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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 
RECORDS AND TECHNOLOGY DIVISION  
RECORDS BUREAU 

Background 
 

The Records Bureau is organized within the 
Department of Public Safety’s Records and Technology 
Division.  The mission of the Bureau is to provide accurate, 
timely, and appropriate public safety information to the 
Department, the law enforcement community, and the 
citizens of Nevada using state-of-the-art technology.  This 
information is used in making informed public safety, criminal 
justice, and regulatory decisions regarding crime and 
criminal offenders. 

Established by the Legislature in 1985, the Central 
Repository for Nevada Records of Criminal History is 
administered by the Bureau.  The Bureau serves as the 
State’s clearinghouse for criminal history records 
information, crime statistics, and information and activities 
that support a wide variety of public safety interests.   

The Bureau manages the statewide Sex Offender 
Registry Program, established by the Legislature in 1997.  
The Program’s mission is to provide law enforcement and 
the public with accurate information on registered sex 
offenders, to increase public awareness, and prompt 
safeguards to prevent encounters with sexual offenders.  
The Bureau also operates many other programs, including 
the Civil Applicant Background Check Program which began 
in 1988.  The Program provides fingerprint-based criminal 
history background checks for state agencies, licensing 
entities, and employers.  

The Bureau is headquartered in Carson City and also 
maintains an office in Henderson.  The Bureau is funded 
from court assessments and other fees.  Bureau 
expenditures were about $12.7 million in fiscal year 2007. 
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Purpose 
 

 The purpose of this audit was to determine whether 
the Bureau maintained the sex offender registry and 
community notification website accurately, completely, and 
in accordance with applicable laws.  In addition, we 
determined whether the Bureau adequately addressed the 
backlog of criminal and juvenile fingerprint cards and court 
dispositions.  We also determined whether the Bureau 
processed civil applicant background checks accurately and 
timely in accordance with applicable laws.  We reviewed the 
sex offender registry as of November 1, 2007, and fingerprint 
cards, dispositions, and background checks for the 2 ½ -year 
period ended December 31, 2007.   

Results in Brief 
 

The Bureau needs to make improvements to the Sex 
Offender Registry Program.  A significant portion of the 
offender information we tested in the sex offender registry 
and on the community notification website was inaccurate or 
incomplete.  Furthermore, information was not always 
updated in the registry to reflect that offenders had moved 
out of the State.  Finally, the Bureau has not designed the 
registry to allow law enforcement to search the record of 
registration of offenders by many of the data fields required 
by state law.  The reliability and accessibility of the registry is 
important because the Program serves an essential function 
in providing the public and law enforcement with information 
about registered sex offenders.   

Although the Bureau has successfully reduced the 
backlog of adult criminal fingerprint cards, backlogs of court 
dispositions and juvenile criminal fingerprint cards have 
increased in recent years.  The increases were attributable 
to inaccurate internal reporting of backlog numbers to 
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Bureau management and inadequate allocation of resources 
to reduce the backlogs.  Criminal history records are 
incomplete when court dispositions and fingerprint cards are 
not recorded in the central repository for criminal records.  
Incomplete criminal records adversely affect Bureau 
programs and law enforcement. 

For more than 4 years, the Bureau used incorrect 
criteria to evaluate criminal histories for certain civil applicant 
background checks.  As a result, the Bureau issued some 
responses indicating applicants committed certain offenses 
when they had not.  Furthermore, although the Bureau has 
improved the overall timeliness of completing civil applicant 
background checks, some responses were not disseminated 
within statutory timeframes.  Inaccurate and untimely 
responses impact the subjects and recipients of background 
checks. 

Principal Findings 
 

• We found that 22% of the registered sex offender 
information we tested, required by statute to be 
included in the registry, was inaccurate or incomplete.  
Many of these errors were reflected on the community 
notification website.  This occurred because the 
Bureau had not developed sufficient quality control 
review procedures to ensure the registry was 
maintained consistent with state law.  Additionally, 
policies and procedures over the process need to be 
improved.  A complete and accurate record assists 
the public and law enforcement in making informed 
decisions when dealing with offenders.  (page 12) 

• The Bureau did not always update information in the 
sex offender registry when offenders moved out-of-
state.  Forty-three residence and 187 employer 
addresses of offenders who moved out-of-state were 
inaccurate.  Sixty-four of these inaccuracies were 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 
RECORDS AND TECHNOLOGY DIVISION 
RECORDS BUREAU 
 

 4 LA08-21 

posted to the community notification website.  
Inaccuracies in the addresses provide misleading 
information to the public and law enforcement 
regarding the location of these offenders.  (page 15) 

• The sex offender registry does not have the capability 
to be searched by law enforcement using many of the 
search criteria required by state law.  The inability to 
search by all of the required fields limits the 
usefulness of the registry information to law 
enforcement when performing investigations.  
Although this has been a requirement in statute since 
1998, the Bureau has never developed this feature.  
(page 16) 

• The backlog of unprocessed court dispositions was 
more than 306,000 as of December 31, 2007; a 
significant increase over amounts reported by the 
Bureau in recent years.  The increase occurred 
because of inaccurate reporting of the backlog to 
management and resulting insufficient allocation of 
resources to address the need.  Criminal history 
records are incomplete without dispositions, which 
indicate whether charges were dismissed or upheld 
and whether the suspect was found guilty.  The 
Bureau has established a plan to reduce the backlog 
over the next 3 to 5 years.  The Bureau is also 
working with the Administrative Office of the Courts to 
expand and enhance electronic submittal of court 
dispositions.  (page 17) 

• The Bureau has not developed a searchable 
database for the storage and utilization of juvenile 
fingerprint cards.  As a result, the backlog has 
increased to more than 26,000 cards as of December 
31, 2007, from about 20,000 as of June 30, 2005.  
Without a database, Nevada law enforcement 
agencies are unable to perform latent fingerprint 
searches on juvenile fingerprints when conducting 
crime scene investigations.  (page 19) 
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• From July 2003 to early October 2007, the Bureau 
utilized the wrong criteria to evaluate the criminal 
histories of certain subjects of civil applicant 
background checks.  As a result, the Bureau issued 
“positive” and “undecided” responses when it should 
have issued “negative” responses in 13 of the 30 civil 
applicant background checks we tested.  
Consequently, some of the recipients of the 
responses were misled by Bureau responses, which 
may have negatively impacted employment or 
volunteer opportunities.  (page 21) 

• The Bureau did not issue state civil applicant 
background check responses within the 30-day 
statutory requirement for 44% of those performed 
under the authority of NRS 179A.210 during 2007.  
Untimely processing of background checks may 
cause delays in putting employees and volunteers to 
work.  The Bureau conducted over 8,000 background 
checks under the authority of NRS 179A.210 during 
calendar year 2007.  (page 23) 

Recommendations 
 

 This report contains nine recommendations to 
improve the Bureau’s sex offender registry, civil applicant 
background check process, and backlogs of court 
dispositions and juvenile criminal fingerprint cards. These 
recommendations include enhancing supervisory controls 
and policies and procedures over the Sex Offender Registry 
Program.  We also made recommendations to improve 
management’s monitoring of backlogs, issuance of civil 
applicant responses, and resolution of court disposition and 
juvenile fingerprint card backlogs.  (page 39) 
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Agency Response 
 

The Department, in response to our audit report, 
accepted the nine recommendations.  (page 29) 
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Introduction 
 
Background 
 The Records Bureau is organized within the Department of Public Safety’s 

Records and Technology Division.  The mission of the Bureau is to provide accurate, 

timely, and appropriate public safety information to the Department, the law 

enforcement community, and the citizens of Nevada using state-of-the-art technology.  

This information is used in making informed public safety, criminal justice, and 

regulatory decisions regarding crime and criminal offenders. 

Established by the Legislature in 1985, the Central Repository for Nevada 

Records of Criminal History is administered by the Bureau.  The Bureau serves as the 

State’s clearinghouse for criminal history records information, crime statistics, and 

information and activities that support a wide variety of public safety interests.   

 Records of Criminal History 
A record of criminal history is initiated when the Bureau receives a criminal 

fingerprint card.  Criminal fingerprint cards are submitted to the Bureau by law 

enforcement agencies during the booking process when a suspect is arrested.  Records 

of criminal history are not complete until charges are matched to corresponding 

dispositions.  A disposition marks the conclusion of a criminal proceeding and includes 

a record of whether arrest charges were dismissed or upheld and whether the suspect 

was found guilty.  These records of criminal history are maintained in the central 

repository for criminal records.  The main programs managed by the Bureau using 

criminal history records are described below. 

Civil Applicant Background Checks 

The Civil Applicant Program began in 1988.  The Program provides fingerprint-

based criminal history background checks for state agencies, licensing entities, and 

employers on current or potential employees and volunteers.  Applicants submit 

fingerprints and the Bureau attempts to match the fingerprints to existing prints in the 

criminal history fingerprint database to determine whether a criminal record exists. 
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The information the Bureau disseminates at the conclusion of a background 

check depends on the statutory authority indicated on the request.  Under certain 

statutes, the Bureau provides state agencies and licensing entities with the subject’s 

state and federal criminal history.  Under other statutes, employers receive a letter from 

the Bureau that indicates whether the subject’s criminal record contained an offense 

listed in specific statutes.  In these cases, the Bureau does not distribute the criminal 

history.  Rather, the Bureau issues one of the three following responses: 

• “Positive” indicating the subject’s criminal history contained certain 
offenses identified in statute. 

• “Negative” indicating the subject’s criminal history did not contain 
certain offenses identified in statute. 

• “Undecided” indicating the Bureau was unable to accurately determine 
whether the subject’s record contained certain offenses listed in 
statute.  This response is used when a qualifying arrest in a criminal 
history does not include a court disposition indicating whether a person 
was convicted. 

State Sex Offender Registry 

 In 1997, the Legislature established the statewide Sex Offender Registry 

Program and community notification process.  The mission of the Program is to provide 

law enforcement and the public with accurate information on registered sex offenders, 

to increase public awareness, and prompt safeguards to prevent encounters with sexual 

offenders. 

 Nevada law requires a registry of sex offender information to be maintained for 

law enforcement purposes.  In addition, the Bureau must post certain information on 

serious and high-risk sex offenders on a website for public access.  Information on the 

community notification website includes an offender’s name and known aliases, year of 

birth, photograph, tier level, physical description, complete residential address, block 

number of employment address, and certain conviction information.  The public can 

access the website at the following web address: www.nvsexoffenders.gov.  Information 

on the website is only provided on offenders who have been assessed as having the 

highest risks of recommitting offenses.  These are offenders assigned tier levels 2 or 3.  

http://www.nvsexoffenders.gov/
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A higher tier level equates to a greater assessed risk of re-offense.  Offenders assigned 

tier level 1 are not subject to community notification.   

The State adopted the provisions of the federal Adam Walsh Child Protection 

and Safety Act during the 2007 Legislative Session through passage of Assembly Bill 

579.  The resulting changes in state law, effective July 1, 20081, impact the operations 

of the Sex Offender Registry Program.  A couple of examples of these changes include: 

• New Tier Assessments - The basis for sex offender tier level 
assessments changed from a risk-based assessment to assignment 
based upon the sexual offense committed.  The Bureau indicated it 
has completed the tier reassessments for all actively registered sex 
offenders.  The reclassification of tier levels for offenders has resulted 
in a redistribution of the number of registered offenders between the 
three tiers.  For example, the number of offenders classified as tier 3 
will increase from about 200 to more than 2,500. 

• Increased Frequency of Verification - The Bureau will be required to 
update the offenders’ information in the registry more often due to 
increased frequency of verification requirements.  The verifications 
include updating information such as address, employment, and 
vehicles.  Offenders will be required to complete verifications in person 
with local law enforcement.  Information will be sent to the Bureau to 
be updated in the registry.  Tier 3 offenders will be required to 
complete a verification every 90 days, tier 2’s every 180 days, and tier 
1’s annually.  Prior to July 1, 2008, all offenders were required to 
submit an annual verification. 

Other Bureau Programs 

The Bureau also manages the following programs utilizing records of criminal 
history: 

• Civil Name Check Program – name-based background checks used to 
obtain criminal background information on prospective employees. 

• Brady Point-of-Sale Firearms Program – name-based background 
checks used to obtain criminal background information on individuals 
purchasing firearms. 

• Temporary Protection Order Registry – a registry of domestic violence 
protection orders issued within the state made available to Nevada 
Criminal Justice Information System (NCJIS) users. 

                                                 
1 On June 30, 2008, a federal judge issued an order to delay implementation of the new laws until constitutional challenges can be 

considered. 
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• Dangerous Offender Notification System – a database that captures 
information on potentially dangerous parolees for use when such an 
individual comes into contact with law enforcement. 

 Staffing and Budget 
 The Bureau is headquartered in Carson City and also maintains an office in 

Henderson.  In fiscal year 2007, the Bureau was authorized 67 positions.  The 

Legislature approved an additional 13 positions beginning in fiscal year 2008.  As of 

May 2008, all but four authorized positions were filled.  

The Bureau is funded primarily from court assessments and Civil Applicant 

Background Check, Brady Point-of-Sale, and Civil Name Check fees.  Exhibit 1 details 

the Bureau’s funding sources and expenditures for fiscal year 2007. 

Exhibit 1 
Funding Sources and Expenditures 

Fiscal Year 2007 

Funding Sources
Beginning Cash 7,392,060$   
Civil Applicant Fees 6,683,848     
Court Assessments 4,988,706     
Point of Sale Fees 1,551,026     
Civil Name Fees 1,152,640     
Other 85,606          
Available Funding 21,853,886$ 
Less: Balance Forward (9,127,332)  
Total Funding 12,726,554$ 

Expenditures
Personnel Services 3,900,700$   
Information Services 3,876,794     
FBI Fingerprint 3,249,354     
Fingerprint ID Network 610,800        
Operating 562,181        
Other 526,725      
Total Expenditures 12,726,554$  
Source:  State Accounting System.  

The Bureau also oversees the Revolving Account to Investigate the Background 

of Volunteers Who Work With Children.  The account is funded by a general fund 

appropriation.  The Legislature appropriated $25,000 for each fiscal year from 2006 

through 2009.  Funds from the account are used to provide free background checks for 

volunteers working with children at non-profit organizations. 
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Scope and Objectives 
 This audit is part of the ongoing program of the Legislative Auditor as authorized 

by the Legislative Commission, and was made pursuant to the provisions of NRS 

218.737 to 218.893.  The Legislative Auditor conducts audits as part of the Legislature’s 

oversight responsibility for public programs.  The purpose of legislative audits is to 

improve state government by providing the Legislature, state officials, and Nevada 

citizens with independent and reliable information about the operations of state 

agencies, programs, activities, and functions. 

 This audit included an evaluation of the Records Bureau’s Sex Offender Registry 

Program as of November 1, 2007.  It also included a review of the civil applicant 

background check process, court dispositions, criminal fingerprint cards, and juvenile 

fingerprint cards for the 2 ½ -year period ended December 31, 2007.  The objectives of 

our audit were to determine whether the Bureau: 

• maintained the sex offender registry and community notification 
website accurately, completely, and in compliance with applicable 
laws;  

• adequately addressed the backlog of criminal and juvenile fingerprint 
cards and court dispositions; and, 

• processed civil applicant background checks accurately and timely in 
accordance with applicable laws. 
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Findings and Recommendations 

Sex Offender Registry Program Needs Improvement 
The Bureau needs to make improvements to the Sex Offender Registry Program.  

A significant portion of the offender information we tested in the sex offender registry 

and on the community notification website was inaccurate or incomplete.  Furthermore, 

information was not always updated in the registry to reflect that offenders had moved 

out of the State.  Finally, the Bureau has not designed the registry to allow law 

enforcement to search the record of registration of offenders by many of the data fields 

required by state law.  The reliability and accessibility of the registry is important 

because the Program serves an essential function in providing the public and law 

enforcement with information about registered sex offenders.   

 Registered Offender Information Not Always Reliable 
 The Bureau needs to improve the reliability of the information contained in the 

registry.  A significant amount of the information in the registry we tested was either 

inaccurate or incomplete.  These errors and omissions impact users of the information 

including law enforcement and the public through the community notification website.  

The reliability of the registry could be improved by increasing supervisory review of 

information recorded in the registry and improving related policies and procedures. 
 Offender Information Not Always Accurate or Complete 

We found that 22% of the registered sex offender information we tested, required 

by statute to be included in the registry, was inaccurate or incomplete.  This involved 

233 of 1,040 selected components from 80 sex offenders’ records.  Bureau records 

indicated there were about 6,300 actively registered offenders as of November 1, 2007.  

Exhibit 2 details the three general types of errors identified that comprise the 22% error 

rate: 

 

 

 

 



 

 13 LA08-21 

Exhibit 2 
Sex Offender Information Not Accurate or Complete 

Nature and Frequency of Exceptions 

Conviction 
Information

55%

Victim
 Information

 18%

Offender 
Information 

27%

 
 

Source: Auditor testing of Bureau records and Sex Offender Registry. 
Note: Percentages represent the errors within each category as a percentage of the 

233 errors. 

Errors related to conviction information included location of offense, court of 

conviction, specific sexual acts, or offenses committed and related statutes.  

Additionally, errors concerning offender information related to names and aliases, 

employer and residence addresses, and physical description.  Finally, victim information 

includes descriptive data about the victim and method of obtaining access to the victim. 

In addition to these errors, Bureau staff did not record the name and location of 

the institution the offenders were committed to for each offense.  This information is 

required by statute to be in the registry and on the website.  We noted the information 

was readily available in many of the case files that we tested.   

Through the course of the audit, we communicated the errors that we identified 

with Bureau staff and management to allow them to take timely corrective actions.  

Appendix B provides more detail on the frequency and nature of the errors identified in 

the 80 offenders’ records tested.   

 Errors and Omissions in the Registry Impact Users 

The errors in the registry directly impact the information that is provided to the 

public on the community notification website.  The information in the registry for tier 2 

and tier 3 offenders is linked directly to the website; therefore, errors in the registry are 

reflected on the website.  Incomplete or inaccurate information decreases the website’s 
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effectiveness in accomplishing its purpose to increase the public’s awareness and 

prompt safeguards to prevent encounters with sexual offenders. 

These errors provide the public with misleading information that may impact how 

they deal with these offenders if encountered.  For example, an offender’s record on the 

website listed his convictions as “convicted sex offender” when the actual convictions 

were rape, lascivious acts with child, and assault to commit sexual abuse.  Knowing the 

actual offenses is beneficial to the public.  Additionally, errors in information such as 

names and aliases, residence and employment addresses, and others impact the 

public’s ability to identify and locate offenders that may live or work near them.  For 

example, an offender’s record in the registry reflected an employer address of “NV 

89102” when his complete employer address, in a different zip code, was available in 

the offender’s case file but had not been entered into the registry. 

We also identified one field of information in the registry that was not on the 

community notification website even though it is required by state law.  This field shows 

the location of offense for each reportable sexual offense conviction.  Even though the 

Bureau input this information in some cases into the registry, the field was not linked to 

the website.  As a result, the information was not made available to the public as 

required by state law.   

Information in the registry is also used by law enforcement.  Errors in information 

such as the offender’s residence or conviction information negatively impact its 

usefulness for law enforcement.  The accuracy of registry information is also relied upon 

by other Bureau programs such as the Civil Applicant Background Check and Brady 

Point-of-Sale Firearms Programs. 

 Improved Controls Would Enhance Reliability of the Registry 

Program management has not implemented sufficient controls to ensure that the 

sex offender caseworkers are complying with the governing statutes when entering sex 

offender information into the registry.  The Bureau needs to enhance supervisory review 

procedures to ensure staff are entering offender information into the registry with 

accuracy and completeness and improve policies and procedures governing the 

Program. 
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The Program would benefit from the implementation of routine supervisory 

quality control reviews of staff work to assess the accuracy and completeness of the 

information entered into the registry.  All of the errors we identified in our testing could 

have been corrected through adequate quality control procedures. 

During the course of the audit, the Bureau added three staff to the Program.  One 

of them was assigned to perform procedures to verify the accuracy of selected registry 

fields transmitted to the federal government.  However, the scope of the information 

reviewed under this process does not include much of the information required in the 

registry by state law. 

Although desk manuals containing policies and procedures for the sex offender 

registry exist, the manuals need to be improved.  Specifically, policies need to include 

detailed guidance related to staff responsibilities.  For example, policies did not address 

all of the statutorily required registration and community notification website information 

or dictate the appropriate source of the information.  Additionally, policies did not require 

staff to review the community notification website after making changes to the registry to 

ensure the information was posted correctly.  The Bureau implemented this procedure 

subsequent to our identification of the weakness.  Finally, the policies and procedures 

manual needs to include the updated statutes relevant to their responsibilities. 

 Information Not Always Updated When Offenders Leave the State 
The sex offender registry also contained inaccurate residence and employer 

addresses for some offenders who have moved out-of-state.  These offenders are not 

actively registered in the State and are separate from the exceptions noted previously.  

Bureau policies require the new address of an offender who moves out-of-state to be 

input into the registry.  However, this often did not occur.  We found the following errors: 

• Residence Address - 43 of about 800 tier 1, 2, and 3 offenders who 
moved out-of-state still had Nevada residence addresses in the 
registry.  Twelve of the 43 were tier 2 or tier 3 offenders and subject to 
community notification.   

• Employer Address - 187 of about 800 tier 1, 2, and 3 offenders who 
moved out-of-state still had Nevada employer addresses in the 
registry.  Fifty-two of the 187 were tier 2 or tier 3 offenders and subject 
to community notification. 
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Inaccuracies in the addresses provide misleading information to the public and 

law enforcement regarding the location of these offenders.  For example, a concerned 

citizen may be misled by the website indicating a tier 3 offender lives in Reno when the 

offender is actually living out-of-state.  Additionally, someone in another state accessing 

the offender’s registry record through the National Sex Offender Registry could be 

misled to think this offender was living in Nevada when they have moved to another 

state. 

The errors with these offenders occurred because management has not 

developed sufficient quality control review procedures.  Supervisory review procedures 

over inactive offenders subject to community notification would help identify and correct 

the errors in the offenders’ addresses.  The Bureau indicated it has focused its 

resources on the actively registered offenders. 

 Ability for Law Enforcement to Search Records Is Limited 
The Nevada Sex Offender Registry does not have the capability to be searched 

by law enforcement using many of the search criteria required by state law.  As a result, 

law enforcement’s ability to search the registry is limited.  Although this has been a 

requirement in state law since 1998, the Bureau has never developed this feature. 

Law enforcement can query information in the registry through Nevada Criminal 

Justice Information System (NCJIS).  Law enforcement is currently able to search the 

registry using an offender’s name, state or federal criminal ID number, and other 

defining characteristics such as race, sex, date of birth, and social security number.  

However, many of the required search fields required by statute are not available.  

These include an offender’s physical description, geographic location of offense, 

method of obtaining access to victim, and physical description of and injuries inflicted on 

the victim. 

The unavailable search fields are ones that may be used by law enforcement 

when they are attempting to identify an offender.  The inability to search by all of the 

required fields limits the usefulness of the registry information to law enforcement when 

performing investigations. 
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 Recommendations 
1. Enhance supervisory quality control procedures of sex 

offender records in the registry to ensure staff are accurately 

and completely recording information required by state law. 

2. Improve written policies and procedures to address case 

worker responsibilities including detailing the information 

required by statute to be input into the sex offender registry. 

3. Develop the capability to allow law enforcement to search 

the sex offender registry using the data fields required by 

state law.  

Backlogs of Criminal Information Have Increased 
Although the Bureau has successfully reduced the backlog of adult criminal 

fingerprint cards, backlogs of unprocessed court dispositions and juvenile criminal 

fingerprint cards have increased in recent years.  The increases were attributable to 

inaccurate internal reporting of backlog numbers to Bureau management and 

inadequate allocation of resources to reduce the backlogs.  Criminal history records are 

incomplete when court dispositions and fingerprint cards are not recorded in the central 

repository for criminal records.  Incomplete criminal records adversely affect Bureau 

programs and law enforcement. 

 Court Disposition Backlog Has Increased Significantly 
The number of dispositions not entered in the NCJIS increased to more than 

306,000 as of December 31, 2007.  The Bureau reported a backlog of about 120,000 in 

April 2006.  Inaccurate records on the number of dispositions in backlog caused 

management to underestimate the resources necessary to correct the problem.  A 

disposition is a record of the resolution of a criminal proceeding.  A criminal record 

without a disposition has a broad effect on the Bureau and law enforcement community. 

 Accurate Count of Backlog Not Maintained 

The Bureau did not maintain an accurate record of the number of backlogged 

dispositions.  Therefore, management could not accurately determine the resources 

necessary to reduce the backlog.  For example, an internal management report dated 
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June 30, 2007, listed the backlog at around 87,000.  A progress report to the grant 

administrator one month later listed the backlog at approximately 69,700.  However, a 

complete physical count by Bureau staff revealed a total backlog of more than 306,000 

as of December 31, 2007, including dispositions dating back several years.  The 

Bureau’s internal reports were not reasonable considering they received about 4,000 

dispositions per month.  Bureau management also agreed the internal reported figures 

were not reasonable.  If accurate information had been provided to management, they 

could have better estimated the resources needed to reduce the backlog. 

Efforts to Reduce Backlog Have Been Insufficient 

The Bureau has made efforts to reduce the backlog of court dispositions in the 

last couple of years.  However, these efforts have not been sufficient to eliminate the 

backlog.  For example, the Bureau obtained federal grant funds and hired temporary 

staff to input backlogged dispositions into the central repository for criminal records.  

The Bureau also assigned staff to enter dispositions.  In spite of these efforts, including 

processing about 68,000 cards in 2007, there were still more than 306,000 backlogged 

dispositions at year-end. 

Upon recognizing the extent of the backlog, the Bureau assigned additional staff 

to enter dispositions and offered overtime to staff.  They also intend to obtain additional 

grant funds to hire temporary workers.  Bureau management estimates eliminating the 

backlog will take 3 to 5 years. 

The Bureau is also working with the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) on 

the submission of dispositions from the courts to the Bureau electronically.  Currently, 

the Las Vegas Justice Court and Carson City Municipal Court submit electronic 

dispositions to the Bureau.  The Bureau continues to work with the AOC to improve and 

expand electronic submissions of court dispositions. 

Incomplete Criminal Records Impact Users 

 The lack of disposition information in criminal histories affects the Bureau and 

law enforcement.  A criminal history is not complete when arrest records are not 

matched to corresponding dispositions.  The Bureau’s programs and criminal justice 

system users rely on the information in the criminal history repository to be accurate and 

complete. 
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 The quality and value of the Bureau’s civil applicant and civil name background 

checks are only as good as the quality of the criminal histories.  For example, civil 

applicant background check responses are slowed when the Bureau must pursue 

dispositions to arrest records.  The Bureau is unable to make a decision as to the 

suitability of an applicant when the criminal history contains qualifying arrests without 

dispositions.  As a result, an individual with a qualifying criminal record could be 

approved for employment in an inappropriate position.  Furthermore, the Bureau’s 

responses to background checks on potential purchasers of firearms are slowed when 

criminal histories do not contain dispositions.  Incomplete criminal histories increase the 

risks of firearms being sold to individuals that are prohibited by law from having them. 

 Law enforcement agencies are also impacted when they run criminal histories 

that do not contain dispositions on subjects.  They may not know whether prior arrests 

resulted in dropped or amended charges or if the subject was found guilty.  In addition, 

other users such as district attorneys do not have complete prior conviction information 

on a subject. 

 Database Not Developed to Utilize Juvenile Fingerprint Cards 
The backlog of juvenile fingerprint cards has increased over the past few years to 

more than 26,000.  The backlog exists because the Bureau has not developed an 

electronic database to store and utilize the cards.  Nevada law authorizes access to 

juvenile fingerprint cards to law enforcement officers conducting criminal investigations 

and Bureau staff assisting the officers.  Without a database, Nevada law enforcement 

agencies are unable to perform latent fingerprint searches on juvenile fingerprints when 

conducting crime scene investigations. 

 The Bureau’s internal management reports show a steady increase in the 

backlog of juvenile fingerprint cards over the last 2½ years.  Exhibit 3 shows the 

increase in the backlog from June 30, 2005, to December 31, 2007: 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 20 LA08-21 

Exhibit 3 
Juvenile Fingerprint Card Backlog 

June 30, 2005 to December 31, 2007 

Date
06/30/05 19,887
12/31/05 19,541
06/30/06 21,444
12/31/06 23,041
06/30/07 24,830
12/31/07 26,384

Number   
of Cards

 
Source: Bureau records. 

The Bureau indicated it intends to develop a database to hold the juvenile 

fingerprint cards and make them available to law enforcement.  Until that time, the 

Bureau has contracted with a private vendor to digitally scan the juvenile fingerprint 

cards.  The vendor will store the electronic images of the cards until the Bureau can 

develop a database.   

 Progress Made on Criminal Fingerprint Cards 
 The Bureau has significantly reduced the backlog of criminal fingerprint cards.  

The backlog was reduced from a high of 45,000 to less than 5,000 cards as of 

December 31, 2007.  Exhibit 4 shows the decrease in backlog from June 30, 2005, to 

December 31, 2007: 

Exhibit 4 
Criminal Fingerprint Card Backlog 

June 30, 2005 to December 31, 2007 

Date
06/30/05 41,489
12/31/05 45,200
06/30/06 41,625
12/31/06 42,227
06/30/07 27,580
12/31/07 4,943

Number   
of Cards

 
Source: Bureau records. 

 The Bureau reduced the backlog of criminal fingerprint cards by utilizing the 

services of a contractor to scan the cards into an electronic database.  The Bureau staff 

then analyzed the prints and added the records to the criminal history database. 
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 The remaining backlog as of December 31, 2007 consisted of cards classified by 

the Bureau as “error cards.”  Error cards primarily represent submission errors by local 

law enforcement agencies.  According to Bureau staff, the error cards are mostly ones 

submitted with fingerprints in the wrong positions or with typographical errors.  The 

Bureau indicated it plans to implement new information technology hardware and error 

checking software and provide training to reduce submission errors by law enforcement 

agencies. 

 Recommendations 
4. Continue working with the Administrative Office of the Courts 

to expand and enhance the transmittal of dispositions 

electronically. 

5. Enhance accuracy of internal reporting to management on 

the backlog of court dispositions. 

6. Develop an electronic database for juvenile criminal 

fingerprint cards.  

Civil Applicant Background Check Process Could Be Improved 
 For more than 4 years, the Bureau used incorrect criteria to evaluate criminal 

histories for certain civil applicant background checks.  As a result, the Bureau issued 

some responses indicating applicants committed certain offenses when they had not.  

Furthermore, although the Bureau has improved the overall timeliness of completing 

civil applicant background checks, some responses were not disseminated within 

statutory timeframes.  Inaccurate and untimely responses impact the subjects and 

recipients of background checks. 

 Checks Performed With Incorrect Evaluation Criteria 
From July 2003 to early October 2007, the Bureau utilized the wrong criteria to 

evaluate the criminal histories of certain subjects of civil applicant background checks.  

The Bureau’s error impacted background checks performed on employees and 

volunteers under the authority of NRS 179A.210.  Under this statute, the Bureau obtains 

the applicant’s criminal history and issues a response indicating whether the history 

contains any offenses listed in NRS 179A.190.  However, since staff used a list of 
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crimes that were not consistent with those listed in statute, the Bureau issued incorrect 

responses in some cases.  Due to the potential impact on applicants, we promptly 

notified the Bureau and they immediately began using the correct criteria on October 5, 

2007. 

The Bureau mistakenly used a list of crimes from a 2003 Senate Bill that did not 

become law.  The bill contained crimes different from those listed in existing law.  The 

incorrect criteria used was generally more restrictive as offenses such as misdemeanor 

DUI’s were considered disqualifying offenses under the incorrect criteria but would not 

have been per state law.  Conversely, in certain circumstances the criteria was less 

restrictive.  Although we did not identify any errors in the “negative” responses we 

tested, it is possible that some “negative” responses were issued that should have been 

“positive.”2   

As a consequence of the use of the incorrect criteria, the Bureau issued some 

“positive” and “undecided”2 responses when it should have issued “negative” 

responses.  About 8,100 responses were subjected to the incorrect criteria in the 12 

months preceding our identification of the Bureau’s error.  We tested 30 “positive” and 

“undecided” responses and found that 13 of them should have been “negative” 

responses.  Most of the incorrect responses were the result of misdemeanor DUI 

offenses in criminal records that should not have been considered disqualifying 

offenses.  As a result, some of the recipients were misled by the Bureau responses, 

which may have negatively impacted their employment or volunteer opportunities. 

 The following factors contributed to the Bureau’s use of the incorrect criteria to 

evaluate applicants’ criminal histories: 

• Only one staff was responsible for evaluating the criminal histories and 
issuing response letters.  Cross-training and rotation of responsibilities 
were not utilized by the Bureau.  

• Written policies and procedures were insufficient to govern the civil 
applicant process. 

• Supervisors did not adequately perform quality review procedures to 
ensure the proper criteria was used by staff. 

 
2  “Positive,” “Negative,” and “Undecided” Bureau responses are defined at page 8. 
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The Bureau has since reassigned the responsibility of evaluating criminal 

histories to two staff and a supervisor.  It also implemented new supervisory review 

procedures.  Although the Bureau has developed some policies and procedures to 

document its new process, the written procedures do not address all of the pertinent 

controls it has developed.  By developing written policies and procedures to govern this 

process, the Bureau can enhance the reliability of civil applicant background checks. 

 Timeliness Requirement Not Always Achieved 
We found that the Bureau did not issue 44% of the state civil applicant 

background check responses, subject to a 30-day response requirement, timely.  

Untimely processing of civil applicant responses may cause the requesting organization 

to delay putting potential volunteers or employees to work.  In addition, there is an 

increased likelihood that a person may be hired before background checks are 

received.   

The background checks run under the authority of NRS 179A.210 are subject to 

the 30-day response requirement.  In these cases, the Bureau must evaluate whether 

the subject’s criminal history contained certain offenses listed in statute.  The Bureau 

cannot disseminate the record of criminal history to these applicants.  Instead, they 

must issue a response indicating whether the criminal history contained any of the 

specified offenses.   

The responses subject to NRS 179A.210 represent about 5% of the more than 

160,000 civil applicant background check responses issued in 2007.  Exhibit 5 shows 

the breakdown of the civil applicant responses subject to the 30-day requirement during 

calendar year 2007. 

Exhibit 5 
Civil Applicant Response Times 
Responses Required in 30 Days 

2007 

Response Time Amount Percentage Amount Percentage
> 30 days 44% 4,640 75%
< 30 days 1,215 56% 1,514 25%

2,167 6,154

Response on State 
Criminal History

Response on Federal 
Criminal History

952

 

Source: Bureau Civil Applicant Data. 
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A Bureau response to a request for a federal criminal history generally requires 

additional time for the fingerprint card to be sent to the FBI and the FBI to send the 

criminal history.  The FBI responds to electronic fingerprint cards within about 24 hours, 

while cards mailed in take up to 6 weeks.  Mailed-in cards make up a significant portion 

of the requests.  As a result, a higher percentage of these responses were not issued by 

the Bureau within the 30-day requirement. 

Although some responses were not issued within statutory timeframes, the 

Bureau has improved its timeliness of distributing civil applicant background check 

responses.  For responses based on state records of criminal history, response times 

have decreased from Bureau reported highs of more than 3 months during 2005 and 

2006 to an average of less than 26 days during 2007.  Responses for federal criminal 

histories issued by the Bureau averaged 45 days during 2007. 

 Recommendations 
7. Develop written policies and procedures to ensure that the 

proper responses are disseminated through the civil applicant 

background check process. 

8. Provide sufficient oversight of staff performing background 

checks to ensure criminal histories are evaluated consistent 

with statute. 

9. Ensure sufficient resources are dedicated to process state civil 

applicant background checks within the 30-day statutory 

timeframe. 
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Appendices 
 

Appendix A 
Audit Methodology 

To gain an understanding of the Records Bureau, we interviewed management 

and staff and reviewed applicable state laws, regulations, and policies and procedures 

significant to the Bureau.  We also reviewed prior audit reports, legislative and executive 

budgets, legislative committee minutes, and state accounting records.  Finally, we 

attended NCJIS Advisory Committee meetings and reviewed Bureau reports, control 

activities, and records in significant Bureau program areas. 

To determine whether the sex offender registry and community notification 

website are accurate, complete, and in compliance with applicable laws, we obtained an 

electronic copy of the data in the registry as of November 1, 2007.  We tested the data’s 

reliability by randomly selecting 20 offender case files and agreeing pertinent 

information to the data.  We then randomly selected 80 sex offenders (25 tier 3, 35 tier 

2, and 20 tier 1) and compared information in the offenders’ case files to the sex 

offender registry and when applicable, the community notification website.  

Furthermore, we determined how many of the offenders classified as inactive/moved 

out-of-state had Nevada residence and employer addresses in the registry.   

Next, we determined whether each selected offender’s tier assessment was 

accurate, completed timely, and properly recorded in the registry.  We also analyzed 

whether the offender’s annual registration compliance status was properly reflected in 

the registry.  Finally, we reviewed the Bureau’s policies and procedures governing the 

Program and analyzed its plans and progress made towards implementing the Federal 

Adam Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act adopted through AB 579 (2007 Legislative 

Session). 

To determine whether the Bureau reduced the backlog of criminal and juvenile 

fingerprint cards and court dispositions, we first determined the method for calculating 

the backlog.  We then counted selected portions of the backlogged records to evaluate 

the accuracy of the Bureau reported backlogs as of December 31, 2007.  We gained an 
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understanding of the events causing the backlogs and documented the size of each 

backlog at 6-month intervals between June 2005 and December 2007.  We also 

reviewed internal reports to management on the backlogs during this time.  In addition, 

we discussed the process for implementing electronic dispositions with a representative 

of the Administrative Office of the Courts.  Furthermore, we documented the Bureau’s 

plans and efforts to reduce the backlogs. 

Finally, to determine whether the Bureau processed civil applicant background 

checks accurately and timely, we obtained an electronic record of all civil applicant 

responses processed between January 2006 and December 2007.  We tested the 

data’s reliability by randomly selecting 15 fingerprint cards from the Bureau files and 

verifying the information to the electronic record.  Additionally, we traced pertinent 

information from five cards in the electronic record to the actual fingerprint cards. 

We then calculated the average Bureau response time for civil applicant 

background checks and compared it to response times reported by the Bureau in 2005 

and 2006.  We also compared the timeliness of Bureau issued state and federal criminal 

histories.  Next, we identified how many applicable civil applicant responses were 

issued within the 30-day statutory requirement in 2007.  We also evaluated the 

appropriateness of 30 positive and 10 negative randomly selected civil applicant 

responses subject to NRS 179A.210.  In addition, we analyzed the types of responses 

issued and criminal information disseminated by the Bureau.  

 Our audit work was conducted from June 2007 to May 2008 in accordance with 

generally accepted government auditing standards. 

 In accordance with NRS 218.821, we furnished a copy of our preliminary report 

to the Director of the Department of Public Safety and the Chief of the Records and 

Technology Division.  On August 27, 2008, we met with agency officials to discuss the 

results of the audit and request a written response to the preliminary report.  That 

response is contained in Appendix C, which begins on page 29. 
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Appendix B 
Sex Offender Registry Testing Results 

Incomplete or Inaccurate Records 
Number of Offenders with Inaccurate or Incomplete Records by Type 

 Offenders Data Tested 

Tier 3 
Offenders 
(25 tested) 

Tier 2 
Offenders 
(35 tested) 

Tier 1 
Offenders 
(20 tested) 

Total 
Errors 

Error Rate 3

(% of total) 

Known names and aliases 11 
 

17 
 

4  32  40%  

Assigned tier 0 
 

2 
 

0  2  3%  

Physical description 2 
 

2 
 

0  4  5%  

Current photo 0 
 

1 
 

0  1  1%  

Year(s) of birth 1 
 

2 
 

2  5  6%  

Residence address 2 
 

1 
 

0  3  4%  

O
ffe

nd
er

 In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

Employer address 6 
 

6 
 

4  16  20%  

Offense(s) committed and statute(s) 11 
 

19 
 

9  39  49%  

Court(s) of conviction 3 
 

6 
 

4  13  16%  

Location of offense 17 
 

20 
 

11  48  60%  

C
on

vi
ct

io
n 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

Specific sexual acts 9 
 

12 
 

6  27  34%  

Method of obtaining access to victim 11 
 

12 
 

8  31  39%  

Vi
ct

im
 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

Victim information 2 
 

5 
 

5  12  15%  

  Totals 75 
 

105 
 

53  233  22%  

Source: Auditor review of Bureau records and Sex Offender Registry. 

                                                 
3  Error rate percentage based on 80 offenders’ records tested.  Data elements tested totaled 1,040 (13 data elements x 80 offenders). 
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Appendix C 
Response From the Records and Technology Division 
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Records and Technology Division 
Response to Audit Recommendations 

 
Recommendation 
       Number          Accepted Rejected 
 
 1 Enhance supervisory quality control procedures of sex 

offender records in the registry to ensure staff are 
accurately and completely recording information 
required by state law ....................................................   X     

 
 2 Improve written policies and procedures to address case 

worker responsibilities including detailing the 
information required by statute to be input into the sex 
offender registry ...........................................................   X      

 
 3 Develop the capability to allow law enforcement to 

search the sex offender registry using the data fields 
required by state law ....................................................   X      

 
 4 Continue working with the Administrative Office of the 

Courts to expand and enhance the transmittal of 
dispositions electronically.............................................   X      

 
 5 Enhance accuracy of internal reporting to management 

on the backlog of court dispositions .............................   X      
 
 6 Develop an electronic database for juvenile criminal 

fingerprint cards............................................................   X      
 
 7 Develop written policies and procedures to ensure that 

the proper responses are disseminated through the 
civil applicant background check process....................   X      

 
 8 Provide sufficient oversight of staff performing 

background checks to ensure criminal histories are 
evaluated consistent with statute .................................   X      

 
 9 Ensure sufficient resources are dedicated to process 

state civil applicant background checks within the 30-
day statutory timeframe................................................   X      

 
  TOTALS 9 0  
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