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IN THE SUPREME COURT  OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

* * * * *

NORMAN BELCHER,
Appellant,

vs.

THE STATE OF NEVADA,
Respondent.

S.C. CASE NO.72325

PETITION FOR REHEARING

Norman Belcher hereby petitions this Court for Rehearing pursuant to

NRAP 40(c)(2), following this Court’s Order of Affirmance, filed June 4, 2020.

“The court may consider rehearing in the following circumstances: (A) When the

court has overlooked or misapprehended a material fact in the record or a material

question of law in the case, or (B) When the court has overlooked, misapplied or

failed to consider a statute, procedural rule, regulation or decision directly

controlling a dispositive issue in the case.” NRAP 40(c)(2).

I. REHEARING IS WARRANTED AS THIS COURT’S DECISION
OVERLOOKS A MATERIAL FACT CENTRAL TO THE COURT’S
ANALYSIS.

The majority explained, “when the totality of the other evidence of

Belcher’s guilt is considered against the contrastingly weak and cumulative

consciousness of guilty exhibited in Belcher’s statement there can be no debate

that a rational jury would have found belcher guilty with or without his statement

to the police.” (Order of Affirmance, p. 14). This finding is inaccurate because

this Court has overlooked and misapprehended materials facts central to its

decision. 

Mr. Belcher can clearly establish the State of Nevada did not acquiesce

regarding the strength of the “other evidence”. In fact, Mr. Belcher will provide a

1
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statistical analysis illustrating the State’s assessment of the weight of the

evidence.

In order to understand the methodology utilized, the following should be

carefully considered. Mr. Belcher has reviewed the closing argument of both

prosecutors. In analyzing the prosecutor’s closing arguments, Mr. Belcher

considered the “other evidence” that this Court addressed. Specifically, this Court

explained:

But there was other, significantly more compelling evidence against
Belcher. Nick identified Belcher as the man who shot him. Evidence
established the disintegration of William and Belcher’s elicit
business relationship. Including a heated disagreement between the
two men regarding a drug debt close in time to the shooting and
Belcher openly contemplated harming Williams fifteen year old
daughter as revenge. Eyewitness testimony placed a white car at the
scene of the shooting and minutes after the shooting a patrol officer
stopped Belcher for speeding in the white rental car that, two hours
later was set on fire and destroyed. The defense even admitted that
Belcher committed third degree arson and when Belcher was booked
into the jail he made an unsolicited comment to one of the
correctional officers that seemingly acknowledged he killed Alexus:
“Sir, are you...going to put me in max custody because I killed a
kid?” In this context, Belcher’s statement was cumulative and much
weaker than other evidence of this guilt (Order of Affirmance, p. 14).

Essentially, the “other evidence” can be categorized into six areas: 1) the

overall identification of the defendant by Nick; 2) evidence regarding the drug

business and disintegration of that business, including text messages, 3) the

defendant’s openly contemplated harming of the victim, 4) eyewitness testimony

identifying the white car at the scene and that the defendant was stopped in the

car and set fire to the car, 5) the defense admitted arson, and 6) the defendant’s

alleged confession at the Clark County Detention Center.

Mr. Belcher has analyzed all six categories against the prosecutor’s closing

argument and discussions of the defendant’s statements as well as derivative

fruits of that statement. Before arriving at the results of Belcher’s statistics, it is

important for appropriate review to consider the experience and talent of the two

prosecutors tasked with prosecuting Mr. Belcher. Ms. Jacqueline Bluth is listed as

2
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a Chief Deputy District Attorney in the transcripts. Ms. Bluth was a highly

experienced and talented prosecutor who rose through the ranks of the district

attorney’s office. Ms. Bluth achieved such a high status, she was tasked with

prosecuting death penalty cases, including Mr. Belcher. Moreover, Ms. Bluth is

now a district court Judge. 

Similarly, Mr. Giancarlo Pesci is also listed as a Chief Deputy District

Attorney. Mr. Pesci has had an illustrious career with the district attorney’s office,

concentrating for years on the prosecution of major violators and capital murder

cases. It could hardly be an understatement that Belcher was prosecuted by two of

the finest prosecutors in the district attorney’s office. The reason the experience

of the prosecutors is necessary for this analysis is simple. These two prosecutors

are the most skilled in determining which facts will assist the State in securing a

conviction. A statistical analysis of Ms. Bluth and Ms. Pesci’s closing argument

are powerful. Mr. Belcher has broken down all six categories of “other evidence”

by Ms. Bluth’s and Mr. Pesci’s reference to the page, how many paragraphs she

mentioned the evidence, as well as how many lines for each of the six pieces of

evidence.1

A. THE FACTS FROM MS. BLUTH’S CLOSING ARGUMENT

1. The Identification by Nick

The identification was mentioned by Ms. Bluth on 4 pages (ROA p. 5914-

5916, 5925). The total paragraphs concerning the identification by Nick as

mentioned by Ms. Bluth was 10 paragraphs and approximately 59 lines of text. 

1The undersigned has tried to be as accurate as possible with regard to what

sections apply to each category of “other evidence”. However, counsel would

recognize that there may be a small error rate due to likely room for debate

between the parties. 

3
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2. The Drug Business Deterioration and Text Messages

The drug business deterioration and text messages were mentioned by Ms.

Bluth on 2 pages (ROA p. 5916-5917), within 9 paragraphs and for

approximately 38 lines of text.

3. The Open Contemplation of Harm to the Victim

Ms. Bluth mentioned this evidence on ROA p. 5918, for 2 paragraphs

which amounted to 17 lines of text.

4. Eyewitness Identification of the White Car, the Car Stop of
Mr. Belcher and Subsequent Fire Destroying the Car

This evidence was discussed by Ms. Bluth on ROA p. 5920, for 1

paragraph and approximately 9 lines of text.

5. The Defense Admitted to Mr. Belcher Committing Arson

Although cited by the majority as “other evidence” in support of Mr.

Belcher’s guilt, the prosecution obviously did not think this evidence was

powerful as they never refer to it in closing argument.

6. Statement by Mr. Belcher to the Officer at the Clark
County Detention Center

This evidence was discussed by Ms. Bluth on 1 page (ROA p. 5923), for 1

paragraph and approximately 5 lines of text.

In total, the other evidence was mentioned in seven pages, 23 paragraphs,

and 128 lines. It is important to note that Ms. Bluth spent almost the entire first

two and a half pages of argument dedicated to convincing the jury that the

alternate suspect, Ravon, was not responsible. Ms. Bluth mentioned this argument

on three pages (ROA p. 5911-5913) over the course of nine paragraphs and 60

lines of text. 

With regard to the defendant’s statement, Ms. Bluth refers to it on six

pages (ROA p. 5918-5923). Ms. Bluth mentions Mr. Belcher’s statement or

evidence that is derivative of the statement in fifteen paragraphs and 88 lines of

text.

4
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A quick glimpse of these statistics establish the areas Ms. Bluth thought

was most important. Ms. Bluth found the most important subject to be Mr.

Belcher’s statement, which she mentioned during approximately 88 lines of text.

Coming in second, was Ms. Bluth’s concern that the jury may believe that Ravon

committed the crime. Ms. Bluth spent 60 lines urging the jury to reject the

alternate suspect. In a close third place was Nicholas’ identification which was

discussed for approximately 59 lines. The drug business and deterioration came

fourth with 38 lines of discussion, followed by the defendant’s statements

contemplating killing the victim which was over the course of 17 lines. Further

back was Ms. Bluth’s mentioning of eyewitnesses observing the white car and the

arson at 9 lines. Lastly, the defendant’s alleged statement at the Clark County

Detention Center was discussed by Ms. Bluth for 5 lines. 

In sum, Ms. Bluth spent approximately 128 lines mentioning “other

evidence.” However, Ms. Bluth spent a total of approximately 148 lines

discussing the defendant’s statement and urging the jury to reject Ravon as the

guilty party (88 lines regarding the statement and 60 lines regarding Ravon). 

These statistics provide overwhelming evidence that Ms. Bluth was well

aware that the most important piece of evidence she could utilize to secure a

conviction was the defendant’s statement. The defendant’s statement made up

approximately two-thirds of the lines compared to all of the “other evidence”. (88

lines versus 128 lines). 

Lastly, Ms. Bluth’s closing argument could be divided into four chapters:

First, Ms. Bluth’s argument that Ravon was not responsible. Second, the “other

evidence” argument. Third, the defendant’s statement. Finally, Ms. Bluth spends

considerable time explaining the application of the law. 

A statistical analysis of Mr. Pesci’s closing argument reveals identical

concerns.

///

5
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B. THE FACTS FROM MR. PESCI’S CLOSING ARGUMENT

1. The Identification by Nick

The identification was mentioned by Mr. Pesci on 2 pages (ROA p. 5980-

5981). The total paragraphs concerning the identification by Nick as mentioned

by Mr. Pesci was 4 paragraphs and approximately 35 lines of text. 

2. The Drug Business Deterioration and Text Messages

The drug business deterioration and text messages were mentioned by Mr.

Pesci on 3 pages (ROA p. 5966, 5973-5974), within 4 paragraphs and for

approximately 26 lines of text.

3. The Open Contemplation of Harm to the Victim

Mr. Pesci mentioned this evidence on 1 page (ROA p. 5974), for 3

paragraphs which amounted to 20 lines of text.2

4. Eyewitness Identification of the White Car, the Car Stop of
Mr. Belcher and Subsequent Fire Destroying the Car

This evidence was discussed by Mr. Pesci on 5 pages ROA p. 5969-5970,

5965, 5967, 5974), for 11 paragraphs, and spanning 67 lines.

5. The Defense Admitted to Mr. Belcher Committing Arson

This evidence was never referred to by the prosecutors in closing argument.

6. Statement by Mr. Belcher to the Officer at the Clark
County Detention Center

This evidence was discussed by Mr. Pesci on 1 page (ROA p. 5973), for 2

paragraphs and approximately 12 lines of text.

The sum of the “other evidence” discussed by Mr. Pesci amounted to 9

pages, 24 paragraphs, or 160 lines of text throughout closing argument. Contrast

2 With regard to the defendant’s alleged contemplation of killing the victim,

lines from this section of closing argument have been added to not only this

section, but also to those regarding the viewing of the car and the arson. 

6
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these numbers with Mr. Pesci’s mentioning of the defendant’s statement, which

occurred on 8 pages (ROA p. 5965-5968, 5975, 5976-5978), 16 paragraphs, and

over 109 lines of text.

Mr. Pesci clearly focuses on the strengths of the prosecution’s case. His

number one concern is the defendant’s statement at 109 lines of text. Coming in a

distant second would be the “other evidence” concerning eyewitness

identification of the white vehicle at the scene, the stop and subsequent arson,

which involved 67 lines. The identification by Nick was a distant third at 35 lines

of text from Mr. Pesci. The deterioration of the drug business only garnered 26

lines. Mr. Belcher’s open contemplation of harming the victim was given a total

of 20 lines of consideration by Mr. Pesci at closing. Lastly, Mr. Belcher’s alleged

statement at the Clark County Detention Center was mentioned in 12 lines. 

In sum, Mr. Pesci spent 9 pages, 24 paragraphs and approximately 160

lines dedicated to the “other evidence” listed by the majority. Whereas, Mr. Pesci

dedicated 109 lines, to Mr. Belcher’s statement. Additionally, upon information

and belief, Mr. Pesci played portions of the defendant’s statement on three

occasions during closing argument. Ms. Bluth also appeared to play a portion of

Mr. Belcher’s statement during closing argument.

Mr. Pesci on occasion linked the defendant’s statement directly to the

commission of the murder. Mr. Pesci stated:

He’s hiding his face from the very officer who can tie him to the car,
which is why he burned that car. You hide your face because that car
ties you to the scene where this is what the result was of the
defendant’s interaction with Nick. You hide your face from the
police because what was this gentleman is now an individual who
you saw with scars up to his stomach, who is missing most of his
intestines. 

You hide your face to that officer because what was this beautiful
girl was turned into that.” (ROA p. 5968). 

Mr. Pesci explained, “he’s so adamant about that because he knows that

7
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implicates him and convicts him on the murder, not the arson.” (ROA p. 5978).

Mr. Pesci further explained,

The defendant told the police that on October the 18th and October
the 19th he got traffic tickets. Why on earth would someone who
would go to those lengths of arson or an arsony, admit to the cops of
other traffic tickets? That’s completely unbelievable. He burnt that
car because that car ties him to the murder. He burnt that car because
he was seen getting into that car that fits that description. He burnt
that car because it had evidence that would tie him to it. Not because
of traffic tickets, especially when he made admissions in the same
statement to two other traffic tickets (ROA p. 5967).

These three quotes specifically prove the prosecutor believed that Mr.

Belcher’s statements directly implicated him in the murder and arson, crimes in

which he was charged and convicted. 

A total breakdown of the prosecution’s closing argument reveals the “other

evidence” listed by this Court was mentioned on approximately 288 lines, versus

the defendant’s statement and evidence derived thereof which was listed on 197

lines. The defendant’s statement was overwhelmingly the single most important

topic argued by the prosecutors. 

Two of the most experienced and talented prosecutors in our State

dedicated almost an equal amount to Mr. Belcher’s statement that they dedicated

to the “other evidence” mentioned by the majority. If Ms. Bluth’s argument

regarding Ravon not being culpable is included, those two numbers add up to 257

lines of text. Given this, the prosecutors spent 257 lines of closing trying to

convince the jury that Ravon was not guilty and that Mr. Belcher was guilty by

utilizing his statement.

To accept the premise that the jury would have convicted without this

statement has a logical conclusion that has been disproven. These prosecutors

spent an inordinate amount of time discussing the defendant’s statement that was

completely harmless to the defendant. Nothing could be farther from accurate.

These experienced prosecutors know how to seize the day, and obtain convictions

and sentences of death. That is the simple reason why they dedicated so much

8
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time to Mr. Belcher’s statement during closing arguments. 

Next, to illustrate the fact that a jury would have acquitted Mr. Belcher

absent the inclusion of his statement, Mr. Belcher would respectfully request this

Court review Exhibit A. Mr. Belcher has highlighted all portions of the closing

argument that mention Mr. Belcher’s statement or information derived therefrom

from each of the prosecutor’s arguments.3 A review of the closing argument

without reviewing the highlighted portions (which contain the defendant’s

statement) establishes that the evidence against Mr. Belcher was at best anemic. It

would result in an acquittal.

Mr. Belcher was never given an opportunity to address harmless error. Mr.

Belcher was never given an opportunity to carefully go through the massive

record to establish the incredible weaknesses of the State’s case. The State’s case

is nonexistent without the statement. However, Mr. Belcher will give a sampling

of the weakness connected to the State’s “other evidence.” This by no means is

exhaustive, but rather a sampling of how weak the evidence was.

First, Mr. Belcher has provided statistical proof that the State mentioned

the identification by Nick on approximately 94 lines. Hence, Nicholas’

identification appears to be the second most important topic of incriminating

evidence discussed during closing argument from the State’s point of view

(compare defendant’s Statement for 197 lines and eyewitness identification and

arson of the car with 76 lines). More importantly, the majority first lists Nicholas’

identification in the “other evidence.” The strength of Nicholas’ identification is

3 Mr. Belcher realizes when it comes to redacting statements, there will be

disagreements between the parties. The undersigned has tried to be as accurate as

possible with regard to what sections apply to the statement and/or the fruits

derived thereof, but there may be slight room for debate. 

9
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alarmingly weak. The following are facts listed in the defendant’s Opening Brief

that completely refute Nicholas’ identification. 

In the evening of December 5, Nicholas was present in the house with his

friend Ashley Riley and Alexus (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4549). Nicholas claimed to be

asleep in his room with Ashley when something “woke him up” (ROA Vol. 20, P.

4552). Nicholas went to the bedroom door, and when he opened it, he claimed to

see the defendant in front of him (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4553). Nicholas claimed that

the defendant then shot him five or six times causing Nicholas to go back in the

bedroom and hide in the closet (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4553). 

Then, Nicholas heard additional gun shots and Alexus scream (ROA Vol.

20, P. 4554). Nicholas claimed that right before the shooting, he noticed Mr.

Belcher’s blonde hair, pale complexion, and blue eyes (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4556). 

Nicholas claimed to have no memory of telling the police that two masked

men had broken into the house when he initially spoke to them on December 6,

2010. (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4575).

Nicholas also admitted that when he was interviewed by Detective Hardy,

he claimed he was outside of the home prior to the shooting and that no one else

but Alexus was present in the home (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4578). Nicholas claimed

that he was under a lot of medication in the hospital and that is why he provided

that statement (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4578). In fact, Nicholas claimed that the first

thing that he remembered prior to the shooting was being downstairs (ROA Vol.

20, P. 4579). Nicholas admitted that was wrong (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4580). When

Nicholas spoke to the police, on December 12, he stated that he was coming up

the stairs and noticed the defendant at the top of the stairs, which he now admits

is false (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4580). 

Nicholas also admitted, that he was wrong when he told the police that he

viewed the defendant coming out of Alexus’ room (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4583).

Nicholas also admitted he was wrong when he told the police that Ashley was not

10
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present at the house (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4583). In fact, Nicholas told police that

Ashley was waiting in a car (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4584). 

In January, Nicholas told the police that he saw “two outlines” and did not

see a gun (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4586). Nicholas also told police that he saw no

damage to the front door (even though it had it been forcefully kicked in) (ROA

Vol. 20, P. 4587). 

Nicholas did not remember that Ravon Harris was present at his residence

on the day of the initial burglary (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4592). 

Between the time of the shooting and his initial recorded interview on

January 12, Nicholas had numerous interactions with family members (ROA Vol.

20, P. 4594). At the preliminary hearing, Nicholas testified he was “pretty

certain” that the defendant was the shooter (ROA Vol. 20, P. 4596). During the

preliminary hearing, Nicholas affirmed that somebody else was present with the

individual being identified as the defendant (ROA Vol. 21, P. 4604). 

In essence, the identification of the defendant by Nicholas is

extraordinarily weak. A better question is this – if this is a good identification,

what does a bad one look like? 

Next, the majority notes that the defendant openly contemplated killing the

victim and as show above, 37 lines were dedicated to that subject. A quick

analysis of that evidence is necessary. This evidence was derived from Bridgette

Chaplin, the alleged friend of the defendant. Ms. Chaplin had serious credibility

problems. 

 Ms. Chaplin was apprehended by the federal government and charged with

62 different criminal counts in state court (ROA Vol. 23, P.5163 (including

forgery, possession of forged instruments, and possession of sale of document of

personal information). In state court, Ms. Chaplin was represented by attorney

Michael Gowdey (ROA Vol. 23, P. 5164). Ms. Chaplin notified Mr. Gowdey that

she wished to provide information to the police to lessen her culpability for her

11
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criminal charges (ROA Vol. 23, P. 5164-5165). Ms. Chaplin met with Chief

Deputy District Attorney Robert Daskas to provide a proffer (ROA Vol. 23, P.

5165). After the proffer, her case was negotiated (ROA Vol. 23, P. 5165). All of

the charges were negotiated down to one charge. Ms. Chaplin was sentenced for

possession of a financial forgery lab and sentenced to 3 ½ -10 years (ROA Vol.

23, P. 5167-5168). 

Ms. Chaplin admitted that she had seen information about the case in media

coverage and had learned that a burnt car had been recovered that was attributed

to Mr. Belcher (ROA Vol. 23, P. 5175). Ms. Chaplin was aware of this

information before speaking to detectives and the prosecutor (ROA Vol. 23, P.

5175).

The majority finds Mr. Belcher openly contemplated killing the victim. The

evidence comes from a convicted felon who has sixty-two charges reduced to one

based upon her desire to reduce her culpability and testify against Mr. Belcher.

Not surprisingly, Ms. Chaplin had already learned important information prior to

talking to the authorities.

The intent of these two experienced prosecutors portrays a picture of what

the prosecutors believed was important for conviction. This is evidenced by the

amount of time the prosecution spent discussing each portion of the “other

evidence” when compared to the defendant’s statement. Nicholas’ identification

accounted for 19.4% of the closing argument. The eyewitness concerning the car

and subsequent arson of the car closely followed and accounted for 15.6% of the

closing argument. The deterioration of the drug business and the text messages

accounted for 13.2% of closing. Playing much more minor roles, the open

contemplation of harming the victim accounted for 7.6%, the alleged confession

at the Clark County Detention Center accounted for 3.1% and the defendant’s

admission of arson was never discussed, thus rendering 0% of closing.

Importantly, discussion of Mr. Belcher’s statement accounted for 40.6% of the

12
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evidence discussed during the prosecution’s closing argument.4 

Overwhelmingly, statistical evidence proves beyond any doubt that it was

the defendant’s statement that was mentioned in more lines than any other topic.

Hence, the reason the state of Nevada did not dare to raise harmless error on

direct appeal. The prosecutors were acutely aware they could not argue to this

Court that Mr. Belcher’s statement was harmless given their zealous advocacy in

consistently seizing upon Mr. Belcher’s statement. 

Based upon the above statistical analysis, this Court has materially

overlooked these facts in this case and the factual conclusions of the court are

directly belied by the statistical evidence.

II. REHEARING IS WARRANTED AS THIS COURT’S MAJORITY
DECISION OVERLOOKS UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT
PRECEDENT.

The majority’s decision failed to consider United States Supreme Court

case law which dictates a court should give the parties an opportunity to be heard

before determining facts sua sponte. 

The dissent explained,

As the majority recognizes, the record here is complex and sizeable,
as it memorializes the proceedings leading up to and including a
three week trial. Three dozen witnesses provided general information
about the night of the crimes and details about highly specific
evidence attendant to the case. As such, I believe the 44-volume
record is large enough to make the harmless inquiry a burdensome
one absent any guidance from the parties on the issue (Stiglich, J.,
dissenting p. 2). 

The dissent further explained,

Considering these burdens and the reasons for them, we should be
more reticent to make harmlessness arguments on the State’s behalf,
particularly when the error is one of constitutional dimension.
(Stiglich, J., dissenting p. 3).

4 The statistics are based upon the number of lines pertaining to Mr.

Belcher’s statement and the six “other evidence” areas only.

13
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The dissent concluded that the size of the record weighs against unguided

harmless error review in the case (Stiglich, J., dissenting p. 4).

The dissent’s rationale is consistent with United States Supreme Court case

law. In Day v. McDonough, 547 U.S. 198, 126 S. Ct. 1675, 164 L. Ed. 2d 376

(2006), the United States Supreme Court considered an appeal from a petitioner

who had been time barred. In McDonough, the Supreme Court noted that the

federal magistrate and subsequent district court judge had made findings which

would lead to the determination that the petitioner as time barred. Importantly, the

United Stats Supreme Court was considering a time bar issue as opposed to a

Fifth Amendment constitutional violation. The United States Supreme Court

explained, “[h]ere the magistrate judge gave Day due notice and a fair

opportunity to show why the limitation period should not yield dismissal of the

petition. Id. at 1684. However, the United States Supreme Court stated, “[o]f

course, before acting on its own initiative, a court must accord the parties

fair notice and an opportunity to present their positions.” Id. (emphasis

added).

The dissent has referenced the extreme difficulty in attempting

harmlessness analysis without the aid of the parties based upon the sizeable

record. Unfortuantely, the majority gave Mr. Belcher no opportunity to address

the prejudicial nature of the admission of Mr. Belcher’s statement.

As was noted in the statistical section above, the single most important

topic for both prosecutors was the defendant’s statement, during their closing

arguments. Hence, statistics prove the lack of harmlessness. The dissent argued

that the harmlessness of the error is debatable based upon the facts (5-6 of

opinion). Surely, the very existence of the three dissenters demonstrates the

matter is debatable.  A statistical analysis establishes that the “other evidence”

cited by the majority paled in comparison to the emphasis placed on the

defendant’s statement by the prosecution. How are these facts anything other than

14
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debatable. Both the United States Supreme Court and the Ninth Circuit as well as

three Justices of this Court have reasoned that harmlessness of a defendant’s

statement should be utilized extraordinarily sparingly and only with the input of

the parties. 

Ninth Circuit law is in accord. See United States v. Valenzuela-Espinoza,

697 F.3d 742, 753 n.5 (9th Cir. 2011) (observing that a defendant’s confession

will rarely be harmless). The court has generally found harmless error for the

erroneous admission of confessions only where the statements did not go to the

heart of the case.  See e.g. United States v. Garibay, 143 F.3d 534, 539–40 (9th

Cir. 1997) (holding admission not harmless where defendant’s statements “were

the thrust of the prosecutions case.”)

The United States Supreme Court has reasoned,

A confession is like no other evidence. Indeed, the defendant’s own
confession is probably the most probative and damaging evidence
that could be admitted against him.... certainly, confessions have
profound impact on the jury, so much so that we may justifiable
doubt its ability to put them out of mind even if told to do so. 
Arizona v. Fulminante, 499 U.S. 279, 296, (1991) (quoting Bruton v.
United States, 391 U.S. 123, 139–40 (1968) (White, J., dissenting).

As is demonstrated above, the majority’s decision failed to consider

Supreme Court case law which dictates a court should give the parties an

opportunity to be heard before determining facts sua sponte. Under these

circumstances, rehearing is warranted.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Mr. Belcher requests this Court grant his

Petition for Rehearing, finding he is entitled to a new trial.

DATED this 13th day of July, 2020.

Respectfully submitted by:

/s/ Christopher R. Oram, Esq.      
CHRISTOPHER R. ORAM, ESQ.
Nevada Bar No. 004349
520 S. Fourth Street, 2nd Floor
Las Vegas, Nevada  89101
(702) 384-5563
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

I hereby certity that this petition for rehearing complies with the formatting

requirements of NRAP 32(a)(4), the typeface requirements of NRAP 32(a)(5) and

the type style requirements of NRAP 32(a)(6) because it has been prepared in a

proportionally spaced typeface using Word Perfect Times New Roman 14 font.

I further certify that this brief complies with the page limitations of NRAP

40(b)(3) because it does not exceed 4,667 words, to wit, 4,623 words.  

Dated this 13th day of July, 2020.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Christopher R. Oram, Esq.      
Nevada Bar No. 004349
520 S. Fourth Street, 2nd Floor
Las Vegas, Nevada  89101
(702) 384-5563

Attorney for Appellant
NORMAN BELCHER
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify and affirm that this document was filed electronically with

the Nevada Supreme Court on July 13, 2020. Electronic Service of the foregoing

document shall be made in accordance with the Master Service List as follows:

AARON FORD 
Nevada Attorney General

CLARK COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 

BY:

/s/ Nancy Medina                                        
An Employee of Christopher R. Oram, Esq.
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EXHIBIT A
Excerpt of ROA p. 5911-5940 (State’s closing argument), 5965-5982

(State’s rebuttal closing argument) edited for emphasis as noted
within the Petition for Rehearing
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