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Chair Miller:
[Roll was called. Committee rules and protocol were reviewed.] We will start with our work
session.

Senate Bill 7 (1st Reprint): Revises provisions relating to presentence investigations and
reports. (BDR 14-247)

Cesar Melgarejo, Committee Policy Analyst:

The first bill on today's work session is Senate Bill 7 (1st Reprint) [Exhibit C], which revises
provisions relating to presentence investigations and reports, and was sponsored by the
Senate Committee on Judiciary on behalf of the Division of Parole and Probation of
the Department of Public Safety. There is an amendment that was submitted to amend
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sections 3 and 4 to include "sentencing court,” clarifying that a request for a presentence
investigation may be made by either the sentencing court or the county clerk to accurately
reflect differences in court administration across counties.

Chair Miller:
Members, are there any questions? Not seeing any, | will entertain a motion to amend and do
pass.

ASSEMBLYMEMBER MARZOLA MOVED TO AMEND AND DO PASS
SENATE BILL 7 (1ST REPRINT).

ASSEMBLYMEMBER LA RUE HATCH SECONDED THE MOTION.
Members, any additional comments?
Assemblymember Gray:
As always, with anything | vote on in Committee, | reserve the right to change my vote if
more information becomes available. I have got my vote here, which will be in favor of this
one.

Chair Miller:
I will take a vote.

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
I will assign that floor statement to Assemblymember Dalia.

Senate Bill 121 (1st Reprint): Revises provisions governing common-interest
communities. (BDR 10-80)

Cesar Melgarejo, Committee Policy Analyst:

The next bill is Senate Bill 121 (1st Reprint), which revises provisions governing
common-interest communities [Exhibit D]. This bill is sponsored by Senator Neal. There is
an amendment attached to this work session document which includes amendments to several
sections of the bill. However, in conversations with the bill sponsor, staff was notified that
the bill sponsor has only agreed to accept the amendment to section 1 of the bill as reflected
on the work session document. The amendment to section 1 shortens the period during which
an association is prohibited from requiring a unit's owner to install backyard landscaping
from 36 to 24 months, and to shorten the period during which an association is prohibited
from requiring a unit's owner to install a thin layer of rock from 18 to 12 months, both
periods measured from the close of escrow for the initial purchase of the declarant.
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Chair Miller:
Members, are there any questions? Not seeing any, | will entertain a motion to amend and do
pass.

ASSEMBLYMEMBER MARZOLA MOVED TO AMEND AND DO PASS
SENATE BILL 121 (1ST REPRINT).

ASSEMBLYMEMBER NADEEM SECONDED THE MOTION.

THE MOTION PASSED. (ASSEMBLYMEMBERS COLE, GRAY,
HANSEN, HARDY, AND YUREK VOTED NO.)

I will assign that floor statement to Assemblymember Moore. We will now work session
Senate Bill 359.

Senate Bill 359: Makes various changes relating to traffic offenses. (BDR 43-900)

Cesar Melgarejo, Committee Policy Analyst:

The next bill is Senate Bill 359, which makes various changes relating to traffic offenses
[Exhibit E]. This bill is sponsored by the Senate Committee on Judiciary, and there was an
amendment presented during the bill presentation which makes various amendments to
require that qualified courts, not just magistrates, conduct civil infraction hearings; clarify
procedures for witness subpoenas and evidence; allow remote testimony; and permit the
consolidation of and bifurcation for related misdemeanor civil infraction cases. Additional
amendments address court procedures for bonds, attorney representation, citation dismissal,
allocation of civil penalties, charging infractions as misdemeanors in DUI [driving under the
influence] cases, authorizing civil penalties for ordinance violations, and creating
a presumption for reducing moving violations to non-moving violations if certain conditions
are met.

Chair Miller:
Are there any questions on Senate Bill 359? Not seeing any, | will entertain a motion to
amend and do pass.

ASSEMBLYMEMBER MARZOLA MOVED TO AMEND AND DO PASS
SENATE BILL 359.

ASSEMBLYMEMBER GONZALEZ SECONDED THE MOTION.
THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
I will assign that floor statement to Assemblymember Hansen. Now we will return to

Senate Bill 303 (1st Reprint). I welcome the bill sponsors up because | know there were
some last-minute amendments, which means Legal was not able to process everything to be
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included in the work session document. Could you briefly explain what was included last
night in the amendment that would be new?

Senate Bill 303 (1st Reprint): Revises provisions relating to civil liability to persons
using certain premises for recreational activity under certain circumstances.
(BDR 3-1021)

Justin Watkins, representing Nevada Justice Association:

| sent in two documents: the first is the amended language from what was presented on
Tuesday. That is the document titled, "Proposed Conceptual Amended to SB 303"
[Exhibit F]. The additional protections provided within the statute would be to nonprofit
owners of large recreational land restricted by deed to be open to the public. In those
situations, the recreational immunity would extend to trail or interconnected trail systems of
100 miles or more that are designated for recreational purposes in a recreational plan,
pursuant to Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 278.160, subsection 1, paragraph (f); a park
equal to or more than 10 acres in size that is included in a recreational plan, except those
portions of the park upon which play equipment, playground structures, freestanding play
equipment, or outdoor play systems are installed; or any portions thereon that are, and for the
period of time the nonprofit leases out any portion of the premises or the park, or charges
a fee for entry or use of a portion of the park; and lastly, any washes that must be preserved
in their natural state through a federal permit.

There is a deletion to the existing language that was in subsection 4, deleting from the
comma there that says, including without limitation, residential common areas, privately
owned sidewalks, paths, bike paths, shared-use paths, "crosswalks, walkways, parks, exercise
areas, playgrounds, and play areas.” With that deletion is the removing of the section and
deletion that defined residential common areas.

Assemblymember Orentlicher:
How did you decide upon the 100 miles minimum?

Justin Watkins:

The idea was that we place a scale in the restriction large enough in size to be considered
similar to the rural open lands that the original intent of recreational immunity started with.
One hundred miles and 10 acres of park were the figures all the stakeholders agreed put this
within the original intent of recreational immunity statutes.

Assemblymember Roth:
I might have just missed it, but did you say this includes or excludes playgrounds?

Justin Watkins:
The immunity includes the parks except playgrounds or play structures. There would be no
immunity for those portions of the park upon which a playground or play structure exists.
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Chair Miller:
Not seeing any additional questions, | will entertain a motion to amend and do pass.

ASSEMBLYMEMBER MARZOLA MOVED TO AMEND AND DO PASS
SENATE BILL 303 (1ST REPRINT).

ASSEMBLYMEMBER DALIA SECONDED THE MOTION.
Any additional comments on the motion? [There were none.]

THE MOTION PASSED. (ASSEMBLYMEMBERS GRAY, HANSEN,
AND HARDY VOTED NO.)

I will assign that floor statement to Assemblymember La Rue Hatch. That concludes our
work session for today. We will move on to our bill hearings, starting with Senate Bill 125.

Senate Bill 125: Revises provisions relating to services provided to victims of crime.
(BDR 16-631)

Senator John C. Steinbeck, Senate District No. 18:

| am pleased to present Senate Bill 125, which revises provisions relating to services
provided to victims of crime. In 2021, in response to the Route 91 Harvest shootings, this
Legislature passed Assembly Bill 481 of the 81st Session, which required the Division of
Child and Family Services of the Department of Health and Human Services to designate a
statewide center to provide assistance to victims of crime. Since that time, the Resiliency and
Justice Center has been designated as the statewide victim assistance center. Located in
Las Vegas, the Resiliency and Justice Center is a multi-agency resource dedicated to
providing healing and support in Nevada. Their commitment is to all survivors of crime,
emergency responders, and those impacted by the Route 91 Harvest festival and University
of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV) shootings. It is managed by Legal Aid Center of Southern
Nevada, and their partner agencies include Clark County, the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police
Department, and the State of Nevada.

The bill before you today, S.B. 125, is designed to ensure victims and survivors of violent
crimes have access to the resources provided by the Resiliency and Justice Center. The bill is
intended to remove any barriers law enforcement has with sharing appropriate victim
information with the Center. This will allow more people to receive assistance in behavioral
health, victims of crime compensation, legal assistance, and additional local, state, federal,
and nonprofit resources. | am joined here today by Jonathan Norman, and | am really pleased
to have our former Speaker, Barbara Buckley; and Tyler Winkler, who is a supervising
attorney for the Resiliency and Justice Center in Las Vegas, to provide additional testimony.
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Barbara Buckley, Executive Director, Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada:

| am honored to be here in support of S.B. 125. It seems like yesterday that | received a call
from then, Deputy County Manager Kevin Schiller asking me to join him at the Convention
Center on October 2, 2017, as we attempted to determine how to provide long-term services
to the survivors and the families of the victims of the Route 91 Harvest Festival shooting. At
the time, of course, emergency management, then led by Chief John Steinbeck, had plans in
place to provide emergency services. But long-term services for victims of crime were not
yet established in our community for incidents such as shootings, and so that work began.
Seven and a half years later, | am honored to lead Legal Aid Center's Resiliency and Justice
Center, which continues to provide services to those affected by the shooting and all victims
of violent crime. We also stand ready to be activated when there is any mass violent shooting
such as we were for the UNLYV shooting and the shooting at Citi National Bank.

Senate Bill 125 before you continues our progression over the last seven and a half years.
Every year, we have added additional services to be of service to the state. Senate Bill 125
will allow us to receive referrals from throughout the state when a community finds
themselves in need of providing additional services to victims. These services include
navigation of resources, legal aid, and assistance with mental health services. For example, a
victim may have health insurance through a provider but is having trouble contacting mental
health support. What our Center is able to do through our experienced advocates and through
our amazing state of Nevada behavioral health leaders is to find a health care company
willing to accept that insurance, and to assist the victim in filling out a victims of crime
compensation application. Their mental health copays are paid so they can more easily access
the services they need to focus on recovery.

Senator Steinbeck:

The intent of the provision of section 1.4 is not to preclude any organization that provides
services to victims of domestic and sexual violence from entering into MOUs [memoranda of
understanding] or receiving the type of confidential information that is proposed in this bill.

Chair Miller:
Members, are there any questions? [There were none.] We will open it up for testimony.
Anyone wishing to testify in support of Senate Bill 125, please come forward.

Jeffrey S. Rogan, representing Clark County:

For the reasons Ms. Buckley stated on the record, Clark County is also in support of this
important bill. This will allow us to provide greater services to victims of crime, including
victims of mass casualty events. We urge your support.

Wesley Harper, Director, Government Affairs, City of North Las Vegas:
We echo Clark County's sentiments as well as Madam Buckley's, and we appreciate
Senator Steinbeck for bringing this bill forward.
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Jennifer P. Noble, Chief Deputy District Attorney, Legislative Liaison, Washoe County
District Attorney's Office; and representing Nevada District Attorneys
Association:

| am testifying in support of Senate Bill 125. | would echo the comments of the previous

supporters.

Chair Miller:

Is there anyone else here in Carson City wishing to testify? [There was no one.] Would
anyone in Las Vegas like to testify in support? [There was no one.] Will you open the phone
lines? [There was no one.] | will open it up for opposition testimony beginning here in
Carson City. Not seeing anyone, is there anyone there in Las Vegas who would like to testify
in opposition? [There was no one.] Please open the phone lines. [There was no one.] I will
open neutral testimony. Is there anyone here in Carson City who would like to testify in
neutral? [There was no one.] Is there anyone there in Las Vegas who would like to testify in
neutral? [There was no one.] Please open the phone lines. [There was no one.] | will
welcome Senator Steinbeck back up for any final remarks.

Senator Steinbeck:

| am grateful to everybody who testified in support. 1 will close by saying the shooting was
the worst incident imaginable. The Center we have now is there to provide support for
people, all victims of crime across the board. Over the years, as a fire chief and going into
different disasters, people have always asked me, What is the worst kind of disaster? Is it
flood? Is it fire? Is it earthquake? What is it? And | always say the worst one is the one that
happens to you and your family. That is the worst one. What | am proud to say is that out of
that horror, we have developed a center that is now there to care not only for people who are
victims of mass violence, but also some who maybe did not have the same resources that
are from such a major incident. | hope we can get your support on this. We found different
pinch points throughout the years that prevent us from providing services 100 percent, and
this is just an opportunity for us to eliminate one of those pinch points.

Chair Miller:

I will close the hearing on S.B. 125 and open the hearing for Senate Bill 213 (1st Reprint),
which revises provisions relating to the crime of unlawful dissemination of an intimate
image.

Senate Bill 213 (1st Reprint): Revises provisions relating to the crime of unlawful
dissemination of an intimate image. (BDR 15-776)

Senator Jeff Stone, Senate District No. 20:

| am pleased to present Senate Bill 213 (1st Reprint), which proposes to revise provisions
related to the crime of unlawful dissemination of an intimate image. People in law
enforcement can no longer tell the difference between real and artificial intelligence
(Al)-generated imagery, which is not helping the prosecution of such individuals. Current
law only punishes actual imagery, but the harm remains the same to the victims. This bill
provides law enforcement with clear guidelines to identify and prosecute offenders,
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particularly in cases involving digital and online platforms. Recent advancements in Al have
also created a new opportunity for abusers to humiliate, terrorize, and violate victims via
what is commonly known as "deepfake pornography.” This once required some degree of
technological expertise, but now the general public may easily access the technology to
create sexually graphic, realistic images of real, identifiable people without their consent.

As deepfake technology becomes more accessible to unsophisticated users, those at risk of
becoming victims of deepfake pornography are expanding from celebrities and public figures
to average people. The primary targets of this form of revenge pornography are women.
According to MIT's Technology Review, from 2018 to 2021, up to 95 percent of deepfake
videos online were nonconsensual deepfake pornography. Of those, about 90 percent
depicted women. At least ten states have passed criminal statutes to address this unique form
of sexual victimization. A recent Forbes Magazine article indicated that 34 million
Al-generated images are created daily with at least 2,000 Al tools now available online that
aid in this misuse.

We should be doing more to protect the public, especially with the rise of Al advancement
giving way to revenge pornography. Senate Bill 213 (1st Reprint) expands the definition of
"intimate image" to include photorealistic images, digital images, electronic images,
computer-generated images, and other pictorial representations that depict an intimate body
part of another identifiable person but does not depict the actual body part of the person; or
one or more identifiable persons engaged in sexual conduct but does not depict the person
or persons actually engaged in the conduct. This current reprint of S.B. 213 (R1) reflects a
collaboration and consensus among district attorneys and public defenders. Jennifer Noble
will now take you through the bill.

Jennifer P. Noble, Chief Deputy District Attorney, Legislative Liaison, Washoe County
District Attorney's Office; and representing Nevada District Attorneys
Association:

Section 1, subsection 1, paragraphs (a) and (b) define "intimate image" for the purposes of
this legislation as images depicting sexual conduct or "the genitals, anus, or fully exposed
nipple of the female breast” of an identifiable person. For purposes of Al-generated images,
it must be an image that a reasonable person would believe depicts sexual conduct or
the aforementioned body parts of another identifiable person. Section 2, subsection 1,
paragraph (a) provides that in order to constitute unlawful dissemination, the victim did not
give prior consent for the dissemination or sale of the image. Section 2, subsection 1,
paragraph (b) provides that for criminal liability to attach, the state must demonstrate
distribution knowingly occurred without the consent of the identifiable person. And
importantly, pursuant to section 2, subsection 1, paragraph (b), no criminal liability would
attach if the person who created and disseminated the image was under 18 years old. This
criminal statute would not apply to juveniles.
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The elements of this offense are that the defendant knowingly electronically disseminates,
without the victim's consent, a photorealistic image, digital image, or computer-generated
image that a reasonable person would believe depicts the genitals, anus, or fully exposed
nipple of the female breast, or sexual conduct. It also has to be involving one or more
identifiable persons.

Assemblymember La Rue Hatch:

| noticed that in subsection 2 of section 1, public figures are excluded. If someone were to
make generated nude images of a legislator engaging in a sexual act, that would not be
criminal?

Jennifer Noble:
Under the rubric of this bill, it would not be, and under current law it is not. This bill is pretty
narrowly tailored, but | can certainly understand your concern and appreciate how that would
be important too.

Assemblymember Dalia:

I have a clarifying question. | think you said this was not intended to apply to minors or kids
under 18. Is that the entirety of the statute, or the entirety of this bill is intended to not apply
to kids under 18?

Jennifer Noble:
Yes, that is correct. That is in our current dissemination of an intimate image, so that
language is kept in Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 200.780. That would be in subsection 3.
It is just renumbered, but that is the current statutory language regarding dissemination of an
intimate image.

Assemblymember Dalia:

Yes, thank you for pointing out that language. My only concern as | read this is, it says we
will exempt those kids if they commit an act described in paragraph (b) of subsection 1 of
NRS 200.770, but my reading is that the rest of it would apply to kids under 18. Could you
clarify that?

Jennifer Noble:

That is not the way | read it, respectfully. Under accepted principles of statutory construction,
subsection 3 under section 2 would provide that there is no criminal liability for defendants
under the age of 18. | would also point you to section 2, subsection 3(b) which reads,
"Aperson who is less than 18 years of age and who commits an act described in
paragraph (b) of subsection 1,” and the beginning of that section talks about how the
provisions of this section do not apply. | think that better answers your question in terms of
liability for juveniles.

Chair Miller:
You are saying they would be protected and not automatically penalized for this, especially if
it is youth to youth, right?
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Jennifer Noble:

That is correct under the statutory language of this bill. 1 can certainly appreciate the
concerns you are expressing. This is something that happens, I think, among juveniles, but as
we know, their brains are not fully developed yet. | believe the purpose of this bill was to
keep it as narrowly tailored as possible. | also believe that if we change it and create juvenile
liability, the public defenders would not be on board, and | can understand why.

Assemblymember Gray:

Most of my question was already answered though your explanation as to why you exempted
them. | still question that, though, because you find any savvy 13- to 17-year-old, they could
probably build a better image or video than most folks could. If they really get savvy, | can
see these kids knowing they are exempt and creating these images and selling them, so | do
not know where | stand on this bill, but would you consider any amendments to actually
make them have some culpability or responsibility in this?

Jennifer Noble:

Ultimately, that is Senator Stone's call. While | understand your concern and | think some
13-year-olds would be way savvier, as you put it, than | would be in trying to do something
like this, we wanted to have a bill that could reflect consensus. While it might not be perfect,
it certainly provides protections where there are no protections right now.

Senator Stone:

Assemblymember Gray, | would be happy to work with you offline and talk about the
potential amendment if it potentially makes you more comfortable with the bill without
bringing out other opposition to the bill.

Chair Miller:
| do not see any additional questions. | will open testimony, starting here in Carson City, for
anyone wishing to support Senate Bill 213 (1st Reprint).

Jason Woodard, representing Nevada Sheriffs' and Chiefs' Association:

Technology is exceptional—it helps in all walks of life, especially in law enforcement.
However, one of the challenges law enforcement experiences is that we as a society, with our
laws, are a little slow to catch up because technology evolves so quickly. We appreciate the
sponsor of this bill bringing this language forward, because up until this point, there are cases
we deal with rather frequently where these types of images are generated, and our hands are
tied as far as being able to take enforcement action. We have seen how damaging the use of
technology and Al to generate these images and disseminate them can be to young adults.
They create a permanent record, which creates a tremendous number of issues. Having this
bill and this language to fix this loophole is greatly appreciated. We support this bill.

Jason Walker, Lieutenant, Legislative Liaison, Washoe County Sheriff's Office:
| am throwing out a "me too" in support for all the reasons listed in the presentation.
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Joshua Martinez, Captain, Office of Intergovernmental Services, Las Vegas
Metropolitan Police Department:

We support this piece of legislation and echo the other comments made by the previous

speakers.

David Cherry, Government Affairs Manager, City of Henderson:

First, we want to thank Senator Stone for bringing this important legislation that seeks to give
law enforcement and prosecutors the tools to address the harms that can be caused by images
that can be created and manipulated so easily in the digital age, a threat that has only been
accelerated by the growing availability of Al. Senate Bill 213 (1st Reprint) will help protect
victims and hold individuals who are found guilty of violating the law accountable. This bill
is narrowly tailored, and we believe it strikes a balance while strengthening the tools
available to our law enforcement and prosecutors to protect the public. For those reasons, we
urge your support.

William Horne, representing TechNet:

On behalf of TechNet, we send in our support of Senate Bill 213 (1st Reprint). The members
of TechNet are supportive of efforts to update the criminal statute so individuals misusing Al
to create, disseminate, and otherwise act upon harmful material can be prosecuted and should
be prosecuted. Our member companies take multifaceted approaches to combat commercial
sexual exploitation on their services by creating and sharing software detection tools as well
as partnering with local, state, and federal law enforcement agencies and the National Center
for Missing and Exploited Children. We stand in support of Senate Bill 213 (1st Reprint).

Chair Miller:

Is there anyone in Las Vegas in support of Senate Bill 213 (1st Reprint)? Not seeing anyone,
please open the phone lines. [There was no one.] | will open up opposition testimony for
anyone here in Carson City wishing to oppose Senate Bill 213 (1st Reprint). Not seeing
anyone, is there anyone there in Las Vegas? [There was no one.] Will you open the phone
lines? [There was no one.] | will open it up for neutral testimony starting here in Carson City.
[There was no one.] Is there anyone in Las Vegas? Not seeing anyone, will you open the
phone lines? [There was no one.] Senator Stone, do you have any final remarks? [Final
remarks were waived.] | will go ahead and close the hearing on Senate Bill 213 (1st Reprint).
Next on our agenda is Senate Bill 201 (1st Reprint).

Senate Bill 201 (1st Reprint): Prohibits certain restrictions on the display of religious
items under certain circumstances. (BDR 10-122)

Senator Julie Pazina, Senate District No. 12:

Nevada has about 3,700 homeowners' associations (HOAs), and they play a big role in
shaping how neighborhoods look and feel. They set rules for things like landscaping, home
exteriors, renovation, noise, pets, and parking, all to help keep up the community's
appearance and property values. These HOAs cover about 624,000 homes, which is almost
one half of all the housing in Nevada. That means they have a lot of say in how people can
express themselves, both inside and outside their homes. To help protect residents' rights,
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Senate Bill 201 (1st Reprint) was introduced to make sure people living in HOA
communities can still practice their religion and freely express their beliefs under the First
Amendment.

Senate Bill 201 (1st Reprint), as amended, restricts, with certain exceptions, an HOA or
landlord from prohibiting an owner or occupant of a unit from displaying religious items on
their door or doorframe. Specific exceptions to this provision include any display that is
larger than 36 by 12 inches or that exceeds the size of the door or frame it is affixed to; or
any display that threatens the health, safety, or welfare of the public; hinders the opening
or closing of any entry door; violates any federal, state, or local law; promotes discrimination
or discriminatory beliefs; or contains graphic language or any display that is obscene or
otherwise illegal. Some of these, which you will see in the amendment, have been updated.

The bill does not preclude the creation of rules that reasonably restrict the placement and
manner of the display of religious items by a unit's owner or occupant, and in instances
where a door or doorframe requires maintenance, an occupant may be requested to
temporarily remove a display by advance written notice. If the unit's owner or occupant
consents to the removal of the display of religious items or fails within a reasonable period to
respond to the written notice, then the association or unit's owner may temporarily remove
the display of religious items. After the work is completed, the association or unit's owner
will return the display of religious items to the entry or doorframe. If a dispute arises due to
the display of a religious item and legal action is commenced, the prevailing party is entitled
to recover reasonable attorney's fees and costs.

The bill also requires rental agreements to include information regarding the right of the
tenant to engage in the display of religious items. Finally, the bill voids any provision in
the governing documents, rental agreement, or policy that is contrary to the provisions on
July 1, 2025. Any provisions contained in the governing documents of an association that are
contrary to this bill will automatically conform by operation of law, and an association is not
required to amend the governing documents. On or before October 1, 2025, each unit's owner
and landlord must review and amend its policies to ensure they align with the provisions of
this bill. They must also remove any conflicting policies on or before the date for renewal
of existing rental agreements.

There is an amendment [Exhibit G] on the Nevada Electronic Legislative Information
System, which does three things: It revises subsection 2, paragraph (a), subparagraph (5) of
section 1 to replace "discrimination" or “discriminatory beliefs" with the term
"discriminatory behavior." This change makes the language more direct with the intent to
clarify discriminatory behavior. Secondly, it allows the use of statues and other fixtures not
affixed to doors or doorframes by creating a new subsection that reads, "Has a total size that
is greater than 36 by 12 square inches that is immediately adjacent or affixed to the entry of a
residential unit." Thirdly, it prevents certain religious artifacts from being discriminated
against, such as, but not limited to, palm leaves, beads, et cetera by striking the language in
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subsection 5 of section 1 related to the composition of a display including wood, metal, glass,
plastic, cloth, fabric, or paper. These three amendments will also apply in Chapter 116 of
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) and Chapter 118A of NRS, which is landlord and tenant
dwellings.

Elliot Malin, representing Anti-Defamation League:

Thank you for the opportunity to present S.B. 201 (R1) this morning. You might be
wondering why this conversation is necessary or what this is even about. A few years ago,
we started hearing from Jewish Nevadans that they were being told they had to remove the
mezuzahs from their doorposts in their common-interest communities and apartment
complexes. A mezuzah is a small box placed on the doorposts of Jewish homes as required
by Jewish law. From there, we learned that this is not a uniquely Jewish issue, as Nevadans
of all faiths can be discriminated against at their homes and for what they affix.

For example, the size limitations we came up with in this bill are in respect to a religious
item that is affixed to doors and doorframes by Hindu Nevadans. This is an important bill for
all Nevadans. We want to make sure we are protecting everybody and making sure
everybody can affix or display religious items at their homes and not be discriminated
against. At the same time, we want to make sure we are protecting Nevadans from other
forms of discrimination, such as the use of certain items they would call religious but are
really meant to harass or harm others. We feel this is very narrowly tailored, and we thank all
stakeholders for coming to the table on this.

Athar Haseebullah, Executive Director, American Civil Liberties Union of Nevada:

| want to thank my copresenters as well as Senator Pazina for bringing this forward. There
are a couple of things I want to add on. First, as probably one of few attorneys in the state
who has litigated cases involving the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act
and the Religious Freedom Restoration Act, which deal with religious liberty and religious
freedom issues, the notable element about those is they make the practice of religion fair and
less burdensome for all. But those provisions and those laws specifically only apply to
governmental regulations. Anything that falls outside of the scope of that falls outside of the
scope of many of the protections that exist here. Laws like this have been codified in other
states like California that allow for religious freedom and liberty to be demonstrated.

While this has deeply impacted our Jewish neighbors and our Hindu neighbors, there are
other faiths that are also impacted. As a practicing Muslim, I probably would hang something
in my doorway or along my house if I did not think it was going to be subject to harm,
removal, or a nasty notice from my overzealous HOA. | will also say, for traditional faith
members like those who practice Lucumi, whom | have come to know over the years, they
often leave items outside of or inside of the doorway, and this has been an issue that has
posed challenges for them. Many folks oftentimes do not end up wanting to come forward
because religion is also something that is sensitive to a lot of people, especially for faiths that
oftentimes feel a sense of discrimination. For faith groups of all backgrounds, regardless of
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what that looks like, whether that is a crucifix or a rosary, or whether that is something
related to an altar, something related to a text, or anything of that nature, people should be
free to exercise their faith without interference.

The final point I will reference is in the discriminatory behavior section. We are grateful the
language was changed to "behavior," because what we would have potentially run into is a
First Amendment issue. If this was just drafted with respect to the initial language that was
utilized, from our vantage point, inclusion of the word "behavior," swapping out those terms
has actually mitigated some of the potential challenges that might exist in terms of arguments
related to this.

Samir Kalra, Managing Director, Hindu American Foundation:

I am a civil rights attorney and managing director at the Hindu American Foundation,
a nationwide advocacy organization providing a voice to 3.2 million-plus Hindu Americans,
many of whom call Nevada home today. | am here to ask for your support of S.B. 201 (R1), a
critical piece of legislation that will protect the religious freedom rights of Hindus and other
faith communities in Nevada. Millions of practicing Hindus in Nevada, the United States,
and across the world, consistent with their deeply held religious beliefs, adorn their homes
with a toran, an auspicious Hindu symbol hung across the doorframe to bless the home and
welcome guests, while others display an image of Hindu deities or other sacred symbols on
the door.

Unfortunately, many incidents have occurred across the country where HOAs and landlords
have refused to accommodate the religious practices of their Hindu residents by prohibiting
them from displaying torans or other religious items on their entry doors, often imposing
punitive fines on them for merely exercising their religious rights. At the Hindu American
Foundation, we have frequently assisted Hindu American residents with this issue across the
country, including in Nevada.

Senate Bill 201 (1st Reprint) will make clear that HOAs and landlords may not discriminate
against Hindus and other faith communities by completely banning or arbitrarily restricting
the total size of religious items displayed adjacent to or affixed on any entry. Such
restrictions have a chilling effect on religious freedom by sending a message that members of
some religious communities such as Hindus are not equal members of American society.
This discriminatory practice is so widespread in common-interest communities that
California passed legislation in 2019 prohibiting it, and we hope Nevada will do the same.
| respectfully ask for your vote to help create an environment for observant and religious
members of our communities to practice and express their religion freely and peacefully
without interference.

Assemblymember Gonzalez:

As somebody who is very religious and spiritual, 1 very much appreciate this bill. 1 have
a few questions, but I will start with this one: why just the front door? I know in other
practices they might use a patio or a back door. Would that space also be included in this or
is this just specific to a front door?
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Athar Haseebullah:

Generally speaking, the covenants that end up governing these preclude contact in the front
area. What is in the back doorway generally does not tend to fall subject to regulations, at
least based on what we have heard during the pendency of time. Almost overwhelmingly
when there is an enforcement action that occurs in a common-interest community, it ends up
relating to what is occurring in the front. I am not saying it is not possible in other instances,
but that is the practical experience of what people face on the ground.

Chair Miller:
To follow up on my colleague's question, would it be protected if somebody hung or affixed
something in the back?

Athar Haseebullah:

| think the way this is spelled out as we read it and understand it is, the enforcement actions
that take place and the inclinations of the common-interest communities that end up engaging
in enforcement of this nature tend, again, to be based in the front of one's residence. It is not
specified that way because most common-interest community agreements that end up
existing regulate the front portion differently than the latter portion in terms of ornation. In
communities | have lived in, we have been able to place things in the backyard without
intrusion of the same nature in the front yard. However, we are likely subject to a notice
within 24 hours of removal. Many times, that comes through the mechanisms and how
enforcement occurs. If we are looking at this within an HOA community of single-family
houses or townhouses, you will often see patrol vehicles in apartment buildings or see folks
monitoring in the halls in the back of the residences. Those are not necessarily open to public
view in the same fashion. Again, not saying it is not an issue, but that is not one that has
really come our way in terms of practice. The actual display on the front portion, however,
has.

Karly O'Krent, Committee Counsel:
The provisions of the bill of the protections provided by the bill only apply to the front area.

Chair Miller:
Then people affixing or hanging things up in the back of the home would not be protected?

Karly O'Krent:
That is correct.

Chair Miller:
And again, there are multiple different scenarios. We are not just talking about single-family
homes—we are talking about condos, townhouses, and all different arrangements.

Assemblymember La Rue Hatch:

My question is on that language of discriminatory behavior. Could you give us an example of
what the difference is between something that promotes discriminatory behavior versus the
original language, which was discriminatory belief?
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Athar Haseebullah:

With respect to the actual discriminatory belief portion, there is a vagueness issue associated
with it. I will use myself as an example here as a Muslim. You are in a community where
someone says your entire religion has discriminatory beliefs, regardless of—obviously | view
that as being false, but let us say that is what comes up—and | am instructed by that
community to remove whatever my religious aspect is because of someone's viewpoint
that my faith in and of itself is promoting something discriminatory. That is different than
a discriminatory behavior and action that might actually occur.

For instance, we will see this with respect to our Jewish community when there are many
anti-Semitic tropes that are leveled, and it is not a statement but an actual action that is
implied to undertake violence. One of the better ways we might look at this is what ends up
oftentimes being viewed as being actions in the public space versus intent in a public space.
| use that as a specific example, because there becomes a difference between thoughts and
beliefs versus the actual actions that are associated with that. We did not want this to be
misused by groups who are attempting to use their faith to promote harm towards others.

Assemblymember Gray:

| particularly like the clause in there that mentions receiving legal fees for the prevailing
party. Is there anything in there or in existing law that would allow for the homeowners or
the tenant specifically to receive punitive damages in a case like this?

Elliot Malin:

As of right now, no. There is nothing in statute | am aware of that would allow for punitive
damages or disallow for punitive damages. | can also do some more research and get back to
you on that.

Assemblymember Gonzalez:

You stated that religious items would be taken down and then given back to the person. | am
wondering why the owner would not just take their religious things down themselves. Why is
there that opportunity for someone to come and take someone's religious things down? | am
just thinking in the context of my religious things, I would not want anybody touching them.
Some Buddhas we have had for hundreds of years | would not want touched. Why would the
owner of the items not take them down themselves?

Senator Pazina:

The idea is they would have advanced notice so the owner could take it down themselves, but
in cases where the owner may be traveling or away so they may not be notified in time, or
conversely if there is an emergency and they must make a repair rapidly, that there may not
be the time for notification. But yes, the idea would absolutely be that the owner could take it
down themselves and there would be proper notice—it is just a case of that urgent repair or
them not being able to respond in time.

Assemblymember Gonzalez:
Does the bill state what that time frame of notice is?
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Senator Pazina:
I will be honest; | do not remember offhand.

Elliot Malin:

The bill stipulates that it may be within a reasonable period to respond to the written notice,
and then after there has been no response within a reasonable period, that is when they could
remove it. Conversely, they would also be required to replace it, and by replace, | mean
reaffix.

Senator Pazina:
We already have an amendment on this, and we would be happy to add a specific time frame
as well.

Assemblymember Gonzalez:

| would appreciate that. 1 would just be a little more comfortable with a time frame. The last
question | have is, where are these religious items stored in the event of an emergency? Let
us say there is a leak, and | am at work. In my mind, | would not want someone to put my
Buddha on the floor—that would be very disrespectful. Who is handling that? Would it be
the HOA or the contractor?

Elliot Malin:

| think that gets us into another thing to possibly add to this bill, which is a solution to ensure
items are treated with respect. For example, | am Jewish, so | am just going to go with the
context | know—putting my mezuzah next to a platter of bacon, for example. I think we can
add some language to strengthen that to make sure it is stored not with a contractor, because
I am not comfortable with that. 1 would be more comfortable for items to be stored directly
with the HOA and in a respectful fashion with documentation, because | think that is
important to make sure we are also protecting the item and the resident.

Athar Haseebullah:

The existing situation right now is, upon notice being given, if action is undertaken, those
items would just be discarded. That is part of the issue associated with it. As we have
mentioned, these enforcement actions end up looking like that primarily in the front, because
often there will not be rear access into a residence. But as it stands right now, those items
would in fact be removed—they would not be stored—and there would be no provision for
notification. They would be discarded and the individual who had them at their residence
would not have any sort of awareness or any kind of paper trail indicating what happened
there. The recourse does not actually end up existing for them in the way it needs to exist.

Chair Miller:

I know there are certain beliefs and faiths where non-members are not supposed to touch
certain things. |1 want to make sure there may be some opportunity to address that in the bill
as well, because we are talking about storage. We want to be respectful of everyone's
practices.
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Assemblymember Nadeem:
Just to understand it better, what is the situation right now? It is my understanding that as of
now, a person cannot have or hang any religious item on the front door.

Elliot Malin:

That depends on the HOA. For example, my parents’ HOA does not require them to remove
their mezuzah. However, we have heard from residents in the state who live in HOAs and
apartment complexes who are prohibited from affixing religious items to their door or
doorframe or having something within the immediate vicinity. We do have residents who
have come to us and told us this. There are First Amendment issues. However, | will say this:
When it is a content-neutral prohibition, i.e., all items cannot be affixed, then we get into the
fact that might be a constitutional prohibition on items. We are just trying to fix that little
thing.

Chair Miller:
Do you have a list of instances of this happening?

Elliot Malin:
| have some instances, and | can provide those. We might have somebody testifying about
that today who is a resident or their attorney.

Chair Miller:
Has it been against one particular faith or just religious presentations in general?

Athar Haseebullah:

| cannot speak for every group. | know as a matter of practice, for people who practice
traditional faiths like Lucumi, who have altars set up in their doorways, oftentimes in
apartment complexes, those have been swept away and nothing has happened. Part of that is
the terms and conditions for what common maintenance ends up looking like. Oftentimes,
many of these practices are subject to misinterpretation by many of the bodies that are
engaging in enforcement, so they will see something in a doorway and view it as trash or just
a decorative piece and not necessarily have a religious association with it. I am happy to have
conversations offline. 1 am sure the apartment complexes | am aware of that have done it in
at least two instances in southern Nevada over a period of years would probably refute the
basis for why that occurred and view it as, this is either abandoned property or trash that has
been left out in a common area instead of a religious fixture. But | do know that folks who
practice that faith, it will not often appear to necessarily always be something that is
a religious item, which is why this becomes important because it gives the opportunity to
respond without simply being in a position where you are forced to remove something.

I will also mention, with respect to an initial question you had asked earlier on the storage
point, it is a very important one that I think we will end up having a subsequent conversation.
As a Muslim, there are certain practices we have when we are maintaining our religious texts
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in terms of how we store and handle those, and we treat the religious text the same way. | do
not know if that is commonplace among every faith, but | want to make sure we are sensitive
to that.

Samir Kalra:

In my experience with Hindu Americans, oftentimes the confusion comes from whether the
symbol or the door hanging is a religious item put there due to sincerely held religious beliefs
or just a cultural item. Oftentimes the interpretation is that it is just a cultural or a decorative
item and therefore they are often asked to remove it. | think this will help to clarify that and
ensure those types of situations cease to occur.

Chair Miller:
Thank you so much for that, because | am under the impression that the First Amendment
protects our cultural items as well under our expression.

Assemblymember La Rue Hatch:

| had a similar question about the reasonable period and what that meant, but | also noticed
on page 1, in line 26 it talks about how the associations can create rules that reasonably
restrict the placement. What does that mean and how are we going to interpret "reasonably
restrict"?

Athar Haseebullah:

When it comes to reasonable restrictions and contract-related items, that is where this ends
up becoming a bit more unique than maybe some other pieces of legislation. As | mentioned,
the other two pieces of federal legislation address what happens in certain public spaces or in
private spaces but are based on government regulations. With private contracts, there is often
a distinction that ends up occurring with what that looks like. The intent underlying this is to
preclude at least one of those aspects from occurring based on a constitutional right that
might end up existing. With respect to what that actually looks like in real time, they may
view something in terms of where something might end up being placed that might inhibit
the ability to address a potential safety issue that comes up. It would be hard for me to view a
scenario where that would end up existing, as | view this in the broadest of senses. | do
wonder if there is, primarily in apartment complexes, the ability if something were to
protrude into a specific space, if an apartment building were to come back and say, Hey, it
ended up in our common-interest space versus affixed within this portion, which is where
things start to get a little bit murky. That might be an area where they end up introducing
that. If this bill should get passed and that does end up happening, | would encourage folks to
contact my office.

Chair Miller:

Along those lines, | see people who have different expressions of their faith in their
windowsills, on their porches, in their yards. With the word, "reasonable,” my concern is
whether the HOAs or apartment complexes could ever use obstruction as an excuse for
visibility-related occurrences. Could they use the reasonable limitations based on visibility as
opposed to actual obstruction even if something is not interfering with anyone's mobility?
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Athar Haseebullah:

Because we are addressing multiple types of dwellings, in effect, when | read this, | tend to
read it more in the construct of an apartment building or a condo. It is harder for me
to envision what sort of a single-family residence or something of that nature would end up
looking like when it comes to reasonable restriction versus in one of those areas. What we
can do as we are discussing some of the other provisions for inclusion is figure out what that
looks like. If we must spell that out better and make distinctions, | think that is easier to do.
| think part of the reason for that inclusion was to not make it such that any of these
common-interest communities come forward and say their ability to be able to maintain the
common areas ends up being precluded by means of this legislation. That is certainly not
the intent. | think it is something we could probably spell out further.

Elliot Malin:
In a lot of conversations with some of the HOAs, we have learned that some of them may do
maintenance of lawns of the front of a residential unit. Each is different. For example, again,
my parents' HOA has a common-interest lawn that they are not necessarily in charge of
maintaining and so it was a balance with the HOAs and how we do this. We can continue the
conversation.

Chair Miller:

Not seeing any additional questions, | will move to testimony beginning here in Carson City.
Is there anyone wishing to testify in support of Senate Bill 201 (1st Reprint)? Not seeing
anyone, is there anyone in support in Las Vegas?

Michael DeL ee, Private Citizen, Amargosa Valley, Nevada:

I would like to speak in favor of the passage of S.B. 201 (R1). My client provided testimony
at the Senate hearing. To the Chair's point about whether this is an issue in Nevada, yes; it is
an issue in Nevada. | would just like to read the letter that was sent to my client who
ultimately did have to move out because she was unable to continue to have her mezuzah
affixed on the doorpost of her unit. This is the letter that was sent to her:

Our office administers the resident services and claims management
department in an effort to investigate and evaluate complaints, grievances, and
damages. This letter is regarding your tenancy. At your request to maintain a
religious symbol on the entry of your doorway, we would like to take this
opportunity to respond. Respectfully stated, while we understand that the
symbol is a religious symbol, please note that your request is denied. Pursuant
to your lease agreement, if your home is accessed by interior hall, no items are
allowed in that common space. This includes the area to your dwelling unit.

There is more to the letter. It is an exhibit in the Senate hearing, and | would appreciate if
you had an opportunity to look at that because it is very revealing. This is a problem in
Nevada. It is not just theoretical—other states have been ahead of Nevada, but | hope Nevada
can pass S.B. 201 (R1), and as some of the members have indicated, perhaps include cultural
items as well as religious. I think the current wording does not get specific enough, but if it
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includes cultural as well as religious items, it would include stuff like East Asian chunlian,
which are put in doorframes for New Year's celebrations. | urge the passage of S.B. 201 (R1)
and hope my client can call in.

Chair Miller:
Is there anyone else there in Las Vegas in support? Not seeing anyone, please open the phone
lines.

Oded Cohen, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada:

| am supporting S.B. 201 (R1). A mezuzah is a parchment scroll upon which verses from the
Torah are handwritten by an expert scribe, mandated twice in the Torah, and observed by
Jews for millennia. Its placement on the door designates the home is Jewish and symbolizes
God's watchful care over the household's inhabitants. In recent history, its message of
protection and Jewish identity in the face of adversity was reemphasized after many
anti-Semitic incidents throughout the nation and in Nevada as well. Posting a mezuzah is not
a decorative choice for Jews. Rather, an observant Jewish person will be unable to live in a
home where a placement of a mezuzah on an entry doorframe is not allowed.

According to Jewish law, one cannot fulfill the mitzvot, a deed or good deed, while violating
someone else's rights. The removal of a mezuzah is very serious, and families who celebrate
Passover or the Sabbath in their home or apartment will not be able to do so without the
protection of the mezuzah. They will not follow the Jewish law. Removing Jewish rights just
to remove [unintelligible] is not a right that should be respected. | hope this Committee and
the honorable Governor Lombardo will sign this bill for the Jewish community and for the
state of Nevada as a whole.

Chair Miller:

Next caller? [There was no one.] | will open it up for opposition testimony beginning here in
Carson City. Not see anyone, is there anyone in Las Vegas in opposition? [There was no
one.] Please open the phone lines.

Mike Kosor, Founder, Nevada HOA Reform Coalition:

My opposition to S.B. 201 (R1) is very narrowly focused and it deals not with the policy
intent but with section 1.3 of the bill [Exhibit H]. As I read it, under amendment 16,
paragraph 4 [sic] where it provides for a prevailing party, | am not aware of any section of
NRS Chapter 116 that contains its own prevailing party clause, and | see no reason this
provision should be treated differently. Currently, civil action can be pursued under
NRS Chapter 116, which addresses the awarding of attorney's fees in the cases of actual
damages. Allegations regarding violations in HOAs should be first addressed with the
Nevada Real Estate Division pursuant to NRS. The efficient and low-cost system is already
in place to handle alleged violations, and this process should not be circumvented.

As a general thought as far as general public policy, | believe that establishing private rights
of actions, particularly when coupled with prevailing party provisions for violations, is
contrary to good, sound public policy. As I listen to the Committee with some very good


http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/JUD/AJUD1079H.pdf

Assembly Committee on Judiciary
May 8, 2025
Page 23

questions, you can see there are plenty of opportunities for litigation, some of it
well-intended, some of it not. Encouraging litigation over statutory HOA matters will
significantly increase the financial burdens of these communities. The combination of private
right of action and prevailing party clauses could foster an environment for well-funded
entities to utilize litigation to suppress dissent, silence whistleblowers, or intimidate those
who question practices of the HOA. | request that provision be deleted from this bill.

Chair Miller:

Next caller? [There was no one.] I will open it up for neutral testimony beginning here in
Carson City. Not seeing anyone in Carson City or Las Vegas, will you open the phone lines?
[There was no one.] I will welcome the presenters back up for any final remarks. [Final
remarks were waived.] | will close the hearing on S.B. 201 (R1). Our last item today is public
comment. | welcome anyone up here in Carson City to make public comment. Not seeing
anyone, is there anyone in Las Vegas who would like to make public comment? [There was
no one.] Will you please open the phone lines?

Annemarie Grant, Private Citizen, Quincy, Massachusetts:

| am here to speak on behalf of my family and the many families who have lost loved ones in
the Washoe County jail system. | want to address a clear system failure—the refusal of the
Washoe County District Attorney's Office to investigate the murders of community members
who are killed by sheriff's deputies while in the custody of the jail. When someone dies in the
custody of the state, it is not just a tragedy. It is a moment that demands scrutiny,
transparency, and accountability. Yet in Washoe County, where my brother Thomas Purdy
was murdered by deputies, the district attorney's office (DA) has repeatedly refused to
investigate or prosecute deputies involved in fatal incidents inside the jail. These are not
isolated cases—they represent a clear pattern of inaction that erodes public trust and sends
a message that law enforcement can act with impunity behind closed doors.

This is not just a failure of leadership—it is a failure of justice. It sends a message that the
lives of those held in custody, our sons, daughters, brothers, and sisters, are disposable. It
creates a dangerous culture where deputies can act with impunity knowing they will not be
held accountable, and it robs grieving families of closure, truth, and the chance to see justice
served. This failure must be addressed.

The DA is elected to represent the people—not to protect law enforcement from scrutiny.
The Legislature has the power and responsibility to ensure that no public official can ignore
death in custody without consequence. | urge you to take legislative action to require
independent investigations of all in-custody deaths and ensure that prosecutors cannot simply
look the other way. Justice does not end at the jail door. Please do not let accountability stop
there either.



Assembly Committee on Judiciary
May 8, 2025
Page 24

Chair Miller:

Next caller? [There was no one.] | will see you all back at 8 a.m. tomorrow morning. This
meeting is adjourned [at 9:31 a.m.].
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