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Videoconference Sites:  Las Vegas Carson City 
 NV Supreme Court NV Supreme Court 
 Conf. Room A & B    Law Library, Room 103         

Teleconference Sites: 
Reno     Elko 
2

nd
 Judicial District Ct.  4th Judicial District Court 

75 Court Street – Room 214 Department 2 Jury Room 

Call-in Info: Dial In:  877-594-8353 / Participant Code:  356-882-81 

Meeting Agenda 

I. Opening Statements from Co-Chairs 
& Commission Roll Call 5 minutes 

II. Consent Agenda 5 minutes Tab 1 
 Approval of March 9, 2018 Commission Meeting Minutes

III. Discussion Items Tab 2 
 2017-2018 Nevada Civil Legal Needs Assessment 90 minutes 

o Dr. Ken Smith, The Resource for Great Programs
o Not in a videoconference location?  LINK -

https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/825749389
o Stakeholder Meeting Feedback
o Updated Study Findings
o Commission Feedback for Findings Release
o Ideas for Action
o Plans for State Bar of Nevada Annual Meeting

 Commission Membership Nominations Discussion 15 minutes 
o July 1, 2018 Expirations
o Candidate Development

IV. Reports 5 minutes Tab 3 

 Electronic Filing by Non-Lawyers – Judge Joanna Kishner, Judge Connie Steinheimer

V. Other Business 

https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/825749389
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VI. Informational Items Tab 4 
 Legal Aid Provider Highlights

o Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada
o Nevada Legal Services
o Southern Nevada Senior Law Program
o Volunteer Attorneys for Rural Nevadans
o Washoe Legal Services

 Self-Help Center Statistics

 Pro bono survey

 Appellate Law Pro Bono Program

 AG Military Pro Bono Program

 Legal Services Corporation Letter and Support from Supreme Court of Nevada

 New – The IOLTA Report:  Justice for All? for Nevada Bankers Association E-Newsletter

 E-Filing Subcommittee Recaps 3/15/18, 4/23/18, and 5/4/18

 IOLTA Subcommittee Meeting Recap 4/17/18

 Quarterly Legal Aid Provider Meeting Recap 4/20/18

 Kentucky Derby Event 5/5/18

 Honoring of Bank of Nevada at LACSN 5/8/18 LINK - http://tinyurl.com/y9qc2o9y

 IOLTA Rate Review Meeting Recap 5/22/18

 Nevada Bar Foundation IOLTA-participating bank meetings held 5/24/18 and 6/12/18

 Monthly IOLTA Summary

 Public Awareness

2018 Access to Justice Commission Meetings  (All meetings 2:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.) 

 Friday, March 9

 Friday, June 15

 Friday, November 9

2018 Access to Justice Commission Biannual IOLTA Rate Review Calls  (All calls 2:00 p.m. – 3:00 p.m.) 

 Tuesday, May 22

 Monday, November 19

Our Purpose 

 Assess current and future civil legal needs

 Develop statewide policies to improve legal service delivery

 Improve self-help and pro bono services

 Increase public awareness of the impact of limited access to justice

 Investigate and pursue increased funding

 Recommend legislation or rules affecting access to justice

64531380 

http://tinyurl.com/y9qc2o9y
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ACCESS TO JUSTICE COMMISSION 

Access to Justice Commission Meeting Minutes 
Friday, March 9, 2018 – 2:00 p.m. 

Present 
Justice Michael Douglas 
Justice James Hardesty 
Connie Akridge 
Julie Bobzien 
Randy Boesch 
Julie Cavanaugh-Bill 
James Conway 
Doreen Spears Hartwell 
Annamarie Johnson 
Judge Joanna Kishner 
Joseph McEllistrem 
Noah Malgeri 
Judge Tammy Riggs 
Judge Bridget Robb 
Judge John Schlegelmilch 
Judge Connie Steinheimer 
Anne Traum 
Adam Tully 
Sugar Vogel 
Judge Nathan Tod Young 

Guests Present 
Barbara Buckely 
Phyllis Gurgevich 
Stephanie McDonald 
Shelly Newton 
Emily Reed 
Summer Youngquist 

Staff Present 
Brad Lewis 

Call to Order/Roll Call – Part I 

Justice Douglas called the Access to Justice Commission meeting to order.  Brad shared that Judge 

Kishner had a brief report from the E-Filing Subcommittee to share but that she was in court today and 

could only step out for a brief period of time.  He asked the Commission if anyone had an objection to 

reordering the agenda to hear from Judge Kishner upon her arrival and then returning to the agenda as 

outlined.  Hearing none, as we were ready to proceed, Judge Kishner came on the line. 
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Electronic Filing by Non-Lawyers 

Judge Kishner shared that she and Judge Steinheimer, also on the E-Filing Subcommittee, had been 

discussing approaches used in the Second Judicial District and what might be possible in the Eighth 

Judicial District.  Judge Kishner shared that in the Eighth Judicial District there are particular concerns 

related to fraudulent filings.  She shared that discussions in earnest were awaiting other rule change 

discussions underway and that the issue would be approached further at the Wednesday, March 14 All 

Judges meeting.  It was shared that e-filing in the Second Judicial District must first begin with a wet 

signature, after which all future documents are filed electronically.  A brief discussion ensued about 

finding some way to advance on e-filing in the Eighth, even if some concerns remain in place.  It was 

suggested that perhaps a pilot program of some sort could be put into place and trialed to see what is 

learned and take the next best steps after that.  It was suggested that it might make the most sense to 

try something within the family courts.  It was further noted that both a Federal as well as a rural 

representative should be added to the E-Filing Subcommittee. 

 

Call to Order/Roll Call – Part II 

After the e-filing discussion, we returned to the regular agenda order.  A roll call was conducted.  Justice 

Douglas and Justice Hardesty offered brief welcomes, commented on the good work of all, and the 

meeting shifted to the agenda. 

 

Consent Agenda 

Justice Douglas called for any comments or questions on November 21, 2017 Commission minutes 

included in the consent agenda.  Hearing none he called for a vote.  It was moved, seconded and 

unanimous that the minutes be approved. 

 

2017-2018 Nevada Civil Legal Needs Assessment/Stakeholder Meetings 

Brad shared that Dr. Ken Smith of The Resource for Great Programs, our research vendor for this 

project, was unavailable due to participating in a conference in Florida.  Therefore, Brad shared the 

latest iteration of the study PowerPoint slides which revealed early findings and were the basis for the 

upcoming stakeholder pre-release previews of the study.  The general feedback on the PowerPoint 

presentation is that it was good information, but with a few suggestions for improvement before it was 

shared publicly at the stakeholder meetings.  Brad agreed that all updates would be made. 

 

Justice Hardesty then suggested that he thought the slides were a good basis for Nevada to educate our 

elected Federal representatives in support of continued funding for the Legal Services Corporation (LSC), 

that the consequences to not supporting were dire for Nevada.  Brad was tasked with editing down the 

slides and authoring a cover letter for sending in advance of the vote.  Annamarie Johnson noted that 

the vote was expected on Thursday, March 22, so that it would need to be done quickly, which was 

agreed.  Justice Hardesty suggested a tag line to be used, “the hardest hit in Nevada get hit the hardest”. 
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Commission Membership Nominations – Composition Rule Change 

The Nominations Subcommittee has been working toward the long discussed “expansion” of the 

Commission.  This does not necessarily mean more Commission members, but realigning the rule slots 

to include more non-lawyer, community-wide, and Statewide members.  To that end, the Subcommittee 

developed a suggested revision to Rule SCR 15 to translate the new vision into action.  A markup of the 

old rule with the recommended changes was shared with the Commission for input and a vote. 

Judge Tammy Riggs asked whether the reference to the “Nevada Judges Association” (NJA) mentioned 

in concert with the limited jurisdiction judge appointment actually meant NJA or if, in fact, it meant 

“Nevada Judges of Limited Jurisdiction” (NJLJ).  Justice Hardesty confirmed that, indeed, the intention 

was for it to be NJLJ. 

With that change, it was moved and seconded that the Access to Justice Commission recommend new 

rule SCR 15 as revised to be adopted. 

Commission Membership Nominations – Candidate Review 

Nominating Subcommittee Chair Julie Cavanaugh-Bill shared that the Subcommittee has been working 

on surfacing names to align with the new composition.  Several candidate names have been floated.  It 

was suggested that perhaps the easiest was to proceed toward voting on new members, was to gather 

their resumes, the nominator, the candidates interest (if asked), and the recommended slot to be filled 

to share with the full Commission.  It would need to be determined how many new additions are desired 

at this time and if any of the nominees would replace those with terms expiring July 1, 2018.  The 

Subcommittee will work on this follow up.  Justice Douglas also suggested that with this information, 

perhaps an e-ballot for voting may suffice moving forward. 

It was shared that holding an orientation for new Commission members might be helpful.  While the 

Commission does have and shares written orientation materials, it was thought that perhaps a call or 

even face to face interaction, with the opportunity for a two way dialogue and for the new Commission 

member to ask questions may be beneficial.  Brad is happy to do this moving forward. 

Reports 

 E-Filing Subcommittee – see above

 Appellate Law Program – UNLV Professor Anne Traum shared that the ALP is popular and has

had 167 referrals, 100 lawyers participate and has published decisions and remands.

 Statewide Self-Help Web Launch – Judge Nathan Tod Young shared that

http://selfhelp.nvcourts.gov/ is now launched for Statewide use.  He thanked Stephanie

McDonald at Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada’s Family Law Self-Help Center for all of her

efforts.

http://selfhelp.nvcourts.gov/
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 AG Military Pro Bono Program – Annamarie Johnson of Nevada Legal Services shared that the

recent Ask-A-Lawyer events were successful with 93 veterans attending in Las Vegas and more

than 100 attending in Reno.  Cases taken have tended to be consumer issues.

Other Business 
No other business was raised. 

Informational Items 
Chief Justice Douglas asked for a lightening round of the top one or two hot items for each legal aid 
provider.  The following was shared: 

 LACSN – Guardianship is the hot topic with 475 clients already in the pipeline.

 SNSLP – Search for a new office remains key focus.

 VARN – Had a very successful 2017.

 WLS – Revamping pro bono program.

 NLS – Remodeling office, in temporary location at the moment, will end up with more offices
and better utilized space.

 ATJC – 42 pro bono cases were placed at the Family Law Conference in Bishop, CA.  $1510 was
raised from the sale of logo stemless wine glasses at the event for the One Campaign.

Chief Justice Douglas shared that related to guardianship, progress is being made Statewide on rules and 
forms.  (38 new forms to date.)  A Guardianship Officer is in place as is a forensic specialist used for 
investigations in both the North and South.  Vetting of new rules and forms is ongoing and mandatory 
use of new forms is coming soon.  He thanked LACSN for their efforts with the Guardianship program 
and asked if the money is flowing, which was answered in the affirmative. 

Finally, Chief Justice Douglas closed the meeting by thanking everyone for their efforts, especially all of 
the volunteers who helped make the legal needs study a success. 

Informational items included the following: 

 Legal Aid Provider Highlights
o Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada
o Nevada Legal Services
o Southern Nevada Senior Law Program
o VARN
o Washoe Legal Services

 Quarterly Legal Aid Provider Meeting Recap 1/19/18

 Self-Help Center Statistics

 Equal Justice Conference/National Meeting of State Access to Justice Commission Chairs

 IOLTA Subcommittee Meeting Recap 1/9/18

 Monthly IOLTA Summary

 Public Awareness Initiatives

2018 Access to Justice Commission Meetings  (All meetings 2:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.) 

 Friday, March 9

 Friday, June 15 – NEW DATE!  (Formerly June 8.)

 Friday, November 9



The following individuals’ Access to Justice Commission terms expire 7/1/18. 

Following the instructions of both Chief Justice Douglas and Justice Hardesty, we are able to reappoint 
the individuals below per the SCR 15 rules outlined below: 

 Julie Bobzien (formerly Mogensen - VARN)  2(e) 

 John Desmond (Washoe Co. Bar)  2(f) 

 James Conway (WLS)  2(e)  

 Nic Danna (AG)  2(d) 

 Sugar Vogel (SNSLP)  2(e) 

 Judge Connie Steinheimer (at large)  2(i) 

 Dr. Joseph McEllistrem (layperson)  2(h) 

 Doreen Spears Hartwell (at large)  2(i) 

All terms expire 7/1/22. 



Judge Kishner Email RE:  NRS EDCR and DCR on E-Filing 041318 – 

Brad, 

The email below was reviewed as acceptable by both the incoming and outgoing Chiefs as well as 

Administration.  It was also sent to Legal Aid last week so as to get their input.  As a result of some 

dialogue with Legal Aid as well as some ideas that the judiciary suggested, we are seeing if there may be 

some additional options available.  As I noted to you in an email earlier this week, however, we are 

waiting for some feedback on the feasibility of those other options.  In order to get the proverbial ball 

rolling with the options that have been reviewed and are doable, I am forwarding the email that outlines 

two alternatives which the 8th views as  consistent with statute and state wide rules and  which 

would  increase access to justice to pro se litigants.  Feel free to share this email and the one below with 

the Commission so that we can move forward on the issue.  When I receive further information on other 

options, I will forward that as well. 

All the best  

Joanna Kishner 

Honorable Joanna S. Kishner 
District Judge, Dept. XXXI 
Eighth Judicial District 
200 Lewis Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV  89155 
Phone:  (702) 671-3634 
Fax:  (702) 366-1412 

Dear all, 

After our meetings and discussions I had an opportunity to speak first with Lauren Pena and 
then with both our outgoing Chief and incoming Chief on the requested pilot program and the 
overall issue of the “wet ink signature” requirement on certain documents.  In light of these 
discussions, I thought it would be helpful to set forth below the statute (NRS 53.045), District 
Court Rule (DCR 20) and Local Rule (EDCR 8.07) that are at issue.     

1) NRS 53.045  Use of unsworn declaration in lieu of affidavit or other sworn
declaration; exception.  Any matter whose existence or truth may be established
by an affidavit or other sworn declaration may be established with the same effect by
an unsworn declaration of its existence or truth signed by the declarant under penalty
of perjury, and dated, in substantially the following form:  1.  If executed in this
State: “I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.”

 Executed on.................................................. 
(date) (signature)2.  Except as otherwise provided in NRS 53.250 to 53.390, inclusive, 
if executed outside this State: “I declare under penalty of perjury under the law of the 
State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.” 
Executed on..................................................(date)  (signature); 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-053.html#NRS053Sec250
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-053.html#NRS053Sec390


2)  DCR Rule 20.  Appearances in proper person: Entry of appearance, initial 
pleading to be acknowledged.  Unless appearing by an attorney regularly 
admitted to practice law in Nevada and in good standing, no entry of 
appearance or initial pleading purporting to be signed by any party to an 
action shall be recognized or given any force or effect by any district court 
unless the same shall be acknowledged by the party signing the same before a 
notary public or some other officer having a seal and authorized by law to 
administer oaths, or the truth of the matter is established by an unsworn 
declaration signed by the party under penalty of perjury, and dated, in 
substantially the following form: “I declare under penalty of perjury under the 
law of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.”; 
 

3)   EDCR Rule 8.07.  Requirements for signatures on documents. 
      (a) Every pleading, document, and instrument filed in the E-Filing System shall be 
deemed to have been signed by the attorney or declarant and shall bear a facsimile or 
typographical signature of such person, along with the typed name, address, telephone 
number, and State Bar of Nevada number of a signing attorney. 
      (b) Typographical signatures shall be treated as personal signatures for all purposes 
under the Nevada Revised Statutes. A typographical signature shall be as follows:/s/ 
John L. Smith JOHN L. SMITH  
      (c) When a document to be filed electronically requires a signature under 
penalty of perjury, or the signature of a notary public, the declarant or notary 
public shall sign a printed form of the document. The printed document bearing 
the original signatures must be scanned and electronically submitted for filing in a 
format that accurately reproduces the original signatures and contents of the 
document. 
      (d) When a document, such as a stipulation, requires the signatures of 
opposing parties and is to be filed electronically, the party filing the document 
must first obtain signatures of all parties on a printed form of the document. The 
printed document bearing the original signatures must be scanned and 
electronically submitted for filing in a format that accurately reproduces the 
original signatures and contents of the document. 
      (e) By electronically filing the document, the electronic filer verifies that the 
signatures are authentic to the best of the filer’s knowledge and belief. 
      (f) A party is not required to use a digital signature on an electronically filed 
document. 
      (g) All documents which bear a signature of a judge, hearing master, or 
commissioner shall be scanned and E-Filed so their original signature will be shown 
thereon, unless the court provides for electronic signature of electronically issued court 
documents, in which case that procedure may be followed instead. 
 
(Emphasis added to highlight specific applicable provisions) 
 

In light of the differing provisions of the statute, the state wide district court rule 
and the local rule, there are a couple of alternatives that should  increase access to 
justice but at the same time minimize the falsification of signature concerns and comply 
with current statutory and statewide rule requirements.  One alternative would be to have 
a process similar to the one described by federal court whereby the litigant filed a motion 
which would be approved by a judge to allow that litigant  to sign subsequent documents 
electronically. With this method when the litigant filed the motion he/she would have an 
initial wet signature on file and then the subsequent documents could be filed with an 



electronic signature  other than those documents such as stipulations, affidavits etc. that 
all individuals (including attorneys) need to sign.  

A second alternative is to have a form of acknowledgment filed with the first 
pleading whereby the litigant has signed the acknowledgment that it is his/her signature 
and scanned just that first pleading. The same process of electronic filing signatures on 
subsequent pleadings noted above could then be followed.  

     In both alternatives, self-represented litigants would only have to have a scanned 
signature for the initial pleading and then for a small subset of future pleadings where 
such signatures are required pursuant to statute or rule.  It would eliminate/minimize the 
concern about litigants having to go to court or a library to have their signature scanned 
each time he/she filed a pleading.   The local rule EDCR 8.07 could be modified to 
reflect either or both alternatives. With either of the suggested alternatives, the Court 
would have a signature on file for the first document filed which would address the 
concern about forgery but at the same time the litigant for future filings could use an 
electronic signature other than in those specific instances where a signature is required 
for everyone pursuant to statute or rule. From my conversation with the Chiefs, either of 
the two alternatives would be acceptable. Since the 8th can’t modify either a statute or 
state wide rule, these alternatives provide the maximum access that could be 
accomplished at the local level.   

 I would appreciate your input and suggestions. Thank you, Joanna Kishner 



Judge Steinheimer eFiling Rule Response – 

No there is no issue with going forward with E-filing and no rules that must be changed statewide. DCR 

20 requires the proper person to include an affidavit or declaration for an entry of appearance or initial 

pleading.  In the Second, we have utilized NRS 53.045 to allow for penalty of perjury statement in lieu of 

a notarized affidavit or declaration. All of our Self Help forms allow for under penalty of perjury language 

because of NRS 53.045. 

We follow the NEFCR (Nevada Electronic filing and Conversion Rules) Rule 11 for all E-filed 

documents.  Proper Persons (as well as all others who E-file) are “registered users”.  To become a 

registered user an attorney or proper person must fill out the user agreement and sign the 

document.  The document may be physically brought into the courthouse or snail mailed to the Court or 

scanned and sent to the Court via email.  Upon receipt of the user agreement, the process of becoming 

an E-filer is handled by the Clerk of Court in conjunction with our IT Department.  The user agreement 

containing an original signature is scanned into the Administrative Record of the Court and held in 

perpetuity.  From that point on, the typed signature of the E-filer is sufficient to sign documents 

pursuant to the NEFCR Rule 11.(a).  If a document such as a stipulation is being E-filed, the registered 

user E-filing the document may type their name but they must secure the other attorney or party’s 

signature on a printed document which is then scanned and E-filed by the registered user. (NEFCR Rule 

11.(c)). 

If the Proper Person is not able to scan the document, they may come to the Clerk’s Office, where we 

have “The E-filing Hub”.  The Hub is manned by deputy clerks, scanning equipment, and computer 

stations, so that the Deputy Clerk assists the filer in the scanning process and E-filing the document. (Of 

course, we also have public terminals in the Law Library with the ability to scan documents there as well 

as in the Self Help Center located in the Family Court Division.)    

All case types are Mandatory E-filing cases in the General Jurisdiction Division of the Court, as well as in 

Family Division Adult Guardianship, Juvenile Delinquency, and Juvenile Dependency case 

types.  Although the other case types in the Family Division are not mandatory E-filing cases, we have a 

large percentage voluntarily E-filing in those case types.  We have a great deal of support from the 

proper persons.  One reason is the convenience of filing and review of the file, in addition, if they are an 

E-filer they are automatically served with all pleadings filed in their case as soon as they are filed unless 

the pleading is sealed.  Even if the document is filed under seal the party is at least notified that a 

document was filed so they can investigate further. The service on the documents via email is a great 

benefit to persons who share space still with the person they are divorcing/ complaining about, etc. and 

for persons who are in transition in terms of their physical housing. 

I hope this answers your simple question.  If we were to try to use a kiosk system like was being 

proposed in Clark County, we could use it with Proper Persons as soon as they completed the 

registration as an E-filer. 



Revised February 17, 2017 

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

WASHOE COUNTY 
STATE OF NEVADA 

EFILE USER AGREEMENT 
(Standard) 

This serves as your eFile User Agreement with the Second Judicial District Court for the purpose of registering an 
account to permit eFiling of court case documents using the eFlex Electronic Filing System (“eFlex account”). 
Currently, this account will be subject to a $0.00 fee per transaction.  

By registering for an eFlex account I agree and consent to the following: 

 I will submit court filings electronically through eFlex on court cases for which I am an active party or attorney
of record, or an officer of the Court filing documents in my official capacity.

 As a registered eFlex account holder, I cannot deactivate my email address without filing a Written Notice of
Intent to change my email address with the District Court. This Written Notice of Intent must include my name,
bar number and a list of all pending court matters. Also included must be an acknowledgment that all parties
and attorneys of record on those pending matters have been notified of my new email address. I understand
that it is my responsibility to keep my email address updated on my eFlex account profile.

 I understand that once my eFlex account is inactivated, I will no longer be able to electronically eFile or view
any documents using my account nor will I receive eFlex electronic service.  Furthermore, I will no longer
have access to court records through my eFlex account.

 Electronic signatures (e.g. /s/) are permissible on electronically filed documents submitted from the e-filer’s
E-Flex account.  (See Nevada Electronic Filing and Conversion Rules, Rule 11).

 I will accept eFlex electronic notices sent to my email on file with eFlex as valid and effective service for all
eFiled documents replacing the need for paper service. Electronic service of documents is limited to those
documents permitted to be served by mail, express mail, overnight delivery, or facsimile transmission. A
complaint, petition or other document that must be served with a summons, and summons or a subpoena
cannot be served electronically.

 I agree to the terms of the license agreement as stated by Tybera on the court’s eFlex website under “terms
of use” and “privacy policy” when registering for an eFlex account and pressing the submit button.

 I understand that email addresses supplied by the registered user via the username/password accessed
through “eFlex Account” supersede the court’s case management system for the purpose of determining
valid and effective service of eFiled documents. I understand that it is my responsibility to keep my email
address updated on my eFlex account profile.

 I agree to file the proper motion to withdraw/notice of change/substitution of counsel/notice of termination of
employment (whatever applies) into each of my cases whenever I depart from an agency, office, or law firm,
or cease to represent a party in any case, or cease to be an eFlex user within 10 days of any such change.
If known, I will designate the new attorney and/or e-Filer contact on each case. Further, I will separately notify
the Clerk of Court of any employment change which will globally affect all or a majority of my cases.



Revised February 17, 2017 

 I Acknowledge receipt, understanding and agree to follow the Nevada Electronic Filing and Conversion Rules
(EFCR).

 I understand if a party submits a proposed Order and the Order is eFiled by the Court, ONLY eFlex account
holders will be served by the Court.  I understand all other parties must be served by the party who submitted
the proposed Order by other means.

 I understand as a registered eFlex account holder, I will only have access to documents in court cases for
which I am an active party or attorney of record. In the event that I inadvertently obtain access to unauthorized
information on any case, I will immediately notify the Court Administrator/Clerk of Court, presiding judicial
officer and all active attorneys on that specific case.  I will take every precaution to shield myself and all
members of my firm from viewing, downloading or disseminating any unauthorized information. I will delete
and destroy immediately any unauthorized information that I inadvertently obtain.

 I understand any violation of the terms of this agreement may result in sanctions imposed by the Court.

Attorney or Person Name: ________________________________________________________ 

If an attorney, Bar ID: _________     Law Firm: ___________________________________________________ 

If not an attorney, DOB: ___________________ Interpreter needed:  ☐Yes or ☐No  Language: _______________ 

If not an attorney, Case number(s): ____________________________________________________ 

eFlex Email  Address: ________________________________________________________________ 

1st Alternate eFlex Email Address: ______________________________________________________ 

2nd Alternate eFlex Email Address: ______________________________________________________ 

Mailing Address: ________________________________________________________________ 

City: ____________State: ___      Zip Code: ______________________ 

Phone Number: ________________________    Fax Number: ___________________________ 

Designated eFlex contact person: __________________________________________________ 

I hereby certify that I have read the above information and agree to abide by the requirements and terms as 

stated in this agreement.  

Date: ____________________Signature of Attorney/Person Agency Signatory: __________________________ 

To become a registered eFlex account holder, you must request an account online at 
https://wceflex.washoecourts.com and click on the ‘Request an Account’ button.  Next, print out this form, complete 
and sign it and deliver the ink-signed copy to the Second Judicial District Court Filing Office, 75 Court Street, Reno, 
NV 89501. Upon completion of your account request AND receipt of the signed eFile User Agreement, your 
electronic request for a user account will be approved. You will be notified by email and be able to login with your 
user name and requested password within three (3) working days.    

https://wceflex.washoecourts.com/
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Access to Justice Highlights 
June 2018 (For First Quarter of 2018) 

HIGHLIGHTS

Consumer Case Highlights 

Legal Aid Center represented Ms. Trejo, a foster mother of 9, in a lawsuit against her realtor and 

the sellers of her home to collect damages for a fire that occurred 30 days after purchase. Ms. 

Trejo and the Defendants entered into a Residential Purchase Agreement for the sale of a house. 

On her realtor’s advice and based on a representation that the home had been recently renovated, 

Ms. Trejo agreed to waive the home inspection, mechanical inspection, oil tank inspection, and 

septic inspection. Ms. Trejo, also on the realtor’s advice, agreed to waive any required 

certifications. The Defendants, however, were required, and did, provide Ms. Trejo with Seller’s 

Real Property Disclosure Form. The Defendants completed the form and noted they were 

unaware of any issues with the smoke detectors. They also marked that construction, 

modification, alterations, or repairs were made to the property without the required building 

permits. However, they failed to provide Ms. Trejo with an explanation, as required by the form, 

of the unpermitted work. To make matters worse, her realtor failed to ensure that an explanation 

was delivered to Ms. Trejo prior to closing. The realtor also failed to alert Ms. Trejo to the 

seriousness of the Defendants’ omission prior to closing.  

One month after the sale closed, a fire started in the home while Ms. Trejo and her family slept.  

Ms. Trejo was alerted to the fire, not by the alarm of a smoke detector, but by one of her 

children. The house was partially destroyed and rendered uninhabitable. According to an 

inspector from the North Las Vegas Building Safety Division, the cause of the fire was “illegal 

wiring.”  

After years of litigation, the parties reached a settlement of the case in Ms. Trejo’s favor. (Goatz) 

Guardianship Advocacy Project Case Highlights 

Ms. Holly* is an eighty-seven year old woman who has lived with memory loss and advanced 

Alzheimer’s dementia for five years.   Ms. Holly lives with her son, who quit his job in 
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California to move to Nevada to provide care for his mother.  Ms. Holly and her son survive on 

Ms. Holly’s limited social security income of $1,200 per month.  Ms. Holly’s son has been 

unable to work because he provides full-time care for Ms. Holly.  When Ms. Holly’s 

Alzheimer’s progressed to the point she could no longer manage her own affairs, the court 

awarded Ms. Holly’s son guardianship. 

 

Upon reviewing Ms. Holly’s finances, her son was surprised to discover that Ms. Holly’s estate 

had been plundered by Ms. Holly’s nephew and daughter.  Upon learning of the 

misappropriation, Ms. Holly’s son notified the guardianship court, and the court appointed Legal 

Aid Center of Southern Nevada to represent Ms. Holly’s interests and investigate the missing 

assets. 

 

Ms. Holly’s Legal Aid Center attorney quickly discovered that Ms. Holly’s nephew had stolen 

$100,000 from Ms. Holly.  The attorney also discovered that Ms. Holly’s daughter had caused 

her mother to sign over ownership of forty acres of valuable land, had stolen an heirloom 

diamond necklace, and had forced Ms. Holly to sign over ownership of shares of stock, all after 

Ms. Holly had already been diagnosed with Alzheimer’s dementia.  The Legal Aid Center 

attorney immediately filed a recovery action in the guardianship case, demanding the return of 

all of Ms. Holly’s stolen assets.   

 

At trial, the judge sided with Ms. Holly and ordered that her daughter return the forty acres of 

valuable land, the heirloom diamond necklace, and the stocks.  The judge also found that the 

nephew’s bad acts warranted the imposition of double damages and awarded Ms. Holly 

$200,000 from her nephew, double the misappropriated amount.   

 

Without Legal Aid Center’s assistance, Ms. Holly and her son would have no money with which 

to support themselves during Ms. Holly’s golden years.  Ms. Holly and her son now have funds 

to provide for Ms. Holly’s care and comfort. (MacDonald) 

 

*Names have been changed to protect confidentiality.  

 

  

Family Justice Project Case Highlights 

 
Client has been married to her husband for 4 years.  Adverse party is a felon who served time in 

prison for drug trafficking.  Client has custody of her teenage daughter from a previous 

relationship and Adverse Party has custody of his 4 year old daughter from a previous 

relationship.  Adverse party beat the 4 year old severely with a belt.  Client feared for her life and 

the life of her daughter if she attempted to stop the adverse from beating the child or if she called 

the police.  Client called the child’s daycare and advised them so when the child was dropped off 

the next day, they could look for marks and report the abuse - - which is exactly what happened.   

 

Adverse was arrested and taken into custody.  CPS investigated and awarded step-mom (my 

client) temporary custody of the 4 years old and client applied for and received an Emergency 

TPO.  The TPO was issued on behalf of the 4 year old.  Client called an advocate over the phone 

to apply for the Emergency TPO and was upset following the issuance of the order because she 



3 
 

felt that there were errors in the application and that she may not get an extended Protective 

Order (the TPO did not cover client as she was told it would – it only covered the child and there 

were misstatements of fact and allegations in the affidavit which is used for the court to decide 

whether to grant the initial TPO). 

 

We went to Court on March 27.  Adverse Party also had an attorney.  There was extensive 

argument over whether the Court had the authority to change the Order and provide that client 

was the party being protected and whether the Court was basing its decision to extend the 

Protective Order on statements that were inaccurate in the application. 

My client’s position – even before entering the Court was to immediately correct the record 

before the hearing proceeded, which I did. 

 

The court explained that it had not relied upon the misstatements, now knew the correct 

allegation and still decided it was appropriate to extend the Protective Order and to name client 

as the protected party rather than the 4 year old.  Argument went on for 45 minutes, there was 

direct examination of my client, etc.    My client was shaking the entire time due to her immense 

fear of this individual and the prior DV that had been inflicted upon her. 

 

Ultimately, the Protective Order was extended for the maximum allowed by statute (1 year) and 

my client was named the protected party.  She was overwhelmed and extremely appreciative and 

happy with the result. 

 

 

Immigration Case Highlights 

 
I represented an Ethiopian lady who has already been a US Citizen for 10 years. Recently she 

was trying to get a passport and was having problems because her citizenship certificate had the 

middle and last names swapped, and she hadn’t realized that the non-attorney who helped her 

with the forms had put her name wrong on her applications. She had tried getting help at various 

other organizations who all told her there wasn’t anything they could do to help.  

 

We applied for a corrected citizenship certificate. She qualified for a fee waiver so there was no 

fee to her at all. After about six months, the new certificate arrived with no other issues from 

USCIS. She was ecstatic to be able to use that to get her passport so she can travel back to 

Ethiopia to visit her family, which she hasn’t been able to do. It was a case that is outside our 

normal priorities, but she was able to get the help she needed and it was deeply meaningful to 

her. (Martin) 

 
 

Children’s Attorneys Project Case Highlights 

 
Clients are two teenage girls, the eldest of whom was almost 18 at the time of the Court hearing 

to establish protective custody. Noticing this, I contacted the assigned DA to submit a petition 

earlier than the date set at the protective custody hearing. This triggered an earlier plea hearing 

for the parents. The DA also supplied the parents’ attorneys with all available discovery, 
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enabling their attorneys to advise them appropriately.  The parents entered pleas of no contest to 

amended petitions. At the same hearing, the clients were declared wards of the Court and the 

Court was able to make essential findings for the older girl to apply for an immigration status 

adjustment available only to minors. Additionally, both girls will be able to participate in 

Independent Living services offered through DFS. (McCarthy) 

 

 

Education Advocacy Program Case Highlights 

 
We were busy this quarter going to conferences that focused on trauma and its impact on 

learning. We learned a lot from these conferences and are eager to implement what we learned in 

our case advocacy.  

 

1. Created probably the first truly trauma informed IEP for a child who witnessed her brother 

severely beaten by his mother. Our client adopted the child who is now in 5th grade. Through the 

uses of experts who participated in the IEP we finalized an IEP that reflects the needs of the 

student. One of the accommodations we secured is the entire school staff will be trained in 

trauma informed practice.  

 

2. Through due process, we were able to right some of the wrongs of a middle school student 

with autism who was beaten by school staff. We secured specialized counseling, reimbursement 

to the mother for having to transport her student, and a specially trained dedicated aide.  

 

3. Through due process litigation we were able to secure compensatory education for our client 

who had to pull her child out of school because of bullying. 

 
 

 

PRO BONO PROJECT 
FISCAL YEAR 2017-2018 (Oct. 1 thru Sept. 30) 

 

 
I. Case Placements:  

During this quarter we placed 205 cases with 162 unique attorney volunteers. 

 January – 74 cases 

 February – 41 cases 

 March – 90 cases 

 

II. Pro Bono CLE Seminars: 

 January 11th CAP Basics CLE (3 credits) 

 January 24th CAP Basics CLE (3 credits) 

 February 23d CAP Supplemental CLE (1.5 credits) 

 February 8th - The Equifax Data Breach, Identity Theft, and Federal Law CLE (2 

Credits) 
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 February 21st  – CAP Basics CLE (3 credits) 

 March 16th  – CAP Basics CLE (3 credits) 

 March 30th  CAP Supplemental CLE (1.5 credits) 

 

III. Volunteer of the Month Recipients: 

 January – Professor Michael Kagan, Director UNLV Boyd Immigration Clinic 

 February – Brian Blackham of Ghandi Deeter Blackham 

 March – Kathy England of Gilbert and England 

 

IV. Pro Bono Firm and Bar Section Meetings: 

 January 5 Bar Event: CCBA Community Service Committee Noah attended  

 January 10 Bankruptcy Pro Bono Committee Meeting: Noah and Barbara 

attended  

 January 11 Bar Event: CCBA New Lawyer’s Committee Meeting Noah attended  

 January 17 Civil Bench Bar Meeting Noah and Cindy attended 

 January 25 CCBA Luncheon Noah attended 

 February 13 Civil Bench Bar Meeting Barbara presented and Noah attended 

 February 15 Family Bench Bar Meeting Noah and Cindy attended 

 February 26 Firm Visit: McDonald Carano with Justice-Elect Silver and Barbara  

 February 27 Firm Visit: Schwab  

 March 8 CCBA New Lawyer’s Committee Meeting  

 March 20 Firm Visit: Wright Findlay Zach  
 

V. Additional Events: 

 March 1-3 State Bar Family Law Conference Noah and Cindy attended 

 March 15 Metro Human Trafficking Victim Services Committee Meeting Noah 

attended  

 March17 Access to Justice Commission Civil Legal Needs Assessment 

Government and Political Stakeholders Meeting Noah and Christine presented  

 March18 Access to Justice Commission Civil Legal Needs Assessment Banks and 

Businesses Stakeholders Meeting Noah and Christine presented  

 March19 Access to Justice Commission Civil Legal Needs Assessment Service 

Providers Stakeholders Meeting Noah and Christine presented 

 March 19 State Bar TIP Program Kickoff Event Noah attended 
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STATS 

 

 
Consumer Rights Project - Cases Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of cases opened in quarter 574    

Number of cases closed in quarter 521    

Total open cases through end of quarter 356    

     

Bankruptcy Cases - Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of cases opened in quarter 46    

Number of cases closed in quarter 28    

Total open cases through end of quarter 97    

     

Foreclosure Cases - Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of cases opened in quarter 58    

Number of cases closed in quarter 38    

Total open cases through end of quarter 63    

     

Consumer Hotline Calls - Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

English 385    

Spanish 0    

Emails 0    

Total Hotline 385    

Social Security Project Cases - Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of cases opened in quarter 46    

Number of cases closed in quarter 35    

Total open cases through end of quarter 225    

     

Social Security Hotline Calls - Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Total Hotline 377    

     

Guardianship Advocacy Project – Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of cases opened in quarter 257    

Number of cases closed in quarter 26    

Total open cases through end of quarter 578    
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Family Justice Project Cases - Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of cases opened in quarter 197    

Number of cases closed in quarter 198    

Total open cases through end of quarter 242    

     

Family Justice Project Hotline Calls - Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Total Hotline 150    

     

Immigration - Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of cases opened in quarter 109    

Number of cases closed in quarter 97    

Total open cases through end of quarter 568    

     

Immigration Hotline Calls - Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Total Hotline 191    

 
Children’s Attorneys Project Cases Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of cases opened in quarter 531    

Number of cases closed in quarter 373    

Total open cases through end of quarter 2440    

Special Education Project Cases Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of cases opened in quarter 25    

Number of cases closed in quarter 6    

Total open cases through end of quarter 70    

     

Surrogate Project Cases Quarterly Stats 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of cases opened in quarter 38    

Number of cases closed in quarter 32    

Total open cases through end of quarter 205    

 
Civil Law Self-Help Center Quarterly Statistics 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of clients served 12,284    

 
Family Law Self-Help Center Quarterly Statistics 

 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr 

Number of clients served 12,781    
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Community Legal Education Program Attendance Statistics 

CLASS 
JAN. - 
MAR. 

APR.  - 
JUNE 

JULY - 
SEPT. 

OCT. - 
DEC. 

TOTAL 
FOR YEAR 

Divorce 151     

Paternity/Custody 105     

Guardianship 71     

Spanish Family Law 48     

Bankruptcy 150     

Spanish Bankruptcy 12     

Small Claims 128     

Payday Loan 1     

Collection Proof 24     

Family Law Litigation & Trial Prep 56     

Record Sealing 128     

Immigration English 43     

Immigration Spanish 59     

TOTALS 976     
 

 

 

Legal Aid Center in the News 

 

New NV Hotline to Report Abuse by Court-Appointed Guardians  

March 13, 2018 

Public News Service 

Suzanne Potter 

After a rash of high-profile cases, a brand new hotline has just been established for Nevadans to 

report abuse or neglect by court-appointed guardians.  

Read Full Article 

Financial Advisors Provide Pro Bono Advice to October 1 Las Vegas Survivors and 

Victims’ Families  

February 6, 2018 

Nevada Business 

Nancy Katz 

Fiduciary, fee-only advisors from around the country today volunteered free financial advice to 

Las Vegas Tragedy survivors and victims’ families.  

Read Full Article 

http://www.publicnewsservice.org/2018-03-13/criminal-justice/new-nv-hotline-to-report-abuse-by-court-appointed-guardians/a61805-1
https://www.nevadabusiness.com/2018/02/financial-advisors-provide-pro-bono-advice-to-october-1-las-vegas-survivors-and-victims-families/
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1 October Survivors Urged To Fill Out Online Form  

February 8, 2018 

CBS Las Vegas 

The Vegas Strong Resiliency Center is encouraging anyone who was present during the 1 

October mass shooting at the Route 91 Harvest Festival or affected by it to fill out an online 

intake form posted on its website. 

Read Full Article 

Legal Aid Center offering help to local immigrants  

January 30, 2018 

13 Action News 

Parker Collins 

Tuesday, the President will give his first ever State of the Union address, and he's expected to 

touch on immigration.  

Read Full Article 

Legal Aid Center helping victims of Oct. 1 shooting put their lives back together  

January 29, 2018 

Las Vegas Sun 

Sun Staff 

Weeks after the Oct. 1 shooting, some survivors received letters from a lawyer saying he could 

help them file a claim for one of the victim compensation funds.  

  

Read Full Article 

Supreme Court rules Nevada payday lenders can't sue borrowers on second loans  

January 14, 2018 

Nevada Independent 

Riley Snyder 

Nevada’s highest court has ruled that payday lenders can’t sue borrowers who take out and 

default on secondary loans used to pay off the balance on an initial high-interest loan. 

  

Read Full Article 

http://lasvegas.cbslocal.com/2018/02/08/1-october-survivors-urged-to-fill-out-online-form/
https://www.ktnv.com/news/legal-aid-center-offering-help-to-local-immigrants
https://m.lasvegassun.com/news/2018/jan/29/legal-aid-center-helping-victims-of-oct-1-shooting/
https://thenevadaindependent.com/article/supreme-court-rules-nevada-payday-lenders-cant-sue-borrowers-on-second-loans/
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Flood of frustration over leaky roofs: How to get landlords to repair damage  

January 10, 2018 

13 Action News 

Joe Bartels 

As the sun shines on the Las Vegas valley once again, many are left drying out and cleaning up 

damage left behind by leaky roofs and even ceiling collapses.  

   

Read Full Article 

Free help with DACA, TPS & more!  

 

Get help with DACA renewals, TPS, learn if you have a path to citizenship, or speak with an 

attorney.  Go to a free class or call our Immigration Hotline at 386-1070, x1756 (Spanish) or 

x1750 (English) 

READ MORE 

Our partnership with Vegas Strong Resiliency Center  

 

https://www.ktnv.com/news/investigations/flood-of-frustration-over-leaky-roofs-how-to-get-landlords-to-repair-damage
https://www.lacsn.org/practice-areas/family-justice-project/immigration
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Helping victims and their families navigate legal issues stemming from the Las Vegas strip 

tragedy. 

Read More 

https://www.lacsn.org/practice-areas/consumer-rights-project/vegasstrong-for-victims-of-1-october


  June 7, 2018 

  Nevada Legal Services’ Report 

Dear Members of the Access to Justice Commission: 

We are nearly half way through the year and NLS has been very busy.  Below are updates on 

what the program has been doing so far this year in both the North and the South.   

Reno/Northern Nevada 

It is almost summer and and the Reno office is looking at getting a variety of volunteers to 

help support the program.  We have not found any law students yet, but are working with the 

UNR School of Social Work and UNR and TMCC’s Paralegal programs to get social work 

and paralegal students to help support the Reno office and Pro Bono Program.  These would 

focus on getting students to start this fall. 

Outreach and Pro Bono 

Our outreach efforts have picked up speed this year.  We have been approached by Judge 

Lynch in Reno to spearhead a Pro Bono Program to assist sex trafficking victims seal their 

criminal records.  We have reached out to local service providers to begin educational 

programs on site to educate victims which will likely increase the number of potential clients 

that might call for assistance.   

We have also continued with our educational programs on topics ranging from bankruptcy to 

landlord tenant, social security appeals to sealing criminal records in Reno and across 

Northern Nevada.  As we work to continue to build up our outreach efforts, we hope to 

refocus our efforts on providing comprehensive self-help services in our rural areas so 

individuals seeking our assistance can actually send a cease and desist letter to a debt 

collector or a habitability letter to a landlord when they leave the presentation. 

The Pro Bono program continues to provide Ask-A-Lawyer clinics throughout northern 

Nevada.  Edith, Debe, Donna and Amy all continue to provide support to our pro bono 

program with the monthly/weekly Ask-A-Lawyers.  We are happy to have Danielle Davis on 

board as Reno’s new Pro Bono Coordinator.  With Danielle on board we will also work on 

our CLE schedule for the year, including live streaming CLEs to tour rural offices.   

Case Stories 

We assisted a subsidized housing tenant in Carson City that had received an eviction notice 

for allegedly committing a nuisance.  She advised that she was facing eviction because she 

accidentally left the stove on while tending to her significant other who was experiencing a 

seizure.  The client is developmentally disabled and suffers from mental illnesses, including 

PTSD.  The stress from her partner having a seizure triggered an episode and she was taken 

to a mental health facility in Carson City.  She does not recall turning on the stove or leaving 

it on in such a way that would have caused a fire.  She began receiving treatment for her 
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mental illnesses and agreed to install a fire safety device on her stove.  We then requested 

a reasonable accommodation on her behalf to vacate the eviction notice and allow her to 

remain in her apartment with her housing subsidy. 

 

Another client living in a mobile home park in Fallon contacted us because the mobile 

home park they lived in began issuing eviction notices to the residents.  Further 

investigation revealed that client's park was being shut down by the state and that the park 

seemed to be providing insufficient water.  The park had also issued the tenants of the 

park summary eviction notices despite that the residents were mobile home owners 

entitled to the protections of NRS 118B.  We represented clients at a hearing and 

successfully defended against summary eviction.  After which, clients decided to focus on 

securing better housing and were able to move from the substandard park.  
 

We also represented a disabled individual at his hearing to challenge the denial of his 

social security benefits.  The client suffered from three different mental illnesses, 

including Tourette’s, his most severe condition.  The client suffered severe symptoms 

from his Tourette’s including vocal and physical tics, which caused him extreme anxiety 

leading to panic attacks.  We successfully argued at his hearing that he met the listings to 

be considered disabled for at least 2 of his 3 conditions, which was supported by the 

medical consultant the ALJ had at the hearing to provide testimony.  Although we had 

prepared a brief before the hearing, the client’s obvious medical condition at the hearing 

and the corroboration of the medical consultant led to a finding that the client was 

disabled without further testimony needed from the client 

 

Las Vegas/Southern Nevada 
 

Community Development Project 

 

Morgan Shah joined us as part of our Community Development Team. Morgan is a Boyd 

Law graduate and will be working on providing legal advice to non-profits and small 

businesses. 

  

Elizabeth Carmona, another Boyd alumna, also started working for our Community 

Development Team this quarter. Elizabeth will be working on Project Daybreak, an effort 

by the City of Las Vegas and Metro to reduce crime in the area surrounding 21st and 

Sunrise by concentrating police and community resources in that area. Elizabeth will 

create a community lawyering program that combines individual representation and 

impact advocacy to combat legal issues identified by people living in the area.  

 

 

OUTREACH AND EDUCATION  

 

Clark County Law Library Classes  

We are continuing to teach our monthly classes at the Clark County Law Library. This 

quarter we taught classes on Probate for Estates Under $100,000.00, Tenant Rights, Estate 

Planning, Basics of Lawsuits, and Complaint Drafting. We are also teaching weekly 

Record Sealing Classes and assisting clients with online forms at our weekly Record 

Sealing Clinic.  

 

Las Vegas Pro Bono is holding monthly classes on Estate Planning and Unemployment 

Benefits at the Clark County Law Library.  
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Rural Outreach  

Haley Box is continuing her weekly Ask-A-Lawyer at the Pahrump Courthouse. Kris 

Bergstrom has been holding monthly Family Law Ask-A-Lawyers at the Nye County 

Community Coalition Building. 

 

Pro Bono  

 

The Pro Bono department is experimenting with a bankruptcy software program for pro se 

filers called Upsolve. Upsolve is an online program that asks users a series of questions 

about their finances and then produces completed Bankruptcy forms based on those 

answers. The program includes pre-bankruptcy counseling and pulls credit reports and 

tax-filings for users. It also allows users to upload paystubs by taking pictures of the 

paystub on a cellphone and uploaded in into the program. The program is designed to 

complete of much of the process as possible in one step so that users don’t drop out of the 

process because they have trouble acquiring documents. Once the initial application is 

completed, users meet with a Pro Bono attorney who perfects the paperwork. The client 

can then file with the Bankruptcy Court. We think this program will be very helpful out in 

the rural areas, where we anticipate a pent-up demand for bankruptcy caused by inability 

for rural clients to make it to Las Vegas to find a lawyer and file for bankruptcy. 

 

Online Forms  

 

We have updated all of our record sealing forms for Clark County. The District Court 

record sealing forms have been updated to allow petitioners to include Municipal Court 4  

Equal Access to Justice charges in accordance with changes to the law in 2017. The 

Justice Court and Municipal Court forms have been updated so that there is now one form 

that can be used in any Justice or Municipal Court in Clark County. We’ve also updated 

all the forms to include links to court websites and added instructions that print out with 

each completed packet.  

 

In the first quarter of 2018, users accessed our forms 473 times to create 285 completed 

documents. The District Court Record Sealing Packet, Las Vegas Justice Court Record 

Sealing Packet and the Financial Power of Attorney are our most popular forms, 

accounting for about 60% of the documents generated by our users. 

 

RECENT CASES  

 

Client 1  

Client is 84 years old. She and her husband purchased a home in Pahrump in 1995. They 

titled it as joint tenants. Both had been previously married and had separate children. 

Client and her husband had been jointly paying the mortgage on the property for over 20 

years when husband became extremely ill. Two days before his death, while in the 

hospital unable to speak, husband’s children secretly had husband sign a deed transferring 

half of the house to the children. The children made repeated harassing phone calls to 

client and told her that they intended to force a sale of the home and make her move. 

Client, because of her age and her own illnesses, was extremely distraught with the 

situation and sought help from Nevada Legal Services.  

Greg filed a Quiet Title complaint with the Fifth Judicial District Court, seeking to have 

the deed signed by husband two days before his death deemed invalid. The children filed 

an Answer seeking to have the deed held valid. During the early parts of discovery, Greg 

filed a Motion for Partial Judgment on the Pleadings. Approximately two weeks before 

the hearing, the attorney for the children contacted Greg. He stated that he had spoken to 
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his clients and highly advised them to agree to the whole of the property returned to Client 

in exchange for each party incurring their own costs. A Stipulation and Order was signed 

by the parties and the Court. The whole of the property now belongs to Client where she 

can remain without fear of the home being sold and her being forced to move.  

Client 2  

Client was renting a mobile home in Ely. Client has bad illness which causes her to have 

an extremely weak immune system. Client was a few days into her final rental month 

when the sewage system backed up. The entire home was flooded with raw sewage. The 

landlord had the home vacuumed and put some bleach on the floor. Nothing was done 

about the walls or even sewage that had gone into the furnace grates on the floor. Client 

told landlord that she could not move back in, particularly with her health condition. 

Landlord told her to move back into the mobile home.  

Greg was able to contact social services and have them pay to a hotel for her to stay in for 

the remainder of the month. Greg brought an expedited action was brought under NRS 

118.390, arguing that landlord’s unwillingness to properly remediate the property to a 

healthy condition effectively prevented client from entering the property. The Court 

ordered landlord to return Client’s security deposit and all rent paid for the remainder of 

the month after the flooding of the home. Landlord wrote a check to client in court and 

provided funds to Client that she could use to find new housing. 5  

Equal Access to Justice  

Client 3  

Client came to us seeking assistance with a termination from the Housing Choice Voucher 

program by SNRHA. In January 2017, she received a notice stating that effective March 

1, 2017, SNRHA would no longer make payments as she was “HAP to zero”. This means 

that she had been making too much money to qualify for a housing subsidy and her 

assistance would expire in 180 days on September 1, 2017. Unfortunately, Client lost her 

job in August of 2017. On or around August 24, 2017, Client submitted an income change 

notice to SNRHA. SNRHA did not process the request and around October 25, 2017, 

Client received a notice that her housing voucher had been canceled. Client submitted a 

request for an Informal Hearing but SNRHA sent her a saying that she was not entitle to a 

hearing. This was not in compliance with the federal regulation governing voucher 

termination, and Dawn contacted SNRHA to demand that SNRHA give the client a 

hearing. On November 30, 2017, SNRHA agreed to hold a hearing on December 11, 

2017. On December 11, 2017, Dawn appeared before SNRHA Hearing Officer Laure 

Raposa, and argued that SNRHA had incorrectly terminated client after failing to process 

client’s change of income form in a timely manner. On or around January 2, 2017, the 

hearing officer ruled to overturn the termination. Dawn also obtained an agreement from 

SNRHA to reimburse the landlord for September, October, November, and December, 

thereby preventing the client from being evicted. 

 

Client Story 4 

 

This last story you may have heard on the news this morning.  KNPR, the local public 

radio station, reported on the changes that the Nevada DMV is making to its gender 

identification policies.  This is a result of the lawsuit that Nevada Legal Services brought 

against it on behalf of one of our clients.   

 

Nevada Legal Services is the leading law firm in Nevada providing assistance to the 

transgender community. Our assistance began in 2015 with our pro bono program 

recruiting attorneys to assist transgender clients with name and gender marker changes. 

Gender Justice, a local transgender rights organization, had many clients who needed 

identity documents to match their gender choice. 
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Upon learning that our local family court required a doctor to certify gender transition 

treatment, advocates with Nevada Legal Services immediately sought assistance from our 

local ACLU and national organizations, like Lambda Legal and the National Center for 

Transgender Equality. Our main problem with doctor certification is that we did not 

view transgender as a mental or physical illness requiring a doctor. Unfortunately, the 

local and national ACLU did not agree, even though the American Psychological 

Association (APA) and the World Professional Association on Transgender Health 

(WPATH) both determined that transgender was not a pathology.  Lambda Legal and the 

National Center for Transgender Equality supported our efforts to challenge the family 

court’s policy of requiring the doctor’s note. We appealed a name and gender marker 

change denial and were set to argue before Nevada Supreme Court in 2017. The Court, 

however, took the matter off calendar on the day of the oral argument.  

Nevada’s Department of Motor Vehicles also had a doctor certification requirement for 

gender marker changes on a driver’s license. We sued DMV, challenging the doctor 

certification. We also represented an Intersex driver who wanted a non-binary choice for 

gender on a driver’s license.  After explaining our position to DMV, DMV agreed and 

began the technological changes to allow for a non-binary choice on a driver’s license and 

the regulatory changes to do away with doctor certification for gender changes.  These 

changes will be implemented in 2018.  Although Nevada has a simplified process for birth 

certificate changes, this process is not available to clients born outside of Nevada. We 

continue to fight the doctor’s certification in the family court and look forward to other 

challenges whenever the doctor’s certification is required. 

Las Vegas Office Building 

The remodeling of our Las Vegas office is complete!  And it was completed ahead of 

schedule and under budget.  The staff is looking forward to moving back into our brand 

new old building on June 22
nd

.  NLS will be scheduling an Open House in July to show of

our new digs.   

Sincerely, 

Nevada Legal Services 

AnnaMarie Johnson 

Executive Director 



Southern Nevada Senior Law Program – Third Quarter Update 

 We continue to provide legal services through in-house appointments and

seminars and monthly outreach visits to Henderson and Boulder City Senior

Centers.

 To date, we prepared 4,625 legal documents requested by our seniors.

 Our Estate Planning and Probate Unit continues to be the most demanded legal

service by the community. 

 Our Health Care Unit assists seniors and families facing catastrophic illness or loss

of a loved one and documenting end of life wishes.

 Our Consumer Assistance Program helps resolve consumer protection issues,

including everything from unscrupulous business transactions to outright fraud, and

debt relief.  Housing issues, including HOA concerns and landlord tenant disputes,

are also covered.

 We are continuing our housing and financing search in FY 19. We are currently

located at 411 East Bonneville Avenue. The Downtown Project provided an in-kind

housing donation from July 1, 2012 through September 30, 2017.  We plan to

remain at our present location through a portion of 2018.  We have an anonymous

donor who has pledged $400,000.  We will be seeking matching funds.

 We plan to upgrade two part-time attorneys to full-time status at the beginning of

FY’19, for a total of six full-time attorney positions.



Report from Washoe Legal Services ("WLS") 

WLS is currently representing or otherwise assisting approximately 2,000 clients.  We have 
received over 3,300 requests for assistance or court referrals since the beginning of the 
year.  Approximately 1,000 of these individuals were denied service or provided basic legal 
information, more than 500 received assistance through our self-help center, and 
approximately 1,500 were accepted for representation or provided other extensive services. 

WLS now has over 30 full-time staff and a few more on the way.  In order to meet the 
growing needs of the public and the staff, WLS recently launched the "Equal Justice Ahead 
“campaign with the goal of raising more than $1 million to renovate our building at 299 S. 
Arlington Ave.  WLS has approached several private foundations in order to solicit a large lead 
gift of more than $200,000.   We have not yet secured a large lead gift, but the early feedback 
from a few of the prospective donors has been very encouraging.      

In May 2018, WLS opened the Center for Seniors & the Law, located at the Washoe County 
Senior Center.  The Senior Legal Center will provide legal services on-site to the thousands of 
seniors who access the senior center every year.  The program is not yet fully staffed, but once 
it is we will have two full-time attorneys, one part-time attorney and one legal assistant. The 
staff will focus on consumer/housing issues, simple estate planning/administration, and public 
benefits. 

WLS held its annual Child's Voice Lunch in April at the Whitney Peak Hotel.  We had more than 
230 guests, significantly surpassing our previous high water mark of 160 guests.  It was a great 
event, which was highlighted by a brief video that WLS produced to highlight our staff's great 
work.  The video featured interviews with WLS staff and former clients.  A link to the video will 
be posted on our website shortly.    

James Conway 
Executive Director 
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Total number customer interactions (for month) 4433 Total number served in 2018 12,284

Total number of intake forms collected 49 % of parties returning forms 1%

Total number of intake forms sampled 49 % of collected forms sampled 1%

White 12 26%

Black 16 35%

Hispanic 11 24%

Asian 2 4%

American Indian 1 2%

Other 4 9%

No Response Provided 3 6%

60 and over 9 21%

No Response Provided 6 12%

Unemployed 13 28%

Under $10,000 7 15%

$10,000 to $20,000 4 9%

$20,000 to $30,000 6 13%

$30,000 to $40,000 4 9%

$40,000 to $50,000 3 7%

$50,000 plus 9 20%

No Response Provided 3 6%

District Court 11 31%

Justice Court 16 44%

Las Vegas 8 50%

Henderson 0%

North Las Vegas 1 6%

Other 0%

No Case or No Response Provided 13 27%

One 16 39%

Two 11 27%

Three 8 20%

More 6 15%

No Response Provided 8 16%

Appeal 4 8%

Auto Sale/Lease, Repair, Towing 1 2%

Consumer Debt or Loan 1 2%

Contract Dispute 0%

Employment Dispute 0%

Foreclosure Mediation Assistant 2 4%

Garnishment or Execution 3 6%

CIVIL LAW SELF-HELP CENTER STATISTICS
March 2018

3/01/2018 to 3/31/2018 (22 operating days)

General

Biographical Data
Ethnicity:

Age:

Reason for Visit to the SHC:

Annual Household Income:

Court Case Pending In:

Number of Visits to the SHC:
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      Guardianship 0%

      Harassment or Protection Order 3 6%

      Homeowner Eviction 2 4%

      Judicial Review 1 2%

      Landlord/Tenant Dispute or Eviction 6 13%

      Mediation 0%

      Mobile Home Sales, Repairs, or Eviction 2 4%

      Personal Injury/Property Damage 1 2%

      Probate 2 4%

      Small Claims Case 9 19%

      Other 11 23%

                                    No Response Provided 1 2%

Out of total providing satisfaction information:

      Strongly Agree 45 94%

      Agree 2 4%

      Disagree 1 2%

      Strongly Disagree 0%

      No Opinion 0%

                                    No Response Provided 1 2%

      Strongly Agree 46 98%

      Agree 1 2%

      Disagree 0%

      Strongly Disagree 0%

      No Opinion 0%

      Did Not Receive Forms or Materials this Visit 0%

                                    No Response Provided 2 4%

      Very Satisfied 45 94%

      Satisfied 2 4%

      Unsatisfied 0%

      Very Unsatisfied 1 2%

                                    No Response Provided 1 2%

Satisfaction Data

The forms and other written materials at the Self-Help Center were clear, helpful, and instructional:

Other Comments and Suggestions

The staff was knowledgeable, helpful and understandable:

Overall satisfaction:

The lady Kat was very helpful when assisting my mother and I.

Very helpful thank you

Would like to thank Mrs. Pam for being so helpful to me with my case. She a beautiful person I

     appreciate her.

Stephany and the crew were so helpful. What a great, friendly bunch they were!

Very helpful for a person that is not familiar with the process

     I would have been lost without their help.

Staff were very helpful and pleasant. Took care of my issue immediately. Couldn't ask for better

     assistance. Kudos to Stephany, she was great. Give her a raise.

Staff is very helpful, pleasant and knowledgeable.

The staff was very, very, helpful! During this tough time good job!!!

They were kind, patient and understanding to everyone's needs and helped anyone who asked. Thanks

The staff was awesome not only to me but to everyone that walked threw the door. Smiles, pleasant,

Shante went above and beyond to assist me and answer my questions w/ concise and clear explanation.

     Great person & staff member.
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knows her stuff and always willing to help. Thank you Ms. Kat.

Everyone was extremely helpful.

The staff in this office have the best customer service!

Very nice professional. Now understand what doing very helpful, and appreciated. Thank you! :)

Clerks are very helpful and patient.

Every time I need help, I am always confident that I will receive competent and compassionate care here.

was very kind and helpful and she brightened my day as it was not going well before. Thanks Ms. Kat

There was one young woman in particular by the name of Kat Williams who I really connected with. She

helpful. Today was easy thanks to your staff.

I want to thank Ms. Kat for all her hard help every time I come in to self help. I really appreciate it. She

with her.

essential to have a knowledgeable staff member like Ms. Kat.

Kat is very helpful and very knowledgeable. She is very nice too. I'm very satisfied with my experience

Kat was very very helpful

Wonderful help, got everything I needed in a timely manner.

Very kind people helping you out all the time.

Kat very understanding and knows the process very well. She made the steps simple and easy to

The staff is great. Ms. Kat helped me efficiently. She was very professional with a friendly demeanor. She

assisted me with all of my issues. I am very satisfied with her excellent customer service. It is

understand.



Total number customer interactions (for month) 4499 Total number served in 2018 12,781

Total number of intake forms collected 58 % of parties returning forms 1%

Total number of intake forms sampled 58 % of collected forms sampled 100%

White 10 17%

Black 19 33%

Hispanic 24 41%

Asian 3 5%

American Indian 0%

Other 2 3%

No Response Provided 0%

60 and over 4 7%

No Response Provided 4 7%

Unemployed 8 15%

Under $10,000 3 6%

$10,000 to $20,000 10 19%

$20,000 to $30,000 12 22%

$30,000 to $40,000 7 13%

$40,000 to $50,000 8 15%

$50,000 plus 6 11%

No Response Provided 4 7%

One 20 40%

Two 10 20%

Three 7 14%

More 13 26%

No Response Provided 8 14%

Adoption 1 2%

Annulment 0%

Child Support 1 2%

Custody 16 28%

Divorce 28 48%

Domestic Partnership 0%

Foreign Judgment 0%

Guardianship 3 5%

Juvenile Matters 0%

Legal Separation 0%

Name Change 6 10%

Paternity 1 2%

Termination of Parental Rights 0%

Visitation 2 3%

Other 0%

FAMILY LAW SELF-HELP CENTER STATISTICS
March 2018

3/1/2018 to 3/31/2018 (22 operating days)

General

Biographical Data
Ethnicity:

Age:

Reason for Visit to the SHC:

Annual Household Income:

Number of Visits to the SHC:
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                                    No Response Provided 0%

Out of total providing satisfaction information:

      Strongly Agree 53 96%

      Agree 1 2%

      Disagree 1 2%

      Strongly Disagree 0%

      No Opinion 0%

                                    No Response Provided 3 5%

      Strongly Agree 52 93%

      Agree 3 5%

      Disagree 1 2%

      Strongly Disagree 0%

      No Opinion 0%

      Did Not Receive Forms or Materials this Visit 0%

                                    No Response Provided 2 3%

      Strongly Agree 49 88%

      Agree 5 9%

      Disagree 1 2%

      Strongly Disagree 0%

      No Opinion 1 2%

                                    No Response Provided 2 3%

      Very Satisfied 51 93%

      Satisfied 3 5%

      Unsatisfied 1 2%

      Very Unsatisfied 0%

                                    No Response Provided 3 5%

Satisfaction Data

The forms and other written materials at the SHC were clear, helpful, and instructional:

Other Comments and Suggestions

The staff was knowledgeable, helpful and understandable:

I understand the court process and my situation better now than before I came to FLSHC

Overall Satisfaction

The person who help me was very professional and helpful.

She was very helpful and was very pleasant to deal with. She was a great help.

She did a great job.

Guadalupe is awesome everytime I come in she helps me with anything

The people at the self help center are fast patient and polite.

She did very well w/ helping me and nice

Erin & Guadalupe were very professional & kind.

Great job

They are very clear and helpful. The staff is very helpful with instructions.

Guadalupe was very helpful & knowledgeable. She was also very professional & patient with me.

Thank you so much to Erin for her knowledgability, patience, and willingness to help, again!! :)

Very knowledgeable, helpful, friendly, courteous, very knowledgeable kind. Guadalupe.

Thank you so much, Erin!! I truly appreciate yoru patience & help. :)

Very helpful thank you!!!

Very pleased with the help. Amazing attitude. 

Thanks for all the help to process the paperwork and make it more easy for us to complete the right way.

Erin is fantabulous #Awesome Sauce

The only thing I could even complain about is wait time. So maybe hire a couple more amazingly helpful

     people. Really great for individuals on a budget.
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Guadalupe is extraordinary, she's always willing to help and goes beyond her job very knowledgeable as

well. Thanks :)

Guadalupe was great!!

Staff is very patient, knowledgeable, fast and accurate. Helped in a very stressful situation.

Celina is a great asset to the courts. Very knowledgeable and the nicest person I have dealt with!

I am very satisfied with Guadalupe she has been very helpful it has been my 2nd visit and she has

The staff, especially Guadalupe very knowledgable and helpful.

Guadalupe is the most knowledgeable kind and professional person, you are helpful Guadalupe Thank you.

The service was excellent.

explained everything very well and made things so much easier for me.

Celina was patient, helpful and friendly.

The person was veryhelpful to me during my visit at the help-center.
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SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT STATISTICS 
WASHOE COUNTY LAW LIBRARY IN PERSON VISITS

JANUARY - MAY 2018

TIME GENERAL PUBLIC ATTY OR OTH LGL PROF TOTAL

8:00 AM - 10:00 AM 638 67 705
10:00 AM - 12:00 PM 1766 124 1890
12:00 PM - 3:00 PM 2020 91 2111
3:00 PM - 5:00 PM 1909 72 1981
5:00 PM - 7:00 PM 990 17 1007

TOTAL 7694

WASHOE COUNTY LAW LIBRARY TELEPHONE CALLS

TIME GENERAL PUBLIC ATTY OR OTH LGL PROF TOTAL

8:00 AM - 10:00 AM 285 15 300
10:00 AM - 12:00 PM 271 21 292
12:00 PM - 3:00 PM 250 16 266
3:00 PM - 5:00 PM 108 17 125
5:00 PM - 7:00 PM 8 2 10

TOTAL 993

 LAWYER IN THE LIBRARY 

PROGRAMS PARTICIPANTS PARTICIPANTS TURNED AWAY

Family Law 364 14
General Law 195 43
Probate 43 2

TOTAL 602 59

WASHOE COUNTY LAW LIBRARY ELECTRONIC USAGE

ELECTRONIC USAGE TOTAL
Circulation of Books 95
EBSCO 72
Email- Ask a Librarian 32
Inhouse Usage 417
Internet/ Contexte 613
Westlaw Searches 8070

TOTAL 9299



SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT STATISTICS 
WASHOE COUNTY LAW LIBRARY REFERENCE

JANUARY - MAY 2018

REFERENCE QUESTIONS GENERAL PUBLIC ATTY OR OTH LGL PROF TOTAL
Family Law

Adoption/ Termination of Parental Rights 34 34
Answers 24 24
Child Custody 106 2 108
Child Support 35 35
Divorce/ Annulment/Separation 152 1 153
Domestic Violence/TPO/EPO 50 50
Family Court Procedures/Packets 199 1 200
Guardianships Adult/Minor 96 96
Name Change Adult/Minor 70 70
Motions/Notice/Emergency 149 149
Oppositions/Objections 10 10

Law Library Reference
Appeals 14 14
Civil Complaints/Petitions 34 34
Civil Procedure/State/Federal 27 27
Civil Rights/Constitutional Law 3 1 4
Contract 2 2 4
Criminal Law and Defense 27 2 29
Employment/Labor 3 1 4
Immigration 4 4
Landlord/Tenant Rights 41 1 42
Medical 3 3
Military/Veterans Rights 3 3
Personal Injury/Damages 2 1 3
Probate/Wills/Trusts/Estate Planning 91 1 92
Rogue Title 52 1 53
Sealing of Criminal Record 65 4 69

Law Library Services
Liberty Catalog/Circulation 64 91 155
Copier Use/ Change 740 31 771
Internet/ Contexte 691 45 736
Lawyer in the Library Info./Referrals 329 5 334
Westlaw 152 269 421

Other Functions
Copies of Court Records 32 0 32
Referrals To Other Services/NLS/WLS 96 0 96
Other 308 58 366

TOTAL 4225



SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT STATISTICS 
SELF HELP CENTER IN PERSON VISITS

 January - May 2018 Stats

DATE MONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY TOTAL
1/1/18 - 5/31/18 908 928 780 758 348 3722

TOTAL 3722

SELF HELP CENTER IN PERSON VISITS BY TIME
 

TIME 1/1/18 - 5/31/18 

8:00 AM - 10:00 AM 721
10:00 AM - 12:00 PM 969
12:00 PM - 3:00 PM 1276
3:00 PM - 4:30 PM 756

TOTAL 3722

 SELF HELP CENTER TELEPHONE CALLS

TIME GENERAL PUBLIC ATTORNEY OR OTHER LGL PROF TOTAL
8:00 AM - 10:00 AM 620
10:00 AM - 12:00 PM 571
12:00 PM - 3:00 PM 585
3:00 PM - 4:30 PM 309

TOTAL 2085

Downloads from Website TOTAL 10816

306 3

600 20
561 10
567 18



SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT STATISTICS 
SELF HELP CENTER QUESTION TYPE

 January - May 2018 Stats

NATURE OF PROBLEM GENERAL PUBLIC ATTORNEY OR OTHER LGL PROF TOTAL
Adoption - Adult 10
Adoption - Minor  34
Alimony / Spousal Support 19
Annulment 50
Answers / Oppositions 201
Case Management Conference 33
Child Support 222
Court Hearings 307
Default 44
Divorce - Complaint 379
Divorce - Joint Petition 280
Domestic Violence / TPO 206
Ex Parte Motions 231
Fee Waiver 169
Grandparent's Visitation 30
Guardianship - Adult 103
Guardianship - Minor Child(ren) 310
Jurisdiction- Child 22
Jurisdiction - Family 26
Mediation 48
Motion 694
Name Change - Adult 80
Name Change - Minor 72
Notary 139
Objection to Master's Recommendation 28
Other 1074
Paternity 45
Petition to Correct Birth Certificate  17
Petition to Domesticate a Foreign Decree   8
Petition to Establish Custody and Visitation 481
Settlement Conference 14
Spanish Speaking General Public 47
Stalking / Harassment 8
Stipulations 58
Subpoena / Deuces Tecum 9
Termination of Parental Rights 71
Trial 5
Nevada Legal Services Forms Clinic 25
Washoe Legal Services Forms Clinic 27

TOTAL 5626

22

1038

47

28
139

1

2

6
3
2

1

3

5

2

3

1

25
27

5

70

688
77

1
71

14

8
57
8

36

305

45
16
8

479

30

44
376
280
205
228
169

103
305

26
48

4

10
33 1
19
49 1
201
33
218



Pro Bono Policies Solicitation and Survey – 

The Nevada Supreme Court Access to Justice Commission (ATJC) is working to develop pro bono best 

practices and policies.  We have a few questions for you and your firm regarding pro bono policies that 

may be in place at your organization.  We are requesting that you complete this brief survey no later 

than day, date, year.  Thank you.  Survey question responses are confidential and will be used in the 

aggregate, with no personally identifying information shared.  Thank you for your input. 

 First, tell us a bit about your firm.

o Solo SKIP QUESTIONS IN RED 

o 2-4 attorneys SKIP QUESTIONS IN RED

o 5-14 attorneys

o 15-49 attorneys

o 50+ attorneys

 What are your firm’s areas of practice?

o 

 Does your firm have a written pro bono policy?

o Yes



 If you are willing to share the firm’s policy with the ATJC, please share your 

name and email. 

o No 

o I don’t know 

 Does your firm encourage pro bono? 

o Yes 

 What actions are most effective in encouraging pro bono? 

 Support from the top 

 Personal request from a supervisor 

 Personal request from a colleague 

 Personal request from legal aid 

 Running/clearing conflicts in advance 

 Setting first appointment 

 Showcasing needs of case 

 Preparing engagement letter 

 Having a pro bono “champion” at the firm 

 Other - describe 

o No 

 What are the key reasons for not engaging in pro bono? 

 Describe 

 Do you make a monetary donation to pro bono? 

 Yes 

o How do you make your monetary donation to pro bono? 

 Via State Bar of Nevada dues check-off 

 Through the Nevada Bar Foundation 

 To the One Promise Nevada Campaign 

 Direct to one of Nevada’s five core legal aid 

providers 

 Other 

 No 

o Would you consider making a monetary donation to pro bono? 

 Yes (select one) 

 Via State Bar of Nevada dues check-off 

 Through the Nevada Bar Foundation 

 To the One Promise Nevada Campaign 

 Direct to one of Nevada’s five core legal aid 

providers 

 Other (list) 

 No 

 Why not? 

 Does your firm specify pro bono hour goals? 

o Yes 

 50+ 



 40-49 

 30-39 

 20-29 

 Other – enter # 

o No 

 Does your firm incentivize pro bono? 

o Yes 

 How? 

 Does your firm offer billable credit? 

 Yes 

o 100% 

o 50% 

o 25% 

o Other – (E.g. time off, describe) 

 No 

o No 

 Does your firm offer other tangible benefits or support to encourage pro bono? 

o Yes 

 What? 

o No 

 Does your firm have a designated person in charge of pro bono? 

o Yes 

 Please share name and email. 

o No 

 What do you feel are the most important benefits of pro bono? (RANK) 

o Fulfilling the traditional ethical responsibility to offer pro bono legal services 

o Fulfilling professional responsibility expectations 

o Helping someone in need 

o Gaining experience/diversifying skills 

o Ability to enhance competitive RFP responses due to pro bono efforts 

o Generating business 

o Professional recognition 

o Other - describe 

 Do you feel enough recognition is provided for pro bono work? 

o Yes 

 What recognition is most meaningful to you? 

 External - describe 

 Internal - describe 

o No 

 What recognition would you like to see? 

 Are paralegals or other staff actively recruited/involved in pro bono projects? 
o Yes 

 Paralegals 
 Legal assistants 



 Does this assistance facilitate more pro bono work being done?

 Yes

 No
o No

 Do paralegals receive credit for hours worked on pro bono projects in the same manner as
attorneys?

o Yes

o No

 If the Access to Justice Commission creates a model policy, would you be interested in receiving

it?

o Yes

o No

If your firm has a pro bono policy and you are willing to share it with the Access to Justice Commission, 

please email it to atj@nvbar.org.   

Are willing to allow your pro bono policy to be made public as a resource? 

 Yes

 No

Thank you for completing this survey and helping to improve access to justice in Nevada. 

mailto:atj@nvbar.org


UNLV Thomas & Mack Legal Clinic  P.O. Box 71075  Las Vegas, Nevada 89170-1075 

(702) 895-2080  Fax: (702) 895-2081 www.law.unlv.edu 

To:  Access to Justice Commission 

From:  Anne Traum, Professor of Law 

Re: Update on the Nevada Appellate Pro Bono Program 

Date:  June 7, 2018 

Nevada Appellate Pro Bono Program 

The Nevada Supreme Court has referred 172 cases to the program since it started in 

August 2013.  

The Supreme Court (Justice Pickering and others), the Nevada Court of Appeals (Chief 

Judge Silver and others), the Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada (LACSN) (Barbara 

Buckley and Noah Malgeri), and the Appellate Litigation Section Pro Bono Committee 

Co-chairs (Kelly Dove and myself) meet regularly to review ongoing issues. 

The statistics below (courtesy of LACSN) show that some 34 cases per year are included 

in the program. In the vast majority of those cases, 140 of 172, litigants qualify for and 

are represented by pro bono volunteer attorneys. Because volunteer interest remains 

strong, especially in light of the guarantee of oral argument, the program could handle 

more cases than are currently being referred.  

Total Clients Referred to Program: 172 

Supreme Court Cases: 167 

Appellate Cases: 5 

Clients Placed with Pro Bono Attorneys: 140 
Clients Referred that are on Waiting List (waiting for 

paperwork or attorney assignment) 
0 

Clients Referred that were NOT Placed with an Attorney (over 

income, refused pro bono representation, no client response): 
32 

Unique Attorneys Who Have Taken at least 1 case: 99 
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ACCESS TO JUSTICE COMMISSION 

E-Filing Subcommittee Highlights 
Thursday, March 15, 2018 – 3:00 p.m. 

Present 
Chief Justice Michael Douglas 
Justice James Hardesty 
Cindy Jensen 
Judge Joanna Kishner 
Lauren Pena 
Judge Nancy Porter 
Michelle Purdy 
Emily Reed 
Judge Connie Steinheimer 

Staff Present 
Brad Lewis 

This meeting was to continue the discussions on e-filing.  Here was the agenda: 

Brief Overview for New Subcommittee Members  
Overview of US Court E-Filing Procedures  
Input from Fourth Judicial District Court 
Review of Eighth Judicial District and Las Vegas Justice Court Feedback, Including Fraud Concerns 
What Opportunity NRCP Rules Revisions May Represent  
Discussion of Pilot Program Option Surfaced at March 9 Commission Meeting  
Next Steps Discussion 

Overview of US Court E-Filing Procedures 

Cindy Jensen shared that the US District court began e-filing in 2006 and wanted to jump in full bore.  It 
was mandatory to e-file, with the exception of pro se litigants, as it was determined it might be difficult 
to manage and they wanted to have the proper protocols in place.  However, pro se litigants were 
allowed to petition the court to e-file after accepting the responsibilities involved, including that 
everything must then be e-filed and done online.  The exceptions to this were investigatory cases due to 
the potential for something going wrong.  All civil cases are e-filed.  Criminal cases are first taken to the 
Clerk to assure proper protocols are followed.  There are special rules in place for s/ filings including 
submissions where redactions are necessary, sealed information, and information requiring permission 
of the court until there is a motion to unseal, etc.  Some Federal pro se filers are prisoners and many of 
them are still mailing in their filings.  Training for lawyers and assistants was initially offered but is no 
longer required due to lack of interest/need. 
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A few questions were then raised and answered: 

 Q – Why are pro se filers “difficult to manage”?
o A – It is not so much that they are difficult to manage as they are less than 10% of e-

filers.  E-filing is not promoted to pro se filers.

 Q – What if a filing is 1.) not signed by by an attorney, and 2.) there is no case number?
o A – Quality control staff is assigned so that when filings occur they are checked.

 Q – Do Federal Court pro se e-filers have to come in?
o A – Yes, a wet signature is required when requesting e-filing privileges/responsibilities.

The conversation then continued mostly focused on the logins and passwords required to file which 
allows for tracking.  Also, rule exceptions are in place for various reasons including quality control, etc.  
It was recommended that if e-filing is pursued to look at case types allowed to be e-filed and that 
website layout is important, including organizing by type of case. 

Input from Fourth Judicial District Court 

Judge Nancy Porter shared that there is no e-filing in place.  The case management software system 
currently in use is JustWare.  E-filing has mostly not been discussed with cost being a key factor. 

Review of Eighth Judicial District and Las Vegas Justice Court Feedback 

Judge Kishner shared that since there have been many changes since our last E-Filing Subcommittee 
discussion on 1/26/18 it would not be fruitful to recap the feedback.  She also shared that with changes 
in the new Chief Judge position there may be some willingness, but also some question, with how the e-
filing discussions may move forward.  She did share she reached out to the Las Vegas Justice Court and 
there were some fraud concerns regarding e-signatures of pro se parties, particularly with Affidavits of 
Service.  Chief Justice Douglas suggested that he appreciates Judge Kishner’s efforts to try to move 
forward, perhaps not quickly, but to continue to begin to broach the subject in an effort to advance.  
Judge Kishner said she would talk with Judges in the Eighth and Brad would plan a call with Judge 
Kishner, Chief Justice Douglas and Justice Hardesty for follow up. 

Opportunity NRCP Rules Revisions May Represent and Discussion of Pilot Program Option 

A discussion ensued about various concerns related to service problems, system capabilities and 
capacity, and advance e-filing to align with mail protocol and related rules to address all of above.  It was 
discussed that perhaps the best way to advance would be to try a pilot, such as a Complaint for Divorce.  
Lauren shared that she had a study of best practices from the Legal Services Corporation she would 
share. 

Follow up items: 

 Judge Kishner to continue to broach subject of e-filing in the Eighth

 Lauren to share LSC best practices

 Brad to set follow up call with Judge Kishner, Chief Justice Douglas, and Justice Hardesty
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A few questions were then raised and answered: 

 Q – Why are pro se filers “difficult to manage”?
o A – It is not so much that they are difficult to manage as they are less than 10% of e-

filers.  E-filing is not promoted to pro se filers.

 Q – What if a filing is 1.) not signed by by an attorney, and 2.) there is no case number?
o A – Quality control staff is assigned so that when filings occur they are checked.

 Q – Do Federal Court pro se e-filers have to come in?
o A – Yes, a wet signature is required when requesting e-filing privileges/responsibilities.

The conversation then continued mostly focused on the logins and passwords required to file which 
allows for tracking.  Also, rule exceptions are in place for various reasons including quality control, etc.  
It was recommended that if e-filing is pursued to look at case types allowed to be e-filed and that 
website layout is important, including organizing by type of case. 

Input from Fourth Judicial District Court 

Judge Nancy Porter shared that there is no e-filing in place.  The case management software system 
currently in use is JustWare.  E-filing has mostly not been discussed with cost being a key factor. 

Review of Eighth Judicial District and Las Vegas Justice Court Feedback 

Judge Kishner shared that since there have been many changes since our last E-Filing Subcommittee 
discussion on 1/26/18 it would not be fruitful to recap the feedback.  She also shared that with changes 
in the new Chief Judge position there may be some willingness, but also some question, with how the e-
filing discussions may move forward.  She did share she reached out to the Las Vegas Justice Court and 
there were some fraud concerns regarding e-signatures of pro se parties, particularly with Affidavits of 
Service.  Chief Justice Douglas suggested that he appreciates Judge Kishner’s efforts to try to move 
forward, perhaps not quickly, but to continue to begin to broach the subject in an effort to advance.  
Judge Kishner said she would talk with Judges in the Eighth and Brad would plan a call with Judge 
Kishner, Chief Justice Douglas and Justice Hardesty for follow up. 

Opportunity NRCP Rules Revisions May Represent and Discussion of Pilot Program Option 

A discussion ensued about various concerns related to service problems, system capabilities and 
capacity, and advance e-filing to align with mail protocol and related rules to address all of above.  It was 
discussed that perhaps the best way to advance would be to try a pilot, such as a Complaint for Divorce.  
Lauren shared that she had a study of best practices from the Legal Services Corporation she would 
share. 

Follow up items: 

 Judge Kishner to continue to broach subject of e-filing in the Eighth

 Lauren to share LSC best practices

 Brad to set follow up call with Judge Kishner, Chief Justice Douglas, and Justice Hardesty
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ACCESS TO JUSTICE COMMISSION 

E-Filing Subcommittee Subgroup Highlights 
Monday, April 23, 2018 – 8:30 a.m. 

Present 
Chief Justice Michael Douglas 
Justice James Hardesty 
Judge Joanna Kishner 

Staff Present 
Brad Lewis 

This meeting was to advance the discussions on e-filing focused on what Judge Kishner learned during 
her work within the Eighth Judicial District. 

See included document “Judge Kishner Email RE NRS EDCR and DCR on E-Filing 041318”. 

The meeting began with Judge Kishner briefly reviewing her conversation with outgoing Eighth Judicial 
District Chief Judge Elizabeth Gonzales and incoming Chief Judge Linda Marie Bell.  She began by sharing 
that e-filing obstacles were not primarily due to EDCR 8.07 but rather the Statewide DCR 20.  Regardless, 
the discussion produced two acceptable, alternative recommendations on how rules could be addressed 
to allow for e-filing.  Neither suggestion includes the ability to make a direct initial e-filings without the 
first pleading or filing having a wet signature.  Concerns remain related to fraud and other issues by not, 
at least initially, requiring the wet signature.  There were some back channel discussions with Barbara 
Buckley and Lauren Pena of Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada and that information was circled back 
into these discussions. 

Justice reaction was positive and it was felt that at least one of the alternatives would be doable. 

While there was discussion about Tyler Guide and File capability to directly submit e-filing to Clerks of 
Court, it was also discussed that they currently have no system in place for uploading a fascimile 
signature nor signing of one’s name on a touch screen computer (E.g. the Square credit card processing 
system, etc.). 

However, again, Justice reaction related to the initial wet signature was it was not too burdensome from 
an access to justice standpoint.  It was suggested that in order to move forward quickly on e-filing, that 
getting wet signatures up front, while addressing rule ammendments required to allow e-filing, would 
allow this initiative to advance. 

An inquiry was made as to whether or not this information was shared with Judge Steinheimer in the 
Second Judicial District.  It was not, awaiting the outcome from this call, but the information is ready for 
sharing. 
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As related to e-filing, a brief discussion then ensued about “filing then serving with screening to follow” 
v. “file, screen and serve”.  It was discussed that this related issue would need to be discussed further
with the appropriate parties.  A memo is available related to this subject and, particularly, three areas 
that are generally most important to commonly screen. 

Judge Kishner then left the conversation and Brad addressed a potentially related matter surfaced at the 
Friday, April 20, 2018 Quarterly Legal Aid Provider coordination call.  Julie Bobzien of VARN shared that a 
grant due May 30, 2018 was available through the National Crime Victim Law Institute (through a 
cooperative agreement with the U.S. Department of Justice, Office for Victims of Crime) related to 
“Increasing Legal Access to Rural Victims of Crime”, the:   

“Project is intended to encourage innovative ideas and methods to increase legal services to 
crime victims in rural areas. Specifically, the Project is anticipated to fund sites that will leverage 
technology to provide holistic legal services, including enforcement of victims’ rights, to crime 
victims in rural communities. NCVLI anticipates awarding three subawards up to $750,000 
starting in 2018 and ending August 31, 2020.” 

Because domestic violence crimes were specifically denoted, Brad sought direction from the Justices as 
to who in the State may be interested in this grant, and thought that perhaps the grant may be used to 
facilitate funding of e-filing in rural Nevada communities.  It was suggested that perhaps Barbara Buckley 
would have further ideas on who may be interested in pursuing such a grant or how it might make since 
to move forward and Brad should reach out to Mr. Buckely.  It was also suggested that Brad should see if 
VARN intends to pursue the grant on their own. 

Finally, it was suggested the primary portion of the agenda for our next call with the full E-Filing 
Subcommittee should be to discussion Judge Kishner’s findings and alternatives with the group for 
discussion and next steps to move forward. 

Follow up items: 

 Brad to reach out to Barbara Buckley on grant questions

 Brad to see if VARN intends to pursue the noted grant

 Brad to confirm next full Subcommittee call day and time

 Brad to share Judge Kishner’s item with Judge Steinheimer and the full Subcommittee
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ACCESS TO JUSTICE COMMISSION 

E-Filing Subcommittee Subgroup Highlights 
Friday, May 4, 2018 – 2:00 p.m. 

Present 
Chief Justice Michael Douglas 
Justice James Hardesty 
Judge Joanna Kishner 
Judge Connie Steinheimer 
Cindy Jensen 
Lauren Pena 
Emily Reed 

Guest 
Holly Rudolph, Oregon Courts 

Staff Present 
Brad Lewis 

This meeting was to continue to advance the discussions on e-filing for pro se litigants in Nevada. 

Here was the agenda: 

 Welcome

 Guest Speaker – Holly Rudolph, Oregon courts, on e-sign and file via Tyler Guide & File

 E-Filing Alternatives in the Eighth Judicial District

 Increasing Legal Access to Rural Victims of Crime Grant -

http://law.lclark.edu/centers/national_crime_victim_law_institute/projects/rural-victims-of-

crime/

 Open Discussion

 Next Steps

 Adjourn

Brad welcomed the group, thanked our guest speaker, Holly Rudolph, for joining us, and asked the 

Justices if they had anything to share.  Chief Justice Douglas welcomed Holly and was ready to begin.  

Justice Hardesty echoed these comments. 

Lauren Pena then outlined why she and Stephanie McDonald of the Las Vegas self-help centers 

recommended Holly present to the group.  Following that, Holly began her review on e-filing in the 

Oregon Courts. 

http://law.lclark.edu/centers/national_crime_victim_law_institute/projects/rural-victims-of-crime/
http://law.lclark.edu/centers/national_crime_victim_law_institute/projects/rural-victims-of-crime/
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Guest Speaker – Holly Rudolph, Oregon courts, on e-sign and file via Tyler Guide & File 

Holly shared that Oregon Courts is pleased with e-filing implementation and that they’ve experienced 

few problems using electronic signatures.  In Oregon, attorneys and advocacy groups have wanted e-

filing for some time.  It has also had the benefit of helping court staff by freeing up time spent for those 

able to e-file in order to have more time to spend with filers requiring more assistance.  She shared that 

no “new” problems have been experienced, and that any problems experienced were problems that 

were happening “on paper” as well.  They have had no known fraud issues as various back stops are in 

place with points of contact throughout the system to take corrective action.  Oregon Courts felt it was 

OK to move from wet signatures as “a signature is a signature”, whether wet or electronic.  Signatures 

are completed by checking a box and typewriting their name.  Notarization is now only required for 

dismissal of restraint orders, stipulated parenting time changes, and satisfaction of money judgements.   

The Guide and File system was implemented in June of 2015 and integrates internally with the File and 

Serve eFiling system.  Oregon Courts’ direct e-filing system (File and Serve) is not intended for pro se 

litigants.  The Guide and File system also only allows for filing, not serving.  

 

Chief Justice Douglas wanted to verify that the e-filer states their name, writes their name again in 

typewritten form in order to e-file.  Holly replied, yes, that is the case. 

 

A brief discussion ensued about the ability to e-file at home without a wet signature.  Alternatives to 

wet signatures were discussed, including scanning and e-signature key pads.  Tyler Guide and File does 

not have these technologies in place, primarily as most pro se filers do not have home access to 

touchscreen or scanning technology, though the presence of that commercially (E.g. OfficeMax) is 

available.  Many pro se filers primarily use mobile devices. 

 

Cindy Jensen shared that e-filers in the Federal system do not need to be present to begin e-filing as wet 

signatures can be mailed.  Judge Steinheimer shared this is also the case in the Second Judicial District, 

though most pro se filers do present in person for the wet signature to begin the e-filing process.  In the 

Second, e-filers agree to accept service electronically, to maintain the email address submitted or 

replace it with another, and that their login and password constitute their signature. 

 

Justice Hardesty sought details on the Federal process.  Cindy shared that a magistrate judge would 

typically approve a motion for e-filing.  She further outlined that requests come in many forms, from 

motions, to affidavits, to petitions, to requests.  Those various forms of requests to file electronically are 

what are forwarded to the magistrate.  She also pointed out that e-filing permission is per case, not per 

litigant. 
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E-Filing Alternatives in the Eighth Judicial District 

Judge Kishner was then able to join the call and shared her progress in the Eighth Judicial District, most 

of which was included in previous E-Filing Subcommittee communications.  (Available upon request.)  

Two alternatives to proceed with e-filing in the Eighth were proposed.  It is not believed that rules 

changes would be required in the cases of NRS 53.045 or DCR 20 to allow for electronic signatures, at 

least after the production/acceptance of an initial wet signature to proper authorities.  Judge Kishner 

will determine if changes to EDCR Rule 8.07 are required and recommend changes, if necessary. 

It was once again touched on:  1.) the ability for pro se filers to file at home without a wet signature, and 

2.) the requirement for a wet signature to begin the e-filing process.  It was agreed that an initial wet 

signature to begin pro se e-filing would be required in the Eighth, consistent with the process currently 

in place in the Second, and that e-filing would be pursued in this manner.  This would be for both filing 

and serving. 

A sample of the “SJDC eFiler User Agreement” is included for reference. 

Increasing Legal Access to Rural Victims of Crime Grant 

Brad shared that on the last Quarterly Legal Aid Provider Call the above grant was outlined.  It is relevant 

here as the concept was that perhaps, if a rural county was in a position to proceed, this could help fund 

e-filing in one or more Nevada rural regions.  This information was shared with Judge Nancy Porter, 

Fourth Judicial District Court, and Jamie Gradick, rural courts coordinator with the Nevada Supreme 

Court, Administrative Office of the Courts.  Both shared that they would share with potentially 

interested parties and get back in touch with Brad should any interest be shown by an entity prepared 

to undertake such a grant proposal. 

Next Steps 

It was agreed the next steps would be: 

 Judge Kishner to discuss internally in the Eighth (All Judges Meeting, Bench/Bar, and/or Rules

Committee) to determine which alternative is preferred to pursue

 Judge Kishner to determine and recommend changes to EDCR Rule 8.07, if necessary

 Brad to determine if it is believed any rules changes to NRS 53.045 or DCR 20 are necessary to

allow for e-filing after a wet signature is accepted
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ACCESS TO JUSTICE COMMISSION 

Nevada IOLTA Subcommittee Meeting 
Highlights 

Tuesday, April 17, 2018 – 10:00 p.m. 

Present 
Chief Justice Michael Douglas 
Justice James Hardesty 
Connie Akridge 
Barbara Buckley 
Sarah Guindy 
Phyllis Gurgevich 
Noah Malgeri 

Staff Present 
Brad Lewis 

This meeting of the IOLTA Subcommittee was primarily focused on early bank responses to the Nevada 
Bankers Association Partnership Bank Program survey feedback and to discuss next steps moving 
forward.  The agenda is below. 

 Welcome

 Legal Needs Study Bank Stakeholder Meeting Feedback

 Partnership Bank Program (PBP) Survey Highlights
o Nevada Bankers Association Recommendation for Discussion
o ATJC Recommendation for Discussion
o Next Steps Discussion

 Draft Nevada Bankers Association IOLTA Editorial Calendar for Feedback

 Nevada Bar Foundation (NBF) Liaisons Update

 Adjourn

Legal Needs Study Bank Stakeholder Meeting Feedback 

Brad briefly reviewed bank input from attendance at the stakeholder meetings for the 2017-18 
Statewide Study of Legal Needs and Economic Impacts.  The results accompany this recap for review. 

Nevada Bankers Association Feedback on PBP and Other Survey Information and Recommendation 

Phyllis Gurgevich of the Nevada Bankers Association (NBA) shared that in addition to surveying on the 
Partnership Bank Program (PBP) that the NBA also took the opportunity to gain further feedback on the 
IOLTA program in general and, specifically, on the rate.  She shared that banks continue to be supportive 
of Nevada IOLTA and want to assure the important IOLTA revenue stream to Nevada’s legal aid 
providers but that banks retain the view that they would like to narrow the gap between the market 
rate paid and the Nevada IOLTA rate. 



 

2 
 

 
It was mentioned that only 11 of the approximately 30 IOLTA-participating banks responded to the 
survey.  Ms. Gurgevich shared that NBA did hear from additional banks at other meetings and through 
other conversations, and that while some banks do not want to get into any rate discussions at all, she 
felt what was submitted was representative of Nevada banks’ view of the IOLTA program, and that the 
submission should not be viewed as a complaint or criticism of the program but simply the opportunity 
to comment.  It was also noted that eight (8) financial institutions were present at the September 2017 
IOLTA meeting at the Supreme Court in Las Vegas. 
 
The full six page Nevada Bankers Association survey response document accompanies this recap.  Ms. 
Gurgevich acknowledged that this represents input only. 
 
It was further asked if the survey included the top six participating banks and inquired as to the nature 
of their responses.  Ms. Gurgevich shared it included two of the top six banks and that she was aware 
that three of the others wanted the delta between the market rate and the current rate paid to narrow. 
 
It was asked if “similarly situated” meant individual account sizes or the aggregated $5MM, $20MM, 
$50MM, or $100MM as seen in some of the IOLTA accounts.  NBA was not certain on that point. 
 
It is the view of the NBA that any PBP would be strictly voluntary and on top of the approved Nevada 
IOLTA rate program in place and that NBA is flexible on its final form. 
 
ATJC Recommendation for Discussion 
 
A brief discussion outlined and seconded that it was the view of the Access to Justice Commission that 
any PBP would be on top of the current rate and Nevada IOLTA program in place.   
 
The proposed program is as follows: 
 

 Platinum Partner Bank – 
o Pay 70% of Fed Funds Target Rate (high end, if range) or 1.00%, whichever is greater 

 Use the “high end”, if range – If the Fed Funds Rate is a range, banks essentially react based on 
the high end of the range.  Most state PBPs base their formula on the high end, if rates are a 
range. 

 Rates would be set/announced - On the current Rate Review schedule, twice yearly  

 Recognition –  
o Selected based on bank survey high scoring (Scale:  1-5, response range:  2.2-3.2) 

 3.2 – Flyer in SBN Annual Meeting bag 
 3.0 – Letter to new lawyers/firms 
 2.9 – Mentions/stage recognition at select SBN meetings and events 
 2.9 - Mentions/stage recognition at select Legal Aid meetings and events 
 2.9 – Customized publicity and marketing in concert with banks 
 2.9 – Consider NV IOLTA-supplied CRA, FDIC and Comm. Dev. documents 

 NBF liaisons to gain bank feedback on – Concept, formula, rate review model, recognition, 
program name 
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It was raised whether now is the right timing for a PBP.  It was agreed that a slow approach, sharing with 
banks the concept adopted in other states for input and feedback at the upcoming Nevada Bar 
Foundation liaison meetings with any program start date further down the road, may be the best way to 
go for the time being. 

Draft Nevada Bankers Association IOLTA Editorial Calendar for Feedback 

Brad shared the draft IOLTA editorial calendar for the NBA newsletter.  It was agreed the format is 
workable and articles should commence. 

Nevada Bar Foundation Liaisons Update 

Brad shared that early planning for the NBF liaison meetings was underway and dates would be set as 
early as May and June for the first flight of meetings. 

It was determined that next steps for the IOLTA Subcommittee would be to continue with the IOTLA 
Rate Review in progress, the NBF liaison meetings for dialogue and program feedback, and that the next 
call would be set for late October or early November. 
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ACCESS TO JUSTICE COMMISSION 

Quarterly Nevada Legal Aid Provider/ATJC Meeting - Highlights 
Friday, April 20, 2018 – 10:00 a.m. 

Legal Aid Providers Present 
Julie Bobzien 
Barbara Buckley 
James Conway 
Elana Graham 
Annamarie Johnson 
Noah Malgeri 
Sugar Vogel 

ATJC Staff Present 
Brad Lewis 

Here was the agenda: 

 Welcome

 Housekeeping – July Meeting Location

 Discussion Items

o Creation/oversight of a revamped state support system/Providers contributions to
statewide support position.  Combine with review of IOLTA percentage formula.

o Rural courts resistance in accepting approved pro se forms.  (Service gaps, forms, e-
filling.)

o Pro bono reporting.  Reports seem high?  Gathering the best data.

 Legal Needs Assessment - Resulting Actions/Process (not covered, call set for 5/23)

 Monthly or Bi-Monthly Pro Bono Opportunities Feature SBN E-News?

 Future Topic Discussion

 Adjourn

Statewide Support Position 

James shared the general procedure agreed to for recruitment and funding of the statewide support 

position and highlighted key elements of the position description which is now available and included 

with this recap.  He shared that it was posted about a week and a half ago in the State Bar of Nevada’s 

Career Center, with National Legal Aid & Defender Association, and on the Washoe Legal Services 

website.  As of the time of the call there were two applicants. 

SNSLP shared two concerns.  One, that they could not afford to help fund a full time position and, two, if 

the posting was premature not knowing what each provider wanted, needed, or was prepared to fund. 
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James recapped the conversation from the previous call sharing that the posting was very general in 

nature and cast a wide net in terms of responsibilities due to the nature of the type of person applying 

and duties assigned may depend on whether the person is a staff or contract person, etc.  It was shared 

that resumes would be collected for 30 days and then shared with the entire group. 

A discussion ensued about IOLTA funding, the history of same related to reasons for the current split, 

and how IOLTA funding may be affected depending on the final outcome of the statewide support 

position and providers’ thoughts about participating. 

It was brought up that travel and overnight costs, depending on the type and location of position, should 

remember to be included in any cost estimating.  That opinion was seconded. 

It was also shared that it is important for all providers to maintain the confidentiality of applicants. 

Rural Courts 

The problem with rural courts not accepting newly approved statewide documents was discussed.  This 

has particularly become a problem with tight turn around cases such as evictions.  Sometimes 

handwritten documents submitted by pro se litigants are rejected.  It is believed that this is happening 

at the clerk level and that clerks may be unaware that the new statewide documents have been 

approved for use by the Supreme Court, and it is believed, that the new statewide forms are required to 

be accepted.  It was recommended that a memo be developed outlining the issues, examples and 

recommended actions to address this matter.  Anna’s team to develop a memo to share with Brad to 

forward to Chief Justice Douglas outlining the issue and recommended a fix.  Brad to assist as necessary. 

Increasing Legal Access to Rural Victims of Crime Grant 

Julie shared that the National Crime Victim Law Institute, through a cooperative agreement with the U.S. 

Department of Justice, Office for Victims of Crime, will award grants for innovative ideas and methods to 

increase legal services to crime victims in rural areas.  The grant deadline is May 30, 2018.  The 

possibility for leveraging the grant to help with e-filing in the rurals was discussed.   

Cost of E-Filing for Legal Aid Providers 

SNSLP inquired as to whether it had ever been discussed to allow no charge for e-filing for legal aid 

providers, regardless of whether or not a client was indigent.  It was shared that, no, that was not 

pursued due to potential sensitivities and with greater goals in mind.  Further, it was shared that when 

someone does not meet the income requirements, legal aid providers can still e-file but accept payment 

for those fees from the client. 

New Statewide Forms on Supreme Court Website 

It was discussed that the new statewide forms are difficult to find on the Supreme Court website.  Brad 

shared that he has a call scheduled for Thursday, April 26 to discuss this with Stephanie McDonald.  The 
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plan is to develop a specific recommendation for how this can be improved to share with Michael 

Sommermeyer and Jason Sowards. 

Pro Bono Reporting 

The issue of the appearance of over reporting of pro bono hours was discussed, along with the need to 

reinforce with lawyers exactly what pro bono means, meaning not the potentially widely-held belief of 

“doing free legal work for your nephew”.  Brad shared when this item was added to the agenda he 

looked at the Mandatory Report of Pro Bono to see the language and shared same in brief with the 

group.  See form copy included with this recap.  It was discussed that perhaps the form could be 

updated to reflect the most recent rule (costs associated) to see if that helped with reporting.  It was 

also noted that when pro bono is reported, the aggregate figure from all categories is promoted, not 

solely the hours dedicated to legal aid providers.  Depending on thoughts, it was discussed that 

potentially a two pronged strategy of form update plus a focus on addressing the “widely held belief” 

could be part of addressing this issue long term. 

Monthly or Bi-Monthly Pro Bono Opportunities Feature SBN E-News 

Brad mentioned he’s been seeing several provider emails seeking pro bono volunteers for various 

events and cases.  He floated the idea of a monthly or bi-monthly feature in the State Bar of Nevada e-

newsletter highlighting that pro bono opportunities are available and then linking interested parties to a 

relevant webpage on www.onepromisenevada.org.  It was shared that an Achilles heel with this type of 

effort is keeping the information up to date, so it may be better to link from that landing page to a page 

that is actively managed by each of the providers with available opportunities.  A question was also 

raised as to whether this should be limited to special events v. cases.  It was agreed that it was worth a 

trial to see if it was successful and, if not, the concept could sunset.  We could begin with an inclusion in 

SBN e-news every other month. 

IOLTA Funding 

It was shared that the IOLTA funding discussion needs to be wider than specifically related to the 

statewide support system and that it should be discussed more universally in the next call in July. 

July Call 

As one of the providers is unavailable for the next call scheduled for Friday, July 20, a new Doodle poll 

will be sent with date alternatives to set another day and time. 

Follow up items: 

 Anna’s team to develop a memo to share with Brad to forward to Chief Justice Douglas outlining 

the rural court document acceptance issue and recommended fix.  Brad to assist as necessary. 

http://www.onepromisenevada.org/
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 Brad to discuss Monday, April 23 with both Justices for any recommendations on how Nevada

may leverage the “Increasing Legal Access to Rural Victims of Crime” grant (e-filing focus) and

who may be best to submit, if any.

 Brad to work with Stephanie McDonald on a recommendation for improving the visibility and

access to the new statewide forms on the Supreme Court website.

 Brad to share Mandatory Report of Pro Bono with the group.

 Brad to seek provider feedback on keeping to select events v. cases and check on actively

managed pro bono volunteer opportunity pages on their website and suggest a schedule.

 Brad to issue Doodle poll for new July three hour call day and time.



Bank of Nevada Supports Legal Aid Nonprofits During Kentucky Derby Event 

Churchill Downs is more than 1800 miles away from Las Vegas. However, this year, the annual horse 

race attracted much more interest among Southern Nevada’s legal community.   

Thanks to the support of Bank of Nevada and BNY Mellon Wealth Management, more than 80 guests 

gathered to watch the Kentucky Derby at the Chateau Nightclub and Gardens Rooftop at Paris Las Vegas 

Hotel & Casino. The event on Saturday, May 5, 2018, was an opportunity for attorneys, judges and others 

in the legal community to watch the Derby and also raise funds for nonprofit organizations that provide 

free or low-cost legal services. 

Guests were encouraged to take part in a few competitive events including a Derby Hat Contest. Judge 

Robert Bare of the Eighth Judicial District Court and former U.S. Senator Richard Bryan provided 

commentary on each of the hat entries, while the winners were chosen by an esteemed panel including 

Judge Elissa Cadish, Judge Mark Denton and Judge Tierra Jones, all of the Eighth Judicial District. 

Attendees were also encouraged to take part in a Horse Selection Contest where participants guessed 

which horses would come in first, second and third place. In addition, guests could bid on a number of 

items gathered in the silent auction. 

While the first-ever Kentucky Derby Party and Fundraiser was an entertaining afternoon, its primary 

purpose was to increase awareness about the important services provided by four nonprofit legal aid 

organizations that help those unable to pay for legal services. Each nonprofit had a booth at the event to 

answer specific questions about what they provide, and to encourage attorneys to provide pro bono 

services.  

Funds raised at the event were evenly split among the following legal aid organizations, including Legal 

Aid Center of Southern Nevada, Nevada Foundation for Consumer Education, Nevada Legal 

Services, and the Southern Nevada Senior Law Program. 
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ACCESS TO JUSTICE COMMISSION 

IOLTA Rate Review Meeting Recap - Draft 
Tuesday, May 22, 2018 – 2:00 p.m. 

Present 
Justice Michael Douglas 
Justice James Hardesty 
Connie Akridge 
Julie Bobzien 
Randy Boesch 
Barbara Buckley 
John Desmond 
Noah Malgeri 
Stacey Shinn 
Doreen Spears Hartwell 
Adam Tully 

Staff Present 
Kim Farmer 
Brad Lewis 

Justice Hardesty opened the call by recapping the various activities of the IOLTA Subcommittee, including the 
Nevada Bankers Association (NBA) feedback on the Nevada IOLTA rate.  An excerpted portion of the NBA 
document was shared as part of the meeting materials for this call.  Justice Hardesty recapped the basic outline of 
the NBA suggestion, which is to maintain a “floor” rate at the currently approved .70% and put in a formula that 
would allow the rate to potentially fluctuate higher based on market conditions but never pay less than .70%.  He 
remarked that he has not yet seen the actual recommendation for how the rate might fluctuate above the floor 
and requested that recommendation for consideration should be requested from the NBA. 

Randy shared more from the NBA’s perspective, including Nevada bankers understanding of the value of legal aid, 
how financial institutions support the community in many ways, but would like the rate to remain where it is for 
the next cycle.  His bank, Nevada State Bank, was the only financial institution to provide feedback which also 
requested the rate stay at .70%. 

Justice Hardesty shared that based on these submissions plus other conversations, that he would recommend the 
rate remain the same at .70%.  It was then opened it up to the group for comment.  Everyone speaking shared that 
they agreed that it made sense to maintain the rate at .70% for this next cycle, including Chief Justice Michael 
Douglas.  A motion was put forth to retain the current Nevada IOLTA interest rate at .70%.  The motion was 
seconded and carried with no “nay” votes nor abstentions. 

Next steps: 

 Brad will notify Nevada IOLTA-participating financial institutions of the rate decision within five days

 Brad will notify the Nevada Bankers Association that we request their specific proposal for a revised rate
formula which would fluctuate above the “floor” for review and consideration of the Access to Justice
Commission

 Brad will work to set the next Rate Review call date for November
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Memorandum to Access to Justice Commission and State Bar of Nevada 
June 04, 2018 

Memorandum 

To:  Access to Justice Commission and State Bar of Nevada 
From: Nevada Bar Foundation 
Date: June 4, 2018 
Prepared by: Matt Larson 

Re:  Monthly IOLTA Update 

I. March 2018 IOLTA at-a-glance 

2018 2017

Total IOLTAs 3,022 3,012

 Amount on deposit $435,665,243 $389,507,760

Total reported interest accrued $243,279 $224,128

 Year-to-date remittance $761,438 $641,099
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II. Financial institutions meeting requirements set forth in Rule 217 

A. Financial Institutions with at least 25 IOLTAs 
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 Financial Institution  Accounts 

 Weighted Avg.  

Interest Rate 

 Total Bank 

Principal Balance  Remittance 

 YTD 

Remittance 

Bank of America 555 0.70% 68,037,873.92$    40,447.25$      118,296.45$      

Bank of George 27 0.70% 12,010,772.58$    7,142.67$        17,965.58$        

Bank of Nevada/First Independent 362 0.70% 111,046,046.82$   64,378.32$      226,610.79$      

Bank of the West 42 0.70% 5,474,945.21$      3,183.45$        8,857.41$         

Chase Bank 155 0.70% 19,809,635.00$    11,279.65$      37,888.24$        

Citibank 64 0.70% 5,369,304.17$      2,540.34$        8,827.98$         

City National Bank 99 0.70% 26,948,942.00$    15,504.85$      49,905.86$        

Heritage Bank 56 0.70% 7,107,503.85$      4,043.99$        11,811.70$        

Meadows Bank 33 0.70% 5,326,843.09$      3,268.74$        17,219.48$        

Nevada State Bank 430 0.70% 52,986,867.05$    29,540.96$      90,549.26$        

U.S. Bank 235 0.75% 23,484,292.03$    14,965.85$      44,606.90$        

Wells Fargo 847 0.70% 86,568,472.32$    39,038.95$      109,055.91$      

TOTAL 2,905 424,171,498.04$   235,335.02$     741,595.56$      



Page 3 of 3 
Memorandum to Access to Justice Commission and State Bar of Nevada 
June 04, 2018 

B. Financial institutions with fewer than 25 IOLTAsⱡ 

*East West Bank does not currently hold any active IOLTA accounts

ⱡIOLTA remittance or average amount on deposit is not reported for financial institutions with fewer than twenty-five IOLTAs to maintain attorney-client and financial

institution-attorney confidentiality. 

 Financial Institution  Accounts 

 Weighted Average 

Interest Rate 

 Total Bank Principal 

Balance  Remittance 

 YTD 

Remittance 

American First National Bank 2 0.70% 6.47$   

Financial Horizons Credit Union 1 0.70% 262.62$   

First Foundation Bank 1 0.70% 69.56$   

First Savings Bank 13 0.75% 4,393.54$   

First Security Bank of Nevada 8 0.70% 753.56$   

Kirkwood Bank 2 0.70% 1.84$   

Mutual of Omaha 13 0.70% 246.71$   

Nevada Bank & Trust 8 2.75% 5,821.70$   

Northern Trust Bank, FSB 4 0.69% 299.71$   

Plaza Bank 11 0.70% 3,208.30$   

Plumas Bank 3 0.70% 218.41$   

Royal Business Bank 2 1.02% 74.98$   

Silver State Schools Credit Union 6 0.70% 99.80$   

Town and Country Bank 6 0.70% 287.00$   

Umpqua Bank 14 0.70% 911.50$   

Valley Bank of Nevada 12 0.70% 3,804.02$   

Washington Federal Bank 11 0.70% 503.45$   

East West Bank* 0 0.00% -$   

TOTAL 117 $11,493,745.04 $7,944.38 $20,963.17



ATJC Twitter Stats 

Since March, 2018, ATJC has increased its social media presence on Twitter.  We have moved from 

72,969 to 107,889 impressions and from 3,462 to 4,715 profile visits. 

We encourage you to follow us on @NevadaATJ 
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