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Eagle Quest Contract Audit  
(The Harbor Juvenile Assessment Center)  
 
Audit Executive Summary 
October 2025 
 

 
Why We Did 
This Audit 
 
At the request of 
County management, 
we performed an 
audit of the contract 
between Clark 
County (on behalf of 
the Department of 
Juvenile Justice 
Services) and Eagle 
Quest. The audit was 
expanded to include 
the new Clinical and 
Community Services 
Department, which 
has overseen 
contract operations 
since late 2024.   
 
For more information 
about this or other 
audit reports go to 
clarkcountynv.gov/au
dit or call (702) 455-
3269. 
 
 

 
 

Background 

The Harbor Juvenile Assessment Center is a public-private 
partnership between Clark County, other governmental agencies, and 
Eagle Quest.  The mission of The Harbor is to be responsive to the 
well-being of youth and families by providing meaningful services to 
the community through coordinated prevention, intervention and 
diversion programs.  Clark County contracts with the vendor Eagle 
Quest to provide services for The Harbor Juvenile Assessment 
Center. 
 
Clark County paid Eagle Quest a total of $3,036,855 in fiscal 2024 to 
staff and oversee operations for all four Harbor locations. 
 

What We Found 
While Eagle Quest complies with many requirements of the contract, 
we identified 7 findings related to The Harbor operations and contract 
including, among others:  
 

• Facility staffing did not meet contractual requirements; 

• Some supervising staff did not have the required education 
and experience when placed in the position; and 

• The Enterprise Supervision application has insufficient 
password requirements, users are directed to share 
passwords, and logs do not contain sufficient information for 
monitoring 

 
We also identified findings related to County procedures for creating 
agenda items and obtaining conflict of interest information. See the 
audit report for details. 
 

Recommendations 
The audit report includes 15 recommendations to improve compliance 
with contract requirements and 4 recommendations related to County 
operations on agenda items and conflict of interest procedures.   
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About the Audit Department 
The Audit Department is an independent department of Clark County reporting directly to the 
County Manager. The Audit Department promotes economical, efficient, and effective 
operations and combats fraud, waste, and abuse by providing management with independent 
and objective evaluations of operations. The Department also helps keep the public informed 
about the quality of Clark County Management through audit reports. 
 
 

 
 
 
You can obtain copies of this report by contacting: 
 
Clark County Audit Department 
PO Box 551120 
Las Vegas, NV  89155-1120 
(702) 455-3269 
 
CountyAuditor@ClarkCountyNV.gov 
 
Or download and view an electronic copy by visiting our website at:  
 
https://www.clarkcountynv.gov/audit/Pages/AuditReports.aspx 
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Background  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Harbor Juvenile Assessment Center represents a public-
private partnership between Eagle Quest, Clark County, and 
other governmental agencies. Agencies involved with The 
Harbor include the Clark County Department of Juvenile 
Justice Services, the Clark County Clinical and Community 
Services Department, the Clark County Department of Family 
Services, the Nevada Division of Child & Family Services, the 
Clark County School District, and the Las Vegas Metropolitan 
Police Department, along with other agencies.  
 
The mission of The Harbor is to be responsive to the well-
being of youth and families by providing meaningful services 
to the community through coordinated prevention, intervention 
and diversion programs. The overarching goal of The Harbor 
is to provide a safe place for guidance to youth.  
 
The programs offered may include tutoring, mentoring, drug 
and alcohol education, conflict resolution, anger control, social 
skills or job skills development training, counseling sessions 
or cognitive behavioral therapy.   
 
The National Assessment Center Association provides the 
general conceptual framework below: 

 
FIGURE 1. The Framework for Performing Child Assessments 

Source:  https://www.nacassociation.org/ 

 

 
 
 
 

Clark County contracts with a vendor, Eagle Quest, to provide 
services for the juvenile assessment center, operating as The 
Harbor. Eagle Quest has been the County’s contracted vendor 
since approximately 2016. 



Eagle Quest Contract Audit 
Page 5 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

In fiscal year 2024, there were four Harbor locations operated 
by Eagle Quest, one in Henderson, and three in Las Vegas, 
located on Charleston Boulevard, Flamingo Road, and Martin 
Luther King Boulevard. 
 
For calendar 2024, The Harbor reported approximately 4,500 
youth served at all sites (unaudited).  
 
Clark County paid Eagle Quest a total of $3,036,855 
in fiscal 2024 to fund staffing and oversee operations at four 
locations of The Harbor. The monthly cost for each location 
was approximately $63,250, equating to $759,000 annually 
per location. 
 
In fiscal 2025 (effective July 1, 2024), a new contract with 
Eagle Quest was executed, with a monthly cost of $63,267 for 
each of the four locations. 
 
This contract was subsequently amended, effective August 6, 
2024, to remove services for The Harbor Charleston, and 
modify the monthly charge for the remaining three locations to 
$69,594 or $835,128 annually per location. 
 
The Harbor uses the Enterprise Supervision application for 
client case monitoring. It was built with requirements set by 
Clark County Juvenile Justice Services (“JJS”) and the Clark 
County Information Technology Department. The application 
was built to mirror the application used by JJS for juveniles 
with pending legal action. However, the application is entirely 
separate and does not interface. The Enterprise Supervision 
application is owned and operated by Tyler Technologies. 

Objectives  

 
Audit objectives were to review Eagle Quest’s compliance with 
contractual terms and conditions, including general 
responsibilities and delivery of services, scope of work, and 
invoicing for work performed. Also, whether contract terms 
and conditions are reasonable and Juvenile Justice and the 
Clinical and Community Services Department provide 
adequate oversight of the contract(s).  

Conclusions  

 While Eagle Quest complies with many requirements of the 
contract, we identified 7 findings related to The Harbor 
operations and contract including, among others:  
 

• Facility staffing did not meet contractual requirements; 

• Some supervising staff did not have the required 
education and experience when placed in the position; 

• The Enterprise Supervision application has insufficient 
password requirements, users are directed to share 
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passwords, and logs do not contain sufficient 
information for monitoring 

 
We also identified findings related to County procedures for 
creating agenda items and obtaining conflict of interest 
information.   
 
Findings are rated based on a risk assessment that takes into 
consideration the circumstances of the current condition 
including compensating controls and the potential impact on 
reputation and customer confidence, safety and health, 
finances, productivity, and the possibility of fines or legal 
penalties. It also considers the impact on confidentiality, 
integrity, and availability of data. 
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9 Total Audit Findings 

 

5 High Risk Findings 

 

High risk findings indicate an immediate and 
significant threat to one or more of the impact 
areas. 
 

3 Medium Risk Findings  

 

Medium risk findings indicate the conditions 
present a less significant threat to one or more 
of the impact areas. They also include issues 
that would be considered high if one control is 
not working as designed. 
 

1 Low Risk Findings  

 
 

Low risk findings are typically departures from 
best business practices or areas where 
effectiveness, efficiency, or internal controls 
can be enhanced. They also include issues that 
would be considered high or medium risk if 
alternate controls were not in place. 
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Findings, Recommendations, and Responses 

Finding #1 - Facility Staffing Did Not Meet Contract Requirements 

 

 
The Harbor operates three (3) locations: North Las Vegas, 
Henderson, and Flamingo. The hours of operation are seven days 
a week, from 8 a.m. to 10 p.m., excluding holidays and consist of 
two (2) shifts, generally 8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., and 2 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
The contract requires Eagle Quest to include four (4) staff on duty 
for each shift and provide additional employees at peak times 
when needed. 
 
We used professional judgement to select 41 days when Clark 
County School District schools were in session. We found Eagle 
Quest met contract staffing requirements based on the schedule 
for only 16 days (38%). 
 
We further tested a sample of the schedules to payroll records to 
verify that staff worked on the days scheduled. We found the 
schedule does not accurately reflect who worked the shifts, as we 
found individuals listed on the schedule with paid time off 
according to their payroll. While we could not rely on the schedules 
to accurately indicate the number of staff who worked each shift, 
we believe the actual number is lower, rather than higher, and 
gives us sufficient evidence to support the finding. 
 
TABLE 1: Sample of Days with Staffing Below Required Minimum 
of 4 Per Shift 

Date Location 

Number of 
Employees 

During AM Shift 

Number of 
Employees 

During PM Shift 

09/23/2024 North Las Vegas 3 3 

09/24/2024 North Las Vegas 3 2 

09/25/2024 North Las Vegas 3 4 

09/26/2024 North Las Vegas 3 5 

09/27/2024 North Las Vegas 3 5 

10/07/2024 Henderson 4 3 

10/11/2024 Henderson 4 3 

10/12/2024 Henderson 5 3 

10/13/2024 Henderson 4 3 

11/12/2024 Flamingo 5 3 

11/14/2024 Flamingo 3 5 

11/15/2024 Flamingo 2 4 

11/16/2024 Flamingo 4 3 

11/17/2024 Flamingo 4 2 

12/02/2024 Flamingo 4 2 

12/03/2024 Flamingo 4 3 
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12/06/2024 Flamingo 3 5 

12/07/2024 Flamingo 4 2 

12/08/2024 Flamingo 4 2 

1/13/2025 North Las Vegas 3 4 

1/14/2025 North Las Vegas 3 4 

1/15/2025 North Las Vegas 3 3 

1/16/2025 North Las Vegas 3 5 

1/17/2025 North Las Vegas 3 4 

2/16/2025 Henderson 3 4 

Source: Auditor Prepared – red indicates lower than required staffing 
 

Staffing was impacted by job vacancies, a hiring freeze, call outs, 
scheduled time off, and staff cross-covering at a different location. 
 
Reduced staffing may lead to reduced ability to meet the 
community needs. Further, contract pricing is based on providing 
staffing as required by the contract. The County is overpaying if the 
vendor does not meet those requirements. Should the vendor be 
able to meet the needs with the reduced staffing, the County 
should negotiate a discount and reflect the lower staffing 
requirements in the contract. 
 

Recommendations • Provide the four (4) minimum required staff per shift at each 
Harbor location; or 

• Reevaluate the staffing level, discuss with County 
management, and mutually agree on terms. 

• Create and maintain supporting documentation; i.e., 
log/report, to evidence the minimum required staff were 
present at each shift and keep for the duration of the 
contract. 
 

Management Action 
Plan 

• See Eagle Quest’s detailed response in Appendix B. 

 

Finding #2 – Some Supervising Employees Did Not Have the Required 
Education & Experience When Placed in The Position 

  
The contract requires that, “overall management and direct 
supervisors shall have a minimum of a bachelor's degree in social 
work, psychology, marriage and family therapy, psychiatric nursing 
or other closely related field, and a minimum of four (4) years of 
experience, as a service PROVIDER serving youth.” (Contract 
Requirements page A-5) 
 
We reviewed all 10 (100%) supervisory/management employees to 
determine whether they had the required education and 
experience when hired. Of those, 5 (50%) employees did not have 
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the minimum of a bachelor's degree and the minimum of 4 years of 
experience as a service provider serving youth. 
 
TABLE 2: Supervising Employees Who Did Not Have the Required 
Education & Experience 

Employee 
Have the Required 

Education? (Yes/No) 

Have the Required 
Experience? 

(Yes/No) 

1 No No 

2 No Yes 

3 Yes No 

4 Yes No 

5 Yes No 

Source: Auditor prepared. Red coloring indicates an exception. 

 
Employees may not have the knowledge and skills required for 
their roles, which may lead to inappropriate client assessment and 
referrals, resulting in risk to the general public. 
 

Recommendations • Update hiring / promotional practices to ensure supervisors 
have the minimum required education and experience as 
included in the contract. 

• Discuss concerns or difficulty finding qualified staff with the 
County and amend the contract if there are any changes to 
requirements or the ability to request an exception. 

 

Management Action 
Plan 

• See Eagle Quest’s detailed response in Appendix B 

 

Finding #3 – The Enterprise Supervision Application has Insufficient Password 
Requirements, Users are Directed to Share Passwords, and Logs Do Not 
Contain Sufficient Information for Monitoring 

 

 
Passwords Not Changed Every 90 Days and Format is Not as 
Required by Technology Directive #1  
 
Clark County IT performed a risk assessment on the Enterprise 
Application and identified mitigating controls. One of these 
mitigating controls was that "Adherence to Clark County password 
security policies and protocols should further minimize the risk of 
account breaches occurring in this manner."   
 
Further, the contract requires Eagle Quest to "follow County's 
standard procedures as followed by County's and departmental 
guidelines". Clark County Technology Directive 1 requires that 
users change their password every 90 days and that passwords 
must contain two or more capital letters, lower case letters, 
numbers, and special characters. 
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We found users are not changing passwords every 90 days as 
required, and passwords are not required to include a combination 
of capital letters, lower case letters, numbers, and special 
characters. 
 
The Enterprise system is not currently set up to force a password 
change and users may be unaware of the requirement to change 
their password every 90 days. Further, password character 
requirements were not implemented by Tyler Technology, who 
administrates the Enterprise Supervision system. 
 
There is a risk that a compromised user's password is not detected 
on a timely basis, resulting in the reduction of the integrity, 
availability, or confidentiality of protected data. 
 
Eagle Quest Information Technology Agreement Requires Users 
to Share Passwords  
 
In order to maintain confidentiality, integrity, and availability of 
data, each user must have a unique user ID and password or 
multifactor authentication method that is only known or held by that 
person.  
 
The Eagle Quest Information Technology Agreement for their staff 
includes the following language:  
 
"All passwords for computer/email/phones must be kept on file with 
Administration." 
 
According to Eagle Quest management, this does not refer to user 
login passwords, but rather codes or PINs that would unlock 
computers or company-issued cell phones. 
 
We believe users could misconstrue this policy to mean they 
should share their unique user login password with Eagle Quest 
administration.  Sharing of unique passwords could lead to 
compromised security and unauthorized system access. 
 
User Login and User Activity Reports Insufficient for Monitoring 
Exceptions  
 
The contract requires Eagle Quest to "follow County's standard 
procedures as followed by County's and departmental guidelines".  
Clark County Technology Directive #1, Item M - Security 
Monitoring, 3.c. indicates that "County Computing Systems and 
Networks logs will be monitored for exception anomalies", and the 
following "access activities shall be monitored and recorded. 
 
Further, Clark County IT performed a risk assessment on the 
Enterprise Supervision application and identified mitigating 
controls. One of these was that an "Audit trail will be employed to 
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identify transactions made by compromised user account should a 
breach be detected".  
 
However, the reports available for user monitoring are not detailed 
enough for this purpose, and there is no process in place to review 
the logs.  While County management can obtain reports listing the 
number of failed login attempts, it does not indicate the date or 
time they were made.  
 
Management has not implemented a regular review process for 
user logins and user activities for the Enterprise Supervision 
application and has encountered report issues with the available 
reports. 
 
The lack of detailed logs and a regular review process could affect 
the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of data in the system. 
 

Recommendations • Require users to change passwords every 90 days in 
accordance with Clark County Information Technology 
Directive 1. Consider updating the Enterprise Supervision 
application to force password changes at 90 days, and to 
include characters as required by Clark County's 
Information Technology Directive 1. 

• Update the Information Technology Agreement to 
differentiate between unique system login passwords and 
codes or PIN numbers that unlock computer or cell phone 
devices. Ensure employees are aware of the difference. 

• Continue to pursue obtaining user login and user activity 
reports that contain pertinent information to conduct 
meaningful security reviews. 

• Implement a regular review process for user logins and 
user activities in the Enterprise Supervision application. 

• Update the risk assessment for the Enterprise Supervision 
application based on the current reporting available. 

 

Management Action 
Plan 

• See Eagle Quest’s detailed response in Appendix B 

 

Finding #4 – The Harbor Contract Does Not Include a Data Breach Clause and 
Has Overlapping Requirements in Multiple Sections 

  
Contract Does Not Have a Data Breach Clause 
 
Due to the sensitivity of the information maintained by the 
contractor, any contract should include provisions addressing 
required notification and steps to take in the event of a data 
breach. 
 
Currently the contract does not include a provision for data 
breaches. In the County's standard purchase order terms & 
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conditions, which is referenced only in the purchase order section 
"Instructions To Supplier", data breaches (and other items) are 
addressed. However, we believe a significant topic such as this 
should be included in the main contract. 
 
The Clark County Purchasing Department oversees contracts. 
Since data breach requirements are included in the County's 
standard terms and conditions, it was not included as a clause in 
the contract. 
 
A data breach by one of the County's business partners would 
reflect negatively on the County, especially if the County is 
unaware of the breach or the business partner does not handle it 
promptly.  
 
Contract Has Duplication and Overlap of Requirements  
 
Contracts should be clearly written, logically organized, and 
reviewed for content and clarity. Contract topics should be grouped 
together in distinct sections for cohesiveness and ease of following 
for implementation, monitoring and compliance purposes. 
 
The contract for Eagle Quest has overlap in its various sections, 
including Sections XII - Miscellaneous (beginning on page 6); 
Scope of Work - Requirements (beginning on page A-2); and 
Scope of Work - General Requirements (beginning on page A-5).   
  
For example, Confidential Treatment of Information is listed in item 
J of Section XII as well as in item 4 of General Requirements: 
 

“J. Confidential Treatment of Information 
PROVIDER shall preserve in strict confidence any 
information obtained, assembled or prepared in connection 
with the performance of this Contract.  PROVIDER shall 
also keep names and circumstances surrounding each 
youth receiving services confidential in accordance with all 
Federal and State law including but not limited to Nevada 
Revised Statute 62H.025.” 

  
“4. PROVIDER shall keep names and circumstances 
surrounding each youth receiving services confidential in 
accordance with all Federal and State law including but not 
limited to Nevada Revised Statute 62H.025.” 

  
A similar example, Safeguarding of Client Information and Client 
Confidentiality is listed in item K of Section XII as well as on page 
A-8 of General Requirements; these sections are verbatim: 
 

“K. Safeguarding of Client Information and Client 
Confidentiality 
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1.  PROVIDER shall be prohibited from using or disclosing 
any part of any information concerning a youth for any 
purpose not directly connected with the administration 
of COUNTY or the PROVIDER’S responsibilities with 
respect to services provided and purchased as 
stipulated in this contract. 

2. PROVIDER shall ensure that youth in treatment or care 
are not identified by name or by clear description or 
photographed for any publication or other printed or 
broadcast media.” 

  
“Page A 8 Safeguarding of Client Information and Client 
Confidentiality 
 
1. PROVIDER shall be prohibited from using or disclosing 

any part of any information concerning a youth for any 
purpose not directly connected with the administration 
of COUNTY or the PROVIDER’S responsibilities with 
respect to services provided and purchased as 
stipulated in this contract. 

2. PROVIDER shall ensure that youth in treatment or care 
are not identified by name or by clear description or 
photographed for any publication or other printed or 
broadcast media.” 

 
An example of a topic (transportation) being in various places of 
the contract rather than grouped together follows: 
  
From page A-2 of Requirements: 
 

“6.  Ability to transport youth and/or families.” 
 
From page A-4 of Requirements: 
  

"6.  PROVIDER shall be able to provide transportation to 
youth and families as necessary." 

  
From page A-5 of General Requirements: 
  

"5.  PROVIDER shall not transport youth outside the 
County of their program without written notice and approval 
of COUNTY." 

 
A final example is licensing requirements for vendor staff, as listed 
in Requirements, Responsibilities of Provider Item 2 page A-4 and 
General Requirements, Licenses page A-6: 
  
From Responsibilities of Provider, Item 2 page A-4: 
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"2.  All Provider employees shall meet and comply with 
national, state, and local licensing regulations and 
standards prior to the date of hire." 

  
From General Requirements, Licenses page A-6: 
 

"Provider possesses all applicable current licenses which 
could include but not limited to LCSW, MFT, CPC AND 
PhD, to provide counseling, therapy and/or residential 
services in the state where services will be provided and to 
conduct business in that County and State." 

  
This is not meant to be an inclusive list of all duplications and 
overlap of requirements, but rather examples of such. 
 
Having overlapping/duplicative requirements in different places 
throughout the contract makes it difficult to ensure all items 
pertaining to a particular area, e.g. compliance with various 
employee licensing requirements, employee training requirements, 
confidentiality requirements for youth receiving services, 
transportation requirements and limitations of such transportation 
for youth, etc., are being adequately addressed and adhered to. 
 

Recommendations • Update the contract to include guidelines and timelines for 
notifying the County of any data breach or suspected data 
breach. 
 

• Review the entire contract and revise it to eliminate 
duplicate requirements and group similar requirements 
together for clarity. 
 

Management Action 
Plan 

• Purchasing will work with Information Technology to 
determine the needed data breach information to include in 
any update to the contract and for future contracts of a 
similar nature.  It is anticipated that this can be incorporated 
into future contracts from November of 2025 and can be 
incorporated into a future amendment with Eagle Quest at 
the direction of the department. 
 

• With respect to duplicate information in the scope and 
general terms of the contract Purchasing is willing and able 
to work with the department to address these in both future 
agreements.  We can also address this via an amendment 
to the current contract if these duplications introduce 
ambiguity or contract conflicts. 
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Finding #5 – We Could Not Verify Training is Provided as Required 

  
The Eagle Quest contract for The Harbors specifies 20 hours of 
training must be provided on an annual basis for Harbor 
employees who are "direct care staff and volunteers; program 
directors and consultants not holding a valid Nevada license in the 
helping professions of social work, psychology, clinical 
professional counseling, marriage and family therapy and 
psychiatric nursing." 
 
Eagle Quest maintains a spreadsheet to track training for The 
Harbor employees. The worksheet details the types of training 
attended, along with the length of each training course. It does not 
include the date of the training or who provided the course. 
Individuals sign a sign in sheet when attending sessions. However, 
it is discarded once the tracking worksheet is updated. Eagle 
Quest provides most of the training in-house, and does not provide 
certificates of attendance, therefore, we could not independently 
verify that training was provided as required by the contract.  
 

Recommendations • Update the training schedule to include dates trainings 
were attended and retain copies of sign-in sheets or other 
evidence of training attendance for 3 years, as required by 
the contract. 
 

Management Action 
Plan 

• See Eagle Quest’s detailed response in Appendix B 

 

Finding #6 – The Harbor Contract Does Not Include Details on Client Record 
Retention 

  
Record retention schedules are necessary to ensure data is 
retained or purged as needed in accordance with organizational, 
statutory or other regulations and requirements. As included in an 
earlier finding, there are several sections throughout the contract 
related to record retention. We believe the clause that applies to 
juvenile records is as follows: 
 

PROVIDER shall retain all books, records, logs, and other 
documentation relevant to this contract for three (3) years.  
Federal, State and County auditors and persons duly 
authorized by the COUNTY shall have full access to and 
the right to examine and copy any said materials during 
said period.  Disposal of client records shall include 
shredding and/or removing any identifying client data from 
records.” 

 
If that is the correct contract requirement, we do not believe 3 
years is appropriate for these records, since juveniles may be 
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using services for longer than that period of time.  However, based 
on our discussions with Eagle Quest staff, we believe in practice 
records are being retained indefinitely.  Retaining records 
permanently increases the risk of exposure due to a data breach.  
We believe the contract should specify a time period appropriate 
for the records and include how to dispose of electronic records to 
ensure they are not recoverable. 
 

Recommendations Consult with the District Attorney and any other needed sources to 
determine an appropriate records retention schedule for youth 
records housed in the Enterprise application system and update 
the contract based on that information. 
 

Management Action 
Plan 

• See Clinical & Community Services detailed response in 

Appendix C 

 

Finding #7 – Satisfaction Surveys Provided to Families Are Not Tracked 

  
The contract requires that “RESPONDANT shall provide data 
collection and reporting”, including “e. Percentage of youth and 
caregivers who received and completed satisfaction survey.” 
(Contract Requirements page A-4) 
 
The Harbor sends a satisfaction survey link through text message 
to youth and caregivers after the screening/assessment process. 
The Harbor also uses a displayed QR code for youth and 
caregivers to complete the survey. However, the surveys provided 
to the families are not tracked and The Harbor can only provide an 
approximation based on the volume of screening/assessments. 
 

Recommendations • Management should reevaluate the contract terms to 
determine whether data collection and reporting the 
percentage of families who received and completed the 
satisfaction survey is feasible and update the contract 
accordingly. 

 

Management Action 
Plan 

• See Eagle Quest’s detailed response in Appendix B 

 

Finding #8 – No Process in Place to Ensure Timely Submission and Follow-up 
of Conflict of Interest Forms 
 

  
Clark County requires various conflict of interest and additional 
employment forms for staff involved in awarding contracts.  
Following are the requirements as found in Clark County 
Personnel Directives (Personnel Directive No. 8 (page 2)): 
 
II Procedures  
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3. Conflict of Interest 
i. Employees in position classifications that exercise 

significant discretionary authority in the provision of service 
within a department will submit Financial Disclosure 
Statements to Humans Resources and the County Clerk's 
Office, Commission Division, no later than March 31st of 
every year. 

  
ii. Disclosure of conflicts of interest. Any employee, while in 

the performance of the duties of their assigned position, 
who becomes aware of potential conflict of interest in 
count-decision-making that may arise out of 3rd party 
relationships they maintain (e.g. personal or familial 
relationships, additional employment, consultations, 
investments and/or other items) is required to notify their 
department head or signee immediately. 

 
1. An employee will inform the County of any outside 

employment, ownership, and/or partnership in a 
business unrelated to official duties. 

2. For newly hired employees, the employee must 
notify the County of any outside employment activity 
completing a Notice of Additional Employment form. 
The form shall be submitted to the Department 
Heads or designee for approval. If it is determined 
that a conflict exists, the employee will be informed 
that they may not hold both positions 
simultaneously. 

 
We identified 11 County employees involved in the contract 
process and requested their financial disclosure and additional 
employment forms for the audit period.  In reviewing those forms, 
we found the following:  
 
Financial Disclosure Forms: 

• 3 employees did not complete the financial disclosure form, 
and after additional consideration, we do not believe they 
were in positions that would require them to do so.  

• For the remaining 8 employees, 4 did not have all the 
requested years returned for 2023-2025.  Personnel 
Directive #8 specifies an annual requirement for Financial 
Disclosure Statements. 
 

Additional Employment Forms: 

• 2 separated from the County before the end of 2025, and 
therefore did not submit additional employment forms.  

• For the remaining 9 employees, none were returned for 
2025, although there were Additional Employment forms on 
file for previous years. Personnel Directive #8 does not 
specify an annual requirement for Notice of Additional 
Employment. 
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Overall, we found there are no processes in place to ensure timely 
submission and follow-up of Financial Disclosure and Additional 
Employment statements. 
 
Lack of Financial Disclosure and Additional Employment 
statements may lead to undisclosed conflicts that can undermine 
public trust and jeopardize the integrity of the County. 
 

Recommendations • Update the Personnel Directive No. 8 to include an annual 
submission date for the Additional Employment forms for all 
employees. 

• Implement a process to ensure timely submittals of all 
Conflict of Interest Forms; and, 

• Conduct follow-ups of all Conflict of Interest forms not 
received by the deadline. 
 

Management Action 
Plan 

• HR Director plans to address Personnel Directive No. 8 
with the Position Review Committee (PRC) on October 8th; 
the PRC will provide recommendation on due date and 
requirements for employees to submit the form 

• Collaborate with IT to identify options to process all Conflict 
of Interest Forms through digital processes such as Adobe 
Sign or SuccessFactors, and identify a system to automate 
follow ups 

• Work with IT to automate follow-up notifications to complete 
documents. 

 

Finding #9 – The Original Agenda Item Fiscal Impact was Incorrect 

 

 
Contracts and Clark County Board of Commissioners agenda 
items should accurately and clearly delineate all important details 
of contracts, including but not limited to a detailed breakdown of 
contract costs (including monthly fees and annualized costs, as 
well as projected cost should all renewal options be exercised), 
specific location addresses for services to be provided, and the 
doing business as (dba) name for contracted entities.  Clark 
County Administrative Guideline #10, Agenda of the Board of 
County Commissioners, addresses information that is requested or 
required to be included in an agenda Item.  
 
In the initial agenda Item for the Eagle Quest contract for the 
Juvenile Assessment Center (RFQ No. 606252-22) dated 
4/16/2024, the projected contract cost should all renewal options 
be exercised was incorrectly calculated. The fiscal impact amount 
was listed as $9,478,564.48, when the actual amount was 
$16,448,858.60, an understatement of $6,970,021.12 or 73.53% of 
actual projected costs.  
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The contract fiscal impact amount was corrected to 
$13,658,657.87 after a decision to cease services at The Harbor 
Charleston, with the contract updated via an amendment. 
 
We also found that monthly and annualized contract costs, 
locations, and dba names were not included in the initial agenda 
item. This information was only obtainable by reviewing the actual 
contract. 
 
The fiscal impact amount error stemmed from Purchasing using 
the total from a different contract instead of the amount of the 
contract for The Harbors. The Department of Juvenile Justice 
provided the initial fiscal impact amount, and the Purchasing 
department reviewed this information when preparing the agenda 
item (sample Agenda Submission Form showing review process 
here). The error was not identified during any of the reviews. 
 
As a result of the error, the Clark County Board of Commissioners 
are making decisions based on inaccurate information and/or an 
incomplete picture of the full fiscal impact of proposed contracts 
and contract amendments.   
 

Recommendations • When creating agenda items, clearly delineate all important 
details of the contract, including items such as a detailed 
breakdown of contract costs (including monthly fees and 
annualized costs, as well as projected cost should all 
renewal options be exercised), specific location addresses 
for services to be provided, and the dba name for 
contracted entities. Consider also adding the total amount 
spent with the vendor in the previous fiscal year so that the 
Board of County Commissioners has a high-level view of 
the County's business relationship with the vendor. 

 

Management Action 
Plan 

• Purchasing agrees that providing clear and correct 
information to the Board is critical.  Purchasing consistently 
works with senior management to update and improve the 
information provided to the Board.  The Board items are 
prepared in a templated fashion to ensure consistency in 
preparation and presentation.  As an example of changes 
to the Board items, Purchasing has already implemented 
an updated change order template to be clearer and more 
specific about the cost of contracts and changes to the 
contract over time with a table that clearly shows amounts 
and dates for changes.  This is to improve transparency 
and clarity for the Board and the public.   
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Appendix A: Audit Scope, Methodology, and GAGAS 
Compliance 
 
 

Scope  

  
The audit covered the current contract in effect with Eagle Quest for the 
Juvenile Assessment Center, contract period July 1, 2024, through 
June 30, 2025; testing scope covered the period from July 1, 2024, 
through February 28, 2025. We considered processes in place as of 
February 28, 2025. The last day of field work was August 28, 2025.  
This audit was performed due to a request from County management. 

Methodology   

  
To accomplish our objectives, we performed a preliminary survey where 
we gathered background information including a detailed review of the 
contract; reviewed applicable policies, procedures, regulations, and 
statutes; interviewed staff and management; and identified risks 
relevant to our audit objectives. 
 
Based on the risks identified during our preliminary survey, we 
developed an audit program and then performed the following 
procedures: 
 

• Reviewed all 26 invoices (8 months/4 Harbor locations – of 
which one location closed 09/01/2024) from Eagle Quest for the 
audit period and verified invoice rate and services described 
agreed to the contract and any amendments. 
 

• Reviewed a copy of Proof of Insurance to ensure Eagle Quest 
complied with insurance coverage requirement included in the 
contract terms. 
 

• Used professional judgment to select staffing records for 2 
weeks from the audit scope period to determine whether a 
minimum of 4 staff were scheduled for each shift. 
 

• Reviewed documentation to support Spanish speaking staff, and 
that they are scheduled during business hours. 
 

• Reviewed staffing records (45 out of 45 employees) to ensure 
all staff are first aid and CPR certified. 
 

• Reviewed a judgmentally selected sample of training materials 
(3 out of 14 courses) for Harbor staff to determine whether 
course content is in alignment with contract requirements. 
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• Selected all Harbor supervisory/management employees (10 out 
of 10 total supervisory/management employees) and reviewed 
records to determine whether they had the required educational 
requirements and years of experience. 
 

• Used professional judgement to select a sample of non-
supervisory Harbor employees (9 total/3 employees from each 
Harbor location) to determine whether they had the required 
educational requirements. 
 

• Obtained and reviewed a sample of Harbor employee records 
(45 out of 45 employees) employed during our scope period to 
determine whether they had the required background checks. 
 

• Reviewed applicable licensing regulations and standards for the 
services provided by Eagle Quest to ensure compliance. 
 

• Obtained and reviewed a sample of employee records of Harbor 
staff employed during the audit scope period to determine 
required licenses and whether they were properly licensed prior 
to the date of hire. 
 

• Confirmed hours of operation by reviewing The Harbor website 
and any posted hours at Harbor locations, reviewed youth 
transportation procedures, and reviewed staffing schedules to 
determine whether Eagle Quest was providing staffing coverage 
at The Harbor Mojave location on an as-needed basis. 
 

• Reviewed Harbor policies to ensure youth are supervised at all 
times while at The Harbors; that youth progress is maintained in 
the case management system; that the County conducts 
unannounced visits to The Harbor and engages in quality 
assurance, and that the County meets monthly with Eagle Quest 
to ensure fidelity to the model for The Harbor. 
 

• Reviewed quarterly data reports from The Harbor website for 
the audit period and reviewed source documents supporting the 
quarterly reports. 
 

• Determined whether the provider has adequate controls, internal 
and application system, to ensure client confidentiality over 
client records by reviewing case management software 
password requirements; determining if a Virtual Private Network 
(VPN) is in use; if role-based user access/user permissions are 
in place; if audit and/or access logs exist and are reviewed; and 
if security of data at rest and transmission of data outside the 
application (portal, email, etc.) is adequate. 
 

• Reviewed Nevada Revised Statute 62H.025 referenced in the 
contract regarding records related to children and release of 
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information and determined whether the provider complies with 
the statutory provisions and with data requests from agencies. 
(item f) 
 

• Obtained a copy of the Eagle Quest Contract, RFQ 606252-22, 
and amendments from the Board of County Commissioners 
website and verified whether the contract includes standard 
language related to a HIPAA Business Associate Agreement 
(BAA) or confidentiality statement, as applicable; requirements 
and actions to take in the event of a data breach; an audit of 
contract compliance and billing clause; and considerations for 
data return or destruction when the contract is terminated. 
 

• Obtained the agenda items used to approve the Eagle Quest 
Contract, RFQ 606252-22, and any amendments. and verified 
that the agenda items reflect the contract; identified how the 
contract was awarded including obtaining the requirements used 
to evaluate proposals; and verified whether requirements were 
sufficiently broad as to allow multiple vendors the ability to 
compete. 
 

• Obtained a list of all individuals involved in selecting or 
overseeing the vendor and individuals working on the contract 
and reviewed conflict of interest forms, financial disclosure 
statements, disclosure of relationship, disclosure of ownership / 
principal’s documents and other available records, such as 
property records on the Assessor website, social media 
contacts, or other internet resources to determine whether any 
undisclosed close personal relationships exist. 
 

While some samples selected were not statistically relevant, we believe 
they are sufficient to provide findings for the population as a whole. 
 
Our review included an assessment of internal controls in the audited 
areas. Any significant findings related to internal control are included in 
the detailed results. 

 
Standards Statement 

 We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards (GAGAS). Those standards 
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives.  We believe that the 
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. Our department is 
independent per the GAGAS requirements for internal auditors. 
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Appendix B: Eagle Quest’s Response to The Harbor JAC 
Contract Audit Findings 
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Appendix C: Clinical & Community Services Response to 
The Harbor JAC Contract Audit Findings 
 

 


