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Impo1iance of the case to you and the case's impact on you: 
The case was a significant and violent tragedy in our community, which brought on many 
strong emotions and feelings with members of the community, and within myself, as well. 
This required having to deal with strong emotions, while still navigating many different roles 
as an attorney, from counselor to the family of the defendant to learning to address press 
interviews, to developing a mitigation case and also sitting 2nd chair and becoming Rule 250 
qualified. 
Your role in the case: 
2nd chair defense counsel 

Case 2 

Case name and date: 
In the Matter of J.R., a minor, 2022 

Court and presiding judge and all counsel: 
8th Judicial District Juvenile Division, Judge Soonhee "Sunny" Bailey, DDA Ravi Bawa, 
Douglas Hedger, Esq., Will Ewing, Esq., Rochelle Clove, Esq. 
Impo1iance of the case to you and the case's impact on you: 
This case was significant for me in that the charges included a homicide, with a juvenile as 
the defendant, as well as a juvenile victim. Due to my time on the bench, it had been many 
years since I had handled a homicide, or had been in juvenile court. This case gave me the 
ability to hone my skills and knowledge in both areas. Through our defense efforts, we were 
able to establish a strong argument to keep the case out of the adult system. The State, and 
Court, agreed and a favorable resolution was agreed to by all. 
Your role in the case: 
Lead counsel 

Case 3 
Case name and date: 
State v. unknown, 1990 

Comi and presiding judge and all counsel: 
Las Vegas Justice Court, Judge James Bixler, DDA unknown, DPD Douglas Hedger 

Importance of the case to you and the case's impact on you: 
This case was my first preliminary hearing, as a newly licensed attorney. While I had 
prepared diligently, it was still all such a new experience for a young lawyer. My supervising 
attorney, DPD Mike Miller, was sitting behind me, while I sat at the defense table with my 
client. As testimony proceeded, I could hear, over my shoulder, Mike whispering, "Object. 
Object." I had not heard anything that triggered a need to object, so I hesitated. Mike, again, 
said, "Object!" Finally, having no clue why I was objecting, I stood up and said, "Your 
Honor, objection." Judge Bixler, smiled and said, "sustained". I still have no idea what I 
was objecting to, but I learned so many valuable lessons during that first experience of being 
a lawyer. 
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Douglas Hedger, Candidate for Department 29 

 I am applying for the open seat, Department 29, of the Eighth Judicial District Court. I believe that my 

experience and knowledge, as an attorney, and as a former Judge, make me the best candidate for the position. 

Being a 3rd-generation, native Nevadan, there was no question in my mind where I would return to practice 

law after graduating law school in 1990. I took and passed the Nevada Bar Exam in 1990 and began working at the 

Clark County Public Defender's Office. I quickly fell in love with the practice of law, and with being a trial lawyer. 

Being a Deputy Public Defender gave me immediate access to, and experience in, the courtroom. With almost daily 

court appearances, I quickly learned the art of courtroom etiquette and was able to apply my legal training to real-life 

courtroom situations. Over the course of time, I became very comfortable in the courtroom, from picking a jury, to 

presenting a case or arguing a motion. Over the course of my time at the Public Defender's Office (12 ½ years), I 

represented lO0's of individuals on matters ranging from misdemeanors to capital murder. I conducted 25 jury trials 

and numberless non-jury trials, preliminary hearings and sentencing hearings over the course of my time there. 

After serving on a track for approximately 8 years, I had established a reputation as an honest and diligent 

lawyer who knew the law and evidence rules, was comfortable in the courtroom and was able to quickly develop a 

rapport with clients. With this experience and background, I was selected to serve as a member of the Capital 

Murder Defense Team at the Public Defender's Office. For over 2 years, I represented individuals charged with 

different degrees of murder, including those facing the death penalty. I became Rule 250 qualified and conducted 4 

murder jury trials, 3 as first chair. This experience provided many new learning experiences, including in-depth 

investigation of cases, selecting appropriate expert witnesses, understanding the art of jury selection, and voir dire, 

and so much more. Learning the intricacies involved with a murder case helped make me an even better attorney. 

In 2001, I was promoted to Chief Deputy Public Defender which allowed me, again, to focus on track cases­

carrying a full caseload, but also to supervise a team of 8 attorneys. This experience helped my hone my supervisory 

skills, and organizational skills, as I was expected to manage and assign out a new caseload every week to the team of 

attorneys. Our team was assigned to Judge Donald Mosley, who was a tough Judge to please; however, he only had 

compliments for my supervision of our team when I would have discussions with him. 



In 2003, I had met my goals as a trial attorney and desired to serve on the bench. I ran for Department 2 of 

the Henderson Municipal Court and was elected. I was subsequently re-elected in 2009 and 2015. During my tenure 

on the bench, my reputation for honesty, integrity and legal knowledge followed me. I was consistently rated highly in 

the Judges' surveys. Over the course of the 18 ½ years serving on the bench in Henderson, I handled a large caseload, 

presiding over lO00's of cases, lO0's of bench trials and 1 DB jury trial. As a judge in the second busiest municipal 

court of the State (after Las Vegas}, I learned to appropriately manage caseloads, granting continuances as 

appropriate, but also moving cases along to allow for reasonable access to justice for all participants. I worked 

diligently to build a reputation for being decisive and timely in my decisions and in making sure that cases were 

handled expeditiously and with proper consideration. Additionally, my colleagues elected me, twice, to serve as Chief 

Judge. That role added administrative duties, along with maintaining a full caseload. As Chief, I oversaw the creation 

of a third department, the addition of a new wing on the courthouse and a massive expansion of support staff. 

In 2008, I created a specialty court-Assistance in Breaking the Cycle (ABC)-to address my observations of 

repeat nonviolent offenders in the system and the connection between their criminal activity and drug and alcohol 

addictions. I observed the very first drug court in Nevada when I was a new, young attorney, as Judge Lehman 

brought the new concept to us from Miami. I saw great results then and I knew a specialty court would make a 

difference in Henderson. ABC Court became a huge success story, graduating many individuals over the 13 years I 

presided over it. Lives were changed, people who were constantly in jail started leading productive lives. ABC Court 

was nationally recognized, it became the model for similar courts in Boulder City, Mesquite and Provo, UT. We 

received substantial federal and state grants to support the program, which we managed wisely and appropriately. 

My experience with the ABC Court is a valuable quality to possess in the Nevada courts because of the numerous 

specialty courts that are now in operation in the 8th Judicial District. 

Presiding over a specialty court also gave me opportunities to be trained by the NADCP, at their national 

conferences, as well as with State-wide training. I understand the key components of a specialty court and know how 

to implement them into a successful program. In fact, based on my knowledge and experience, the NDCI , in 2021, 



selected me to serve as an instructor for them, assisting with training specialty court teams around the nation. That 

position is ongoing. 

 I was also selected to serve on Supreme Court committees addressing specialty court needs. I served on the NV 

Sup. Court Comm. to Develop Statewide Data Collection for NV's Problem-Solving Courts. We interviewed several 

companies and chose the system currently in use-DCCM. I also served 4 years on the Specialty Court Funding and 

Policy Committee, where I participated in the review of grant requests and the awarding of monies to specialty courts 

throughout the State of Nevada. I have a passion for specialty courts because I know they work. Certainly, some 

defendants don't qualify for diversion, but so many do, and when given the opportunity to change, and the necessary 

tools to do so, good things happen. 

In October 2021, I retired from the Henderson Municipal Court and became a Partner at Clear Counsel Law 

Group, where I supervise, mentor and train other attorneys and manage the Criminal Defense division of the firm. 

Private practice has given me unique knowledge, as well, better understanding the many balls that private attorneys 

must juggle within their practices. In private practice, I was also appointed to serve as a Special Prosecutor for the 

Clark Co. District Attorney's Office from Jan. 2021-September 2021. Practicing as a Special Prosecutor has added to 

my ability to see all sides of a case. 

There have been so many experiences, professional and personal, over the years, that have molded me into 

who I am today. I believe that one of the best things I can offer the committee is the fact that there is no guessing 

about me. I have a 32-year proven track record of hard work, integrity and legal knowledge and experience, as both 

an attorney and as a Judge. You can be assured that I can, and will, be a Judge who can start the job from day one, 

working hard and making a positive difference in the Eighth Judicial District Court. 



Hedger 

Attachment B 

Sample of Original Writing 

(In order to comply with the request for no more than 10 pages, I have attached only a portion of the 

brief written as "Subject Minor's Opposition to State's Certification Petition" in the Matter of J.R., a 

minor, argued October 3, 2022) 
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As such, any statement that the subject minor may have made after invoking his rights should be 

excluded from consideration in this matter. 

2. Conspiracy and Robbery Charges

J.R. is charged with conspiracy to commit robbery, robbery, battery resulting in substantial 

bodily harm, battery with intent to commit robbery. Conspiracy is an agreement between two (2) or 

more persons for an unlawful purpose. Myatt v. State, 101 Nev. 761, 763, 710 P.2d 720, 722 

(1985). Even though a conspiracy conviction can be inferred from the parties' actions, the state 

must nonetheless provide independent proof of an agreement among two (2) or more persons. Id. 

The State has not provided any evidence of J.R.'s direct involvement in the robbery nor has the 

State provided evidence to support a conspiracy charge. 

C. DISCRETIONARY CERTIFICATION

Discretionary Certification is governed by Seven Minors, 99 Nev. 427, 664 P. 2d 947 and its 

progeny. Subject minor challenges discretionary certification. Further, subject minor contends that 

certification of the subject minor's Amended Petition as a whole does not comport with Nevada law. 

As the State cited to in its Memorandum of Points and Authorities, NRS 62B.390 governs the 

court's discretionary authority for certification of juvenile delinquency matters. However, NRS 

62B.390(2) explains that certification of more than one (1) incident is limited to "related offense[s] 

arising out of the same facts as the offense for which the child was certified". See, NRS 62B.390(2). 

Acts are not based on the "same facts" when there is a break or interruption in completing the acts. 

See, Wright v. State, 106 Nev. 647, 650 (1990) (separate acts even in a singular encounter when the 

defendant waited to allow a car to pass between acts); see also, Crowley v. State, 120 Nev. 30, 34 

(2004) (acts are separate when a defendant's actions are interrupted). 

In its Amended Petition and Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the State seeks 

certification of three (3) different alleged incidents where the subject minor is named as defendant. 

indeed, it mandates - inquiry into all the circumstances surrounding the interrogation. This includes evaluation of the [Defendant's] 
age, experience, education, background, and intelligence, and to whether he has the capacity to understand the warnings given him, 
the nature of his Fifth Amendment rights, and the consequences of waiving those rights. Fare v. Michael C., 442 U.S. 707, 724 - 725 
(1979). 
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The original alleged delinquent act (Alleged Incident 1) brought before this Court, involving 

decedent W.H., occurred at 3906 Coleman Street in North Las Vegas on or about August 18, 2022, 

and involved three (3) participants: the subject minor, the decedent W.H., and R.L. Subsequently, 

the State connected the subject minor to a second alleged delinquent act (Alleged Incident 3) that 

occurred on or about July 27, 2022, at Ace Hardware at 3665 S. Rainbow Boulevard in Las 

Vegas involving the subject minor, G.R., S.H., and an unknown male. Most recently, the State 

connected the subject minor to a third alleged delinquent act (Alleged Incident 2) that occurred 

on or about August 13, 2022, at 3220 Sisley Garden Avenue in Henderson. 

These three (3) alleged incidents, though, are not related offenses that arise out of the same 

facts. The three (3) alleged incidents occurred on different occasions at different locations with 

different victims and different alleged plans or outcomes. None of these acts followed a timeline 

that showed relation between the alleged incidents. Alleged Incident 1 occurred five (5) days before 

and in a different city than Alleged Incident 2, and Alleged Incident 2 occurred approximately two 

(2) weeks before and in a different city than Alleged Incident 3. The three (3) incidents include 

different alleged perpetrators and different alleged delinquent acts associated as well. There is no 

connection between the three (3) alleged incidents beyond the subject minor as an alleged 

perpetrator and the firearm involved in Alleged Incident 1 and Alleged Incident 2. The State has not 

provided a basis for - nor .has it argued on behalf of - deciding the three (3) alleged incidents 

together in the court's determination of whether to certify the subject minor for proper �riminal 

proceedings. Instead, the subject minor contends that there is no basis for deciding certification for 

the Amended Petition as a whole. As such, the Court should analyze each incident individually 

under the first certification factor: the seriousness of the alleged offense. The analysis for the 

second and third factors are the same for each alleged incident. 

1. The seriousness of the alleged offense is not sufficient to justify
discretionary certification.

In determining whether the juvenile should be transferred to the adult court, the first category 

is the nature and seriousness of the charged offense or offenses. The transfer may be based on this 

15 
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a. Alleged Incident 1, which occurred on or about August 18, 2022.

The State has charged the subject minor with four (4) counts related to Alleged Incident 1: 

second degree murder, voluntary manslaughter, involuntary manslaughter, and discharging a firearm 

within a structure. There is no dispute that murder and manslaughter are serious offenses. However, 

the analysis must not stop there. In 2013, the Nevada Legislature amended the certification statute 

to allow the juvenile court to retain jurisdiction for limited circumstances of when a child is accused 

of murder or attempt murder. The Legislature's inclusion of jurisdiction for certain murder cases 

tells this Court that, although murder is obviously a serious offense, it cannot automatically assess 

the case as too serious to be handled in the juvenile system. Factual circumstances of one (1) 

murder case versus another can show that in fact some murder offenses are substantially more 

serious, heinous, or egregious. 

Here, the facts are in dispute. What is not disputed is W.H. was shot on August 18, 2022. 

Mr. W.H.'s death was arguably the result of an accident. If the incident was an accident, then there 

could not have been any hate or malice that would make the incident heinous. Indeed, the State's 

Amended Petition does not include a count for First Degree Murder. Presumably they understand 

that there is no malice aforethought involved in this alleged incident. The Supreme Court has 

explained exactly what types of delinquent acts should be certified over to the adult court system, and 

the subject minor's charges associated with Alleged Incident 1 fall outside of those parameters for the 

most serious and heinous offenses. No one is arguing that, if the subject minor had a firearm in his 

possession, it was a good idea or well thought out plan. But the Supreme Court has repeatedly 

confirmed that minors do not have the capability to make good decisions. 

In sum, although murder offenses are certainly serious, certification of the counts associated 

with Alleged Incident 1 is not warranted based on this factor, especially when considered in 

conjunction with the arguably accidental nature of the incident. 

b. Alleged Incident 2, which occurred on or about August 12, 2022.

The State has charged the subject minor with three (3) counts related to Alleged Incident 2: 

burglary while in possession of a deadly weapon, grand larceny of a firearm, and possession of 

stolen property. Again, there is no question of whether these are serious charges, but the serious 

18 







� 

:i::; 0 

' 
0 

> !:: 
> ;::, � 
:i:: 

"'0 . °'

�i2�i g

� �� �� Q ��z� 
".) 0 8 z::: 

� 0:: 0 "' 

7 <zcn� 
-; ...Joi::::-

) N f,l 
-A 

) �� 
) :� 
I 

:e 

J 
) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

psychological and social evaluation require a finding that the public interest and safety are best 

served by retaining the youth in the juvenile system. In re Seven Minors, 99 Nev. at 435. The 

subjective factors in this case support a conclusion that J.R. should remain in the juvenile 

system. 

a. Psychological Assessment

J.R. completed a psychological assessment on September 14, 2022, via telephone with 

examiner Eric S. Smith, Ph.D. See, Exhibit A. The defense received a copy of the evaluation on 

September 28, 2022. Dr. Smith noted in his evaluation that J.R. has poor judgment and 

decision-making skills with his estimated intelligence falling below average. See, Exhibit A at 4. 

Dr. Smith further notes that J.R. has only fair insight and poor impulse control. See, Exhibit A at 5. 

The assessment opines that J.R. "chose" to be habitually truant last year, but as pointed out in Exhibit 

B, J.R. missed school because he was his ailing grandmother's caregiver. When asked what 

three (3) wishes he had, J.R.'s response was: to be back with his family, for "None of this to have 

happened', and to be happy again. See, Exhibit A at 5. Dr. Smith diagnosed J.R. with a trauma and 

stressor related disorder, adjustment disorder with depressed mood, cannabis use disorder - 

moderate, and academic or educational problem. These factors point more to a young juvenile 

with poor impulse control and subject to peer pressure than to an individual who is 

antisocial and unable to be rehabilitated. The Supreme Court repeatedly noted that juvenile 

defendants are treated different than adults because they lack maturity and are more susceptible to 

negative influences and peer pressure. The juvenile system would better serve J.R. than the 

adult system. 

  b. Family Relationships and Childhood

 J.R. is a fourteen (14) year old male. He was born and raised in Las Vegas, Nevada. J.R. 

is a soft-spoken boy with characteristics more consistent with that of a follower, as noted by his 

former Bishop. See Exhibit B. He is the biological son of Y.A. and F.R. Ms. A. is a manager 

at Smith's. Mr. R. was a fisherman and would travel out of town for work. At the time of his 

arrest, J.R. was residing in the home of his mother. J.R. was raised by his mother and father until 

early 2021 when his father was hospitalized due to  

21 
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covid infection.  After a protracted illness and hospital stay, J.R.'s father returned to the family 

home in early February 2022. However, Mr. F.R. passed away at home on February 14, 2022. J.R 

was the person who found him after his passing. See, Exhibit C -Declaration of Y.A. This trauma, 

and how it would affect a fourteen (14) year old, is a factor that the court should consider in its 

analysis. 

J.R. has a supportive, close-knit family surrounding him. J.R. has four (4) siblings: two (2) 

adult sisters that reside outside of the family home, a seventeen (17) year old brother that is currently 

in the custody of Juvenile Justice Services, and an eight (8) year old brother that resides with their 

mother. J.R.' s grandmother was also a stable influence in his life, guiding J.R. towards good choices 

in life. She lived with J.R. and his family until her passing. During the pandemic, schools went 

online, and with both parents working, this left J.R. being responsible for care of his grandmother 

through her hospice treatment. See, Exhibit B. 

Ms. Y.A. reported that J.R. was a well-behaved child for much of his life. She reported that he 

was an active member of their church and that he had a stable support system around him while 

growing up .. Prior to the covid-19 pandemic, J.R. did well at school. Ms. Y.A. reported that J.R.'s 

behavior started to change more recently, starting during the covid- 19 pandemic, where she noticed a 

shift in J.R. She reported that this shift continued, and J.R.'s behavior worsened as he was struggling 

with the loss of his grandmother and then, shortly after, finding his father deceased. J.R.'s older 

brother had already started down a path of poor choices by that time, and :J.R. followed along the same 

path as his new male role model. See Exhibit C. 

Since going into custody, J.R. has regularly attended school online. He enjoys the subjects of 

computer science and biology. He reports that he is currently earning As and Bs in his classes. J.R. has 

progressed from his original tier 1 status when he was first taken into custody. He is currently in tier 3, 

showing that he is making positive changes and trying to make changes in his behavior. 

22 
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c.  Drug Abuse History

 J.R. started heavily using marijuana earlier this year after finding his father deceased. Prior 

to this event, J.R. used marijuana once or twice. The evaluation incorrectly implies he used daily 

from the age of 12. Instead, his use drastically changed into daily use only after the traumatizing 

event of finding his father deceased. After that time, J.R.'s older brother would supply J.R. with 

marijuana any time that he wanted to use it. J.R. went from scarcely using marijuana to using every 

day. Anytime that J.R. was with certain individuals, they used marijuana. 

d.  Age and Maturity

At the time of this alleged incident, and at the time of his arrest, J.R. was only fourteen 

(14)years old. J.R. had just begun his freshman year at Cheyenne High School. Considering the facts 

alleged by the State are true for the sake of analyzing this factor, there is a wealth of immaturity and 

poor decision making shown by J.R. during this incident. J.R. allegedly was sitting next to W.H. 

crying, told the police multiple versions of what occurred, and put the towels he used to clean the 

scene in his room. These are only a few of the alleged facts that show J.R.'s lack of maturity. 

4. Community protection does notjustify discretionary certification

The overriding consideration of the Court is community safety. The Seven Minors Court 

specifically addressed community safety and stated that "in weighing the public necessity fqr 

transfer, the court may consider, for example, that the probability of a given youth's becoming a 

productive and law abiding citizen is much greater under juvenile court cognizance and that 

retention in the juvenile system may therefore be more in the long-term public interest than 

would be transfer for adult prosecution." (emphasis added). In re Seven Minors 99 Nev. at 433. 

The Court went on to note that subjective factors may be properly considered in determining which 

youths should not be transferred to adult court in those cases where the public interest does not 

clearly demand transfer. 

There will be absolutely no benefit to public safety if J.R. is transferred to the adult 

system for these three (3) separate alleged incidents, which would be adjudicated as three (3) 

23 


	Untitled_01062023_024506 (002).pdf
	Pleading pages on Jimmy-Blake.pdf



