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Chair Miller:  

[Roll was called. Committee rules and protocol were explained.] Welcome everyone to 

Special Session day two. My apologies for special session time. There is just a lot happening 

that we are trying to do in a limited amount of time. I apologize for our late start, but 

appreciate everyone for being here, in Las Vegas, and everyone online watching through the 

Nevada Electronic Legislative Information System or YouTube.  

 

To give you an idea of what is happening today, we will have two bill hearings, then we will 

recess, and then we will come back for a work session at some point. I will open our first 

hearing which is Assembly Bill 6. If our presenters would come forward, please. I will allow 

you all to introduce yourselves and whenever you are ready to present, please proceed. We 

will wait until the end for members to ask questions. 

 

Assembly Bill 6: Revises provisions governing traffic laws. (BDR 43-23) 

 

Bradley J. Keating, Assistant Superintendent, Community Partnerships and 

Government Relations, Office of the Superintendent, Clark County School 

District: 

I am joined here at the podium by Joanna Jacob, Government Affairs Manager for 

Clark County; Kevin Schiller, Clark County Manager; and joining us virtually from 

Las Vegas is Andrew Bennett, the director of the Clark County Office of Traffic Safety and 

Superintendent Jhone Ebert of the Clark County School District. We are here to underscore 

the critical need for a shared systematic solution to traffic safety in and around our school 

zones. As children in our community have tragically lost their lives and been seriously 

injured, the urgency of this moment cannot be overstated.  

 

To address the challenge head on, Clark County took the lead and brought together the 

school district and all local municipalities to create a coordinated approach called the School 

Traffic Safety Working Group. This group has begun its work to conduct a regional 

discussion on policy and enforcement, identifying some actionable infrastructure 

interventions, and developing some critical plans. It will take the effort of our entire 

community to achieve the goal of zero student traffic fatalities and injuries. It is vital that we 

create a shared community plan to dramatically improve traffic safety around all of our 

schools. Clark County and the Clark County School District (CCSD) both deeply appreciate 

the partnership of Governor Lombardo, legislative leadership, and other stakeholders for 

bringing forward for consideration during this Special Session important traffic safety 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/36th2025Special/Bill/12995/Overview/
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provisions to enhance penalties and improve safety in our school zones. As mentioned, this 

important effort is a partnership among many including our two organizations, the Las Vegas 

Metropolitan Police Department (Metro), and all jurisdictional entities. We look forward to 

working through next steps with the Legislature. For the purposes of today's presentation, 

I will ask Superintendent Ebert and Mr. Schiller to provide comments and then Ms. Jacob 

will provide the Committee with a walk-through of this bill.  

 

Jhone Ebert, Superintendent, Clark County School District: 

As we know our core business is teaching and learning, and normally the Clark County 

School District would defer to our municipal partners when it comes to traffic safety. We 

know that they are all working very hard and we are very appreciative to the crossing guards 

that have been provided to all CCSD schools, elementary schools, and middle schools. 

However, we are seeing an alarming number of students being hit or nearly hit when going to 

and from school. Some of these incidents have occurred within our school zones, but many 

do not. Our law enforcement partners are working with CCSD Police Department to better 

track the number of juveniles hit between the hours of 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. on school days. The 

increase we are seeing this year alone—almost 200 incidents already reported involving 

students walking, riding, or using scooters to and from school.  

 

These incidents range from crashes that resulted in no student injury to crashes that have 

resulted in fatalities. And sadly, in the span of just six months, we have lost three students 

while they were on or around our schools. Each of these students had unlimited potential. 

Their friends and our community will never have the opportunity to witness their greatness. 

While CCSD is not responsible for our roads, we are speaking up today to appeal to you to 

take action to protect our students and are ready to do our part.  

 

This legislation takes steps toward protecting students in our school zones. You will hear 

from our municipal partners that this legislation will provide local governments with more 

authority to change the flashing lights within our school zones and to increase penalties for 

infractions in school zones. It also initiates the study to identify additional substantial steps 

we can take to protect our students.  

 

We all share a responsibility to protect our children and together, we can make sure every 

student arrives safely to school and returns home safely at the end of the day. To achieve that 

vision, we all need to be ready to do the work—CCSD, our cities, counties, you as well, our 

law enforcement, our drivers on the road, and our families who navigate our school zones 

every day—we should not wait for another tragedy, and we ask that you take action. 

 

Kevin Schiller, Manager, Office of the County Manager, Clark County: 

Thank you for the opportunity to present this urgently needed modernization of Nevada 

school zone laws. Every school day, children across Nevada walk, bike, ride scooters, or step 

off buses into environments governed by statutes written decades ago, which no longer align 

with how schools operate, how families travel, and how our communities have been built. At 

Clark County, under our board's leadership, we created the first local Office of Traffic Safety  
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in Nevada to coordinate engineering, enforcement, education, and data across jurisdictions. 

We have backed that commitment with real investment, dedicating millions of dollars to 

expand and strengthen our school crossing guard program to protect children.  

 

The bill before you aligns with and strengthens these countywide efforts by further granting 

local governments the necessary authority to implement the safest possible school zone 

designs and operating hours. The bill also establishes stronger deterrents for dangerous 

behaviors, double penalties for speeding, DUI, and unsafe maneuvers, reinforce the 

seriousness of protecting children in active school zones. Importantly, I would like to 

highlight this bill creates no new agencies, no new programs, and no unfunded mandates. It 

leverages existing equipment, including flashers, beacons, and signage, and modernizes their 

use, and it improves efficiency by reducing multiparty delays that currently prevent timely 

adjustments. These changes come directly from our folks in the field. Those people doing the 

work who live in this reality every day: public works, the school district, law enforcement, 

and the families who experience it firsthand. I respectfully ask for your support, and thank 

you for taking your time today.  

 

Joanna Jacob, Manager, Government Affairs, Department of Administrative Services, 

Clark County: 

Chair Miller, I want to keep this brief, but informative for you in light of the time 

consideration. I will walk us through kind of the high-level what we are proposing in the bill, 

our intent, and how we put this bill together. For your help in reviewing a 40-page bill, we 

did file a chart [Exhibit C] as an exhibit, which hopefully you have on the Nevada Electronic 

Legislative Information System, and it really crosswalks the existing traffic violations we 

have referenced in this bill to the section of the bill so you can see what is being proposed.  

 

I want to talk about this in two real areas of policy in the bill. The first one is about where we 

are enhancing our local discretion for the county and the municipalities to set school zone 

design and flasher operations. You will see these changes are largely in sections 24 and 25 of 

the bill and how they operate together. Our intent is to let the local governments in concert 

with our superintendent—really for us, Superintendent Ebert, her office, and her staff—and 

our law enforcement partners to look at school zone design and operation. We have removed 

some language which was limiting on when we could operate flashers, and it was 30 minutes 

before school starts and 30 minutes after. The intent of adding this flexibility is to look at 

what is happening in Clark County on our streets. We have kids who might be in the area 

beyond those times. Schools are community centers, and we know that kids and families 

congregate at schools outside of those hours. We also know that the school zones in 

operation are right in front of the school. We believe that some additional flexibility, at least 

in Clark County, could really extend; and we have talked about extending it to the next 

crossing walk, or where kids and families would naturally cross the road to get to a parking 

lot, or to get across the road to a bus stop, or those types of things. It may make sense for the 

particular school conditions and that is why we are asking for that flexibility.  
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The bill permits consultation with Department of Transportation (NDOT), and you may or 

may not be familiar, but in Clark County, we do have roads that are state-owned and that is 

why NDOT is at the table with us and I know they are here today. They can talk about this. 

That is really the intent of those sections operating together. The big, long pages of this bill 

really are stemming from the proposal in section 2, where we are proposing to double fines 

and I know it sounds like what it sounds like, but our intent in doing that was to mirror what 

the Legislature has already done with respect to construction work zones and also 

legislatively designed zones, which is pedestrian safety zones where pedestrians are walking. 

We are mirroring that doubling of penalties and demerits you see in the bill. If there are 

questions about that, we mirrored the statute that is in place. If you want to double-check me, 

it is at Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 484B.130, which is where we define the penalties for 

active construction zones, and NRS 484B.135 is where we have the pedestrian safety zones.  

 

You will see we have also really tried to define active school zone and active school crossing 

zones because we want to talk about those would be the periods during which we would be 

able to, with the flexibility in sections 24 and 25, operate the flashers so that we could warn 

motorists that the school zones are operational at that time and everybody should slow down, 

to know that kids and families are present. There are enhanced penalties, of which I said, are 

really operating to mirror what we have and we have not added any new penalties proposed 

in this bill. We tried to crosswalk it to what is in place for construction work zones. We did 

note that there are a few exceptions where there are things present in school zones that may 

not be present in construction work zones. I hope that helps you to know that that is our 

intent. That was really what we tried to do with the bill.  

 

I am going to say I know there were requests. We did file an amendment [Exhibit D]. I do 

know we have talked about this, Chair Miller, and the resolution you are going to hear as 

your next agenda item, we are in support of this because we know that there is a lot to this. 

I do not want to say that this bill is going to be the only thing that we may need to do on 

school zones. The resolution is really proposing an interim study that we are in favor of and 

that we want to be able to talk . . . 

 

Chair Miller:  

Let us stay specific to the bill hearing we are in now. 

 

Joanna Jacob: 

We have talked about if there is other things that we can talk about it in that interim study. 

That is our overview of the bill, and we stand for questions. Director Bennett in the south is 

our subject matter expert, and he stands for questions as well as the other members of our 

panel.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Dr. Keating, do you have anything to add? [He shook his head no.] Before we get into 

member questions, I want to address some of the amendments because there were multiple 

amendments from myself [Exhibit E] and another Assemblymember—both of us educators—

Metro, and the City of Las Vegas [referenced amendments were not provided and therefore 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/36th2025Special/Exhibits/Copyright.pdf
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are not included as exhibits for this hearing]. I am going to have Legal respond. If you could 

just explain why those amendments, while they seem very germane, why they are not being 

included.  

 

Kathleen Capron, Committee Counsel: 

There are two conceptual amendments that seem to be very focused on electric bikes 

(e-bikes) and electric scooters (e-scooters) which falls outside the realm of the Governor's 

Proclamation in terms of these bills, and that would create a legal risk to include them in the 

bill.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Thank you so much. With that, we will start member questions with Assemblymember Roth.  

 

Assemblymember Roth: 

I think this is a really important piece of legislation. This question may actually be for Legal. 

I am just wondering if we could clarify if this would grant local authorities the ability to 

enact or implement automated traffic enforcement.  

 

Kathleen Capron: 

There is already existing provisions at the end of this bill. Locals have their discretion under 

their police powers to implement traffic laws and regulations including signs and devices, 

which would include these types of flashers.  

 

Assemblymember Roth: 

I think this is specifically to traffic cameras.  

 

Kathleen Capron: 

Could you repeat the question please?  

 

Assemblymember Roth: 

Would this allow the local municipalities to implement speed cameras in these zones?  

 

Kathleen Capron: 

No, this would not address speed cameras, and those are prohibited currently under existing 

law.  

 

Assemblymember Moore: 

This is more of a clarifying question as well. I see school zones all the time as I am driving 

my son to and from school. It is very clear when I am in a school zone for a CCSD school. 

However, when it comes to charter schools, not all charter schools have crossing guards or 

even the flashing signs letting folks know they are in a school zone. Will this bill also apply 

to charter schools?  
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Brad Keating: 

This bill contemplates that local governments would have more authority over school zones 

at all schools. It is public schools period. So that would include charter and school district as 

well—public schools.  

 

Assemblymember Moore: 

Thank you for that. Can we make sure that when the county or local governments are looking 

into this, it is clear charter schools have to follow this as well?  

 

Joanna Jacob: 

Absolutely, Assemblymember Moore, and all the cities are here behind me as well and 

hearing this concern and I will make a note of that. I am sure that they will as well. 

 

Assemblymember Considine: 

Are all jurisdictions required to update their existing school zone signage or only if they 

adopt additional restrictions during or after school hours?  

 

Joanna Jacob: 

That is not the intent of the section that we have—it is really up to each local jurisdiction. We 

kept the language broad to say that to enact the policy that would be in our jurisdiction. It is a 

local government's decision, and signage may need to be updated where warranted. But it is 

not a requirement that we, all of a sudden, have to do all new signs because it contemplates 

that the local government would define this in ordinance or in policy. I will also note, just to 

address if there is any questions about, Well, how would a pedestrian or a motorist know—

we have committed in Clark County to do a really broader education campaign concerning 

some of the existing ordinances that we have. Should this bill pass, we would include the 

provisions of this bill to do a broad driver and motorist education and a citizen education 

about what is in place. So, no, this does not. It is not a mandate on the local governments to 

automatically redo signs. It is at their discretion and could be done as a policy.  

 

Assemblymember Orentlicher: 

I am glad to see all the steps this bill has. I was wondering about steps that could be in, but I 

do not see and there is a lot of work done on speed calming measures dealing with the streets, 

the speed humps, curb extensions, and other things. Did you feel that was beyond your 

authority or that is something for the Department of Transportation or is that why it is not in 

here or are you already doing that? Where does that fit in this? 

 

Joanna Jacob: 

I will try to address your question and then I may defer to Director Bennett afterward, but I 

will start here. When we were looking at this, as I said, our intent was to mirror what the 

Legislature has already decided on some of these penalties. That is to say there may be some 

additional ones that we need to include. We did try to look at the proximate cause of what is 

actually happening in our streets right now and really try to center it to some of the accidents 

and the things that caused the accidents that we have seen. I will have Director Bennett 

weigh in if he has any other thought to that. Again, we really think if we need to look at it in 
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a further way, additional penalties may be something that we could tackle. I am very 

committed to tackling it in the regular session. So, Director Bennett, do you have any 

additional comments?  

 

Andrew Bennett: 

I appreciate the question Assemblymember. To your point about calming and some of the 

environmental designs that we can put in place around schools, that was exactly why we 

convened the School Traffic Safety Working Group to ensure we had a regional approach. 

We were having those conversations, we were following the data, we have the authorization 

to do that, and we are doing that today. We wanted to bring things only that would require 

legislative approval for us to move forward with this language.  

 

Assemblymember Gurr: 

It is just a clarifying question. On the bill text, it says contains an unfunded mandate, and I 

have been trying to find where the mandate was, but I have not been able to find it. Then 

I heard a comment that says there are no unfunded mandates. Could you clarify that for me, 

please?  

 

Joanna Jacob: 

I agree with you, Assemblymember Gurr. Our intent was to really use our existing powers, 

and ask for permission where we needed it from the Legislature. I would have to defer to the 

Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB). They make that determination. Usually that may include 

where—I know from experience; LCB can correct me, and please do—sometimes that is 

noted on a bill where it requires a jurisdiction to do something or to do a policy, which we 

have proposed in the bill. We have worked with the cities on this to say this is really 

something that we all support and feel that we need to do in response to the community. So 

that is my response to that, we all are committed to doing it, and I will defer to Legal on their 

determination because that is not something we drafted.  

 

Chair Miller:  

I am going to have Legal jump in.  

 

Kathleen Capron: 

Yes, that is generally correct. The provisions in this bill where the unfunded mandate is 

marked is not discretionary. It is required to adopt some sort of policy which inherently could 

cost money to the locals. 

 

Chair Miller:  

Assemblymember Gurr, do you have a follow-up?  

 

Assemblymember Gurr: 

When you say, Talked to the cities, which cities did you talk to, if you do not mind?  
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Joanna Jacob: 

I do not mind at all. I will acknowledge that we learned this would be a standalone bill just a 

couple of days ago. So I did not do what I normally like to do when I am doing legislative 

affairs in the regular session and get a wide swath. But we have sent the bill language out, 

and we have been to the League of Cities, to our colleagues in Northern Nevada. I sent it to 

the Nevada Association of Counties (NACO) and to our colleagues throughout the state for 

the rest of the counties, and down south, the Cities of Las Vegas, Henderson, and North 

Las Vegas. I have sent it to the City of Boulder City. We have tried to do our best to get 

around to everybody, and I know that NACO is present here if you have further questions on 

that, I am sure they can address it.  

 

Assemblymember González: 

As a new mom, one of the things I was scared of most was driving home from the hospital 

because of how crazy our driving is here. So I appreciate the work being done to try to 

address this issue. But I was also wondering, I do get nervous with increasing fines and 

doubling penalties. I am wondering what other measures or ideas did you come up with 

addressing this issue as well?  

 

Joanna Jacob: 

I will start and then I will have Director Bennett take over and if the superintendent has 

comments too—I do not want to say that the CCSD may not have comments as well. I will 

start by saying, Director Bennett can speak to the work when we talk about the meetings we 

have been having with the rest of the jurisdictions. We are looking at this from a broad-angle 

lens because in conversations also within the county and with our board, some of this has to 

go to the way we design schools in our community, the way we design the roads, and that is 

why there is an engineering subcommittee of the working group that we have convened. We 

also have looked at—I think I commented on it and our county manager mentioned—

Clark County has funded school crossing guards. We looked at funding so we could increase 

the number of school crossing guards all across unincorporated Clark County and at both our 

elementary and middle schools; it is quite a number of schools that we have invested in. We 

did do just this past summer, enforceable as of October 1st, an ordinance on e-bikes and 

e-scooters that we have done along with some of my city colleagues and they may be able to 

talk about their ordinances. We have been working with the cities on that. We have taken 

some actions where we can, aside from coming here to look for this legislative authority, 

and Director Bennett can talk about what he sees ahead for the working group, and 

Superintendent Ebert, if there is anything you would like to add as well.  

 

Andrew Bennett: 

I largely echo my colleague and the county manager. We are approaching school traffic 

safety in the most comprehensive manner we can. First, we are following the data. We went 

from not knowing how many kids were hit up to four years ago, to having an increased level 

of data around that subject which is the first step to have the quality data. We know, 

unfortunately, that we have had 189 students hit. We know where they are, what the 

circumstances of those crashes are. Through that, with the partnership from CCSD, we did 

create one of the most comprehensive working groups that I have seen put together yet. It is 
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every municipality in southern Nevada along with the school district as well as the State 

Public Charter School Authority, and to address everything from the moment the kid leaves 

school, and the staff of these schools as well, all the way getting to school. What can we do? 

We intend to have a report out by I think end of March, early April, and again, approaching it 

through engineering, education, enforcement, and additional policies.  

 

Assemblymember González: 

Thank you so much. It is good to hear everyone is working together on an issue that is so 

important. 

 

Chair Miller:  

At this point, I believe this concludes our questions. I just have one brief question or maybe 

suggestion. It was mentioned earlier in the bill that starting these alerts and times based on a 

half-hour before school time. Again, school time, as it was already expressed, people are 

always at the schools, students are always at the schools regardless of what school time is. 

But if we look at actual school time, can we have that? I do not even know if this needs to be 

an amendment, just in regulation, or just in practice, especially because we do have 

Superintendent Ebert here. There is school time where the students are there for instruction 

and then there is contract time, which is when staff is required to report. And yet, there are 

still students who are already at school even before contract time, before staff is there, before 

the office is even open. So could we have it more aligned with contract time? Because we 

know so many students either leave the home when their parents are leaving or dropped off 

early. I am just going to say it, there are tons of kids there before I get there every day. So if 

we could just make it so that we are capturing more of those times—we know the bulk of our 

students are walking or riding closer to school start times—but there are enough students 

there well before school starts.  

 

Jhone Ebert: 

You are absolutely spot on, and that is why we convened the entire group with all of the 

municipalities, the Clark County School District so we have that two-way communication of 

when our school buildings are being used, whether it is community use, whether it is school, 

as you said, staff coming in early, that we have that communication. Then, our municipalities 

have the ability to quickly make those changes and not have to wait for the state to intervene.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Then we are saying the bill does not restrict, that the flexibility is among the municipalities 

and the districts to determine when they want to start that.  

 

Joanna Jacob: 

Chair Miller, I, of course, am happy if we need to do anything, but I will point you to 

section 24 on page 23 of the bill. We have taken out the language on the half hours, you 

know where the school is in operation it was also limited to, and we have replaced that with 

any period as specified by the local government or NDOT when it is one of their 

jurisdictions. So it is really giving us broad flexibility. As the superintendent noted with 

the working group—because we are going to be setting the policies in concert with the 
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superintendent's office and with Metro—we can work together on trying to figure out what is 

the appropriate designation for the operation of those things. I think we have what we need, 

the flexibility there and happy to make a note of that, too. We can take that back to the group 

down south.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Just to have it on record, that would enable the flexibility for those occasions of the Disney 

trip where everyone is showing up at 3 a.m. to hit the bus or students walking home after the 

dance or the basketball game or something like that?  

 

Joanna Jacob: 

I do not know, Superintendent Ebert, you also may want to say yes. But I will say yes, that 

was our intent. When I said the schools are the community gathering spot, there are times 

when we have a lot of kids and staff and families there—it might be the Disney trip as an 

excellent example. I would say that is our intent, we could define that as part of our local 

government policy or something that covers that type of event or we can make the 

adjustment as the superintendent noted. I do not know if we have any other thing, but yes, I 

will clearly state it, that is the intent with asking for the flexibility.  

 

Jhone Ebert: 

Yes, that is the intent. Also, I would add, we had a superintendents meeting with all 17 as 

well as the State Public Charter School Authority just last week. The Lander County 

superintendent was very supportive because he had been trying to get some lights switched 

within his county and it was taking an extremely long time as well. This is a statewide issue 

you will be addressing.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Thank you so much for that. That concludes our questions. I will open it up for testimony. 

Again, we ask that you state your name and you spell it and keep your remarks to two 

minutes each. We will start with support testimony in Carson City and then we will move 

down to Las Vegas.  

 

Amy E. Davey, Administrator and Highway Safety Director, Office of Traffic Safety, 

Department of Public Safety: 

I am here in support of A.B. 6. Just a few brief comments that I wanted to offer the 

Committee as well. I brought with me today a School Zone Speed Study that was 

commissioned through my office working with the University of Nevada, Reno (UNR) 

Center for Advanced Transportation, Education, and Research. This was done in 2023 and it 

was 15 sites across the state of Nevada, specifically Clark County and Washoe County. The 

UNR study looked at speeds in school zones.  

 

I will read you just one sentence and then I would like to make this available to any members 

and I will submit it to you, Chair [Exhibit F]. The one sentence I will read to you from the 

Executive Summary of the School Zone Speed Study states, "Study data sets were gathered 

from 15 school zones in both Southern and Northern Nevada, covering a range of school 
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types, roadway network layouts, and traffic conditions. The analysis revealed that 

compliance with the posted speed limits during school zone speed control hours was 

alarmingly low, with only about 34 percent of drivers adhering to the speed limits based on 

LiDAR data and a compliance rate of 24 percent observed through vehicle telemetric data."  

 

This study will also show you the exact schools that were studied, the times of day they were 

studied, and the average speeds which went up to 70 miles an hour during the time that a 

school zone was active and flashers were flashing. I will submit this to the Committee.  

 

Alexander Marks, Deputy Director of Field and Communications, Nevada State 

Education Association: 

We will keep it very brief. We think this kind of fits right within our respect educators 

program and our ideas on that. So we will just be in support. 

 

Christopher Ries, Detective, Office of Intergovernmental Services, Las Vegas 

Metropolitan Police Department: 

Sheriff McMahill has been clear that one of his goals has been to reduce traffic fatalities and 

to make our roads safer. We support A.B. 6 and any efforts to meet those goals, especially 

when it comes to vulnerable road users and especially our schoolchildren. These 

enhancements are already being levied in work zones. It only makes sense to have them also 

levied to increase accountability in school zones. This bill will protect children of whom 

nearly 200 Clark County kids have been struck since the last time we were all in this building 

together. For these reasons, Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department supports A.B. 6.  

 

Chair Miller:  

I am sorry, did you just say 220 students have been hit since we left in the beginning of June?  

 

Christopher Ries: 

Since this school year, 182, I believe, have been struck. 

 

Chair Miller:  

Throughout the state? 

 

Christopher Ries: 

In the Clark County School District zone almost 200. 

 

Sean Sever, representing Nevada Advisory Committee on Traffic Safety: 

This is new territory for me because I am usually in neutral, explaining a fiscal note up here. 

We are strongly in favor of A.B. 6. Something must be done to protect our children in 

school zones. More than 189 kids have been hit in Clark County school zones so far this 

school year. I dropped my son off one day in Carson City and the crossing guard told me that 

people speed through, they drop off their kids at school, and then they speed out of the school 

zone at 50 to 60 miles an hour. He said he has had many near misses in the crosswalk, and  
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this is outrageous behavior. These are our children and we need to do something drastic to 

protect them. Assembly Bill 6 can go a long way to get people's attention and hopefully 

change this aggressive driving behavior in school zones. If we can save one kid, it is worth it. 

 

Vinson Guthreau, Executive Director, Nevada Association of Counties: 

We are the statewide organization that represents all 17 of Nevada's counties [Exhibit G]. 

Our members have been focused on traffic safety and joining the state trying to get to the 

zero fatality goal. We also serve on the Nevada Executive Committee of Traffic Safety. In 

fact, Andrew Bennett from Clark County's Office of Traffic Safety is our representative on 

that committee. We echo the comments that the schools are the center of the community in a 

lot of our communities, especially in our smaller jurisdictions. We appreciate the 

modernization of this and the flexibility that this bill provides. For that reason, we support 

this measure and we thank Clark County for bringing it forward. If it is okay, Chair, since the 

fiscal unfunded mandate was brought forward is that okay or do you want me to move 

forward?  

 

Chair Miller:  

That would not be in support testimony. You are supporting the bill 100 percent, correct?  

 

Vinson Guthreau: 

Yes, I did not know if you wanted me to address Assemblymember Gurr's question now. 

 

Chair Miller:  

No, not if we want to follow the rules. So you are more than welcome to talk offline with him 

or to any members or email us. 

 

Vinson Guthreau: 

We support this measure and look forward to its passage.  

 

Nicole Flangas, representing Nevada Association of School Boards: 

The Nevada Association of School Boards represents all the school districts across the state. 

We are in strong support of creating a flexible regulatory structure that protects our kids. This 

is a wonderful measure to step us forward.  

 

Joseph Colacurcio, Captain, Incline Patrol, Washoe County Sheriff's Department: 

Up here in the north, traffic safety is also our number one thing that we worry about. Having 

that being said, I am also a father of two kids who dropped my kids off for school this 

morning. I also use the crosswalk and was one of those who had a near miss not too long ago 

while walking my kids across the street in the crosswalk. As a former traffic deputy, having 

brighter signs earlier on and having that ability to see that stuff is something that I believe 

would help traffic and prevent injuries to our children on the roadway. So, along with myself 

and the Washoe County Sheriff's Office, we support A.B. 6. 
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Randy Robison, Director, Government Affairs, City of Las Vegas; and representing 

Urban Consortium: 

As a member of the consortium, which includes the cities of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, 

Henderson, Reno, and Sparks, we submitted a letter in support of this measure [Exhibit H]. 

You have heard plenty of testimony from the county, from the school district, and from 

Mr. Bennett's group. We appreciate them including us in this effort because it is an issue for 

all of us, and it will take all of us to address it. I want to indicate our support.  

 

Michael Hillerby, representing Regional Transportation Commission of Washoe 

County: 

I am also here to offer our support. This is a very high priority that has been identified by our 

board members who are elected counsel and commission members from Reno, Sparks, and 

Washoe County. We try to do, and have done in many cases, everything we can through 

engineering, signage, education, and you have heard the extent of the problem. I will not 

belabor that, but again, we support the bill very much and look forward to your support as 

well so we continue to do things to make those as safe as we can.  

 

Elisa Cafferata, Executive Director, Children's Advocacy Alliance: 

We are in support of this bill, and we really appreciate the collaborative approach to the 

problem solving [Exhibit I]. We think that sometimes this is the best way to address 

the issues and the safety concerns our children and families face. We are glad to see this 

effort, and urge your support of this bill.  

 

Ryan Beaman, District Vice President, Professional Fire Fighters of Nevada: 

I have worked the streets and have seen some of these horrible incidents taking place. In any 

way we can protect our children where we do not go on these types of incidents, we support.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Is there anyone else who would like to testify in support in Carson City? Not seeing anyone 

else, we will move to Las Vegas. Please begin when you are ready.  

 

John T. Jones Jr., Chief Deputy District Attorney, Legislative Liaison, Clark County 

District Attorney's Office; and representing Nevada District Attorneys 

Association: 

The Nevada District Attorneys Association is in support of A.B. 6. We want to thank the 

Governor and Clark County for bringing this bill and just wanted to voice our support for it.  

 

David Clyde, representing Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada: 

The Regional Transportation Commission has long prioritized roadway safety and has 

actively collaborated with Andrew Bennett and the Clark County Office of Traffic Safety to 

explore evidence-based strategies that reduce traffic fatalities and injuries. We believe A.B. 6 

advances these ongoing collaborative efforts, and we are strongly in support of this 

legislation. We would like to thank all those including the Governor and the county who 

brought this legislation forward. 
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[Exhibit J, Exhibit K, and Exhibit L were submitted but not discussed and are included as 

exhibits for the hearing.]  

 

Chair Miller:  

Is there anyone else in Las Vegas who would like to testify in support? Not seeing anyone, I 

will open it up for testimony in opposition. Is there anyone who would like to oppose 

Assembly Bill 6 in Carson City or Las Vegas? [There was no one.] Then I will open it up for 

neutral testimony. Is there anyone in Carson City or Las Vegas who would like to testify in 

neutral? [There was no one.] I will close testimony and welcome the bill presenters up for 

any final remarks. [Final remarks were waived.] I will close the hearing on Assembly Bill 6.  

 

Next, we have Assembly Concurrent Resolution 4. I want to make a clarifying comment 

because the bill presentation included references to A.C.R. 4. What I would say is, again, you 

all heard the reasons why the amendments will not be adopted into Assembly Bill 6. 

However, some of the language and intent are able to be included in this resolution. I will 

address the amendment [Exhibit M] presented by the City of Henderson and the Fines and 

Fees Justice Center in a few minutes after I open the hearing and our Assemblymember 

Considine presents the resolution. Assemblymember, whenever you are ready, please 

proceed.  

 

Assembly Concurrent Resolution 4 (1st Reprint): Directs the Joint Interim Standing 

Committee on the Judiciary to conduct a study relating to road safety. 

(BDR R-29) 

 

Assemblymember Venicia Considine, Assembly District No. 18: 

I am here today to present Assembly Concurrent Resolution 4. As members of the Nevada 

Legislature, we are a voice for our constituents and we endeavor to represent the interests of 

people in our state. Over the past few months, I have heard several concerns from 

constituents about electric bicycles (e-bikes) and electric scooters (e-scooters).  

 

I just want to tell you one quick story. I had a gentleman visit me last month and he wanted 

to talk to me about e-scooters and e-bikes. I live near East Tropicana and that is a 

45-mile-an-hour road, which as we probably have all heard, is not often only 45 miles an 

hour. This gentleman was turning right out of a neighborhood onto East Tropicana. He 

looked both ways and then just happened to look back in the way that he wanted to go and 

he said, just flying and it was a little bit downhill, just sort of flying on the sidewalk, bounced 

off the sidewalk right in front of his car, and no hesitation whatsoever was what he said was 

like a teen, a preteen on an e-scooter. He said it terrified him because if he had not been fully 

stopped, if he had inched up at all, that e-scooter coming against traffic, at the speed it was 

coming, would have either hit his car and that child would have flown over his car, or would 

have tried to turn out in front of the car and possibly into head-on traffic going at least 

45 miles an hour. He was very disturbed by all of it, and he came to me specifically and 

asked that we, as a Legislature, do something about it because we are all seeing it.  
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We are all seeing that some of these scooters and e-bikes are going 25 miles an hour, the 

folks who are riding these e-bikes or scooters, the age range is very large in that we are 

talking about tweens, even below tweens, teens, young adults. Oftentimes they may not even 

be aware of how fast they are going. These e-bikes and scooters have been linked to a 

growing number of injuries. They are causing traumas and death. I saw some data earlier that 

there have been over 20,000 injuries from e-bikes and e-scooters across the country with 

3,000 of those requiring hospitalizations.  

 

We have seen in Clark County that kids are riding these on very busy streets. We know that 

there has been a lot of injuries. There have been children who have died riding e-scooters 

without helmets, without understanding the speed and the responsibility for them. E-bikes 

and e-scooters can reach speeds up to 30 miles an hour and I am not even talking about the 

kits that they have outlawed in California that actually make them go faster. They can be 

very difficult to control, especially for inexperienced riders. They may not be seen by drivers 

who are not accustomed to sharing the road with them. I also found out today that it is 

unlawful to have an e-scooter or an e-bike on the sidewalks on the Las Vegas Strip, but not 

anywhere else. Small obstacles like potholes or uneven surfaces can cause crashes because 

these often have small wheels. There are a lot of folks with a lack of experience. They may 

have trouble with the speed control, braking, or balancing, which are leading to a lot of 

accidents, especially children. They are particularly at risk because they still have a 

developing nervous system.  

 

I was hoping to tackle this issue during this Special Session, and the result of that 

hopefulness is Assembly Concurrent Resolution 4. So with your indulgence, I will just read 

this fairly quickly:  

 

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 

 

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, 

THE SENATE CONCURRING, That the Joint Interim Standing Committee 

on the Judiciary is hereby directed to conduct a study during the 

2025-2026 legislative interim relating to road safety; and be it further  

 

RESOLVED, That the study must include, without limitation:  

 

1. A review of the laws of this State concerning the operation of 

electric bicycles and electric scooters and whether additional 

regulation of electric bicycles and electric scooters is necessary to 

promote public safety;  

2. An examination of data and other information concerning traffic 

violations committed in school zones and an analysis of whether 

increasing the penalties associated with traffic violations committed in 

school zones would promote public safety; and 
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3. An evaluation of the power of local governments, including, without 

limitation, school districts, to regulate electric bicycles and electric 

scooters in their respective jurisdictions and to regulate traffic 

violations committed in school zones, and whether additional powers 

related to these topics should be afforded to local governments, 

including, without limitation, school districts; and be it further  

 

RESOLVED, That any recommended legislation proposed by the Committee 

must be approved by a majority of the members of the Senate and a majority 

of the members of the Assembly appointed to the Committee; and be it further 

 

RESOLVED, That the Committee, pursuant to subsection 4 of 

NRS 218E.330, shall prepare and submit a report of the study and any 

recommendations for legislation to the Director of the Legislative Counsel 

Bureau for transmittal to the 84th Session of the Nevada Legislature; and be it 

further  

 

RESOLVED, That this resolution becomes effective upon adoption. 

 

There is an amendment [Exhibit M] that I am sure Chair will read, and I am happy to answer 

any questions. 

 

Chair Miller:  

It is also up on the Nevada Electronic Legislative Information System at this point. It is just 

clarifying, adding some words to make sure electronic motorcycles and an examination of 

best practices for improving safety in school zones is included. Again, just making sure the 

inclusion of electric motorcycles. So that was really it. It is just more specifying and 

clarifying language. That is brought forward from the City of Henderson and the Fines 

and Fees Justice Center, which is a unique combination I had not expected but was very 

pleased to see working together. That is accepted as a friendly amendment just so the 

Committee knows. Again, it was just to tighten and clarify it up. Members, do we have any 

questions?  

 

Assemblymember Karris: 

I am going to sidetrack a little bit before we get to my question just because I want to tell 

people that it is not just children being hurt on these scooters. I actually have a good friend 

right before I retired from the trades. It is very popular when we park very far away to ride 

these electric scooters in to the job site. They now have many rules where you cannot be on 

site on the bike, you have to walk it in, which is good. But what happened to my friend, it 

was an extreme injury and it was not on the job site. He left work. It was not his fault; it was 

the driver driving the wrong way in a head-on collision. He flew up over, had a severe brain 

injury where his brain swelled, and they actually had to airlift him to the hospital. It was 

very, very bad. He was in very bad shape for about two months. He did pull through. So,  
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thank God, and he is back to work. But I think, and I do not know, I could be out of line with 

this because I know it has to be in line with the Governor's Proclamation. But is there any 

way or is anyone given thought to including work zones in the study?  

 

Assemblymember Considine: 

I believe it could be just everything within the parameters of e-scooters and e-bikes can be 

discussed in the interim, and that is definitely something I can jot down for the interim study.  

 

Assemblymember Karris: 

Thank you very much. I think that is a very needed part of the study.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Not seeing any additional questions at this time, I will open it up for testimony. We will 

begin in Carson City. Anyone who would like to testify—and I see City of Henderson and 

Fines and Fees rushing to partner up at the table. Look at this coming together in unison. 

Anyone who would like to testify in support, please state your name, spell it for the record, 

and you have two minutes each.  

 

Nick Shepack, Nevada State Director, Fines and Fees Justice Center: 

I am here in support of the resolution as amended. I want to thank the City of Henderson for 

working with us on this. Really what we were aiming to do is ensure that we capture a lot of 

what we talked about in the previous bill presentation, which is that engineering, education, 

and innovative solutions to school zone safety. We hope that the interim study will lean 

heavily on Director Bennett and the good work his working group has done. As we heard 

from Amy Davey in the Office of Traffic Safety, compliance rates are low. We believe that it 

is imperative that we have alternatives to just fines in our solutions to really slow people 

down and keep our kids safe. The last thing I will say is I really hope that we include 

northern Nevada and rural Nevada when we are doing this study during the interim, because 

they have unique challenges and all those kids deserve to be safe. We support this resolution, 

and look forward to the study during the interim.  

 

Nicole Rourke, Director, Government and Public Affairs, City of Henderson: 

First, I want to thank the Assembly and Assemblymember Considine for presenting this 

resolution, and the Chair for accepting our amendment. We believe it is very important to 

include electric motorcycles in this so that we can study those as well. We are seeing really 

increased injuries, increased speeds with those vehicles, and so it is very important to make 

sure that those are included as well. I think that meets the original intent of the resolution. 

We are really interested in participating in this and ensuring safety in school zones as well.  

 

Amy E. Davey, Administrator and Highway Safety Director, Office of Traffic Safety, 

Department of Public Safety: 

I am excited to support A.C.R. 4 and hope to offer ourselves as a resource. Every state in the 

country is required by federal law to have a state highway safety office. In Nevada, that is my 

office through the Department of Public Safety. We are a federal grant pass-through office 

from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). We receive about 
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$10 million a year from NHTSA in order to support state and local programs. I do want to 

offer our support to the Committee in terms of data, subject matter expertise, as well as the 

potential for the Committee to engage us with discussions about studies like the one I 

brought to you earlier today [Exhibit F].  

 

Joanna Jacob, Manager, Government Affairs, Department of Administrative Services, 

Clark County: 

I want to put our support on the record. We have been talking about this topic for quite a bit 

as you heard, and we will support this effort through the Office of Traffic Safety and other 

county departments that are involved in these conversations on traffic safety. That is our 

commitment to you. I think it is a great forum for some of the other things that we have 

discussed if there are additional measures that need to be done with everybody at the table 

including northern Nevada, the rural part of Nevada, and all the stakeholders that are 

involved. We are also in support of the amendment, Chair Miller, on electric motorcycles. 

We talked to Henderson about that earlier today. We support the bill as amended. 

 

Sam Anastassatos, representing Regional Transportation Commission of Washoe 

County: 

Road safety is another priority of the board so we welcome anything that would help our 

communities out.  

 

Nic Ciccone, Government Affairs Manager, Office of the City Manager, City of Reno: 

I just wanted to throw our support behind this measure as well, particularly later in 

November, we will actually have our police chief presenting an update to our city council 

discussing the issue of e-bikes and e-scooters in our communities. I am happy to tell her that 

the Legislature actually got in front of her on this issue.  

 

Chair Miller:  

I would be happier to tell her, but I will let you do it. 

 

Ryan Beaman, District Vice President, Professional Fire Fighters of Nevada: 

Actually, this topic we also represent on the regional Advisory Trauma Board down in 

southern Nevada. We have members that are on there. It is made up of trauma doctors, 

hospitals, first responders, and insurers and actually this topic just came up of how many 

more incidents the trauma doctors are seeing with these scooters and these type of vehicles. It 

is something that is definitely on our radar. As a first responder, we see it quite a bit of these 

type of injuries and this is a good way to address it and we appreciate it. One other thing that 

we are seeing across the nation with these e-scooters is also lithium battery fires with those 

bikes.  

 

Christopher Ries, Detective, Office of Intergovernmental Services, Las Vegas 

Metropolitan Police Department: 

I just want to echo the comments before, especially my friend Nick Shepack from the Fines 

and Fees Justice Center, and we support A.C.R. 4.  
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Chair Miller:  

I love to see everyone being so friendly this special.  

 

Sean Sever, representing Nevada Advisory Committee on Traffic Safety: 

We are in favor of A.C.R. 4. As you know, e-bikes and scooters and motorcycles are 

everywhere and some kind of safety structure needs to be put in place around them. We had 

our traffic safety summit recently in Las Vegas, and ironically on my way to the conference, 

I drove through a school zone where a young girl was on a scooter without a helmet and no 

lights, was weaving in and out of traffic, going up on the sidewalk, back into traffic. And 

then unfortunately, right after our summit ended, we learned that a young man lost his life on 

a scooter near a school. These are heartbreaking stories of a life taken too soon. Some of 

these young folks have no driver training and they are out there in full on traffic, making 

life-changing decisions. So A.C.R. 4 cannot happen fast enough and we need to protect the 

people riding e-bikes, scooters, and motorcycles, and save lives.  

 

Jason Walker, Lieutenant, Legislative Liaison, Washoe County Sheriff's Office: 

We are happily supporting A.C.R. 4. 

 

Bradley J. Keating, Assistant Superintendent, Community Partnerships and 

Government Relations, Office of the Superintendent, Clark County School 

District: 

For the reasons you heard earlier this afternoon, we stand in support of this bill and we offer 

our support and our partnership as this study moves forward to do anything to support our 

kiddos in Las Vegas and all of southern Nevada.  

 

Randy Robison, Director, Government Affairs, City of Las Vegas: 

The City is definitely in support of this resolution. We thank the sponsor and this Committee 

for bringing it before the Legislature. We are particularly supportive of the amendment that 

adds a new section 3, which encourages the study of best practices to improve safety in 

school zones. There are many other things that can be done, should be done, and have been 

done historically. One of the more tried and trusted methods of improving school safety are 

school crossing guards. I know we struggle with finding enough and funding enough, but it is 

one of the more simple and effective ways that we can go. So we appreciate that the 

amendment would allow for a broader discussion.  

 

Matthew Caldwell, President, Police Officers Association, Clark County School District 

Police Department: 

I would just like to take this time to ask that during this traffic study that we look at adding 

additional funding . . .  

 

Chair Miller:  

We are in support. Do you support the measure?  

 

Matthew Caldwell: 

Yes, ma'am.  
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Chair Miller:  

Okay. In order to be in support, there can be no ifs, ands, or buts meaning no request. No, I 

like it, but. I know we have not seen you testify before. So are you in support if you would 

like to state your support for the measure?  

 

Matthew Caldwell: 

Yes, ma'am. We absolutely support it.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Thank you so much. And of course, any of those requests or considerations can be taken 

offline. Is there anyone else in support of A.C.R. 4 in Carson City? Not seeing anyone, is 

there anyone in Las Vegas who would like to testify in support? Not seeing anyone, I will 

open it up for opposition testimony. Is there anyone in opposition in Carson City or 

Las Vegas? Not seeing anyone, I will open it up for neutral testimony. Is there anyone in 

Carson City or Las Vegas for neutral testimony? Not seeing anyone, I will close testimony 

and welcome the Assemblymember for final comments. [Final comments were waived.] 

I will close the hearing on A.C.R. 4.  

 

As I stated before, because I see people coming back in, at the beginning of this hearing, I 

stated that we would have our two bill hearings and then we would recess and then work 

session, but of course, it is special time. So we are going to change that. We are going to 

work session Assembly Concurrent Resolution 4. Speaker has waived the rules for all of the 

committees. There is generally a 24-hour rule between the time the Assembly can hear a bill 

and work session it, but that has been waived. We are going to work session A.C.R. 4.  

 

Assembly Concurrent Resolution 4 (1st Reprint): Directs the Joint Interim Standing 

Committee on the Judiciary to conduct a study relating to road safety. 

(BDR R-29) 

 

Chair Miller:  

Members, any questions? Not seeing any questions, I will entertain a motion.  

 

ASSEMBLYMEMBER MARZOLA MOVED TO AMEND AND ADOPT 

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 4 AS AMENDED. 

 

ASSEMBLYMEMBER KARRIS SECONDED THE MOTION. 

 

Are there any comments? [There was none.]  

 

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

With the motion, I am clarifying that includes the amendment [Exhibit M]. It is being 

accepted and adopted. So that motion does include the amendment. As I stated before, we 

will be in recess. The intent is to come back today at some point. That concludes our work 

session and it also concludes our bill hearings.  
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Before you all get so antsy, I know how members are when we have to come back for 

multiple committees and such, so I am going to open it up for public comment now, 

especially while the majority of people are here. Public comment is to make a comment on 

anything relating to what is under the purview of this Committee, not to make comments 

on the bills that were just heard. Is there anyone here in Carson City or Las Vegas who would 

like to make public comment? [There was no one.] Thank you so much, everyone. We will 

advertise the time of when we are coming back into Committee as soon as we know, as best 

we can. We are in recess.  

 

[Committee recessed at 2:28 p.m. and reconvened at 7:10 p.m.] 

 

Chair Miller:  

Good evening, everyone. We are returning to Committee after we had that long recess. I am 

not going to go through the rules again. We are still in the same Committee. Those of you 

here all know what is up. So we will jump right into the work session. We are having a work 

session for Assembly Bill 4. I am going to hand it over to our policy analyst, and then we 

will proceed from there.  

 

Assembly Bill 4: Revises provisions relating to public safety. (BDR 15-31) 

 

Cesar Melgarejo, Committee Policy Analyst: 

As nonpartisan staff of the Legislative Counsel Bureau, I can neither support nor oppose any 

of the measures that come before this Committee. The measure for work session today is 

Assembly Bill 4, which revises provisions relating to public safety, sponsored by this 

Committee, and was heard yesterday [Exhibit N].  

 

There are three separate amendments submitted for this bill after the bill hearing. The first 

amendment comes from Tim Robb, Director of Strategic Initiatives, Homeland Security 

Advisor, Office of the Governor, which proposes to amend section 3 to expand the definition 

of "act" to include accessing another's social media account, and to expand the definition of 

"social media communication" to include public messages or images on social media 

intended to defame, threaten, or incite violence.  

 

The second amendment comes from the Office of Finance, Office of the Governor (GFO) 

which proposes a couple of amendments. The first one is to amend section 59 to reduce 

the appropriation for fiscal year 2025-2026 from $919,080 to $612,720. In addition, the 

amendment provides that the appropriation may be allocated based on appropriate 

documentation justifying expenses related to carrying out the provisions of this bill. The 

amendment to section 60 includes appropriating funds directly to the Nevada Department of 

Corrections rather than to the Interim Finance Committee (IFC), clarifies that the 

appropriation is for personnel and associated costs, and reduces the appropriation for fiscal 

year 2025-2026.  

 

  

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/36th2025Special/Bill/12994/Overview/
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/36th2025Special/Exhibits/Copyright.pdf


Assembly Select Committee on Public Safety and Security 
November 14, 2025 
Page 24 
 

Next, it adds new provisions to appropriate $566,696 from the State General Fund to the 

Department of Corrections for equipment and furniture costs associated with carrying out 

the alternative correctional programs. Any remaining balance must not be committed for 

expenditure after June 30, 2027, must not be spent after September 17, 2027, and any 

remaining funds revert back to the General Fund at the end of the fiscal year.  

 

The next amendment is to add new provisions to require Nevada Department of Corrections 

to annually, after the end of each fiscal year, report to the IFC on the implementation and 

current outcomes of the alternative correctional programs. The amendment to section 61 is to 

reduce the appropriation amounts for each fiscal year. If we could take a break right here. 

 

Chair Miller:  

Because we do have three unique amendments, I have asked the presenters of the 

amendments to come forward so that you can present the amendment and provide any 

additional explanation for the reason. I am going to ask staff from the Governor's Office as 

well as chief of staff from our Attorney General's Office. Whichever amendment you would 

like to start with first, go ahead and present.  

 

Teresa Benitez-Thompson, Chief of Staff, Office of the Attorney General: 

Thank you so much for allowing us time to talk through this amendment. We are going to 

start with the amendment from the work session document at the bottom of page 2. The 

purpose of this amendment is to provide the Department of Corrections with more time to 

implement the new offender tracking management system to comply with the new time credit 

system approved by this body and passed in the 2023 session via Senate Bill 413 of the 

82nd Session. As a policy, the Attorney General's Office supports Senate Bill 413 of 

the 82nd Session and continues to support the policy to this day. But we are cognizant of the 

Department of Corrections' need for more time to implement the management system. 

Without the management system, the rate of the habeas cases in the Attorney General's 

Office will multiply and we want to ensure that this is properly implemented.  

 

Therefore, the amendment is seeking to extend the enactment date creating a new effective 

date for the tracking management system to July 1, 2027, from July 1, 2026, so an additional 

year, while also holding inmates harmless for the change in the enactment date by proposing 

language that will allow them to have their time credits calculated as if the enactment date 

were that of the original bill in 2025. I am happy to provide any background or answer 

questions that you would like or have discussed. But a change of an enactment date is what 

we are asking for.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Could you briefly explain what would be the risk or what would happen if this was not 

amended right now?  
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Teresa Benitez-Thompson: 

If the Department of Corrections was not able to produce the new time calculations, we 

would see inmates file lawsuits against the Department. Our office would attempt to defend 

those, but ultimately, we worry about the impact of habeas cases that are going to happen. It 

would also put the Department in the precarious position of having to manually conduct these 

assessments, which could lead to a higher error rate than we anticipate, which would lead to 

more lawsuits and ultimately an impact on habeas and an increase in Section 1983 civil rights 

claims. So, what we are attempting to do is to make sure the Department can do the good 

work that they intend to do and to make sure that change in the enactment date does not 

negatively impact those who would be seeking the change in the time sentence credits.  

 

Chair Miller: 

We hear the impact it would have on the state and the agencies, but what would the actual 

direct impact be to the inmates themselves?  

 

Teresa Benitez-Thompson: 

What Senate Bill 413 of the 82nd Session did, is it allowed for the maximum and minimum 

sentences that are going to be calculated for certain credits to be counted towards what the 

ultimate time was going to be for the length of their incarceration. So this body made 

the decision that it would spare to look at a new calculation system. That bill passed. So what 

we want to make sure is that what we promised in 2023 is actually what happens and 

materializes for these inmates without having a negative impact because of the effective date 

and the ability for a vendor to deliver a system and a bill of goods that they promised, and we 

are going to hold their feet to the fire on that.  

 

Chair Miller: 

So, in other words, or everyday people terms, inmates would be able to be released based on 

the guarantee they were given, how the state incentivized them for all the activities, good 

behavior, everything, so that they could have time taken off of their sentence, and that is, of 

course, something that we want to stand by, that we have provided to our Nevada inmates. 

 

Teresa Benitez-Thompson: 

Perfectly stated.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Okay, thank you so much for that. I know there is another amendment we are going to hear 

from the Governor's Office staff. If you could just make any statement you would like to 

about the amendment.  

 

Tim Robb, Homeland Security Advisor, Office of the Governor: 

Yes, this is something we have worked closely with the Attorney General's Office and the 

Department of Corrections to ensure that we are understanding to the fullest breadth that we 

can of what is going on with the situation. We are committed to also holding those  
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accountable on the implementation of this from our side as well. Now that this is something 

that is very much on our radar, this is something we are committed to and making sure it 

happens as well.  

 

Chair Miller:  

We may have some brief questions as we continue. I want to remind members that any 

questions, this is not a rehearing of the bill, but questions must be directed specifically to the 

amendments presented. We will begin questions with Assemblymember González.  

 

Assemblymember González: 

I was wondering how do you plan to address the inmates who would have been released if 

the bill was implemented on time?  

 

Teresa Benitez-Thompson: 

If you look at the proposed language here, the language that we have here is that the changes 

that would have been allowed and been afforded in 2025 when the bill was supposed to be 

enacted July 1, 2025, are supposed to be allowed and counted when the system gets enacted 

in 2027. So what we do not want is we do not want there to be the loss of those two years and 

countable activities within the calculations of that sentence. We have the language written 

specifically so that we can honor that commitment that was made two years ago.  

 

Chair Miller:  

I do not see any additional questions on this amendment. Thank you so much for coming to 

explain that for us. I will allow staff from the Governor's Office to introduce yourselves and 

take us through the amendment pertaining to social media concerns that we brought up 

yesterday.  

 

Tim Robb: 

We will run you quickly through section 11 [sic]. After extensive conversation in this body 

and with some of the stakeholders as well, we decided it was best to bring some clarity to 

this language and ensure that it can be enacted as intended. We have come up with this 

amendment that I do believe brings a lot of clarity to what the intent is behind this portion of 

the bill. With that, I will turn it over to Dylan Tedford, our deputy general counsel for 

Governor Lombardo.  

 

Dylan Tedford, Deputy General Counsel, Office of the Governor: 

This amendment accomplishes two things. The first step is in section 3, subsection 11, which 

adds paragraph (a) defining what accessing a social media account means. Yesterday, during 

the bill hearing, there was a little testimony and some concern that something that would be 

caught there is scrolling through reels and something coming up potentially inadvertently on 

someone's timeline. This makes it clear that accessing someone's social media account means 

using their login credentials to go into their account and utilize their account whether that 

means viewing things on their account that are maybe private or posting things from their 

account that are not acceptable. Either way that is prohibited activity.  
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Number two, it also provides a little clarity related to the idea that people can say things on 

their Facebook walls or in posts that are First Amendment protected. So what this does is it 

lists three categories: defamation, threats, and inciting speech, and says that those three 

things, which are not protected by the First Amendment, are punishable under this bill. If 

there are any questions, I would be happy to entertain them.  

 

Chair Miller:  

We will start member questions with Assemblymember Roth.  

 

Assemblymember Roth: 

I am looking at this conceptual amendment and the amendments that were provided from the 

public defenders' offices. I do not see them quite matching up and I have some concern about 

how broad this is. Did you engage them as stakeholders in this amendment?  

 

Tim Robb: 

Yes, we did engage with them and we have had several conversations throughout the 

duration of the lifetime of this bill during the session. Also during the Special Session, we 

met with some of the public defenders earlier this month as well. So this is based on their 

feedback. It does not match directly, but this is yes, intended to meet the intent that they were 

bringing to us and bringing the clarity that they were hoping for, though it does not match 

exactly what they were looking for.  

 

Assemblymember Roth: 

So it is your understanding that they are in agreement with this amendment?  

 

Tim Robb: 

With the time frames we were working under for this amendment, we did not have the 

opportunity to get this language in front of them through approval processes and things that 

we have on our end. But our intent is to help bring that clarity they were hoping for.  

 

Chair Miller:  

I believe that concludes our questions on this amendment. So thank you, as well, for being 

here to present. So for our third amendment, which may be a little more lengthy in 

explanation, I am going to ask our fiscal analyst if you could first walk us through and 

explain exactly what is happening. There may be some policy parts, if you feel comfortable 

explaining that as well. And then after that, I will welcome the director and staff up for any 

questions.  

 

Adam Drost, Assembly Fiscal Analyst: 

I am nonpartisan staff who does not advocate nor oppose legislation. I am happy to walk 

through the proposed amendment that was submitted by the Governor's Finance Office. This 

amendment, which can be found on page 4 of your packet [Exhibit N], includes language to 

revise the amount in section 59. This is the General Fund appropriation that would be 

provided to the Administrative Office of the Courts through the IFC, and would reduce the 

amount in fiscal year 2026. That reduction is based on this bill becoming effective on 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/36th2025Special/Exhibits/Copyright.pdf
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January 1, 2026, rather than the original amount that was reflective of Senate Bill 457 of the 

83rd Session and reflected nine months of funding. That is the reason for that reduction. In 

addition, there is suggestion for language to clarify that money would be allocated by the 

Interim Finance Committee based on justification and documentation submitted to the IFC.  

 

For section 60, that includes a reduction in the first year of the biennium for the General 

Fund appropriation that would be provided to the Department of Corrections from 

$1.9 million to $1.363 million. That reduction, I will touch upon next, which is actually 

transferred to section 60.2 on page 4. That is funding that was pulled out basically for 

equipment and furniture costs. This funding in section 60.1 would fund 12 positions as well 

as their equipment and vehicle costs. However, the reversion, the amount that was not spent 

that would revert back to the General Fund, would occur at the end of each fiscal year. By 

pulling out that $566,000, the agency would have time to order those vehicles over the full 

biennium. So basically, effectively having a year and a half to order those vehicles which 

takes time given the State's purchasing rules and regulations.  

 

I would also note on section 60.1 rather than appropriate this funding to the Interim Finance 

Committee for allocation to the Department of Corrections, the Governor's Finance Office 

requests that this funding be provided directly to the Department of Corrections. That is due 

to the timing. The next Interim Finance Committee is scheduled for December 2025. 

However, that agenda has largely been set so the next time the Governor's Finance Office 

would have the opportunity to approach the Interim Finance Committee would be 

February 2026, and that would delay implementation of the program. Therefore, the 

Governor's Finance Office has asked that that funding be provided directly to the Department 

of Corrections.  

 

The final item I would note is section 61.1 and the amendment on page 4. Those numbers 

were reduced rather significantly as you can see in the amendment. Those reductions, based 

on conversations with the Department of Corrections, were based on updated projections of 

increased offenders that would be impacted by this bill. Those were updated forecasts by the 

Department of Corrections as well as the average daily cost for inmates, and that reflects that 

update and reduction in the General Fund appropriation in section 61. I am happy to answer 

any questions, Madam Chair.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Just to clarify, because as you stated there were reasons why the money would be going 

directly to the Department, but it is also amended that the Department of Corrections will be 

required to report back the progress to the Interim Finance Committee. Is that two weeks or 

30 days after the end of the fiscal year? 

 

Adam Drost: 

Madam Chair, that is correct. In the work session document, there is a suggestion—I believe 

it is on page 1—for Interim Finance Committee reporting. I believe that is on page 2, 

number 3.  
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Chair Miller:  

Yes, it actually lists the dates.  

 

Adam Drost: 

So yes, since it would not be going to IFC, if the Committee chose the GFO's 

recommendation, the Committee could require reports to the Interim Finance Committee 45, 

60 days after the end of a fiscal year on the progress of this rather new program.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Another question I have is, we see all these different numbers and again, we are speaking of 

a reduction in fiscal of what was originally asked from the original bill. Is there a roundabout 

number in totality of what this reduction is?  

 

Adam Drost: 

Yes, Madam Chair, I did the calculations and overall this would provide from the bill as 

introduced to the bill as amended by the Governor's Finance Office, an overall reduction in 

General Fund appropriations of $5 million over the biennium.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Okay, thank you for that. We have a few questions from Vice Chair Marzola.  

 

Assemblymember Marzola: 

I am not sure if this is for the Director.  

 

Chair Miller:  

I am sorry. Thank you for reminding me. Director Dzurenda, could you all approach please 

and introduce yourselves and spell your names for the record before you speak.  

 

Assemblymember Marzola: 

Go ahead and do that before I ask my question.  

 

James Dzurenda, Director, Department of Corrections: 

[Introduced himself.] 

 

Don Southworth, Chief, Offender Management Division, Department of Corrections: 

[Introduced himself.] 

 

Assemblymember Marzola:  

I do have a couple of questions. Can you provide us a high-level overview of the alternative 

correctional program that would be established if this bill passed?  

 

James Dzurenda: 

An overview of the program would actually be looking at offenders that we have certain 

criteria, which I could mention here. Offenders who are within 18 months of discharge to or 

available to be able to be discharged, whether to parole or end of sentence. It would be 
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nonviolent offenders. I have a quick list of those who the criteria would have to meet and it 

would be: there would have to be no sex offense convictions; no violent offenses; on current 

booking; must be within 18 months of possible release; must have served over 50 percent of 

their maximum term; no felony U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement holds; must be 

at least 6 months from a major infraction; must be at least 12 months from a violent 

disciplinary infraction; and no escape history from a medium or above facility. So they 

would actually be eligible, but it does not mean they will actually get approved for this 

process.  

 

In order to get approved, we would have to do home visits to make sure the home they are 

going to—they have to be going to a residence; it cannot be for someone with no permanent 

residence. They have to go to a residence. We would have to go and visit the residence and 

approve the residence, that it is not going to be detrimental to their release. We would have to 

have a release plan for the offender on whether we are requiring a job, whether we are 

requiring a specific program that they would have to be in compliance with. We would be 

monitoring them through a system of a contract that we have with a company to make sure 

that we are in constant contact with the offender, even through video visiting on their cell 

phones. And also requiring those who have substance use disorder or substance use criminal 

behaviors that they are going to be required for a certain amount of drug testing during their 

time, depending on the seriousness of their history.  

 

What it will do is, just so that you see the whole big effect of this, when it reduces these 

certain types of population, it allows me to be able to reclassify other offenders from other 

areas of the population to be lower-class offenders so that we could prepare them quicker to 

take their place, prepare them quicker to get into the community.  

 

What that does on the overtime issues is that it will allow me to close medium security 

housing units that are more expensive to operate than minimums, and that way I could shift 

the population to replace those with other offenders who are ready to be looked at for reentry. 

To put it in layman terms, instead of looking at offenders from 18 months to discharge for 

release on our programs for reentry, we are going to look at them at 36 months. So we will 

start looking at offenders at 36 months going into discharge, which allows us to do reentry 

quicker, sooner, and getting them more prepared before they actually can get out, which is a 

huge benefit for success to making sure they are a success when they leave. Hopefully, that 

helps a little bit.  

 

Assemblymember Marzola: 

It does. Can you tell us about the planned duties for the 12 positions you are asking to be 

funded through the General Fund?  

 

James Dzurenda: 

You need people to go out there to do the home visits, which the classification of those 

officers who would do the home visits would be category II peace officers because of their 

status in the community. So we will have stationed, I believe the number is five in the south, 

we will have two in the north, but also we are going to have a supervisor who will oversee it 
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at a higher level, an inspector general supervisor who will actually oversee those staff, 

making sure they are doing things appropriately. The rest of the classification of staff are for 

caseworkers. We have caseworkers preparing the discharge, caseworkers preparing the 

reentry criteria that they would need, and things that they would need to stipulate on to be 

required to be successful in making sure that they get it.  

 

Chair Miller:  

My questions are a little more specific. We are looking at an almost $5 million reduction. 

That is a huge, significant amount. So we know one of the reasons was because the offender 

accounts associated with this were dramatically or drastically out of whack, however, we 

want to say it. So, can you explain why there was such a miscalculation in those numbers?  

 

Don Southworth: 

The original appropriations in A.B. 4 were based off of a fiscal note from Senate Bill 457 of 

the 83rd Session during the regular session. As you all know, there were different versions 

of that bill that were being moved around, different amendments, and that particular fiscal 

note was on a prior version of the bill, not the second reprint, which was kind of the basis for 

A.B. 4 here. So that was one reason. Additionally, when we looked at the new dates involved 

with this, it pushed back a lot of the impact that would be felt for the program. Then as we 

were reconsidering or reevaluating these projections, what we found was that some of the 

provisions in the bill were already implemented into law and other bills during the session. 

So we removed those from consideration because they really would not have an impact, 

specifically relating to some DUI laws. We feel confident that these current projections that 

resulted in a decrease of appropriations is based off of the data and the most accurate and 

current projections of how this will be impacted for our Department.  

 

Chair Miller:  

When was that most recent data provided for you to recalculate with less individuals?  

 

Don Southworth: 

These projections were done this week. So these are very current up-to-date numbers based 

off of the data we have now. Another thing that was included in here was the difference in 

the dollar amount per offender based off of updated budget numbers. When we did the fiscal 

note for S.B. 457 of the 83rd Session, that was based off of fiscal year 2025 budget numbers. 

Well, now we have approved fiscal year 2026 and 2027 numbers, so we could do more 

updated and accurate projections at this point.  

 

Chair Miller:  

I know you can appreciate our concern over such a miscalculation. I had stated yesterday 

when I opened the hearing that we do not have Ways and Means and Finance so that is why 

we are able to ask finance questions and why we also have fiscal here with us for the special. 

You are asking for just over $418,000 as well in one of the sections. I believe it is section 61. 

I just want to ensure that because of the unique way the funding will be administered, is this 

going to be sufficient for what your programmatic needs are at this point?  
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Don Southworth: 

Section 61 appropriations relate to kind of the criminal law portions of the bill and are related 

to an increase or the projected increase of population of our offenders. Overall, we expect a 

fiscal year 2026 population increase of just over three offenders and a fiscal year 2027 of 

a little over seven offenders. So during that biennium, it is just over ten offenders more that 

we project to be added to our population. So, yes, we believe that number based off of our 

approved budget is sufficient to handle that slight increase in population.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Okay, thank you. I do not see any additional questions. I appreciate you all coming to answer 

and to respond to those questions because it is really a technical amendment. With that 

members, those were the three amendments submitted for the bill. Are there any additional 

questions? [There were none.] I will entertain a motion to amend and do pass Assembly 

Bill 4. 

 

ASSEMBLYMEMBER MARZOLA MOVED TO AMEND AND DO PASS 

ASSEMBLY BILL 4. 

 

ASSEMBLYMEMBER COLE SECONDED THE MOTION. 

 

Is there any additional questions or comments? 

 

Assemblymember Gurr: 

I am going to vote it out of Committee, but I am going to reserve my right. I still have one 

thing in my mind I am working on.  

 

Chair Miller:  

Thank you so much. Are you going to share with us? I mean, is it going to get worked on 

through amendment or with the Governor's Office? 

 

Assemblymember Gurr: 

If I ever get to sleep tonight, I will get it cleared up. 

 

Chair Miller:  

Thank you. Anyone else? [There was no one.]  

 

THE MOTION PASSED. (ASSEMBLYMEMBERS GONZÁLEZ, MOORE, 

AND ROTH VOTED NO.) 

 

I will assign the floor statement later. Thank you everyone who came to participate and 

answer questions at this late hour. It is not that late for special, but we know we are definitely 

working late tonight. With that members, thank you so much for your efforts. That concludes 

our work for today. We already did public comment. We will be coming in tomorrow for all  
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we have left. We will definitely come into work session additional bills, and we may have a 

hearing as well because there are bills that are being passed out of the Senate. So just stay 

tuned, pay attention to everything as close as you can. For right now, we are adjourned 

[at 7:44 p.m.].  
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EXHIBITS 

 

Bill Exhibit Witness / Agency Description 

 A  Agenda 

 B  Attendance Roster 

A.B. 6 C Joanna Jacob, Manager, Government 

Affairs, Department of Administrative 

Services, Clark County 

AB 6 Chart 

A.B. 6 D Joanna Jacob, Manager, Government 

Affairs, Department of Administrative 

Services, Clark County 

Proposed amendment 

A.B. 6 E Assemblymember Brittney M. Miller, 

Assembly District No. 5 

Conceptual amendment 

A.B. 6 F Amy E. Davey, Administrator and Highway 

Safety Director, Office of Traffic Safety, 

Department of Public Safety 

Document titled "School 

Zone Speed Study Report" 

A.B. 6 G Vinson Guthreau, Executive Director, 

Nevada Association of Counties 

Letter in support 

A.B. 6 H Warren B. Hardy, representing Nevada 

Urban Consortium 

Letter in support 

A.B. 6 I Elisa Cafferata, Executive Director, 

Children's Advocacy Alliance 

Letter in support 

A.B. 6 J Pamela Del Porto, Executive Director, 

Nevada Sheriffs' and Chiefs' Association 

Letter in support 

A.B. 6 K One APIA Nevada Letter in support 

A.B. 6 L Darin Balaam, Sheriff, Washoe County Letter in support 

A.C.R. 4 M Fines and Fees Justice Center and City of 

Henderson 

Proposed amendment 

A.B. 4 N Cesar Melgarejo, Committee Policy 

Analyst, Research Division, Legislative 

Counsel Bureau 

Work Session Document 

 


