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Chair Brown-May: 

 

[Roll was taken. Committee rules and protocol were explained.] We have three bills on our 

agenda, so we will begin with Assembly Bill 515. We will officially open that bill hearing, 

and invite our presenter to the table. You are welcome to begin when you are ready.  

 

Assembly Bill 515: Revises provisions relating to adoption assistance programs. 

(BDR 38-355) 

 

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

Clark County: 

I am very pleased to be here before the Committee to present Assembly Bill 515. This was 

a bill that was worked on by the Joint Interim Standing Committee on Health and Human 

Services. Over the last interim before this legislative session, we worked with then 

Chair Doñate of that Interim Committee on this issue. The Interim Committee, just by way of 

background, gets five bills that are dedicated specifically to child welfare. Chair Doñate had 

asked Washoe County and our child welfare agencies in the state about needs, and this is one 

of the bills that came out that was identified as a need from our child welfare agencies.  

 

You will see that it is related to adoption assistance programs. Today we are talking about 

a funding stream known as adoption savings. If you are wondering what it is, it is a form of 

federal funding that was created in 2008 by passage of federal legislation; it was the 

Fostering Connections to Success and Increasing Adoptions Act of 2008. What that bill did 

was, it made federal funding available under Title IV-E [of the Social Security Act] for 

certain adoptions.  

 

At the time of the passage, adoptions were supported by State General Fund. What happened 

with the passage of that bill was the bill mandated for the first time that child welfare 

agencies would be required to do post-adoption and post-guardianship case management 

supports. By making more kids eligible for IV-E funding, at that point, they created a pool of 

funding, where you take the delta between what you were spending in General Fund—the 
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kids who used to be eligible—now we have expanded kids who we can now bill federal 

funding for, and the difference between that amount is what is known as "adoption savings."  

 

The federal law also required our child welfare agencies to then, with those savings—which 

we are calling it savings, but it is really a funding stream, because we are billing the federal 

funding—they created a requirement that child welfare agencies must take that funding, it 

comes back to the state and must be reinvested in supports: post adoption and post 

guardianship. Thereafter, we are required to spend at least 30 percent of that pot on those 

supports, and we must prioritize those supports. Thereafter, we are eligible to spend the 

funding on other defined services. It is really IV-B, IV-E services that are supposed to sustain 

permanent outcomes for children who might otherwise enter foster care, and that is federally 

defined.  

 

This was a new program. I know for those of you who sit on the budget committees or who 

have served in the Legislature, you may have heard there has been a IV-C change in foster 

care through the years. With the federal legislation, this was one of the things that required 

states, and nationwide, to set up new programming. It has been gradual. I would say in 2015, 

the Congress looked again at this and said states were required to start reporting to the federal 

government on the use of that savings, and we have been implementing since then.  

 

But then again, with the passage of the 2018 Families First Act, Congress ordered a review 

and implementation of that program. I mention this because in the 2021 Legislative Session, 

Senator Ohrenschall, your colleague, did a bill to change the Nevada law. You may see this 

in the bill before this body. If there is a pot of money that is not expended before the end of 

the biennium, that funding goes back to the General Fund. That is something that we see 

frequently in Nevada Revised Statutes. When Senator Ohrenschall brought Senate Bill 377 of 

the 81st Session to align the state law with the federal guidelines, the intent of that bill was to 

bring us into line with the federal law, which requires us to reinvest those funds into specific 

services. There have been challenges, though, and that is why we are bringing A.B. 515.  

 

Just to give you an idea of the dollar amount we are looking at, we estimate, on average in 

Clark County, conservatively, we look at the eligibility for the kids we serve and the families 

we serve, and we are looking at an annual allocation of about $2.3 million in adoption 

savings. That comes from the federal government to the state. The state then subgrants it to 

Clark and Washoe counties. It is not a criticism, but that process takes time. We then receive 

the subgrant from the state, but that can come after the fiscal year. In 2022, we received our 

funding in November for 2023. We received our funding in January, and gives us a shortened 

time period to spend the funding to meet that 30 percent target. We really want to, I guess—

because it is a federal mandate we have to meet. That is why we are bringing this bill, and 

I talked to Senator Doñate about this. 

 

The other thing the state and the counties are going to be facing is the eligibility under that 

2008 law has been expanding gradually. In July 2024, we are now going to be serving all 

kids. When the 2008 Act passed, the child welfare agencies were focusing on adoptions for 

kids 16 and older. Then it has been phased in gradually, and now in July 2024 we are going 
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to serve birth to age 18. We think more kids are going to become eligible. We will have more 

savings that can be generated under IV-E eligibility, and then come back to the state to be 

reinvested.  

 

That is why we are asking for two things in A. B. 515. We really want to make sure that 

number one, when the state is budgeting for this in our child welfare budgets, we are making 

sure the estimated amount is based on what our actual amounts are, to make sure enough 

funding is set aside to cover our eligibility. And then, it gives the jurisdictions more 

flexibility by stating any adoption savings does not go back to the State General Fund at the 

end of the fiscal year under current law, but instead, we can now use it for up to two more 

years. This two year period was something that Senator Doñate worked on with the 

Legislative Counsel Bureau Fiscal Division when this bill was coming out of the Interim 

Finance Committee.  

 

I think that is really the end of my presentation. We are asking for this flexibility so we can 

try and meet the requirements for the federal funds—then this gets reported back to the 

federal government also. We must meet the requirements and then report back to the 

U.S. government and to meet the mandate, we reinvest those funds on the services. 

 

I do have one amendment, which you may have before you [Exhibit C]. I am calling it 

a cleanup at this point. As I mentioned, and I hope it has been clear, this is a very 

complicated area of law, so I tried to give you a very high-level overview. But the federal 

law, as I said, requires that we can only spend the funds in certain ways: the 30 percent on 

the post adoption, post guardianship, and then all the other services that are designed for 

permanent outcome. We are trying to clean up the statute—any costs of providing child 

welfare services without restriction. We are trying to tie it to say this funding should be spent 

in the way as dictated under the federal law. That is my amendment. With that, I will close 

my comments and see if I can answer any questions that may arise. I do have some experts in 

Clark County who are here to give me technical assistance if there are any technical 

questions. We also have people in the audience from Washoe County who can also help, or 

from the state if you have questions.  

 

Chair Brown-May: 

We do have a couple of questions from members. We will start with Assemblymember Hunt.  

 

Assemblymember Hunt: 

Oh my God, I was listening when you were saying it takes time for the funding to get to you; 

would it be good if the two years started once the funding is received? Would that give you 

enough time to do what you are trying to accomplish? 
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Joanna Jacob: 

I think at this point, Washoe County will come up, and they may opine on this too. Any 

flexibility we can get, we will take on this, because there is no restriction at the federal level. 

There is no time at the federal level under the federal law for expenditure of the funds. The 

point is the federal law says reinvest this fund into these services, period. More flexibility 

would be very, very welcome.  

 

Assemblymember Hunt:  

You are saying that they are phasing in all kids now from birth to 18, which means the 

number goes up; that is why I said the other question because—will an extra two years really 

help with more children being phased in?  

 

Joanna Jacob: 

I think we are running the projections, and we run the projections based on the formula that is 

given to us by the federal government. We are currently doing that. We do anticipate that 

more children are going to come in. Anything we can do to give us more flexibility to use the 

funds as mandated by the federal government would absolutely help. I know there are people 

behind me who can also weigh in when they come up in support on that issue and talk about 

what the flexibility would mean for them.  

 

Assemblymember Hunt:  

What I am really trying to see is, would the two years be enough? Would they need more 

time overall?  

 

Chair Brown-May: 

We will go to our next question.  

 

Assemblymember González: 

Can you talk about some of the programs we are talking about here?  

 

Joanna Jacob: 

I can talk a little bit about some of the programs that we do in Clark County, and Washoe 

County can certainly talk about how they use the funds. I know there are people here who 

actually are contracted with Clark County to deliver some of these services. I know many of 

you may be familiar, or maybe you have met with them—they have representation in this 

building, the company Foster Kinship. They do these types of case management supports for 

adoption services. We also have Raise the Future, which also supports adoption and 

permanency solutions. We do work with a number of these groups to provide the case 

management. What we saw with the passage of that law is there has been a recognition that if 

a family is going to adopt a child or if there is going to be a guardianship, that family is going 

to step up and take care of one of the kids, but that does not end it. They may need some post 

adoption supports as they form their family, and there are definitely needs for those families. 

It is supposed to really help in those services. I know that I am going to tell Washoe and the 

people who are going to come up to also talk a little bit about how they use those funds.  
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Chair Brown-May: 

Are there any other questions? [There were none.] At this time, we will open up testimony in 

support. Is there anyone in Carson City or Las Vegas who would like to provide testimony 

in support of A.B. 515?  

 

Bradley Mayer, representing Raise the Future: 

I am here today on behalf of Raise the Future, as Ms. Jacob mentioned. I was extremely 

involved in the bill by Senator Ohrenschall that she referenced. Dittoing her comments in 

terms of its intent, one thing we actually did in that bill, which was interesting, is we set it up 

where you had three years to spend the two years of money as that was written. The funding 

challenges that our organization faces—what we really do is partner with state and local 

agencies to help find permanency for the hardest to place foster youth. These are often youth 

who are older, special needs, and large sibling groups. We use an evidence-based program 

that is backed by the Wendy's Wonderful Kids, the Dave Thomas Foundation for Adoption to 

apply these kinds of intensive recruitment efforts to help kids find permanency, which 

sometimes means adoptions. Sometimes it means connecting them to an important member 

of their life who can provide stability and structure and help them get off to the right start as 

they begin to turn 18 and age out. 

 

One of the agencies that we contract with is Clark County, and I think we have about 

130 kids from their caseload right now. It ranges from 110 to 130. The funding, though, has 

always been a significant challenge, which is why the adoption savings were looked at as a 

potential, more stable permanent funding source. We have been funded from the Victims of 

Crime Act grants before, but those have recently gone away. Our work is being funded 

through something else. I think to the ability of what this bill does, it sort of closes the loop, 

if you will, on what that original bill did, and then actually ensuring that this is able to be 

utilized in the most effective way, in a timely way as it was mentioned, for groups like us and 

other groups who contract with Clark County to do our work. For that reason, I would ask for 

your support. 

 

Cadence Matijevich, Government Affairs Liaison, Office of the County Manager, 

Washoe County:  

Ms. Jacob did a great job giving you a high-level overview of the program. What I would add 

to that is a little more context. I think what this program did was enable Nevada to not leave 

federal dollars on the table. We always talk about that we, as a state, have not traditionally 

done well in taking back the monies that our residents—Nevada residents—pay to the federal 

government. This was a way to get more of that money, but it came with some strings that 

said, Fine, you are going to get more of this money, but you cannot spend the money that you 

were spending before. Another way to think of it is, you hear the word savings, and it sounds 

like, oh, money was not spent. Well, the money still has to be spent. It is kind of a 

maintenance of effort, if you think about it in that perspective. I also think it is important to 

note, though, the federal legislation does not put a time frame on that maintenance of effort. 

It does not say, in three years you have to spend it. We are required for each one of those 

dollars we are getting on a federal level that it frees up, essentially, our state dollars to still be 

spent on the same population.  
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Assemblymember Hunt, you asked about the time frame being extended. I do think from 

Washoe County's perspective, to allow us the greatest amount of time to build up our 

programs, hire staff where necessary, and enter into contracts, the longer time that we have to 

set these programs up, to resource them appropriately, will help us most efficiently and 

effectively in the long run to be able to spend the maintenance of effort dollars to provide 

services to this most vulnerable population. Madam Chair, if I may, I know this is not a fiscal 

committee, in our budget request, Washoe County asked for these adoption savings to be 

appropriated, and they were not included in the budget that is currently before you. I think 

this bill is really important. We ask for your support, and we would ask for consideration of 

this funding.  

 

Chair Brown-May: 

Is there anyone else in Carson City or Las Vegas who would like to provide testimony in 

support of A.B. 515? [There was no one.] Is there anyone on the telephone who would like to 

provide testimony in support of A.B. 515? [There was no one.] At this time, we will move to 

opposition testimony. Is there anyone in Carson City, Las Vegas, or on the telephone who 

would like to provide testimony in opposition to A.B. 515? [There was no one.] At this time, 

we will move to neutral testimony. Is there anyone in Carson City, Las Vegas, or on the 

telephone who would like to provide testimony in neutral of A.B. 515? [There was no one.] 

I would invite the bill presenter back up for closing comments.  

 

Joanna Jacob:  

I know we are up against the deadline, but one closing comment; I want to say thank you for 

the discussion and also to the people in support. I think it demonstrates that what we are 

really asking for is—stability of this funding source will help us grow and deliver the 

programs. That is the most important thing for us as we continue to struggle with how we 

fund child welfare in the state. I know we will continue the conversation, perhaps in 

Assembly Ways and Means, and I look forward to doing so. Thank you for your 

consideration of the bill. 

 

Chair Brown-May:  

At this time, we will close the bill hearing on A.B. 515. We will move to the next item on our 

agenda, staying in Assembly Health and Human Services, and we will welcome the bill 

presenter up and open the hearing for Assembly Bill 518, which revises provisions relating to 

the interstate placement of children. Our own Assemblymember Goulding will be doing our 

presentation today. I understand we may also have experts in the room who will be joining 

her.  

 

Assembly Bill 518: Revises provisions relating to the interstate placement of children. 

(BDR 11-807) 

 

Assemblymember Heather Goulding, Assembly District No. 27: 

I am here to present Assembly Bill 518 today. I also have Marla McDade Williams, the 

Administrator of the Division of Child and Family Services, Department of Health and 

Human Services, who will be able to answer any questions. Assembly Bill 518 authorizes the 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/83rd2025/Bill/12809/Overview/
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replacement of an existing interstate compact on the placement of children with a revised 

interstate compact on the placement of children [Exhibit D]. 

 

What is an interstate compact on the placement of children, or an ICPC? First of all, the 

ICPC was written in the 1950s, and it has been adopted by all 50 states. It is sort of the law of 

the land. It is not federal law. It is state law, but everyone has agreed to the same thing. It was 

enacted to ensure the protection and services for children who are placed across state lines to 

noncustodial parents, foster parents, or for adoption or preadoption reasons. It provides the 

legal framework for this handoff from state to state.  

 

What this looks like in practice: In this illustration, Nevada is the sending state and Utah is 

the receiving state. A case worker in Nevada creates a placement request packet for the child, 

and that placement request packet—the information that is included in it, the data is part of 

what is included in the ICPC, and what information needs to be transferred. The case worker 

from the local residency of the child and the case worker is sent to the state's central ICPC 

office or administrator.  

 

From there, that packet is reviewed and sent to the central ICPC contact in the receiving 

state. They review the packet, and then the packet is sent to the local folks where the 

requested placement is to take place, and they do a home study. We are going to talk about 

that home study a little bit. Remember this little red house on this slide, this home study. 

From there, it goes back to the central office in the receiving state, and back to the sending 

state. There are quite a few steps in the process. The important thing to remember, or just the 

take-home message on these slides, is the child is not going from where they are living now 

and need a new home straight to the home. There are a lot of steps that are going on in the 

interim. 

 

Why is the ICPC needed? It establishes a uniform procedure for the interstate placement of 

children. It maintains the sending state's legal and financial responsibility for the child, and it 

ensures continued supervision. You do not want the sending state to send a kid to the 

receiving state; hand off, we are done, good luck. We want to make sure that does not 

happen. Also, it ensures the child, if things go south in the receiving state, that child is going 

to come back to the responsible sending state. There are some safety nets built in, which is 

why the ICPC, the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children, now those words might 

make more sense.  

 

The current ICPC needs some work, which is the problem we are trying to address with this 

bill. One of the big things is there are no deadlines on the home study. Remember that little 

red house on the slide? One of the things that is happening is that could happen quickly, or it 

could take months and months and months. This is what that looks like on the human side. 

You could have a child who has an appropriate family member or an appropriate home, a 

loving home in the receiving state. But if there is no urgency on the receiving state side, that  

  

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Copyright.pdf
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child could be placed in foster care in the sending state for months—for a long time—when 

they have an appropriate, safe, loving home they could be a member of. Deadlines for that 

home, that little red house, the little study on the little red house, which is an important thing 

to remember. 

 

There are also no clear standards on how that evaluation is taking place. Clear standards are a 

good thing, and if placement is denied, there is no procedure for reviewing that and appealing 

that denial. These are some of the reasons—and people who are far more knowledgeable than 

I am could address more—but these are some of the big reasons why we need a new ICPC.  

 

The solution is a revised ICPC, and thus, the new ICPC—there is an Association of 

Administrators of the Interstate Compact on the Placement of Children; this is the 

organization that oversees this compact, and they have proposed the revised ICPC. These are 

some of the attributes of the new, revised ICPC. It modernizes the legal framework. Again, 

go back to one of the first slides; the current ICPC was written in the fifties. It is very 

outdated. It absolutely needs to be updated. 

 

It is modernizing the legal framework. It increases the timeliness of the placement, instead of 

waiting months and months for that home study to take place; deadlines are set in the revised 

ICPC. It clarifies the applicability of ICPC to noncustodial parents. It allows for an 

administrative review of denials. It strengthens enforcement of the agreements and allows the 

compact members to update the compact without having to go through this process in every 

state when the compact needs to be modernized.  

 

The revised ICPC requires that 35 states adopt the revised compact in order to become 

effective. The green states have currently adopted it, but it is on hold until 35 states have 

accepted it. You will note that Nevada is still gray. This bill would turn Nevada green on this 

illustration.  

 

That is the broad picture of what this bill does and what an ICPC is, and why we need a new 

one. I am going to do a quick walk-through. The experts are in the room if you want 

in-depth—but let us just walk through this long bill. I also want to make sure that you 

understand this bill is not amendable. The bill needs to be passed in its entirety in all 35 

states. There are no negotiated points in this. However, one of the attributes of this compact 

is that with the organization, once the 35 states have adopted it, there is a year-long process 

for working to establish the regulations. 

 

Section 1 adopts the revised version of the ICPC, and it establishes procedures for 

supervision, service delivery, and communication between the states. It also sets 

jurisdictional guidelines for states regarding the care of placed children. Section 2 defines 

terms and clarifies the responsibilities of the public agencies in the sending and receiving 

states. Sections 3 and 4 [Exhibit D] transfer the responsibilities from the compact 

administrator to a newly created central state compact office. It requires the Governor to 

appoint an executive head of that office. At the point when 35 states adopt this, there will be 
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a fiscal impact. We will be in Ways and Means at that point, but not now. Sections 5-9 

address conforming changes and establish an approval process before placement. 

 

Section 10 states that local government expenses related to this act will not be subject to 

normal financial limitations. In all honesty, I have no idea what that one means, but the 

experts are here in the room if you have any questions. Section 11 repeals the current 

compact. Section 12 sets the effective date for the new revised compact at the time when 

35 states ratify the new version.  

 

That is it in a nutshell. Any questions that I cannot answer, which will probably be the 

technical ones, we have Marla McDade Williams here to handle any of the tricky stuff. We 

stand ready for anything you can throw at us. 

 

Chair Brown-May: 

Really well done. We do have a number of questions. We are going to start with 

Assemblymember Gonzãlez.  

 

Assemblymember González: 

My first question is, how does this impact private adoption? 

 

Marla McDade Williams, Administrator, Division of Child and Family Services, 

Department of Health and Human Services:  

There is some coordination when a private adoption occurs in another state. Again, I think it 

is primarily for the home study provision to ensure that it gets done timely for the other 

states. It primarily applies to the child welfare agencies as well as the juvenile justice 

placements. There is a small component for private adoptions, but it does not compel all 

private adoptions to follow all of the provisions that apply to the child welfare agencies. 

 

Assemblymember González: 

My next question was in terms of what you said that currently 18 states are doing this; it has 

to pass in this unique form. Have other states attempted to do this? Did other lawmakers have 

suggestions or concerns that they wanted to change so it did not get done? Or do you know 

what the history is in the current states?  

 

Marla McDade Williams: 

As Assemblymember Goulding said, it does have to be passed in its form. If they did not 

want to pass it in its form, they are choosing not to participate in the system. I can ask and 

see if there are states that have chosen not to participate because they did not want to comply 

with the provisions.  

 

Assemblymember González:  

Do you know how long it is going to take for these 35 states to come together and pass this 

until we can change this, or what that time frame may look like? 
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Marla McDade Williams: 

I do not have an anticipated timeline, but as you know, we only meet every two years. If we 

were not able to do it this time, it would take another two years for us. Other legislatures 

meet yearly. I believe there are many states considering it that would likely get us to the 

35 within the next year to year and a half.  

 

Assemblymember Goulding: 

One of the key components to this is the regulations that will follow. There is the ICPC or the 

new, revised ICPC. There are regulations behind that, of course, as in many statutes which 

will be really critical, as we approach this 35 states point, that Nevada is not behind in getting 

ahead of the other regulations. We will absolutely want to be keeping an eye on how close 

we are getting so we do not end up behind the ball when that transition is about to take place, 

so heads up.  

 

Assemblymember González:  

My last question is, 35 states have to do this for it to pass. What about the states that do not 

do this? I think you stated in your presentation that all 50 states are part of this. Would they 

not have to do these provisions? Would they enter into their own compact? Just help me 

understand what that would look like. I am not an expert in compacts. 

 

Marla McDade Williams: 

Until the 35 states participate in this new one and the rules are established, the old compact is 

still in place. The 50 states right now that participate in the old compact will continue to 

participate. I believe that at the point the regulations are enacted with whatever number of 

states are in place, that is the compact that will be in place; these others will go away. A state 

that is not participating would not be able to participate within a state that is participating. 

 

Assemblymember González:  

Thank you for the clarification.  

 

Chair Brown-May: 

Does Nevada participate in a compact working group? Have we been a part of this process as 

a state? 

 

Marla McDade Williams: 

The provisions of the compact allow for each state that participates to be an active part of the 

rulemaking group. Yes, if we move this forward, we would have an active membership in 

that process.  

 

Assemblymember Dalia: 

My question was answered, thank you.  
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Assemblymember Edgeworth: 

Most of my questions were asked as well, but when was the first state involved in this 

compact? Has it been 20 years or 22 years? I am hearing 35 years [sic] in 1.5 or 2 years. I am 

just curious. When did this start? 

 

Assemblymember Goulding: 

The revised compact? The current language was written in 2017.  

 

Assemblymember Edgeworth: 

If I am clear, that means for about six or seven years, we have been working on getting 18 

states. But in the next year and a half or two years, we will have 35 states, is the anticipation? 

 

Assemblymember Goulding: 

The second half is the supposition that there is not necessarily any basis for it. The first half 

of your statement was correct, and the rest is unknown.  

 

Marla McDade Williams:  

I think just for clarification, Nevada adopted this first compact in 2017. Is that what you had 

said?  

 

Assemblymember Goulding: 

My understanding is that the revised compact was written in 2017. 

 

Marla McDade Williams:  

The compact that is in place now today.  

 

Assemblymember Edgeworth:  

My question is really simple. You have to speak in simple terms. I am not that good at math. 

What I was asking is this process of getting 35 states to come on to the new revised compact, 

how long has that been going on in general? I thought I understood it was around seven 

years. 

 

Marla McDade Williams: 

I stand corrected. It has been since 2017 that they have been trying to get 35 states.  

 

Chair Brown-May: 

Just a quick Google of the ICPC looks like the original compact that is in place right now, 

looks like it started in the 1960s. This updated language, created in what I believe you just 

said was 2017, updates the compact that we have currently, which is why there is a focus on 

that.  

 

Assemblymember Koenig: 

The responses to the previous Assemblymember's strand of questions answered all of mine 

also.  
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Chair Brown-May: 

Anyone else with questions? [There was no one.] At this time, we will ask you to step back, 

and we will open up testimony in support of A.B. 518. Is there anyone in Carson City or Las 

Vegas who would like to provide testimony in support of A.B. 518? 

 

Cadence Matijevich, Government Affairs Liaison, Office of the County Manager, 

Washoe County:  

Assemblymember Goulding went into many of the benefits of adopting this updated 

compact, particularly efficiencies, clear guidelines, streamlined processes, a single home 

study template. These are all great things; improvements from when it was first put into place 

in the 1960s. We think that the time is now. We would ask for your help in getting to 35. 

Maybe we can adopt 35 in 2025 as our motto. We would ask that you support this bill.  

 

Chair Brown-May: 

Seeing no one else in Carson City or Las Vegas wanting to provide testimony in support of 

A.B. 518, we will go to the telephone. Is there anyone on the telephone who would like to 

provide testimony in support of A.B. 518? [There was no one.] Is there anyone in Carson 

City, Las Vegas, or on the telephone who would like to provide testimony in opposition to 

A.B. 518? [There was no one.] Is there anyone in Carson City, Las Vegas, or on the 

telephone who would like to provide testimony in neutral on A.B. 518? [There was no one.]  

 

At this time, we are happy to call the bill presenter back up if you would like to make closing 

comments.  

 

Assemblymember Goulding: 

I do not have any additional information. Thank you so much for the opportunity to work on 

this bill. There are a lot of issues going on with adoption. There may be some interaction on 

these bills, so additional conversation is always welcome. 

 

Chair Brown-May: 

I thank you for your time and your energy relative to this issue. At this time, we will close 

the bill hearing for A.B. 518. This moves us to our next item on the agenda. We will 

welcome back our esteemed colleague to present Assembly Bill 520. We will officially open 

the hearing on Assembly Bill 520.  

 

Assembly Bill 520: Revises provisions relating to adoption. (BDR 11-356) 

 

Assemblymember Goulding:  

We are here to present Assembly Bill 520, which also addresses issues on adoption. 

Assembly Bill 520 was the outcome of the Joint Interim Standing Committee on Health and 

Human Services. Here to present the ins and outs of A.B. 520 is Marla McDade Williams, 

the administrator of the Division of Child and Family Services. I would like to hand it over to 

the administrator.  

 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/83rd2025/Bill/12811/Overview/


Assembly Committee on Health and Human Services 
April 2, 2025 
Page 14 
 

Chair Brown-May: 

Welcome back, Administrator McDade Williams.  

 

Marla McDade Williams, Administrator, Division of Child and Family Services, 

Department of Health and Human Services: 

My appreciation to the Joint Interim Health and Human Services Committee for moving this 

measure forward. It is intended to do three things: codify what was previously Nevada 

Administrative Code (NAC)127.140 into the Nevada Revised Statutes: to grant the Division 

authority to conduct background checks on the director of a child placing agency, just as we 

perform those background checks on their employees. Criminal background checks are under 

the jurisdiction of the Department of Public Safety. If you have been around a while, you 

know that an NAC cannot compel a criminal background check and meet the Federal Bureau 

of Investigation's compliance. We have been trying to work on this issue and get it resolved. 

That is the first portion of this bill and that is in sections 2 through 5. It also includes 

provisions to authorize the Division to release information to relatives of children who have 

been adopted. That is in section 6. Section 8 authorizes prospective adoptive parents to attend 

a court hearing by video conference or any other technological means available to the court, 

including by telephone.  

 

For some context, in Nevada, a child placing agency operates and functions outside of the 

child welfare system. These are private adoption agencies, and there are five that we have 

licensed in the state of Nevada right now. They are separate organizations. We did discuss 

briefly sections 1 through 4, which relate to the criminal background checks and 

authorization for that.  

 

We have had some discussions with the Department of Public Safety and understand that 

there may be some concerns about how it was written. With permission of the Chair, we 

would like to meet with Public Safety as well as the bill drafters to ensure that we can all get 

on the same page about ensuring we are in compliance with the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation's rules as it relates to these criminal background checks. We are just looking for 

that authority on the criminal background checks.  

 

On the adoption registry portion, there are situations where, for example, a biological family 

member of an adopted child—there are two children. They are adopted out to different 

families, and they cannot always connect and have the legal authority to go back into records 

to find each other. So that is the fix we are seeking in the second part of this. The third is 

relatively straightforward to allow technology to be used in court. I am happy to answer any 

questions.  

 

Chair Brown-May: 

Thank you for your work in the interim, and we look forward to receiving an amendment as 

you continue to work on this language. Members, do we have any questions?  
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Assemblymember Hibbetts: 

I just have one. I had two, but you answered one of them. What is the policy contained in this 

that makes it a two-thirds bill? Maybe Legal would actually be the better person to answer 

that. I am not sure.  

 

David Nauss, Committee Counsel:  

In section 2, subsection 2, it says that the Division may charge each person for the cost of the 

fees charged for the fingerprinting. Because there is a new fee that will increase revenue, it 

triggers the two-thirds rule.  

 

Assemblymember Hibbetts: 

That makes perfect sense. 

 

Marla McDade Williams:  

We currently do background checks, and we do not charge any fees for any of those 

background checks. It is not in our budget to charge fees for these.  

 

Chair Brown-May: 

Thank you for that clarification. Are there any other questions? [There were none.] We will 

ask you to step back at this time. We will open up testimony in support of A.B. 520. Is there 

anyone in Carson City or Las Vegas who would like to provide testimony in support of 

A.B. 520? [There was no one.] Is there anyone on the telephone who would like to provide 

testimony in support of A.B. 520?  

 

Irina Viasadi, Private Citizen:  

I am speaking for myself. I am in support of this bill. I do not know why these provisions 

were not in place originally from the beginning. Better late than never. I fully support this 

bill.  

 

Chair Brown-May: 

Is there anyone else who would like to provide testimony in support of A.B. 520? [There was 

no one.]  At this time, we will move into opposition. Is there anyone in Carson City, Las 

Vegas, or on the telephone who would like to provide testimony in opposition to A.B. 520? 

[There was no one.] Is there anyone in Carson City, Las Vegas, or on the telephone who 

would like to provide testimony in neutral on A.B. 520? [There was no one.]   

 

At this time, we are happy to call the bill presenter back up. Assemblymember Goulding has 

no closing comments. We will close the bill hearing for A.B. 520.  

 

 

Remainder of the page intentionally left blank; signature page to follow.  
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The last item on our agenda is public comment. Is there anyone in Carson City, Las Vegas, or 

on the telephone who would like to provide public comment? [There was no one.]  

 

That concludes our business for today. Our next meeting is scheduled for Friday, April 4, 

2025. Please watch your time because it will be earlier than expected.  

 

This meeting is adjourned [at 2:27 p.m.]. 
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