MINUTES OF THE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY

Eighty-third Session
May 2, 2025

The Senate Committee on Judiciary was called to order by
Chair Melanie Scheible at 1:17 p.m. on Friday, May 2, 2025, in Room 1214 of
the Legislative Building, 401 South Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada. The
meeting was videoconferenced to Room 6 of the Nevada Legislature Hearing
Rooms, 7120 Amigo Street, Las Vegas, Nevada. Exhibit A is the agenda.
Exhibit B is the attendance roster. All exhibits are available and on file in the
Research Library of the Legislative Counsel Bureau.
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CHAIR SCHEIBLE:
| will now open up the hearing on Assembly Bill (A.B.) 18.

ASSEMBLY BILL 18: Revises provisions relating to the electronic filing of certain
documents. (BDR 5-469)

JOHN McCoRrwmiIck (Nevada Supreme Court):

| am here today to present A.B. 18 to you. What A.B. 18 does and is intended
to do is correct a few instances in Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) where the
definition of an electronic signature calls for an image of the signature of the
filer rather than a more up-to-date definition of electronic signature.

Section 1 of the bill amends NRS 62D.400 to remove the requirement that a
petition or a filing in a juvenile matter have the actual picture of the signature,
and rather replaces it with a reference to electronic signature in the Nevada
Electronic Filing and Conversion Rules (Exhibit C), which are on NELIS [Nevada
Electronic Legislative Information System]. The actual definition of e-signature
we used in those rules appears on page 3 [b]. It is Rule 2, subsection K.
Electronic filing [signature] is an electronic identifier, created by computer,
intended by the party using it to have the same force and effect as the use of
manual signature.

That definition in the e-file rules is substantially similar to the definition of
electronic signature that can be found in NRS 719.100.

Section 2 replaces the image requirement in NRS 171 that deals with
proceedings to commitment, so matters like warrants and arrests, et cetera.

Section 3 replaces the image requirement In NRS 173.049 which is dealing with
the initiation of a criminal prosecution by filing information or indictment.

Section 4 updates the definition in NRS 178.891 [178.591], which is the
general provisions chapter in the criminal procedure section of statute.

Finally, section 5 of the bill updates the e-signature definition in NRS 432B to
eliminate that requirement for the image of the filer and rather allow an
e-signature. Chapter 432B of NRS deals with those cases regarding child abuse
and neglect.
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The intent of the bill is to modernize the language and make sure that we are
using e-signatures correctly.

CHAIR SCHEIBLE:
We will now move to support testimony for A.B. 18.

TAYLOR AVERY (Vegas Chamber):

The Chamber is in support of A.B. 18. Allowing certain legal documents to be
submitted with an electronic signature rather than an image will streamline the
submission process and make the courts more efficient, efforts which the
Chamber strongly supports. The Chamber supports efforts to make the courts
more easily accessible to the public.

CHAIR SCHEIBLE:
Seeing no one coming to testify in opposition, we will now move on to neutral
testimony.

TONJA BROWN (Advocates for the Inmates and the Innocent):

We are in neutral on this, and the only reason we are is because it does not
apply to the inmates. | know it is a costly matter, but inmates are not allowed
to file electronically. They have to sign in and stuff. | will tell you that a few
weeks ago, | did receive a letter from an inmate who lost an appeal because
[the courts] never received it. Even though it was signed in through the law
clerk, the courts never received it. This is something to consider down the road.

CHAIR SCHEIBLE:
| will close the hearing on A.B. 18 and open the hearing on A.B. 25.

ASSEMBLY BILL 25 (1st Reprint): Revises provisions relating to offenders.
(BDR 16-296)

JAMES DzURENDA (Director, Nevada Department of Corrections):

We are looking for changes in three parts of this. The first is in section 1 under
mammograms and pelvic exams. The current NRS requires the
Department of Corrections (DOC) to do mammograms and pelvic exams on
women offenders, and it does not give age groups. In our Department, we
incarcerate at the age of 14 and above, and this statute made our physicians
refuse to do mammograms at that age, claiming that it starts to become a
precursor for possible cancer in the future. We wanted to make sure that the
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NRS was clear with some type of standards that they use in the community
based on the American Medical Association.

In section 1, we are looking at making it clear that mammograms will be done in
the DOC [between] the ages of 40 [and] 45 unless a medical provider requires it
for some other specific medical purpose. The second part of section 1 would
also make the pelvic exams starting for women at the age of 21 in order to
make it consistent to the standards in the community.

Section 4 is a little different. It removes, and it does not clearly come out and
say this, the language for boot camps. Boot camps were a regimen that was
done years ago in the DOC for specific offenders that the court would assign.
Those boot camps were abolished about ten years ago or longer. They no longer
exist in the DOC, and we are looking to have them removed from the NRS just
because we still get court documents ordering certain offenders into boot camp,
which we do not do.

Section 5 adds language to be able to utilize a correctional ID for the purpose of
a notary. Current language is that it has to be a driver's license or official state
license for that fact. Offenders do not have a license in their possessions but do
have Nevada DOC IDs for notary purposes. | also had support from the courts;
the Court Administrator and the Attorney General’s Office were involved in this.
Both thought this was the best thing that we can do, and [they] support that
this would be a change in the NRS.

CHAIR SCHEIBLE:
| have one clarifying question on section 4. That would not apply to the Spring
Mountain Youth Camp? That would still remain open, correct?

MR. DZURENDA:
Correct, it is only for the Nevada DOC.

CHAIR SCHEIBLE:

Okay, and as | recall, there used to be a program for offenders, and maybe it is
the Spring Mountain Youth Camp, between the ages of 18 and 21. It was only
available to men, and we did call it boot camp for very young offenders. Is that
what you are talking about?
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MR. DZURENDA:

Yes, there used to be a boot camp up in Indian Springs that they used to do for
[young men aged] 18 to 21, and it was a physical regimen that they would be
required to complete.

CHAIR SCHEIBLE:
Okay, and that program no longer exists, is that correct?

MR. DZURENDA:

Correct, it was abolished about ten years ago when the National Institute of
Corrections said that it was not beneficial and had no evidence base to say that
it did anything for the offender for progress.

CHAIR SCHEIBLE:
Seeing no one coming to testify in support or opposition, we will now go into
neutral testimony on A.B. 25.

Ms. BROWN:

[On the mammograms,] | see that it applies to the women, and that is why we
are in neutral because some men do get breast cancer. | want to refer to Montel
Williams [who got breast cancer] at an early age. Is it possible to put men in
there if they have some issues?

CHAIR SCHEIBLE:
| will now close the hearing on A.B. 25 and move to public comment.

Ms. BROWN:

| have provided written testimony (Exhibit D contains copyrighted material.
Original is available upon request from the Research Library.) and documents to
[the committee]. | want you to know the Attorney General's Office received a
complaint that | had personally filed dealing with the Washoe County District
Attorney's (DA) office on April 18, 2025. | will just briefly read it. | have
attached the documents along with the complaint, and basically to sum it up:

| am filing a pattern or practice complaint. | have attached the
Pattern and [or] Practice Investigations, pages 8.1 [6] through 3 [8]
under NRS 289.110. Pages 6 and 7 [10 to 12] [of] the pattern or
practice complaint is against the Washoe County District
Attorney's Conviction Integrity Committee Unit (CIC). The CIC has
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a practice of not reviewing an applicant’s request for a review of
their wrongful conviction if the applicant raises Brady violations
and produces the exculpatory evidence that supports the violation.
The CIC will not review the applicant's request for review and [it]
will receive a no review. But if they do not claim a Brady violation,
this is documented from 2018 to 2025, the law enforcement
agencies cannot have the district attorneys investigate into their
own agencies.

That is why the law enforcement agencies submitted my complaint back in
2022 to the Attorney General’s Office.

Basically, what is happening is [that] | filed against the CIC. | provided them the
evidence, and | got a no review. There are two letters in here: one is mine, and
another is another individual’s three months apart back in 2018; to this day,
they've never had any more applicants. There are just the two [applicants],
[and] you can clearly see that the other applicant who claimed no Brady
violations got all of the court documents. Everything was looked at in his case,
and he was still denied a review because he was not factually innocent
according to the documents they looked at.

In my particular case, they provided all the exculpatory evidence that was found
hiding in the district attorney’s file in 2009 and gave it a no review. They just
went on to the Supreme Court, looked at those decisions and denied the
review.

In 2022, | resubmitted it with the district attorney's office to look into the CIC
unit and then again in 2024. [On] December 30, 2024, newly discovered
evidence, even more so, in my brother's case came forward. That is what this is
about. You will see in the attachment that the law enforcement agency, Sparks
Police Department, Reno Police Department and the Washoe County Sheriff's
Office all submitted my complaint to the Attorney General's Office, going back
to 2022. It sat there for nearly two years, and then what they said was, “Send
it back to the Washoe County Sheriff's.” Well, you can't do that because
according to [NRS] 289.110, if a law enforcement agency receives a complaint
against the district attorney's office, they can’t investigate themselves; the
Attorney General (AG) has to, and that is what the law enforcement office
agencies did. They took my complaint, because it dealt with the district
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attorney, and submitted it. The Attorney General’s Office received a brand-new
complaint pointing out where they need to look at this.

Basically, the wheels of justice are just spinning around in this case. | think you
need to look at, possibly next year, the pattern or practice. A person should not
be able to file a complaint; they need to file their own law [to] the AG’s Office
and should have a statute of limitations on when. It sat there for years. It
should have been done right away. | recently have spoken with the [Washoe
County] DA’s office, Chris Hicks, because | wanted to have a sit-down. That is
the other issue with the CIC; he will not have a sit-down with me right now.
Other things are in the works, and | will tell you that the local media is
interested in what is going on.

| just wanted to bring it to your attention, and [| want you to] take a look at
people who claim wrongful convictions going through the CIC and how the
wheels of justice just keep spinning. It is a crime if prosecutors withhold
evidence, and it is a crime for prosecutors to continue to cover it up. This is the
CIC, and | will not give the names, but you all personally know; you will see the
letter and their response. We ask that you take a look at this for [the] future and
stuff on wrongful convictions and take a look at that pattern of practice. Put a
time limit on it, and if the law enforcement agencies submit a complaint to the
AG’s Office, it needs to be dealt with ASAP and not years later.

ANNEMARIE GRANT (Advocates for the Inmates and the Innocent):

Over the years, there's been a history of withholding exculpatory evidence at
the Washoe County District Attorney’s Office. | recently viewed a 2010 video
of the DA at the time at a conference. The current Washoe DA is his protégé.
When he was asked why he continued to employ a DDA [deputy district
attorney] who had documented and substantiated incidents of withholding
exculpatory evidence, his response was, “DDA (blank) is a good prosecutor in
the office, and he will continue to stay there as long as he does his job the way
he is supposed to.”

DNA [has] exonerated some of the DDA’s victims. A DDA [is the subject of] a
Second Judicial [District Court] judge ruling in their order in a sexual assault
case:

[The court finds that] DDA blank was well-aware of the
significance of evidence related to the girl's arrest, investigation



Senate Committee on Judiciary
May 2, 2025
Page 8

and the allegations against DDA blank. The court has considered all
points and authorities in the argument of counsel, along with the
record in its entirety, and it finds prosecutor blank violated parties’
reciprocal discovery. DDA blank's misconduct has caused this case
to be delayed, has inconvenienced jurors who reported to court to
commence trial, has caused the State and county to incur costs
associated with trial preparation and has created concern from
defense counsel as to DDA blank's integrity and or ability to
properly comply with the rules of discovery.

Three Supreme Court justices affirmed the district's court order. Ultimately,
nobody held DDA blank accountable, not the court, not the Bar and certainly
not the head district attorney. Instead, he continued to be employed by the
Washoe County DA. Prosecutors need to be held accountable for withholding
exculpatory evidence and violating a defendant's right to due process, yet these
types of prosecutors receive no punishment ever. There is nobody holding then
accountable, and it is up to the Legislature to do that.

These other alleged oversights of the DAs policing themselves are not
transparency and will not get us to accountability, and it is essentially the fox
guarding the hen house. For those types of prosecutors—and | am not saying it
is a rampant situation—we certainly need a mechanism of accountability for the
ones that are violating constitutional due process rights. The NRS regarding
discovery needs to be amended to hold prosecutors accountable and call for
prison time and disbarment. District attorneys are one of the few job titles that
allow them to destroy another individual's life without consequences. District
attorneys advocate for prison time for some criminals as a deterrent.
Withholding exculpatory evidence is just as vile and egregious as some of the
crimes the DAs are prosecuting themselves.
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CHAIR SCHEIBLE:
We are adjourned at 1:40 p.m.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:

Timothy Gibbs,
Committee Secretary

APPROVED BY:

Senator Melanie Scheible, Chair

DATE:
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