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The first meeting of the Nevada Legislature’s Legislative Committee on Child Welfare and 
Juvenile Justice’s Task Force to Study Juvenile Justice Issues was held on Thursday, 
March  27, 2014, at 1 p.m. in Room 4401 of the Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 
555 East Washington Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada.  The meeting was videoconferenced to 
Room 3138 of the Legislative Building, 401 South Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada.  
A copy of this set of “Summary Minutes and Action Report,” including the “Meeting Notice 
and Agenda” (Exhibit A) and other substantive exhibits, is available on the 
Nevada   Legislature’s website at http://www.leg.state.nv.us/interim/77th2013/committee/.  
In addition, copies of the audio or video record are available through the Legislative Counsel 
Bureau’s Publications Office (e-mail:  publications@lcb.state.nv.us; telephone:  775/684-6835). 
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OPENING REMARKS 
 

• Chair Ohrenschall welcomed the members, staff, and public to the first meeting of the 
Legislative Committee on Child Welfare and Juvenile Justice’s Task Force to Study 
Juvenile Justice Issues (Task Force).  He asked the members to introduce themselves 
and share what they would like to accomplish.   

 
• Ms. Rodriguez Brown, advocate for the rights of children in Clark County and around 

the world, stated she would like to help create a more humane system for juveniles in 
Nevada and around the country.    

 
• Chair Ohrenschall announced that the Honorable Munah E. Pelham-Youngblood, 

a  member of the House of Representatives, 53rd Legislature of the Republic of 
Liberia, and her husband, Dr. Raymond Youngblood, Jr., Chairman, 
Consor  International, Inc., were in the audience and invited them to speak during 
Public Comment.     

 
• Ms. Hamrick said she would like to examine alternative sentencing.    

 
• Ms. Duffy wants to help view Nevada’s youthful offenders as children who need 

assistance and guidance from the adults who touch their lives, in addition to considering 
the safety issues of the State’s communities.    

 
• Ms. Roske stated her goal is to make positive, progressive changes to Nevada’s 

juvenile justice system based on her experiences at the national level.    
 

• Ms. Richards wants to bring the perspective of an agency that represents the entire 
State regarding how juvenile justice affects every county in Nevada.    

 
• Mr. Cervantes looks forward to bringing his vast experience to the Task Force to 

continue improving the juvenile justice system.    
 

• Mr. McBride stated he would use his years of experience with juvenile corrections, 
mental health care, substance abuse, and youth parole to help make sound decisions 
regarding juvenile justice reform.    

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

• Chair Ohrenschall called for public comment.    
 

• The Honorable Munah E. Pelham-Youngblood, previously identified, said she serves 
on the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Committee on Gender and Child Development, 
Committee on Public Utilities, and is Co-chair for the Women Legislative Caucus of 
Liberia.  Representative Pelham-Youngblood explained that Liberia does not have 
a juvenile justice system.  She said children who commit crimes go directly to jail 
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where they have no access to education, health care, or nutrition.  
Representative Pelham-Youngblood thanked the Embracing Project for providing her 
this opportunity to visit Nevada and observe its juvenile justice system.  She shared 
that 20,000 to 30,000 youth soldiers fought in a 14-year civil war in Liberia.  
Even  though the war is over and the young soldiers have been disarmed, 
Representative Pelham-Youngblood claimed their minds have not receded from the war 
and they repeatedly commit crimes.  She stressed that there is no hope for youths when 
they go to prison.  Declaring her desire to be president of Liberia one day, 
Representative Pelham-Youngblood stated her opinion that she can help change Liberia 
for the better by developing a juvenile justice system.    

 
OVERVIEW OF THE CREATION AND DUTIES OF THE LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEE ON CHILD WELFARE AND JUVENILE JUSTICE’S TASK FORCE TO 
STUDY JUVENILE JUSTICE ISSUES 
 

• Patrick Guinan, Principal Research Analyst, Research Division, Legislative Counsel 
Bureau (LCB) provided an overview of Assembly Bill 202 (Chapter 483, Statutes of 
Nevada 2013), which created the Task Force and its duties.  He identified the suggested 
areas of study and the ten voting members.  Mr. Guinan explained that if any legislative 
proposals the Task Force submits to the Legislative Committee on Child Welfare and 
Juvenile Justice are approved, they will be incorporated into the ten bill draft requests 
the Committee is allowed for the 2015 Legislative Session.  (Please see Exhibit B.)   

 
• Justice Voy introduced himself and expressed his appreciation for being selected to 

serve on the Task Force since 80 percent of the youths involved in the State’s juvenile 
justice system are from Clark County.    

 
Responding to a question from Chair Ohrenschall regarding the number of youths that have 
come before him, Justice Voy estimated that each year he sees approximately 1,000 youths 
and roughly 5,000 youths come through the formal process in Clark County.   

 
OVERVIEW OF TRANSFER AND CERTIFICATION PRACTICES ACROSS 
THE   NATION 
 

• Rebecca Gasca, Campaign for Youth Justice, provided a Microsoft PowerPoint 
presentation titled “Removal of Youth in the Adult Criminal Justice System: A State 
Trends Update.”  (Please see Exhibit C.)  She highlighted the history and trends of the 
juvenile justice system nationwide, stressing there has been an over-reliance on 
incarceration as a primary response to juvenile crime.  Ms. Gasca cited statistics 
reflecting the number of youths incarcerated as well as the associated costs.   
 
She also shared statistics from the United States Department of Justice (DOJ) for both 
Nevada and Colorado, comparing the number of arrests for 10- to 17-year-olds 
in 2008 and 2011 for the following categories:  (1) violent crimes; (2) property crimes; 
(3) drug abuse; and (4) weapons.  Ms. Gasca noted the number of arrests in Nevada 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714B.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714C.pdf
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have declined by 25 percent for violent crimes and 27 percent for property arrests, 
providing an opportunity to remove youths from adult facilities.  She mentioned 
House  Bill 12-1139, a bipartisan bill from Colorado’s 2012 Session that passed 
unanimously, which allows judges the discretion to decide whether adult prosecution is 
the most appropriate place for youths.     

 
Ms. Gasca highlighted harsh racial and ethnic disparities in Nevada’s juvenile justice 
system, pointing out that problems in Clark County are more acute than in 
Washoe  County.  She said the data indicates youths of color do not commit more 
crimes, but they are more likely to be formally processed and detained.   

 
Ms. Rodriguez Brown asked Ms. Gasca whether she was aware of the recent arrests of 
seven Hispanic youths and seven African-American youths in Clark County in 
March 2014, to which Ms. Gasca replied she was not.      

 
• Continuing, Ms. Gasca discussed the importance of family involvement in limiting the 

pressures on incarcerated youths, citing statistics of youths charged as adults and placed 
in adult prisons.  She pointed out that the U.S. has not adopted the Convention on the 
Rights of the Child, which states that detained children should be separated from adults 
and should not be subjected to torture or other inhumane forms of punishment.     
 
Ms. Gasca mentioned research that shows prosecuting and incarcerating youths as 
adults does not promote public safety.  She informed the Task Force that various 
reports regarding this issue from the U.S. DOJ, the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, and the Brookings Institution were presented when the 2013 Legislature 
considered A.B. 202.  She offered to provide these reports to the Task Force.    

 
• Ms. Gasca presented the results of nationwide polling data that shows the public: 

o Rejects the placement of youths in adult jails and prisons; 
o Favors rehabilitation and treatment approaches such as counseling, education, 

treatment, restitution, and community service; 
o Favors involving families in treatment and keeping youths close to home; 
o Favors individualized determinations on a case-by-case basis by juvenile court 

judges; and 
o Supports the juvenile justice system reducing racial and ethnic disparities.    

 
Referring to a report titled State Trends: Legislative Victories From 2011-2013, 
Removing Youth from the Adult Criminal Justice System, compiled by the Campaign for 
Youth Justice (Exhibit C-1), Ms. Gasca identified four state trends and the states 
involved to reduce the prosecution of youths in adult criminal courts and end the 
placement of youths in adult jails and prisons.  She noted that all four trends are 
explained bill-by-bill and state-by-state in the report.  Referencing Trend 1, 
where 11 states have passed laws limiting states’ authority to house youths in adult jails 
and prisons, Ms. Gasca commented the U.S. DOJ supports strong limitations on the 
confinement of adults with juveniles as mandated by the Prison Rape Elimination Act 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714C-1.pdf
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(PREA) of 2003.  She called attention to three mechanisms of the PREA regulations 
that limit contact between youths and adults in adult facilities, which Ms. Gasca noted 
were discussed during the hearings on Senate Bill 107 (Chapter 324, 
Statutes  of  Nevada  2013).  She also identified the three requirements for the 
implementation of PREA.    

 
Chair Ohrenschall asked whether PREA has any timelines for states to update their statutes, 
to which Ms. Gasca surmised there is an implementation date this year.  She suggested 
other presenters might have additional information regarding a timeline.     

 
Responding to a question by Mr. McBride asking whether the states that are working to 
remove youths from adult jails and prisons have an age of majority, Ms. Gasca replied she 
did not know but offered to research that topic and compile her information for the 
Task Force.   

 
• Continuing, Ms. Gasca referenced a report from the National Institute of Corrections, 

U.S. DOJ, titled You’re an Adult Now, Youth in Adult Criminal Justice Systems, 
(Exhibit C-2), which identifies statistics that focus on managing youth offenders in the 
adult corrections system.  She commented that youths transferred to the adult 
corrections system recidivate at a higher rate than those in a juvenile system; states face 
a significant challenge keeping youths safe and providing effective services because 
adult systems are not designed for children.  Ms. Gasca shared the recommendations of 
three professional associations that support the treatment of youths outside the adult 
prison system:  (1) the American Jail Association; (2) the National Partnership for 
Juvenile Services; and (3) the National Association of Counties.    

 
Concluding her presentation, Ms. Gasca sumbitted two recommendations for the 
Task  Force to consider:  (1) expand the “reverse waiver” mechanism for youths in 
the adult criminal justice system allowing a judge to decide whether prosecution in the 
criminal court is appropriate; and (2) remove the “once an adult, always an adult” 
provision.  Pursuant to Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 62B.390(5), Ms. Gasca 
suggested removing the standard of “exceptional circumstances” and replacing it with 
“best  interest of the child and of justice” to enable a judge to have more discretion 
regarding transfer issues.  She emphasized that under Nevada law, youths prosecuted 
and convicted in the adult criminal court will remain in the adult court for any 
subsequent offenses, no matter how minor.  Ms. Gasca recommended statutory changes 
that would allow a judge to determine whether subsequent offenses should be 
transferred to the adult system, as opposed to automatic prosecution in the adult system, 
regardless of the offense. 

 
• Justice Voy asked Ms. Gasca whether she advocates changing the reverse transfer law 

on any offense or just those that are currently direct file charges, with direct file being 
a prior felony and now robbery with the use of a firearm.    

 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714C-2.pdf
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• Ms. Gasca answered that ideally judges should be empowered to make those types of 
decisions regardless of the circumstance or prior history of the youths.  She stated her 
opinion that youths should be treated on a case-by-case basis.  Ms. Gasca pointed out 
that in Nevada, the “reverse waiver” to juvenile court is only possible when a motion 
of the prosecutor and approval of the court transfers youths to adult court, not when 
youths are charged with offenses that are statutorily excluded.  She said youths can 
petition for a reverse waiver back to juvenile court if they show exceptional 
circumstances, but Ms. Gasca suggested that responsibility should lie with the court.    

 
• Not advocating for or against a reverse waiver, Justice Voy suggested a key component 

should be input from the juvenile court judges because criminal judges usually lack 
knowledge of the juvenile system.    

 
Chair Ohrenschall asked whether any states with reverse waiver mechanisms are viewed as 
a  model, to which Ms. Gasca replied Colorado grants 14- to 15-year-olds juvenile court 
hearings for up-transfer and 16- to 17-year-olds are granted adult court hearings for 
down-transfer.  She said the District Court in Montana must hold reverse waiver hearings 
unless the youths waive the hearings; Ms. Gasa suggested this is an appropriate mechanism 
for Nevada to consider, provided all qualifications are satisfied.    

 
• Regarding the “once an adult, always an adult” provision, Ms. Gasca suggested a judge 

determining whether subsequent offenses should be transferred to the adult system is 
more appropriate than youths currently being prosecuted in the adult system regardless 
of the offenses.  She cited Oregon as a good example of using judicial discretion.    

 
Discussion took place regarding whether Colorado or Montana have specific criteria for 
the court to consider in a reverse waiver.  If a youth’s records are sealed at age 16 because 
the youth has had no problems since age 13, Ms. Duffy questioned whether the sealed 
records could be used to consider a reverse waiver if the youth is charged with a felony at 
age 17.  Ms. Gasca stated she was not certain of their criteria and offered to research 
that issue.   
 
• Angella Bellota, Director, Field Operations, Campaign for Youth Justice, did not have 

an answer about using sealed records, but she offered to provide follow-up information 
if so requested by the Task Force.  Responding to Ms. Duffy’s question as to whether 
Colorado and Montana have criteria for the courts to consider, she said both states use 
a list of criteria when following up with a youth’s conviction.  Ms. Bellota offered to 
provide the criteria that other states use to review cases.    

 
• Mr. Cervantes questioned whether Oregon has more or fewer charges that are direct 

file certifications than Nevada, to which Ms. Gasca stated she would follow up with 
that data.    

 
Responding to Mr. Cervantes’ question, Justice Voy verified that Oregon has a substantial 
list of charges that are direct file certifications.    
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REVIEW OF PAST FINDINGS OF THE NEVADA SUPREME COURT’S 
COMMISSION  ON STATEWIDE JUVENILE JUSTICE REFORM CONCERNING 
JUVENILE  CERTIFICATION  AND  DIRECT  FILE  (TRANSFER) 
 

• Stephanie Heying, Court Services Analyst, Court Services, Judicial Programs and 
Services, Administrative Office of the Courts, Supreme Court of Nevada, presented an 
overview of the Direct File and Certification Subcommittee (Subcommittee) appointed 
by the Supreme Court’s Commission on Statewide Juvenile Justice Reform 
(Commission) in 2012.  She identified the members of the Subcommittee and presented 
the recommendations they reviewed regarding the following NRS:  62B.330(3)(a); 
62B.390; 62B.390(4); 62B.400; 62E.510; and 62E.520.  Ms. Heying reported the 
actions taken by the Subcommittee on each of the recommendations presented to the full 
Commission.  (Please see Exhibit D.)  She concluded by stating the Subcommittee has 
not been active since September 2012.    
 

Chair Ohrenschall asked whether the Subcommittee can meet again, to which Ms. Heying 
declared it has been dissolved.   

 
• John McCormick, Assistant Court Administrator, Judicial Programs and Services, 

Administrative Office of the Courts, Supreme Court of Nevada, clarified that a member 
of the Commission could always request that the Subcommittee be reconstituted.    

 
PRESENTATION ON THE RECENT WORK OF THE NEVADA SUPREME COURT’S 
COMMISSION ON STATEWIDE JUVENILE JUSTICE REFORM’S REGIONAL 
FACILITY PLANNING SUBCOMMITTEE 
 

• James G. (Greg) Cox, previously identified; Steve McBride, previously identified; 
Scott  Shick, Chief Juvenile Probation Officer, Department of Juvenile Probation and 
Detention, Douglas County; and Frank Cervantes, previously identified, jointly shared 
a Microsoft PowerPoint presentation regarding the Northern Nevada Regional 
Youth  Facility.  (Please see Exhibit E.) 
 

• Mr. Cox said the Commission charged the Regional Facility Planning Subcommittee 
(Regional Subcommittee) with developing a plan to house juvenile offenders adjudicated 
as adults in the northwest part of the State, as an alternative to using the Nevada Youth 
Training Center (NYTC) in Elko or the DOC.  He presented background information 
and justification for the construction of a new co-located facility, and he cited relevant 
statutes regarding the condition and location of facilities for the detention of children.   
 
Mr. Cox disclosed the DOC currently has 12 juveniles adjudicated as adults housed at 
Lovelock Correctional Center (Lovelock), which he recognized is problematic due to 
federal rules and regulations.  He stated the Regional Subcommittee decided on 
a co-located facility because it could provide efficient and effective delivery of services 
to this population.  Mr. Cox welcomes input from the juvenile justice agencies and 
stakeholders regarding the location and operation of this facility.    

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714D.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714E.pdf
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• Mr. McBride shared that Summit View Juvenile Correctional Center (Summit View), 
now known as Red Rock Academy (Red Rock), reopened because 70 to 75 percent of 
the population committed to youth correctional facilities comes from Clark County.  
He explained that keeping youths closer to their families helps their transition to after 
care, which in turn, helps reduce recidivism.  Mr. McBride said the regional concept 
addresses northern Nevada, focusing on Washoe County and the rural counties, 
in addition to the NYTC.      

 
Chair Ohrenschall and Mr. McBride discussed the difficulty of placement at the NYTC.  
Explaining that transportation issues have made parental visitation and interaction 
challenging, Mr. McBride commented that the DHHS has used videoconferencing to 
mitigate some of the challenges of keeping youths engaged with their families.  
Chair Ohrenschall asked whether the NYTC is going be scaled back or closed, to which 
Mr. McBride stated the Regional Subcommittee has discussed both options.  He noted the 
reopening of Summit View was possible by reducing the number of beds in the NYTC 
from 110 to 60.    

 
• Ms. Rodriguez Brown inquired as to whether the State considered family reunification 

for the 12 juveniles housed in Lovelock.    
 

• Mr. Cox answered that the State considered family reunification, but southern Nevada 
does not have a facility that can provide the degree of sight and sound separation 
required by the U.S. DOJ and PREA.  Explaining that a unit at the Southern Desert 
Correctional Center holds 204 inmates, and a unit at the High Desert State Prison 
holds 336 inmates, Mr. Cox said it would not make economic sense to house 12 youths 
in those larger units in order to maintain required sight and sound separation.  He also 
cited noncompliance with the law as a concern.    
 

• Ms. Rodriguez Brown suggested it would make more sense to rehabilitate existing 
juvenile facilities with the programs that the 12 youths housed at Lovelock need.  
As  a  member of the Commission, she was under the impression that Summit View 
was reopened to house these 12 juveniles.     

 
• Mr. Cox said a co-located facility would provide these juveniles with the intense level 

of programming they need in a facility that meets PREA’s sight and sound separation 
requirements.  He explained that Red Rock provides services for the juvenile population 
but not for youths adjudicated as adults.  Mr. Cox suggested that a co-located facility 
concept is a good fit for Nevada.  Not preferring one specific location to another, 
he  stated his expectation of efficient and effective delivery of services in the 
selected site.    
 

• Ms. Roske wondered whether any of the 12 juveniles in Lovelock are from 
Clark County; she also inquired about their racial and ethnic backgrounds.    
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• Mr. Cox recalled that ten are from Clark County and ten are either Hispanic or 
African-American males.    

 
• Ms. Richards asked whether the DOC has ever utilized NRS 209.301, which allows for 

the transfer of minors to a State facility for the detention of children, and if so, 
she inquired about the result of the transfer(s).    

 
• Mr. Cox replied that the courts must approve a transfer back to juvenile facilities.  

He recalled that approximately five years ago, as Deputy Director of Operations of the 
DOC, he requested returning two youths to Summit View from High Desert 
State  Prison.  Mr. Cox shared that one transfer was successful and the other youth 
came back to the DOC because of an offense committed at Summit View.    

 
Ms. Rodriguez Brown asked Mr. Cox whether he had any statistics regarding sexual 
assaults of minors or suicide attempts over the last five years, to which he replied he did 
not have the numbers with him but would provide them to the Task Force.  He suggested 
putting youths in adult facilities increases the likelihood and risk of victimization, which is 
one reason why PREA was established.    

 
Chair Ohrenschall and Mr. Cox discussed the potential costs of moving the 12 juveniles 
adjudicated as adults to an existing facility in southern Nevada in order to place them closer 
to their families.  Mr. Cox repeated the DOC does not have the ability to house them in 
southern Nevada without shutting down a very large unit in order to comply with the law.  
He admitted he did not like the idea of moving the youths to Pershing County, but 20 beds 
per unit in Lovelock presented the best alternative.  Mr. Cox added that the 
Pershing County School District has helped the DOC with the Lovelock placements.    

 
• Mr. Shick explained that Red Rock reopened because outcomes show that placing 

youths closer to home and providing for better adjustment to their communities does 
work.  He discussed the feasibility as well as the challenges of a regional co-located 
facility in northwestern Nevada.  Mr. Shick acknowledged change can be difficult, 
especially for residents in Elko whose livelihoods may be affected, but he suggested the 
State must consider and do what is best for its youths.    

 
• Continuing the discussion of a regional co-located facility, Mr. Cox named the 

northwest counties that would feel the impact, noting that Washoe County would 
probably have the most youths in this commitment facility.    

 
• Mr. McBride identified the youth facilities for State correctional care and the types of 

youths that each facility may house.  He explained that a continuum of care provides 
the opportunity to assess the academics, behavior, mental health, and treatment needs 
of committed youths.  Regardless of where the youths are from, Mr. McBride said 
Nevada has determined placement according to the State’s continuum of care model for 
many years.  He acknowledged that the new regional concept and the historical concept 
of a continuum of care do not always match.  For example, Mr. McBride explained that 
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youths from Churchill County do not receive automatic placement in the NYTC 
because their offenses might require them to go to Red Rock.  He said the State takes 
both regionalization and the needs of the youths into account when determining 
placement.  Mr. McBride stressed the importance of the State having the flexibility to 
place youths where they need to be, not just where they live.    
 

Chair Ohrenschall and Mr. McBride discussed the number of beds at Caliente Youth 
Center (Caliente) and NYTC.  Mr. McBride shared that Caliente has 140 beds, 
with  100  designated for males and 40 for females.  He recalled that currently, males 
occupy 70 beds and females occupy 39 beds.  For the last year, Mr. McBride said the 
numbers have hovered around 110 to 125 total youths.  He stated that NYTC is budgeted 
for 60 beds, and of the 55 beds occupied today, 20 youths are from Clark County, 25 are 
from Washoe County, and the others are from the rural counties.  Mr. McBride added the 
facilities do not house out-of-state youths.    

 
• Continuing with the PowerPoint presentation, Mr. Cervantes discussed the juvenile 

justice funnel, which is a simplified version of the continuum of care model for youths 
entering the juvenile justice system and the exit points leading up to and ending with 
either correctional care or adult certification.  He also discussed the youth correctional 
system at the county level, sharing that counties try to place youths in their camps 
based on their ages, maturity levels, and offenses committed before placing them into 
State care.  If sent to State care, Mr. Cervantes said the State determines where youths 
end up in the correctional system based on two models with competing interests.  
He stated the model of regionalization suggests centers and their services should be 
located in metro areas, which competes with the current model of individual 
classification and assessment in order to place youths in a facility that matches their 
needs.  Mr. Cervantes said the Regional Subcommittee considered this issue when 
discussing regionalization and the final design and model of a co-located facility.    
 

Responding to a question by Chair Ohrenschall regarding who makes the final decision on 
the most beneficial placements for youths, Mr. McBride replied that the DCFS considers 
all court orders along with any specific recommendations.  He said mental health 
counselors conduct individual assessments, and a multi-disciplinary team recommends the 
most suitable placements based on mental health assessments, in conjunction with any court 
orders.  Mr. McBride added that if the placements are not in line with the judicial orders, 
the DCFS takes the cases back to court to have any issues placed on the record.    

 
• Mr. Shick discussed the benefits of a co-located facility in Carson City, emphasizing 

that sharing the infrastructure and services of current prison property would keep costs 
down even though the housing units would be separate from the DOC.  He mentioned 
that Mr. Cox and the Carson City School District have a positive working relationship, 
which would benefit the facility.  Mr. Shick added that State statutes require 
juvenile  facilities to be as homelike as possible based on the circumstances of the 
juveniles.  In his opinion, youths will respond accordingly if they are treated with 
respect and surrounded with a clean environment.    
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• Concluding the presentation, Mr. Cox summarized that the Regional Subcommittee has 
carefully considered the continuum of care and services when discussing a co-located 
facility for youths certified as adults.  He acknowledged that even though the design of 
the facility would not be like a prison, it would provide for the safety of the public, 
staff, and the youths housed there, in addition to providing the programming and 
services needed for the youths to return to their communities as better people.  
Acknowledging this is a new concept across the country, Mr. Cox remarked that 
Nevada’s model must be efficient for its taxpayers.  He stressed the State ultimately 
will have to build a new facility, either one for juveniles certified as adults or one for 
the DOC population.  Mr. Cox concluded the goal is to place these youths closer to 
their homes.    
 

Chair Ohrenschall asked Mr. Cox whether he envisions the co-located facility to be as 
mechanically secure as Red Rock, to which Mr. Cox replied the facility would be secure 
but not prison-like.    

 
A discussion ensued regarding the possibility of co-locating a facility near Red Rock.  
Chair Ohrenschall expressed concern about keeping the 12 youths adjudicated as adults 
closer to their families.  Reiterating the Regional Subcommittee’s task to look at 
a northwestern facility, Mr. Cox acknowledged the State does have land at Red Rock and 
continues to look at that option.  Mr. McBride added that Red Rock has enough land to 
develop a mirror image of the two living units that currently house up to 96 beds.    

 
Responding to a question by Chair Ohrenschall regarding whether PREA’s sight and sound 
requirements would have to be adhered to if these youths were housed at a co-located 
facility at Red Rock, Mr. McBride stated his understanding that sight and sound only 
pertains to juveniles housed with adults, not juveniles housed with juveniles.  
Programmatically, he said the two juvenile populations should be separate.  
Once adult-certified youths turn 18 years old, Mr. McBride said they must move to an 
adult correctional facility to fulfill the sight and sound separation requirement.    
 
Regarding the programmatic separation, Chair Ohrenschall asked whether Rite of Passage, 
the nonprofit organization running Red Rock, or the DOC would provide services to those 
youths transferred to the adult system, to which Mr. McBride said he would need to 
explore the idea.  He deferred the appropriate answer to legal counsel.    

 
PRESENTATION ON APPROPRIATE HOUSING FOR YOUTH IN STATE CUSTODY 
 

• Vanessa Spinazola, Legislative and Advocacy Director, American Civil Liberties Union 
of Nevada, presented a Microsoft PowerPoint presentation titled “Appropriate Housing 
for Youth in State Custody.”  (Please see Exhibit F.)  She expressed her concerns 
regarding the co-located facility, commenting that the decline in the number of youthful 
offenders in the adult system is a nationwide trend with no valid evidence to assume the 
numbers will increase in the near future.  Ms. Spinazola mentioned that a number of 
states do not house any youths under 18 years old in adult prisons, specifically noting 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714F.pdf
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the decline of youths in Oregon’s adult prisons from 13 in 2009 to 0 in 2012.  
She  pointed out the difference in philosophies between the juvenile services and 
the  DOC.   
 
Ms. Spinazola discussed the problems encountered by Maryland when it illegally 
operated a “committed” facility co-located on the same site as a detention center for 
girls.  She provided a report by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency titled 
Bed Space Forecast for Baltimore Youth Detention Facility, which was presented to the 
Maryland Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services.  (Please see 
Exhibit F-1.)  

 
Ms. Spinazola discussed the importance of data, noting that evidence-based practices 
are essential in developing juvenile justice policies and engaging in any type of criminal 
justice reform.  Referencing a report from the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. DOJ, titled Trying Juveniles 
as Adults: An Analysis of State Transfer Laws and Reporting, she highlighted that 
only  13 states currently report the total number of transfers, and even less report 
offense profiles, demographic characteristics, or details regarding processing and 
sentencing.  (Please see Exhibit F-2.)  She provided another report from the 
Washington State Institute for Public Policy titled The Effectiveness of Declining 
Juvenile Court Jurisdiction of Youth, which focused on whether recidivism was a result 
of processing through the adult system.  (Please see Exhibit F-3.)  According to the 
report, Ms. Spinazola said youthful offenders charged with adult crimes and housed in 
juvenile systems are not as likely to reoffend.  She mentioned the Commission’s 
Juvenile Justice Data Subcommittee is creating a data dictionary and recommended that 
the Task Force look at Nevada’s lack of data in order to develop consistent reporting 
between the district attorney’s offices and juvenile justice entities.  She suggested 
before the State considers spending $20 million, it should study the youths adjudicated 
as adults to see if this co-located facility is necessary and whether it will work. 
 

• To illustrate how juvenile placement works in other states, Ms. Spinazola discussed an 
ordinance from Multnomah County in Oregon, which indicated that youths held for 
adult crimes should be held in juvenile facilities.  She cited four benefits of juvenile 
placement, as indicated by the National PREA Resource Center, which Oregon 
considered:  (1) meets the developmental needs of youths; (2) offers age-appropriate 
educational services; (3) trains the staff in adolescent development; and (4) tailors 
a  cognitive behavioral skill-building program for youths.  Ms. Spinazola also discussed 
Oregon  Revised Statute 137.124(5) and presented a copy of its administrative 
regulations (Exhibit F-4).  She pointed out that Oregon’s experience with housing 
youthful offenders in juvenile facilities has been so successful that the 
Oregon Legislature passed additional reforms this year.    
 

Chair Ohrenschall asked Ms. Spinazola whether she was referring to blended sentencing, 
to which she replied Oregon’s model is not blended sentencing, but rather the transfer of 
youths.  She explained that these youths convicted as adults are transferred to the juvenile 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714F-1.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714F-2.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714F-3.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714F-4.pdf
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detention services where they serve out their sentences until they turn 18 years old, 
at which time they are transferred back to the DOC, unless they are paroled.    
 
Responding to a question by Mr. Cervantes asking whether Ms. Spinazola considers direct 
file to be blended sentencing, she replied that none of what Oregon is doing affects the 
length of a sentence; it merely addresses the physical custody of the youths while serving 
their sentences.   
 
• Continuing, Ms. Spinazola identified the conditions under which youthful offenders 

may be transported to Oregon’s DOC custody from the Oregon Youth Authority 
(OYA).  She noted that in 2013, only two youths were returned to the DOC from the 
OYA for posing a danger to others or failure to participate in treatment.   

 
Recognizing the State of Washington’s juvenile program as another example for 
juvenile placement, Ms. Spinazola discussed the steps Washington took after a failed 
attempt to house youthful offenders in an adult facility with sight and sound separation.  
She provided three handouts related to Washington’s system:  (1) Policy of the 
Youthful Offender Program, DOC (Exhibit F-5); (2) Department of Social and 
Health    Services (DSHS), Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA), 
JRA  Policy  25  (Exhibit F-6); and (3) Interagency Agreement between the DOC and 
the DSHS (Exhibit F-7).  She emphasized that Washington’s program has been 
successful for over 10 years, providing education and vocational programming to 
youthful offenders with no escapes and few behavioral problems.    

Ms. Spinazola mentioned Indiana House Bill 1108, signed into law on April 29, 2013, 
which provided judges with an additional sentencing option for juveniles tried as adults. 
 
She identified five benefits of housing all Nevada youths under 18 years old in 
DCFS  facilities: 

1. Immediate compliance with PREA by transferring youths currently held in DOC 
custody to existing DCFS juvenile facilities; 

2. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the DOC and the DCFS 
would mean that sight and sound separation between youths in the adult systems 
and youths in the DCFS system would not be required; 

3. Youths under 18 years old currently held in DOC custody would immediately 
benefit from age-appropriate services available in DCFS facilities; 

4. Different staffing requirements between DCFS and DOC personnel would not 
have to be reconciled; and  

5. The estimated $20 million for building a co-located facility could be lowered.    
 
Ms. Spinazola concluded her presentation by addressing NRS 209.141 regarding 
agreements with governmental agencies and private organizations.  She presented 
five recommendations to the Task Force: 

1. Transfer youthful offenders from the DOC to juvenile facilities via an MOU; 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714F-5.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714F-6.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714F-7.pdf
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2. Obtain appropriate data before proceeding with a Capital Improvement 
Program  proposal; 

3. Proceed with a “trial period” at the Jan Evans Juvenile Justice Center (JEJJC) 
with youths from the NYTC; 

4. Visit co-located facilities, MOU-based facilities, and facilities under juvenile 
series management via statute; 

5. Consider legislation similar to Oregon’s, mandating the transfer of youthful 
offenders under 18 years old to juvenile facilities.    

 
Ms. Spinazola encouraged the continued discussion and investigation of the transfer to 
Red Rock.    
 

Stating that JEJJC is a short-term detention center, Mr. Cervantes asked whether other 
states have used that model, to which Ms. Spinazola replied that Baltimore used a pretrial 
model.  She offered to research what other states use and follow up with the Task Force.    

 
Mr. Cox asked whether Maryland’s DOC runs the Baltimore City Correctional Center, to 
which Ms. Spinazola replied she would find out the answer to his question.    
 
A discussion took place regarding Indiana’s program of holding a quasi-hearing when 
youthful offenders turn 18 years old to determine whether they will stay in the juvenile 
facility or go to an adult facility.  Chair Ohrenschall asked whether this is unique to 
Indiana, and he questioned whether Ms. Spinazola has any data regarding how many of 
these youths who turn 18 years old are able to stay in the juvenile facility versus going to 
an adult facility.  Because of the program’s recent implementation, Ms. Spinazola said she 
does not have any current data, but she offered to find out what she could from Indiana and 
report back to the Task Force.    
Discussion ensued regarding the reporting of direct file information.  Stephanie Heying, 
previously identified, clarified that Ms. Duffy’s office and the district attorney’s office of 
Washoe County promptly provide any information requested by the Supreme Court, which 
greatly appreciates their assistance.  Ms. Spinazola suggested a review of all State data is 
necessary in order to determine the appropriate number of beds needed.     

 
• Mr. Cox explained the DOC generally uses NRS 209.141 with respect to nonprofit 

organizations, such as the Las Vegas-Clark County Urban League and The Salvation 
Army, when providing assistance for reentry purposes.  He suggested the Office of the 
AG would need to clarify Ms. Spinazola’s request of a nonprofit organization housing 
or supervising offenders.    

 
APPROACHES TO BLENDED SENTENCING FOR YOUTHFUL OFFENDERS 
 

• Regan Comis, M+R Strategic Services, provided a PowerPoint presentation that 
defined blended sentencing and highlighted its history.  She described the types of 
blended sentencing and the states that adopted each type, noting that 32 states currently 



16 

have a form of blended sentencing, with 15 having juvenile jurisdiction and 17 having 
criminal jurisdiction.  (Please see Exhibit G.)    
 
Ms. Comis discussed the two most common types of blended sentencing:  
(1) juvenile-inclusive; and (2) criminal-exclusive.  She explained the process for each 
state varies regarding the juvenile-inclusive blend, but the basic premise is that 
a  juvenile court reviews a youth’s history, prior adjudications, and new charges to 
determine whether a blended sentence is appropriate.  If the court determines blended 
sentencing is appropriate, Ms. Comis said the adult prison sentence is stayed on the 
condition that the juvenile disposition is completed successfully.  Should the juvenile 
not complete the disposition successfully or have a violation during the parole or 
probation period, she stated the adult sentence is then imposed.  Ms. Comis explained 
that criminal-exclusive, the second most common type of blended sentencing, provides 
a mechanism whereby individual juveniles who have left the juvenile system for 
criminal prosecution may be returned to it for sanctioning purposes or the court may 
determine the juvenile needs to remain in criminal court.  She stressed that the intention 
of blended sentencing is not to address the average juvenile offender but rather provide 
the more challenging, serious repeat offender with a final opportunity.    
 
Ms. Comis presented three case studies from Minnesota, Ohio, and New Mexico 
regarding the implementation of blended sentencing:   

1. The study from Minnesota examined juvenile-inclusive blended sentencing 
and concluded that the extended jurisdiction juvenile status has widened the net 
and created a back door to prison for youths who likely would not have 
been  certified.    

2. The Ohio case study also examined juvenile-inclusive blended sentencing and 
found the number of certifications was not reduced and a net-widening effect 
was apparent, similar to the results of Minnesota.  The study also found that 
minority juveniles stand a higher probability of transfer to the adult court than 
white juveniles.    

3. The case study in New Mexico focused on criminal-exclusive blended 
sentencing, where the criminal court makes the determination as to whether 
a juvenile should receive an adult criminal sentence or a juvenile disposition.  
The case study concluded that an offender’s chances of receiving a nine-year or 
longer prison sentence was greater in the rural districts, also found to be true in 
Minnesota and Ohio, a phenomenon referred to as “justice by geography.”    

 
Concluding her presentation, Ms. Comis reported that only one state has enacted new 
blended sentencing laws since 2002, indicating that blended sentencing is not 
a preferred method for sanctioning serious violent youthful offenders.  She pointed out 
that data shows few benefits of blended sentencing and that it creates a potential risk for 
youths who would otherwise not have been exposed to adult sentencing.  Ms. Comis 
recommended that Nevada not adopt blended sentencing.    
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714G.pdf
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Ms. Comis submitted a report to the Task Force from the National Center of State 
Courts (NCSC) titled A Decade of NCSC Research on Blended Sentencing of Juvenile 
Offenders:  What Have We Learned About “Who Gets a Second Chance?”  (Please see 
Exhibit H.) 
 

• Ms. Roske asked whether individuals in those states that have blended sentencing, 
where the juvenile court adjudicates and can give a criminal sanction, have the right to 
a trial by jury.    
 

• Ms. Comis answered they have that right in Ohio; she could not speak for Minnesota 
but offered to find out and provide the Task Force with that information.    
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

• Chair Ohrenschall called for public comment; however, no testimony was provided.   
 

• Chair Ohrenschall asked Legislative Counsel whether it was appropriate for the 
Task Force to ask for a legal opinion on NRS 209.141 or whether Mr. Cox should 
consult the DOC’s deputy AG for an opinion.    
 

• Bryan Fernley-Gonzalez, Principal Deputy Legislative Counsel, Legal Division, LCB, 
suggested the opinion of the DOC’s deputy AG would be helpful; he added that 
LCB would provide an opinion upon request by the Task Force.   

 
• Chair Ohrenschall asked for LCB’s opinion on NRS 209.141 regarding agreements 

with governmental agencies, and he requested that Mr. Cox consult with the DOC’s 
deputy AG.    
 

ELECTION OF VICE CHAIR TO THE THE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON 
CHILD WELFARE AND JUVENILE JUSTICE’S TASK FORCE TO STUDY 
JUVENILE JUSTICE ISSUES 
 
(As directed by Chair Ohrenschall, this agenda item was taken out of order.) 
 

• Chair Ohrenschall announced that the Task Force would not elect a Vice Chair.  
After   discussing this matter with Patrick Guinan, previously identified, 
Chair Ohrenschall decided that if the Chair cannot attend a meeting, a Task Force 
member would be designated to chair that meeting. 

 
• Mr. Guinan reported that the second meeting of the Task Force is scheduled for 

April  24, 2014, but he suggested the date could possibly change due to the amount of 
information the Task Force must collect for the next meeting.   

  

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/77th2013/Exhibits/JuvJustTaskForce/E032714H.pdf
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ADJOURNMENT 
 

There being no further business to come before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned 
at 4:06 p.m. 

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
  
Janet Coons 
Senior Research Secretary 
 
 
  
Patrick Guinan 
Principal Research Analyst 

 
 
APPROVED BY: 
 
 
  
Assemblyman James Ohrenschall, Chair 
 
Date:    
 



19 

LIST OF EXHIBITS 
 
Exhibit A is the “Meeting Notice and Agenda” provided by Patrick Guinan, Principal 
Research Analyst, Research Division, Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB). 
 
Exhibit B is an overview of the Legislative Committee on Child Welfare and Juvenile Justice’s 
Task Force to Study Juvenile Justice Issues, submitted by Patrick Guinan, Principal Research 
Analyst, Research Division, LCB. 
 
Exhibit C is a Microsoft PowerPoint presentation titled “Removal of Youth in the Adult 
Criminal Justice System: A State Trends Update,” furnished by Rebecca Gasca, Campaign for 
Youth Justice. 
 
Exhibit C-1 is a report titled State Trends: Legislative Victories From 2011-2013, Removing 
Youth from the Adult Criminal Justice System, submitted by Rebecca Gasca, Campaign for 
Youth Justice. 
 
Exhibit C-2 is a report from the National Institute of Corrections, United States Department of 
Justice (DOJ), titled You’re An Adult Now, Youth in Adult Criminal Justice Systems, provided 
by Rebecca Gasca, Campaign for Youth Justice. 
 
Exhibit D is an overview of the Direct File and Certification Subcommittee of the 
Supreme  Court of Nevada’s Commission on Statewide Juvenile Justice Reform presented by 
Stephanie Heying, Court Services Analyst, Court Services, Judicial Programs and Services, 
Administrative Office of the Courts, Supreme Court of Nevada. 
 
Exhibit E is a Microsoft PowerPoint presentation titled “Northern Nevada Regional Youth 
Facility,” dated March 27, 2014, jointly presented by Frank Cervantes, 
Director, Washoe County Juvenile Services, Washoe County; James G. (Greg) Cox, Director, 
Department of Corrections (DOC); Steve McBride, Deputy Administrator, 
Juvenile  Services,  Division of Child and Family Services, Department of Health and 
Human  Services; and Scott Shick, Chief Juvenile Probation Officer, Department of Juvenile 
Probation and Detention, Douglas County. 
 
Exhibit F is a Microsoft PowerPoint presentation titled “Appropriate Housing for Youth in 
State Custody,” dated March 27, 2014, furnished by Vanessa Spinazola, Legislative and 
Advocacy Director, American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) of Nevada. 
 
Exhibit F-1 is a report from the National Council on Crime and Delinquency titled Bed Space 
Forecast for Baltimore Youth Detention Facility, dated May 12, 2011, submitted by 
Vanessa  Spinazola, Legislative and Advocacy Director, ACLU of Nevada. 
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Exhibit F-2 is a report from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
Office of Justice Programs, U.S. DOJ, titled Trying Juveniles as Adults: An Analysis of State 
Transfer Laws and Reporting, dated September 2011, provided by Vanessa Spinazola, 
Legislative and Advocacy Director, ACLU of Nevada. 
 
Exhibit F-3 is a report from the Washington State Institute for Public Policy titled 
The  Effectiveness of Declining Juvenile Court Jurisdiction of Youth, dated December 2013, 
furnished by Vanessa Spinazola, Legislative and Advocacy Director, ACLU of Nevada. 
 
Exhibit F-4 is a copy of the Division 52 Transfers/Responsibilities between the Oregon Youth 
Authority and Oregon’s DOC, submitted by Vanessa Spinazola, Legislative and Advocacy 
Director, ACLU of Nevada. 
 
Exhibit F-5 is a copy of the Policy for the Youthful Offender Program, DOC, State of 
Washington, dated December 10, 2012, provided by Vanessa Spinazola, Legislative and 
Advocacy Director, ACLU of Nevada. 
 
Exhibit F-6 is a copy of Policy 25, Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration, Department of 
Social and Health Services (DSHS), State of Washington, furnished by Vanessa Spinazola, 
Legislative and Advocacy Director, ACLU of Nevada. 
 
Exhibit F-7 is a copy of the Interagency Agreement between the DOC, State of Washington, 
and the DSHS, State of Washington, provided by Vanessa Spinazola, Legislative and 
Advocacy Director, ACLU of Nevada. 
 
Exhibit G is a Microsoft PowerPoint presentation titled “Blended Sentencing,” dated 
March 27, 2014, provided by Regan Comis, M+R Strategic Services. 
 
Exhibit H is a report from the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) titled A Decade of 
NCSC Research on Blended Sentencing of Juvenile Offenders:  What Have We Learned About 
“Who Gets a Second Chance?” furnished by Regan Comis, M+R Strategic Services. 
 
The following exhibit was submitted after the meeting for inclusion in the Summary of Minutes 
and Action Report: 
 
Exhibit I is an article from National Center for Juvenile Justice Snapshot titled “Juvenile 
Delinquents’ Right to a Jury Trial (2007 Update),” dated February 2008, submitted by 
Regan Comis, M+R Strategic Services. 
 
 This set of “Summary Minutes and Action Report” is supplied as an informational service.  

Exhibits in electronic format may not be complete.  Copies of the complete exhibits and 
other materials distributed at the meeting are on file in the Research Library of the 
Legislative Counsel Bureau, Carson City, Nevada.  You may contact the Library online at 
www.leg.state.nv.us/lcb/research/library/feedbackmail.cfm or telephone:  775/684-6827.   
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