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STEVEN B. WOLFSON 
Clark County District Attorney 
Nevada Bar #001565 
DAVID STANTON 
Chief Deputy District Attorney 
Nevada Bar #003202  
200 Lewis Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155-2212 
(702) 671-2500 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

THE STATE OF NEVADA,

Plaintiff,

-vs-

DORIE REGINA HENLEY, #2826387
ANDREW BRANDON HENLEY,
#2836044
JOSE MELVIN FRANCO, #2780519

Defendants.

CASE NO:

DEPT NO:

C-17-327585-1

XXI

STATE’S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT’S PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS 
CORPUS

DATE OF HEARING:  12/12/2017 
TIME OF HEARING:  9:30 AM

COMES NOW, the State of Nevada, by STEVEN B. WOLFSON, Clark County 

District Attorney, through DAVID STANTON, Chief Deputy District Attorney, and hereby 

submits the attached Points and Authorities in Opposition to Defendant’s Petition For Writ Of 

Habeas Corpus. 

This Opposition is made and based upon all the papers and pleadings on file herein, the 

attached points and authorities in support hereof, and oral argument at the time of hearing, if 

deemed necessary by this Honorable Court. 

///

///
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POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

The “Statement of Facts” by Petitioner is incomplete, out of context and frequently flat 

wrong.  They will be detailed in the arguments set forth below.  The Petition is devoid of ANY

legal authority to support the unusual claims contained therein.   

“This court need not consider assignments of error that re not supported by relevant 

legal authority.”  Id. at 498.  See also, Cunningham v. State, 94 Nev. 128, 130 (1978)(“we 

decline to consider appellant’s constitutional challenge to N.R.S. 175.031 because he has 

failed to cite any relevant authority in support of that argument.”);  McKinney v. Sheriff, 93 

Nev. 70 (1977); Williams v. State, 88 Nev. 164 (1972).   

“A party filing a motion must also serve and file with it a memorandum of points and 

authorities in support of each thereof.  The absence of such memorandum may be construed 

either as an admission that the motion is not meritorious and, as cause for its denial or as a 

waiver of all grounds not so supported.”  EJDCR 3.20(b).  

 Here, for example the Petition proclaims: “Here, the State failed to present any legal 

evidence regarding cause or manner of death.  It is axiomatic that testimony regarding cause 

and manner of death is the exclusive purview of expert testimony.” Petition, page 11, lns. 6-

8. There is no legal authority that supports such a unusual assertion.  Cause or manner of death 

are not elements of a murder offense.  Further, the cause and manner of death are not within 

the “exclusive purview of expert testimony” as will be deiscussed further infra. 

1. RIGHT TO TESTIFY 

Marcum notice can only have meaning if the interpretation contemplates all predicate 

criteria have been met.  This, the State, pursuant to the Marcum decision has a minimum 

number of days prior to obtaining an Indictment.  No other logical interpretation of Marcum

could be had.  Thus, the claim that “notice” to the State that Petitioner wanted to testify is 

insufficient to actually exercise that right.  To hold otherwise, would violate the central 

premise of the Marcum decision itself.  Thus, the mandatory written waiver of rights must be 

presented to the State in within the Marcum framework.  It is uncontroverted that the 

P.071
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mandatory written waiver was not presented to the State within the Marcum timeframe.  In 

fact, it has never been presented to the State. 

 Compounding the error regarding Marcum and what constitutes proper “notice,” is 

Petitioner’s incorrect analysis of the “remedy.”  The sole authority relied upon is Solis-

Ramirez v. Eighth Judicial District Court, 112 Nev. 344, 347 (1996) claiming the remedy is 

“dismissal of the Indictment.”  Petition, page 10, lns. 7-8. While the result in that case was 

dismissal it was based upon the remedy sought in that particular defendant’s motion before 

the trial court.

Understanding that is relief requested instantly, it does equate to the remedy being 

proper.  Relief, to be proper and meaningful, is to afford Petitioner the relief that they are 

actually complaining of: to wit, the time to testify before the Grand Jury.  

If notice required to be served upon a person pursuant to subsection 2 is not 
adequate, the person must be given the opportunity to testify before the grand 
jury. If the person testifies pursuant to this subsection, the grand jury must be 
instructed to deliberate again on all the charges contained in the indictment 
following such testimony. 

N.R.S. 172.241(5).   

 The instant Petition fails to mention, cite to or analyze the prayer for relief in light of 

the 2015 statutory change after the Solis decision. 

2. SUFFICENT EVIDENCE OF MURDER 

 Once again without citation to any legal authority, Petitioner complains that the State 

did not present “any lawful evidence of cause or manner of death.”  Petition, page 10, 21-24.  

Compounding the error further, the Petition incorrectly asserts that Detective McCarthy could 

not testify to the cause and manner of death.  

Medical/legal cause and manner of death is not an element of murder.  Thus, the 

complaint that failure to produce competent evidence of same is unavailing.  Detective 

McCarthy, an experienced homicide detective, observed the victim deceased at the scene.  He 

observed multiple injuries that, in his experience, were both fatal and non-fatal in nature.  

Detective McCarthy’s testimony in this regard was admissible.  Petitioner’s argument seem 

targeted upon the weight one would attach to such an opinion.  The complaint that this was 

P.072
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“expert medical” testimony is incorrect.  Detective McCarthy was not testifying to expert 

medical opinions, but to his percipient observations as a highly trained homicide detective.  

This, coupled with the photographs admitted before the grand jury of the injuries to the victim, 

compromise the competent and admissible evidence establishing the actual elements of murder 

that a person died by the criminal agency of another.  

 Once again Petitioner complains that: “the State failed to present any medical testimony 

whatsoever.”  The State is unaware of any legal authority that would mandate the presentation 

of medical testimony under these circumstances, let alone at a jury trial.  The testimony was 

based upon the direct observations of an experienced homicide detective and the 

corresponding photographs (Grand Jury exhibits 2-21 that are part of the court record in this 

case) corroborating each and every observation by Detective McCarthy.

3. SUFFICENT EVIDENCE OF KIDNAPING

 Petitioner’s argument fails to understand the prima facie elements of kidnapping and 

the applicable law interpreting the offense of kidnaping.  Here, the conduct of Petitioner in 

luring the victim to an isolated area to then, in a coordinated attack, beat, rob and kill him falls 

within the definition of the plain meaning of the statutory terms of kidnapping.  N.R.S. 

200.310. 

 If that were not enough, the Nevada Supreme Court has, frequently, defined the scope 

of kidnaping in Nevada.  Quoting from a recent decision: 

Jermaine argues that the State did not present sufficient evidence to convict him 
of kidnapping. The Due Process Clause of the United States Constitution 
requires each element that constitutes a crime be proven beyond a reasonable 
doubt. When reviewing a criminal conviction for sufficiency of the evidence, 
this court determines whether any rational trier of fact could have found the 
essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt when viewing the 
evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution. The jury's verdict will 
not be disturbed on appeal when there is substantial evidence supporting it.  

///
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Under NRS 200.310(1), a person is guilty of first-degree kidnapping if that 
person willfully "inveigles, [or] entices . . . a person by any means whatsoever . 
. . for the purpose of killing the person or inflicting substantial bodily harm upon 
the person . . . ."   Here, the record reflects that Ronnie arrived at the home of 
Ernest and Katrinna and an argument ensued between Ronnie and Ernest. The 
argument escalated and Ernest eventually walked out the front door of his house. 
Thereafter, Ronnie allegedly signaled to an unidentified man who shot Ernest. 
Evidence was presented that this unidentified man was Jermaine. This evidence 
viewed in the light most favorable to the State suggests that there was a specific 
plan to lure Ernest outside of the house for Jermaine to have a clear shot at him. 
Therefore, a rational jury could find that Jermaine had willfully enticed Ernest 
to leave his house for the purpose of killing him. Jermaine's insufficiency-of-
evidence argument has no merit.

Brass v. State, 128 Nev. 748, 754-55, 291 P.3d 145, 149-50 (2012) (internal citations omitted). 

4. SUFFICENT EVIDENCE OF ARSON 

Once again, Petitioner complains that Detective McCarthy is not an “arson expert.”  

Whether he is or is not is not relevant.  He was permitted to testify to his direct observations 

of the victim’s vehicle after it was stolen by Petitioner and the co-defendants in this case and 

set afire.  This was evidenced by the plain and simple facts observable in the photographs 

before the grand jury that accompanied Detective McCarthy’s testimony in this regard.    

 Petitioner asserts, once again without any citation to legal authority: “Testimony of the 

behavior of chemicals and accelerants as well as the behavior of fire in the presence and 

absence of oxygen are plainly areas reserved for expert testimony.”  Petition, page 14, lns. 7-

9.

 Here, Petitioner cites to (incorrectly cited in Petition as volume 188 of the Nevada 

Reports) Rowland v. State, 118 Nev. 31, 39 (2002).  Rowland found the State’s vouching for 

material witnesses in their closing arguments to be improper.  Comparison to the presentation 

of Detective McCarthy’s case to Rowland is patently absurd.  No vouching for Detective 

McCarthy occurred.  In fact, the dialogue spoke directly to the foundational aspect of the 

Detective’s experience in fires intentionally set to destroy evidence in a murder investigation.  

A fact that was described as part of McCarthy’s extensive resume as a homicide detective.  

5. EVIDENCE OF CONSPIRACY 

 Petitioner misstates the law regarding evidence outside the confession of this particular 

Petitioner.  Once the confession was admitted, other evidence corroborating that is admissible 
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to establish the reliability of the confession.  Commonly referred to as the outdated and 

unnecessary “corpus delicti” doctrine.  Petitioner cites to Myatt to support this portion of her 

argument.

The critical part of that decision is as follows:

It is well settled in Nevada that there must be sufficient evidence to establish the 
corpus delicti independent of a defendant's own confessions and admissions. 
Corroborative evidence need not be sufficient, independent of the statements, to 
establish the corpus delicti [but must] tend to establish the trustworthiness of the 
statement . . . and provide substantial independent evidence that the offense has 
been committed." United States v. Todd, 657 F.2d 212, 216 (8th Cir. 1981), 
quoting Opper v. United States, 348 U.S. 84 (1954) and Smith v. United States, 
348 U.S. 147 (1954). Accordingly, to sustain a conviction of conspiracy there 
must be independent proof of an agreement among two or more persons. United
States v. Todd, at 216. 

Myatt v. State, 101 Nev. 761, 763, 710 P.2d 720, 722 (1985).   

 The corroboration is from the physical evidence at the scene, to include, the photograph 

of the victim’s pants evidencing the false narrative told to him by Petitioner to lure him to his 

fatal demise.   

CONCLUSION 

 The Petition is unsupported by legal authority to support its claims and relief requested.  

As such, the Petition should be denied in its entirety.  

DATED this          6th           day of December, 2017. 

Respectfully submitted, 

STEVEN B. WOLFSON 
Clark County District Attorney 
Nevada Bar #001565 

BY /s/ David Stanton
DAVID STANTON
Chief Deputy District Attorney
Nevada Bar #003202

///
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CERTIFICATE OF ELECTRONIC FILING 
 I hereby certify that service of State’s Opposition to Defendant’s Petition For Writ Of 

Habeas Corpus, was made this 6th day of December, 2017, by Electronic Filing to: 

                                                                MARY D. BROWN, ESQ. 
                                                                Mary@TheLasVegasDefender.com

   ANDREA LUEM, ESQ. 
Andrea@luemlaw.com

BY: /s/ Stephanie Johnson 
Employee of the District Attorney’s Office 

17F18527A-C/DS/saj/MVU
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EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

                  CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 

 

THE STATE OF NEVADA, )
              )
                Plaintiff,     )

        ) 
          vs.       )  GJ No. 17AGJ113A-C 

         )  DC No. C327585 
DORIE REGINA HENLEY, ANDREW )
BRANDON HENLEY, JOSE MELVIN )
FRANCO, )

              ) 
                Defendants.       )
___________________________________)  
 

 

Taken at Las Vegas, Nevada 

Tuesday, October 24, 2017  

1:02 p.m. 
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LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 24, 2017  

* * * * * * * 

 

DANETTE L. ANTONACCI, 

having been first duly sworn to faithfully  

and accurately transcribe the following  

proceedings to the best of her ability. 

 

MR. STANTON:  Good afternoon ladies and

gentlemen.  My name is David Stanton and I also have

with me -- if you could introduce yourself on the

record, Jory.

MR. SCARBOROUGH:  Jory Scarborough.

MR. STANTON:  Jory is a deputy district

attorney who is my co-counsel on this case.  

Ladies and gentlemen, we are going to

present to you today a proposed Indictment on three

defendants.  We are for timing purposes not going to ask

you to deliberate today but we'll ask you to deliberate

one week from today so we'd appreciate all of you folks

coming back to give us your vote next week.

The proposed Indictment against the three

defendants are Dorie Henley, Andrew Henley and Jose

Franco.  They're charged with a number of felony

offenses.  Count 1, page 2, murder.  That the defendants01:02
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willfully, unlawfully and with malice aforethought, kill

Jose Juan Garcia-Hernandez, a human being, with a deadly

weapon, to-wit: a knife, by stabbing at or into the body

of said Jose Juan Garcia-Hernandez.

As a matter of fact, ladies and gentlemen,

instead of a knife on line 8, let's use a implement

because I'm not sure what the evidence is going to speak

as to the weapon.  So just note that for now and then

we'll see about the testimony.

Said killing having been, and then these

are the theories of murder:  Number 1, willful,

deliberate and premeditated, and then committed as a,

during the course of an inherently dangerous felony of

which there are two.  Item number 2, line 10, during the

commission of a robbery; and line 11, item number 3,

committed during the commission of a kidnapping.

That the defendants are liable under one of

the following principles of criminal liability.

Number 1, that they directly committed the crime;

number 2, they aided or abetted in the commission of the

crime with the intent that the crime be committed, by

counseling, encouraging, hiring, commanding, inducing or

otherwise procuring the other to commit the crime;

and/or 3, pursuant to a conspiracy to commit this crime

with the intent that this crime be committed, defendants01:04
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aiding or abetting and/or conspiring by the defendants

acting in concert throughout.

You'll see a number of counts in here of

conspiracy.  The elements are all the same except for

the conspiracy to commit and then kind of a blank spot,

fill in the blank of a particular crime.  So Count 2 is

conspiracy to commit murder.  The elements of that

offense are that the defendants willfully, unlawfully

and feloniously conspired with each other to commit

murder, by the defendants committing the acts as set

forth in Count 1.

Count 3 is third degree arson.  That the

defendants willfully, unlawfully, maliciously and

feloniously set fire to, burn, or cause to be burned,

unoccupied personal property, to-wit: a 2004 Pontiac

Grand Prix -- Grand is misspelled, I apologize for

that -- bearing license 870B17, belonging to Jose Juan

Garcia-Hernandez, and that was in Clark County, vehicle

had a value in excess of $25, by use of open flame and

flammable and/or combustible materials, and/or by manner

or means unknown.

Count 4, conspiracy to commit third degree

arson.  That the defendants willfully, unlawfully and

feloniously conspire with each other to commit, that

should be third degree arson on line 2, not first01:05
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degree, the defendants committing the acts as set forth

in Count 3.

Count 5, first degree kidnapping.  That the

defendants did willfully, unlawfully and feloniously

confine, inveigle, entice or decoy Jose Juan

Garcia-Hernandez, a human being, with the intent to hold

or detain Jose Juan Garcia-Hernandez against his will,

and without his consent, for the purpose of committing

murder, robbery, arson and grand larceny auto.

At this point I'm going to have Jory stand

up and read to you the legal definition of inveigle

which is an element or a part of the element of

kidnapping.  

Jory.

MR. SCARBOROUGH:  Okay.  Inveigle means to

persuade, entice, seduce or to lure a person to do

something by means of deception or flattery.

MR. STANTON:  Once again that's Grand Jury

Exhibit Number 2 for your reference.

Count 6, conspiracy to commit kidnapping.

Once again it's the same elements before as the other

acts of conspiracy, willfully, unlawfully conspiring

with each other to commit kidnapping as set forth in

Count 5.  

Count 7 is a straightforward robbery with01:07
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use of a deadly weapon.  Willfully, unlawfully and

feloniously take personal property, to-wit: a wallet

and/or cellular telephone from the person of Jose Juan

Garcia-Hernandez -- I'm going to also add in there the

vehicle -- by means of force or violence, or fear of

injury to, and without the consent and against the will

of Jose Juan Garcia-Hernandez, with use of a deadly

weapon.  Once again it says a knife on page 3, line 19.

I think we should use the word implement at this

juncture.  Defendants criminally liable under the theory

of robbery by directly committing the crime, number 1,

by aiding/abetting, number 2, or number 3, by acting in

a conspiracy with one another.

Count 8 is the conspiracy to commit

robbery.  Same elements as conspiracy and the elements

of robbery as set forth in Count 7.  

And finally grand larceny auto.  Willfully,

unlawfully, feloniously and intentionally, with the

intent to deprive the owner permanently thereof, steal,

take and carry away, drive away or otherwise remove a

motor vehicle owned by another person, in this case Jose

Juan Garcia-Hernandez, a 2004 Pontiac Grand Prix,

bearing Nevada license 870B17, and that they committed

this act directly, aiding and abetting one another, or

conspiring.  01:08
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And finally Count 10, conspiracy to commit

larceny.  Same elements of conspiracy and the elements

of larceny set out in Count 9.

As to Count 9 we are going to ask to add

some personal items that are reflected in the robbery

and that is a cell phone and a wallet.

With that, is there any questions about the

elements of the Indictment and the slight modification

of some of the verbiage contained therein.

For the record there being no questions,

Madame Foreperson, I'm prepared to call my first

witness.

Detective.

THE FOREPERSON:  Please raise your right

hand.

You do solemnly swear the testimony you are

about to give upon the investigation now pending before

this Grand Jury shall be the truth, the whole truth, and

nothing but the truth, so help you God?

THE WITNESS:  I do.

THE FOREPERSON:  Please be seated.

You are advised that you are here today to

give testimony in the investigation pertaining to the

offenses of murder with use of a deadly weapon,

conspiracy to commit murder, third degree arson,01:09
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conspiracy to commit third degree arson, first degree

kidnapping, conspiracy to commit kidnapping, robbery

with use of a deadly weapon, conspiracy to commit

robbery, grand larceny auto, and conspiracy to commit

larceny, involving Dorie Henley, Andrew Henley and Jose

Franco.

Do you understand this advisement?

THE WITNESS:  Yes.

THE FOREPERSON:  Please state your first

and last name and spell both for the record.

THE WITNESS:  First name is Jason,

J-A-S-O-N, last name is McCarthy, M-C-C-A-R-T-H-Y.

MR. STANTON:  May I proceed?

THE FOREPERSON:  You may.

JASON MCCARTHY, 

having been first duly sworn by the Foreperson of the  

Grand Jury to testify to the truth, the whole truth,  

and nothing but the truth, testified as follows:  

 

EXAMINATION 

 

BY MR. STANTON:  

Q. How are you employed?

A. I'm employed with the Las Vegas

Metropolitan Police Department currently assigned to the01:10
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homicide section, have been employed with the department

for 24 years, been in homicide 10.

Q. And during the course of 24 years in law

enforcement, how many violent death scenes do you think

you've been involved in, in investigating either as the

primary homicide detective or in some sort of capacity

as a law enforcement official?

A. Thousands.

Q. And did a significant portion of them

involve injuries dealing with blunt force trauma,

beatings either with an implement or not, and to include

knives or some sort of sharp cutting instrument?

A. Yes, they do.

Q. I would like to direct your attention to

the 10th day of October of this year.  Did you have

occasion on that date to be what's referred in the

homicide division as the up team?

A. Yes, I was.

Q. Does that up team reference that you are

the next team to be called out if a homicide or a

suspected homicide occurred?

A. That's correct.

Q. Did you get called out on that day?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. Where did you go?01:11
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A. Myself and my partner Detective Gillis, we

were called by our supervisor to respond to the area of

Cory Street and Soprano.  It's in the, off of West

Charleston in between Decatur and Jones, a neighborhood

just to the north of there behind a 7-Eleven.

Q. Showing you Grand Jury Exhibit Number 17.

Do you recognize the physical area depicted in that

photograph?

A. Yes, I do.

Q. Where are we looking at in this photograph?

A. From where that photo was taken you'd be

looking north down Soprano.  The street that would run

to your right as you look at the photo would be Cory

Street.  There's a block wall just to the left of the

sidewalk.  That block wall borders Tiffany apartment

complex.

Q. And there was a deceased person that's in

the foreground of this photograph, although it's a

little difficult to see with the lights in the

photograph; is that correct?

A. That's correct.  In that particular

photograph there's an ambulance that's there with their

lights on and the, was later to be the victim is behind

the ambulance.

Q. And showing you Grand Jury Exhibit01:12
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Number 16.  Is that kind of how the body appeared when

you first arrived at the scene?

A. Yes.  And this photo is looking to the

south on Soprano and it's kind of a cul-de-sac which

leads to the left which would be Cory Street.  And this

photograph is obviously taken after the ambulance had

left.

Q. And this is all in Clark County?

A. Yes.

Q. Now as you arrive, were you advised that

some other personnel, first responders, had been to the

scene prior to your arrival?

A. That's correct.

Q. What had you been advised as far as other

first responders got there before you did?

A. We were advised that it initially came out

as a medical call.  One of our witnesses was going to

work, discovered --

Q. Just the agencies that responded.  So

medical came?

A. Medical was first.

Q. Who came after medical?

A. Medical then notified Metro patrol.  Patrol

showed up to the scene and then we were notified.

Q. And that sheet that's over the body, were01:13
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you advised that someone had put that sheet on top of

the body?

A. Yes, medical personnel did that.

Q. Now what are we looking at in Grand Jury

Exhibit Number 15?

A. The victim without the sheet over him.

Q. And when you went to the scene, did you

notice any obvious injuries to his person?

A. I did.

Q. Where anatomically generally were those

injuries that you could observe?

A. The injuries that I observed, and this is

after they removed the sheet, there were some abrasions

to his face, his hands, arms, and there was two

significant abrasions to the front of his abdomen.

Q. And the abrasions or the injuries to the

face appear to be, based upon your training and

experience, consistent with blunt force trauma?

A. That's correct.

Q. And then there's other injuries that appear

to be some sort of stabbing or penetrating wounds with

either a knife or some other sharp implement?

A. That's correct.  And those were the two on

the front of his abdomen.

Q. And the abdomen and then later on you were01:14
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able to, when the body is moved, see other injuries

associated with the implement being used to penetrate

the torso area?

A. Yes.

Q. We'll get to those in just one second.

Were you able during the course of your

investigation to determine the identity of the person we

see in that previous photograph?

A. Yes, we were.

Q. And is that who's now in front of the Grand

Jury now in Exhibit 21?

A. Yes, it is.

Q. What is the victim's name in this case?

A. It's Jose Juan Garcia-Hernandez.

Q. And this was a photograph that you were

able to obtain and was consistent with the deceased

person that you saw at the scene?

A. Yes.

Q. Now let me show you Exhibit 14.  That's a

different angle of the victim?

A. Yes, it is.

Q. And it appears that there was some blood

letting injuries around his face and also some

significant blood off to his left arm area in this

photograph?01:15
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A. Yes.

Q. And his belt is undone?

A. Yes.

Q. Now there's an item on the right hip, this

white circle.  Have you seen that item before?

A. Yes.

Q. What do you regularly associate that white

circle with?

A. Those are for medical intervention.  When

medical arrives they'll typically pull up the shirt,

hook their medical devices to the body to see if there

is any signs of life.

Q. And now Grand Jury Exhibit 13, we see the

right hip a little closer, one of those white patches

you just described, and then a closer area of his belt;

is that correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Now was any wallet, cell phone or other

personal effects found on his person?

A. No.

Q. Not on it, not around it?

A. No.

Q. Not in the immediate vicinity?

A. No.

Q. Did you ever find a vehicle associated as a01:16

 101:15

 2

 3

 4

 501:15

 6

 7

 8

 9

1001:15

11

12

13

14

1501:15

16

17

18

19

2001:16

21

22

23

24

25

P.099



    18

registered owner near him in that parking lot?

A. No, we did not.

Q. That condition of his belt becomes relevant

a little later on in your investigation when you

conducted some interviews; is that correct?

A. That is correct.

Q. Now I'd like to go to the torso portion and

start with Grand Jury Exhibit Number 12.  Kind of tell

us where we are looking on the victim's body and what

we're looking at based upon your training and

experience.

A. We're looking at some small abrasions to

the middle of the torso in the front of the body and to

the left of his torso which we later found out that

those were not penetrating into the abdomen.

Q. These two were not the fatal injuries?

A. That's correct.

Q. Now near the body, Grand Jury Exhibit

Number 10, what are we looking at there?

A. This is just to the west of the body.  It's

a, the sidewalk he was located, Jose was located just

off that sidewalk and it's a rock landscaping which

appeared to me to be freshly disturbed as if something

had happened in that area and the rocks were kicked

around.01:17
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Q. And once again ultimately in the interviews

of the three suspects in this case, what they told you

about what had occurred, this photograph is kind of

corroborative of some of that evidence?

A. Yes, it is.

Q. And once again could you estimate the

distance that that disturbed gravel was from the body of

the victim?

A. Within three feet.

Q. Now Exhibit 9.  It's self-evident

anatomically where we're looking at, but what did it

mean to you as a homicide detective of 10 plus years, 24

years as a law enforcement officer?

A. This is very consistent with blunt force

trauma, being in a fistfight or any kind of a fight,

being hit in the mouth or in the face area.  You'll see

that injury a lot with the cut underneath inside the

mouth.

Q. And then the bruising around the inside of

the lip.  And once again you said punching.  It also

could be kicking or some sort of force applied to the

face?

A. Yes.

Q. And let's go to Exhibit Number 7.  I

believe that's the right shoulder.  What are we looking01:18
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at there?

A. Looking at another abrasion caused by a

object and it appears to be the same as the abrasions

that he has on the front of his torso but that is his

right shoulder.

Q. Now let's go to his back and Grand Jury

Exhibit Number 6.  Were those the fatal injuries?

A. Yes, they were.

Q. And what internal organs made those

injuries fatal?

A. Those went through his abdomen and

penetrated his aorta.

Q. His aorta?

A. Yeah.

Q. And made significant damage to his aorta?

A. Yes, which caused a lot of internal

bleeding.

Q. And once again closeup, Grand Jury

Exhibit 8, of those same two injuries?

A. Same injuries.

Q. Now these injuries are penetrating

injuries; correct?

A. Yes.

Q. And they're different from incised injuries

where there is a sharp item that runs across the skin.01:19
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These are a stabbing or penetrating injury.

A. That is correct.

Q. Can you tell based upon your training and

experience or anything immediately attendant to the

scene what kind of object could have caused that?

A. Screwdriver could cause that.  Ice pick can

cause that.

Q. So not necessarily a knife, but it could be

an object that, used as a knife that has enough force

and by its design could penetrate a body and cause

internal injuries?

A. Yes.

Q. As you testify here today, do you have any

specific facts that would determine with certainty what

implement was used to kill the victim?

A. Based --

Q. You don't know what the murder weapon is as

you testify today, right?

A. Just what was told to me in some of the

interviews.

Q. Right.  But I mean generally speaking from

your perspective looking at the injuries and what you

were able to glean, there's no knife that was found next

to his body or anything like that?

A. No weapon was found next to the body, no.01:20
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Q. And Grand Jury Exhibit, I think this is 5,

can you tell me what we're looking at there and where

that item was found?

A. That is the victim's Pontiac.

Q. Where was it found?

A. Bruce and Flowmaster, Foremaster I think it

is.

Q. Is that once again in Clark County?

A. In Clark County in the downtown area, yeah.

Q. And how as the crow flies, how far away

from the victim's body was this vehicle located?

A. I don't know the exact --

Q. Approximately. 

A. It's significant.  It's more than I would

say two or three miles away.  More on the east side of

town.

Q. Was the victim the registered owner of that

vehicle?

A. Yes, he is.

Q. And did it have a license plate of Nevada

870B17?

A. Yes.

Q. And by its appearance, at least before it

was damaged as you observed it, did it in your opinion

have a value in excess of $25?01:21
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A. Yes.

Q. What was the interior and the exterior as

far as what appeared to be recent damage to the vehicle?

Can you describe that?

A. On the exterior?

Q. Both the exterior and the interior.  Just

generally as you observed it.

A. I know that he had a bumper that was

replaced and that was told to us by his roommates.

Q. But how about the obvious damage to the

car?

A. When we found it?

Q. Yes.

A. The inside had been burnt or at least there

was an attempt to burn it.

Q. And what we see here in Grand Jury

Exhibit 4 is the interior passenger compartment?

A. Yes.

Q. And you said there was an attempt to burn

it.  Can you describe, based upon your experience, what

it appeared to you to be as far as an attempt to burn it

and why it was not fully engulfed in flames?

A. It appears to me through my training and

experience that they used some type of accelerant to put

inside the car, lit it on fire and the doors were closed01:22
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and the windows were found to be up.  When that happens

obviously there is no oxygen inside the car, it puts the

fire out.

Q. And in fact you and I have worked several

homicide cases where that exact scenario occurs where

people attempt to burn something and when you shut the

car door you in essence in a short period of time turn

out the flames?

A. Yes.

Q. If the vehicle doors had been left open or

the windows had been open you would have a much more

significant charring and burning effect?

A. Yes.

Q. Ultimately in this case did you come into

contact with three individuals, the first of which I'm

showing you is Grand Jury Exhibit Number 20.  Do you

recognize who is depicted in that photograph?

A. I do.

Q. And what is her name?

A. Her name is Dorie Henley.

Q. Did you interview Miss Henley for purposes

of whether or not she knew anything about this homicide?

A. Yes.

Q. And did you advise her of her Miranda

warnings prior to the interview?01:23
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A. Yes, I did.

Q. Did she agree to speak with you?

A. Yes, she agreed to speak with me.

Q. Can you tell us -- and ladies and

gentlemen, you're going to hear over the next several

minutes testimony from Detective McCarthy about the

interview of each of the three targets of this

Indictment.  As a matter of law, and I know you've all

been advised of this in other cases but so the record is

clear and that you all once again are reminded.  The

evidence that you're about to hear from each of three

interviews can only be used against the person who is

being interviewed.  So you cannot use the contents of

that interview as we're about to get into the interview

of Miss Henley, you cannot use the contents of what she

told Detective McCarthy as tangible evidence for any

other suspect other than Miss Henley.  Does every member

of the Grand Jury understand that legal requirement that

we have involving interviews of multiple defendants?  

For the record, all members of the Grand

Jury are nodding in the affirmative.

Once again, Detective, let me pick up with

my question.  What did Miss Henley tell you about her

knowledge, if any, of these events?

A. Miss Henley stated to me that she had known01:24
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the victim for a little over a year, probably within two

years.  She had come up with a plan to meet with the

victim the night of the 10th.  He wanted, the victim

Jose told her that he wanted to go to dinner and

dancing.  She met up with him and she took him over to

that area because it was close to Dexter Park and she

had come up with a plan with others to rob him, take his

money cause she knew that he had some money.

Q. And what did the victim do for a living?

A. The victim was a construction worker,

worked in a construction job and also did side

construction jobs as well.

Q. And the area that she, Miss Henley

described as meeting him, is the exact area where his

body was found?

A. That is correct.

Q. And then the park is fairly close to that

parking lot that we saw where his body was found?

A. Yeah, down Soprano Street.  Dexter Park is

located there.  It just happened to be under

construction at the time.

Q. So she meets with the victim at the parking

lot?

A. She meets with him and she tells him to go

over to that area in there in his car which is the white01:25
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Pontiac.  She states that she's drinking beer with him,

being very flirtatious with him, and then notifies

others of her location where she and the victim are at.

Q. And at some point she's describing to you

that when other people show up she's doing something

physical or close to it with the victim at the time

inside the car?

A. Yeah, she's got her hands in his pockets

and being very flirtatious, trying to get his wallet.

Q. Maybe consistent with his belt being

undone, something, is that kind of consistent with what

she was describing?

A. That would be very consistent with that.

Q. What does she say, and once again, pursuant

to the rule of Bruton, not to describe any other actors,

but what does she describe she observes when other

people arrive?

A. She says that when other people arrive the

victim Jose is confronted and beaten, kicked to the

ground.

Q. Did she see anything taken from his person?

A. She does not observe any of that.

Q. And how does she, Miss Henley, describe

leaving the area?

A. She states that she had ran northbound and01:26
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was picked up by someone else.

Q. And did she describe the vehicle?

A. She did.

Q. What kind of vehicle did she get picked up

in?

A. A red pickup truck.

Q. Grand Jury Exhibit Number 3.  That red

pickup truck, who is the registered owner of that truck?

A. That is going to be a female who is

associated as being Andrew Henley's wife.

Q. And so Miss Henley describes running from

the scene and then being picked up in that red pickup

truck?

A. That is correct.

Q. Now showing you Grand Jury Exhibit 19.  Who

is that?

A. That is Andrew Henley.

Q. What relationship if any does Andrew have

with Miss Henley?

A. They are brother and sister.

Q. Did you interview him as part of your

investigation in this case?

A. I did.

Q. And after giving him a Miranda admonition

did he agree to speak with you?01:27
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A. Yes, he did.

Q. What was Mr. Henley's version of events?

A. He says he and another person or other

people had planned to rob the victim.  He was notified

of the victim's location.  Him and someone else drove

his red truck, parked it on the opposite side of that

Tiffany apartment complex and Andrew and someone else

walked through the apartment complex, jumped over the

wall onto Soprano Street, they then walked down Soprano,

confronted the victim and others.  He, other people were

involved in beating the victim.  He also claims that he

was --

Q. He describes to you he's observing this

beating?

A. Observing it and also he alludes to the

fact that he may have participated in that.

Q. In the beating?

A. In the beating.

Q. He's not sure but he may have?

A. That's correct.  He observes somebody else

remove a wallet and cell phone from the victim, also

claims that he observed somebody take his car.  He

then --

Q. This is the victim's white Pontiac?

A. White Pontiac.01:29
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Q. Okay.

A. He then says that he walks back, jumps back

over the wall into the apartment complex where he then

gets in his truck.

Q. And once against that's the red pickup

truck?

A. The red pickup truck.

Q. Okay.  And finally Grand Jury Exhibit

Number 18.  Who is this guy?

A. That is Jose Franco.

Q. And did you have occasion to interview him

as part of the investigation in this case?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. And did you advise him of his Miranda

warnings prior to the interview?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. And what was his version of events as he

described to you, if any, about his involvement?

A. He says that he was down the street with

somebody else near Dexter Park, observed the victim and

another person, that he had been drinking, taking Xanax,

doesn't remember too much about what the plan was but

that there was a plan, and then ultimately says that he

and somebody else went down there and they were just

supposed to kick, quote, the victim's ass, unquote, and01:30
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that's what happened.  He also claims that he was

involved in the fighting of the victim.

Q. And how did he get away from the scene?

A. He says that he just left.

Q. Did any of the three people that you

mentioned give any indication to you that they were

involved in setting the victim's car on fire?

A. Dorie had told us where the vehicle was

located.

Q. But no comment that she was involved in

actually setting the vehicle on fire?

A. No.

Q. And the interviews of all three of these

individuals, did they occur on the same day?

A. Yes.

Q. Do you remember what day that was of their

interviews?

A. The 15th of October.

Q. And as far as Mr. Jose Juan

Garcia-Hernandez, his wallet was never found; correct?

A. That's correct.

Q. His cell phone was not found?

A. That is correct.

Q. And his vehicle, while ultimately found,

had no tools or any other trade items that he did with01:31
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his employment?

A. No.

Q. Were you able to find some tools that were

associated to the victim?

A. Yes, we were.

Q. And how long after the discovery of his

body did that come approximately?

A. This was all on the 15th, 16th.

Q. Of October?

A. Of October, yeah.

Q. And where did you physically find the

victim's tools?

A. It was in an abandoned apartment right next

door to Jose Franco's residence.

MR. STANTON:  Ladies and gentlemen, I have

no further questions of Detective McCarthy and ask if

any member of the Grand Jury has any questions?  

There being no questions, please listen to

the admonishment, Detective.

THE FOREPERSON:  By law, these proceedings

are secret and you are prohibited from disclosing to

anyone anything that has transpired before us, including

evidence and statements presented to the Grand Jury, any

event occurring or statement made in the presence of the

Grand Jury, and information obtained by the Grand Jury. 01:31
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Failure to comply with this admonition is a 

gross misdemeanor punishable up to 364 days in the Clark 

County Detention Center and a $2,000 fine.  In addition, 

you may be held in contempt of court punishable by an 

additional $500 fine and 25 days in the Clark County 

Detention Center.   

Do you understand this admonition?   

THE WITNESS:  Yes, I do.

THE FOREPERSON:  Thank you.  You're

excused.

THE WITNESS:  Thank you, ladies and

gentlemen, for your time.

A JUROR:  Thank you.

MR. STANTON:  So ladies and gentlemen, that

will conclude my factual and evidentiary presentation to

you.  I will be back on the 31st, one week from today,

to ask you formally to deliberate on the matter.  I

appreciate your time and attention and I'll see you next

Tuesday.  Thank you.

(Proceedings adjourned, to reconvene on  

Tuesday, October 31, 2017.)

--oo0oo-- 
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 

 

STATE OF NEVADA    ) 
:  ss 

COUNTY OF CLARK     ) 

 

I, Danette L. Antonacci, C.C.R. 222, do

hereby certify that I took down in Shorthand (Stenotype)

all of the proceedings had in the before-entitled matter

at the time and place indicated and thereafter said

shorthand notes were transcribed at and under my

direction and supervision and that the foregoing

transcript constitutes a full, true, and accurate record

of the proceedings had.

Dated at Las Vegas, Nevada, 

October 30, 2017. 

          /s/ Danette L. Antonacci

                ________________________________ 
          Danette L. Antonacci, C.C.R. 222 
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AFFIRMATION 

Pursuant to NRS 239B.030 

 

The undersigned does hereby affirm that the 
preceding TRANSCRIPT filed in GRAND JURY CASE NUMBER 
17AGJ113A-C:  

 

 

 X  Does not contain the social security number of any  
person, 
 

-OR- 

___ Contains the social security number of a person as 
required by: 
 
        A.  A specific state or federal law, to- 
            wit: NRS 656.250. 

-OR- 

        B.  For the administration of a public program 
     or for an application for a federal or  

            state grant. 

 

/s/ Danette L. Antonacci 
_________________________          10-30-17 
Signature    Date 

 

Danette L. Antonacci  
Print Name 
 

Official Court Reporter 
Title  
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EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

                  CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 

 

THE STATE OF NEVADA, )
              )
                Plaintiff,     )

        ) 
          vs.       )  GJ No. 17AGJ113A-C 

         )  DC No. C327585 
DORIE REGINA HENLEY, ANDREW )
BRANDON HENLEY, JOSE MELVIN )
FRANCO, )

              ) 
                Defendants.       )
___________________________________)  
 

 

Taken at Las Vegas, Nevada 

Tuesday, October 31, 2017  

1:59 p.m. 

 

 

 

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

 

VOLUME 2 
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GRAND JURORS PRESENT ON OCTOBER 31, 2017  

 

MORGAN DEVLIN, Foreperson 

SANDRA MOORE, Deputy Foreperson 

RAELYNN CASTANEDA, Secretary 

JANIS ROGERS, Assistant Secretary 

MARY ANDERSON 

DOMINIQUE CARDENAS 

IVAN CAYLOR 

JERRY DIVINCENZO 

MICHELLE FENDELANDER 

BOBBI FLORIAN 

AMY KNUDSON 

GREGORY KORNILOFF 

PATRICIA PRATHER 

LATANIS WATTS 

GUSTAVO ZAVALA 

 

Also present at the request of the Grand Jury: 

John Giordani, Chief Deputy District Attorney 

Jory Scarborough, Deputy District Attorney 
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LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 31, 2017  

* * * * * * * 

 

DANETTE L. ANTONACCI, 

having been first duly sworn to faithfully  

and accurately transcribe the following  

proceedings to the best of her ability. 

 

MR. GIORDANI:  Good afternoon ladies and

gentlemen of the Grand Jury.  John Giordani here on

behalf of the State of Nevada, also Michael Jory

Scarborough.  We're here for the continued presentation

on the case of State of Nevada versus Dorie Henley,

Andrew Henry and Jose Franco, Grand Jury case number

17AGJ113A-C.  Are there any members of the Grand Jury

who were not present at the last presentation on this

case?  I'm seeing no hands.

With that we will ask you to deliberate at

this time.  As always if you require any further

instruction on the law prior to returning your bill

please let us know.  Thank you.

(At this time, all persons, other than 

members of the Grand Jury, exit the room at 1:59 p.m. 

and return at 2:03 p.m.) 

THE FOREPERSON:  Mr. District Attorney, by02:03
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a voted of 12 or more grand jurors a true bill has been

returned against defendants Dorie Henley, Andrew Henley

and Jose Franco charging the crimes of murder with use

of a deadly weapon, conspiracy to commit murder, third

degree arson, conspiracy to commit third degree arson,

first degree kidnapping, conspiracy to commit

kidnapping, robbery with use of a deadly weapon,

conspiracy to commit robbery, grand larceny auto, and

conspiracy to commit larceny, in Grand Jury case number

17AGJ113A-C.  We instruct you to prepare an Indictment

in conformance with the proposed Indictment previously

submitted to us.

MR. GIORDANI:  Will do.  Thank you very

much.

(Proceedings concluded.) 

--oo0oo-- 
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 

 

STATE OF NEVADA    ) 
:  ss 

COUNTY OF CLARK     ) 

 

I, Danette L. Antonacci, C.C.R. 222, do

hereby certify that I took down in Shorthand (Stenotype)

all of the proceedings had in the before-entitled matter

at the time and place indicated and thereafter said

shorthand notes were transcribed at and under my

direction and supervision and that the foregoing

transcript constitutes a full, true, and accurate record

of the proceedings had.

Dated at Las Vegas, Nevada, 

November 2, 2017. 

          /s/ Danette L. Antonacci

                ________________________________ 
          Danette L. Antonacci, C.C.R. 222 
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AFFIRMATION 

Pursuant to NRS 239B.030 

 

The undersigned does hereby affirm that the 
preceding TRANSCRIPT filed in GRAND JURY CASE NUMBER 
17AGJ113A-C:  

 

 

 X  Does not contain the social security number of any  
person, 
 

-OR- 

___ Contains the social security number of a person as 
required by: 
 
        A.  A specific state or federal law, to- 
            wit: NRS 656.250. 

-OR- 

        B.  For the administration of a public program 
     or for an application for a federal or  

            state grant. 

 

/s/ Danette L. Antonacci 
_________________________          11-2-17 
Signature    Date 

 

Danette L. Antonacci  
Print Name 
 

Official Court Reporter 
Title  
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POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

 The instant motion fails to address the simple and clear statutory language that 

addresses this issue.  The legislative use of the conjunctive “and” clearly establishes that the 

instant Motion is without merit and should be denied in its entirety.  N.R.S. 172.241(2)(a-b).   

2.  A district attorney or a peace officer shall serve reasonable notice upon a 
person whose indictment is being considered by a grand jury unless the court 
determines that adequate cause exists to withhold notice. The notice is adequate 
if it: 

(a)  Is given to the person, the person’s attorney of record or an
attorney who claims to represent the person and gives the person 
not less than 5 judicial days to submit a request to testify to the 
district attorney; and 

(b)  Advises the person that the person may testify before the grand 
jury only if the person submits a written request to the district 
attorney and includes an address where the district attorney may 
send a notice of the date, time and place of the scheduled 
proceeding of the grand jury. 

Nev. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 172.241.

 Counsel cannot seek to extend the time Marcum requires.  The exercise of one’s rights 

to testify before the Grand Jury mandates certain important procedural requirements.  

Petitioner failed to satisfy those requirements.   

The Nevada Supreme Court held:

 In conclusion, we are unwilling to expand the rights of grand jury targets 
beyond those expressly provided by statute. Although appellants assert they seek 
only “notice,” what they truly seek is limited pre-indictment discovery. The 
conduct in which appellants are alleged to have engaged, although occurring at 
different times and locations, is virtually identical. Appellants have been notified 
of the crimes for which they are being investigated, the manner in which it is 
alleged those crimes were perpetrated, and of the several locations and the 
general time frame in which the crimes allegedly took place. We conclude that 
this is all that “notice” requires in this context. We are not unsympathetic to 
grand jury targets who are faced with numerous charges and who cannot obtain 
exact and specific information of the sort which appellants seek here. This 
dilemma, however, only surfaces because the Nevada legislature has chosen to 
extend the right to testify to grand jury targets, a grant of grace that it was not 
constitutionally required to make. Finally, the exceptions to the notice 
requirement set forth in Nevada's statute and in the ABA Model Grand Jury Act 
provide strong evidence that the right to testify is a conditional and limited right. 
See NRS 172.241(2) and (3); American Bar Association, ABA Model Grand 
Jury Act, § 102, cmt. at 22-23 (1982). 

Gordon v. Ponticello, 110 Nev. 1015, 1020-1021, 879 P.2d 741, 744 - 745 (1994).   

P.031Docket 74723   Document 2017-44535
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CONCLUSION 

Based upon the foregoing points and authorities, the State respectfully requests that this 

Court DENY Defendant’s motion.

DATED this         16th            day of November, 2017. 

Respectfully submitted, 

STEVEN B. WOLFSON 
Clark County District Attorney 
Nevada Bar #001565 

BY /s/ David Stanton
DAVID STANTON
Chief Deputy District Attorney
Nevada Bar #003202

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTRONIC FILING 
 I hereby certify that service of State’s Opposition to Defendant’s Motion For Own 

Recognizance Release/Setting Reasonable Bail, was made this 16th day of November, 2017, 

by Electronic Filing to: 

                                                                MARY D. BROWN, ESQ. 
                                                                Mary@TheLasVegasDefender.com

BY: /s/ Stephanie Johnson 
Employee of the District Attorney’s Office 

17F18527A/saj/MVU
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 IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 
 
 
DORIE REGINA HENLEY, 
 
 Petitioner, 

 
v. 

 
THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
COURT OF THE STATE OF 
NEVADA, COUNTY OF CLARK, 
THE HONORABLE VALERIE 
ADAIR, DISTRICT COURT JUDGE,  
 
 Respondents, 
 
THE STATE OF NEVADA, 

 Real Party in Interest. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)
)
)
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 Supreme Court No. ___________ 
 
 District Court No: C-17-327585-1 

 
 

 )  
 

APPELLANT’S APPENDIX 
 

MARY D. BROWN, ESQ   ADAM P. LAXALT 
BROWN LAW OFFICES, CHTD.  NEVADA ATTORNEY GENERAL 
Nevada Bar No. 6240    Nevada Bar No. 12426 
200 Hoover Ave., Suite 130   100 North Carson Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101   Carson City, Nevada 98701-4717 
Telephone:  (702) 405-0505   (775)  
Facsimile:  (866) 215-8145 
Mary@thelasvegasdefender.com 
 
Attorney for Petitioner,    Counsel for Respondents 
DORIE REGINA HENLEY 
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PLEADING         PAGE NO. 
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Motion to Dismiss Indictment or, in the Alternative, for Own  
Recognizance Release Pending Writ Due to the State’s Knowing  
and Intentional Deprivation of Defendant’s Rights  .................................... 006-029 
 
State’s Opposition to Defendant’s Motion for Own  
Recognizance Release/Setting Reasonable Bail .......................................... 030-032 
 
Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus ............................................................. 033-069 
 
State’s Opposition to Defendant’s Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus ...... 070-076 
 
Order on Motion to Dismiss Indictment or, in the Alternative,  
for Own Recognizance Release Pending Writ Due to the State’s  
Knowing and Intentional Deprivation of Defendant’s Rights ..................... 077-079 
 
Order Denying Motion to Stay Proceedings Pending Writ to  
Supreme Court on Order on Motion to Dismiss Indictment  
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TRANSCRIPT 
 
Reporter’s Transcript of Proceedings, October 24, 2017 ............................ 083-117 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I hereby certify that a true copy of this Petition for Appellant’s Appendix 

was served on Steven B. Wolfson, Real Party in Interest, through his deputy David 

L. Stanton, this 26th day of December 2017.   

 I further certify that a true and correct copy of this Appellant’s Appendix 

was served on Respondent, the Honorable Valerie Adair, District Court Judge, on 

this 26th day of December 2017.   

 I further certify that that a true and correct copy of this Appellant’s 

Appendix was filed electronically with the Nevada Supreme Court on December 

26, 2017. Electronic Service of the foregoing document shall be made in 

accordance with the Master Service List as follows: 

 
       ADAM P. LAXALT 
       Nevada Attorney General 
        
       DAVID L. STANTON 
       Chief Deputy District Attorney 
 
       MARY D. BROWN 
       Counsel for Petitioner 
 
     By:            /s/ Mary D. Brown                             . 
      An employee of Brown Law Offices, Chtd. 
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OPPS
STEVEN B. WOLFSON 
Clark County District Attorney 
Nevada Bar #001565 
DAVID STANTON 
Chief Deputy District Attorney 
Nevada Bar #003202  
200 Lewis Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155-2212 
(702) 671-2500 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

THE STATE OF NEVADA,

Plaintiff,

-vs-

DORIE REGINA HENLEY,
#2826387

Defendant.

CASE NO:

DEPT NO:

C-17-327585-1

III

STATE’S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR OWN 
RECOGNIZANCE RELEASE/SETTING REASONABLE BAIL 

DATE OF HEARING:  11/21/2017 
TIME OF HEARING:  9:00 AM.

COMES NOW, the State of Nevada, by STEVEN B. WOLFSON, Clark County 

District Attorney, through DAVID STANTON, Chief Deputy District Attorney, and hereby 

submits the attached Points and Authorities in Opposition to Defendant’s Motion For Own 

Recognizance Release/Setting Reasonable Bail. 

This Opposition is made and based upon all the papers and pleadings on file herein, the 

attached points and authorities in support hereof, and oral argument at the time of hearing, if 

deemed necessary by this Honorable Court. 

///

///

///
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