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MEMORANDUM 

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 
 

The Petition for Rehearing should be denied as this Court has not overlooked a 

material fact, misapprehended a question of law or ignored controlling precedent.  

Ultimately, Appellant’s request for rehearing warrants rejection because his 

arguments are premised upon erroneous allegations of fact and law. 

Pursuant to NRAP 40(c)(2), this Court considers rehearing when it has 

overlooked or misapprehended a material fact or question of law.  Bahena v. 

Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., 126 Nev. ___, ___, 245 P.3d 1182, 1184 (Nev. 2010).  

Accord, McConnell v. State, 121 Nev. 25, 26, 107 P.3d 1287, 1288 (2005).  

Additionally, rehearing is warranted where the Court has overlooked, misapplied, or 

failed to consider directly controlling legal authority.  Bahena, 126 Nev. at __, 245 

P.3d at 1184. 

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF NRS 200.450 

As Applied Vagueness Challenge 

 Appellant first argues that this Court overlooked his as applied vagueness 

challenge to NRS 200.450.   

 As an initial point, it is debatable whether Appellant truly asserted an as 

applied challenge.  He contends that he asserted such a challenge when he stated in 

his Reply Brief “NRS 200.450 did not provide [Appellant] notice that his response, 
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‘you know where I be’ to [the victim’s] threat to ‘kick [Appellant’s] ass’ would be 

an acceptance and/or a challenge to fight.”  Appellant’s Petition for Rehearing 

(hereinafter “APR”), p. 4 (quoting Appellant’s Reply Brief [hereinafter “ARB”], p. 

10).  However, it is difficult to see how Appellant’s statement implies that NRS 

200.450 is vague specifically as to him because of his particular circumstances.  

Rather, it seems like a reiteration of his argument that NRS 200.450 is facially vague 

because it does “lacks definitions for essential terms thereby forcing one to guess at 

what actions would subject him to criminal liability,” which this Court correctly 

rejected. Appellant’s Opening Brief (hereinafter “AOB”), p. 31. 

 If Appellant did not make an as applied challenge, then this Court did not 

overlook anything and the Court should decline to consider new claims not raised 

initially.  NRAP 40(c)(1) (“no point may be raised for the first time on rehearing”); 

accord City of N. Las Vegas v. 5th & Centennial, LLC, 130 Nev. ___, 331 P.3d 896 

(2014); Stanfill v. State, 99 Nev. 499, 665 P.2d 1146 (1993). 

 Nonetheless, this Court did adjudicate an as applied challenge and therefore 

did not overlook a material fact or question of law.  Pimentel v. State, 133 Nev. ___, 

396 P.3d 759, 764 (2017).  This Court properly held that when “[l]ooking to the 

statute as applied to the facts of the case,” the facts in the instant case were 

undistinguishable from those in Wilmeth and that “a person of reasonable 



   

 

 I:\APPELLATE\WPDOCS\SECRETARY\PETITION -REHEAR-RECONSIDER\PIMENTEL, LUIS, 68710, ST'S ANS. TO PET. FOR REHEARING.DOCX 

4

intelligence would be aware that [Appellant’s] actions in this case constituted either 

a challenge to fight or an acceptance thereof, and participation in an ensuing fight.”  

Id. (emphasis added); Wilmeth v. State, 96 Nev. 403, 610 P.2d, 735 (1980).  Because 

this Court adjudicated an as applied challenge and found it to be without merit as to 

Appellant, this Court did not overlook, misapply, or fail to consider a material fact, 

question of law, or directly controlling legal authority and Appellant’s petition 

should be denied. 

Enforcement Standards 

 Appellant complains that this Court applied the wrong standard for 

determining whether the statute was vague for failing to provide enforcement 

standards.   

“A statute is unconstitutionally vague and subject to facial attack if it (1) fails 

to provide notice sufficient to enable persons of ordinary intelligence to understand 

what conduct is prohibited and (2) lacks specific standards, thereby encouraging, 

authorizing, or even failing to prevent arbitrary and discriminatory enforcement.”  

Silvar v. Eight Judicial Dist. Court, 112 Nev. 289, 293, 129 P.3d 682, 685 (2006).  

It is prong two of this test which Appellant now contends is not met.  In order to 

provide adequate law enforcement guidelines, a statute must “specify the 

circumstances for which a person could be arrested….”  Id. at 295, 129 P.2d at 686.  
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In Silvar, the ordinance in question prohibited “loiter[ing] in or near any public 

place…under circumstances manifesting the purpose of inducing, enticing, 

soliciting for or procuring another to commit an act of prostitution.”  Id. at 292, 129 

P.3d at 684.  In that case, the Court ruled that the wording of the ordinance was open-

ended and the lack of enumerated circumstances could to lead to inconsistent 

standards among officers.  Id. at 295, 129 P.3d at 686. 

 Unlike Silvar, NRS 200.450 explicitly lays out that in order to be arrested 

and/or convicted, “[t]he police and prosecutors need only look to find evidence that 

the fighters agreed to fight beforehand, a fight actually took place, and in the case of 

murder charges, that one or more of the fighters died as a result.”  Pimentel, 122 

Nev. ___, 396 P.3d at 765.  Unlike Silvar, where the ordinance provided no 

guidelines for what constituted prohibited behavior, here the prohibited behavior is 

clear – agreement to fight, a fight, and in murder cases a death.  Because NRS 

200.450 has specific standards it is not vague under prong two of the Silvar test, and 

this Court did not overlook, misapply, or fail to consider a material fact, question of 

law, or directly controlling legal authority by so ruling. 

Overbreadth Analysis 

 Appellant contends that this Court erred by ruling that NRS 200.450 is not 

overbroad because it does not criminalize speech.  Rather, “NRS 200.450 relies on 
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a person’s intent to fight to satisfy the mens rea requirement to prove murder.”  

Pimentel, 133 Nev.___, 396 P.3d at 766.  Appellant is not satisfied with this analysis 

because it “overlook[s] NRS 2.450(2)’s plain language…” which punishes the act 

of delivering a message.  APR, 6.   

However, Appellant’s complaint is inapplicable here.  “A challenger who has 

engaged in conduct that is clearly proscribed cannot complain of the vagueness of 

the law as applied to the conduct of others.”  Sheriff v. Martin, 99 Nev. 336, 340, 

662 P.2d 634, 637 (1983).  Instead, a reviewing court must first “examine the 

complainant’s conduct before analyzing other hypothetical applications of the law.”  

Hoffman Estates v. Flipside, 455 U.S. 489, 495 (1982).  Since Appellant was not 

prosecuted for delivering a message, and this Court found that his conduct violated 

NRS 200.450(1), his argument is irrelevant and rehearing is not warranted. 

NRS 200.450 AND SELF-DEFENSE 

Application of Wilmeth  

Appellant argues that this Court erred in relying on Wilmeth to determine that 

“self-defense is not available when the State charges murder under a theory of 

challenge to fight” because the language this Court relied on was dicta.  APR, 6. 

 The portion of Wilmeth relied on by this Court was a holding.  In Wilmeth, 

this Court addressed Wilmeth’s argument that NRS 200.450 was vague as applied 
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because it does not make clear “when a participant may use self-defense when 

weapons are used and an agreement to use weapons was not previously reached.”  

Wilmeth, 96 Nev. at 405, 610 P.2d at 737.  In deciding that issue, the Court 

recognized that although such a complaint may be valid for other fact patterns, the 

statute was not vague as to “the instant facts.”  Id.  In other words, the Court chose 

to analyze the facts before it rather than entertain hypothetical fact patterns. 

 Moreover, here the facts of Appellant’s case are indistinguishable from those 

in Wilmeth.  In Wilmeth the appellant accepted and complied with a verbal challenge 

to fight, engaged in a fight, and killed the victim using a firearm, when the agreement 

to fight did not contemplate using a firearm.  Id. at 404, 405, 610 P.2d at 736, 737.  

In the instant case, Appellant likewise agreed to fight, engaged in a fight, and killed 

the victim using a firearm, when the agreement to fight did not contemplate using a 

firearm.  Assuming, arguendo, that the holding on this issue in Wilmeth was limited 

to a specific fact pattern, because the fact pattern in the instant case is virtually 

identical to the fact pattern in Wilmeth, this Court did not overlook, misapply, or fail 

to consider a material fact, question of law, or directly controlling legal authority by 

relying on the holding in Wilmeth. 

 Appellant’s argument that the district court erred in giving Instruction 19 is 

likewise unpersuasive.  Appellant attempts to say this Court has recognized that self-
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defense is both allowed and not allowed under NRS 200.450 and therefore it is a 

question for the jury.  APR, 13.  However, under what circumstances a defendant is 

permitted to claim self-defense may be limited by a court.  Wilmeth, 96 Nev. at 405, 

610 P.2d at 737; Runion v. State, 116 Nev. 1041, 1050-51, 13 P.3d 52, 58-59 (2000) 

(whether any self-defense instructions are appropriate depends upon the evidence); 

State v. Grimmett, 33 Nev. 531, 112 P. 273 (1910) (distinguishing and highlighting 

that self-defense is only available when the defendant did not enter the situation 

voluntarily).  What this Court has ruled through Wilmeth and what it correctly found 

on appeal in the instant case is that, at the very least, on a set of facts as seen in 

Wilmeth and here, self-defense is not available.  That is a settled question of law and 

as such is not appropriate for a jury.  The district court did not err by giving 

Instruction 19, and this Court did not overlook, misapply, or fail to consider a 

material fact, question of law, or directly controlling legal authority by so ruling. 

Denial of Defense Instructions 

Appellant alleges that this Court overlooked law directly controlling a 

dispositive issue when it ruled that his complaints regarding Defense Proposed 

Instructions 1 and 2 (a recitation of NRS 200.120 and NRS 200.160) were “without 

merit.”  APR, 17 (citing Pimentel, 133 Nev. ___, 396 P.3d at 762 n.1).   
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It is unclear what controlling law Appellant thinks this Court overlooked.  To 

the extent he asserts “[t]he district court’s clearly erroneous decision usurped the 

legislature’s prerogative to expand use of force outside one’s dwelling,” the law in 

that area is well settled.  APR, 18.  The Court has repeatedly held that “if the 

language of a statute is clear on its face, we will ascribe to the statute its plain 

meaning and not look beyond its language.”  Koller v. State, 122 Nev. 223, 226, 130 

P.3d 653, 655 (2006) (footnote and internal quotations omitted).  Accord, Potter v. 

Potter, 121 Nev. 613, 616, 119 P.3d 1246, 1248 (2005) (“When the language of a 

statute is clear and unambiguous, its apparent intent must be given effect”); State 

Dept. of Human Resources, Welfare Div. v. Estate of Ulmer, 120 Nev. 108, 113, 87 

P.3d 1045, 1049 (2004) (“It is well established that ‘when the language of a statute 

is plan and unambiguous a court should give that language its ordinary meaning and 

not go beyond it’”); Beazer Homes Nevada, Inc. v. Eighth Judicial District Court, 

120 Nev. 575, 579-80, 97 P.3d 1132, 1135 (2004) (“If the plain meaning of a statute 

is clear on its face the court will not go beyond the language of that statute to 

determine its meaning”); State v. Catanio, 120 Nev. 1030, 1033, 102 P.3d 588, 590 

(2004) (“We must attribute the plain meaning to a statute that is not ambiguous”); 

Diamond v. Swick, 117 Nev. 671, 675, 28 P.3d 1087, 1089 (2001) (“This court has 

consistently held that when there is no ambiguity in a statute, there is no opportunity 
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for judicial construction, and the law must be followed unless it yields an absurd 

result.  In construing a statute, this court must give effect to the literal meaning of 

the words.”); City Council of Reno v. Reno Newspapers, Inc., 105 Nev. 886, 893, 

784 P.2d 974, 977 (1989) (“When the language of a statute is plain and 

unambiguous, a court should give that language its ordinary meaning and not go 

beyond it.”) 

To the extent Appellant asserts that this Court overlooked an error by the 

district court, he is incorrect.  Nevada law gives the court discretion to decide 

whether a jury instruction is correct and pertinent.  NRS 175.161(3).  In fact, a 

district court has broad discretion to settle jury instructions, but they have been 

directed to “cease merely quoting the applicable statutes when instructing a jury on 

self-defense.”  Crawford v. State, 121 Nev. 746, 748, 121 P.3d 582, 585 (2005); 

Runion, 116 Nev. at 1050-51, 13 P.2d at 58.  The district court abuses its discretion 

only when the “decision is arbitrary or capricious or if it exceeds the bounds of law 

or reason.”  Id.  It is not error to refuse to give an instruction when the substance of 

that instruction is substantially covered by another jury instruction.  Ford v. State, 

99 Nev. 209, 211, 660 P.2d 992, 993 (1983).  Importantly, a trial court may also 

refuse to give an instruction if it is less accurate than other instructions, or will 
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confuse the jury. Sanchez-Dominguez v. State, 130 Nev. ___, ___, 318 P.3d 1068, 

1072 (2014).   

Further, erroneous jury instructions are subject to harmless error review. 

Wegner v. State, 116 Nev. 1149, 1155-56, 14 P.3d 25, 30 (2000) (overruled on other 

grounds by Rosas v. State, 122 Nev. 1258, 147 P.3d 1101 (2006)).  An instructional 

error is harmless when it is “clear beyond a reasonable doubt that a rational jury 

would have found the defendant guilty absent the error[,]” and the error is not the 

type that would undermine certainty in the verdict. Id. (quoting Neder v. United 

States, 527 U.S. 1, 18, 119 S. Ct. 1827, 1838 (1999)).  

Defense Proposed Instruction 1, a recitation of NRS 200.120, provided: 

Justifiable homicide is the killing of a human being in 

necessary self-defense, or in defense of habitation, 

property or person, against one who manifestly intends or 

endeavors, by violence or surprise, to commit a felony, or 

against any person or persons who manifestly intend and 

endeavor, in a violent, riotous, tumultuous or surreptitious 

manner, to enter the habitation of another for the purpose 

of assaulting or offering personal violence to any person 

dwelling or being therein. 

 

A person is not required to retreat before using deadly 

force as provided above if the person: (1) is not the 

original aggressor; (2) has a right to be present at the 

location where deadly force is used; and (3) is not actively 

engaged in conduct in furtherance of criminal activity at 

the time deadly force is used.  

 

4 AA 793 (emphasis added).    
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The facts in this case did not warrant this instruction because the fight and 

murder occurred in the parking lot of Siegel Suites, a public place.  Therefore, the 

portions of NRS 200.120 speaking to defending one’s habitation not dealing with 

self-defense were not applicable in this case.  Moreover, the part of the instruction 

regarding defense of one’s self is substantially covered in Instructions 20 and 21.  4 

AA 820-21.  Therefore, the district court did not abuse its discretion in denying this 

jury instruction, and this Court did not overlook, misapply, or fail to consider a 

material fact, question of law, or directly controlling legal authority by so ruling. 

Defense Proposed Instruction No. 2 provided: 

Homicide is also justifiable when committed: 

 

1. In the lawful defense of the slayer, or his or her husband, 

wife, parent, child, brother or sister, or of any other person 

in his or her presence or company, when there is 

reasonable ground to apprehend a design on the part of the 

person slain to commit a felony or to do some great 

personal injury to the slayer or to any such person, and 

there is imminent danger of such design being 

accomplished; or  

 

2. In the actual resistance of an attempt to commit a felony 

upon the slayer, in his or her presence, or upon or in a 

dwelling, or other place of abode in which the slayer is.  

 

4 AA 794.   

Although Appellant contends that the district court denied these instructions 

“claiming [they] only applied to one’s dwelling,” the court actually denied this 
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instruction because the relevant parts had already been incorporated in Instructions 

20, 21, and 22.  APR, 18; 4 AA 820-22; 13 AA 3032.  Moreover, Appellant’s 

proffered instructions were mere recitations of NRS 200.120 and NRS 200.160 – the 

exact sort of instructions this Court has directed district courts to not give.  Further, 

this instruction was irrelevant to Appellant’s case because there was no evidence he 

was defending anyone else since Amanda had already left the scene.  Thus, the 

district court did not err in denying these instructions and this Court did not overlook, 

misapply, or fail to consider a material fact, question of law, or directly controlling 

legal authority by so ruling. 

EXPERT TESTIMONY 

 Appellant next complains that this Court incorrectly held that the testimony 

from the State’s expert witness, Melissa Piasecki, was improper but was harmless 

because she “did not opine as to ‘the ultimate question of any element of the charged 

offense, including whether [Appellant] intended to fight or intended to kill.’”  APR, 

19 (citing Pimentel, 133 Nev. ___, 396 P.3d at 768).  Indeed, Appellant classifies 

the Court’s statement as “categorically untrue.”  APR, 19.   

 To the extent any error exists in the Court’s opinion regarding this issue, it is 

due to Appellant never specifying what part of the testimony was inappropriate and 

instead merely citing to the majority of the direct examination and the entirety of the 
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redirect examination.  AOB, 40 (citing “see AA XII 2925-53, 2968-76”).  Because 

of Appellant’s lack of specificity, this Court was not even required to address the 

issue because it was a generalized claim of error unsupported by any specific factual 

assertions.  State, Dept. of Motor Vehicles and Public Safety v. Rowland, 107 Nev. 

475, 479, 814 P.2d 80, 83 (1991) (unsupported arguments are summarily rejected on 

appeal); Maresca v. State, 103 Nev. 669, 673, 748 P.2d 3, 6 (1987) (“It is appellant’s 

responsibility to present relevant authority and cogent argument; issues not so 

presented need not be addressed by this court.”).  As such, whether the underlying 

issues have merit is inappropriately raised on a petition for rehearing, and instead 

must be pursued through a different process, such as a claim of ineffective assistance 

of appellate counsel. 

Nonetheless, to the extent the Court is inclined to address this issue, 

Appellant’s claims do not justify granting his petition.  Appellant asserts that 

Piasecki testified that when Appellant said “really” when he saw the victim at Segal 

Suites that meant that Appellant was “challenging” the victim.  APR, 20.  However, 

Appellant leaves out the rest of Piasecki’s testimony.  Upon being asked whether 

Appellant appeared to have anxiety on the night of the murder, Piasecki responded: 

So he described when he arrived at the Siegel Suites and 

he saw the victim at his store, his response was, Really?  

As in, Do you really want to do this?  Or, Really, are you 

going to be there?  And that he had more of a – a response 
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that really wasn’t anxiety experience, it wasn’t a fear 

response.  It was curiosity, it was, This is my house, why 

should I have to leave?  Maybe a little defiant or a little 

challenging.  But he didn’t describe anxiety, no. 

 

12 AA 2945-46.  Taken in its entirety, Piasecki’s testimony did not opine that 

Appellant intended to fight or intended to kill.  Rather, her testimony established that 

Appellant was not anxious on the night of the murder. 

 Likewise, Appellant claims that Piasecki testified as to the ultimate question 

of premeditation and deliberation when she said that Appellant had the “capacity to 

make decisions unrelated to the threat” and had the “ability to consider consequences 

of his actions unrelated to the threat.”  APR, 20.  However, testifying that someone 

is capable of decision making and careful consideration is a far cry from testifying 

that they actually engaged in that decision making and careful consideration. 

 The State’s expert witness did not opine on any ultimate question, and this 

Court did not overlook, misapply, or fail to consider a material fact, question of law, 

or directly controlling legal authority by so ruling. 

CHALLENGE TO FIGHT AS A THEORY OF MURDER 

 As Appellant correctly acknowledges, his duplicity argument is barred by the 

law of the case since it was litigated in the context of the prior mandamus petition.  

Pellegrini v. State, 117 Nev. 860, 879, 34 P.3d 519, 532 (2001); McNelton v. State, 
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115 Nev. 396, 415, 990 P.2d 1263, 1276 (1999); Valerio v. State, 112 Nev. 383, 386, 

915 P.2d 874, 876 (1996); Hall v. State, 91 Nev. 314, 316, 535 P.2d 797, 798-99 

(1975).  The law of the case cannot be avoided by a more detailed and precisely 

focused argument made upon reflection of the prior proceedings.  Hall, 91 Nev. at 

316, 535 P.2d at 798-99.  Appellant’s admission that he did not raise his duplicity 

argument precludes review in a petition for rehearing.  NRAP 40(c)(1) (“no point 

may be raised for the first time on rehearing”); accord, City of N. Las Vegas v. 5th 

& Centennial, LLC, 130 Nev. ___, 331 P.3d 896 (2014); Stanfill v. State, 99 Nev. 

499, 665 P.2d 1146 (1993).  As such, this claim is proper only for post-conviction 

review. 

 Nonetheless, Appellant’s duplicity argument does not change the fact that 

NRS 200.450(3) establishes challenge to fight as a theory of murder and was 

properly charged as such. 

At the district court level, Appellant filed a pretrial habeas petition arguing, 

as he does here, that challenge-to-fight-resulting-in-death is not a theory of First-

Degree Murder, but rather some other crime that must be pleaded in a separate count.  

The district court disagreed: 

The statute [NRS 200.450(3)] is pretty specific.  It says:

 Should death ensue to a person in such a fight or 

should such a person die from any injuries received in such 

a fight, the person causing or having any agency in causing 
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the death, . . . is guilty of murder in the first degree and 

shall be punished [as provided in subsection 4 of NRS 

200.030].  So it doesn’t say that you’re guilty of challenge 

to fight.  If a death results it is murder in the first degree.  

It’s not a separate offense.  I’d like it – and kind of to how 

forgery, you know, there are all those statutes that say you 

can commit forgery this way, then there’s another statute 

you can commit forgery, but it’s all forgery.  And I think 

that the pleading certainly is sufficient to put you on notice 

that that’s what they’re charging. . . .  Now at trial you’re 

absolutely correct that they’re going to have to prove up 

the elements of the way to get to first-degree murder just 

like they would have to prove up felony murder elements.  

And you’ll be entitled to jury instructions and to 

completely argue that there was – either that there wasn’t 

a challenge to fight or that they didn’t meet the elements, 

what have you.  But that’s a matter for jury instructions. 

 

4 AA 940-41.  Appellant then filed an emergency petition for writ of mandamus 

alleging, among other things, the same argument.  This Court also disagreed with 

Appellant, finding that the claim “is clearly belied by the plain language of NRS 

200.450(3).  See case #66304, Order Granting Petition in Part, p.1, n.1. 

 Appellant now tries for a third time to achieve a different result on the same 

argument, but it is no more convincing.  As to the contention that premeditated 

murder and challenge-to-fight-resulting-in-death are different offenses, the claim 

appears to rest on the mere fact that the theories of liability (or “crimes”) exist in 

different sections of NRS Chapter 200.  As the district court noted, however, the 

plain words of the challenge-to-fight-resulting-in-death subsection [200.450(3)] 
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designate the offense proscribed as “murder in the first degree” and specifically 

guide the reader to NRS 200.030(4).  The only statutory provision defining First 

Degree Murder is NRS 200.030(1).  Thus, this Court must, and correctly did, read 

NRS 200.030 and NRS 200.450 together to determine whether First Degree Murder 

pursuant to NRS 200.450 is a stand-alone charge or can be included as a theory of 

mens rea under NRS 200.030.  See Holmes v. State, 114 Nev. 1357, 1363-64, 972 

P.2d 337, 341 (1998) (Commission of a felony and premeditation are merely 

alternative means of establishing the single mens rea element of First Degree 

Murder, rather than constituting independent elements of the crime).  Indeed, it is 

this Court's obligation to construe statutory provisions in harmony with each other 

when possible.  See Williams v. Clk. Co. Dist. Attorney, 118 Nev. 473, 485, 50 P.3d 

536, 543 (2002). 

Further, given that NRS 200.030 defines First Degree Murder, the more 

appropriate course of action for the Court is to, as it did, harmonize the statutes to 

the extent they conflict and determine that if a killing occurs in the course and scope 

of the conduct proscribed in NRS 200.450, that the killing becomes not an 

independent element of the crime but a means of establishing the single mens rea of 

First Degree Murder.  See Holmes, 114 Nev. 1357.  This would also support this 

Court’s long-standing jurisprudence that a jury need not be unanimous on theories 
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of liability, such as in the case where a First Degree Murder is pleaded alternatively 

by enumerated means, premeditation and deliberation, or felony murder.  See 

Crawford v. State, 121 Nev. 744, 749-50, 121 P.3d 582, 586 (2005). 

NRS 200.450(3) clearly establishes that a person who commits a murder 

under the challenge to fight statute “is guilty of murder in the first degree.”  As such, 

the district court properly so ruled, and this Court properly so ruled in the mandamus 

litigation.  Even if this claim were not barred by the law of the case, this Court did 

not overlook, misapply, or fail to consider a material fact, question of law, or directly 

controlling legal authority and therefore rehearing is not warranted on this claim. 

CONCLUSION 

 

For the foregoing reasons, the State respectfully requests that Appellant’s 

Petition for Rehearing be denied. 

Dated this 6th day of October, 2017. 

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

 BY /s/ Jonathan E. VanBoskerck 

  
JONATHAN E. VANBOSKERCK 
Chief Deputy District Attorney 
Nevada Bar #006528 
Office of the Clark County District Attorney 
Regional Justice Center 
200 Lewis Avenue 
Post Office Box 552212 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89155 
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