatively nominal.   

 

Chief Justice Pickering said the Supreme Court had submitted legislation in 

response to a suggestion by the Senate Committee on Finance that would allow 

the Supreme Court to retain its reversions going forward rather remitting them 

to the General Fund at the end of each fiscal year.  She believed that for 

FY 2015 the appellate court expense, which was contingent on passage of 

S.J.R. 14* by the Legislature and approval by the voters, could be satisfied 

from retention of the reversions.  The Supreme Court would attempt to save for 

that eventuality rather than submit a direct budget cost for the appellate court. 

 

Assemblyman Aizley asked whether creation of the appellate court would cause 

a reduction in the caseload for the Supreme Court. 
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Chief Justice Pickering replied that there would be a reduction in caseload 

because approximately 800 of the current 2,500 cases per year would be 

transferred to the appellate court.  However, the appellate court would use 

existing staff of the AOC to help process those cases; therefore, there would 

not be a direct reduction, but rather an improved production by the justices on 

the Supreme Court.  The primary cost would be for the additional judges and 

accompanying staff without a correlative reduction because the same AOC staff 

and the same central legal staff would also service the appellate court.   

 

Chair Flores wondered whether there had been a decrease, increase, or 

no change in the number of traffic citations being issued.  She also wondered 

whether it was simply the inability to collect on those citations that was causing 

the decrease in administrative assessment revenue. 

 

Deanna Bjork, Manager of Budgets, Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), 

stated she did not have information about the contents of the annual report 

concerning disposition of traffic citations.  However, she did have access to 

information from the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, which 

indicated that citations had increased by 6 percent as of February 2013.  

The number of citations appeared to be increasing, but the amounts collected 

were decreasing.   

 

Chair Flores asked Ms. Bjork to continue her presentation. 

 

Ms. Bjork referred to page 5 of Exhibit C, which depicted a chart of 

administrative assessment revenue that showed the actual amounts received, 

the actual trend, and the projected amounts.  The chart indicated that the 

revenue trend was down, which was consistent with the Supreme Court’s 

projections for the upcoming biennium. 

 

Ms. Bjork stated that if there were no further questions from the 

Subcommittees regarding administrative assessment revenue, she would 

commence with the budget presentation for budget account (BA) 1494. 

 

With no further questions or comments forthcoming regarding administrative 

assessment revenue, Chair Flores instructed Ms. Bjork to commence her budget 

presentation. 
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2

Administrative Assessments
NRS 176.059

 The amount collected depends on the amount of a misdemeanor fine
 Order of Collection

 $2 County Treasurer for Juvenile Court
 $7 Municipal/Justice Court Use
 $5 to the State General Fund
 Not less than 51% of the remainder to the Judicial Branch
 Not more than 49% of the remainder to the Executive Branch

 Funds 4 of the 5 budget accounts to be heard today

Governor Recommends Budget
FY 14 and FY 15
Administrative Assessments (NRS 176.059)

FY 14 FY 15 Biennium 
Total

$5 General Fund Share $2,604,000 $2,638,000 $5,242,000

51.0% of the remainder to the Judicial Branch $13,465,205 $13,645,295 $27,110,500

36.4% to the Executive Branch agencies $9,663,272 $9,696,626 $19,359,898

12.6% to the General Fund $3,273,885 $3,413,559 $6,687,444

Total $29,006,362 $29,393,480 $58,399,842

Program FY 14 FY 15

1483, AOC 25.39% 25.12%

1486, USJR 4.63% 4.90%

1487, Jud Ed 6.48% 6.48%

1494, Supr Court 48.00% 48.00%

1495, Spec Court 12.00% 12.00%

1496, Sr. Judge 3.5% 3.5%

Total 100.00% 100.00%
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 General AA projections 
assume number of 
assessments will remain flat 
and that average amount 
collected will continue to 
decline

 Specialty Court AA is a 
separate assessment

 No correlation between 
number of general 
administrative assessments 
and specialty court 
administrative assessments

 Numbers assume full 
payment – no partial 
payments

3

Administrative Assessments (AA)
NRS 176.059 and NRS 176.0613

GENERAL AA SUMMARY OF ACTUAL AND PROJECTED (JB & EB Share)
Fiscal Year Avg # per Mo YE # $ Per #

2011 39,687 476,241 $60.61 
2012 42,293 507,513 $55.30 

2013 (thru Jan) 41,620 499,442 $53.04 Based on $ received thru Jan
2013 Gov Rec 42,709 512,508 $53.00 
2014 Gov Rec 42,709 512,508 $51.52 
2015 Gov Rec 42,709 512,508 $52.21 

SPECIALTY COURT SUMMARY OF ACTUAL AND PROJECTED ($7)
Fiscal Year Avg # per Mo YE # % Chg

2011 46,235 554,821 -8.3% FY 11 was first year of decline
2012 45,277 543,323 -2.1%

2013 (thru Jan) 43,224 518,688 -4.5%
2013 Gov Rec 45,277 543,323 0.0%
2014 Gov Rec 43,919 527,023 -3.0%

Avg decline was 3% FY 10-122015 Gov Rec 42,601 511,212 -3.0%

271



4

Administrative Assessments
NRS 176.059

Our annualized projection, as of March 11, 2013, for FY 13 is 5.22% below FY 12 
actual levels.  If growth is not achieved in the coming months, our projections for 

FY 14 and FY 15 would be overstated

Judicial & Executive Share (Sec 7 & 8) GF Share (Sec 5, (c)) State Total

FY
Amount 

Received % Change $ Change
Amount 

Received % Change
Amount 

Received** % Change
GF % 

of Total

2005 $18,017,886 12.56% $0 $             - N/A $18,017,886 

2006 20,745,851 15.14% 2,727,965 - N/A 20,745,851 15.14%

2007 24,901,641 20.03% 4,155,790 - N/A 24,901,641 20.03%

2008 27,743,475 11.41% 2,841,834 - N/A 27,743,475 11.41%

2009 29,464,703 6.20% 1,721,228 - N/A 29,464,703 6.20%

2010 30,435,241 3.29% 970,538 271,461 N/A 30,706,702 4.22% 0.88%

2011 28,862,863 -5.17% (1,572,378) 2,381,634 777.34% 31,244,497 1.75% 7.62%

2012 28,064,838 -2.76% (798,025) 2,537,600 6.55% 30,602,439 -2.06% 8.29%

2013 Proj 27,165,657 -3.20% (899,181) 2,571,000 1.32% 29,736,657 -2.83% 8.65%

2014 Proj 26,402,362 -2.81% (763,295) 2,604,000 1.28% 29,006,362 -2.46% 8.98%

2015 Proj 26,755,480 1.34% 353,118 2,638,000 1.31% 29,393,480 1.33% 8.97%
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Administrative Assessments
NRS 176.059

1,000,000

1,250,000

1,500,000

1,750,000

2,000,000

2,250,000

2,500,000

2,750,000

Administrative Assessment Revenue (JB/EB Combined Receipts by Month)

Projected

FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015

Actual

Actual Trend
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 Funds the direct expenditures of the Supreme Court 
(except education and justice salaries) to include 7 
chambers, central legal staff, and the civil settlement 
program
 Constitutional Authority; Chapter 2 of the NRS
 $11,411,285 in FY 14 and $11,649,092 in FY 15
 43% of the budget request is funded from a GF 

appropriation
 84 positions in the base budget
 Two locations (Supreme Court Building in Carson City 

and the Regional Justice Center in Las Vegas)

Supreme Court
Budget Account 1494

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-13
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 Changes to the Base budget (impacts general fund 
appropriation):

Supreme Court
Budget Account 1494

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-13

Description Authority Increase Decrease Reason for Decrease
3 IT positions (indirect expense) NRS 1.340 0 644,101 Moved to AOC's budget
3 attorney positions NRS 2.300 709,069 0
Chief of Police NRS 2.295 184,071 0
Clerk Program Officer NRS 2.240 115,766 0
Data fiber lines NRS 353.246 0 36,576 Moved to AOC's budget
Judicial Chambers Assistant NRS 2.300 120,252 0
Longevity NRS 353.246 37,700 0
Lost Revenue Not Applicable 1,033,503 0
Merit Salary Increase NRS 353.246 76,245 0
Restore Salaries NRS 353.246 562,610 0
Silvernet NRS 353.246 0 203,664 Moved to AOC's budget
Total 2,839,215 884,341
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 Enhancements:
 M200:  Adds 2 civil attorneys

 To address delays in civil case time to disposition
 Requires a general fund appropriation
 $252,893 in FY 14 and $250,482 in FY 15
 Increases civil attorneys from 9 to 11
 To be housed at the Regional Justice Center in Las Vegas

Supreme Court
Budget Account 1494

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-13
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 Enhancements Continued:
 E350:  Adds 2.5 security personnel (NRS 2.295)

 To address existing security concerns and risks at the 
Supreme Court building and AOC annex in Carson City
 The Supreme Court building is 117,000 square feet with public 

access on two floors

 Offsets the need for Capitol Police supervised by Buildings 
and Grounds and the Executive Branch

 The existing coverage is inadequate to protect buildings, 
employees, and public

 Requires a general fund appropriation  
 $217,268 in FY 14 and $213,971 in FY 15

Supreme Court
Budget Account 1494

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-13
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 Enhancements Continued:
 E710:  Replaces hardware and software 

 Requires a general fund appropriation
 $30,349 in FY 14 and $63,433 in FY 15

 E750:   Relates to the E750 in BA 1492, FMP
 If the E750 is approved in the FMP budget, this 

decision unit should be approved
 The FMP would continue to pay rent, operation and 

maintenance, security and janitorial costs at the Regional 
Justice Center in Las Vegas; therefore, the costs built into 
the Supreme Court’s base budget would be the 
responsibility of FMP

 Reduces the general fund appropriation in the Supreme 
Court’s budget by $107,544 in FY 15

Supreme Court
Budget Account 1494

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-13
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 Funds the Office of the State Court Administrator and 
administrative support services of programs under the 
administration of the Supreme Court
 Primarily NRS 1.320 to 1.370
 $5,433,506 in FY 14 and $4,949,217 in FY 15
 Funded from administrative assessment revenue
 Reserves are $1,457,281 in FY 14 and $896,980 in FY 

15 (81 days)
 34.5 positions in the base budget

Administrative Office of the Courts
Budget Account 1483

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-28
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 Changes to the Base Budget (impacts reserves):
 Eliminated 4.5 positions

 Attorney
 Legal Assistant
 Secretariat
 Court Services Analyst
 .5 Personnel Analyst Trainee

 Added 3 IT positions from Supreme Court’s budget
 Restored salaries, MSI and longevity
 Added Silvernet
 Added data fiber line

Administrative Office of the Courts
Budget Account 1483

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-28
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 Enhancements
 E710:  Replaces hardware  

 $100,630 decrease to reserves over the biennium
 Network storage ($30,470)
 Network switches ($25,300)
 Personal computers and laptops ($27,765)
 Other hardware (printers, UPS)

 E750:   Relates to the E750 in BA 1492, FMP
 If the E750 is approved in the FMP budget, this decision unit 

should be approved
 The FMP would continue to pay administrative support services to the 

AOC and shared copier costs

 Increases reserves $32,338 in FY 15

Administrative Office of the Courts
Budget Account 1483

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-28
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 Manages programs and projects to assist Nevada 
trial courts in providing access to justice
 NRS 1.360
 $1,142,608 in FY 14 and $1,187,698 in FY 15
 Primary funding source:  general fund appropriation 
 Also receives federal Court Improvement Program 

grant funds and court interpreter fees
 10 positions in the base budget of which 1.5 are 

federally funded

Judicial Programs and Services
Budget Account 1484

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-32
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 Changes to the Base budget (impacts general fund 
appropriation):
 Filled the court services analyst not funded in the prior biennium 

($129,866) and travel the position requires ($2,852)
 Reclassified a deputy director position to a court services analyst 

($-92,038)
 Court services analysts are experts and researchers in the areas of 

processes, procedures and policies who provide support to the Supreme 
Court, trial courts, and committees and commissions

 Funds Court Improvement Coordinator .25 from the general fund 
($42,459)

 Restores salaries ($42,935)
 Restores MSI ($34,525)
 Restores longevity ($4,850)
 Funds contractual services to improve statistical collection 

($16,106)

Judicial Programs and Services
Budget Account 1484

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-32
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 Enhancements
 E225:  Funds staff travel to state trial courts

 Measure access and fairness in Nevada courts
 Review compliance with ADKT 398
 $3,891 in general fund appropriation each year of the 

biennium (two-year total of $7,782)
 E710:   Replaces 4 laptops over the biennium

 $3,890 in general fund appropriation
 $3,890 in federal Court Improvement Program grant funds

Judicial Programs and Services
Budget Account 1484

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-32
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 Standardizes, advances and supports technology in all 
79 trial courts throughout the state
 NRS 1.360
 $3,053,432 in FY 14 and $2,718,187 in FY 15
 Primarily funded from administrative assessments 
 Also receives Nevada Court System (NCS) user fees 

and $10 of the multi-party filing fee (NRS 19.0335)
 General reserves equal $760,354 in FY 14 and $328,808 

in FY 15 (79 days)
 Special reserves for NCS migration equals $870,000
 11 positions in the base budget

Uniform System of Judicial Records
Budget Account 1486

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-36
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 Changes to the Base budget (impacts reserves):
 Eliminated a court systems analyst position
 Restores salaries
 Restores MSI 
 Restores longevity

Uniform System of Judicial Records
Budget Account 1486

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-36
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 Enhancements
 E710:  Replaces hardware and software

 Reduces reserves $57,050 over the biennium

Uniform System of Judicial Records
Budget Account 1486

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-36

Equipment Type
Yr 1 

Count
Yr 1 
Rate

Yr 1 
Total

Yr 2 
Count

Yr 2 
Rate

Yr 2 
Total

HARDWARE-DESKTOP PC W/ MONITOR & OS, HIGH COST 1 1,140 1,140 1 1,140 1,140
HARDWARE-LAPTOP PC WITH OPERATING SYSTEM 0 1,593 0 6 1,593 9,558
HARDWARE-LAPTOP DOCKING STATION 0 352 0 6 352 2,112
PRINTER HP LIP3015X 1 1,100 1,100 0 0 0
HP PROLIANT SERVER 1 6,900 6,900 4 6,900 27,600
MICROSOFT ENTERPRISE SERVER OS 1 1,500 1,500 4 1,500 6,000

10,640 46,410
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 Court problem-solving programs designed to address the root 
causes of crime.  Programs facilitate testing, treatment, and 
oversight of certain persons over whom the court has jurisdiction  
 Program Authority:  NRS 176A.250, 176A.280, 484C.340, 453.580
 Funding Authority:  176.059, 176.0613, 178.518
 $8,240,935 in FY 14 and $7,432,420 in FY 15
 Reserves are $2,093,716 in FY 14 and $1,285,201 in FY 15
 Costs to administer the program (1 full-time position, budget, 

accounting) are paid from the AOC’s budget 
 Program funding levels are recommended by the Specialty Court 

Funding Committee and approved by the Judicial Council

 For FY 14, the committee approved $5,947,709 for programs
 44 programs are directly funded
 3,700 active clients
 1,700 graduates

 For FY 15, the amounts have not been approved by the committee, but 
are projected at FY 14 levels until future revenue levels are determined

Specialty Court
Budget Account 1495

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-44
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 Administrative Assessment revenue projections are for continued 
declines

 Reserves are dropping
 Programs are likely to see reductions in FY 15 to bolster reserves 

beyond FY 15 levels

Specialty Court
Budget Account 1495

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-44

289

Projected 
Revenue Source 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Admin Assess (NRS 176.059) 1 886,652 1. 766. 07 1.717.568 ,662 538 ,6 5,825 ,637, 35 
-3.2% -6.4% -2.8% -3.2% -2.8% 1.3% 

Spec Crt Admin Assess (I RS 1 6 0613) 4 237. 191 3 883 44 3,803 260 3.803,260 3,689. 62 3,578,487 
0.6% -8.3% -2.1% 0.0% -3.0% -3.0% 

Bond Forfeitures (NRS 178.518) 94 ,068 142 986 11 0.481 22.782 22,782 22, 782 
-30.4 ,~ 52 .0% -22.7% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

Re enue Totals 6.217.911 5.793, 137 5 631.309 5.588.580 5. 27,769 5,338, 70 
-1.3% -6.8% -2.8% -0.8% -2.9% -1.6% 
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Specialty Court 
Budget Account 1495

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-44

290

Catg Description Grp Actual ork Pgm Year 1 Year 
2 

00 REVENUE REV 4,21 7,964 8,7 18,833 8,240,935 7,432,420 

25 STATE IDE DATA COLLECTION SYSTEM EXP 0 199,614 150,000 150,000 

40 ADULT DRUG COURT - GENERAL EXP 2,547,700 3,099,009 3,199,009 3, 199,009 

41 ADULT DRUG COURT - LIMITED EXP 230,474 303, 87 287,310 287,310 

2 FAMILY DRUG COURT - GENERAL EXP 470,663 532,521 533,909 533,909 

43 JUVENILE DRUG COURT - GENERAL EXP 125,762 377,390 382,566 382,566 

46 ALCOHOL AND OTHER DRUG COURT LIMITED EXP 158,091 206,569 272,966 272,966 

47 DUI COURT - LIMITED EXP 67,541 135,210 135,210 135,210 

48 HABITUAL OFFENDER COURT - LIMITED EXP 88,800 142,552 143,681 143,681 

49 DUI COURT - GENERAL EXP 195,521 288,038 301,296 301,296 

so MENTAL HEAL TH COURT - GENERAL EXP 123,012 405,308 505,308 505,308 

51 MENTAL HEAL TH COURT - LIMITED EXP 54,218 53,680 61,266 61,266 

53 PROSTITUTION PREVENTION - LIMITED EXP 34,41 7 26,000 38,899 38,899 

55 VETERAN'S TREATMENT COURT - GENERAL EXP 72,255 86,289 86,289 86,289 

60 SPECIAL TY COURT TEAM TRAINING EXP 49,510 50,000 49,510 49,510 

81 RESERVE - 1ST QUARTER DISTRIBUTION EXP 0 2,513,166 1,793,716 985,201 

86 RESERVE EXP 0 300,000 300,000 300,000 

Total Revenue 4,217,964 8,718,833 8,2 0,935 7,432,420 

Total Expenditures 4,217,964 8,718,833 8,240,935 7,432,420 

Difference 0 0 0 0 
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 Western Region
 Western Region Adult Drug Court (5 

programs)
 Carson City & Storey Co Juvenile Drug Court
 Carson City Felony DUI Court
 Carson City Mental Health Court

 Washoe Region*
 Second Judicial District Court

 Adult Drug Court (includes diversion)
 Family Drug Court
 Felony DUI Court
 Juvenile Drug Court
 Mental Health Court
 Veterans Court

 Reno Justice Alcohol and Drug Court
 Sparks Municipal Alcohol and Drug Court
 Reno Municipal Alcohol and Drug Courts (2 

programs)
 Eastern Region

 Elko County Adult and Juvenile Drug Courts
 White Pine Co Adult and Juvenile Drug Court

 Fifth Judicial District
 Nye County Adult and Juvenile Drug Courts

 Central Region (6th Judicial District)
 Humboldt County Adult Drug Court
 Lander County Adult Drug Court
 Pershing County Adult Drug Court

 Clark Region*
 Eighth Judicial District Court

 Adult Drug Court
 Child Support Drug Court
 Dependency Mother’s Drug Court
 Family Drug Court
 Felony DUI Court
 Juvenile Drug Court
 Mental Health Court

 Las Vegas Justice Adult Drug and DUI  
Courts (3 programs) 

 Las Vegas Municipal Adult Drug, DUI, 
Habitual Offender, and Female Prostitution 
Courts

 Henderson Municipal Habitual Offender 
Court

 North Las Vegas Municipal Alcohol and 
Drug Court

Programs not directly approved for funding from the Specialty Court budget:  
prison re-entry north, prison re-entry south, veteran’s court south

Specialty Court 
Budget Account 1495

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-44

291



24

 Directly addresses the foreclosure crisis, to help keep families in 
their homes, and to provide an opportunity for homeowners and 
lenders to discuss alternatives to foreclosure

 NRS 107; Supreme Court Rule

 $2,313,792 in FY 14 and $1,654,813 in FY 15

 Depletes general reserves in FY 15 and requires a general fund 
appropriation if program is to continue

 Funding
 $44.33 of the $200 fee for each Notice of Default and Intent to Sell filed

 $400 Mediation Service Fee

 The lender and the homeowner each pay $200

 Passed through to the mediator (categories 28 and 85)

 9 positions are in the base budget (was 20)

Foreclosure Mediation Program
Budget Account 1492

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-50
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 Notice of Default Fees began to experience a sharp decline in October of 2011.  
The decline was part of our presentation to the Interim Finance Committee at 
their meeting of August 23, 2012

Category FY 11 FY 12 FY 13 
Thru Dec

Notices of Default and Intent to Sell 54,191 16,818 8,528
Mediations Held 6,370 4,803 596

Agreement Outcomes
Retained Property

3,227
1,941

989
547

173
80

Non-Agreement Outcomes 3,143 3,814 423
Certificates Issued 47,919 22,219 4,758

Non-Applicable Properties 45,936 19,125 4,388
Applicable Properties 1,983 3,094 370

Foreclosure Mediation Program
Budget Account 1492

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-50
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 Notice of Default Fee (NODs) projections are based on 
those of the Economic Forum (NRS 353.246)
 FY 14:  $404,100 for 9,117 NODs projected to be filed

 FY 14 program expenses:  $1,141,356

 FY 15:  $363,600 for 8,203 NODs projected to be filed
 FY 15 program expenses:  $1,170,125

 The program is spending down its general reserves

 Mediation Service Fees
 Mediations will be requested on 12% of NODs filed @ $400 

each
 FY 14:  1,094 requests
 FY 15:     984 requests

Foreclosure Mediation Program
Budget Account 1492

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-50
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$3,903,732 

$2,708,626 

$745,837 $693,210 

$404,100 $363,600 

 $-
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 $2,000,000

 $2,500,000

 $3,000,000

 $3,500,000

 $4,000,000

 $4,500,000
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Actual Projected

Foreclosure Mediation Program
Budget Account 1492

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-50
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 E750 
 Exhausts general reserves ($370,144)
 Requests a $202,727 general fund appropriation to continue the 

program
 9 full-time positions

 Program Manager
 Customer Services and Administrative Support Assistant
 Intake Unit (3 positions)
 Certificate and Mediation Unit (3 positions)
 Quality Control and Assurance Manager

 Costs to operate (rent, administrative services, security, travel, 
supplies, postage, etc.)

 Corresponding enhancements in the Supreme Court and AOC 
budgets

Foreclosure Mediation Program
Budget Account 1492

Volume 1 of the Executive Budget, Judicial-50
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MINUTES OF THE  

SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

 

Seventy-Seventh Session 

March 29, 2013 

 

 

The Senate Committee on Judiciary was called to order by Chair Tick Segerblom 

at 9:04 a.m. on Friday, March 29, 2013, in Room 2149 of the Legislative 

Building, Carson City, Nevada. The meeting was videoconferenced to 

Room 4412 of the Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 555 East Washington 

Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda. Exhibit B is the 

Attendance Roster. All exhibits are available and on file in the Research Library 

of the Legislative Counsel Bureau. 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Tick Segerblom, Chair 

Senator Ruben J. Kihuen, Vice Chair 

Senator Aaron D. Ford 

Senator Justin C. Jones 

Senator Greg Brower 

Senator Scott Hammond 

Senator Mark Hutchison 

 

GUEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Barbara K. Cegavske, Senatorial District No. 8 

Senator Michael Roberson, Senatorial District No. 20 

Assemblyman Elliot T. Anderson, Assembly District No. 15 

 

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Mindy Martini, Policy Analyst 

Nick Anthony, Counsel 

Linda Hiller, Committee Secretary 

 

OTHERS PRESENT: 

 

Chuck Callaway, Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department 

Donald Hoier, Sergeant, Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department 

Eric Spratley, Lieutenant, Washoe County Sheriff’s Office 

Allan Smith, Religious Alliance in Nevada 
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Senate Committee on Judiciary 

March 29, 2013 

Page 16 

 

By holding that the First Amendment nevertheless shields these 

lies, the Court breaks sharply from a long line of cases recognizing 

that the right to free speech does not protect false factual 

statements that inflict real harm and serve no legitimate interest. 

 

I think that is what we are talking about here. When you add the fraud 

requirement as we have in this bill, that makes it constitutionally sound.  

 

Chair Segerblom: 

I will close the hearing on S.B. 365 and open the hearing on S.B. 463. 

 

SENATE BILL 463: Provides for the implementation of the Court of Appeals. 

(BDR 1-1197) 

 

Ben Graham (Administrative Office of the Courts; Nevada Supreme Court): 

This bill is an implementation of a measure you passed in February, 

Senate Joint Resolution 14 of the 76th Session.  

 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 OF THE 76th SESSION: Proposes to amend 

the Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 

(BDR C-1013)  

 

We have submitted an amendment to section 9 (Exhibit E) which deals with the 

formula for the salary, bringing us in line with other elected State judges. I have 

submitted my written testimony explaining this bill (Exhibit F).  

 

 SENATOR HUTCHISON MOVED TO AMEND AND DO PASS AS 

AMENDED S.B. 463. 

  

 SENATOR FORD SECONDED THE MOTION.  

 

 THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 

***** 

 

Chair Segerblom: 

I will close the hearing on S.B. 463 and open the hearing on S.B. 297.  
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Senate Committee on Judiciary 

March 29, 2013 

Page 48 

 

EXHIBITS 

 

Bill  Exhibit Witness / Agency Description 

 A 1  Agenda 

 B 11  Attendance Roster 

S.B. 413 C 2 Senator Barbara K. 

Cegavske 

Testimony 

S.B. 413 D 3 Yvonne Murphy Testimony 

S.B. 463 E 1 John McCormick Proposed Amendment 

S.B. 463 F 1 Ben Graham Testimony 

S.B. 374 G 3 Senator Tick Segerblom 

and Senator Mark 

Hutchison 

Proposed Conceptual 

Amendment 

S.B. 374 H 10 M. Max Del Real City of Sacramento Medical 

Cannabis Ordinance 

S.B. 374 I 1 M. Max Del Real Letter 

S.B. 374 J 3 M. Max Del Real City of Sacramento Medical 

Marijuana Dispensary 

Application  

S.B. 374 K 1013 S. Rowan Wilson Granny Storm Crow’s MMJ 

Reference List and Index, 

January 2013  

S.B. 374 L 1 John George Suggestion List 

S.B. 374 M 5 Jennifer Solas Marijuana Information Packet 

S.B. 374 N 6 Jennifer Solas Marijuana Information Packet 

S.B. 374 O 4 Vicki Higgins Marijuana Information email 

S.B. 374 P 1 Robert Walker Letter of Support 

S.B. 374 Q 28 Vanessa Spinazola Amicus Brief 

S.B. 374 R 4 Eric Spratley Testimony 

S.B. 374 S 1 Chris Ferrari Proposed Amendment 

S.B. 374 T 2 Chris Ferrari Information Sheet 

S.B. 374 U NA Julie Raye 

 

DVD, “What if Cannabis  

Cured Cancer” 
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Amendment to Section 9 of SB463 

John McCormick 

775-687-9813 

jmccormick@nvcourts.nv.gov 

 

 Sec. 9. 1. The annual base salary of each judge of the Court of Appeals is $165,000. 

 2. If a judge of the court of appeals has served in state judicial office for at least 4 

years, the judge of the court of appeals is entitled to an additional salary of 2 percent of his or 

her base salary for each year of service. The additional salary must not exceed 22 percent of 

his or her annual base salary. 

 3. The salary provided for in this section is payable in biweekly installments as other 

state officers are paid. 
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, 

The People of the State of Nevada, the business community, the legal 

community, civil and criminal, State Judiciary and the Nevada Supreme 

Court want to express their appreciation for the support you all have shown 

in taking steps to see that an Appellate Court will become a reality in the 

Silver State. 

SB 463 was prepared with the positive assumption that SJR 14 will be sent 

to the voters by this 7yth legislative session. SB 463 was also crafted with 

the anticipation that the voters will see the advantages of bringing an 

Appellate Court on line. 

This legislation represents a herculean effort by LCB staff and places the 

Appellate Court into the Statutory Scheme covering the Nevada Supreme 

Court. In crafting this legislation a salary formula was not evident and as 

such was not included in the draft before you. 

We are asking for an amendment to Section 9 to include a formula placing 

Appellate Court Judges on par with other State Judges to provide for a 

limited increase in compensation once certain qualifiers are met. 

The fiscal aspects of this section and amendment have been placed on the 

record when discussing SJR 14 with the fiscal committee folks and material 

supplied to LCB fiscal staff. 

With the one amendment we urge a motion to amend and do pass. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Graham 

E S mmittee on Judiciary 

Date:.--t---=---<-<-+,.,£-Page ot_ J,___ 

Janet.Meredith
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MINUTES OF THE  

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

 

Seventy-Seventh Session 

May 13, 2013 

 

 

The Senate Committee on Finance was called to order by Chair Debbie Smith at 

8:13 a.m. on Monday, May 13, 2013, in Room 2134 of the Legislative Building, 

Carson City, Nevada. The meeting was videoconferenced to Room 4412 of the 

Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 555 East Washington Avenue, Las Vegas, 

Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda. Exhibit B is the Attendance Roster. All exhibits 

are available and on file in the Research Library of the Legislative Counsel 

Bureau. 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Debbie Smith, Chair 

Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Vice Chair 

Senator Moises (Mo) Denis 

Senator David R. Parks 

Senator Pete Goicoechea 

Senator Ben Kieckhefer 

Senator Michael Roberson 

 

GUEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Scott T. Hammond, Senatorial District No. 18 

Senator Justin C. Jones, Senatorial District No. 9 

 

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Mark Krmpotic, Senate Fiscal Analyst  

Alex Haartz, Principal Deputy Fiscal Analyst 

Catherine Crocket, Program Analyst 

Leslie Sexton, Committee Secretary 

 

OTHERS PRESENT: 

 

Rick Combs, Director, Legislative Counsel Bureau 

The Honorable Kristina Pickering, Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

Francis Flaherty, President, State Bar of Nevada 

Nicole Rourke, Clark County School District 
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FY 2014-2015, consistent with Governor Brian Sandoval's recommendation to 

restore merit pay for all classified positions. Fiscal Staff has included a technical 

adjustment to include merit pay for the nonclassified positions in FY 2014-2015 

consistent with the Governor’s recommendation and Board policy.  

 

SENATOR KIECKHEFER MOVED TO APPROVE THE GOVERNOR'S 

RECOMMENDATIONS IN DECISION UNITS E-710 AND E-711 OF 

B/A 101-4821; THE TECHNICAL ADJUSTMENT MADE BY FISCAL 

STAFF TO INCLUDE MERIT PAY FOR THE NONCLASSIFIED POSITIONS 

IN FY 2014-2015 CONSISTENT WITH THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE 

GOVERNOR AND BOARD POLICY; AND TO AUTHORIZE FISCAL STAFF 

TO ADJUST MERIT PAY BASED ON THE FINAL DECISION OF THE 

MONEY COMMITTEES. 

 

SENATOR DENIS SECONDED THE MOTION. 

 

THE MOTION CARRIED. (SENATOR ROBERSON WAS ABSENT FOR THE 

VOTE.) 

 

BUDGET CLOSED. 

 

***** 

 

Chair Smith: 

I will open the hearing on S.B. 463. 

 

SENATE BILL 463 (1st Reprint): Provides for the implementation of the Court of 

Appeals. (BDR 1-1197) 

 

The Honorable Kristina Pickering (Chief Justice, Nevada Supreme Court): 

The bill is self-explanatory. It implements Senate Joint Resolution 14 of the 

76th Session, contingent upon second approval of that resolution by the 

2013 Session. It replaces "Supreme Court" with "Court of Appeals." Now it 

appears in tandem. The Supreme Court, by rule, would prescribe the jurisdiction 

of the Court of Appeals. That rule could be passed following approval by the 

voters in 2014 of the creation of the Court of Appeals. 

 

Chair Smith: 

Does this bill provide for salaries for the Court of Appeals? 
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Chief Justice Pickering: 

That is correct.  

 

Senator Kieckhefer: 

Is the salary for the Court of Appeals judges in the range between the salaries 

for a Supreme Court justice and District Court judge? 

 

Chief Justice Pickering: 

Yes. 

 

Francis Flaherty (President, State Bar of Nevada): 

We are in favor of this bill and support the language regarding its 

implementation and the salary structure contained in it. 

 

Chair Smith: 

Seeing no others wishing to speak on S.B. 463, the hearing is closed. The 

hearing on S.B. 58 is open. 

 

SENATE BILL 58 (1st Reprint): Revises provisions relating to distance education. 

(BDR 34-396) 

 

Nicole Rourke (Clark County School District): 

The changes in section 2 remove restraining qualifications or criteria for 

a distance education student. These changes will allow any student to enroll in 

a distance learning program as long as they are already eligible to be a student 

of a public school.  

 

Section 3 removes barriers for part-time students wishing to participate in 

a program of distance education. Currently, each student wishing to take an 

online class in a school district, other than his own, needs to obtain approval 

from the board of trustees of his home district each time he wants to take 

a class. We are proposing to remove that requirement for part-time students. 

 

Section 5 allows us to operate in a more efficient manner, using technology. 

Previously, schools had to make decisions on which courses to offer based on 

a minimum enrollment. If a school wanted to offer advanced-placement biology, 

but only had 12 students who wanted to enroll, the school could not offer the 

course. With distance-education courses, we can group students in a computer 

lab and teach as many courses as we wish. Each student has a highly qualified 
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EXHIBITS 
 

Bill  Exhibit Witness / Agency Description 

 A 2  Agenda 

 B 9  Attendance Roster 

 C 12 Fiscal Division Budget Closing List #7, 

May 13, 2013 

 D 2 Rick Combs  Proposed Budget 

Amendments 

S.B. 

113 

E 2 Senator Scott T. Hammond Proposed Amendment 

8713 

S.B. 

149 

F 1 Barry Gold Statement in Opposition 

S.B. 

445 

G 1 Craig Hulse Proposed Amendments 

S.B. 

445 

H 8 Janine Hansen Proposed Amendments 

S.B. 

471 

I 6 Steven Canavero Summary 

S.B. 

502 

J 1 Marla McDade Williams Proposed Technical 

Amendments 

S.B. 

502 

K 1 Wendy Simons Statement of Support 

S.B. 

407 

L 1 Craig Hulse Proposed Amendment 

S.B. 

468 

M 1 Peter G. Morros Proposed Amendment 
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Seventy-Seventh Session 

May 15, 2013 

 

 

The Senate Committee on Finance was called to order by Chair Debbie Smith at 

3:54 p.m. on Wednesday, May 15, 2013, in Room 2134 of the Legislative 

Building, Carson City, Nevada. The meeting was videoconferenced to Room 

4412E of the Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 555 East Washington 

Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda. Exhibit B is the 

Attendance Roster. All exhibits are available and on file in the Research Library 

of the Legislative Counsel Bureau. 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Debbie Smith, Chair 

Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Vice Chair 

Senator Moises (Mo) Denis 

Senator David R. Parks 

Senator Pete Goicoechea 

Senator Ben Kieckhefer 

Senator Michael Roberson 

 

GUEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Joseph P. Hardy, Senatorial District No. 12 

 

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Mark Krmpotic, Senate Fiscal Analyst 

Alex Haartz, Principal Deputy Fiscal Analyst 

Laura Freed, Senior Program Analyst  

RJ Keetch, Committee Secretary 

 

OTHERS PRESENT: 

 

Kim R. Wallin, State Controller, Office of the State Controller 

Neena Laxalt, Nevada State Board of Psychological Examiners 

Keith Lee, Nevada Board of Contractors; Nevada Board of Medical Examiners 

James R. Wells, Executive Officer, Board of the Public Employees’ Benefits 

Program 
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 THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

***** 

 

Mr. Krmpotic: 

Senate Joint Resolution (S.J.R.) 14 of the 76th Session was approved by the 

voters in 2012. The resolution would create an appellate court within the State 

judicial system. The Committee heard this resolution on March 4. If approved by 

the voters in 2014, the appellate court would be effective in 2015. 

 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 OF THE 76TH SESSION: Proposes to amend 

the Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 

(BDR C-1013) 

 

In FY 2014-2015, approximately $791,000 in funding would be needed for 

salaries of appellate court judges and associated support staff. Four budget 

accounts would be impacted by this resolution: the judicial education account, 

B/A 101-1487, which is self-funded and would require $10,662 from reserves; 

the state judicial elected officials, B/A 101-1490, which would pay judges 

salaries and would require about $327,000; the judicial support, governance 

and special events account, B/A 101-1493, requiring approximately $458,000; 

and the judicial selection account, B/A 101-1498 requiring about $7,100 to 

recommend candidates to the appellate court office. The ongoing costs would 

be approximately $1.6 million per biennium. 

 

Judicial Education — Budget Page JUDICIAL-40 (Volume I) 

Budget Account 101-1487 

 

State Judicial Elected Officials — Budget Page JUDICIAL-18 (Volume I) 

Budget Account 101-1490 

 

Judicial Support Governance and Special Events — Budget Page JUDICIAL-46 

(Volume I) 

Budget Account 101-1493 

 

Judicial Selection — Budget Page JUDICIAL-21 (Volume I) 

Budget Account 101-1498 
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If this resolution is approved by the voters, the Judicial Branch should approach 

the IFC for a contingency fund allocation to implement the appellate court in 

FY 2014-2015. The contingency fund balance is about $7 million. If the 

resolution was approved by the voters in November of 2014, it is likely the 

judicial branch would approach the IFC in December of 2014 for a funding 

allocation.  

 

There is a sufficient balance in the Contingency Account that could be used to 

support the appellate court. We may need to consider the Marketplace Fairness 

Act of 2013, if implemented by the U.S. Congress. Fiscal Staff recommends 

approval of S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session. 

 

Chair Smith: 

Do we need to amend this resolution? 

 

Mr. Krmpotic: 

No, we do not need to amend the resolution.  

 

Senator Kieckhefer:  

I mistakenly voted against this resolution during the 2011 Legislative Session. 

I have since learned much more about the needs of the judicial system. I am 

convinced that the appellate court is something that is needed in our State. 

 

SENATOR PARKS MOVED TO DO PASS S.J.R. 14 OF THE 76TH 

SESSION. 

 

SENATOR ROBERSON SECONDED THE MOTION. 

  

 THE MOTION CARRIED. (SENATOR DENIS WAS ABSENT FOR  THE 

 VOTE.) 

 

***** 

 

Mr. Krmpotic: 

Senate Bill 463 is the enabling bill to implement S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session. 

In section 193 of the bill, it indicates that this act becomes effective on January 

1, 2015, if S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session is approved by the Legislature and the 

voters.  
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SENATE BILL 463 (1st Reprint): Provides for the implementation of the Court of 

Appeals. (BDR 1-1197) 

 

SENATOR ROBERSON MOVED TO DO PASS S.B. 463. 

 

SENATOR GOICOECHEA SECONDED THE MOTION. 

  

 THE MOTION CARRIED. (SENATOR DENIS WAS ABSENT FOR  THE 

 VOTE.) 

 

***** 

 

Mr. Krmpotic: 

Senate Bill 464 was heard by the Committee on May 15. This is a budget 

implementation bill. The bill is consistent with the budget closing actions that 

the money committees have made related to the Nevada Department of 

Agriculture (NDA). The bill becomes effective July 1, 2013. Fiscal Staff 

recommends approval. 

 

SENATE BILL 464: Renames the State Sealer of Weights and Measures and the 

Division of Measurement Standards within the State Department of 

Agriculture. (BDR 50-1148) 

 

SENATOR GOICOECHEA MOVED TO DO PASS S.B. 464. 

 

SENATOR KIECKHEFER SECONDED THE MOTION. 

  

 THE MOTION CARRIED. (SENATOR DENIS WAS ABSENT FOR THE 

 VOTE.) 

 

***** 

 

Mr. Krmpotic: 

Senate Bill 465 was heard by the Committee on May 13. This is a budget 

implementation bill related to the NDA. The bill increases the head tax for 

livestock. The bill will be effective July 1, 2013. Fiscal Staff recommends 

approval of this bill. This bill requires a two-thirds majority approval.  
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EXHIBITS 
 

Bill  Exhibit Witness / Agency Description 

 A 2  Agenda 

 B 8  Attendance Roster 

S.B. 21 C 4 State Controller Amendment  

S.B. 21 D 5 State Controller Amendment 

S.B. 21 E 1 DHHS, Division of Health Care 

Financing and Policy 

Withdraw Fiscal Note 757 

S.B. 501 F 1 DHHS, Health Division Amendment 

S.B. 501 G 9 Barry W. Lovgren Proposed Amendment 

S.B. 34 H 18 PEBP Presentation 

S.B. 34 I 1 Martin Bibb PEBP Budget-Account 

1338 

S.B. 340 J 11 Keith Lee Proposed Amendment 

8810 

S.B. 44 K 4 LCB Proposed Amendment 

8836 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

OF THE 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

 

Seventy-Seventh Session 

May 23, 2013 

 

The Committee on Judiciary was called to order by Chairman Jason Frierson 

at 8:20 a.m. on Thursday, May 23, 2013, in Room 3138 of the Legislative 

Building, 401 South Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada.  The meeting was 

videoconferenced to Room 4401 of the Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 

555  East Washington Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada.  Copies of the minutes, 

including the Agenda (Exhibit A), the Attendance Roster (Exhibit B), and other 

substantive exhibits, are available and on file in the Research Library of the 

Legislative Counsel Bureau and on the Nevada Legislature's website at 

nelis.leg.state.nv.us/77th2013.  In addition, copies of the audio record may be 

purchased through the Legislative Counsel Bureau's Publications Office (email: 

publications@lcb.state.nv.us; telephone: 775-684-6835). 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Assemblyman Jason Frierson, Chairman 

Assemblyman James Ohrenschall, Vice Chairman 

Assemblyman Richard Carrillo 

Assemblywoman Lesley E. Cohen 

Assemblywoman Olivia Diaz 

Assemblywoman Marilyn Dondero Loop 

Assemblyman Wesley Duncan 

Assemblywoman Michele Fiore 

Assemblyman Ira Hansen 

Assemblyman Andrew Martin 

Assemblywoman Ellen B. Spiegel 

Assemblyman Tyrone Thompson 

Assemblyman Jim Wheeler 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: 

 

None 

 

GUEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Tick Segerblom, Clark County Senatorial District No. 3 

Senator Barbara Cegavske, Clark County Senatorial District No. 8 
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they are released from prison.  We have social workers who help in this area 

and one of the frustrations is the inability to get a state identification or driver's 

license.  On behalf of them, we are very much in support of this legislation.  

We think it will help our clients on the back end be able to reintegrate in the 

community.  I want to thank Senator Segerblom and Senator Cegavske for 

bringing this bill and also, Mr. Ponder, for the work that he does on behalf of 

the public defender clients.  With that, I would take any questions. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Are there any questions from the Committee?  [There were none.]  Is there 

anyone else here or in Las Vegas wishing to offer testimony in support? 

 

Brian Connett: 

During this part of the testimony, NDOC is in support of this bill.  Thank you. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

[There is no opposition.]  Senator Cegavske and Senator Segerblom, I appreciate 

your bringing the bill.  With that, we will close the hearing on S.B. 423 and 

move on to Senate Joint Resolution 14 of the 76th Session. 

 

Senate Joint Resolution 14 of the 76th Session:  Proposes to amend the 

Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 

(BDR C-1013) 

 

Senator Tick Segerblom, Clark County Senatorial District No. 3: 

This bill allows the voters to consider again whether to have an intermediate 

appellate court.  We all know it is really an important step in the modernization 

of Nevada.  With that, I will turn it over to the Chief Justice. 

 

Kristina Pickering, Chief Justice, Supreme Court of Nevada: 

I have with me my colleague, Justice James Hardesty, who created the 

business plan that this proposition is based on.  I know that when we came to 

you before on the overview of the judicial branch, we covered much of what is 

in this slide handout that we have distributed for today (Exhibit C).  I do not 

want to belabor things or bore you with materials that you are already familiar 

with, but I would like to briefly make a record of why this is so important and 

why we sincerely hope that we can gain, not just passage, but unanimous 

passage. 

 

Let me begin with slide 1, which is the broad question of why we need a court 

of appeals.  The basic proposition, and this has broad bipartisan support, is that 

now more than ever, Nevada needs to move into the twenty-first century and 

establish a court of appeals.  It requires a constitutional amendment to do so 
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because the way our constitution was set up 150 years ago, we have district 

court judges and the Supreme Court, but we do not have a court of appeals in 

between.  We are one of just ten states that is in that position but it does take a 

constitutional amendment. 

 

Last session, the proposition to put this on the ballot passed the Legislature.  

It is back before you again this session.  If it passes this body, it will go on the 

ballot in 2014.  It must then gain a majority vote of the citizens of Nevada.  

So that is the position we are in today is urging you to pass this so it can go on 

the ballot and the voters can decide whether they agree with us and whether 

we can make a sufficient case to them.  But this is necessary and appropriate at 

this point. 

 

Here are the questions: (1) Why is the court of appeals needed?  (2) How will 

it operate?  (3) What will it cost?  I can skip through the next several 

slides because they are familiar to you; I covered them earlier in the judicial 

branch overview.  Let us go to slide 7 which is the Nevada Supreme Court 

Caseload Statistics and Analysis of Case Inventory, and then to slide 8 which 

follows.  There is a series of slides in this segment that demonstrate in different 

ways, by graphs, by bar graphs, in words, all the same proposition which is 

that, year after year, month after month, the workload of the Supreme Court is 

increasing.  It stands to reason that that would be so.  We have what is called 

mandatory jurisdiction over every appeal from every district court judgment in 

the state.  We must hear and decide all of those appeals.  The subject matter 

can range from somebody whose driver's license has been revoked, they are 

unhappy about that, and they feel they got a bad shake before the Department 

of Motor Vehicles and on judicial review before the district court.  We hear 

those cases.  We also hear death penalty cases.  We hear multimillion dollar 

disputes; we hear family law matters; we hear everything.  So let us look at the 

numbers that we see here. 

 

What slide 8 projects are the new cases filed each year and then below that, it 

shows the number of cases we have been able to resolve.  It then shows where 

we will be at the end of the year in terms of the backlog of cases remaining.  

Sadly, what this absolutely predicts is, looking forward, assuming case filings 

continue their upward trajectory, we will not be able to keep abreast of the new 

cases filed, meaning we will be creating a big backlog. 

 

[Chief Justice Pickering continued to read from (Exhibit C).] 

 

The problem when you have the volume of cases that we have, you are forced 

into a situation where we do what is called "memorandum dispositions."  

They are published in the sense that they are certainly public record and anyone 
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who wants to read them can, but they are not able to be cited as precedent 

because they are short-form postcards from the court that say, "Here is how 

your case came out and here is a quick reason why."  But it is not the in-depth 

treatment and the creation of precedent, so we have many fewer published 

dispositions relative to the total caseload.  That is injurious to this court and to 

this state in terms of the development of the law, as well as people from out of 

state looking at our state and seeing what sort of justice system we have.  

Can you predict risk?  Can you predict outcome based on the sparse published 

precedent that we have?  We work very hard on the so-called published or 

precedential dispositions to make sure they are right and that they are clear, not 

just so they can be applied in actual litigated cases.  Also, people can look at 

something and say, you know, I may disagree with you, but I can predict how 

this dispute is going to come out in light of the existing case law;  I do not think 

my position is very sound, so let us compromise and move forward without 

even engaging the court process.  That is very important to the business 

community, and if you look at the statistics, for example, the U.S. Chamber of 

Commerce has done a big study on this.  One of the things that corporate 

counsel really look at in considering whether to locate in this state is what kind 

of published precedent do they have that gives judicial gloss to the statutes that 

are on the books so people can say if I get into a dispute with somebody in 

Nevada, how will it come out.  Can I guide my affairs reliably?  And that is very 

important. 

 

[Chief Justice Pickering referred to slide 9 from (Exhibit C).]  This illustrates 

what I am talking about in terms of authored opinions which are the published 

dispositions.  It also gives you a feel for the breakdown of this subject matter of 

the cases that we address. 

 

Slide 10 is another presentation of what I have been using words to describe.  

It shows the ever-climbing workload that we have and our efforts to soldier 

along and keep disposing of as many cases as we can.  Our estimate though, 

even using fewer published dispositions, relying on staff, working in panels of 

three instead of a seven-justice court, we think we cannot fairly produce more 

than 2,270 dispositions per year.  With the caseload that we have, since we 

can only decide cases in groups of three, we would have to keep up with the 

2,500 new filings in fiscal year 2012.  Each one of the justices would have to 

read, digest, review, write the disposition, or sign on to a colleague's.  

We would have to do three of those every day, 365 days per year, to keep 

abreast of that just to put it in numeric terms.  That is Christmas, birthdays, and 

so on and that is a very tall order.  The result is shown on slide 11 in terms of 

delay to disposition.  That is obviously costly to the people involved.  They need 

to have their disputes resolved.  We are trying to keep up with the case of the 

filings but as you see, the age of the cases is increasing. 
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The next slide, slide 12, tries to chart out where Nevada is relative to the other 

states that do not have courts of appeals and, as you can see, Nevada has 

achieved No. 1 status in terms of numbers of cases per judge.  This is dividing 

2,500 by seven and assuming only one judge per case, but that assumption is 

inaccurate because constitutionally, we sit, at a minimum, in panels of three and 

we do not always agree with one another.   Sometimes, there are dissents and 

that is part of the development of the law and part of the legal system.  So the 

question is, how would this work? 

 

[Chief Justice Pickering referred to slide 13 from (Exhibit C).]  The constitutional 

amendment that we would tender to the voters and ask them is, do you agree 

with us that the time has come to establish a court of appeals in Nevada?  

The question would go on the ballot in 2014.  If the voters pass it, there would 

be three new positions created, the court of appeals judges.  Merit selection 

process would be engaged, and, assuming everything went quickly, those new 

judges would take office in the first week of January 2015. 

 

The plan is different from some courts of appeals in other states and this is 

where Justice Hardesty has made such an incredible contribution to avoid 

creating additional bureaucracy.  The vision is this:  All cases would continue to 

be filed with the Supreme Court clerk, and we would enact what is called a 

push-down model.  We would not then have two separate clerks' offices.  

The cases would be filed with the Supreme Court clerk who would then 

cull through them and, by rules adopted by the Supreme Court, push down 

a number of the cases that come in to the court of appeals where they could 

be resolved there and end there with only discretionary review to the 

Supreme Court in certain categories.  That is very important because we do not 

increase the number of personnel.  We still have the same number of cases 

filed, but some are rerouted to the court of appeals by the existing clerk's office 

so there is not a new cash outlay for personnel or a new clerk's office.  We also 

have the entire seventeenth floor of the Regional Justice Center in 

Clark County, and the office space there would accommodate the three new 

judges on the court of appeals if the voters do pass it and this body passes the 

proposition.  [Chief Justice Pickering referred to slides 15 and 16 from 

(Exhibit C).] 

 

When we presented this to the Senate Committee on Judiciary, it passed 

unanimously with broad bipartisan support.  We were asked following that 

presentation whether this should carry a fiscal note.  It does not, by its terms, 

carry a fiscal impact in our estimation in terms of how it is defined in the 

statutes because it is contingent—it has to pass the voters to come online.  

If everything went perfectly so we have the court up and running in January 

2015, the fiscal impact to this biennium would be $791,644 to the best of our 
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ability to estimate, that being one-half of one year's personnel cost associated 

with this, plus a little for the merit selection process. 

 

Slide 18 addresses various ways in which this could be funded and, ultimately, 

we would also go to Interim Finance Committee, if this passes.  But we do 

emphasize that the Supreme Court has been frugal in trying to live within our 

means.  We take up less than one percent of the General Fund, yet we have 

been able to marshal resources so that we have been returning reversions each 

year. 

 

The benefits of the court of appeals have been woven throughout what I have 

said this morning, and I apologize to take so much time but I really am 

passionate about this.  The Nevada Supreme Court and our districts have 

been very fortunate, historically.  We have had many extraordinary jurists in 

Nevada.  That is a gift to this system, but the court of appeals would allow 

us to continue to do that and keep Nevada on the map as a decent place to 

do business and a decent place to live.  We want to maintain that high quality 

and we are at our capacity at this point.  It will allow us to effectively manage 

all appeals, meaning not just time to disposition—it would certainly help in 

that—but also quality of disposition and the thought and reflection that goes 

into appellate cases.  It would allow us to improve the production of our 

published dispositions.  They take a lot of time and a lot of thought and effort.  

It may not be evident to the people who lose always, but the fact of the matter 

is, I practiced law for many, many years and contested cases some of which 

were really hotly contested.  Nobody likes to lose, but if you understand exactly 

that the law was applied to you and it was applied in a reasonable, fair way, 

people understand that and they do not go away angry.  They may go away 

disappointed, but they understand and respect the system and this would 

improve that. 

 

The court of appeals would allow us to minimize delay.  We would be moving 

off approximately 800 to 1,000 of the 2,500 cases in fiscal year 2012, as an 

example, so it would allow us to improve our productivity.  It would ensure 

timeliness; the saying that justice delayed is justice denied is really true.  Think 

about child custody cases.  If your appeal takes three years to get through, the 

child has gone from 4 to 7, or 7 to 10, or 10 to 13.  There needs to be closure 

for people, and that is not just true in the family law arena, but in all arenas.  

It would establish a traditional error correction court, and it would be operated 

at minimal fiscal impact to the state. 

 

At the hearing before the Senate Finance Committee, Governor Sandoval sent a 

representative to state that we have the wholehearted support of the 

Governor's Office.  We also had State Bar of Nevada President Frank Flaherty 
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who testified that we have the wholehearted support of the State Bar.  And if 

this passes, we will do the best in educating our voters in why this is so 

essential. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Thank you, Chief Justice.  Justice Hardesty, did you want to make any 

introductory comments? 

 

James W. Hardesty, Associate Justice, Supreme Court of Nevada: 

No, I have nothing further to add to the Chief's presentation except to respond 

to questions.  Thank you. 

 

Assemblywoman Spiegel: 

Thank you for bringing this forward.  You have done a really good job outlining 

the need for this court.  I did have a question about the salaries that you used in 

the business model.  In the other bill, it was starting at $165,000.  How was 

that arrived at?  According to <www.payscale.com>, it was stated that a 

judge with 15 years' experience, which I think was the minimum that was 

required, and a salary of $165,000 was in the top 84th percentile nationwide of 

compensation.  Doing more research, as of December 2010, a judge with 10 to 

19 years' experience, their pay scale ranged on the average from $46,000 to 

$147,000. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Ms. Spiegel, I do not think you are talking about this bill.  The second bill goes 

into those figures so we can talk about that with the implementation. 

 

Assemblywoman Spiegel: 

Okay, then I can come back.  Thank you. 

 

Assemblyman Ohrenschall: 

Good morning, your Honor, Justice Hardesty, and Justice Douglas.  Thank you 

for working so hard on this issue.  When I was in law school, many of the 

professors complained that, because our state is young and for other reasons, 

one being that we do not have an intermediate court of appeals, there was a 

gap and not enough case law.  Could you speak to how the intermediate court 

of appeals, if the voters do establish it, will help us build that body of case law 

and maybe lead to less litigation if there is more case law? 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

As the Chief points out, one of the advantages we see to this proposal is to 

increase the number of published opinions.  Currently, with the time to 

disposition that occurs in most appeals, which is quite lengthy frankly, the 
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justices are faced with a very difficult decision in many cases about whether, 

once they have decided the case, to publish the case as an opinion or resolve it 

by way of a memorandum, disposition, or order.  Oftentimes, the decision is 

made to resolve the case as an order because of the time it has taken for the 

case to get thus far.  These cases can affect children and many other people 

whose lives are impacted by the delays of these decisions.  When we undertake 

a published opinion, the process itself is extraordinarily lengthy.  Not only do the 

justices have to weigh in on how an opinion is drafted and researched but so, 

too, do our editing teams, and the process for generating an opinion can take 

months depending on the complexity of the case. 

 

I think the most frustrating thing that every justice would tell you is the lack of 

time to write.  It is so frustrating for me to have so little time to write because 

you are pushed from case to case to case to case and anybody who practices 

law or watches the legal system knows that the written word is the key to how 

we communicate in the legal business.  Having the time to write opinions that 

are going to have precedential impact is so critical.  If we could reduce our 

involvement in error correction cases, some 700, maybe 900 cases, it would 

increase our time to write and would allow us to seize those cases that are 

capable of becoming published opinions.  I think we could increase the number 

of published opinions as a consequence. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Are there any other questions from the Committee? 

 

Assemblywoman Cohen: 

Thank you all for being here.  I have a question about the mandatory mediation 

program.  I have seen that it has been very effective.  If there is an appellate 

court, will that be expanded to the appellate court?  Will it remain in the 

Supreme Court? 

 

Chief Justice Pickering: 

The Supreme Court settlement program has been enormously effective and it is 

part of what has allowed us to keep even marginally abreast of the new case 

filings.  For those who are not familiar with it, we mandate that certain 

categories of cases go to settlement conference before they are fully briefed 

and argued and decided.  Our vision is that we would continue to do that and 

handle by rule that proposition.  I do not know for a fact whether it would all go 

forward at the Supreme Court level.  My belief is that it would appropriately use 

the same program on the cases that are referred to the settlement program, 

would be referred to the settlement program without stumble or misstep at all.  

They are referred before they are looked at by a judge so that process 

diminishes the number of cases to the extent it produces settlements that 
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have to be resolved.  So in no way would we back off of that program.  

What happens is people come out of the district court and one side has won 

and one side has lost so they are in a much better position perhaps to estimate 

likely outcome on appeal, and that is why that program has been as successful 

as it has been. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Are there other questions from the Committee?  Seeing none, I invite those here 

in Carson City and Las Vegas wishing to offer testimony in support of S.J.R. 14 

of the 76th Session. 

 

Ben Graham, representing Administrative Office of the Courts: 

I am here on behalf of the State Bar of Nevada and as the Chief reflected, the 

President of the State Bar testified in a prior hearing their full support of this.  

The business and labor communities have also come forward with exactly the 

reasons why we need this.  The enthusiasm among the Bar and other people in 

our community will see that this is passed provided this body gives us an 

opportunity to do that.  Thank you. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Are there any questions? 

 

Assemblyman Duncan: 

Good morning, Mr. Graham, and thank you for being here.  I completely agree 

that if we are going to move forward as a state, we absolutely have to have an 

appellate body of the law and allow you folks the opportunity to be able to give 

us more opinions and to be able to spend that time writing those opinions.  

So I certainly support these efforts. 

 

Mr. Graham, how are we going to educate the public that this is absolutely a 

necessity? 

 

Ben Graham: 

This has been a case where we have had to say, hold off, slow down.  

Our constituency, for the next several days, is 63.  It would have been 

presumptuous for any of us to start anything before all of this comes to being.  

We have people in the business, labor, and judicial communities that are 

standing by and ready to start to work, not only with the committee, but then 

the almighty dollar fundraising.  There would be a presence to support S.J.R. 14 

of the 76 Session in every single county.  The public is going to know and 

understand why it is important to them, not really the courts, but why it is 

important to the public that we get this thing off. 
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Justice Hardesty: 

Mr. Chairman, may I augment that answer? 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Please, Justice Hardesty. 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

Mr. Duncan, I appreciate your comments.  Similar observations were made by 

senators during the Senate Judiciary Committee and, to the extent that you and 

other legislators find this to be a worthwhile proposition, it is my belief that the 

Legislature can play as a big a role or more significant role, frankly, than the 

judges ever could in communicating with your constituents about the 

importance of this measure. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Thank you.  Are there other questions?  [There were none.] 

 

Andres Moses, representing Eighth Judicial District Court of Clark County: 

On behalf of our 52 district court judges, we are in full support of S.J.R. 14 of 

the 76th Session.  Thank you. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Are there any other questions?  [There were none.]  Is there anyone else 

wishing to offer testimony in support?  I see no one.  Is there anyone wishing to 

offer testimony in opposition, either here or in Las Vegas?  [There was no one.]  

Is there anyone wishing to offer testimony in a neutral position?  Seeing none,  

if you have closing remarks, feel free.  Obviously, we have been through this 

and I certainly recognize how incredibly important this is for the state.  Having 

been a law clerk at the Supreme Court, the workload is tremendous and I know 

it has only gotten worse.  And so we can use some help in this.  It is something 

that certainly helps everybody across the state. 

 

With that, I will close the hearing on S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session and now 

open the hearing on Senate Bill 463 (1st Reprint), which I understand is the 

implementation mechanism for S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session.  Welcome, 

Justice Douglas. 

 

Senate Bill 463 (1st Reprint):  Provides for the implementation of the Court of 

Appeals. (BDR 1-1197) 
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Kristina Pickering, Chief Justice, Supreme Court of Nevada: 

My colleagues, Justice Michael Douglas and Justice James Hardesty, are with 

me today.  We are here to testify in support of Senate Bill 463 (1st Reprint) and 

to answer any questions that anyone might have. 

 

Essentially, S.B. 463 (R1) is implementing legislation that would become 

effective when, and if, S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session passes this body and 

is passed by the voters.  This booklet searches and identifies the statutes 

where the words, "Supreme Court Justice," appear and then adds in, 

"Court of Appeals," so it adapts the existing statutory scheme to the creation of 

the Court of Appeals body. 

 

Assemblywoman Spiegel had questions about the pay scale and how that was 

arrived at.  It grew out of the fact that district court judges, by statute passed 

by this body, had a salary of $160,000.  Supreme Court Justices had a salary 

of $170,000, and $165,000 was exactly halfway between.  It was putting it in 

between the existing pay scale that is on the statutory books.  We hope to 

attract highly qualified candidates for that—judges with experience, or lawyers 

with significant practice experience.  And so, that is where that number came 

from and those are legitimate questions. 

 

Beyond that, it is self-explanatory.  All these statutes are on the books; 

they apply to the Supreme Court, and this fat booklet adapts that to the 

Court of Appeals.  If you have any questions about it, my colleagues and I are 

happy to answer them.  Thank you. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Ms. Spiegel, did you want to follow up on your question, or did that answer it?  

 

Assemblywoman Spiegel: 

No, that answered it.  I did have another question.  In section 13, subsection 1, 

it talks about that if the spouse of someone who had been retired and what 

happens with their pension and what remuneration they are entitled.  It says 

they are entitled until the spouse's death or remarriage.  I was wondering if we 

might not want to also look at including entering into a domestic partnership. 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

This language is consistent with the language that applies to the district court 

judges and the Supreme Court Justices.  It would be inappropriate for me or, 

I am sure, my colleagues to offer an opinion about whether the domestic 

partnership statute enacted by this Legislature in 2011 does not already cover 

this.  But I suspect that it does.  We would be concerned if we manipulated this 

much more because that would involve Public Employees' Retirement System 
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adjustment and actuarial adjustments that have not been considered as part of 

this.  We tried to make the judge who would sit on the court of appeals be 

placed in exactly the same position for retirement, benefit, or spousal benefits.  

I believe the domestic partner statute probably addresses this issue. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Are there any other questions from the Committee?  Seeing none, I would 

welcome any comments that Justice Hardesty or Justice Douglas may have, if 

they have anything to add.  Otherwise, the bill is what it is.  We have to 

implement it, and I think it models existing language to the extent it is already in 

existing law with respect to other judges and justices. 

 

Justice Hardesty: 

I cannot think of a measure that has received more careful examination from a 

fiscal standpoint than implementing a brand new court of appeals at a cost that 

I think, by any measure, is significantly below the operating cost of any court of 

appeals in the United States.  I think this is the most fiscally responsible 

measure that has ever been tendered, even though it is a slight increase in 

government, it is probably about as marginal as one could expect. 

 

Michael L. Douglas, Associate Justice, Supreme Court of Nevada: 

The Chief outlined our case, but in actuality, in human terms, I think she was 

dead on point.  It is not about us.  It is not about our caseload.  We will labor 

and do the best we can for the people of Nevada no matter what.  But in 

actuality, it is about the people of Nevada as she identified.  If you have a child 

dispute, you do not want to see your child age two or three years while they 

are waiting to find out if they are living with mom or dad so many days of the 

week, or is mom or dad going to get an increase in child support.  If I am an 

individual, I have to wait to find out if I will get paid for the fender bender or get 

my money back because someone hustled me in a business deal, or I am sitting 

in jail and I think I have a valid claim for relief for my sentence, I have to sit in 

jail an extra one or two years.  We are talking about human consequence in the 

delay to the judicial system.  That is the real issue for the citizens of the 

State of Nevada that you represent and we attempt to service. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Thank you, Justice Douglas.  Your being here, and it is not often that we have 

three justices here, shows your commitment to this cause and how serious and 

how necessary this is.  I appreciate your hard work in getting us to this point 

and you willingness to answer any questions we may have. 

 

That said, I invite anyone here in Carson City or in Las Vegas wishing to offer 

testimony in support of S.B. 463 (R1) to come forward.  [There was no one.]  
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Opposition, here or in Las Vegas?  [There was no one.]  Neutral?  Seeing none, 

thank you very much.  I appreciate your commitment and your being here.  

With that, I will close the hearing on S.B. 463 (R1) and briefly open it up for 

any public comment, if there is any.  There being none, today's Assembly 

Committee on Judiciary is now adjourned [at 9:18 a.m.]. 
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Now, more than ever before, Nevada 
needs a Court of Appeals 

  

 We address three important 
questions. 

 1. Why is the court of appeals 
 needed? 

 2. How will it operate? 

 3. What will it cost? 
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Judicial Branch 

 Article 3, Section 1, of the Nevada 

Constitution 
 The powers of the Government of the State of Nevada shall be 

divided into three separate departments,—the Legislative,—the 
Executive and the Judicial... 

 

 Article 6, Section 1, of the Nevada 

Constitution 
 The judicial power of this State shall be vested in a court 

system, comprising a Supreme Court, district courts, and 
justices of the peace.  
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Nevada’s Current System 

Nevada Supreme Court 
7 Justices 

District Court 
82 Judges 

Justice Court 
67* Justices of the 

Peace 
*9 Justices serve in a dual capacity 

as Municipal Court Judges 

Municipal Court 
21 Judges 
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District Courts 
Article 6, Sec. 5 & 6; NRS Chapter 3 

 10 judicial districts, 17 county 
courts 

 82 judges of general jurisdiction 

 Jurisdiction - 
 Preside over cases of felony 

and gross misdemeanor 
crimes; civil matters above 
$10,000; and family law cases, 
including juvenile crimes 
(exclusive), abuse, and 
neglect. Conduct jury and non-
jury trials. Rule on legal issues. 
Hear appeals of Justice and 
Municipal Court cases. 

District Court Case Filings, 2012 

Criminal Civil Famil
y 

Juvenil
e 

15,481 30,77
0 

69,32
8 

11,788 

Total Case Filings: 127,367 

District Court Case Dispositions, 
2012 

Criminal Civil Famil
y 

Juvenil
e 

16,830 36,32
0 

64,62
0 

13,736 

Total Case Dispositions: 131,506 
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Supreme Court Duties 

 Administer the Nevada judicial system 

 Decide all civil and criminal cases appealed 
from District Court 

 Exercise extraordinary writ review - writs 
of mandamus, certiorari, prohibition, quo 
warranto, and habeas corpus 

 Licensure and discipline of lawyers 

 Appellate review for judicial discipline 
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Nevada Supreme Court 
Caseload Statistics & 

Analysis of Case Inventory 
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Supreme Court Cases Filed and 

Disposed  
Projections for the 2013 – 2015 Biennium 

 
  FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 FY 13* FY 14* FY 15*  

New Cases Filed 2,266 2,395 2,500 2,625 2,756 2,894 

Cases Resolved 2,419 2,220 2,270 2,270 2,270 2,270 

Cases Pending 1,514 1,689 1,919 2,274 2,760 3,384 

 
 *Projections for cases filed and cases pending include a 5% increase each year 

  

 

• It took 112 years – from statehood on October 31, 1864 until August 12, 1977 – 
for the first 10,000 cases to be filed in the Nevada Supreme  Court.  

 
• Over the next 30 years – from 1977 to August 13, 2007 – 40,000 more cases 

were filed, 10,000 of which were filed between 2002-2007. 
 
• The 60,000th case was filed on January 9, 2012. 
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Nevada Supreme Court Cases Filed and Disposed  
Fiscal Years 2008-12 

Fiscal

Year 

2008

Fiscal

Year 

2009

Fiscal

Year 

2010

Fiscal

Year 

2011

Fiscal

Year 

2012

Cases Filed

Bar Matters 38 42 51 52 77

Appeals 1,842 1,759 1,873 1,954 2,054

Original Proceedings 334 327 327 369 351

Other 4 7 1 0 0

Reinstated 20 17 14 20 18

Total Cases Filed 2,238 2,152 2,266 2,395 2,500

Cases Disposed

By Opinions* 90 98 63 71 92

By Order 1,869 2,069 2,356 2,149 2,178

Total Cases Disposed 1,959 2,167 2,419 2,220 2,270

Cases Pending 1,682 1,667 1,514 1,689 1,919

Authored Opinions 74
r

78
r

56
r

67
r

86

* Includes single and consolidated cases disposed per curiam or by authored opinion.
r    Revised from previous publications
Source: Nevada Supreme Court Clerks Office
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Supreme Court Case Filings and 
Disposals 

10 334
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Supreme Court 
Cases Decided in Calendar Year 2012 

 

 

 

Numbers Disposed in Calendar Year 2012 by Case Category 

65 Bar Matters  862 Civil Appeals 989 Criminal Appeals 329 Original Proceedings 11 335
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Characteristics of Nevada and Other Selected States 

Without Courts of Appeals.  
All data from respective states’ most recent annual report or web page (2010-2012). 

Population 

Ranking a
En Banc or 

Panels Justices Cases Filed

Cases per 

Justice

Nevada b 35 Both 7 2,500 357

West Virginia b,c 37 En Banc 5 1,668 334

Maine d 41 En Banc 7 690 99

New Hampshire d 42 Both 5 910 182

Rhode Island d 43 En Banc 5 418 84

Montana b 44 Both 7 775 111

Delaware b 45 Both 5 714 143

South Dakota b 46 En Banc 5 406 81

Vermont d 49 En Banc 5 480 96

Wyoming b,e 50 En Banc 5 265 53
a

b State does not have discretionary case review , unless otherw ise noted.
c Supreme Court changed from discretionary to nondiscretionary case review  on December 1, 2010.
d Includes mandatory cases and total discretionary petitions f iled.
e Fiscal year 2009 information per CSP 2009 (http://w w w .courtstatistics.org/).

States Without an 

Appeals Court

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division,Table 1. Annual Estimates of the  Population  for the 
United States,  Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2010 to July  1, 2011  (NST-EST2011-01).
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Nevada Court of Appeals 
SJR 14* 

 Article 6 of Nevada’s Constitution would be amended by 
adding new section 3A and amending section 4 to provide in 
part: 

 Sec. 3A ―1.  The court of appeals consists of three judges or 
such greater number as the Legislature may provide by law 
. . . .‖ 

 ―Sec. 3A ―2.  After the initial terms, each judge of the court 
of appeals must be elected by the qualified electors of this 
State at the general election for a term of 6 years . . . .  The 
initial three judges of the court of appeals must be appointed 
by the Governor . . . .  The term of the initial judges is 2 
years beginning on the first Monday of January next after 
the effective date of this Section . . . .‖ 
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Nevada Court of Appeals 
SJR 14* 

 Sec. 4 ―1.  . . . The Supreme Court shall fix 
by rule the jurisdiction of the court of 
appeals and shall provide for the review, 
where appropriate, of appeals decided by 
the court of appeals. . . .‖. 
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  Nevada Court of Appeals 
SJR 14* 

 

 3-Judge Court sitting in the Regional 
Justice Center 

 Using a push down model, approximately 
700 select cases assigned to the Court of 
Appeals 

 No need for a new court clerk or central 
legal staff  

 No added judicial bureaucracy with Writ 
review only to the Supreme Court 
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Proposed Plan 

 Minimum of three judges 

 

 Statewide jurisdiction 

 

 Utilizes existing 
infrastructure 

 Supreme Court Building 
(Northern NV) 

 Regional Justice Center 
(Southern NV) 

 No facility costs, 
operating costs of 
$1,497,000 per fiscal 
year, which include the 
salaries of the Judges 
and their staff 

 

 

Nevada Supreme Court 

District 
Court 

Justice 
Court 

Municipal 
Court 

Appellate 
Court 
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  Potential Fiscal Impact 

The adoption of SJR14 does not by itself carry a 
"fiscal impact" as defined in NRS Ch. 218D. 

 

Only if the citizens vote to amend the Constitution 
will there be a fiscal consequence. If the 
Amendment is approved, the three new judges 
would not take office before January 2015. The 
projected cost associated with the court of 
appeals is $1,497,000 per fiscal year, meaning 
$791,644 for the last half of FY 2015 (including 
start-up costs).  
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Operating Costs are offset by Supreme 
Court reversions to the State General fund 

 Fiscal year 2009 the Nevada 
Supreme Court reverted nearly 
$2,500,000 to the General Fund 

 Fiscal year 2010 the Nevada 
Supreme Court reverted $872,571  
to the General Fund 

 Fiscal year 2011 the Nevada 
Supreme Court reverted $1,287,378 
to the General Fund 
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Benefits of the Court of Appeals 
 

 Maintain high quality in the judicial process 

 Efficiently manage all appeals 

 Improve the production of published 
dispositions 

 Minimize delay in processing appeals 

 Ensure appellate decisions are rendered in a 
timely manner 

 Establish a traditional error correction court 

 Operated at minimal fiscal impact to the State 

 

 
19 343



Minutes ID: 1282 

*CM1282* 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

OF THE 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

 

Seventy-Seventh Session 

May 27, 2013 

 

The Committee on Judiciary was called to order by Chairman Jason Frierson 

at 9:08 a.m. on Monday, May 27, 2013, in Room 3138 of the Legislative 

Building, 401 South Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada.  The meeting was 

videoconferenced to Room 4401 of the Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 

555 East Washington Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada.  Copies of the minutes, 

including the Agenda (Exhibit A), the Attendance Roster (Exhibit B), and other 

substantive exhibits, are available and on file in the Research Library of the 

Legislative Counsel Bureau and on the Nevada Legislature's website at 

nelis.leg.state.nv.us/77th2013.  In addition, copies of the audio record may be 

purchased through the Legislative Counsel Bureau's Publications Office (email: 

publications@lcb.state.nv.us; telephone: 775-684-6835). 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Assemblyman Jason Frierson, Chairman 

Assemblyman James Ohrenschall, Vice Chairman 

Assemblyman Richard Carrillo 

Assemblywoman Lesley E. Cohen 

Assemblywoman Olivia Diaz 

Assemblywoman Marilyn Dondero Loop 

Assemblyman Wesley Duncan 

Assemblywoman Michele Fiore 

Assemblyman Ira Hansen 

Assemblyman Andrew Martin 

Assemblywoman Ellen B. Spiegel 

Assemblyman Tyrone Thompson 

Assemblyman Jim Wheeler 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: 

 

None 

 

GUEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT: 

 

Assemblyman William C. Horne, Clark County Assembly District No. 34 
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Assemblyman Thompson will handle the floor statement.  Next in our work 

session is Senate Joint Resolution 14 of the 76th Session. 

 

Senate Joint Resolution 14 of the 76th Session:  Proposes to amend the 

Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 

(BDR C-1013) 

 

Dave Ziegler, Committee Policy Analyst: 

Senate Joint Resolution 14 of the 76th Session was sponsored by the 

Senate Committee on Judiciary and heard in this Committee on May 23, 2013.  

This joint resolution proposes an amendment to the Nevada Constitution to 

create an intermediate appellate court, known as the Court of Appeals, 

composed of three judges initially appointed to two-year terms by the Governor 

from nominees chosen by the Commission on Judicial Selection.  Following 

initial appointment, the judges will be elected at the general election to serve a 

term of six years.  [Mr. Ziegler continued to read from the work session 

document (Exhibit E).]  There were no amendments. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Thank you, Mr. Ziegler.  Is there any discussion on the bill? 

 

Assemblyman Hansen: 

This should only come into play after the people have voted on this, correct?  

Is it one vote or two votes before it becomes part of the Constitution?  Right 

now this bill is theoretical and it would only come into play after two full voting 

cycles, correct? 

 

Dave Ziegler: 

If the Legislature passes S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session and the voters ratify 

S.J.R. 14 of the 76th Session at the upcoming general election, then it would 

take effect. 

 

Assemblyman Hansen: 

So only one general election cycle.  It does not go on the ballot twice to amend 

the Constitution? 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

It could go either way.  It could be twice by the Legislature and once by the 

people, or twice by the people and once by the Legislature.  This will be the 

second go-around by the Legislature, having done this once already, and if 

passed, it will go to the people. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN OHRENSCHALL MOVED TO DO PASS 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 OF THE 76TH SESSION. 

 

ASSEMBLYMAN WHEELER SECONDED THE MOTION. 

 

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

Assemblyman Ohrenschall will handle the floor statement.  The next bill is 

Senate Bill 463 (1st Reprint). 

 

Senate Bill 463 (1st Reprint):  Provides for the implementation of the Court of 

Appeals. (BDR 1-1197) 

 

Dave Ziegler, Committee Policy Analyst: 

Senate Bill 463 (1st Reprint) was sponsored by the Senate Committee on 

Finance and heard in this Committee on May 23, 2013.  This is the 

implementation measure for the Court of Appeals.  This bill would become 

effective on January 1, 2015, if the current Legislature passes and the voters 

ratify Senate Joint Resolution 14 of the 76th Session.  The bill enacts statutory 

provisions covering eligibility for the office of judge of the Court of Appeals, 

annual base salaries, judicial pensions and retirement, and other subjects.  

It requires the Court of Appeals to hold regular sessions each year as necessary 

to dispose of its business, and to always be open for the issuance of writs.  

It also names the bailiff and the clerk of the Supreme Court the ex officio bailiff 

and clerk of the Court of Appeals (Exhibit F).  There were no amendments. 

 

Chairman Frierson: 

Thank you, Mr. Ziegler.  Are there any questions on the bill?  [There were none.] 

 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DIAZ MOVED TO DO PASS  

SENATE BILL 463 (1ST REPRINT). 

 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN COHEN SECONDED THE MOTION. 

 

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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Assemblywoman Diaz will handle the floor statement.  With that, I will open the 

agenda up briefly for public comment, either here or in Las Vegas.  [There was 

no one.]  With no other matters before us, today's Assembly Committee on 

Judiciary is now adjourned [at 10:20 a.m.]. 

 

 

 

 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 

 

 

 

  

Linda Whimple 

Committee Secretary 

 

 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

  

Assemblyman Jason Frierson, Chairman 

 

 

DATE:    
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EXHIBITS 

 

Committee Name:  Committee on Judiciary 

 

Date:  May 27, 2013  Time of Meeting:  9:08 a.m. 

 

Bill  Exhibit Witness / Agency Description 
 A  Agenda 

 B  Attendance Roster 

S.B. 

416 

(R2) 

C Sean Higgins Proposed Amendment 

S.B. 

423 
D Dave Ziegler Work Session Document 

S.J.

R. 

14 

E Dave Ziegler Work Session Document 

S.B. 

463 

(R1) 

F Dave Ziegler Work Session Document 
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Committee Action: 

 Do Pass ____________  

 Amend & Do Pass ____________  

 Other ____________  
 

Assembly Committee on Judiciary 
This measure may be considered for action during today’s work session. 

May 27, 2013 

 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 OF THE 76TH SESSION  

 Proposes to amend the Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 

(BDR C-1013) 

 

 Sponsored by: Senate Committee on Judiciary 

 Date Heard: May 23, 2013 

 Fiscal Impact: Effect on Local Government:  No. 

  Effect on the State:  Yes. 

 

Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 proposes an amendment to the Nevada Constitution to create an 

intermediate appellate court, known as the Court of Appeals, composed of three judges initially 

appointed to two-year terms by the Governor from nominees chosen by the Commission on 

Judicial Selection.  Following initial appointment, the judges will be elected at the general 

election to serve a term of six years. 

 

The Court of Appeals will have appellate jurisdiction in civil cases arising from the 

district  courts and in criminal cases within the original jurisdiction of the district courts.  

The  Nevada Supreme Court will fix the appellate court’s jurisdiction and provide for the 

review of appeals decided by the Court of Appeals.  The Supreme Court must also provide for 

the assignment of one or more judges of the Court of Appeals to devote part of their time to 

serve as supplemental district judges where needed. 

 

Amendments: None. 
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Committee Action: 

 Do Pass ____________  

 Amend & Do Pass ____________  

 Other ____________  
 

Assembly Committee on Judiciary 
This measure may be considered for action during today’s work session. 

May 27, 2013 

 

SENATE BILL 463 (R1)  

 Provides for the implementation of the Court of Appeals. (BDR 1-1197) 

 

 Sponsored by: Senate Committee on Finance 

 Date Heard: May 23, 2013 

 Fiscal Impact: Effect on Local Government:  No. 

  Effect on the State:  Yes. 

 

Senate Bill 463 provides for the implementation of the Court of Appeals.  The bill becomes 

effective on January 1, 2015, if the 2013 Legislature passes and the voters ratify 

Senate  Joint  Resolution No. 14 of the 2011 Legislative Session.  The bill enacts statutory 

provisions covering eligibility for the office of judge of the Court of Appeals, annual base 

salaries, judicial pensions and retirement, and other subjects.  It requires the Court of Appeals 

to hold regular sessions each year as necessary to dispose of its business, and to always be 

open for the issuance of writs.  It also names the Bailiff and the Clerk of the Supreme Court 

the ex officio bailiff and clerk of the Court of Appeals. 

 

Amendments: None. 
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MINUTES OF THE  

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

 

Seventy-Seventh Session 

June 3, 2013 

 

 

The Senate Committee on Finance was called to order by Chair Debbie Smith at 

7:05 a.m. on Monday, June 3, 2013, in Room 2134 of the Legislative Building, 

Carson City, Nevada. The meeting was videoconferenced to Room 4412 of the 

Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 555 East Washington Avenue, Las Vegas, 

Nevada. Exhibit A is the Agenda. Exhibit B is the Attendance Roster. All exhibits 

are available and on file in the Research Library of the Legislative Counsel 

Bureau. 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Debbie Smith, Chair 

Senator Moises (Mo) Denis 

Senator David R. Parks 

Senator Pete Goicoechea 

Senator Ben Kieckhefer 

Senator Michael Roberson 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: 

 

Senator Joyce Woodhouse (Excused) 

 

GUEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT: 

 

Senator Aaron D. Ford, Senatorial District No. 11 

Assemblywoman Marilyn Kirkpatrick, Assembly District No. 1 

 

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Mark Krmpotic, Senate Fiscal Analyst 

Alex Haartz, Principal Deputy Fiscal Analyst 

Sarah Coffman, Senior Program Analyst 

Laura Freed, Senior Program Analyst 

Brody Leiser, Program Analyst 

Leslie Sexton, Committee Secretary 
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sleeping accommodations are furnished to the transient public and 

that has: 1. In a county whose population: (a) Is 700,000 or more, 

more than 200 rooms available for sleeping accommodations; or (b) 

Is 100,000 or more and less than 700,000, more than 300 rooms 

available for sleeping accommodations; 

 

The amendment proposes to change the State standard from 200 to 300 rooms 

in Washoe County only.  

 

Senator Goicoechea: 

Is the threshold in Washoe County higher than in Clark County? 

 

Mr. Ferraro: 

Clark County has adopted the 300-room standard by local ordinance.  

 

Senator Goicoechea: 

With less than 300 rooms in Washoe County, would an operator have 

a restricted license? 

 

Senator Parks: 

That is our understanding. 

 

I will return the gavel to Chair Smith. 

 

Chair Smith: 

Seeing no one wishing to make further comment, the hearing on A.B. 7 is 

closed. The hearing on A.B. 474 is open. 

 

ASSEMBLY BILL 474 (1st Reprint): Makes appropriations to restore the balances 

in the Stale Claims Account, Emergency Account, Reserve for Statutory 

Contingency Account and Contingency Account. (BDR S-1174) 

 

Mr. Krmpotic: 

This bill was submitted on behalf of the Department of Administration. It 

appropriates monies from the General Fund to replenish various accounts 

available for allocation during the interim.  

 

The bill appropriates $3 million to restore the balance in the Stale Claims 

Account, $100,000 to restore the balance in the Emergency Account, 
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$3 million to restore the balance in the Reserve for Statutory Contingency 

Account and $8.3 million to restore the balance in the Contingency Account. 

The Executive Budget recommended a $5 million appropriation for the 

Contingency Account. Generally, the Department of Administration and the 

Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB) set a goal of keeping that balance at 

$12 million. The current balance is approximately $7 million. Increasing the 

appropriation will provide for other potential purposes over the 

2013-2015 biennium that have been discussed by the Committee at various 

times. That includes $1.4 million for the replacement of the Microsoft XP 

operating system computers within the Executive Branch; $800,000 for the 

Appellate Court pursuant to Senate Joint Resolution 14 of the 76th Session, if 

approved by vote of the people; and $1.1 million for the potential 

implementation of the Marketplace Fairness Act of 2013 by the Department of 

Taxation. Those three items total $3.3 million.  

 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 OF THE 76TH SESSION: Proposes to amend 

the Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 

(BDR C-1013) 

 

Assembly Bill 474 becomes effective upon passage and approval effectively 

making the mandated appropriation for the 2013-2015 biennium. Fiscal Analysis 

Division Staff recommends approval. 

 

Chair Smith: 

Seeing no one wishing to ask questions or make comment, the hearing on 

A.B. 474 is closed. The hearing on A.B. 461 is open. I ask 

Senator Aaron D. Ford to present the report of the Subcommittee regarding this 

bill.  

 

ASSEMBLY BILL 461 (1st Reprint): Enacts provisions governing the 

management of sagebrush ecosystems. (BDR 26-1194) 

 

Senator Aaron D. Ford (Senatorial District No. 11): 

A subcommittee composed of Senator Ben Kieckhefer, Senator Justin C. Jones 

and myself as Chair heard this bill on June 1. The bill authorizes the Division of 

State Lands of the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR) 

to establish and carry out programs to preserve, restore and enhance sagebrush 

ecosystems on public and private land with the consent of the landowner. 

Three issues arose in that hearing.  
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EXHIBITS 
 

Bill  Exhibit Witness / Agency Description 

 A 1  Agenda 

 B 3  Attendance Roster 

A.B. 7 C 4 Senator Debbie Smith  Proposed Amendment 

980 

A.B. 74 D 15 Assemblywoman Lucy Flores Proposed Amendment 

9298 

A.B. 38 E 13 Steve Polikalas  Statement 

S.B. 385 F 10 Steve Hill Governor Proposed Amendment 

8731 

S.B. 473 G 8 Chair Smith Proposed Amendment 

977 
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FLOOR ACTIONS 
 

AMENDMENTS ON SECOND READING 

FLOOR VOTES AND STATEMENTS 

OTHER ACTIONS 

 
NOTE:  THESE FLOOR ACTIONS ARE TAKEN FROM THE DAILY JOURNALS 

(HTTP://WWW.LEG.STATE.NV.US/SESSION/77TH2013/JOURNAL/),  

WHICH ARE NOT THE OFFICIAL FINALIZED VERSIONS OF THE JOURNALS.   

CONSULT THE PRINT VERSION FOR THE OFFICIAL RECORD. 
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NEVADA LEGISLATURE 

Seventy-Seventh Session, 2013 

SENATE DAILY JOURNAL 
THE FIRST DAY 

 
CARSON CITY (Monday), February 4, 2013 

 
 Senate called to order at 11:10 a.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 President Krolicki requested that his remarks be entered into the Journal. 
 It is an absolute pleasure to be with all of you today. We have lots of smiling faces. We have 
some new faces and familiar faces. From my position here, you are all most welcome. I assure 
you I will do my utmost in a fair and equitable manner as I preside over this body. It is a 
pleasure for me to have the same eyeshot looking at our majority and minority leaders; I 
appreciate the proximity of leadership in the Chamber. I also want to welcome the temporary 
Secretary of the Senate, Mr. Byerman, to the body. It is always a pleasure and I thank you for 
sharing your family with me back here. To the folks who do so much work, every day even we 
when go home and you continue to work, our Front Desk staff. And to Jerry Pieretti, our 
Sergeant at Arms, and your crew. Welcome. 
 

 Prayer by Keith Jarvis, Stake President, Las Vegas Nevada Central Stake, 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 
 Our beloved Heavenly Father, we humbly come before you this beautiful day. We thank thee 
for all of the wonderful blessings that thou has showered upon us. We thank thee for the great 
State of Nevada. We thank thee for the pioneers who helped first settle this area and for their 
vitality; we pray that vitality will carry over through this Session. We are thankful to be gathered 
together for the 2013 Session of the Nevada Legislature. We pray for support to be with the 
leaders and supporting members of this Session. We ask a blessing upon Governor Sandoval, the 
Senate, the Assembly and all who will share their talents to make this a very successful year. We 
thank Thee for the excellent caliber of our wonderful and precious children and great youth. We 
ask a protective blessing to be upon them, to help them, to guide and direct them. Please bless 
our educators and administrators to collectively meet the educational needs of our children and 
youth. We ask a blessing upon our armed forces, to protect them, and a blessing upon our 
wonderful veterans, that Thou will strengthen them. We ask for wisdom, dear Father, to 
effectively manage the budget this year. We ask that our economic development will improve. 
Please bless our citizens who are economically challenged, that Thou will provide comfort and 
strength. May we proceed in a spirit of love to one another, and seek a spirit of compassion 
toward each other throughout this Session. May we function in the spirit of humility, that our 
weakness will be a strength. May we regularly call upon Thee for divine guidance and 
inspiration, for support in all we do, in the sacred name of our beloved son Jesus Christ. 

AMEN. 
 

REMARKS FROM THE FLOOR 
 PRESIDENT KROLICKI: 
 We are delighted to have Boy Scout Troop 33, sponsored by the Rotary Club of Carson City, 
which was established in 1939, with us here today. The Scout participants are: Scout Leader: Mr. 
Ken Kruse; Star Scout, Zachary Kruse; Star Scout, Daniel Tooker; and Second Class, Fred 
Allen.  
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MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES 
 By the Committee on Judiciary: 
 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session—Proposing to amend 
the Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 
 Senator Segerblom moved that the resolution be referred to the Committee 
on Judiciary. 
 Motion carried. 
 

 By the Committee on Revenue and Economic Development: 
 Senate Joint Resolution No. 15 of the 76th Session—Proposing to amend 
the Nevada Constitution to repeal the provision establishing a separate tax 
rate and providing for assessing and disbursing the tax on the net proceeds of 
mines. 
 Senator Kihuen moved that the resolution be referred to the Committee on 
Revenue and Economic Development. 
 Motion carried. 
 

 By Senator Manendo: 
 Senate Joint Resolution No. 1—Expressing support for wild horses and 
burros in Nevada. 
 Senator Manendo moved that the resolution be referred to the Committee 
on Natural Resources. 
 Motion carried. 
 

 By Senator Hardy: 
 Senate Joint Resolution No. 2—Proposing to amend the Nevada 
Constitution to abolish the requirement that an employer who does not 
provide health benefits pay a minimum wage that is $1 per hour higher than 
the minimum wage to be paid by an employer who provides health benefits. 
 Senator Hardy moved that the resolution be referred to the Committee  
on Legislative Operations and Elections. 
 Motion Carried. 
 

 By Legislative Operations and Elections: 
 Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 1—Requiring the Legislative 
Commission to conduct an interim study regarding the taxation of services. 
 Senator Spearman moved that the resolution be referred to the Committee 
on Legislative Operations and Elections. 
 Motion carried. 
 

MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES 
 Senator Denis requested that his remarks be entered into the Journal.  
 Mr. President, in the interest of time, I move that the Secretary read through all of the bill 
titles noting the recommended committee referrals. When that has been completed, Senator 
Smith will move that all bills previously read be referred to the committees as indicated, all in 
one motion rather than having a Senator stand and move their own bills individually. If a anyone 
has an objection to referral that can be noted and that bill handled separately. 
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THE THIRD DAY 
 

CARSON CITY (Wednesday), February 6, 2013 
 
 Senate called to order at 11:13 a.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present. 
 Prayer by Pastor Albert Tilstra, Seventh-Day Adventist Church, Fallon.  
 We give You thanks O’ God, that this land was settled by men and women who came here, as 
our forefathers did; that we might live in the light of freedom, and worship You according to the 
dictates of our consciences. 
 Help us never to forget that all the rights and privileges we enjoy have blood stains on them, 
that every good gift was bought and paid for in human sacrifice. This goodly heritage is ours by 
choice and by adoption. May we never lightly regard it! May we ever be grateful to those who in 
past years have labored and loved in order that we might have something to inherit. 
 This we pray in humbleness and thanksgiving. 

 AMEN. 
 

 Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 

 The President announced that under previous order, the reading of the 
Journal is waived for the remainder of the 77th Legislative Session and the 
President and Secretary are authorized to make any necessary corrections and 
additions.  
 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Judiciary, to which was referred Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 
76th Session, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with 
the recommendation: Do pass. 

TICK SEGERBLOM, Chair 
 

MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES 
  By Senators Settelmeyer, Gustavson, Hutchison, Cegavske, Goicoechea; 
Assemblymen Wheeler, Grady, Hansen and Kirner: 
 Senate Joint Resolution No. 3—Claiming sovereignty under the Tenth 
Amendment to the United States Constitution. 
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THE FOURTH DAY 
 

CARSON CITY (Thursday), February 7, 2013 
 
 Senate called to order at 11:15 a.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present. 
 Prayer by Pastor Albert Tilstra, Seventh-day Adventist Church, Fallon.  
 Today lead us into all truth. Prepare our hearts and minds for the business of this day that we 
may behave with true courtesy and honor. Compel us to be just and honest in our dealings. Let 
our motives be above suspicion. Let our word be our bond. Save us from the fallacy of 
depending upon our personality, or ingenuity, or position to solve our problems. 
 Since You have the answers, make us willing to listen to You; that we may vote on God’s 
side and that God’s will may be done in us. We speak these words to the One who has promised 
that He will never leave or forsake us. 

AMEN. 
 

 Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
  

 The President announced that under previous order, the reading of the 
Journal is waived for the remainder of the 77th Legislative Session and the 
President and Secretary are authorized to make any necessary corrections and 
additions.   
 

MESSAGES FROM THE ASSEMBLY 
ASSEMBLY CHAMBER, Carson City, February 6, 2013 

To the Honorable the Senate: 
 I have the honor to inform your honorable body that the Assembly on this day adopted Senate 
Concurrent Resolutions Nos. 2, 3. 
                     MATTHEW BAKER 
                     Assistant Chief Clerk of the Assembly 
 

COMMUNICATIONS 
MESSAGES FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

STATE OF NEVADA 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 
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misclassifies an employee as an independent contractor or otherwise fails to 
properly classify a person as an employee of the employer under certain 
circumstances; and providing other matters properly relating thereto. 
 Senator Atkinson moved that the bill be referred to the Committee on 
Commerce, Labor and Energy. 
 Motion carried. 
 

SECOND READING AND AMENDMENT 
 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14.  
 Resolution read second time.  
 Senator Smith moved that Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 be re-referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 
 Remarks by Senator Smith.  
 This is the bill that creates the Appellate Court. Since it will have a fiscal note on it, we would 
like to review it in the Committee on Finance.  
 Motion carried. 
 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
SIGNING OF BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

 There being no objections, the President and Secretary of the Senate signed 
Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 1.  
 

REMARKS FROM THE FLOOR 
 SENATOR SMITH: 
 I would like to remind our members that you can receive a flu shot today in Room 3100 until 
2:00 p.m. In an effort for all of us to stay well, I encourage you to consider it. Thank you. 
 
 SENATOR HARDY: 
 As far as flu shots are concerned, it is my medical opinion that they are beneficial. If you do 
get sick, it is only for one day. The flu shot is one of the things that will keep us healthy during 
this time where we can get fatigued. Thank you. 
 

 Senator Denis moved that the Senate adjourn until Monday, February 11, 
2013, at 11:00 a.m. 
 Motion carried. 
 

 Senate adjourned at 11:23 a.m.  
Approved: BRIAN K. KROLICKI 
 President of the Senate 
Attest: DAVID A. BYERMAN 
 Secretary of the Senate 
 

UNION LABEL 
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THE ONE HUNDRED AND SECOND DAY 
 

CARSON CITY (Thursday), May 16, 2013 
 
 Senate called to order at 12:00 p.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present. 
 Prayer by Senator Barbara K. Cegavske. 
 Good morning. This prayer is dedicated to all the freshman Senators. I have delivered this 
prayer during previous sessions and I think it hits the important points. It is a poem by Mother 
Theresa titled, “Do It Anyway.”  
 Please pray with me. 
 People are often unreasonable, illogical and self-centered; forgive them anyway. 
 If you are kind, people may accuse you of selfish, ulterior motives; be kind anyway  
 If you are successful, you will win some false friends and some true enemies; succeed 
anyway. 
 If you are honest and frank, people may cheat you; be honest and frank anyway. 
 What you spend years building, someone could destroy overnight; build anyway. 
 If you find serenity and happiness, they may be jealous; be happy anyway. 
 The good you do today, people will often forget tomorrow; do good anyway. 
 Give the world the best you have, and it may never be enough; give the world the best you’ve 
got anyway. 
 You see, in final analysis, it is between you and God; it was never between you and them 
anyway. 

AMEN. 
 
 Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
 The President announced that under previous order, the reading of the 
Journal is waived for the remainder of the 77th Legislative Session and the 
President and Secretary are authorized to make any necessary corrections 
and additions. 
  

361



— 2 — 
 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Finance, to which were referred Senate Bill Nos. 469 and 490, has had 
the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the recommendation: 
Do pass. 
 Also, your Committee on Finance, to which were re-referred Senate Bill Nos. 44 and 464; 
Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session, has had the same under consideration, and 
begs leave to report the same back with the recommendation: Do pass. 
 Also, your Committee on Finance, to which were re-referred Senate Bill Nos. 58, 463, 465 
and 471, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Do pass as amended. 

DEBBIE SMITH, Chair 
 
Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Government Affairs, to which were referred Assembly Bill Nos. 281, 
321, 327, 333, 382, 383, 417 and 418, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to 
report the same back with the recommendation: Do pass. 

DAVID R. PARKS, Chair 
 
Mr. President: 
 Your Committee on Transportation, to which were referred Assembly Bill Nos. 117, 129, 
243, 244, 282 and 455, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same 
back with the recommendation: Do pass. 

MARK A. MANENDO, Chair 
 

MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES 
 Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 3. 
 Resolution read. 
 Senator Ford moved the adoption of the resolution. 
 Resolution adopted. 
 Resolution ordered transmitted to the Assembly. 
 
 Senator Goicoechea moved that Senate Bill No. 468 be taken from the 
Secretary’s Desk and placed on the General File. 
 Motion carried. 
 
 Senator Smith moved that Senate Bill No. 468 be taken from its position 
on the General File and placed at the top of the General File. 
 Motion carried. 
 

SECOND READING AND AMENDMENT 
 Senate Bill No. 451. 
 Bill read second time.  
 The following amendment was proposed by the Committee on Legislative 
Operations and Elections. 
 Amendment No. 597. 
 Senator Spearman moved the adoption of the amendment. 
 Remarks by Senator Spearman. 
 Thank you, Mr. President. Amendment No. 597 to Senate Bill No. 451 proposes an interim 
study of specialized foster care to be conducted by a subcommittee of the Legislative Committee 
on Child Welfare and Juvenile Justice. The amendment makes changes to the membership of the 
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THE ONE HUNDRED AND THIRD DAY 
 
CARSON CITY (Friday), May 17, 2013 

 
 Senate called to order at 12:46 p.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present. 
 Prayer by former Senator Valerie Wiener, RScP. 
 Good afternoon Mr. President and members of the Nevada Senate. It is a privilege to be 
before you in this capacity. If we would all find comfort in that standing place we are, and close 
our eyes. Take in a very deep breath, and expel it. As we breathe in and breathe out, this is the 
very life force known as God. 
 The center and source of itself and all that it creates: God. The beginning, the now and the 
always, forever present; all that is known and unknown. And as that one creator of all that is, 
each person who is present right now, wherever that presence is, is a unique and divine 
expression of God. One of a kind, unique in every way.  
 In the experience of the legislative process—for all that has led up to this day and this 
moment, and all that is yet to be—God is ever-present, expressing as each individual 
participating in this process. And for those who are elected to be there, those who have chosen to 
be there and those who serve in other capacities, each is a divine expression—moment to 
moment—with ideas, thoughts, exchanges, actions and reactions, that are forever divine just as 
they are.  
 How grateful I am that as you go forward, with this day and all of those that follow, each 
person shows up as only he or she can. What a gift that is to all of us. For each person involved 
in this process, has said yes to public service, yes to the needs and interests of the State of 
Nevada. This shows up in all ways, moment to moment. Yes, I am grateful for this, for all who 
are present and those who are not—for who they are, who we are and how we express in our 
unique ways. For all of this is God, divine direction and love in action. For this I am so grateful.  
 And so it is. 

AMEN. 
 

 Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
  

 The President announced that under previous order, the reading of the 
Journal is waived for the remainder of the 77th Legislative Session and the 
President and Secretary are authorized to make any necessary corrections 
and additions. 
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MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES 
 Senator Smith moved that Senate Bill Nos. 44, 58, 451, 462, 463, 464, 
465, 468, 471, 512; Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session; 
Assembly Bill Nos. 17, 19, 25, 28, 29, 30, 40, 53, 55, 59, 60, 65, 69, 82, 83, 
89, 102, 110, 128, 132, 144, 154, 155, 158, 182, 183, 194, 210, 217, 221, 
248, 249, 255, 259, 266, 307, 310, 337, 352, 365, 366, 377, 389, 421, 441, 
442, 459, 460, 483, 487, 493, 495, Assembly Joint Resolution Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5 
and 7 be taken from the General File and placed on the General File for the 
next legislative day. 
 Motion carried. 
 
 Senator Denis moved that the Senate recess subject to the call of the Chair. 
 Motion carried. 
 

 Senate in recess at 1:07 p.m.  
 

SENATE IN SESSION 
 

 At 1:25 p.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Quorum present. 
 

MESSAGES FROM THE ASSEMBLY 
ASSEMBLY CHAMBER, Carson City, May 16, 2013 

To the Honorable the Senate: 
 I have the honor to inform your honorable body that the Assembly on this day passed Senate 
Bills Nos. 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 19, 23, 24, 28. 
 Also, I have the honor to inform your honorable body that the Assembly on this day passed 
Assembly Bills Nos. 362, 422. 
 Also, I have the honor to inform your honorable body that the Assembly on this day passed, 
as amended, Assembly Bills Nos. 20, 80, 91, 130, 146, 153, 195, 226, 228, 303, 309, 364, 448, 
467, 475. 
 Also, I have the honor to inform your honorable body that the Assembly on this day adopted 
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 4. 
 MATTHEW BAKER 
 Assistant Chief Clerk of the Assembly 
 

INTRODUCTION, FIRST READING AND REFERENCE 
 By the Committee on Finance: 
 Senate Bill No. 516—AN ACT relating to tobacco; revising provisions 
relating to the Master Settlement Agreement; revising provisions relating to 
manufacturers of tobacco products, importers, wholesale dealers and retail 
dealers of cigarettes; providing for the assignment to the State and the release 
to an Indian tribe of certain money placed into a qualified escrow fund by a 
manufacturer of tobacco products; and providing other matters properly 
relating thereto. 
 Senator Smith moved that the bill be referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 
 Motion carried. 
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NEVADA LEGISLATURE 

Seventy-Seventh Session, 2013 

   

SENATE DAILY JOURNAL 
   

THE ONE HUNDRED AND FOURTH DAY 
 

CARSON CITY (Saturday), May 18, 2013 
 
 Senate called to order at 1:49 p.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present except for Senators Brower and Ford who were excused. 
 Prayer, in Spanish, by Senator Moises “Mo” Denis. 
 Nuestro querido Padre Celestial: en este día te agradecemos todas las grandes bendiciones 
que tenemos en nuestra vida. Te agradecemos por el privilegio de servir aquí en el Estado de 
Nevada—Por el privilegio de poder ayudar a la gente aquí. 
 También te agradecemos por nuestras familias que nos apoyan y nuestros amigos y otros que 
nos dan gran apoyo.  
 Estamos en un tiempo de hacer decisiones importantes para el estado y pedimos tu ayuda en 
poder hacerlo. Pedimos tu espíritu que nos guíe, y pedimos que nos dé fuerza y ánimo y salud 
para poder hacer esta gran obra. 
 Padre, también ayudanos este día si vamos a viajar que podemos estar protegidos en los 
viajes y que tu espíritu pueda ayudarnos este día. Y hacemos esto en el nombre de Jesucristo. 

AMEN. 
 
ENGLISH TRANSLATION: 
 Our beloved Heavenly Father: in this day we thank Thee for all the many blessings we have 
in our lives. We thank Thee for the privilege of serving here in the State of Nevada—for the 
privilege of helping our people.  
 We also thank thee for our families who support us, our friends and others that give us great 
support. 
 We are in a period of time where we are making important decisions for our State. We ask 
your help in doing so. We ask your spirit to guide us, and we ask that you give us strength, 
energy and health to be able to do this great work. 
 Father also help us if we are traveling this day that we travel safely.  
 That your spirit might help us this day. And I say this in the name of Jesus Christ. 

AMEN. 
 

 Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
  

 The President announced that under previous order, the reading of the 
Journal is waived for the remainder of the 77th Legislative Session and the 
President and Secretary are authorized to make any necessary corrections 
and additions. 
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 Senator Smith moved that Senate Bill Nos. 303, 423, 463, 469, 471 and 
490; Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session; Assembly Bill Nos. 
17, 19, 25, 29, 30, 40, 55, 59, 60, 65, 82, 83, 89, 102, 110, 117, 128, 129, 
132, 144, 154, 155, 158, 182, 183, 194, 210, 217, 221, 243, 244, 248, 249, 
255, 259, 266, 281, 282, 307, 310, 321, 327, 333, 337, 352, 365, 366, 377, 
382, 383, 389, 417, 418, 421, 441, 442, 455, 459, 460, 483 and 487; 
Assembly Joint Resolution No. 3 be taken from the General File and placed 
on the General File for the next legislative day. 
 Motion carried. 
 

INTRODUCTION, FIRST READING AND REFERENCE 
 Assembly Bill No. 444. 
 Senator Smith moved that the bill be referred to the Committee on 
Legislative Operations and Elections. 
 Motion carried. 
 

SECOND READING AND AMENDMENT 
 Senate Bill No. 466. 
 Bill read second time.  
 The following amendment was proposed by the Committee on Finance. 
 Amendment No. 658. 
 Senator Kieckhefer moved the adoption of the amendment. 
 Remarks by Senator Kieckhefer. 
 Thank you, Mr. President. Amendment No. 658 to Senate Bill No. 466 eliminates section 5 of 
the bill and it eliminates section 12. This is language related to who is in charge of State 
matching funds transfers related to nutritional programs. As the program is transferred over to 
the State Department of Agriculture it no longer belongs in the State Department of Education. 
Thank you. 
 

 Amendment adopted.  
 Bill ordered reprinted, engrossed and to third reading.  
 
 Assembly Bill No. 2. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to General File and third reading. 
 
 Assembly Bill No. 11. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to General File and third reading. 
 
 Assembly Bill No. 23. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to General File and third reading. 
 
 Assembly Bill No. 39. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to General File and third reading. 
 
 Assembly Bill No. 48. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to General File and third reading. 
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NEVADA LEGISLATURE 

Seventy-Seventh Session, 2013 

   

SENATE DAILY JOURNAL 
   

THE ONE HUNDRED AND SIXTH DAY 
 

CARSON CITY (Monday), May 20, 2013 
 
 Senate called to order at 12:52 p.m. 
 President Krolicki presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present. 
 Prayer video conferenced from Las Vegas by Ms. Madhu Anal, American 
Hindu Association. 
 AUM BHUR BHUVAH SVAH, TAT SVITUR VARENYM BHARGO DEVASYA DHIMAHI 
DHIYO YO NAH PRACHODAYAT. SVAHA. 
 
IN ENGLISH: 
 O Almighty God! Thou art our dearest life and breath. Keep us away from evil intentions and 
physical sufferings. O Omnipotent God! Kindly lead us to light and direct our intellect to 
virtuous path so we may attain not only physical progress but also the ultimate emancipation. 
 
 AUM DYAUH SHANTIR ANTARIKSHAM SHANTIH PRITHIVIH SHANTIR APAH 
SHANTIR OSHADHAYAH SHANTIH VANASPATAYAH SHANTIR VISHVEDEVAH SHANTIR 
BRAHMA SHANTI SHARVA SHANTI SHANTIH REVA SHANTIH SAMA SHANTI REDHI. 
AUM, SHANTI SHANTI SHANTI, AUM. 
 
IN ENGLISH: 
 O Almighty God, may the starry region be peaceful for all. May the atmospheric region be 
peaceful for all. May the Earth be peaceful for all. May the water be peaceful for all. May the 
herbs be peaceful for all. May the plants be peaceful for all. May the natural forces and the 
learned men be peaceful for all. May the supreme Lord be peaceful for all. May the Universe be 
peaceful for all. May the peace—only the peace—prevail everywhere. May that peace be for us. 
Om, peace, peace, peace, Om. 

NAMASTE. I BOW TO THE DIVINE LIGHT IN YOU. 
 Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 

 The President announced that under previous order, the reading of the 
Journal is waived for the remainder of the 77th Legislative Session and the 
President and Secretary are authorized to make any necessary corrections 
and additions.  
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 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Legislative Session. 
 Bill read third time. 
 Remarks by Senators Kieckhefer, Cegavske, Hutchison, Jones, Brower, 
Segerblom and Gustavson. 
 
 SENATOR KIECKHEFER: 
 Thank you, Mr. President. Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session proposes an 
amendment to the Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court, known as the 
Court of Appeals. The creation of the Court of Appeals is contingent upon approval of the 
resolution by the 2013 Legislature and ratification by the voters at the election on November 5, 
2014. If approved, the jurisdiction and review of the Court of Appeals would be set by the 
Nevada Supreme Court. Senate Bill No. 463 of the 77th Session is the enabling legislation to 
implement the Court of Appeals pursuant to Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session. 
 This is a mea culpa moment for me, I voted against Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 
76th Session two years ago at this time. Since then, I have learned a lot more of the burden that 
is currently on the Nevada Supreme Court. The caseload that they face on a daily basis is 
overwhelming and that backlog creates a significant delay on the administration of justice in our 
State. This is a significant problem that is bad for people and bad for business. I think that going 
back to the voters and asking their reconsideration of this issue is wise at this time. Despite my 
vote against this resolution two years ago, I will be supporting it now and I encourage my 
colleagues to do the same. Thank you.  
 
 SENATOR CEGAVSKE: 
 Thank you, Mr. President. I appreciate the opportunity to ask a few questions. I sat on the 
Legislative Commission’s Subcommittee to Study the Benefits, Costs, and Feasibility of the 
Implementation of Courts of Chancery (Business Court Interim Study) during the 2007-2008 
Interim and we were discussing many of these issues. I remember the Committee recommended 
the creation of a business court and I do not think anything has come of that though. I do have a 
question with that. What I am concerned with this legislation is that are small businesses going 
to be allowed to have the same access as everybody else? That is the concern that I had with the 
Business Court Interim Study recommendation where it looked like the system was just for only 
those who were financially able to have their cases heard and those small business would be 
unable to gain the same level of access. If someone from the Senate Committee on Judiciary 
would address these questions, I would appreciate it. Thank you. 
 
 SENATOR HUTCHISON: 
 Thank you, Mr. President. I appreciate the questions of my colleague from Senate District No. 8, 
and I am happy to answer them. The primary benefit that this Court of Appeals will have on 
small businesses is that there will be an acceleration of the pace in which cases are decided by 
the courts. Currently, what happens is that no matter what size case, a business or an individual 
has whether large, small or intermediate—if they want to appeal from a district court decision 
from which they do not agree—the case must proceed to the Nevada Supreme Court. But the 
Nevada Supreme Court has such a crushing caseload that cases are often delayed. If we had an 
intermediate court, those cases can be addressed more quickly. Thus, cases can be resolved 
much more quickly and much more satisfactorily for business owners than they are currently 
resolved. If there are any cases with significant policy issues that need to be resolved then those 
cases can be brought to the Nevada Supreme Court. But I think the intermediate level court can 
provide quicker access and more meaningful access to small businesses as well as individuals to 
address the casesthat they have within the legal system. It is just becoming difficult for small 
business owners and individuals to attain appellate resolution because it takes so long and is, 
consequently, so expensive.  
 I support Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session as somebody, who like many of 
my colleagues, practice regularly in our district courts we see the crushing caseload that I 
referred to previously at the Nevada Supreme Court. By Fiscal Year 2015, it is estimated that 
there will be over 3,300 cases at the Nevada Supreme Court; this matter will go before the voters 
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in 2014. One of the things the Nevada Supreme Court has tried to do with the potential 
implementation is to use existing facilities and staff to cut down on the economic and financial 
burden of full implementation. We know the old adage, justice delayed is justice denied. We are 
beginning to see that more and more with the crushing caseload. I encourage my colleagues to 
support Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session. Thank you.  
 
 SENATOR JONES: 
 Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in strong support of Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 
76th Session. To respond further to my colleague from Senate District No. 8, the structure of this 
resolution is such that the Nevada Supreme Court will determine which cases are pushed down 
to the appellate court. I think that should resolve your concerns. I appreciate the comments of my 
colleague from Senate District No. 6 and I join with him on what he said.  
 I want to note that, as a State, we are trying to market ourselves as an alternative to Delaware 
for bringing corporations to register in our State. However, we cannot get there and be a leader 
in representing businesses and being a haven for business if we do not have an appellate court. 
We are one of a very small minority of states in the nation that do not have an intermediate 
appellate court and it is time for our State to grow up and provide that type of a resource for 
those who are litigating in our courts.  
 We need to move forward. I know that we have had this on the ballot before and there was, 
frankly, not a very strong effort on behalf of the legal community to press the constitutional 
amendment forward; it unfortunately lost by a narrow percentage. But now we have a 
commitment from the Nevada Supreme Court, the State Bar of Nevada—and the Litigation 
Section of the State Bar of Nevada, that my colleague from Senate District No. 6 and I sit on—to 
raise the funds that are necessary to get the word out to the community about this bill, and why it 
is important for us to have an intermediate appellate court. I strongly urge my colleagues to 
support Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session. Thank you. 
 
 SENATOR BROWER: 
 Thank you, Mr. President. I just want to echo briefly the comments of the previous speakers 
and the fellow members of the State Bar of Nevada. When companies are looking at whether 
Nevada is the place they should be located, they look at our substantive laws to see if they are 
business friendly but they also look at the type of court system that we have. As has been 
mentioned, right now we have a court system that is overloaded. Every single appeal—criminal, 
civil and otherwise—would have to go to the Nevada Supreme Court. This would allow the 
Court to create a system that is much more efficient, and as a result would be much more 
attractive to business in our State and those thinking about moving to our State. I also want to 
mention the failed effort from a couple of years ago. I do think that if they voters do get another 
chance to think about the points that are being made today and why it is important for our state 
to further develop our judicial system, the voters will understand that this is the right thing to do 
and I support giving the voters another chance. I do support Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of 
the 76th Session. Thank you. 
 
 SENATOR CEGAVSKE: 
 Thank you, Mr. President. I am struggling with Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th 
Session. I understand the comments from my colleagues. The one issue that did not get an 
answer is what would be the difference if we had a business court rather than an appellate court? 
My colleague from Senate District No. 9 did mention that the people voted down the creation of 
an appellate court during the last election. I am also grappling with the cost of implementation. 
Will all of the cost be raised? What will the cost be for the State? I have not heard that addressed 
yet. Thank you. 
 
 SENATOR SEGERBLOM: 
 Thank you, Mr. President. First, I want the Body to know that we already have business 
courts in both Las Vegas and in Reno; we have addressed that issue. Therefore, the question is 
on the appeal: the problem right now is that our Supreme Court takes all of the cases; they really 
do not have the ability to focus in on the few important business decisions. That is what this 
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intermediate court will allow us to do. It will take all of the cases that are not that important and 
send them down to the intermediate court so that the Nevada Supreme Court can start to issue a 
body of law on business cases that come from our business courts that we already have. 
 As far as the cost goes, there will be a cost of several hundred thousand dollars but if that 
means an appeal will take six months instead of three years, what is the cost to that? So it is very 
efficient, the money will actually come out of the court system, it will not come out of the 
General Fund. I do not remember what the third question was from my colleague from Senate 
District No. 8 but I think that this resolution is very important. Once this passes the Legislature, I 
urge all of my colleagues to go to their communities and the people of Nevada that we have to 
come out of the dark ages and become modern State. We need to have a court system that 
functions, where we have an intermediate court that deals with appeals that are not that 
important so our Supreme Court can be the ultimate arbiter and make clear decisions in 
important cases. Thank you. 
 
 SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
 Thank you, Mr. President. I too have been really struggling with this bill. I did vote against it 
two years ago in the 2011 legislative session. I understand all of the arguments in support and I 
agree with most of them. However, I really am struggling with developing another level of court 
and bureaucracy, yet I know it might be helpful to the people. I am going to support Senate Joint 
Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session to let it go to the people in November of 2014 and let 
them decide. Thank you. 
 

 Roll call on Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Legislative 
Session: 
 YEAS—21. 
 NAYS—None. 
 

 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Legislative Session having 
received a constitutional majority, Mr. President declared it passed. 
 Bill ordered transmitted to Assembly.  
 
 Assembly Bill No. 2. 
 Bill read third time. 
 Remarks by Senator Settelmeyer.  
 Thank you, Mr. President. Assembly Bill No. 2 makes various changes to provisions 
governing the Land Use Planning Advisory Council. It specifies that the Governor’s 
appointments to the Council will represent each county based on nominations provided by the 
boards of county commissioners of the counties. In addition to 17 voting members appointed by 
the Governor, the bill provides that one nonvoting member will be appointed to the Council by 
the Nevada Association of Counties. The bill further provides that Council members who are 
also county commissioners may be appointed by the Governor to one other board, commission, 
or similar body. Provisions of the bill concerning the expiration of current Council members’ 
terms and the nomination and appointment of voting members to initial terms are effective on 
July 1, 2013. Other provisions of the bill are effective on January 1, 2014. Thank you. 
 

 Roll call on Assembly Bill No. 2: 
 YEAS—21. 
 NAYS—None. 
 

 Assembly Bill No. 2 having received a constitutional majority, 
Mr.  President declared it passed. 
 Bill ordered transmitted to Assembly.  
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THE ONE HUNDRED AND SEVENTH DAY 
 

CARSON CITY (Tuesday), May 21, 2013 
  

 Assembly called to order at 1:12 p.m. 
 Madam Speaker presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present except Assemblymen Horne, Pierce, and Woodbury, who were 
excused. 
 Prayer by the Chaplain, Pastor Albert Tilstra, Seventh-Day Adventist 
Church, Fallon, Nevada. 
 Keep strong our faith in the power of prayer as we unite our petitions in this sacred moment.  
We have asked for Your guidance in difficult decisions many times; they have not been 
answered in the way we had hoped.  Many of the situations and relationships which we have 
asked You to change have remained the same. 
 Forgive us for thinking, therefore, that You are unwilling to help us in our dilemmas or that 
there is nothing You can do.  Remind us, O’ God, that when we plug in an electric iron and it 
fails to work, we do not conclude that electricity has lost its power nor do we plead with the iron.  
We look at once to the wiring to find what has broken or blocked the connection with the source 
of power. 
 May we do the same with ourselves, that You can work through us to do Your will. 
 This we ask in the Name of the One who is all powerful. 

AMEN. 
 Pledge of allegiance to the Flag. 
 Assemblyman Frierson moved that further reading of the Journal be 
dispensed with, and the Speaker and Chief Clerk be authorized to make the 
necessary corrections and additions. 
 Motion carried. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Madam Speaker: 
 Your Committee on Commerce and Labor, to which were referred Senate Bills Nos. 220, 319, 
has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended. 

DAVID P. BOBZIEN, Chair 
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MESSAGES FROM THE SENATE 

SENATE CHAMBER, Carson City, May 20, 2013 
 It is my pleasure to inform your esteemed body that the Senate on this day passed Assembly 
Bills Nos. 2, 11, 17, 19, 23, 25, 29, 30, 39, 40, 55, 59, 61, 65, 72, 79, 82, 89, 90, 93, 94, 102, 
109, 110, 117, 120, 128, 132, 144, 154, 155, 158, 168, 173, 174, 182, 183, 185, 194, 199, 210, 
217, 221, 231, 244, 249, 255, 259, 266, 277, 281, 282, 307, 310, 322. 
 Also, it is my pleasure to inform your esteemed body that the Senate amended, and on this 
day passed, as amended, Assembly Bill No. 83, Amendment No. 594; Assembly Bill No. 205, 
Amendment No. 612, and respectfully requests your honorable body to concur in said 
amendments. 
 Also, it is my pleasure to inform your esteemed body that the Senate on this day passed 
Senate Bills Nos. 423, 469, 490; Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session. 
 Also, it is my pleasure to inform your esteemed body that the Senate on this day passed, as 
amended, Senate Bills Nos. 44, 303, 466, 471. 
 Also, it is my pleasure to inform your esteemed body that the Senate on this day concurred in 
the Assembly Amendment No. 619 to Senate Bill No. 122. 
 SHERRY L. RODRIGUEZ 
 Assistant Secretary of the Senate 

MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES 

 Assemblyman Frierson moved that Assembly Bills Nos. 301, 304; Senate 
Bills Nos. 38, 54, 72, 99, 107, 141, 179, 209, 220, 224, 228, 246, 273, 301, 
319, 321, 373, 389, 405, 410, 424, 442, just reported out of committee, be 
placed on the Second Reading File. 
 Motion carried. 

 Assemblyman Frierson moved that Senate Bill No. 252 be taken from its 
position on the General File and placed at the top of the General File. 
 Motion carried. 

 Assemblyman Frierson moved that Assembly Bill No. 67 be taken from 
the Chief Clerk’s desk and placed at the top of the General File. 
 Motion carried. 

 Assemblyman Frierson moved that Assembly Bill No. 466; Senate Bills 
Nos. 237, 258, be taken from the General File and placed on the Chief 
Clerk’s desk. 
 Motion carried. 

 Assemblyman Frierson moved that Senate Bills Nos. 76, 80, 94, 162, 236, 
and 262 be taken from their positions on the General File and placed at the 
top/bottom of the General File. 
 Motion carried. 

 Assemblywoman Swank moved that Assembly Bill No. 436 be taken from 
the Chief Clerk’s desk and placed on the General File. 
 Motion carried. 
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 Senate Bill No. 423. 
 Assemblyman Frierson moved that the bill be referred to the Committee on 
Judiciary. 
 Motion carried. 

 Senate Bill No. 466. 
 Assemblywoman Carlton moved that the bill be referred to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
 Motion carried. 

 Senate Bill No. 469. 
 Assemblywoman Carlton moved that the bill be referred to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
 Motion carried. 

 Senate Bill No. 471. 
 Assemblywoman Carlton moved that the bill be referred to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
 Motion carried. 

 Senate Bill No. 490. 
 Assemblyman Daly moved that the bill be referred to the Committee on 
Natural Resources, Agriculture, and Mining. 
 Motion carried. 

 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session. 
 Assemblyman Frierson moved that the resolution be referred to the 
Committee on Judiciary. 
 Motion carried. 

SECOND READING AND AMENDMENT 

 Assembly Bill No. 301. 
 Bill read second time. 
 The following amendment was proposed by the Committee on Legislative 
Operations and Elections: 
 Amendment No. 603. 
 AN ACT relating to water; requiring the Legislative Committee on Public 
Lands to conduct a study concerning water conservation and alternative 
sources of water for Nevada communities; and providing other matters 
properly relating thereto. 
Legislative Counsel’s Digest: 
 Under existing law, the Legislative Committee on Public Lands is 
authorized to review and comment on the laws, regulations and policies 
relating to the use, allocation and management of water in this State. 
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THE ONE HUNDRED AND THIRTEENTH DAY 
 

CARSON CITY (Monday), May 27, 2013 
  

 Assembly called to order at 12:22 p.m. 
 Madam Speaker presiding. 

 Assemblyman Horne moved that the Assembly recess until 5 p.m. 
 Motion carried. 

 Assembly in recess at 12:23 p.m. 
 

ASSEMBLY IN SESSION 

 At 6:36 p.m.      
 Madam Speaker presiding. 
 Quorum present. 

 Roll called. 
 All present except Assemblymen Paul Anderson, Duncan, and Pierce, who 
were excused. 
 Prayer by Joanna Fuchs, read by Assemblyman Elliot Anderson. 
 Good evening and happy Memorial Day. 
 Dear Lord, 
 Today we honor our fallen, worthy men and women, who gave their best when they were 
called upon to serve and protect their country. 
 We pray that You will bless them, Lord, for their unselfish service in the continual struggle to 
preserve our freedoms, our safety, and our country’s heritage, for all of us. 
 Bless them abundantly for the hardships they faced, for the sacrifices they made, for their 
many different contributions to America’s victories over tyranny and oppression. 
 We respect them, we thank them, we honor them, we are proud of them, we remember them, 
and we pray that You will watch over these special people, our heroes, and bless them and their 
families with peace and happiness. 

AMEN. 

 Pledge of allegiance to the Flag. 
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 Assemblyman Horne moved that further reading of the Journal be 
dispensed with, and the Speaker and Chief Clerk be authorized to make the 
necessary corrections and additions. 
 Motion carried. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
Madam Speaker: 
 Your Committee on Commerce and Labor, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 498, has 
had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Do pass. 

DAVID P. BOBZIEN, Chair 

Madam Speaker: 
 Your Committee on Education, to which were referred Senate Bills Nos. 58, 446, 447, has 
had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Do pass. 

ELLIOT T. ANDERSON, Chair 

Madam Speaker: 
 Your Committee on Judiciary, to which were referred Senate Bills Nos. 423, 463; Senate 
Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session, has had the same under consideration, and begs 
leave to report the same back with the recommendation: Do pass. 

JASON FRIERSON, Chair 

Madam Speaker: 
 Your Committee on Ways and Means, to which was referred Assembly Bill No. 491, has had 
the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the recommendation: 
Amend, and do pass as amended. 
 Also, your Committee on Ways and Means, to which were referred Senate Bills Nos. 466, 
469, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Do pass. 
 Also, your Committee on Ways and Means, to which were rereferred Assembly Bills Nos. 58, 
125, 145, 404, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back 
with the recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended. 

MAGGIE CARLTON, Chair 

MESSAGES FROM THE SENATE 

SENATE CHAMBER, Carson City, May 24, 2013 
To the Honorable the Assembly: 
 It is my pleasure to inform your esteemed body that the Senate on this day passed Assembly 
Bills Nos. 189, 209, 227, 303, 364, 365, 442, 448, 449, 455, 459, 460, 471, 478, 483; Assembly 
Joint Resolution No. 3. 
 Also, it is my pleasure to inform your esteemed body that the Senate amended, and on this 
day passed, as amended, Assembly Bill No. 18, Amendment No. 755; Assembly Bill No. 35, 
Amendments Nos. 668, 830; Assembly Bill No. 48, Amendment No. 854; Assembly Bill No. 50, 
Amendments Nos. 762, 884; Assembly Bill No. 54, Amendment No. 735; Assembly Bill No. 
147, Amendment No. 868; Assembly Bill No. 170, Amendment No. 838; Assembly Bill No. 
176, Amendment No. 860; Assembly Bill No. 202, Amendments Nos. 673, 829, 867; Assembly 
Bill No. 223, Amendment No. 764; Assembly Bill No. 246, Amendment No. 890; Assembly Bill 
No. 264, Amendment No. 707; Assembly Bill No. 283, Amendment No. 866; Assembly Bill No. 
300, Amendment No. 812; Assembly Bill No. 312, Amendment No. 801; Assembly Bill No. 
313, Amendments Nos. 740, 888; Assembly Bill No. 345, Amendment No. 882; Assembly Bill 
No. 346, Amendment No. 883; Assembly Bill No. 348, Amendments Nos. 694, 839; Assembly 
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 Senate Bill No. 430. 
 Assemblywoman Carlton moved that the bill be referred to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
 Motion carried. 

 Senate Bill No. 454. 
 Assemblyman Bobzien moved that the bill be referred to the Committee on 
Commerce and Labor. 
 Motion carried. 

 Senate Bill No. 479. 
 Assemblyman Bobzien moved that the bill be referred to the Committee on 
Commerce and Labor. 
 Motion carried. 

 Senate Bill No. 484. 
 Assemblywoman Carlton moved that the bill be referred to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
 Motion carried. 

MOTIONS, RESOLUTIONS AND NOTICES 

 Assemblyman Horne moved that Assembly Bill No. 46 be taken from the 
Chief Clerk’s desk and placed at the top of the General File. 
 Motion carried. 

 Assemblyman Horne moved that Assembly Bill No. 491; Senate Bills Nos. 
58, 423, 446, 447, 463, 466, 469, 498; Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 
76th Session, just reported out of committee, be placed on the Second 
Reading File. 
 Motion carried. 

 Assemblyman Horne moved that Assembly Bills Nos. 58, 125, 145, and 
404, just reported out of committee, be placed on the General File. 
 Motion carried. 

SECOND READING AND AMENDMENT 

 Assembly Bill No. 461. 
 Bill read second time. 
 The following amendment was proposed by the Committee on Ways and 
Means: 
 Amendment No. 894. 
 AN ACT relating to management of land; authorizing the Division of State 
Lands of the State Department of Conservation and Natural Resources to 
establish and carry out programs to conserve certain sagebrush ecosystems; 
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 Senate Bill No. 446. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Bill No. 447. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Bill No. 463. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Bill No. 466. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Bill No. 469. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Bill No. 498. 
 Bill read second time and ordered to third reading. 

 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session. 
 Resolution read second time and ordered to third reading. 

GENERAL FILE AND THIRD READING 

 Assembly Bill No. 46. 
 Bill read third time. 
 The following amendment was proposed by Assemblyman Bobzien: 
 Amendment No. 881. 
 AN ACT relating to the funding of capital projects of school districts; 
[providing for] authorizing the imposition and providing for the 
administration of a new sales and use tax and ad valorem tax in certain 
counties for the capital projects of the school districts in those counties; 
exempting that ad valorem tax from certain partial tax abatements and the 
statutory limitation on the total ad valorem tax levy; authorizing those school 
districts to use the proceeds of those taxes and certain proceeds from the 
governmental services tax to finance capital projects; and providing other 
matters properly relating thereto. 
Legislative Counsel’s Digest: 
 The board of trustees of each school district is required to establish a fund 
for capital projects. (NRS 387.328) Sections 2 and 10 of this bill [require] 
authorize the board of county commissioners of each county whose 
population is 100,000 or more but less than 700,000 (currently only Washoe 
County) to impose , by a two-thirds vote, additional taxes for deposit in the 
county school district’s fund for capital projects. In particular, section 2 
[requires] authorizes the imposition in the county of a new sales and use tax 
at the rate of one-quarter of 1 percent of the gross receipts of retailers and 
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THE ONE HUNDRED AND FOURTEENTH DAY 
 

CARSON CITY (Tuesday), May 28, 2013 
  

 Assembly called to order at 12:36 p.m. 
 Madam Speaker presiding. 
 Roll called. 
 All present except Assemblymen Paul Anderson and Pierce, who were 
excused. 
 Prayer by the Chaplain, Pastor Bruce Henderson, Airport Road Church of 
Christ, Carson City, Nevada. 
 Heavenly Father, 
 Yesterday we celebrated and honored the memories of those who have given their lives for 
our country.  As we approach the final days of this legislative session, I pray that you give these 
elected officials the wisdom to be making decisions that will stand as worthwhile, positive, and 
lasting memorials.  Lord, defeat us in what is wrong and uphold us in that which is right. 

AMEN. 

 Pledge of allegiance to the Flag. 

 Assemblyman Horne moved that further reading of the Journal be 
dispensed with, and the Speaker and Chief Clerk be authorized to make the 
necessary corrections and additions. 
 Motion carried. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Madam Speaker: 
 Your Committee on Health and Human Services, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 362, 
has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Do pass. 
 Also, your Committee on Health and Human Services, to which was referred Senate Bill No. 
92, has had the same under consideration, and begs leave to report the same back with the 
recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended. 

MARILYN DONDERO LOOP, Chair 
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state agency for the purpose of determining or verifying the status of an eligible customer.  
Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

 Roll call on Senate Bill No. 498: 
 YEAS—40. 
 NAYS—None. 
 EXCUSED—Paul Anderson, Pierce—2. 
 Senate Bill No. 498 having received a constitutional majority, 
Madam Speaker declared it passed. 
 Bill ordered transmitted to the Senate. 

 Senate Bill No. 469. 
 Bill read third time. 
 Remarks by Assemblywoman Carlton. 
 ASSEMBLYWOMAN CARLTON: 
 Thank you, Madam Speaker.  Senate Bill 469 makes the transfers of the State Dairy 
Commission from the Department of Business and Industry to the Department of Agriculture.  It 
implements a budget decision approved by the joint full money committees. 

 Roll call on Senate Bill No. 469: 
 YEAS—40. 
 NAYS—None. 
 EXCUSED—Paul Anderson, Pierce—2. 
 Senate Bill No. 469 having received a constitutional majority, 
Madam Speaker declared it passed. 
 Bill ordered transmitted to the Senate. 

 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session. 
 Resolution read third time. 
 Remarks by Assemblymen Ohrenschall and Duncan. 
 ASSEMBLYMAN OHRENSCHALL: 
 Thank you, Madam Speaker.  Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 proposes an amendment to the 
Nevada Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court, known as the Court of Appeals, 
composed of three judges initially appointed to two-year terms by the Governor from nominees 
chosen by the Commission on Judicial Selection.  Following initial appointment, the judges will 
be elected at the general election to serve a term of six years.  
 The Court of Appeals will have appellate jurisdiction in civil cases arising from the district 
courts and in criminal cases within the original jurisdiction of the district courts.  The Nevada 
Supreme Court will fix the appellate court’s jurisdiction and provide for the review of appeals 
decided by the Court of Appeals.  Finally, Nevada’s Supreme Court must provide for the 
assignment of one or more judges of the Court of Appeals to devote part of their time to serve as 
supplemental district judges where needed. 
 Madam Speaker, in your Judiciary Committee there was quite a bit of testimony about how 
our Supreme Court is very overworked, how their caseload is very heavy, and how that is costly, 
not just to the judges and attorneys in the state, but to the litigants, to the businessmen and 
women, and to the families who are awaiting having these decisions rendered.  So hopefully if 
the voters see fit to enact this constitutional amendment and to provide this additional level of 
appellate review, justice will a be a little more timely in the state.  I urge its passage. 
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 ASSEMBLYMAN DUNCAN: 
 Thank you, Madam Speaker.  Just as my colleague from District 12 spoke about, we did hear 
some compelling testimony in the Judiciary Committee about this subject.  I think looking down 
the line if we want to be a competitive business state and compete with Delaware and different 
states, one of the most important things is to be able to have an appellate body of law where our 
Supreme Court Justices are able to take time to write precedential opinions that will make us 
certain and a stable business environment.  We certainly heard a lot of compelling testimony that 
they overworked and that slows down the entire justice system for normal Nevadans who are 
appealing their cases from the district court all the way up to the Supreme Court.  If they have 
the ability to appeal those to the appellate courts this would actually increase their ability to have 
their cases adjudicated in a quicker fashion.  So I urge this body’s support of this measure. 

 Roll call on Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session: 
 YEAS—40. 
 NAYS—None. 
 EXCUSED—Paul Anderson, Pierce—2. 
 Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session having received a 
constitutional majority, Madam Speaker declared it passed. 
 Resolution ordered transmitted to the Senate. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

CONSIDERATION OF SENATE AMENDMENTS 

 Assembly Bill No. 10. 
 The following Senate amendment was read: 
 Amendment No. 628. 
 AN ACT relating to gaming; revising provisions relating to the unlawful 
use or possession of certain devices in a game; and providing other matters 
properly relating thereto. 
Legislative Counsel’s Digest: 
 Existing law provides that it is unlawful for a person to use or possess with 
the intent to use, or to assist another person in using or possessing with the 
intent to use, certain devices to obtain an advantage at playing any game in a 
licensed gaming establishment. (NRS 465.075) Section 1 of this bill: (1) 
[provides that the prohibition applies to individuals and those acting in 
conjunction with others; (2)] adds software or hardware, or any combination 
thereof, to the list of prohibited devices; [(3)] (2) provides that the 
prohibition applies to any game that is offered by a licensee or affiliate; and 
[(4)] (3) removes the definition of the term “advantage.” 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN 
SENATE AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS: 

 Section 1.  NRS 465.075 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 465.075  [1.]  It is unlawful for any person [, either solely or in 
conjunction with others,] to use, possess with the intent to use or assist 
another person in using or possessing with the intent to use any 
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SUMMARY—Proposes to amend the Nevada Constitution to create 

an intermediate appellate court. (BDR C-1013) 
 
FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No. 
 Effect on the State: Yes. 
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION—Proposing to amend the Nevada 

Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 
 
Legislative Counsel’s Digest: 
 This resolution proposes an amendment to the Nevada Constitution to create an 1 
intermediate appellate court, known as the court of appeals. The court of appeals 2 
will consist of three judges, but the Legislature may by law increase the number of 3 
judges. The initial three judges must be appointed by the Governor from among 4 
three nominees for each seat chosen by the Commission on Judicial Selection. 5 
These initial judges will be appointed for a term of 2 years beginning on the first 6 
Monday of January of the year following the effective date of this constitutional 7 
amendment. After the initial terms, the judges of the court of appeals will be 8 
elected at the general election to serve a term of 6 years. 9 
 The court of appeals will have appellate jurisdiction in civil cases arising in 10 
district courts and in criminal cases within the original jurisdiction of the district 11 
courts. The Nevada Supreme Court must fix the jurisdiction of the court of appeals 12 
by rule and provide for the review of appeals decided by the court of appeals. In 13 
addition, the Nevada Supreme Court must provide by rule for the assignment of one 14 
or more judges of the court of appeals to devote a part of their time to serve as 15 
supplemental district judges, where needed. 16 
 
 
 RESOLVED BY THE SENATE AND ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF 1 
NEVADA, JOINTLY, That a new section, designated Section 3A, be 2 
added to Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution to read as follows: 3 

 Sec. 3A.  1.  The court of appeals consists of three 4 
judges or such greater number as the Legislature may 5 
provide by law. If the number of judges is so increased, the 6 
Supreme Court must provide by rule for the assignment of 7 
each appeal to a panel of three judges for decision. 8 
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 2.  After the initial terms, each judge of the court of 1 
appeals must be elected by the qualified electors of this State 2 
at the general election for a term of 6 years beginning on 3 
the first Monday of January next after the election. The 4 
initial three judges of the court of appeals must be 5 
appointed by the Governor from among three nominees 6 
selected for each individual seat by the permanent 7 
Commission on Judicial Selection described in subsection 3 8 
of section 20 of this Article. After the expiration of 30 days 9 
from the date on which the permanent Commission on 10 
Judicial Selection has delivered to the Governor its list of 11 
nominees for the initial judges, if the Governor has not 12 
made the appointments required by this Section, the 13 
Governor shall make no other appointment to any public 14 
office until the Governor has appointed a judge from the list 15 
submitted. The term of the initial judges is 2 years 16 
beginning on the first Monday of January next after the 17 
effective date of this Section, and an initial judge may 18 
succeed himself. If there is an increase in the number of 19 
judges, each additional judge must be elected by the 20 
qualified electors of this State at the first general election 21 
following the increase for a term of 6 years beginning on 22 
the first Monday of January next after the election. 23 
 3.  The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court shall 24 
appoint one of the judges of the court of appeals to be chief 25 
judge. The chief judge serves a term of 4 years, except that 26 
the term of the initial chief judge is 2 years. The chief judge 27 
may succeed himself. The chief judge may resign the 28 
position of chief judge without resigning from the court of 29 
appeals. 30 
 4.  The Supreme Court shall provide by rule for the 31 
assignment of one or more judges of the court of appeals to 32 
devote a part of their time to serve as supplemental district 33 
judges, where needed. 34 

And be it further 35 
 RESOLVED, That Section 1 of Article 6 of the Nevada 36 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 37 

 Section 1.  The judicial power of this State [shall be] is 38 
vested in a court system, comprising a Supreme Court, a 39 
court of appeals, district courts [,] and justices of the peace. 40 
The Legislature may also establish, as part of the system, 41 
courts for municipal purposes only in incorporated cities and 42 
towns. 43 
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And be it further 1 
 RESOLVED, That Section 4 of Article 6 of the Nevada 2 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 3 

 Sec. 4.  1.  The Supreme Court [shall] and the court of 4 
appeals have appellate jurisdiction in all civil cases arising in 5 
district courts, and also on questions of law alone in all 6 
criminal cases in which the offense charged is within the 7 
original jurisdiction of the district courts. The Supreme Court 8 
shall fix by rule the jurisdiction of the court of appeals and 9 
shall provide for the review, where appropriate, of appeals 10 
decided by the court of appeals. The [court shall also] 11 
Supreme Court and the court of appeals have power to issue 12 
writs of mandamus, certiorari, prohibition, quo warranto [,] 13 
and habeas corpus and also all writs necessary or proper to 14 
the complete exercise of [its appellate] their jurisdiction. 15 
Each [of the justices shall have power to] justice of the 16 
Supreme Court and judge of the court of appeals may issue 17 
writs of habeas corpus to any part of the State, upon petition 18 
by, or on behalf of, any person held in actual custody [,] in 19 
this State and may make such writs returnable [,] before 20 
[himself] the issuing justice or judge or the [Supreme Court,] 21 
court of which the justice or judge is a member, or before 22 
any district court in the State or [before] any judge of [said 23 
courts.] a district court. 24 
 2.  In case of the disability or disqualification, for any 25 
cause, of [the Chief Justice or one of the associate justices] a 26 
justice of the Supreme Court, [or any two of them,] the 27 
Governor [is authorized and empowered to] may designate 28 
[any] a judge of the court of appeals or a district judge [or 29 
judges] to sit in the place [or places] of [such] the disqualified 30 
or disabled justice . [or justices, and said judge or judges so 31 
designated shall receive their] The judge designated by the 32 
Governor is entitled to receive his actual expense of travel 33 
and otherwise while sitting in the Supreme Court. 34 
 3.  In the case of the disability or disqualification, for 35 
any cause, of a judge of the court of appeals, the Governor 36 
may designate a district judge to sit in the place of the 37 
disabled or disqualified judge. The judge whom the 38 
Governor designates is entitled to receive his actual expense 39 
of travel and otherwise while sitting in the court of appeals. 40 

And be it further 41 
 RESOLVED, That Section 7 of Article 6 of the Nevada 42 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 43 

 Sec. 7.  The times of holding the Supreme Court , the 44 
court of appeals and the district courts [shall] must be as 45 
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fixed by law. The terms of the Supreme Court [shall] must be 1 
held at the seat of government unless the Legislature 2 
otherwise provides by law, except that the Supreme Court 3 
may hear oral argument at other places in the State. The 4 
terms of the court of appeals must be held at the place 5 
provided by law. The terms of the district courts [shall] must 6 
be held at the county seats of their respective counties unless 7 
the Legislature otherwise provides by law.  8 

And be it further 9 
 RESOLVED, That Section 8 of Article 6 of the Nevada 10 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 11 

 Sec. 8.  1.  The Legislature shall determine the number 12 
of justices of the peace to be elected in each city and 13 
township of the State [,] and shall fix by law their 14 
qualifications, their terms of office and the limits of their civil 15 
and criminal jurisdiction, according to the amount in 16 
controversy, the nature of the case, the penalty provided [,] or 17 
any combination of these.  18 
 2.  The provisions of this section affecting the number, 19 
qualifications, terms of office and jurisdiction of justices of 20 
the peace become effective on the first Monday of January, 21 
1979. 22 
 3.  The Legislature shall also prescribe by law the 23 
manner, and determine the cases , in which appeals may be 24 
taken from justices and other courts. The Supreme Court, the 25 
court of appeals, the district courts [,] and such other courts 26 
[,] as the Legislature [shall designate, shall be] designates are 27 
courts of record. 28 

And be it further 29 
 RESOLVED, That Section 11 of Article 6 of the Nevada 30 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 31 

 Sec. 11.  The justices of the Supreme Court , the judges 32 
of the court of appeals and the district judges [shall be] are 33 
ineligible to any office, other than a judicial office, during the 34 
term for which they [shall] have been elected or appointed . [; 35 
and all] All elections or appointments of any such judges by 36 
the people, Legislature [,] or otherwise [,] during said period 37 
[,] to any office other than judicial [, shall be] are void. 38 

And be it further 39 
 RESOLVED, That Section 15 of Article 6 of the Nevada 40 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 41 

 Sec. 15.  The justices of the Supreme Court , the judges 42 
of the court of appeals and the district judges [shall] are each 43 
entitled to receive for their services a compensation to be 44 
fixed by law and paid in the manner provided by law, which 45 
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[shall] must not be increased or diminished during the term 1 
for which they [shall] have been elected, unless a vacancy 2 
occurs, in which case the successor of the former incumbent 3 
[shall] is entitled to receive only such salary as may be 4 
provided by law at the time of his election or appointment . [; 5 
and provision shall] A provision must be made by law for 6 
setting apart from each year’s revenue a sufficient amount of 7 
money [,] to pay such compensation. 8 

And be it further 9 
 RESOLVED, That Section 20 of Article 6 of the Nevada 10 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 11 

 Sec. 20.  1.  When a vacancy occurs before the 12 
expiration of any term of office in the Supreme Court or the 13 
court of appeals or among the district judges, the Governor 14 
shall appoint a justice or judge from among three nominees 15 
selected for such individual vacancy by the Commission on 16 
Judicial Selection.  17 
 2.  The term of office of any justice or judge so appointed 18 
expires on the first Monday of January following the next 19 
general election. 20 
 3.  Each nomination for the Supreme Court [shall] or the 21 
court of appeals must be made by the permanent 22 
Commission, composed of: 23 
 (a) The Chief Justice or an associate justice designated by 24 
him; 25 
 (b) Three members of the State Bar of Nevada, a public 26 
corporation created by statute, appointed by its Board of 27 
Governors; and 28 
 (c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, 29 
appointed by the Governor. 30 
 4.  Each nomination for the district court [shall] must be 31 
made by a temporary commission composed of: 32 
 (a) The permanent Commission; 33 
 (b) A member of the State Bar of Nevada resident in the 34 
judicial district in which the vacancy occurs, appointed by the 35 
Board of Governors of the State Bar of Nevada; and 36 
 (c) A resident of such judicial district, not a member of 37 
the legal profession, appointed by the Governor. 38 
 5.  If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist 39 
as a public corporation or ceases to include all attorneys 40 
admitted to practice before the courts of this State, the 41 
Legislature shall provide by law, or if it fails to do so the 42 
Supreme Court shall provide by rule, for the appointment of 43 
attorneys at law to the positions designated in this Section to 44 
be occupied by members of the State Bar of Nevada. 45 
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 6.  The term of office of each appointive member of the 1 
permanent Commission, except the first members, is 4 years. 2 
Each appointing authority shall appoint one of the members 3 
first appointed for a term of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the 4 
appointing authority shall fill the vacancy for the unexpired 5 
term. The additional members of a temporary commission 6 
[shall] must be appointed when a vacancy occurs, and their 7 
terms [shall] expire when the nominations for such vacancy 8 
have been transmitted to the Governor. 9 
 7.  An appointing authority shall not appoint to the 10 
permanent Commission more than: 11 
 (a) One resident of any county. 12 
 (b) Two members of the same political party. 13 
No member of the permanent Commission may be a member 14 
of [a] the Commission on Judicial Discipline. 15 
 8.  After the expiration of 30 days from the date on which 16 
the Commission on Judicial Selection has delivered to him its 17 
list of nominees for any vacancy, if the Governor has not 18 
made the appointment required by this Section, he shall make 19 
no other appointment to any public office until he has 20 
appointed a justice or judge from the list submitted. 21 
[If a commission on judicial selection is established by 22 
another section of this Constitution to nominate persons to fill 23 
vacancies on the Supreme Court, such commission shall serve 24 
as the permanent Commission established by subsection 3 of 25 
this Section.] 26 

And be it further 27 
 RESOLVED, That Section 21 of Article 6 of the Nevada 28 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 29 

 Sec. 21.  1.  A justice of the Supreme Court, a judge of 30 
the court of appeals, a district judge, a justice of the peace or 31 
a municipal judge may, in addition to the provision of Article 32 
7 for impeachment, be censured, retired, removed or 33 
otherwise disciplined by the Commission on Judicial 34 
Discipline. Pursuant to rules governing appeals adopted by 35 
the Supreme Court, a justice or judge may appeal from the 36 
action of the Commission to the Supreme Court, which may 37 
reverse such action or take any alternative action provided in 38 
this subsection.  39 
 2.  The Commission is composed of: 40 
 (a) Two justices or judges appointed by the Supreme 41 
Court; 42 
 (b) Two members of the State Bar of Nevada, a public 43 
corporation created by statute, appointed by its Board of 44 
Governors; and 45 
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 (c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, 1 
appointed by the Governor. 2 
The Commission shall elect a Chairman from among its three 3 
lay members. 4 
 3.  If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist 5 
as a public corporation or ceases to include all attorneys 6 
admitted to practice before the courts of this State, the 7 
Legislature shall provide by law, or if it fails to do so the 8 
Supreme Court shall provide by rule, for the appointment of 9 
attorneys at law to the positions designated in this Section to 10 
be occupied by members of the State Bar of Nevada. 11 
 4.  The term of office of each appointive member of the 12 
Commission, except the first members, is 4 years. Each 13 
appointing authority shall appoint one of the members first 14 
appointed for a term of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the 15 
appointing authority shall fill the vacancy for the unexpired 16 
term. An appointing authority shall not appoint more than one 17 
resident of any county. The Governor shall not appoint more 18 
than two members of the same political party. No member 19 
may be a member of a commission on judicial selection. 20 
 5.  The Legislature shall establish: 21 
 (a) In addition to censure, retirement and removal, the 22 
other forms of disciplinary action that the Commission may 23 
impose; 24 
 (b) The grounds for censure and other disciplinary action 25 
that the Commission may impose, including, but not limited 26 
to, violations of the provisions of the Code of Judicial 27 
Conduct; 28 
 (c) The standards for the investigation of matters relating 29 
to the fitness of a justice or judge; and 30 
 (d) The confidentiality or nonconfidentiality, as 31 
appropriate, of proceedings before the Commission, except 32 
that, in any event, a decision to censure, retire or remove a 33 
justice or judge must be made public. 34 
 6.  The Supreme Court shall adopt a Code of Judicial 35 
Conduct. 36 
 7.  The Commission shall adopt rules of procedure for 37 
the conduct of its hearings and any other procedural rules it 38 
deems necessary to carry out its duties. 39 
 8.  No justice or judge may by virtue of this Section be: 40 
 (a) Removed except for willful misconduct, willful or 41 
persistent failure to perform the duties of his office or 42 
habitual intemperance; or 43 
 (b) Retired except for advanced age which interferes with 44 
the proper performance of his judicial duties, or for mental or 45 
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physical disability which prevents the proper performance of 1 
his judicial duties and which is likely to be permanent in 2 
nature. 3 
 9.  Any matter relating to the fitness of a justice or judge 4 
may be brought to the attention of the Commission by any 5 
person or on the motion of the Commission. The Commission 6 
shall, after preliminary investigation, dismiss the matter or 7 
order a hearing to be held before it. If a hearing is ordered, a 8 
statement of the matter [shall] must be served upon the justice 9 
or judge against whom the proceeding is brought. The 10 
Commission in its discretion may suspend a justice or judge 11 
from the exercise of his office pending the determination of 12 
the proceedings before the Commission. Any justice or judge 13 
whose removal is sought is liable to indictment and 14 
punishment according to law. A justice or judge retired for 15 
disability in accordance with this Section is entitled thereafter 16 
to receive such compensation as the Legislature may provide. 17 
 10.  If a proceeding is brought against a justice of the 18 
Supreme Court, no justice of the Supreme Court may sit on 19 
the Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is 20 
brought against a judge of the court of appeals, no judge of 21 
the court of appeals may sit on the Commission for that 22 
proceeding. If a proceeding is brought against a district 23 
judge, no district judge from the same judicial district may sit 24 
on the Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is 25 
brought against a justice of the peace, no justice of the peace 26 
from the same township may sit on the Commission for that 27 
proceeding. If a proceeding is brought against a municipal 28 
judge, no municipal judge from the same city may sit on the 29 
Commission for that proceeding. If an appeal is taken from an 30 
action of the Commission to the Supreme Court, any justice 31 
who sat on the Commission for that proceeding is disqualified 32 
from participating in the consideration or decision of the 33 
appeal. When any member of the Commission is disqualified 34 
by this subsection, the Supreme Court shall appoint a 35 
substitute from among the eligible judges. 36 
 11.  The Commission may: 37 
 (a) Designate for each hearing an attorney or attorneys at 38 
law to act as counsel to conduct the proceeding; 39 
 (b) Summon witnesses to appear and testify under oath 40 
and compel the production of books, papers, documents and 41 
records; 42 
 (c) Grant immunity from prosecution or punishment when 43 
the Commission deems it necessary and proper in order to 44 

389

----



 
 – 9 – 
 

 - *SJR14_76* 

compel the giving of testimony under oath and the production 1 
of books, papers, documents and records; and 2 
 (d) Exercise such further powers as the Legislature may 3 
from time to time confer upon it. 4 

And be it further 5 
 RESOLVED, That Section 3 of Article 7 of the Nevada 6 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 7 

 [Sec:] Sec. 3.  For any reasonable cause to be entered on 8 
the journals of each House, which may [,] or may not be 9 
sufficient grounds for impeachment, the [Chief Justice and 10 
associate] justices of the Supreme Court , the judges of the 11 
court of appeals and the judges of the district courts [shall] 12 
must be removed from office on the vote of two thirds of the 13 
members elected to each branch of the Legislature . [, and 14 
the] The justice or judge complained of [, shall] must be 15 
served with a copy of the complaint against him, and [shall] 16 
have an opportunity of being heard in person or by counsel in 17 
his defense . [, provided, that no] No member of either branch 18 
of the Legislature [shall be] is eligible to fill the vacancy 19 
occasioned by such removal. 20 

And be it further 21 
 RESOLVED, That Section 8 of Article 15 of the Nevada 22 
Constitution be amended to read as follows: 23 

 [Sec:] Sec. 8.  The Legislature shall provide for the 24 
speedy publication of all statute laws of a general nature [,] 25 
and such decisions of the Supreme Court [,] and the court of 26 
appeals as it may deem expedient . [; and all] All laws and 27 
judicial decisions [shall] must be free for publication by any 28 
person . [; provided, that no] No judgment of the Supreme 29 
Court or the court of appeals shall take effect and be 30 
operative until the opinion of the court in such case [shall be] 31 
is filed with the clerk of said court. 32 
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BDR C-1013
SJR 14 of the 76th Session

NON-EXECUTIVE AGENCY

FISCAL NOTE
AGENCY'S ESTIMATES Date Prepared: February 15, 2013
Agency Submitting: Administrative Office of the Courts

Items of Revenue or
Expense, or Both

Fiscal Year
2012-13

Fiscal Year
2013-14

Fiscal Year
2014-15

Effect on Future 
Biennia

Judicial Elected Official Salaries (Expense) $326,883 $1,306,794

Supreme Court (Expense) $457,599 $1,686,580

Judicial Selection (Expense) $7,162

Total 0 0 $791,644 $2,993,374

Explanation (Use Additional Sheets of Attachments, if required)

The adoption of SJR 14 by the Legislature does not by itself carry a "fiscal impact" as defined in NRS chapter 218D. 
Only if the citizens of Nevada decide by popular vote to amend the Constitution to establish a court of appeals will 
there be a fiscal consequence. If the Legislature approves SJR 14 and the voters amend the Constitution, the three 
new judges could take office no earlier than January of 2015.  The projected cost associated with the court of appeals 
is $1,497,000 per fiscal year which works out to $791,644 for the last half of FY 2015 if we include start-up costs. The 
Court would propose offsetting these costs by either 1) eliminating or reprioritizing the $5 super priority general fund 
share of administrative assessments collected pursuant to NRS 176.059; 2) allowing the court to carry forward to the 
next fiscal year its end of the fiscal year balance in accounts funded from an appropriation similar to subsection 2 of 
NRS 218A.150; or 3) restoring the court's funding levels to those of fiscal year 2007.

Deanna BjorkName

Title Manager of Budgets

FN 1592
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BDR C-1013
SJR 14 of the 76th Session

EXECUTIVE AGENCY

FISCAL NOTE
AGENCY'S ESTIMATES Date Prepared: February 20, 2013
Agency Submitting: Secretary of State

Items of Revenue or
Expense, or Both

Fiscal Year
2012-13

Fiscal Year
2013-14

Fiscal Year
2014-15

Effect on Future 
Biennia

Publication Cost Reimbursement to Counties 
(Expense) $67,000

Total 0 0 $67,000 0

Explanation (Use Additional Sheets of Attachments, if required)

The above are estimated expenses of statutorily required publication cost reimbursements to counties pursuant to NRS 
293.253(5) for publishing a ballot question should the Constitutional Amendment pass for a second time this session.

Ryan HighName

Title Deputy Secretary of State

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION'S COMMENTS Date Wednesday, February 20, 2013

The agency's response appears reasonable.

Jeff MohlenkampName

DirectorTitle

FN 1593
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and wood products to the extent such use is environmentally sound and 
competitively and economically feasible; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY AND SENA TE OF TIIE ST A TE OF NEV ADA, 
JoINTL Y, That the Nevada Legislature hereby expresses its intent to establish 
and encourage the creation of a biomass industry in Nevada to expand efforts 
to manage pinyon-juniper woodlands and restore pinyon-juniper and 
sagebrush ecosystems at a landscape scale on public lands based on sound 
scientific principles for the benefit of ecosystem resiliency, economic 
stability, production of biomass energy and wood products, hydrologic 
function, rangeland health, wildlife habitat and reduction of hazardous fuels; 
and be it further 

REsoLVED, That the Nevada Legislature hereby encourages the Congress 
of the United States to extend the authority of the Bureau of Land 
Management of the United States Department of the Interior and the United 
States Forest Service under section 323 of Public Law No. 108-7 to enter into 
stewardship contracts or agreements for management and restoration projects 
on public lands beyond the current expiration date, and to extend the 
maximum length of those stewardship contracts or agreements to 20 years; 
and be it further 

REsoLVED, That the Chief Clerk of the Assembly prepare and transmit a 
copy of this resolution to the Governor, the President of the United States, 
the Vice President of the United States as the presiding officer of the Senate, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, each member of the Nevada 
Congressional Delegation, the Director of the Bureau of Land Management 
and the Chief of the United States Forest Service; and be it further 

R.Esot VED, That this resolution becomes effective upon passage. 

Senate Joint Resolution No. 14 of the 76th Session
Committee on Judiciary 

FILE NUMBER 47 

SENA TE JOINT RESOLUTION- Proposing to amend the Nevada 
Constitution to create an intermediate appellate court. 

LegblaUve Counsel's Digest: 
This resolution proposes an amendment to the Nevada Constitution to create an 

intermediate appellate court. known as the court of appeals. The court of appeals will 
consist of three judges, but the Legislature may by law increase the number of judges. 
The initial three judges must be appointed by the Governor from among three 
nominees for each seat chosen by the Commission on Judicial Selection. These initial 
judges will be appointed for a term of 2 years beginning on the first Monday of 
January of the year following the effective date of this constitutional amendment. 
After the initial terms, the judges of the court of appeals will be elected at the general 
election to serve a term of 6 years. 

The court of appeals will have appellate jurisdiction in civil cases arising in 
district courts and in criminal cases within the original jurisdiction of the district 
courts. The Nevada Supreme Court must fix the jurisdiction of the court of appeals by 
rule and provide for the review of appeals decided by the court of appeals. In 
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addition, the Nevada Supreme Court must provide by rule for the assignment of one 
or more judges of the court of appeals to devote a part of their time to serve as 
supplemental district judges, where needed. 

EXPLANATION M.n« in W4d ""1la is new; IIJllfter betw-, bnckcu 1.....i r 111tiall is material io be omitted. 

RESOLVED BY THE SENATE AND ASSEMBLY OF 1lffi STATE OF NEVADA, 
JoINTL Y, That a new section, designated Section 3A, be added to Article 
6 of the Nevada Consdtutlon to read as follows: 

Sec. 3A. I. The court of appeals consists of three judges or 
sach greater number a the Legislature may prtl1'itk by law. If the 
number of Judges is so increased, the Supreme Court must provide 
by rule for the assignment of each appeal to a panel of three judges 
for deco/on. 

1. Afto the initial tenm, each judge of the court of appeals 
must be elected by the qualified electors of this State at tire general 
election for a term of 6 years beginning on the first Monday of 
JanU11ry next ajkr the election. The initial thru judga of the ~ourt 
of appeals mrat be appoint«/ by the Governor from among three 
nominees selected for each individual seat by tire pennanent 
Commission on Judicial Selection doer/bed in subsection 3 of 
section 20 of this Article. Ajkr the expiration of 30 days from the 
date on which tire penR11nent Commission on Judicial Sdectlon has 
tkllvered to the Governor Its list of nominees for the inJdal judges, if 
the Governor has not made the llJlpointments required "1 this 
Section, the Governor shall make no other appointment to any 
public offla until the Govemor has appointed a judge from the Ust 
submitted. The term of the initial judges is 2 years beginning on the 
first Monday of Janllllry next afto the effective date of this Section, 
and an initial judge may succeed himself. If there Is an increase in 
the number of judges, each additional judge must be elected by the 
qualified electors of this State at the first general election following 
the increase for a term of 6 years beginning on the first Monday of 
January next afto the election. 

3. The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court shall appoint one of 
the judges of the court of appeals to be chief judge. The chief Judge 
serves a term of 4 years, except that the term of the initial chief 
judge is 2 years. The chief judge may succeed himself. The chief 
judge may resign the position of chief judge without resigning from 
the court of appeals. 

4. The Supreme Court shall pruvide by rule for the assignment 
of one or more judges of the court of appeals to devote a part of 
their time to serve as supplemental district judges, where needed. 

And be it further 
RESOLVED, That Secdon 1 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constltudoo be 

amended to read as follows: 
Section 1. The judicial power of this State lshall lM,I is vested in 

a court system, comprising a Supreme Court, a court of appeals, 
district courts t,J and justices of the peace. The Legislature may also 
establish. as part of the system, courts for municipal purposes only in 
incorporated cities and towns. 
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And be it further 
RESOLVED, That Section 4 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be 

amended to read as follows: 
Sec. 4. I. The Supreme Court lshalll and dte court of appeals 

have appellate jurisdiction in all civil cases arising in district courts, 
and also on questions of law alone in all criminal cases in which the 
offense charged is within the original jurisdiction of the district 
courts. The Supreme Court shall f,x by ruk the jurisdktion of the 
court of appeals and shall provuk for the review, where appropriate, 
of appeals decided by the court of appeals. The feellft shall alsel 
Supre,ne Court and dte court of appeals have power to issue writs of 
mandamus, certiorari. prohibition, quo warranto M and habeas corpus 
and also all writs necessary or proper to the complete exercise of fits 
appellatel dteir jurisdiction. Each fef lhe j11Sliees shell ha"·e pewer ~el 
justice of dte Supreme Court and j,uJge of the court of appeals may 
issue writs of habeas corpus to any part of the State, upon petition by, 
or on behalf of. any person held in actual custody M in dtis Stale and 
may make such writs returnable M before lhimeeHl the lss,ung 
justice or jlUlge or the ISe:p,eme Cetr.;I court of which dte Justice or 
judge is a member, or before any district court in the State or leefeNI 
any judge of lsaid ee11RS.I a dJstrlct colll't. 

2. In case of the disability or disqualification, for any cause, of 
Idle Cllief Jtaiee er eee ef the asseeiate justieml a )IISlice of the 
Supreme Court, fer aay lwe ef them;I the Governor (is 8lttheni5N a1M1 
empeweretl tel ,nay designate fenYl a judge of the court of appeals 
or a district judge fer j~ to sit in the place fer plaeesl of (suehl 
the disqualified or disabled justice • fer jllSltees, 88d said jlNlge er 
JIMiges se 4esigR81ed shall reeei•,e lheirl TM Jllllge daig,u,led by dte 
Govemor is entitkd IIJ reuive his actual expense of travel and 
otherwise while sitting in the Supreme Court. 

3. In dte cau of dte disability or disq,u,lijication, for any 
cause, of a judge of d,e coart of appetds, dte Governor may 
designaJe a district judge IIJ sit in the plaa of 1M disabled or 
disq,u,Jifled judge. The judge whom dte Governor designates is 
entitled to receive his 11ctlllll expa,u of travd and otMrwise while 
sitting in the coart of ap,-als. 

And be it further 
RESOLVED, That Section 7 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be 

amended to read as follows: 
Sec. 7. The times of holding the Supreme Court , d,e coart of 

appeals and the district courts fshelll must be as fixed by law. The 
tenns of the Supreme Court (shalll ,nust be held at the seat of 
government unless the Legislature otherwise provides by law, except 
that the Supreme Court may hear oral argument at other places in the 
State. The terms of the court of appeals must be held at dte plau 
provided by law. The tenns of the district courts lshalll 111ust be held 
at the county seats of their respective counties unless the Legislature 
otherwise provides by law. 

And be it further 
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REsoL VED, Tbat Section 8 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution be 
amended to read as follows: 

Sec. 8. 1. The Legislature shall determine the number of 
justices of the peace to be elected in each city and township of the 
State M and shall fix by law their qualifications, their terms of office 
and the limits of their civil and criminal jurisdiction, according to the 
amount in controversy, the nature of the case, the penalty provided M 
or any combination of these. 

2. The provisions of this section affecting the number, 
qualifications, terms of office and jurisdiction of justices of the peace 
become effective on the first Monday of January, 1979. 

J. The Legislature shall also prescribe by law the manner, and 
determine the cases , in which appeals may be taken from justices and 
other courts. The Supreme Court, the cowt of qpab, the district 
courts M and such other courts ht as the Legislature ISMII tiesigB&te, 
all bel tlalgnato ore courts of record. 

And be it further 
REsoL VED, That Section 11 of Ardcle 6 of the Nevada Constitution 

be amended to read as follows: 
Sec. 11. The justices of the Supreme Court , the judges of the 

colll't of qpeals and the district judges lshall NI are ineligible to any 
office, other than a judicial office, during the tenn for which they 
fshalll have been elected or appointed • h aecl alll AU elections or 
appointments of any such judges by the people, Legislature M or 
otherwise M during said period ht to any office other than judicial t, 
shall bel ore void 

And be it further 
REsoL VED, That Section 15 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution 

be amended to read as follows: 
Sec. 15. The justices of the Supreme Court , th judges of the 

com of qJlfflls and du district judges fehalll ore each entitled to 
receive for their services a compensation to be fixed by law and paid 
in the manner provided by law, which twlll •ust not be increased or 
diminished during the term for which they lshalll have been elected, 
unless a vacancy occurs, in which case the successor of the former 
incumbent lshalll is entitkd to receive only such salary as may be 
provided by law at the time of his election or appointment. I; aad 
JfOl'fisioa ahalll A provision mut be made by law for setting apart 
from each year's revenue a sufficient amount of money ht to pay such 
compensation. 

And be it further 
REsoL VED, That Section 20 of Article 6 of the Nevada Constitution 

be amended to read as follows: 
Sec. 20. 1. When a vacancy occurs before the expiration of 

any tenn of office in the Supreme Court or ~ court of qpeals or 
among the district judges, the Governor shall appoint a justice or 
judge from among three nominees selected for such individual 
vacancy by the Commission on Judicial Selection. 

2. The term of office of any justice or judge so appointed expires 
on the first Monday of January following the next general election. 



400

File 47 SEVENTY-SEVENTH SESSION 3971 

3. Each nomination for the Supreme Court fshalll or the court 
of appeals must be made by the pennanent Commission, composed 
of: 

(a) The Chief Justice or an associate justice designated by ltim; 
(b) Three members o the State Bar of Nevada, a public 

corporation created by statute, appointed by its Board of Governors; 
and 

( c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, appointed 
by the Governor. 

4. Each nomination for the district court fshalll must be made by 
a temporary commission composed of: 

(a) The permanent Commission; 
(b) A member of the State Bar of Nevada resident in the judicial 

district in which the vacancy occurs, appointed by the Board of 
Governors of the State Bar of Nevada; and 

(c) A resident of such judicial district, not a member of the legal 
profession, appointed by the Governor. 

5. If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist as a 
public corporation or ceases to include all attorneys admitted to 
practice before the courts of this State, the Legislature shall provide 
by law, or if it fails to do so the Supreme Court shall provide by rule, 
for the appointment of attorneys at law to the positions designated in 
this Section to be occupied by members of the State Bar of Nevada. 

6. The term of office of each appointive member of the 
permanent Commission, except the first members, is 4 years. Each 
appointing authority shall appoint one of the members first appointed 
for a tenn of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the appointing authority 
shall fill the vacancy for the unexpired tenn. The additional members 
of a temporary commission lahaUI must be appointed when a vacancy 
occurs, and their terms fsltalll expire when the nominations for such 
vacancy have been transmitted to the Governor. 

7. An appointing authority shall not appoint to the permanent 
Commission more than: 

(a) One resident of any county. 
(b) Two members of the same political party. 

No member of the permanent Commission may be a member of feJ 
the Commission on Judicial Discipline. 

8. After the expiration of 30 days from the date on which the 
Commission on Judicial Selection has delivered to him its list of 
nominees for any vacancy, if the Governor bas not made the 
appointment required by this Section, he shall make no other 
appointment to any public office until he has appointed a justice or 
judge from the list submitted. 
llf a ee11HRissien on j.&ioial seleeiiea is eslablisllee by eedler 
seetiea of dtis CeftfHimlieR kt e81RiRete pelNB8 • fill 1'J888118ies oe 
die SspFeme ~ s11el:I eemmi89iea sllall serve as die peR1)811eRt 

Commi89iea established &,y sabseetieB 3 efdiie Seelten.l 
And be it further 

REsoLVED, That Section 21 of Article 6 of the Nevada Consdtudon 
be amended to read as follows: 

Sec. 21. l . A justice of the Supreme Court, a judg~ of the 
court of appeals, a district judge, a justice of the peace or a municipal 
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judge may, in addition to the provision of Article 7 for impeachment, 
be censured, retired, removed or otherwise disciplined by the 
Commission on Judicial Discipline. Pursuant to rules governing 
appeals adopted by the Supreme Court, a justice or judge may appeal 
from the action of the Commission to the Supreme Court, which may 
reverse such action or take any alternative action provided in this 
subsection. 

2. The Commission is composed of: 
(a) Two justices or judges appointed by the Supreme Court; 
(b) Two members of the State Bar of Nev• a public 

corporation created by statute, appointed by its Board of Governors; 
and 

( c) Three persons, not members of the legal profession, appointed 
by the Governor. 
The Commission shall elect a Chairman from among its three lay 
members. 

3. If at any time the State Bar of Nevada ceases to exist as a 
public corporation or ceases to include all attorneys admitted to 
practice before the courts of this State, the Legislature shall provide 
by law, or if it fails to do so the S11pre1M Court shall provide by rule, 
for the appointment of attorneys at law to the positions designated in 
this Section to be occupied by members of the State Bar of Nevada. 

4. The tenn of office of each appointive member of the 
Commission, except the first members, is 4 years. Each appointing 
authority shall appoint one of the members first appointed for a term 
of 2 years. If a vacancy occurs, the appointing authority shall fill the 
vacancy for the unexpired term. An appointing authority shall not 
appoint more than one resident of any county. The Governor shall not 
appoint more than two members of the same political party. No 
member may be a member of a commission on judicial selection. 

5. The Legislature shall establish: 
(a) In addition to censure, retirement and removal, the other 

forms of disciplinary action that the Commission may impose; 
(b) The grounds for censure and other disciplinary action that the 

Commission may impose, including, but not limited to, violations of 
the provisions of the Code of Judicial Conduct; 

( c) The standards for the investigation of matters relating to the 
fitness of a justice or judge; and 

( d) The confidentiality or nonconfidentiality, as appropriate, of 
proceedings before the Commission, except that, in any event, a 
decision to censure, retire or remove a justice or j udge must be made 
public. 

6. The Supreme Court shall adopt a Code of Judicial Conduct. 
7. The Commission shall adopt rules of procedure for the 

conduct of its hearings and any other procedural rules it deems 
necessary to cany out its duties. 

8. No justice or judge may by virtue of this Section be: 
(a) Removed except for willful misconduct, willful or persistent 

failure to perform the duties of his office or habitual intemperance; or 
(b) Retired except for advanced age which interferes with the 

proper perf onnance of his judicial duties, or for mental or physical 
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disability which prevents the proper perf onnance of his judicial duties 
and which is likely to be permanent in nature. 

9. Any matter relating to the fitness of a justice or judge may be 
brought to the attention of the Commission by any person or on the 
motion of the Commission. The Commission shall, after preliminary 
investigation, dismiss the matter or order a hearing to be held before 

it. If a hearing is ordered, a statement of the matter lshalll must be 
served upon the justice or judge against whom the proceeding is 

brought. The Commission in its discretion may suspend a justice or 
judge from the exercise of his office pending the determination of the 
proceedings before the Commission. Any justice or judge whose 
removal is sought is liable to indictment and punishment according to 
law. A justice or judge retired for disability in accordance with this 
Section is entitled thereafter to receive such compensation as the 
Legislature may provide. 

10. If a proceeding is brought against a justice of the Supreme 
Court, no justice of the Supreme Court may sit on the Commission for 
that proceeding. If a proceeding is bro"ght agoilut a judge of the 
court of appeals, no judge of the court of appeals may sit on the 
Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is brought against a 
district judge, no district judge from the same judicial district may sit 
on the Commission for that proceeding. If a proceeding is brought 
against a justice of the peace, no justice of the peace from the same 
township may sit on the Commission for that proceeding. If a 
proceeding is brought against a municipal judge, no municipal judge 

from the same city may sit on the Commission for that proceeding. If 
an appenl is taken from an action of the Commission to the Supreme 
Court, any justice who sat on the Commission for that proceeding is 
disqualified from participating in the consideration or decision of the 
appeal. When any member of the Commission is disqualified by this 
subsection, the Supreme Court shall appoint a substitute from among 
the eligible judges. 

11. The Commission may: 
(a) Designate for each hearing an attorney or attorneys at law to 

act as counsel to conduct the proceeding; 
(b) Swnmon witnesses to appear and testify under oath and 

compel the production of books, papers, docwnents and records; 
( c) Grant immunity from prosecution or punishment when the 

Commission deems it necessary and proper in order to compel the 
giving of testimony under oath and the production of books, papers, 
documents and records; and 

( d) Exercise such further powers as the Legislature may from 
time to time confer upon il 

And be it further 
REsoL VED, That Section 3 of Article 7 of the Nevada Consdtution be 

amended to read as follows: 
fSeeff S«. 3. For any reasonable cause to be entered on the 

journals of each House, which may M or may not be sufficient 
grounds for impeachment, the ICaief JltStiee and asseeiatel justices 
of the Supreme Court , the judges of the co"rt of appeals and the 
judges of the district courts lshelll must be removed from office on 
the vote of two thirds of the members elected to each branch of the 
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Legislature. I, &Rd lhel The justice or judge complained of I, shelll 
,nut be served with a copy of the complaint against him, and fshaUI 
have an opportunity of being heard in person or by counsel in his 
defense • I, pre•;ideEI, dlat eel No member of either branch of the 
Legislature fshoU bel is eligible to fill the vacancy occasioned by such 
removal. 

And be it further 
REsoLVED, That Section 8 of Article 15 of the Nevada Constitution 

be amended to read as follows: 
f8ee:I Sec. 8. The Legislature shall provide for the speedy 

publication of all statute laws of a general nature M and such 
decisions of the Supreme Court f;J 11ml the co•rt of appi!llls as it may 
deem expedient • f; aed alll AU laws and judicial decisions lshalll 
must be free for publication by any person • (; pre11ideEI, tllat eel No 
judgment of the Supreme Court or tu court of appellls shall take 
effect and be operative until the opinion of the court in such case 
(shall bel is filed with the clerk of said court. 

Assembly Resolution No. l 4-Committee on 
Legislative Operations and Elections 

FILE NUMBER 48 

ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION- Designating certain members of the 
Assembly as regular and alternate members of the Legislative 
Commission for the 2013-20 l S biennium. 

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBL y OF rnE ST A TE OF NEV ADA, That, pursuant 
to the provisions of NRS 2 l 8E. l SO and the Joint Standing Rules of the 
Legislature, the following members of the Assembly are designated regular 
and alternate members of the Legislative Commission to serve until their 
successors are designated: Ms. Marilyn Kirkpatrick, Mr. Jason Frierson, Mr. 
Skip Daly, Mr. Ira Hansen, Mr. Lynn D. Stewart and Mr. Wesley Duncan are 
designated as the regular Assembly members; Ms. Olivia Diaz and Mr. Elliot 
T. Anderson are designated as the first and second alternate members, 
respectively, for Ms. Marilyn Kirkpatrick; Ms. Irene Bustamante Adams and 
Ms. Dina Neal are designated as the first and second alternate members, 
respectively, for Mr. Jason Frierson; Ms. Teresa Benitez-Thompson and Mr. 
Michael Sprinkle are designated as the first and second alternate members, 
respectively, for Mr. Skip Daly; Mr. Jim Wheeler and Mr. Tom Grady are 
designated as the first and second alternate members, respectively, for Mr. 
Ira Hansen; Mr. Peter Livermore and Ms. Michele Fiore are desjgnated as the 
first and second alternate members, respectively, for Mr. Lynn D. Stewart; 
and Mr. James Oscarson and Mr. John Ellison are designated as the first and 
second alternate members, respectively, for Mr. Wesley Duncan. 
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