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SUMMARY

The Nevada Supreme Court held that a juvenile court retains jurisdiction after the one-year disposition

period in NRS 62D.310 expires because the statute does not require dismissal or otherwise strip

jurisdiction. The court also held that Barber's palm print on the outside of a bathroom window, without

additional corroborating evidence linking him to the burglary or stolen property, was insufficient to

support convictions for burglary and grand larceny. The court reversed the judgment of conviction and

overruled Geiger v. State to the extent it was inconsistent with this holding.
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reversed

Barber appealed a district court judgment of conviction, entered
following a jury verdict finding him guilty of burglary and grand

larceny.

Statutory construction and subject-matter jurisdiction are reviewed de
novo. Sufficiency of the evidence is reviewed by asking whether,
viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution,
any rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements

beyond a reasonable doubt.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the juvenile court lost jurisdiction over Barber when it failed to make a final disposition within
the one-year period specified in NRS 62D.310.

2. Whether the evidence, consisting principally of Barber's palm print on the outside of the alleged point-

of-entry window, was sufficient to support convictions for burglary and grand larceny.

3. Whether Barber's remaining claims concerning speedy trial, an advisory-verdict instruction,

certification, counsel, confrontation, restitution, and cumulative error required reversal.

HOLDINGS

1. The juvenile court retains jurisdiction over a juvenile after the one-year period in NRS 62D.310 expires

because the statute does not expressly provide that noncompliance strips jurisdiction or requires
dismissal.

2. The evidence was insufficient to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that Barber entered the home or
committed the theft. A palm print on the outside of the alleged point-of-entry window, without additional

corroborating evidence, was insufficient under these circumstances.

3. Geiger is overruled to the extent it held that a fingerprint found on the outside of a structure, without

additional evidence, can establish the defendant's identity as the burglar.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“But where, as in Geiger, the fingerprint evidence is found on the outside of the structure, we conclude that

additional evidence is necessary to prove the burglar's identity. We thus overrule Geiger to that extent.” (9)

“Based on the evidence in this case, we conclude that the State failed to sufficiently prove the elements of

burglary and grand larceny such that any rational juror could have found Barber guilty beyond a reasonable
doubt.” (10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mendoza returned home to find the front door ajar, the home ransacked, and cash and Mexican pesos missing.
Police identified the master bathroom window as the likely point of entry and recovered a palm print from the
outside of that window that matched Barber. The State presented no evidence placing Barber inside the home,

linking him to the stolen property, or showing that he made the marks found inside the bathroom.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Barber was 17 when the alleged offenses occurred. The juvenile court issued an arrest warrant, and the State
filed a juvenile delinquency petition charging burglary and grand larceny. More than one year later, the State
petitioned to certify Barber for adult criminal proceedings; Barber waived objection to the certification petition,

and the juvenile court certified him. After a three-day jury trial in district court, Barber was convicted, sentenced



to concurrent terms of 12 to 30 months, and ordered to pay $7,000 in restitution. The Nevada Supreme Court

reversed the judgment because the evidence was insufficient to support the convictions.

DISPOSITION

reversed
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