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I. Call to Order
a. Call of Roll
b. Determination of a Quorum

II. Public Comment
Because of time considerations, the period for public comment by each speaker may be

limited. Speakers are urged to avoid repetition of comments already made by previous

speakers.

III. Review and Approval of the September 05, 2017 Meeting Summary*

IV. Update on Nevada Right to Counsel Commission – Mr. John McCormick

V. Rural Counsel Contracts Disscussion

VI. Update on Caseload Standards - Mr. Hans Jessup

VII. Status Update on Indigent Defense Clark County - Mr. Phil Kohn, Mr. Drew Christensen
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VIII. Status Update on Indigent Defense in Washoe County - Mr. Jeremy Bosler, Ms. Jennifer

Lunt,  Mr. Bob Bell

IX. Status Update from State Public Defender’s Office - Ms. Karin Kreizenbeck

X. Status Update on the Federal Public Defender’s office – Ms. Megan Hoffman

XI. Update on Eighth Judicial District Court Homicide Case Pilot Project – Mr. Chris Lalli

XII. Other Business

XIII. Adjournment

 Action items are noted by * and typically include review, approval, denial, and/or postponement of specific items.  Certain items may be referred to a 
subcommittee for additional review and action.

 Agenda items may be taken out of order at the discretion of the Chair in order to accommodate persons appearing before the Commission and/or to aid 
in the time efficiency of the meeting.

 If members of the public participate in the meeting, they must identify themselves when requested.   Public comment is welcomed by the Commission 
but may be limited to five minutes per person at the discretion of the Chair.

 The Commission is pleased to provide reasonable accommodations for members of the public who are disabled and wish to attend the meeting.  If 
assistance is required, please notify Commission staff by phone or by  email no later than two working days prior to the meeting, as follows: Jamie 
Gradick, (775) 687-9808 - email: jgradick@nvcourts.nv.gov

 This meeting is exempt from the Nevada Open Meeting Law (NRS 241.030 (4)(a))

 At the discretion of the Chair, topics related to the administration of justice, judicial personnel, and judicial matters that are of a confidential nature 
may be closed to the public.

 Notice of this meeting was posted in the following locations:  Nevada Supreme Court website: www.nevadajudiciary.us; Carson City: Supreme Court
Building, Administrative Office of the Courts, 201 South Carson Street; Las Vegas: 408 East Clark Avenue.
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Indigent Defense Commission 

Summary Prepared by Jamie Gradick 

September 05, 2017 
1:30p.m. 

I. Call to Order
 Call of Roll and Determination of a Quorum

 Mr. John McCormick called roll; a quorum was present.

II. Public Comment
 Chief Justice Michael Cherry determined there was no public comment.

III. Review and Approval of the May 31, 2017 Meeting Summary
 Attendees approved the summary of the May 31, 2017 meeting.

IV. Discussion of  SB377

Attendees Present 

Chief Justice Michael A. Cherry, Chair 
Justice Lidia Stiglich 
Judge Tom Armstrong 
Chief Judge Patrick Flanagan 
Judge Kevin Higgins 
Judge Mike Montero 
Judge John Schlegelmilch 
Judge Mason Simons 
Judge Jim Shirley 
Judge Kimberly Wanker 
Judge Nathan Tod Young 
Bob Bell 
Jeremy Bosler 
David Carroll 
Drew Christensen 
Joni Eastley  
Kim Farmer 
Franny Forsman 
Kriston Hill 

Dana Hlavac 
Megan Hoffman 
Philip J. Kohn 
Karin Kreizenbeck 
Chris Lalli 
John Lambrose 
Mark Picker 
Rachelle Resnick 
Diane Roth 
Dagny Stapleton 
Matt Stermitz 
Holly Wellborn 
Jeff Wells  

AOC Staff 

Ben Graham 
Hans Jessup 
John McCormick 
Michael Sommermeyer 



 Mr. McCormick and Mr. Ben Graham provided attendees with an overview of the
history and passage of Senate Bill 377.

 Discussion was held regarding the creation of the Nevada Right to Counsel
Commission; currently, the appointment process is ongoing.
 Clark County’s nominations include Phil Kohn, Drew Christensen, or Darren (?) 
 Ms. Dagny Stapleton informed attendees that NACO has voted on and submitted 

6 names to the Governor for consideration. 
 Senator Ford has nominated Senator Segerblom to sit on the Commission. 
 LCB will be rendering an opinion regarding the confusion over “public defender 

who may derive benefit” provision. 
 Chief Justice Cherry asked for clarification regarding whether Mr. David Carroll 

and the 6th Amendment Center will provide consulting services; Mr. McCormick 
explained that this is the tentative plan. 

 Washoe County’s nominees are still unclear. 

V. Update on Nevada Right to Counsel Commission
 Chief Justice Cherry asked for input regarding the Board of Governors’ appointments.

 Discussion was held regarding whether contract lawyers can or cannot be on the 
Commission; LCB is looking into this. 

 Concern was expressed regarding the slow progress of the appointment process 
and the short amount of time the Commission has to develop its recommendations 
(1 year). 

 Ms. Kim Farmer commented that the Board is waiting on the LCB to provide 
direction regarding whether the contract attorneys can be approved. As the 
legislation is written, contract employees cannot be approved.  

 Chief Justice Cherry asked that Ms. Farmer move forward with the language as it
currently reads.
 Ms. Farmer commented that she will remove contract attorneys from the applicant 

list.  
 Ms. Franny Forsman commented that the problem appears to be a lack of interest 

among rural attorneys; they may need some help recruiting in the rural counties. 
 Judge Mason Simons offered to work on recruiting attorneys from Elko County; 

Chief Justice Cherry asked that Judge Simons put any interested candidates in 
touch with Ms. Farmer. 

 Mr. Lambrose expressed concern regarding a non-contract attorney serving on the 
Commission if he/she also works with a contract attorney; public defenders 
serving on the Commission is acceptable. 

 Chief Justice Cherry stressed the importance of moving forward with the new
Commission and not losing momentum.

VI. Discussion on the Future of the IDC



 Chief Justice Cherry informed attendees that there is some pressure to “free up” staff
by ending the IDC but he doesn’t believe the IDC has run its full course yet; we need
to continue on until the Nevada Right to Counsel Commission is adequately
established and functioning.

 Chief Justice Cherry asked for input regarding the future of the IDC.
 Mr. Jeremy Bosler suggested the IDC provide the Right to Counsel Commission

with its reports/materials and recommendations from its own efforts. 
 Discussion was held regarding sharing the history of the IDC with the 

Commission; this will occur when appropriate time. 

VII. Update on Caseload Standards (See meeting materials for handout)
• Mr. Hans Jessup provided an overview of the preliminary numbers for the FY17 

caseloads.
• The increase in dispositions is due, largely, to an increase in the number of 

dispositions being reported by the Las Vegas Justice Court; this could be occurring for 
a variety of reasons.

• Ms. Forsman asked if the numbers for the rural counties include the contract attorneys 
and the institutional defenders (when applicable)?
− Mr. Jessup explained that the data is usually provided by the courts and includes 

both if the county has both. 
 Ms. Forsman asked if the statistics can be broken down to see what the average

caseload is for the contract attorneys in the rural counties.
 Mr. Jessup explained that the data isn’t broken down that way; the contract

attorney would have records on their individual caseloads. 
 Discussion was held regarding finalizing the Annual Report data by the end of the

month and releasing the report in mid-November.

VIII. Status Update on Indigent Defense in Clark County
 Mr. Phil Kohn reported that they are experiencing the same issues with bail; in the

four justice court departments using the tool, the consistency of use is varied - the
judges are each using it differently.
 Metro is putting people out on a different monitoring system to address

overcrowding. 
 Discussion was held regarding the possible use of a bail master in Clark County; 

Mr. Kohn confirmed there are no immediate plans for this. 
 Mr. Jeff Wells commented that, while there is inconsistency among the 4 pilot-site

judges, the program is being expanded to the other departments and this is being
tracked in order to preserve statistical validity.
 Attendees discussed the need for coordination between the Committee to Study

Evidence-Based Pretrial Release and the Right to Counsel Commission to make 
sure the pretrial changes will benefit indigent defendants. 



 
 

 Mr. Drew Christensen informed attendees that Mr. David Schiek retired in July; at the 
request of Clark County, Mr. Christensen is overseeing the SPD. (Portions of this 

discussion were inaudible) 
 Attendees discussed training of new attorneys and county allocation of additional 

resources. 
 432B cases are now court appointed to private attorneys; the Clark County PD 

doesn’t handle these cases. Discussion was held regarding the possibility of 
establishing a separate county PD office to handle these cases so there’s 
consistency in representation. Mr. Wells commented that the Clark County is 
focusing on stabilizing the SPD office before considering the creation of other 
offices. 

 Attendees discusses caseload standards for 432B cases – 100 “open” cases 
 Discussion was held regarding “cross-training” attorneys from this department to 

integrate into Mr. Kohn’s office and whether this would present a conflict. 
 

IX. Status Update on Indigent Defense in Washoe County 
 Ms. Bosler provided an update on indigent defense in Washoe County; there are some 

issues with the pretrial release program and calendaring issues. 
 There has been discussion of implementing a “bail master” system. 
 Due to the calendaring issues, the courts are considering reaching out to NCSC 

for review of current processes and suggestions for improvement. 
 Mr. Picker commented that the bail master would also improve consistency in bail. 
 Mr. Picker informed attendees that Kay Thomas is the new county manager. Also, 

Jennifer Lunt is retiring in January; the process to appoint her replacement is 
beginning next week. 

 Mr. McCormick informed attendees that the Committee to Study Evidence-Based 
Pretrial Release’s pilot site program is still ongoing; the Committee voted to continue 
the program through the end of the year. 

 Mr. Bell commented that everything is “going well” and they are working on 
tightening up some procedures in the conflict group, particularly in the family courts. 
 

X. Status Update from State Public Defender’s Office 
 Ms. Karin Kreizenbeck provided an update on the State PD Office; things are going 

well but there is one district court judge who will not award expert fees. 
 There is a problem with misdemeanor probation violation; this is becoming a drain on 

resources and is being discussed with stakeholders.  
 Recently, there’s been an issue with specialty courts – district court judges wanting 

more options when a defendant is termination from a specialty court. 
 Discussion was held regarding how this is handled in other counties and the use of 

probation instead of jail. 



 
 

 Mr. Bosler commented that specialty courts audits are good tools for sharing “best 
practices” and he would be happy to look into Washoe County specialty courts 
visiting and auditing other courts in the state. 

 Mr. Mark Picker commented that, in some cases, the participants can be put back 
into the program but with a “strike” on their record so they are aware this is their 
last chance. 
 

XI. Update on Rural Contract Counsel Fees (See meeting materials for handout) 
 Ms. Forsman presented her report regarding the counsel contracts in the rural 

counties. 
 The July 23, 2015 ADKT language needs to be modified; currently, only 3 rural 

counties comply with the Order’s language.  
 Most of the contracts do not allow for travel reimbursement. 
 There are variances among the contracts in terms of how they define 

“extraordinary” and under what circumstances they courts will consider paying 
additional fees/expenses. 

 Ms. Forsman concluded that her analysis of the rural contracts shows that most of 
them are in, fact, still flat fee contracts despite the language of the Order. 

 Ms. Joni Eastley commented that Nye County’s contract includes language that 
allows for payment of extraordinary costs. 
 Discussion was held regarding the interpretation of the language and how the 

lawyers are interpreting “extraordinary fees” and what they may request payment 
for. 

 Judge Wanker commented that she routinely approves extraordinary fees and 
explained how the contract attorneys in Nye County are compensated. 

 Ms. Forsman clarified that the fees she is referring to include hourly rates when a 
case is more complex and goes to trial. The issue is that the attorney cannot be in 
the position of losing money if he/she takes the case to trial. 

 Mr. Bosler commented that the requests for fees by attorneys should be tracked. 
 Chief Justice Cherry commented on the difference between the flat fee contract 

system and the hourly system used in the urban counties. 
 Attendees discussed the concern that if rural counties have to pay contract attorney 

hourly rates as “extraordinary fees” for every case that may go to trial, they will have 
to decrease the amount of the contracts and they will struggle to find adequate 
attorneys to take these positions.  

 Ms. Stapleton asked that the contracts be provided to the Commission membership; 
Ms. Gradick will distribute the contracts that have been provided. 

 
XII. Other Business 

 Judge Schlegelmilch informed attendees that Lyon County has been using a pretrial 
release program and it has “failed miserably”. 



 
 

 48% fail rate, more warrants issued due to lack of compliance 
 Chief Justice Cherry commented that Judge Schlegelmilch should communicate 

his concerns to the Committee to Study Evidence-Based Pretrial Release. Mr. 
McCormick will have Ms. Jamie Gradick reach out to Judge Schlegelmilch 
regarding this.  

 Justice Stiglich asked for clarification regarding the use of the term “violating” and 
whether that means the defendant is recidivating/not coming back, or violating 
conditions of OR? The answer to this determines the changes that need to be made 
and the issues that need to be addressed. 
 The question is are they coming back to court? Does the system still work to get 

the right category of people back to court? Are we placing conditions on people 
on OR that they wouldn’t get if they were able to pay bail? 

 Ms. Megan Hoffman provided a brief update on work begin done in the 9th Circuit 
Federal District Court. 
 Caseloads remain high; increase in rural evidentiary hearings. 
 Continuing to monitor issues arising in state courts. 

 Mr. Chris Lalli provided a brief update on the Eighth Judicial District Court 
Homicide Case Pilot Project. 
 The pilot program has been in place for almost 2 months; there has been an 

uptake in the number of cases resolved through negotiation. Initial reports seem to 
be positive but it’s too early for a conclusive evaluation.  

 Chief Justice Cherry thanked NACO for its participation in the IDC. 
 

XIII. Adjournment 

 



 

- 79th Session (2017) 

Senate Bill No. 377–Committee on Judiciary 
 

CHAPTER.......... 
 

AN ACT relating to indigent defense; creating the Nevada Right to 
Counsel Commission; prescribing the membership and duties 
of the Commission; authorizing the Commission to request 
the drafting of not more than one legislative measure for each 
regular session of the Legislature; making an appropriation; 
and providing other matters properly relating thereto. 

Legislative Counsel’s Digest: 
 This bill creates the Nevada Right to Counsel Commission and prescribes the 
duties and functions of the Commission. Section 9 of this bill provides that the 
Commission consists of 13 voting members and the Chief Justice of the Nevada 
Supreme Court, who is an ex officio nonvoting member of the Commission. Under 
section 9, of the 13 voting members of the Commission, the Governor appoints 10 
members from among nominees selected by various entities interested in the 
provision of indigent defense services and the Majority Leader of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the Assembly and the Chief Justice of the Nevada Supreme Court each 
appoint one member. Section 9 also provides that a member of the Commission 
serves without compensation but is entitled to receive the per diem and travel 
expenses for state officers and employees while the member is engaged in the 
business of the Commission. Section 32 of this bill provides for the appointment of 
members of the Commission to terms which expire on June 30, 2019. 
 Section 11 of this bill requires the Commission to conduct a study during the 
2017-2019 interim concerning issues relating to the provision of legal 
representation to indigent persons. Section 11 also requires the Commission to 
recommend to the Legislature standards concerning the provision of legal 
representation to indigent persons. The recommendations must include:  
(1) standards related to the caseload and workload of defense counsel; (2) minimum 
standards for the provision of legal representation to indigent persons; (3) minimum 
standards for a statewide system for the provision of such services in a county 
whose population is less than 100,000 (currently all counties other than Clark and 
Washoe Counties); (4) funding a statewide system for the provision of such 
services; and (5) any other recommendations in accordance with the findings of the 
Commission. Recommendations proposed by the Commission must be submitted to 
the Office of Finance in the Office of the Governor and the Legislature on or before 
September 1, 2018. 
 Existing law prescribes the number of legislative measures which may be 
requested by various departments, agencies and other entities of this State for each 
regular session of the Legislature. (NRS 218D.100-218D.220) Section 31.2 of this 
bill authorizes the Nevada Right to Counsel Commission to request for each regular 
session of the Legislature the drafting of not more than one legislative measure 
which relates to matters within the scope of the Right to Counsel Commission. 
 Section 31.6 of this bill makes an appropriation from the State General Fund of 
$115,000 for Fiscal Year 2017-2018 and $115,000 for Fiscal Year 2018-2019 to the 
Nevada Supreme Court for expenses related to the Commission. 
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EXPLANATION – Matter in bolded italics is new; matter between brackets [omitted material] is material to be omitted. 
 
 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN 
SENATE AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS: 

 
 Section 1.  (Deleted by amendment.) 
 Sec. 2.  Chapter 180 of NRS is hereby amended by adding 
thereto the provisions set forth as sections 3 to 16, inclusive, of this 
act. 
 Sec. 3.  (Deleted by amendment.) 
 Sec. 4.  As used in this chapter, unless the context otherwise 
requires, the words and terms defined in sections 5 to 8, inclusive, 
of this act have the meanings ascribed to them in those sections. 
 Sec. 5.  (Deleted by amendment.) 
 Sec. 6.  “Commission” means the Nevada Right to Counsel 
Commission created by section 9 of this act. 
 Sec. 7.  “Indigent defense services” means the provision of 
legal representation to: 
 1.  An indigent person who is charged with a public offense; 
or 
 2.  An indigent child who is: 
 (a) Alleged to be delinquent; or 
 (b) In need of supervision pursuant to title 5 of NRS.  
 Sec. 8.  (Deleted by amendment.) 
 Sec. 9.  1.  The Nevada Right to Counsel Commission, 
consisting of 13 voting members and 1 ex officio nonvoting 
member, is hereby created. 
 2.  The voting members of the Commission must be appointed 
as follows: 
 (a) One member who is a member in good standing of the 
State Bar of Nevada, appointed by the Majority Leader of the 
Senate. 
 (b) One member who has expertise in the finances of State 
Government, appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly. 
 (c) One member who is a retired judge or justice or has 
expertise in juvenile justice and criminal law, appointed by the 
Chief Justice of the Nevada Supreme Court. 
 (d) Two members from among six nominees selected by the 
Board of Governors of the State Bar of Nevada, three of whom 
must be members in good standing of the State Bar of Nevada who 
reside in a county whose population is less than 100,000, and 
three of whom must be members in good standing of the State Bar 
of Nevada who reside in a county whose population is 100,000 or 



 
 – 3 – 
 

 

- 79th Session (2017) 

more, appointed by the Governor. The Governor must appoint one 
member who resides in a county whose population is less than 
100,000 and one member who resides in a county whose 
population is 100,000 or more. 
 (e) Four members from among six nominees selected by the 
Nevada Association of Counties who reside in a county whose 
population is less than 100,000, appointed by the Governor. The 
Governor must appoint one member who has expertise in the 
finances of local government. 
 (f) Two members from among four nominees selected by the 
Board of County Commissioners of Clark County, appointed by 
the Governor. 
 (g) One member from among two nominees selected by the 
Board of County Commissioners of Washoe County, appointed by 
the Governor. 
 (h) One member from among three nominees selected jointly 
by associations of the State Bar of Nevada who represent members 
of racial or ethnic minorities, appointed by the Governor. 
 3.  The Chief Justice of the Nevada Supreme Court or his or 
her designee is an ex officio, nonvoting member of the 
Commission. 
 4.  Each person appointed to the Commission pursuant to 
subsection 2 must have: 
 (a) Significant experience in providing legal representation to 
indigent persons who are charged with public offenses or to 
indigent children who are alleged to be delinquent or in need of 
supervision;  
 (b) A demonstrated commitment to providing effective legal 
representation to such persons; or 
 (c) Expertise or experience, as determined by the appointing 
authority, which qualifies the person to contribute to the purpose 
of the Commission or to carrying out any of its functions pursuant 
to section 11 of this act. 
 5.  A person must not be appointed to the Commission 
pursuant to subsection 2 if he or she is: 
 (a) A current judge, justice or judicial officer; 
 (b) A prosecuting attorney or an employee thereof; 
 (c) A law enforcement officer or an employee of a law 
enforcement agency; or 
 (d) An attorney who may obtain any financial benefit from the 
policies adopted by the Commission. 
 6.  In addition to the other requirements set forth in this 
section, not more than two persons who are county managers or 
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members of a board of county commissioners may be appointed to 
the Commission pursuant to subsection 2. 
 7.  Each member of the Commission continues in office until 
a successor is appointed.  
 8.  Any vacancy occurring in the membership of the 
Commission must be filled in the same manner as the original 
appointment for the remainder of the unexpired term. 
 9.  Each member of the Commission: 
 (a) Serves without compensation; and 
 (b) While engaged in the business of the Commission, is 
entitled to receive the per diem allowance and travel expenses 
provided for state officers and employees generally. 
 10.  Each member of the Commission who is an officer or 
employee of the State or a local government must be relieved from 
his or her duties without loss of his or her regular compensation 
so that the member may prepare for and attend meetings of the 
Commission and perform any work necessary to carry out the 
duties of the Commission in the most timely manner practicable. A 
state agency or local government shall not require an officer or 
employee who is a member of the Commission to make up the time 
the member is absent from work to carry out his or her duties as a 
member, and shall not require the member to take annual 
vacation or compensatory time for the absence. 
 11.  The Governor may remove a member of the Commission 
for incompetence, neglect of duty, moral turpitude, misfeasance, 
malfeasance or nonfeasance in office or for any other good cause. 
 12.  A majority of the voting members of the Commission 
constitutes a quorum for the transaction of business at a meeting 
of the Commission. A majority of the voting members of the 
Commission is required for official action of the Commission. 
 Sec. 10.  (Deleted by amendment.) 
 Sec. 11.  1.  The Commission shall conduct a study during 
the 2017-2019 interim concerning issues relating to the provision 
of indigent defense services.  
 2.  The Commission shall make recommendations to the 
Legislature to improve the provision of indigent defense services 
and to ensure that those services are provided in a manner that 
complies with the standards for the effective assistance of counsel 
established by the United States Supreme Court and the appellate 
courts of this State under the Sixth Amendment to the United 
States Constitution and Section 8 of Article 1 of the Nevada 
Constitution. The Commission shall make recommendations 
concerning: 
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 (a) Standards related to the caseload and workload of defense 
counsel; 
 (b) Minimum standards for the provision of indigent defense 
services; 
 (c) Minimum standards for a statewide system for the 
provision of indigent defense services in a county whose 
population is less than 100,000; 
 (d) Funding a statewide system for the provision of indigent 
services; and 
 (e) Any other recommendations in accordance with the 
findings of the Commission. 
 3.  Any state agency, political subdivision of this State or any 
other state or local governmental agency in this State, or any 
officer, employee or other person acting on behalf of such an 
agency or entity, shall provide, to the best ability of the agency, 
entity or person, information requested by the Commission to 
carry out any of its functions pursuant to this section. 
 4.  The Commission may employ and contract, within the 
limits of legislative appropriations, such experts as necessary to 
carry out any of its functions pursuant to this section.  
 5.  On or before September 1, 2018, the Commission shall 
submit a report of its findings and any recommendations to: 
 (a) The Office of Finance in the Office of the Governor; and  
 (b) The Director of the Legislative Counsel Bureau for 
transmittal to the 80th Session of the Nevada Legislature. 
 Secs. 12-31.  (Deleted by amendment.) 
 Sec. 31.2.  Chapter 218D of NRS is hereby amended by adding 
thereto a new section to read as follows: 
 1.  For a regular session, the Nevada Right to Counsel 
Commission created by section 9 of this act may request the 
drafting of not more than one legislative measure which relates to 
matters within the scope of the Commission. The request must be 
submitted to the Legislative Counsel on or before September 1 
preceding the regular session. 
 2.  A request made pursuant to this section must be on a form 
prescribed by the Legislative Counsel. A legislative measure 
requested pursuant to this section must be prefiled on or before 
the third Wednesday in November preceding the regular session. A 
legislative measure that is not prefiled on or before that day shall 
be deemed withdrawn.  
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 Sec. 31.4.  NRS 218D.100 is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 
 218D.100  1.  The provisions of NRS 218D.100 to 218D.220, 
inclusive, and section 31.2 of this act apply to requests for the 
drafting of legislative measures for a regular session. 
 2.  Except as otherwise provided by a specific statute, joint rule 
or concurrent resolution, the Legislative Counsel shall not honor a 
request for the drafting of a legislative measure if the request: 
 (a) Exceeds the number of requests authorized by NRS 
218D.100 to 218D.220, inclusive, and section 31.2 of this act for 
the requester; or 
 (b) Is submitted by an authorized nonlegislative requester 
pursuant to NRS 218D.175 to 218D.220, inclusive, and section 31.2 
of this act but is not in a subject related to the function of the 
requester. 
 3.  The Legislative Counsel shall not: 
 (a) Assign a number to a request for the drafting of a legislative 
measure to establish the priority of the request until sufficient detail 
has been received to allow complete drafting of the legislative 
measure. 
 (b) Honor a request to change the subject matter of a request for 
the drafting of a legislative measure after it has been submitted for 
drafting. 
 (c) Honor a request for the drafting of a legislative measure 
which has been combined in violation of Section 17 of Article 4 of 
the Nevada Constitution. 
 Sec. 31.6.  1.  There is hereby appropriated from the State 
General Fund to the Nevada Supreme Court for expenses related to 
the Nevada Right to Counsel Commission created by section 9 of 
this act the following sums: 

For the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 .................................. $115,000 
For the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 .................................. $115,000 

 2.  Any balance of the sums appropriated by subsection 1 
remaining at the end of the respective years must not be committed 
for expenditure after June 30 of the respective fiscal years by the 
entity to which the appropriation is made or any entity to which 
money from the appropriation is granted or otherwise transferred in 
any manner, and any portion of the appropriated money remaining 
must not be spent for any purpose after September 21, 2018, and 
September 20, 2019, respectively, by either the entity to which the 
money was appropriated or the entity to which the money was 
subsequently granted or transferred and must be reverted to the State 
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General Fund on or before September 21, 2018, and September 20, 
2019, respectively. 
 Sec. 32.  As soon as practicable after July 1, 2017, the 
Governor, the Majority Leader of the Senate, the Speaker of the 
Assembly and the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, as applicable, 
shall appoint the members of the Nevada Right to Counsel 
Commission created pursuant to section 9 of this act to terms that 
expire on June 30, 2019. 
 Secs. 33 and 34.  (Deleted by amendment.) 
 Sec. 35.  This act becomes effective on July 1, 2017, and 
expires by limitation on June 30, 2019. 

 
20 ~~~~~ 17



 

 

 

























































































































































































































































1 
Nye/ 
Public Defender Services 
July 1, 2017 – June 30, 2018 
 

CONTRACT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
 

Between 
Nye County, Nevada 

and 
Contractor 

 
For 

PUBLIC DEFENDER SERVICES 
 

WHEREAS, Nye County is a political subdivision of the State of Nevada, and is required 
to provide for indigent legal services; and 

 
WHEREAS, Nye County desires to provide public defender services, pursuant to the 

provisions of Chapter 2.48 of the Nye County Code, to those indigents involved in the criminal 
courts in Nye County through the appointment of a consortium of attorneys acting independently 
and separately; and 

 
WHEREAS, it is deemed that the services of Attorney herein specified are both necessary 

and desirable and in the best interests of Nye County; and 
 
WHEREAS, Attorney represents that he is licensed to practice law in Nevada and in 

good status with the State Bar, and is also duly qualified, equipped, staffed, ready, willing and 
able to perform and render the services hereinafter described; 

 
Now, THEREFORE, in consideration of the agreements herein made, the parties 

mutually agree as follows: 
 

1. EFFECTIVE DATE OF CONTRACT. Upon execution by both parties, the contract 
will be effective for the period of __________, 2017 through _________, 2018. 

 
2. WORK TO BE PERFORMED. The parties agree that the services to be performed 

are as follows: 
 

A. The Attorney will represent adult criminal defendants that a court in Nye County 
has determined to be indigent, except for capital cases. The representation will include all stages 
of the criminal proceedings including direct appeals, revocation of probation or parole and 
specialty courts. The Attorney will be primary counsel for courts located in Pahrump. Attorney 
further agrees to handle conflict cases that may arise in Tonopah and Beatty if no other 
consortium counsel is available for appointment. 

 
B. The Attorney will provide legal representation for a child alleged to be delinquent 

or in need of supervision when a Court orders the appointment in accord with NRS Chapter 62. 
 
C. Attorney agrees to perform the services of an attorney for a child, parent or other 

person responsible for a child’s welfare when that parent or other person is alleged to have 
abused or neglected that child and the Court orders the appointment of Attorney pursuant to NRS 
432B.420, or any subsequent proceedings under NRS Chapter 128. 
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D. Attorney agrees to attend Justice Court 72-hour in-custody hearings on a rotating 

basis with other consortium counsel as scheduled. 
 
E. Attorney shall continue to perform services for any appointed client for which 

said attorney is counsel of record on the effective date of this agreement. Compensation for such 
services performed after the effective date of this agreement shall be paid in accordance with this 
agreement only. 

 
F.  Attorney agrees to provide legal services to Juvenile Court of Nye County. 

 
3. STANDARD OF WORK. 

 
A. In providing legal representation as set forth in Section Two, Attorney must 

provide those services in a professional, competent and effective manner. This includes but is not 
limited to interviewing the client, appearing at all Court hearings or providing coverage for those 
Court hearings, filing all necessary motions or other legal documents and performing or 
supervising any necessary investigations. 

 
B. Attorney shall conduct representation of clients in such manner so as not to create 

conflicts with other attorneys within the consortium. If at any time during the representation of a 
person the Attorney has reason to believe that there is a legal ethical conflict with that 
representation, the Attorney must immediately notify the Court and the County Manager or his 
or her designee. 

 
C. Attorney agrees to furnish to the Justice Courts, District Courts and District 

Attorney, a telephone number for use after normal office hours in any emergency that may arise 
in which Attorney’s services are requested pursuant to the terms of this contract. The expense of 
office space, furniture, equipment, supplies, routine investigative costs, travel to court and 
secretarial services suitable for the conduct of attorney’s practice as required by this contract are 
the responsibility of Attorney and are part of Attorney’s compensation paid pursuant to Section 4 
of this Contract. 

 
D. Attorney shall cooperate with other counsel within the consortium, to the extent 

possible under ethical considerations, to ensure all cases are covered and any conflicts are 
resolved by the consortium of attorneys. Attorney may engage in the private practice of law 
which does not conflict with Attorney’s professional services required pursuant to this contract. 
 

4. PAYMENT FOR SERVICES. 
 

A. Nye County agrees to pay and Attorney agrees to accept as full compensation for 
the performance of legal services under this Agreement the sum of _______________ Dollars 
($_________). The County will make the payment to attorney upon the effective date of the 
contract.   

B. Attorney may secure reimbursement for extraordinary investigative costs, expert 
witness fees or other necessary services if so ordered by a Court. Attorney will not be reimbursed 
for travel expenses or any form of per diem. Any payment for extraordinary costs or fees shall be 
paid only when submitted and approved by the court ordering said extraordinary services. 
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C. The compensation specified above is for services as a public defender and is in 

lieu of the statutorily prescribed fees codified in NRS 7.125. In the event Attorney shall be 
appointed to represent a client on a matter not provided for in this agreement, Attorney agrees to 
provide representation to each additional client at the rate and in accordance with the provisions 
of NRS 7.125. 
 

D. Attorney shall be paid for any time and services on cases for which Attorney is 
counsel of record at the time of the effective date of this agreement at the existing rates. All 
compensation for any services provided as appointed counsel after the effective date of this 
agreement shall be in accordance with this agreement only. Attorney shall submit a voucher for 
compensation of all fees and services earned prior to the effective date of this agreement to the 
appointing court within ten (10) business days after the effective date of this agreement. 
 

5. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR STATUS. 
 

A. The parties agree that Attorney shall have the status of and shall perform all work 
under this contract as an independent contractor. Nothing herein contained shall be construed as 
granting to Nye County the power or right to control the means by which Attorney provides legal 
services under this agreement. The parties also agree Attorney is not a Nye County employee and 
that there shall be no: 
 

(1) Withholding of income taxes by Nye County; 
 
(2) Industrial insurance coverage provided by Nye County; 
 
(3) Participation in group insurance plans which may be available to employees of the 

County; 
 
(4) Participation or contributions by either the Attorney or Nye County to the public 

employees’ retirement system; 
 
(5) Accumulation of vacation leave or sick leave provided by Nye County; 
 
(6) Unemployment compensation coverage provided by Nye County; or 
 
(7) Any other benefit granted to employees of Nye County 

 
B. Attorney may maintain a private law practice and may engage in the private 

practice of law that does not conflict with Attorney’s professional services required pursuant to 
this Agreement. 
 

C. Attorney agrees that acceptance of this appointment is as a public defender 
pursuant to Chapter 260 of the Nevada Revised Statutes and Chapter 2.48 of the Nye County 
Code. 
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6. INDUSTRIAL INSURANCE. 
 

Attorney agrees to maintain required workers compensation coverage pursuant to NRS 
chapters 616A through 616D, throughout the entire term of the contract. Attorney must provide 
either a certificate of insurance or an affidavit indicating that he/she is: (i) In accordance with the 
provisions of NRS 616B.659, or has not elected to be included within the terms, conditions and 
provisions of NRS chapters 616A through 616D, inclusive; and (ii) Is otherwise in compliance 
with those terms, conditions and provisions. 
 

7. PROFESSIONAL LICENSING AND LIABILITY INSURANCE. 
 

A. Attorney agrees to maintain his or her professional license to practice law in 
active status and good standing for the State of Nevada during the term of this Contract. Failure 
to maintain this license will result in immediate termination of this contract. Attorney shall notify 
the County Manager if he or she is brought before the Nevada State Bar on a charge of 
professional misconduct for services performed pursuant to this agreement or in his or her 
private practice or if he or she is arrested for a Crime. 

 
B. Attorney also agrees to acquire and maintain professional liability insurance, 

including errors and omissions coverage, in the minimum amount of $250,000 per claim and 
$500,000 aggregate during the term of this contract. The insurance cost is the sole responsibility 
of the Attorney. Copies of both the license and certificate of professional liability insurance must 
be sent to the Nye County Manager. 
 

8. TERMINATION OF CONTRACT. 
 

A. Either party may revoke this contract without cause, provided that a revocation 
shall not be effective until ninety (90) calendar days after the party has served written notice 
upon the other party. All monies due and owing up to the point of termination shall be paid by 
Nye County, and all pending cases that were produced for this contract must be immediately 
turned over to the Court for re-assignment. If terminated, the total compensation of the Attorney 
will be reduced to the proportionate number of days worked by the Attorney. The Attorney must 
reimburse the County for any funds received to which they are not entitled due to the 
termination. 

 
B. Should Attorney be unable to perform any or all of his duties by reason of illness, 

accident or other cause beyond his control, and the disability exists for a period beyond ten (10) 
judicial days, Attorney must provide, at their own cost, a substitute attorney (which could 
include other contract attorneys) to perform the duties of the Attorney during the term of 
disability, If the disability is permanent, irreparable, or 4 of such nature as to make the 
performance of his duties impossible, or the disability continues beyond forty (40) judicial days, 
the County may, at its discretion, terminate this agreement, and the respective duties, rights and 
obligations of this agreement will terminate. 
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9. NON ASSIGNMENT. 
 

The County is contracting for the personal and professional services of the Attorney. This 
contract may not be assigned or delegated to a third party without the approval of the County 
Manager or his or her designee. If the Attorney wishes to have a substitute attorney appear for 
him/her due to vacation, illness or personal family matter, then Attorney may do so and is 
responsible for paying for the substitute attorney. The use of a substitute is intended for very 
short durations on a non-recurring basis. Any use of a substitute attorney on a regular or 
recurring basis shall constitute an assignment or delegation unless agreed to by the County 
Manager or his or her designee. 
 

10. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 
 

A. Attorney shall make an annual report on or before July 31st of each calendar year 
to the County Manager covering all cases handled by his or her office during the preceding year 
in accordance with the provisions of NRS 260.070.  Said report shall include a list, by name of 
defendant, of all cases assigned to Attorney during the preceding fiscal year or current active 
cases previously assigned to Attorney indicating for each case the type of offenses involved and 
the manner and date of disposition. 

 
B. Attorney shall maintain records of cases assigned and report such information on 

or before the 15th day of each month for activities during the preceding calendar month. Reports 
shall include, but not limited to tracking of number of cases opened and closed, type of offenses, 
manner of disposition and such other pertinent information as requested by the County Manager. 
Attorney shall provide such other information as may be required by statute, court order or 
request from any State agency. 
 

11. CONSTRUCTION OF CONTRACT. 
 

This contract shall be construed and interpreted according to the laws of the State of 
Nevada. Any dispute regarding this contract shall be resolved by binding arbitration, with an 
arbiter to be selected from a list maintained by the Nevada Supreme Court of senior judges, with 
both parties to share the costs for the senior judge and any other related Court fees. Each party is 
responsible for their own attorney fees. There shall be no presumption for or against the drafter 
in interpreting or enforcing this contract. 
 

12. DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY. 
 

The County Manager may by contract delegate the authority to oversee and implement 
the provisions of this contract to any attorney within the consortium, which attorney shall be 
designated as the program coordinator. The program coordinator shall work with the County 
Manager and courts assigning cases on a rotating basis among the contract Attorneys to ensure 
an equitable distribution; may order case reporting summaries from attorneys; approval of and 
overseeing the use of substitute attorneys for the contract Attorneys, and; all other properly 
related matters. The County reserves the right to maintain ultimate control over the terms and 
provisions of this Contract. 
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13. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS. 
 

Attorney shall fully and completely comply with all applicable local state and federal 
laws, regulations, orders, or requirements of any sort in carrying out the obligations of this 
contract, including court rules and regulations. 
 

14. INDEMNIFICATION. 
 

Attorney agrees to indemnify and save and hold the County, its officers, agents and 
employees harmless from any and all claims, causes of action or liability arising from the 
performance of this contract by Attorney or Attorney’s agents or employees. 
 

15. MODIFICATION OF CONTRACT. 
 

This contract constitutes the entire contract between the parties and may only be modified 
by a written amendment signed by both parties upon approval of the Nye County Board of 
County Commissioners. 
 

16. NOTICES. 
 

All notices or other information that is to be submitted to a party shall be sent to the 
following addresses: 
 

Nye County Manager  
P.0.153  
Tonopah, NV 89049  

 
 
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this contract for legal services 
for the Indigent Legal Services to be signed and intend to be legally bound thereby. 
 
NYE COUNTY  CONTRACTOR 
   

Pamela Webster   
County Manager   

Date:  Date: 

 

































































































































































RURAL COUNTY CONTRACTS

To: Chief Justice Cherry, Indigent Defense Commission
From: Franny Forsman
RE: Review of rural indigent defense contracts

I have reviewed all of the current contracts provided to me and I observed the following
with regard to whether the contracts are “flat fee” contracts.

Carson City (First)

Contract amount includes all expenses. “Routine investigative costs” borne by
contractor. Extraordinary fees may be requested, reported to City.

Lyon County (Third)

Contractor “accepts as full compensation,” the contract amount; not entitled to §7.125
reimbursement. May seek excess fees under “special circumstances.”

Nye County (Fifth)

Contractor “accepts as full compensation” the contract amount. No extraordinary fee
provision.

White Pine (Seventh)

Annual amount, except for complex cases. Complex cases are defined as “solely [] all
capital cases that proceed to trial.”

Lincoln County (Seventh)

Annual amount, except for complex cases. Complex cases are defined as “solely [] all
capital cases that proceed to trial.”

Eureka (Seventh)

All services to be supplied for annual flat fee. No provision for extraordinary fees. 
“The County does not agree to reimburse Contractor for expenses unless otherwise
specified in this Contract or incorporated attachments.” No other provision for expenses.
(Note; In the report from the contractor, no claims for any investigative/expert fees were made
for the 20 appointed cases in the preceding year.)
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Douglas County (Ninth)

Provision for extraordinary fees guided by NRS §7.125.

Churchill (Tenth)

Flat annual fee. Provision for extraordinary expert/investigative fees. No provision for
extraordinary attorney fees.

Lander County Eleventh)

No contract provided

Mineral County (Eleventh)

Annual flat fee contract. Extraordinary fees may be granted for any “non-capital trial
longer than 3 days.” (Current reported caseload would result in fees of $655 per felony.
Contractor handled 100 additional Gross Misdemeanors and Misdemeanors so actual
compensation was substantially less.)
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Survey Responses: Rural Contract Counsel Fees (by Judicial District) 

 

 Does 
your jurisdiction/county 
utilize 
contract attorneys for 
purposes of indigent 
defense?  

If you answered "yes" to 
Question 2, how often does 
contract counsel request 
extraordinary fees from your 
court? 

If you answered "yes" to 
Question 2, under what 
circumstances 
does your court grant and/or 
deny extraordinary fee requests 
from contract counsel? 

If you answered "yes" to 
Question 2, is it your 
understanding that 
contract attorneys in your 
jurisdiction are familiar with 
their contacts and are aware 
of their ability to request 
extraordinary fees from your 
court? 

Please provide any 
additional comments: 

Rarely 
 

Requests are granted when the 
defense shows necessity, and 
denied deny when it does not. 

Yes 
 
 

As needed on a case-by-case 
basis. 

The Court can for reasons 
specified in NRS 7.125 (4) 
(a)(d), award extraordinary fees 
to the contract counsel in 
particular matters. Each request 
is reviewed by the judge to 
determine if extraordinary fees 
should be awarded. At times, 
hearings are held to obtain 
further information. 
 

The Conflict Counsel are 
presented with the contracts 
and given time to review and 
provide any suggested 
changes to the court. The 
contracts are signed by 
conflict counsel and 
notarized. It is our 
understanding that the 
contract attorneys are fully 
aware of their ability to 
request extraordinary fees. 

The Public Defender contracts 
cover rates paid. I believe the 
contracts have provisions for 
additional pay in death penalty 
cases only. A public defender 
would deal with the County 
directly if there was a dispute. 
As to conflict counsel that is 
not covered by the three 
contracts, I appoint outside 
counsel without a contract and 
pay at the statutory rate. Very 
rarely do I have to appoint on a 
case that would exceed the 

In 10 years I have denied 1 or 2 
requests for costs. Typically 
counsel will request 
expenditure limit and order will 
grant up to that amount. Then 
counsel submits request for 
payment. The 1 or 2 cases I 
denied were when the counsel 
submitted over the expenditure 
order and had no justification in 
line with how the 
request had been in error. 
In the handful of statutory 
appointments, I can think of 1 

Yes. When new attorneys 
take over, it takes about 2-3 
cases for them to figure out 
how to submit for payment of 
costs. I will explain at Law 
and Motion calendar if staff 
notes that motions and orders 
not being submitted properly. 
Staff will contact appointed 
counsel to get them to submit 
billings with motion. I have 
never received any negative 
feedback from appointed 
counsel on the timing of 



statutory maximums. As to 
cases that have gone to trial 
with outside appointed counsel, 
I almost always exceed the 
statutory maximum. I can think 
of a couple of cases over the 
last 10 years that went to trial 
on sex assault, lewdness and 
murder charges. 
The numbers I am relating are 
truly guestimates as to request 
for costs: 
 Category A felonies 95% 
of the cases will have at least 1 
request for investigation fees 
over $5000 and 
expert fees for items like 
psychological evaluations over 
$1500.00 
 Category B felonies10-20% 
for investigative fees and 
psychological fees. Child 
Abuse cases almost 
always 
 Category C felonies 5% 
for investigative fees. If DV 
case, almost always 
 Category D felonies 1% 
 Category E 1% 

 

case in which I did not grant the 
requested fees. The matter 
started off as a death penalty 
case and a mistrial was 
declared. The State dropped the 
death penalty and I informed 
appointed counsel that as it was 
no longer a death penalty case 
the public defender would 
handle. Appointed counsel 
asked to remain on with the 
public defender as he already 
had 
prepared for the case. I advised 
him that the statutory maximum 
would be in play from this point 
on as the Court would approve 
all of the hours up until mistrial 
(over $100,000) and that the 
additional maximum should 
cover a three week trial which 
he had already prepared for. 
Appointed counsel submitted a 
bill for an additional $150,000 
which was denied after going 
through the required analysis. 

payments. Appointed counsel 
simply attaches an affidavit 
explaining why the case was 
complex if it exceeds the 
maximum. 

appointed counsel receiving 
funds to investigate. 

Hardly ever any extraordinary 
attorney fees. Consistently 
request investigative fees and 
expert fees 

Generally for investigative and 
expert fees the Court grants a 
large majority of the requests 
without hearing. In rare 
instances, when the request is 
unusually large, we would hold 
a hearing to determine if the 
request is reasonable and 
necessary under the 
circumstances of the case. 

Yes 



Fourth 
Judicial 
District 

No NA NA NA The Fourth JD does not 
utilize contract counsel, 
which I am defining as an 
attorney with a contract with 
a 
county to provide legal 
services for indigent 
criminal defendants 
appearing in the courts in 
that county. 
As you know, Elko County 
has a public defender's 
office. Private attorneys are 
appointed to represent 
indigent criminal defendants 
for whom representation by 
the public defender's office 
is prohibited by a 
conflict of interest. 
All private "conflict" 
attorneys are very aware that 
they can request fees in 
excess of the statutory 
maximum from each DJ in 
the Fourth Judicial District. 
In fact, these attorneys often 
do just that. Both 
district judges invariably 
grant these requests. Both 
district judges agree an 
"extraordinary fee request" 
would be denied only if 
there is solid evidence that 
the "conflict" attorney is 
"padding" his/her bill. 

Fifth 
Judicial 
District 

Yes Nye County has contracts with 
5 individuals who serve as 
public defenders. They are: 
Harry Gensler, Nathan Gent, 
Jason Earnest, David Richter, 
and Jonathon Nelson. The 
Justice Court may appoint 

We review the bills and if the 
additional charges appear to be 
warranted, approve them. 

Yes. The method by which public 
defenders and conflict 
counsel are chosen leaves 
much to be desired. I believe 
that the respective counties 
should have an application 
process, so that the most 



contract counsel outside of 
these 5 if all are conflicted. In 
Esmeralda County, Chris 
Arabia is the contract public 
defender, and the Justice Court 
appoints conflict counsel. At 
the District Court level, we 
routinely receive requests in 
almost every case for an 
investigator, for the payment of 
experts, etc. 
I would estimate in 98% of the 
cases we receive outside cost 
requests. Outside fee requests 
occur when the designated 
public defenders have conflicts 
and then 100% of the cases 
seek extraordinary fees. 

qualified public defenders 
are selected. This is not the 
case. Instead, attorneys who 
may be interested, advise the 
county, and the county 
manager, who is not an 
attorney, decides. I do not 
believe that the most 
qualified attorneys are 
selected, and it concerns me 
with regard to the defense 
provided. 

Sixth 
Judicial 
District 

No NA NA NA Humboldt County has a  
Public Defender’s office, a 
County Alternative Public 
Defender’s office, and 
occasionally a conflict 
attorney will be appointed 
and paid hourly. There is 
no ceiling on the cost.  
 

Contract counsel have not 
requested extraordinary fees 
since White Pine, Lincoln, and 
Eureka counties began contract 
counsel agreements in May, 
2015. 

The contracts provide for 
counsel to apply for 
extraordinary fees. The court 
would consider 
any request under NRS 
7.125(4) 

Yes Contract counsel have been 
providing excellent services 
to date. 

In 3+ years, I have not had a 
request for extraordinary fees. 

Any reasonable request would 
be granted. 

Our contract attorneys are 
aware of their ability to 
request extraordinary fees. 

I have practiced law since 
1986, and been on the bench 
since 2001. Until 
approximately three years 
ago, our district had always 
been serviced by the Nevada 
State Public Defenders 
office. 



Over the years I have seen 
many attorneys come and go 
through the local office: 
some good, many not so 
good. Overall, our contract 
attorneys have been 
providing the most 
consistent, high level of 
Representation I have ever 
seen. 

Ninth 
Judicial 
District 

Yes NA In Douglas County, the judge 
has never seen an instance 
where any request for fees 
beyond the contract were 
denied. The attorneys are 
aware of this. 

Yes  

Tenth 
Judicial 
District 

Yes They request these type of fees 
regularly. 

The requests are made on an 
exparte basis. The are granted 
upon a showing of good cause. 
To date I can't recall ever 
denying a request. 

Yes I would be happy to answer 
any additional questions. 

Eleventh 
Judicial 
District 

Yes Investigative and 
psychological/psychiatric 
evaluations happen frequently. 

Generally, the requests are 
granted. 

Yes It seems that resources are 
requested on an "as needed" 
basis. The resources in small 
counties are limited. Counsel 
makes use of those resources 
when they believe the need 
arises. 

 



SB377 Projected Indigent Defense Costs

SB377 Trail-Level Indigent Defense Projected Costs

County FY17 Budget* FY18 Projected** FY19 Projected** FY20 Projected** FY21 Projected** FY22 Projected**

Carson City $1,572,365 $1,609,787 $1,652,286 $1,690,619 $1,727,474 $1,766,688

Churchill $476,000 $487,329 $500,194 $511,799 $522,956 $534,827

Clark $48,425,337 $49,577,860 $50,886,716 $52,067,287 $53,202,354 $54,410,048

Douglas $828,334 $848,048 $870,437 $890,631 $910,047 $930,705

Elko $1,420,947 $1,454,766 $1,493,171 $1,527,813 $1,561,119 $1,596,557

Esmeralda $62,000 $63,476 $65,151 $66,663 $68,116 $69,662

Eureka $50,000 $51,190 $52,541 $53,760 $54,932 $56,179

Humboldt $369,040 $377,823 $387,798 $396,795 $405,445 $414,648

Lander $44,880 $45,948 $47,161 $48,255 $49,307 $50,427

Lincoln $145,000 $148,451 $152,370 $155,905 $159,304 $162,920

Lyon $406,518 $416,193 $427,181 $437,091 $446,620 $456,758

Mineral $43,332 $44,363 $45,534 $46,591 $47,607 $48,687

Nye $600,000 $614,280 $630,497 $645,125 $659,188 $674,152

Pershing $209,110 $214,087 $219,739 $224,837 $229,738 $234,953

Storey $85,564 $87,600 $89,913 $91,999 $94,005 $96,139

Washoe $13,396,625 $13,715,465 $14,077,553 $14,404,152 $14,718,163 $15,052,265

White Pine $435,000 $445,353 $457,110 $467,715 $477,911 $488,760

Total $68,570,052 $70,202,019 $72,055,353 $73,727,037 $75,334,286 $77,044,374

Rural Total $6,748,090 $6,908,695 $7,091,084 $7,255,597 $7,413,769 $7,582,062

State Share*** $0 $160,605 $164,845 $168,669 $172,346 $176,258

*FY17 budgeted amount derived from publically available/posted county budget data. Sec. 15 of SB377 requires use of average costs of FY14,

 FY15, and FY16, but data for those budget years is not consistently and readily available.

**Projections based upon International Monetary Fund (IMF) forecasted United States inflation rate.

***State share reflects the projected cost increase in counties whose population is less than 100,000 per Sec. 15 of SB377.
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SB377 Projected Indigent Defense Costs

Projected Costs Associated with the Right to Counsel Committee and Office of Indigent Legal Services in SB377

State Public Defender Budget FY17

State General Fund $1,732,263

Counties $1,657,929

Total $3,390,192

Based upon a review of the costs associated with the current State Public Defender's Office and Indigent Defense Commissions in other states 

(MT, MI, VA, ID) it is reasonable to assume that a General Fund obligation of approx. $2M can be expected to support the Nevada Right to 

Counsel Committee and the Office of Indigent Legal Services, as contemplated in SB377, in FY18.  The following table reflects the roughly 

estimated General Fund obligation going forward based on projection methodology used in the table on page 1.  The table below includes cost 

projections at higher rates, based up an estimate provided by Sixth Amendment Center.

Source FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22

General Fund $1,732,263 $2,000,000 $2,052,800 $2,106,994 $2,162,619 $2,219,712

General Fund $1,732,263 $2,500,000 $2,566,000 $2,633,742 $2,703,273 $2,774,640

General Fund $1,732,263 $3,000,000 $3,079,200 $3,160,491 $3,243,928 $3,329,568
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2016 2017 2018 YTD

New Appointments 6,733            6,867            ND

Re-Activated ND ND ND

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 6,649            5,969            ND

Placed on Inactive Status ND ND ND

End Pending ND 1,778            NA

New Appointments 154               228               ND

Re-Activated 40                 50                 ND

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 122               186               ND

Placed on Inactive Status 69                 69                 ND

End Pending 45                 72                 NA

New Appointments ND 653               ND

Re-Activated ND 41                 ND

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed ND 666               ND

Placed on Inactive Status ND 89                 ND

End Pending ND 648               NA

New Appointments -                -                -              

Re-Activated -                -                -              

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 1                   2                   -              

Placed on Inactive Status -                -                -              

End Pending 4                   5                   NA

New Appointments 366               319               58               

Re-Activated 79                 101               25               

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 346               324               88               

Placed on Inactive Status 125               150               19               

End Pending 293               282               NA

New Appointments 194               175               24               

Re-Activated 16                 19                 1                 

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 106               226               18               

Placed on Inactive Status 14                 30                 5                 

End Pending 224               173               NA

New Appointments -                -                -              

Re-Activated 1                   -                -              

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 3                   -                -              

Placed on Inactive Status -                -                -              

End Pending -                -                NA

New Appointments 26                 2                   3                 

Re-Activated 14                 7                   1                 

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 32                 19                 3                 

Placed on Inactive Status 8                   3                   1                 

End Pending 19                 9                   NA

New Appointments 26                 20                 4                 

Re-Activated 11                 9                   1                 

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 47                 32                 10               

Placed on Inactive Status 10                 3                   -              

End Pending 7                   9                   NA

Lincoln County District Court

White Pine County District Court

Indigent Defense Statistics, Fiscal Year 2016-18
Fiscal Year

Washoe Public Defender

Lyon County District Court

Elko County District Court

Esmeralda County District Court

Nye County District Court

Humboldt County District Court

Eureka County District Court



New Appointments 24,015          24,069          4,083          

Re-Activated

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 19,142          24,687          4,068          

Placed on Inactive Status 4,947            6,785            1,085          

End Pending 12,220          13,153          NA

New Appointments 32                 290               32               

Re-Activated -                6                   3                 

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 28                 137               49               

Placed on Inactive Status -                22                 2                 

End Pending 65                 205               NA

New Appointments 252               215               36               

Re-Activated 88                 76                 10               

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 432               364               73               

Placed on Inactive Status 97                 89                 8                 

End Pending 88                 55                 NA

New Appointments 34                 35                 5                 

Re-Activated -                1                   -              

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 13                 30                 7                 

Placed on Inactive Status -                2                   1                 

End Pending 37                 42                 NA

New Appointments 9                   14                 -              

Re-Activated -                -                -              

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 7                   14                 3                 

Placed on Inactive Status 3                   -                -              

End Pending 37                 ND NA

New Appointments 115               118               17               

Re-Activated 9                   7                   2                 

Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 124               108               26               

Placed on Inactive Status 9                   6                   -              

End Pending 69                 82                 NA

New Appointments 31,956         33,005         4,262        
Re-Activated 258               317               43              
Adjudicated/Disposed/Closed 27,052         32,764         4,345        
Placed on Inactive Status 5,282            7,248            1,121        
End Pending 13,108         16,513         NA

ND  No Data
NA  Not Applicable

Source: Indigent Defense Caseload Statistics, AOC, Research and Statistics Unit

Mineral County District Court

Pershing County District Court

GRAND TOTAL

Clark County Public Defender

Clark County Special Public Defender

Churchill County District Court

Lander County District Court
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