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Justine Loren Johnston, Private Citizen, Dayton, Nevada 
Sherrie Scaffidi, Director, Transgender Allies Group, Reno, Nevada 
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Chairman Yeager: 
[Roll was called and protocol was explained.]  We have two bills on the agenda today.  
We are going to take them in order, so at this time I am going to open the hearing on 
Senate Bill 110, which revises provisions governing the process for a change of name.  
Welcome back to the Committee, Senator Parks, and please proceed when you are ready. 
 
Senate Bill 110:  Revises provisions governing the process for a change of name. 

(BDR 3-142) 
 
Senator David R. Parks, Senate District No. 7: 
Thank you for hearing Senate Bill 110.  Existing law requires a natural person who files 
a petition for a court-ordered change of name to publish certain information regarding the 
petition for a name change in a newspaper of general circulation once a week for 
three weeks.  Existing law under Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 41.280 waives this 
requirement if the person demonstrates that such publication would potentially place his or 
her safety at risk.  This bill additionally waives the publication requirement if the reason for 
the change of name is to conform the person's name to his or her gender identity.  This bill 
was previously introduced in the 2015 Legislative Session by Senator Debbie Smith as 
Senate Bill 358 of the 78th Session.   
 
That concludes my presentation, Mr. Chairman.  I am happy to answer to any questions you 
or the Committee may have.  There are a number of individuals here who would like to 
testify in support of S.B. 110.  Thank you very much. 
 
Chairman Yeager: 
Thank you for your presentation.  Do we have any questions from Committee members? 
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Assemblywoman Tolles: 
Thank you for joining us today and bringing this bill forward.  Can you provide the 
Committee with a little background on this bill?  I have not had a chance to look up 
S.B. 358 of the 78th Session or Senator Smith's approach to this issue. 
 
Senator Parks: 
I cosponsored S.B. 358 of the 78th Session with Senator Smith.  The reasoning that she put 
behind this bill was just an extension of NRS 41.280, which currently allows judges to waive 
the reporting requirement if a person can demonstrate that their safety might be at risk.  This 
is an extension of that, and I think that the individuals who testify in support of this bill will 
make the need for this legislation abundantly clear.   
 
Assemblywoman Tolles: 
I have spoken with some of the concerned parties, and I appreciate, value, and support the 
effort for their safety 100 percent.  We have heard a number of name change bills this 
session, and one of the questions that always comes up is how do we ensure that there is no 
fraudulent purpose involved if we void the publication requirement?  I know that question is 
going to be asked, and I wanted to get the response to that on the record.  At the same time, 
I want to state that I appreciate the safety concerns this bill addresses.   
 
Senator Parks: 
These are court-ordered documents, so if they have been thoroughly vetted and approved 
through court action, I do not think there is too much likelihood of any fraudulent activity. 
 
Assemblyman Pickard: 
I appreciate that, and I just want to follow up right where you left off.  As I understand 
S.B. 110, it actually circumvents the vetting process by the court.  This bill makes it 
a foregone conclusion that if an individual applies for a name change stating that this is to 
conform to his or her gender identity, the judge no longer weighs in.  This is automatic and 
the petitioner does not have to post the notice.   
 
As Assemblywoman Tolles mentioned, we have heard several of these bills, and we have 
heard from judges who handle name changes and have expressed concern about reducing the 
likelihood of a name being published and seen.  Under current law, individuals often will 
publish in a small publication that really is not reviewed by very many people.  This bill 
would completely eliminate that notice, and my only concern is that we may be putting 
businesses or creditors, specifically, at some risk.  A person can put anything on an affidavit.  
We see people put things that are not true on affidavits all the time in the courthouse, because 
there is ultimately no sanction for it.  How do we protect creditors from that fraud potential if 
we are automatically waiving the requirement to publish? 
 
Senator Parks: 
Not being in the legal profession, I am not certain that I can give you a full answer to that.  
I am hopeful that someone else who gives testimony might be able to fill in on that. 
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Assemblywoman Cohen: 
I do not know if this question is going to be for you or one of the other speakers, but can you 
go into more detail about the safety concerns this bill addresses?  What are the statistics on 
attacks on people who are transitioning, and why is there a feeling of need for this 
legislation?   
 
Senator Parks: 
We have a situation where we are trying to protect somebody from the potential of some kind 
of threat or physical harm to them.  We see that for someone who may be looking for 
a potential victim, the public notice affords them a good opportunity to look for a victim.  
With this bill, we are trying to reduce and minimize that as best we possibly can. 
 
Chairman Yeager: 
Are there any other questions from the Committee?  [There were none.]  Thank you, 
Senator Parks, for your presentation.  I will now open the hearing up for testimony in support 
of S.B. 110 here in Carson City.  I do not see anyone joining us in Las Vegas just yet. 
 
Mark H. Fiorentino, representing Gender Justice Nevada: 
I am with the law firm Kaempfer Crowell, and we represent Gender Justice Nevada.  
Gender Justice Nevada obviously supports this bill.  I am here this morning standing in for 
Jane Heenan, who is the executive director of Gender Justice Nevada.  Jane was unable to be 
here in person to testify this morning, but Jane's written testimony should be on 
Nevada Electronic Legislative Information System (NELIS) [from the February 28, 2017, 
meeting of the Senate Committee on Judiciary].  We would ask that you review that 
testimony as part of your deliberations, as it touches on some of the questions the Committee 
has asked and shares some of the personal experiences with clients that might demonstrate 
some of the need for this bill.  I appreciate your consideration of this bill, and I would be 
happy to answer any questions that you have. 
 
Chairman Yeager: 
Thank you for your testimony.  Are there any questions from members?  [There were none.] 
 
Brooke Maylath, President, Transgender Allies Group, Reno, Nevada: 
 I am the President of the Transgender Allies Group (TAG) out of Reno, Nevada (Exhibit C).  
I worked very closely for four years with Senator Parks and Senator Smith to be able to get 
this bill drafted very narrowly and concisely, and to be able to use the already existing fact 
that when a person is able to show risk of harm from being able to get out of a domestic 
violence situation, the judge is able to apply a waiver of the duty to publish.  I think our 
testimonies today will continue to show the Committee that the mere fact of being outed to 
the general community puts transgender people at grave risk.   
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So far this year, 27 transgender women have been heinously, viciously, brutally murdered.  
Twenty-seven transgender people were brutally murdered in this country last year.  Most of 
those deaths have gone unreported or the victims have been misgendered.  There are most 
likely other murders that we do not know about because of that misgendering in the media.   
 
When somebody is outed, it puts us at risk. I direct you to Francesca Continolo's testimony 
from the Senate Committee on Judiciary from February 28, 2017.  When Ms. Continolo 
published her name change in the Sparks Tribune, they graciously put her name change up 
for three weeks, as required by law, along with her home address.  During that period, 
somebody who knew her in her previous male presentation of life came to her door, pounded 
on it, and said, "Step out here so I can kill you."  This is the risk that we run.  People, 
whether they are strangers or people who may know us, who object to our mere existence, 
are able to show up on our doorsteps or places of work, and can put us at physical harm; 
we are at risk of losing our jobs and our places of residence.  Even though those are illegal in 
the state of Nevada, it still happens.   
 
For transwomen of color of modest means or no means to be able to go through the legal 
process, the danger is even greater.  Transwomen of color are targeted all across this country.  
They are taken advantage of.  They are often forced into sex work because other types of 
work are just out of bounds to them because of a society that does not accept them for who 
they are.  Please help extend some protection for us so that we can diminish the risk of being 
murdered as we go about our daily lives.  I encourage you, deeply, to vote in favor of this 
bill.  I will take any questions the Committee may have. 
 
Justine Loren Johnston, Private Citizen, Dayton, Nevada: 
My name is Justine Loren Johnston, now.  I am a 65-year-old transwoman, and I am the 
coordinator of the Reno observance of the Transgender Day of Remembrance, or TDOR.  
This is the day set aside each November to remember the victims of anti-transgender 
violence.  It is a worldwide, solemn vigil where we read the names of those murdered in the 
last year.  We had, as Ms. Maylath said, 27 from this country, but we also had 1,100 murders 
abroad with very high numbers in Latin American countries—Brazil being number one.   
 
Even in this enlightened age that we live in, the numbers have been climbing.  At this point 
in time, there are nine known victims in the United States, but there could be more.  Because 
TDOR is highly dependent upon reporting, there are victims that go unreported.  One victim 
this year took nearly a month to be identified as transgender.  I have to tell you that it is 
a very grim task to keep track of these individuals.  These are my brothers and sisters; 
we share a common experience that makes us care about each other.  I pray that the state that 
I have called home for nearly 30 years will never appear under the name of a victim 
at TDOR. 
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The process of transitioning for a transgender person is time-consuming, expensive, 
confusing, frustrating, and it is physically painful.  It can also be dangerous.  I told the people 
whom I felt needed to know in person.  I did not rely on the Sparks Tribune, which is far 
enough away from my home that I did not worry about it.  The notice included my previous 
name, my current address, and my phone number on the very top part.   
 
Under current protocol, as I said, the name, address, phone number, and new name are listed 
in the notice.  This is a nineteenth-century solution to the problem of notification.  It is 
equivalent to a cave painting in this, the twenty-first century.  A long time ago, services were 
created to make the job of keeping up to date on the activities of the courts an almost 
effortless task.  In the electronic information age, privacy is a relative thing.  We accept this, 
hoping that the people and entities that want to know do so for a legitimate purpose.  It does 
not take much imagination to see how a publishing requirement can put certain people at risk 
for a reason whose time has passed.  Thank you. 
 
Sherrie Scaffidi, Director, Transgender Allies Group, Reno, Nevada: 
As a long-time resident of Nevada, I am testifying today to express my sincere hope that you 
will act on behalf of the best interests of your transgender constituents by arguing and, 
ultimately, voting in favor of S.B. 110, currently under debate (Exhibit D).   
 
One of the issues that has come up, and we have heard it a number of times, is how do we 
balance the risk of creditor versus the risk to the individual for harm because of a name 
change?  Bank, credit, and any other information that is required is linked to your 
social security number, which does not change throughout the course of your life.  Only the 
name is being changed.  In my case, all my information still has my social security number 
on it, but it has my new, correct, name that reflects my gender.   
 
The current Nevada law requires any person seeking a name change to publish a notice in 
a newspaper for three weeks.  This can put the safety and privacy of a transgender individual 
at risk.  Transgender children are already at an increased risk of violence, harassment, 
bullying, and suicide, and may also be more prone to depression and self-harm.  Consider if 
you will, a transgender child who has started transition in the first or second grade and a few 
years later gets their name changed.  This could put that child at an increased risk of bullying, 
harassment, and physical harm. 
 
All transgender people face an increased risk of harassment, discrimination, and violence 
when their previous identity is exposed.  There is also the additional cost for publishing; 
the financial burden of publishing could be difficult for a young family raising a 
transgender child, as well as those older transgender persons.  I am a 67-year-old 
transgender woman on social security, and the extra cost of having to publish was 
a consideration in changing my name to align with my gender.  This bill would grant 
a waiver, like an existing one, that protects individuals who are already at a safety risk.  
I urge you to pass this bill to protect all transgender persons, who are already at risk just for 
living their lives in their authentic gender.  Thank you. 
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Holly Welborn, Policy Director, American Civil Liberties Union of Nevada: 
I sent a text message to my legal director in Southern Nevada, and I want to echo that 
creditors should be able to track an individual based on that person's social security number.  
Therefore, those issues should not be a problem with this bill.  I also want to echo that the 
language is narrowly tailored and written so that the individual has to show a risk of harm in 
order to get the publication waiver.  Therefore, I do not think that is really at issue in this 
piece of legislation.  I want to make the Committee aware that this bill passed unanimously 
out of the Senate Judiciary Committee and on the floor of the Senate.  We want to register 
our support for this bill; we think it is a fantastic piece of legislation that protects the privacy 
rights of the individuals who need it.  For those reasons, we support it and want to thank 
Senator Parks for bringing S.B. 110 forward. 
 
Assemblywoman Tolles: 
Thank you for clarifying that on the record; I appreciate it. 
 
Wendy Stolyarov, Legislative Director, Libertarian Party of Nevada: 
We believe that no one should be mandated by the state to pay a third party for any service, 
especially not one that forces them to publicly reveal their personal information.  Though we 
recognize the concern regarding creditors, we seriously doubt that anyone would put 
themselves at physical risk by pretending to be trans in order to escape their debts and, as 
previous speakers have noted, they cannot escape their social security numbers in any case.  
Structural oppression, like the required publication of a gender dysphoric name change, may 
be invisible to many, but to those affected by it, it is exceedingly burdensome.  Our society is 
still, unfortunately, frequently transphobic, and the required publication of a name change for 
trans people is needlessly painful and potentially dangerous for individuals who simply want 
to live their lives as themselves.  This court-ordered publication requirement is a trial by 
ordeal, forcing trans people to put their personal safety at risk to satisfy a bureaucratic 
handout to private companies.  Ideally, we would prefer that no one be required to violate 
their right to privacy in this way, but trans people in our society are especially at risk.  
We believe that granting them a waiver from this requirement is the ethical and 
compassionate decision.  We therefore support S.B. 110 wholeheartedly and encourage you 
to do the same.  Thank you. 
 
Ashley Clift-Jennings, Private Citizen, Reno, Nevada: 
I just wanted to ditto everything that everyone else has said.  I think they really covered all 
the issues.  I have gone through this experience recently.  My spouse recently transitioned, 
and we had to pay the fees to publish in the Sparks Tribune, as well.  Of course, we told all of 
our friends and family and people that are important to us, but what was particularly scary for 
us is that we have two children who go to school in Sparks.  One of my fears was that, if 
some child at their school read in the newspaper that their parent had transitioned, what sort 
of effect would that have on my children?  Would they be bullied at school?  I think that this 
issue does not only affect the person who is trans and is changing their name, but it also, 
potentially, impacts their families.  Thank you. 
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Chairman Yeager: 
Thank you for your testimony.  Is there anyone else in support of S.B. 110?  [There was no 
one.]  Is there anyone opposed to S.B. 110?  [There was no one.]  Would anyone like to 
testify in the neutral position? 
 
Barry Smith, Executive Director, Nevada Press Association: 
I am testifying in the neutral position on this bill.  I met with members of 
Gender Justice Nevada nearly a year ago and heard their concerns and arguments.  I agree 
that we do not intend to put anyone in harm's way.  It is also my intention, and it has been 
mentioned a couple of times, that the provision that allows judges to waive the publication 
requirement when there is fear of harm exists under current statute.  The provision dates back 
to 2003, and was initially included in statute for spouses seeking name changes in the 
aftermath of domestic violence cases.  If there are any questions, I would be glad to 
answer them. 
 
Chairman Yeager: 
Is there anyone else in the neutral position?  Seeing no one, I will invite Senator Parks to 
come up and make concluding remarks. 
 
Senator Parks: 
I want to thank the Committee for giving S.B. 110 a hearing.  I think the speakers in support 
of this bill have given you compelling reasons for voting in the affirmative on this measure.  
Thank you, once again. 
 
Chairman Yeager: 
I will go ahead and close the hearing on S.B. 110, and at this time, I will open up the hearing 
on Senate Bill 133, which revises the Uniform Deployed Parents Custody and Visitation Act.  
At this time, I would like to welcome my State Senator, Becky Harris, to the 
Judiciary Committee. 
 
Senate Bill 133:  Revises the Uniform Deployed Parents Custody and Visitation Act. 

(BDR 11-571) 
 
Senator Becky Harris, Senate District No. 9: 
As the United States continues to deploy military personnel overseas for protracted 
assignments, the necessity to deploy U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) employees—also 
called civilian employees—to support these efforts has increased.  Because civilian 
employees are deployed like our military personnel and provide necessary support to our 
armed forces, we felt they should be provided with the same protections our military 
personnel have with regard to custody and visitation.   
 
Section 1 of the bill defines a civilian employee as "a civilian employee of the United States 
Department of Defense."  Section 5 defines deployment as "the movement or mobilization of 
a service member or civilian employee to a location for more than 90 days but less than 
18 months pursuant to an order that:  "(1) Is designated as unaccompanied"—meaning 
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individuals do not get to take any family members along; "(2) Does not authorize dependent 
travel"—so individuals may not have anybody come to visit; "or (3) Otherwise does not 
permit the movement of family members to that location."  Section 7 provides that in 
a custodial responsibility hearing, "a court may not consider a parent's past deployment or 
possible future deployment in itself in determining the best interest of the child, but may 
consider any significant impact on the best interest of the child of the parent's past or possible 
future deployment."  Those are, essentially, the nuts and bolts of the bill. 
 
Assemblyman Elliot T. Anderson: 
I was thinking about this—and I am not particularly a fan of this practice—but the DOD 
relies quite heavily on contractors.  Might it not be appropriate to try to cover contractors the 
same way, because of DOD's reliance on that practice? 
 
Senator Harris: 
Thank you for the question.  I think you are absolutely correct, and at the Senate hearing on 
February 28, 2017, Nevada families who were impacted by the current status of the law and 
were having difficulty receiving appropriate custody and visitation of their children testified.  
I think that you are right, this would be an appropriate bill to bring forward to make sure that 
our necessary civilian employees have an ability to be active in their family life. 
 
Assemblyman Elliot T. Anderson: 
I just want to clarify something because the bill says, "employed" by the U.S. Department 
of Defense.  My thought was that the DOD—rather than employing people in a traditional 
sort of employment relationship—often hires contractors, and then the contractors go and 
deploy.  I do not think the definition, as written in the bill, would be inclusive of 
those contractors. 
 
Senator Harris: 
Would you like to see the definition a little more expansive? 
 
Assemblyman Elliot T. Anderson: 
Yes, that was my thought, although I have not really looked into how this act is applied 
nationwide.  I would probably want some feedback from DOD on that, but that is why I aired 
the question.  Have you heard any of these concerns from DOD contractors?   
 
Senator Harris: 
I have a witness here who has more first-hand experience with that than I do. 
 
Melissa Exline, representing Nevada Justice Association: 
I practice family law and estate planning at Surratt Law Practice, and I am on the 
Nevada Justice Association Domestic Committee.  I have more to say on this, but the issue 
raised by Assemblyman Anderson was specifically considered and brought up as we were 
looking at this bill.  There were a few nuanced issues with DOD contractors, but it is 
certainly a fair question and something we thought about.  We decided to narrow the 
language to Department of Defense employees who are actually deployed under orders 
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from DOD.  There were some other issues as to employees who work for private contractors 
and companies, and whether or not they would have the same reception as a DOD employee.  
Although the lines are blurring, I think it is fair to raise that point and look at what makes the 
most sense to provide families who are out there, working side by side with our U.S. military 
and service members as defined in this statute.  That is something that we definitely were 
looking at, but with the time constraints of submitting bill draft requests we did not quite 
get there.   
 
Assemblyman Elliot T. Anderson: 
I do not have any particularly strong opinion either way.  I just thought that DOD contractors 
might face some of those same issues.  If, however, you have considered that and this is what 
you are comfortable with, I am not looking to change your bill.  Thank you. 
 
Assemblywoman Cohen: 
Thank you both for coming and testifying today on this.  Section 4, subsection 2, references 
a parent who has custodial responsibility of a child under the laws of the state other than 
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 125C.0601 to 125C.0693 and "section 1 of this act."  Are we 
talking about situations where there might not be a legal order yet?  Can you address that? 
 
Melissa Exline: 
This is the Uniform Deployed Parents Custody and Visitation Act that was brought forward a 
couple of sessions ago [Assembly Bill 358 of the 77th Session].  This act provides a clear 
process for a service member who is being deployed to have their appropriate say and 
due process in family law matters.  Distilled down to the nuts and bolts of a regular case, that 
means that a military member who is still married but is about to deploy would rely on the 
default statutes saying that they are a joint physical custodian with their spouse.  
This acknowledges that the individual has some custodial responsibility, which may not have 
been firmed up in a final order or decree, so this bill addresses that specific issue. 
 
Assemblyman Pickard: 
Thank you for bringing this bill forward.  I have handled military divorces myself and have 
struggled with custody issues for some time, so I really do appreciate this.  I know that states 
are free to deviate from the Uniform Law Institute's (ULI) language that they are promoting 
around the country.  Has the ULI addressed this issue and considered this in their review of 
their own model statutes?   
 
Melissa Exline: 
There is not any change that I know of on this issue specific to DOD employees.  
The problem is fairly limited because there are only so many members that are specifically of 
the DOD that are going to deploy.  These are people who are usually working in the higher 
levels of very covert operations.  When you have some of these people who are working in 
this area, there are only so many cases, so it is not something that the ULI necessarily picks 
up because the problem is fairly limited in nature.   
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I have, however, seen this issue arise in a case in Nevada.  It is not an active case and it is not 
an issue that is pending, but it definitely piqued my interest as an attorney who works with 
military personnel and families in divorce and custody cases.  When you have these kinds of 
people out there, putting their lives at risk and working in these covert operations or extended 
positions where they cannot bring their family—and it is often very difficult to communicate 
with their family—it is even harder to participate in a divorce or custody case.   
 
We had witnesses offer testimony in the Senate Judiciary Committee.  We were hoping that 
some of the people who testified in that hearing would testify today, but they could not make 
it.  Perhaps they can come in to talk at some point down the road.   
 
They are out there working for us.  They are civilian employees, technically.  We looked at 
these statutes and we thought that these people are working side by side with Navy SEALS 
and Special Operations personnel.  They are often doing logistical work behind the scenes 
and coordinating on behalf of the Secretary of Defense or the Defense Intelligence Agency.  
Looking at that issue, it seemed to be a clear-cut position that these people deserve our 
protections under the laws of the state of Nevada.  Senator Harris was kind enough to 
sponsor the bill.   As time has gone on, we have been looking to do something that makes 
sense, although we are careful about how to make modifications to the Uniform Act.  This 
bill made sense under the circumstances.  It is kind of adding a little bit of clean-up work.   
 
Given the transition, there has been a lot of evidence that more and more people are being 
deployed in these types of capacities.  When you, for example, have a number of boots on the 
ground overseas in a specific country, they may say there are only 500 or 1,000 actual 
service members there; but for those 500 or 1,000 service members, there are a considerable 
number of DOD personnel and potentially, down the road, contract employees.  Given that 
circumstance, given the changes in the way that people are deploying and the limitations of 
putting actual boots on the ground of military service members who are in uniform, this made 
sense under the circumstance.  We are hoping for consideration on that issue. 
 
Assemblyman Pickard: 
That is consistent with my experience.  I have argued two cases concerning civilian 
employees who were working in southern Nevada.  They had technical expertise that no one 
else had, and they were deployed.  In the first case, I was on the opposite side, so I argued 
that the individual was not deployed because only active members of the military are 
deployed.  I was later educated on that, and we ended up settling that case.  It is true that 
there are many civilians that are truly deployed even though they do not fit the military 
definition of that, and they deserve to have their rights protected.  It is really not a choice 
unless they want to quit, and that, ultimately, is where the difference lies.  Military members 
are not allowed to quit under most circumstances and civilian employees are, but this is 
something where they have a vested property right in that job to some extent.  They deserve 
that protection. 
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Chairman Yeager: 
Are there any other questions from Committee members?  [There were none.]  Ms. Exline, 
did you want to give additional testimony in support? 
 
Melissa Exline: 
I wanted to make one other point on this issue really clear.  We tailored the language very 
narrowly so that S.B. 133 does not add any additional rights beyond what a service member 
has.  This bill specifically covers situations where there is actually a deployment order that 
stems from the Secretary of Defense and works its way down.  We are talking about civilian 
GS-12s or GS-13s—employees who are higher up in the civilian employment of the 
Department of Defense, and they are under orders.  When these individuals deploy, they have 
to fall into the exact same categories that service members would fall under.  There is no 
additional right, there is no lesser right; S.B. 133 just says that if an individual deploys under 
orders and cannot take their family with them, and it is for the same period of time that the 
deployment is defined as already, then and only then does the individual get the same 
protections.  Those protections are fairly straightforward and include the right to appear 
remotely by telephone to participate in their case, and maybe to have an expedited hearing so 
some of this can be done before going overseas.   
 
These are things that would probably be considered by a court anyway, but are not 
necessarily required.  I would say that, in my experience, most of the time judges try to work 
with families any time this situation arises.  Judges cannot always work with families, 
depending on the docket, what is going on in their other cases, and the arguments being 
presented by the other side.   
 
This bill allows the court the ability to say yes, this statute applies to these people.  It is very 
narrowly written so that only if you are a DOD employee who is actually deploying, do you 
get the same protections.  I just wanted to make that clear and I wanted the Committee to 
understand that it is not anything additional or extra; it just says you get the same type of 
protections in a custody or divorce case. 
 
Chairman Yeager: 
Are there any questions?  [There were none.]  I will open the meeting up for additional 
testimony in support of S.B. 133.  [There was none.]  Would anyone like to testify in 
opposition?  Seeing no one, is there anyone who is neutral on the measure?  [There was no 
one.]  Do the sponsors have any concluding remarks? 
 
Senator Harris: 
I just want to thank you and the Committee for consideration of this bill. 
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Chairman Yeager: 
I will close the hearing on S.B. 133.  Now is the time for public comment.  Would anyone 
like to give public comment here in Carson City or in Las Vegas?  [There was no one.]  I will 
close public comment.  We have a Judiciary Committee meeting scheduled tomorrow 
morning at 9 a.m.  We have three bills we are going to hear, and we are going to try to get 
through them very quickly.  We are adjourned [at 9:51 a.m.]. 
 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 
 
 
 

  
Devon Isbell 
Committee Secretary 
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Assemblyman Steve Yeager, Chairman 
 
DATE:     
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EXHIBITS 
 

Exhibit A is the Agenda. 
 
Exhibit B is the Attendance Roster. 
 
Exhibit C is a letter dated April 20, 2017, in support of Senate Bill 110 to Chairman Yeager 
and the Assembly Committee on Judiciary, authored by Brooke Maylath, President, 
Transgender Allies Group, Reno, Nevada. 
 
Exhibit D is written testimony presented by Sherrie Scaffidi, Director, Transgender Allies 
Group, Reno, Nevada, in support of Senate Bill 110. 
 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/JUD/AJUD847A.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/AttendanceRosterGeneric.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/JUD/AJUD847C.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/JUD/AJUD847D.pdf

