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THoMAS CASM
Inmate Name CofY © LEASE.

Mﬂ@{ﬂgo— FILED

' COURT CLERK COURTES

&

Prison No. M

AUG ¢ 3 202
LY
In Propria Persona C%ROF COURT
IN THE E:— ‘ CTHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE

STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF _C{ ARK

~ Yyou are in a specific institution of the department of corrections, name the warden or head of the

THoMAS CASH ) Case No. C - 1%~ 32989 -\
Petitioner, )
) Dept. No. \J V)
v, )
)
! m u“ﬁ \ ]ITERE ; ) Date of Hearing: 3;23:8918971"”
Respondent. ) " Time of Hearing;
) (Not a Death Penalty Casty— - - -
PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS
(POST-CONVICTION)(NON DEATH)
INSTRUCTIONS:

(1) This petition must be legibly handwritten or typewritten, signed by the petitioner and
verified.

2) Additional pages are not permitted except where noted or with respect to the facts
which you rely upon to support your grounds for relief. No citation of authorities need be furnished.
If briefs or arguments are submitted, they should be submitted in the form of a separate
memorandum. ’

3) If you want an attorney appointed, you must complete the Affidavit in Support of
Request to Proceed in Forma Pauperis. You must have an authorized officer at the prison complete
the certificate as to the amount éf money and securities on deposit to your credit in any account in the

institution.

4 You must name as respondent the person by whom you are confined or restrained. If

q
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institution. If you are not in a specific institution of the department but within its custedy, name the
director of the department of corrections.

(5) You must include all grounds or claims for relief which you may have regarding your
conviction or sentence. Failure to raise all grounds in this petition may preclude you from filing
future petitions challenging your conviction and sentence.

()] You must allege specific facts supporting the claims in the petition you file seeking
relief from any conviction or sentence. Failure to allege specific facts rather than just conclusions
may cause your petition to be dismissed. If your petition contains a claim of ineffective assistance of
counsel, that claim will operate to waive the attorney-client privilege for the proceeding in which you
claim your counsel was ineffective.

0)) When the petition is fully completed, the original and copy must be filed with the
clerk of the state district court for the county in which you were convicted. One copy must be mailed
to the respondent, one copy to the attorney general’s office, and one copy to the district attorney of
the county in which you were convicted or to the original prosecutor if you are challenging your

original conviction or sentence. Copies must conform in all particulars to the original submitted for

filing.
PETITION
1. Name of institution and county ia which you are presently imprisoned or where and
how you are presently restrained of you liberty:  EIY STATE PRSo0d WHL 1€ PNE COunTY
2. Name and location of court which entered the judgment of conviction under attack:

EAGHTH Suncaal MSTRICT Coukt

3. Date of judgment of conviction: =20~ 2018

4, Case Number: (- | §- %729¢0 -\
5. ()  Lengthofsentence: _L1Fe \ythout the Pusc) L LYY af

?aTo\e-
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6.

Are you presently serving a sentence for a conviction other than the conviction under

attack in this motion? Yes ____ No _W

If “yes™, list crime, case number and sentence being served at this time:

7. Nature of offense involved in conviction being challenged: _Segsnd dedree
NAALC W o Ae oAl \walnan
8. What was your plea? (check one)
(a) Not guilty ¥~ {(c) Guilty but mentally ill
(b) Guilty (d) Nolo contender
9. If you entered a plea of guilty to one count of an indictment or information, and a

plea of not guilty to another count of an indictment of information, or if a plea of guilty was

negotiated, give detatls: AT0)

10.

11.

12.

13.

If you were found guilty after a plea of not guilty, was the finding made by: (check one)
(a) Jury QL

(b) Judge without a jury

Did you testify at the trial? Yes_  No \/

Did you appeal from the judgment of conviction?

Yes \/ No

If you did appeal, answer the following:

(@)  Nameofcourt: N EV:\A SuPRG.Mé CO\)‘K'\'
(b) Case number or citation: ~}") O\

©  Resutt: LIENT A)

(d  Dateofresul: Dex, IV, L0 Y4

(Attach copy of order or decision, if available)
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14. If you did not appeal, explain briefly why you did not:

N/ A

15. Other than a direct appeal from the judgment of conviction and sentence, have you
previously filed any petitions, applications or motions with respect to this judgment in any court,

state or federal? Yes No *

16. If you answer to No. 15 was “yes,” give the following information:

(@) ) Name of court:

(2) Name of proceeding:

(3) Grounds raised:

(4) Did you receive an evidentiary hearing on your petition, application

or motion? Yes No _\

(5)  Result: B

(6) Date of result:

N If known, citations of any written opinion or date of orders entered

pursuant to such result:

(b) As to any second petition, application or motion, give the same information:

(n Name of court: R

2) Nature of proceeding:

3 Grounds raised:

(4) Did you receive an evidentiary hearing on your petition, application
or motion? Yes No fa
(5) Result:

(6} Date of result:
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N If known, citations of any written opinion or date of orders entered

pursuant to such result:

{c) As to any third or subsequent additional applications or motions, give the

same information as above, list them on a separate sheet and attach.
(d) Did you appeal to the highest state or federal court having jurisdiction, the
result or action taken on any petition, applicaticn or moticn?
(1) First petition, application or motion?

Yes / No

(2) Second petition, application or motion?

Yes No v

(3) Third or subsequent petitions, applications or motions?

Yes No v

Citation or date of decision,
{(e) If you did not appeal from the adverse action on any petition, application or
motion, explain briefly why you did not. (You must relate specific facts in response to this question.
Your response may be included on paper which is 8 2 by 11 inches attached to the petition. Your

response may not exceed five handwritten or typewritten pages in length)

Timell AQCoalind,

17. Has any ground being raised in this petition been previously presented to this or any
other court by way of petition for habeas corpus, motion, application or any other post-conviction
proceeding? If so, identify:

(2) Which of the grounds is the same:

® The proceedings in which these grounds were raised:




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

{c) Briefly explain why you are again raising these grounds. (You must relate
specific facts in response to this question. Your response may be included on paper which is 8 ' by
11 inches attached to the petition. Your response may not exceed five handwritten or typewritten

pages in length.)

18. If any of the grounds listed in Nos. 23(a, (b}, (¢) and (d), or listed on any additional
pages you have attached, were not previously presented in any ‘other court, state or federal, list
briefly what grounds were not so presented, and give your reasons “for not presenting them. (You
must relate specific facts in response to this question. Your response may be included on paper
which is 8 4% by 11 inches attached to the petition. Your response may not exceed five handwritten or

typewritten pages in length.)

19. Are you filing this petition more than 1 year following the filing of the judgment of
conviction or the filing of a decision on direct appeal? If so, state briefly the reasons for the delay.
(You must relate specific facts in response to this question. Your response may be included on paper
which is 8 2 by 11 inches attached to the petition. Your response may not exceed five handwritten or

typewritten pages in length.) Ng

20. Do you have any petition or appeal now pending in any court, either state or federal,

as to the judgment under attack? Yes No _X

If yes, state what court and the case number:
21. Give the name of each attorney who represented you in the proceeding resulting in

your conviction and on direct appeal:




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

22. Do you have any future sentences to serve after you complete the sentence imposed

by the judgment under attack:
Yes No ‘*‘

23, State concisely every ground on which you claim that you are being held unlawfully.

Summarize briefly the facts supporting each ground. If necessary you may aftach pages stating

additional grounds and facts supporting same.
(a) Ground One:

\ i ™
PetXioner "Vk; Sﬂ; o 5 and 1" G mendeents was viclated when

. 4 -
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Supporting Facts;
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(b) Ground Two:

Fu\e Qbur{' J\D\Gj(e:l Peklj\'unhers L?% ﬂ 6*)‘ C\_L\d\a‘

amendments Hroudh an illesal sentence. o

Supporting Facts: _
Petitioner wWos acclavmed as o hibtual Eniminal under the, Nevada Re e,
tq 201 fr: t AR irmah 10

5 r Pk
12,2009, 88, 1-4),  The lower Court Cound Pebdioner on hibitudl e rumng)

% \Zi al rior © ne )

Wi er i \ o e} sewh of an¥ Cri i
. ) '
[} ' o | .le’ V. Y\
of YedorY B felon CiSon \ Yo Pciso

a_minimum term of nat 1ess the, Five. Years anmd oo maXimuwm,
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(e Qu rlor vel c , . not Coun

ﬁl{. Present C.Dh\/l.(:"'l‘bh as o ‘H\;rd Prluor %’Jon\’ Thus, Pe‘{"n'“tm_c_c
WS Sentence. to \lCQ. \,\;\‘\'\r\ow\' the PoSS‘lgl\:J(( of Parole,

Pe-hhnner 1S CucrentlY Suffermd an evvor gentence .
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(c) Ground Three: . '
. W | _
Pd“h“m(s L\H‘: 5%; é’h; QH‘, and \J[ amendments was ndate
IEEO Iﬁ! :HJE E“.E: t :* & m ! 4’

BT oY ave t D D C
deliver the Ciest Punch ,which 15 afou Wiew. (44 1321-28). Mo evidence.

erist of the victim Teceiving twe SharP focce nSucies thoulih the
S | Knife | v tice.

is | umnenit wias gfoul usleadind and P lic
1o Petitioners SubStantial ciShts. The State alse violated Petitimers
oSt 8 ' i

Se; gf‘ F\" \A : ‘ \'\‘Dl

ove er_Sho Petihi ' §is

as NarmGui €veor, as it Places Petitioner et cisk of Doubie Yebacly,

The State araved Pethoners Juvenile cormumal histact ot Hie

! ' \ ' awy 1390~
5 roPec\Y ‘l < \\ \ . L . 'l’
9




I The State failed to Profeciy Fite the hibitual Criminal S¥oatus The
%“—q-*-e_ never (,\dACA Jﬁ-\-e, \\lb\‘\’uq\ c,,rlh"\l'Y'\Gi\ %‘\“c\‘\'\-\"(e_ QS o, C\'\Q"-C.)C(‘)L

Court. The State, Sated ¥o Shew Fhe Court Ahat PeXiTioner was

TePresented Y Counsel a¥ Yhe moment the clMeSe Prior Convit?iang

was atfivied as o Comviction. Petfitioner aPPeal Counsed Fadud
to add this Weund towsards Petiticners direct oPpPect tvem Yhoolh

Petitioner Pleaded Sor ek, The State %;mPlf_. Cile o ":,e‘n‘\‘enci\«ﬁ

MIEMOeranduna  Gnd GAsSsSuwed the hivitudd Cf‘im‘nq\ Statyte wiayg

Ve ProPeriY (iled. (AAi%‘-GS) The Court Cailed Yo ComSrrmm £ “Hhe Hate

0 ProPerl €led The <statude ProPec)¥. Such reviews wowld have

I Shown The State Failed to foliows the feaured Procedure, The

2. Cailure of Yhe Statule beinA charged as o oflicial Charded

3. Count maxes the Semterce wWnder the statede imvolid. T4 shell
. be nited that Petitioners AA 390-49 15 not Peditiomers

(S, po$3CS§abn - Prioe Cou mSel

never Provided “hepn - P\%,QS{‘, S*F‘\Kt \mt’b '14.’\5.
ik, “The PFOSC.C,L\,'\'or.Iq,\

i The Sterte never Filed o frolec no-’r}cf, of
i ‘h'\‘b'\\’um\ COieming

\ﬂiSCchAQC{- s valid SCounds ’?'0(‘ re,\fef‘SQ_\_

intent o Seek Yvve.

St ute. . An ora\ or MemoTondumn thot The State
9. vaAY a)lede S wot o .

20. The. Stote Produce. e Juddment of Conviction out of Celifornia o

21, eStablish Prior Convichions but Sudh foct inbirrm Y coud ontYY  be_

2 established as Fact oniY in the STote of Hne. Conviction af¥er convichion

23, of Primart offense. . MaKing Yhe States exhibits ‘\n\/q\"c} and Sentence. o

24 efCor,
26. D Petitioner allee Priocs vaos verY Stale. and or TFWial.
:fé B 10 Pade L of Srouwmd \o.2
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(d) Ground Four: :
Petitioners & and \4“‘ amendments wos violated Hhroh Yhe Courts

PR‘Sﬁn‘h{mn of SurX ;hﬁ*ruc‘\'\mﬂ.

VY instruchon numbers 1,17,20, and %1 e Yo e neutral and unbias.

It informs the Jurl that thel can Convick on sortain Yerms bhut Sh‘s aweX

$ \ Ise mendion: onfrar
it of vt SuHY. sheuct 1.
Ousitiar of the tastruction bk Cas 4o thstruet He SurC1E Such inshouctio

Number 42 and 33 Conflicks Lot ducY instructions 2,25, and 27 Thas,

attemets to confuse the 1ur and do awsaX wath o waterdown

Yo 1nsiruchion Numiees 21,25 ,avd 37, LnSteuchion No.23, fals +o

e XPress wnoet ‘Nedate” means and Fails Yo exPress the contcart

o Lecome. tmgartial. The insteuction diseutes Sear as msufficient
+ tushY o Kled Tis is desicined Yo toke auwaX the beliek of
__\_m_mmﬁn:k_d_&nﬂf’r‘ of 21 and or otners beind Subficient, and attacks
e, Pos o Aot .
Statements of , “Delendant not wontnG Yo Set hek a%ans’

3
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(e) Ground Five:

Supporting Facts:
‘ : ' )
AL N Pr ; i nAug \ MGnn

uihere Qe inner was nnY infocmed the true Sull tontext of ant

of \ Araw ~ ). Lns
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WHEREFORE, npetitioner ~prays that the court grant pefitioner

Relief to which he may be entitled in this proceeding.

EXECUTED at 6\\/ S‘m% FQISQN . Nevadaonthe ‘\@

Day of -J\)\\/ ,2020.

Heman laoh

KN R’opeﬁ %K Sonl
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VERIFICATION
Under penalty of perjury, the undersigned declares that he is the petitioner named in the
foregoing petition and knows the contents thereof; that the pleading is true of his own knowledge,

except as to those matters stated on information and belief, and as to such matters he believes them to

be true.
%ﬁ%}@i
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MAIL
1do certify that I mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing PETITION FOR WRIT OF
HABEAS CORPUS to the below addresses onthis _\\# day of Toly 2020,

by placing the same into the hands or prison law library staff for posting in the U.S. Mail, pursuant to

N.R.CP.5:

iie‘-\l en \ ).ﬁ 1R TERLHW

Cleee & Ne Coved

;,DD ‘\.=€L. 1S Bﬂf—‘ §g—,>Q\op€:

\—A5 \IE»C:)P\% , Nevada 89 \&5- \\\DD

Shoman Lok

Signature of Petitioner In Pro Se
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The undersigned does hereby affirm that the preceding document.

AFFIRMATION
Pursuant to NRS 239B.030

Pedikion for \areX oF Wobeas (ottvg (fost -Convittion) (Mo death)

(Title of Document)

filed in case number: C’ \%/ QJL‘LUM - \

n

\L Document does not contain the social security number of any person

-OR-

Document contains the social security number of a person as required by:

I:I A specific state or federal law, to wit:

(State specific state or federal law)

_or_

D For the administration of a public program

-Qr-

I:' For an application for a federal or state grant

-or-

I:I Confidential Family Court Information Sheet
(NRS 125.130, NRS 125.230 and NRS125B.055)

Date:—‘S\)\'Y \p =;).0.l(7

Lhomac Lo

(Signature)
ﬂ—\i\om A CA 5\’\

(Print Name)
Wy

(Attorney fof)

1

21




e e A P o

09T1-SST68 AN ‘sedaA sel
100{ PJE ‘BNUAAY SIMBT 00T

1NCD 3y} JO 3] UOSIBUD "0 U3ARAS

g0z et T AELEPED000

T e T a7 20

S 0597000 $ :oces aiz
£ TR SOPREEN TS

P e L e Y
SIMOB ALY CIOVISOd SN TR S

3504 £

EVER / USA . A f
F8IA

FCR

- - GSEOZ1# ysen sewoyy

6861-10868 AN ‘43
6861 xog Qg

22




.

b NN N [ & N [ [ = [ - [ = = (o | [
- A W & w ~ = -] L ¥-1 © N o wn s w (X} [ =3

[
2]

o ) ~ o w - w I —

(coom CLERX CD\SKTES\I)
£OPY PLTASE

Dxarexck Coved
(\neX Coomayy Weyadn  FILED

AUGOD300

Naowbs G ol 148
Lexzdzonee, Cree No.C-13-32Aa4:) oo

AVAY

A-20-818971-W
Dept. 9

SraXe of Newada
;} QESDO\\%» enay

“Mmﬁwmmmgg_
‘Q QQQQ\' AN WRsh & AR Q As Cee @5&(%5\ ,

MV ECX Tow) ComE wAnS LA X6W -~
?&WM&M& V.eowmER,

42 5.(T. 594, 5% an) (Pes Se p&@.g;\,;ug ALE Vo

el A 2D N
A és PR Xes AN R AT
i BWATSS \\ W o
EEE'S 5 mﬁ B\_)S&Qﬁl\‘i& E’g;);){;}ﬁ&zk O‘S
WS & Meers (s ~ ( rd 6N

1

S S ) A eXe)

23



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

ae\e of Comyenre, Page
Aale of Autnogs Mo ee pig
)u.ﬁc\ethm\- ot ComyzwzeX s om IV
Q\)\(: \“\ QD\J\':\:\AQ \)’Y}\*CM&MX \
SYANevaent of Tasne 1
Lhanores of Revsany L
Lec\;x\ Arauwmaen 16
CAQO\)\\\‘:\ iL q

e\ Comusel wohs Twethar b sve Tw

QA‘:&_\__\\M& Ao Louﬂbﬂt A I-\-\euoi\\e ANS

7
3?\\0&0\\0. I '1\4\/6‘:*'1&1\\ TLON IW o&ib(‘ }\RI\\’J.DK\

Coe Ne=a\ 9
Deb 3LIend Q’:ﬁi GEMNANCE , AD
Arraz\vee Yo conasol And idradss CANE 1o
DAz Ao Yo ey many Avad AN "
WIINESIES WY
PRE.‘T oA efSeck \
Ground. X 23
Shave Aooe\hx*a Roced e 26
A T ueSher Ysve Assselance ok P\ooe\\l\*e
Lovmyael 22
(Geound' 3 an
Qemes* Qoe. ExxDenXaary Nepg ANV
Lorde\oern 24
Exazsy | o
ExvaozN A

L

24



[t=] o ~ [=2 (5] '~ (993 (%] (=

[N} [N} o ] N N b o = = [ - [ [ = - - =
~1 o [ -~ w ) - =4 17 [0 ~ o o 'S w 1N] [ o)

[3%)
o

Ano\e ok Avvnoes ey
(ases Crge Ne.

Mebana V5%, 21 €33 533 531Ny DO b d

Sz Ve 221 B2 1) 815 (44052, Leel,

AonTed, w. §,
e\ A V. NIwaken, Ui \)6 5

\Wbn S.CT. 2050 (\aza) 7,8,4\3,23,25
Ruos VS ake \an 23 W Ney. 1002 1€

WsWaawms V. S"g\i\gg,x}‘;. 0 S.LTNLL QDDA 10,0
\,

™ \ Veo \L ULk VS L4 DY

2639 \az4)
"a ' AN F2 3 14 14 (s Cre \aan)

i
A,
Neomey VB oune 243 Fad 444 @a\ Cag) 2.
3.
3
b

AW, A\ a\a 21 VS 115 0a)
ﬁm\obm WASTAS %\1 23 \2NY Nw \cxc\\\

eat&ma\l S’m\ £33 033 21Ny 1%\\mu AN 9.
SNey, \AA4) a,

Waeese z\m\,x\\aw AN QA\ASQ*IG_E \ %\bs%ﬁ\\ 853 =,
Y. “a\\no 224 WD, \.\5!\‘5\\ \AGQL) \\,
AucKee "W © \Q A R\

_Q&a FAR L P (o Caersz) \\.
Envzh\e \! acey, L\u« VS 3NG4 93E) PR ES
Unzhed Siakes \, %u AN SO0, A4 TS \DN b Cre X4 W,
(NEVAA43) A,

UWnewee VY, X AXe. A4 P V359049310) \8,

Berev\NGe AW E Hopp 23 08MNDIT ) w,

Y

25




w0 [+ ) -3 oy wu =3 w [ =

[} o (S [N [¥) [ [N) [+ s = = = = = = = = 1=
- =3 o s w N P o V=3 @ ~ o W = G b = o

N
o

Cases Cage No
16 Al Weoua) Rauserer NA\Desd L4 © 30

A DY G4 Cxe, \A95) \o,
VSN, Aemontgeot Gb0 T2 @\ (e Aaa) .

e N.GrwebTas 4L E;f},ﬁ G e DL i,
PR TR SR PTG AT

N WaL wWg
(@ Cxe. v aan) . .
Beeey \.Sinke, 33 33 \\'-\%Me\/;b\"a\ 2,

Wi VoA L £33 00% \)3&\«,\, W) an.
Wl ey Vo SEe T O3 563, S03N v, 2bb3) an,
M_tmﬁm\ \. \QM‘A&N 4GP 5 lbL\Ne\J AGW) 20,

AN C:_ﬁ V&4 2)’3 23

Boe¥e N Sk e MM AL BLELIN N 2 LY,

\aanu)
ReeNTloree -Dedegn, S22 WSS €3 ab

A5 AHY) 23,25
Anaoees \.LAS sena A 2L NSN30 ?ﬂ
S0 \ VALARALN aL,
ARNES ML NSRS NS AR ST
2262 (1433) A,
Purnat on V.S ake A Nev ADMA A S6,\Y €2 oA,
54 AD0O). .

VDAV TS VSTANE A 30 New \3b 1uz 300 £33 210

2N Qo) | Q,
Stade V. GRivarne) 23 Nev.55mwa adNihan u,
NI LT AVEVEV URR TR AR LR RS S UTTICCH IS

U

26




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

T .\
60‘3@3&\«&\‘\\% o\ Cbm\h_c\*iou

e \gqubmaeql o Covav=mcl mevs worg
Q*l\é-.\ O ﬂ\uuu%\‘ A0, Z).D\Z e Nc\/A A Qum\r\{,\u\(
LL_\,_&\Y I 5% \5 .J*\R oﬁdﬁh OQ P&\ ;ﬁMA\Mt Owi
bc*u\ou\ \Q 26\4.

\\\& T shast \QQ:} Ox \\f\\oel&*\ LOﬁD\W
Pok* Lu\\l\/_\_ \10\& (\t—\:_\:&u\; WMADE Twa
ACCER SAMCE Lz MBI L N X Ta e\ Aaad
‘olage AW\ e fovel e RENT ).

v

27




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

AR SO TR S aberaend

T\\'l“b a5 A \A,\,'Q‘z_"r N \AF\\Q EAG Ceﬁ{\)\'}"c (Qb‘;{\“
Comvz et s o) FRom A vepdacl g—o\\cwzmg A
"\T)\BQ‘:’ Xe j_}\\ \\t\é \oeqmﬁ& T\\a \*\0\\}3&»\\0\&.

\D ey g> RS Swa i g M E.iai(\%\\ _E\)'SXCK_A\
Oxanesed Coved, e sdoneguen) Sodacrnaend
oY Ccmxl:-.é\:now,i\ms AQREA\ Q—éb‘m e “DQ\():REM(&
(oued o Me Siade o\t \\\\e\/P\tS A N C\EE.\
Co®N pe, Surs e s ek s ey Yo ERE Nz g
\QQ‘I.\ OQV \\’f\\m&?\% CﬁﬁD\)‘E(QD&}E‘CbN\IIC*TLD\))
And for ApeeA ougeumad Yo WO \LOV S (R)
;\L‘)\\:C\\\ ééaw:%a«;., Nee N\ne € AR M}\{DH\\

" ) . Y \
AN 2 am -3\3:\%5' AN T A CRINATAWGAN CASL

_ Q\_\\b \P\ Qm\ 1m% %\ l\-‘\f‘\\/\f&.\\xx{ ‘
\\\'1% I-\O(C)&J\\ TS oRESMYAO NS \/E,\“\r ASSIONED
I XY \ N \ 3
Xe Ve ;%ggaee;ma. Lened Noeranse 5\ ee\fhec
Yo A oI N Tows S A Ci\\aa\ci\r A S\ oy

WRAE W) (V)

1 550es Presenited Cog Revsews
Wihethee Me. Casn 3¢ entzA\ed Xo ge\aeh
of 3nm Ve }\\*etmr\%:we A EVEDENY TARY
NEARTI NG, 0N N1 C\i\‘s_\v\s o\ ::.Ne?\‘-ec’m\'/e"” '
J

AsStIsShAnce of counnel Lhere Connacl Caz\ed
Yo Inhervaaw And e\ wadwesses alag Cat\ure
Xo ‘:_nxle%*-:.g Akxe *\\okoos\\\w 3% 9%9:\&&\10\4 Qo&*m\

AV

28




O o K T -~ w ™~ [

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
?2
23
24
25
26
27

28

Sxavenaen ot e Case

AN oW o Mg eXA CX 5(:01("\ ~ovn o Mg

o x A\ AVeecA T ou oetuiee Cash "Né_’,_,__..

Vav=e T T sovie dTSoNTEe the

;3:&?@51\\\% VEEST on AGREE YAk YNERE

WAS MTRTMA SOCCEESEN oomciang
AND T LA WD e \Qﬁes\\m% AN WAL
QoY €zeX =\ Tm\ee:\;ec* N s\t sl
le\t\e.g':_a\\* (—.—.“\’*\\GQ QTS SuLN OR AN
DAY=ES Reavest. AW Yo e T rasy ANELLED
EzeXxe\ v hed e cae And —oTNEN
e SeAY stvartaug ‘o \ore Nv s Acag’
Vav=e and Oredes Woe Siaves, oW
wacea (Be s Moaney  oasd Yok £ 762\
oroXe Naewa AOARY Yo own Cvwg
Casn e M Cace Ase Avzel A Caehean
YeeX 8 Ted Yo €7e¥=ed ‘%)\m ches) GAsh
=w X0 Spce, Cre Yol Yoe A\ sce Naa)
e SxeaeX Axvse e NAD é\‘/éﬁ ‘3566?\
CzeXme) vone winen €2 e) SV
Norva Ta Wne Sace Ws Maeee LA
TRNOANWY OWMARTIAGOS Xeck Ty AsKY
AOM € 7eXae\s Cxeed —wWeenck <o -
oz CA Lose Yo oot CACR <y e
Cace uihvade Oaed wore oetvn melD oy
VORI, Wy po\ice s (R s AN
QAC*LA\ TIANTOVRTIES Am:\ \Q\D(\?B\i C\c%\\es
Yo wanhoh WRe SNVl NE VRS QAC&FCQ'E’*\\@\\MRG,

{

29



T T T N

[+ 2]

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

Yege uane noth=wa Yo M~ e ovte CA“Q\\
gAY ers ZAN w08 76X\ oanae o
e Yace An A waneeye Bla Ml Dazed
M) Caedn A waAde Do o d\seve Maak
€ze¥=e\ wadeX \nad A MIEAOON T\ aAnD,
T\\e \‘00\1(' (S \-g@i“s_\v\ou\f ()Q CAS:,\\'% SONTIVRY
Yeona e, Cace w0aXed nxe ansed Ans
DA\\*Q).F\\Q'\\\EQ SUEOGEY TG \(\':ER \Oe\‘lég

\ Wi )

€7eXT e\ vam ) \Be BETNG A USEASA
LIERE X\vp :\1@@@&6&\ W eSS *e‘&s\\-ﬂ%::eé
Yoy Neaed Oav=e eavesy £7eX¥ze\ Yo
oexng Sl ¥Xaewd (& \L)EAC\)O\\\ Seovn Nae
AR (Awae) nere) as o vas Mg o of
Noe eag’ Wwe e ¥ utheon Neae S Noe g
A Sy ) >

WE e A T AE SR oMWY Sunare X s
ﬁlxb\\'e 5&\%5&&\\\%6 C\ P\‘S.\\/\’.\\é ‘\)‘Léﬁ \n‘c;‘c
RESORY Yo DeadW Teece vy T\ AW A ed
Aoy L Second vAALALY Ol M van
\\1\5 N1 \\"S_\A DR XY ¥\¢ Q'}\CQ N6 \(\i\ﬁtﬁ ANY
ﬂl\\E%E%) S0 NANCH oot \N \\MZM ok
EA%\\ o\ < e\les Ne WIAS \(\-:L\ \g‘.ﬁc\\ A
WOERO AN, CA%\\ 515 LEASOWM ALY \’DE\’S_@\/(- e
\

Wikd o Danace, YAy €766\ uir\\
exNoee s\ Q\ﬂ\i,m OR CAVSE N\maa aferk
o o=\ TTWNTORY, CAsdn wore 5w Sepg & e
NS AaD TN Gh WELCES SREY Under e
LCIRCUNM SN AvCE Qc)\‘i \\m N ¢, W SE “oe\‘;*t\eﬁpme

X

30



N T -~ w ) [N

Lss]

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
18
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

Coece o meane Y\apl SCWA WU NEN: Mae
‘c\_»ewr\\ OR GREAN \C)Oé,l\\i TN‘\E\S(’\\/ X p
N s\ Peaee Yo Mne T cadent o
Dece\v\\oeﬁ WO AN DOavre \ape o
eAke)y Naeeakers Hes Maey And
C Do eavIma e u o\ e s 0 N3
Noeose A CZWARLCAS =5 weed Be .
I\Nee\ aeped DAy 1% \ve\\ Eze\é_e\ a0
ae% AN N \\\a.l\\\\—\ TN e A
\'\:{.\\/\ SAM \QQj_\Aa WA '53\\'15(

AN e \eA® wadee Naest Saclg
Nard Cpedn coold vy have SaSely ek eeales)
Seona oedn uhe wors ‘CDAYE‘:\éjsw C\\s\\l\\/\ A\\}:s-f
Dav=es woaNaeot Moe use ok bhos Xoashe A d

I Ahmoo-e*i\\\\‘\ Xo \\\0\6 YOAN Xy g, Rekeen)

WORS WOk Q&a‘dl‘ee oy Nevada \aw oS oee
_&\(FQC‘V%‘XMG \\1"3 f3 a\\\ Ne aeN- ée&emge N
=% C\&AR "—\\s e CP\%E Nk \\\& PD*P\\E
TA\ed Yo vaeek Maese bouesten ok QRON I MG
oevond A Reasoninle dovkst Whak Cash d1Y
w0 _Ach Tw SeNX - v ense,

Tw ooeDer Mo \asw ool eV e se AN
@e.aam Whe DS N Kn.\\—.ma v el Ac\o:\\\y'
ANS ReASowne oelteve (T-X\\M Ynege <&
S™inasvsent DAnaee PRaX Phe Acs AT AWY W\
(:15:\\ e Y=\ \(\'3:.\\/\ o CANSE \(\'X.\J\ qP\e,F\\ \chl\‘i
TWTORY, AR TINAY N T A 50\\,\ ENM N ECESSARY

Oeg IRCUM ST AW CES Yog Nxwa Mo Bwee

o)

31




© © ) - w & w ) -

10
11
12
i3
14
15
156
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

Tn Se\S-debense Toree 68 Meane Yaad Mg
crose e Jdeadn o@ e 03:\\eﬁ ge%o\\ \Sog”

oD~ e *o v \% Qo on V. Stake
W\ Ne\:.\bu\\¢ \05),\% €33 53,59 Q000),
LWinernee debendant Reasonmmn oM boelteve
e was s QeAQ DQ Death of qeeA\ \0051\\1

AR X veatapon ok t ORY
Lau=ze N S e 36 Now \ 2\, ACENERIRY) 3 3\N,
272 Qo).

Unoee Me Yeshswmony elscxved Al

YRTAN, NG REAS MO\ IO covdd) S amd Maak

e Shade QRo\leé Caa D1 o Ak T

SR DS emae Newada case Vaus Ard) Stades

Npove. N\ag \b\m NAD Meee TS s DY ko

Redeerd oSoee EYERTIHTWA YOUR BRI o) g

e\Cc t\)é:‘ WS E * A W)\ * 5
53: 2 P22 203 L) Recoguzz g Ve
Q= o Yo NAnD g 3 A DAY
AverSIYY )N (D (A CERSEW WO

Qec\uzee Yo Redrea \ockoge NI AN DNeANN
Coce) Wrze coned as Ao e\ Napk
m\\g acoS SEMSEN Vo WEVADA Does oY -

mem
e D35S s oW L. Ne Delegwsie

*e\\s Guas
m\xe\\\ea ALOERnew SO REASIN RGN
o reve Narh e naay el S A
NI A ACK Tw ch\c;a\e%e Sately,

“

32




w © < T - w N —

X} ¥ [CEPAN) NN ) N s - [ [ [ ot -
| o w s w I\ = =) 0 o = o0 wn S tw 0 a ;

o
1]

o~

Colverson V. OYAYE, DL Ney, Ugh hisq 199
£.a3 238,240 0440
o Sack MYne SNANE v enace \D\\\c
Ny ee INCcoegectly A IwMERoper\Y
Xo\D Fae TRy Mapk (A o Me Doy
Yo REXQEAN, Y\t SaaNE T8 Anak e
Coo\D \aRve QG;‘VQGP\-\G n M\\ﬁ \\6 CoVD)
N AavE AN -n\\c\*-%c e oo\ e Ye\\ed
Cor \\&\0
W\e\ Crn AR TAN AN ceNEeY (Ke\m etn
. \-bk\a S0 Eax\ed Mo o\O"Yec-‘r Yo Yhxe
Aeaumeu* Me, Cran D5 ot feceTve
Slectvve ASSTSYAMCE OF Coumse\ AN e\,
(JAS\\ ‘x.x&om\/\é; \\1% 56&6\\\56 AYYOR N EY
)ém\LSAmél Caen AR\ \WAS ORES EXY AX
Yne ocene ek Yhe A\eged CRIMC, A Wi\
CORR O\OOQA'\(: \\15 -\cs* TAMOWY, A\\ !\\\mm\r\
SanDy (ak €ag) Liae AVAT\AL\ e, Counsge
NEVER 1\\*&(2\/*%\,3 San 1 Cre £ag) of
AN SanD T Chak £\ pe A vos e 65, Nace
Redee Noe esa\ Ne A CREDTA ALY ConYest
berween Me, Cach A Yae P:\\EQ&,'.S v1c|~1M.

33




Yo} o ~3 [ %] =3 w [+ [

= = - = - = =
o wn = w D = =3

"
-

iB

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Sranoaed & Reva end

We . (A condren e WAS depeIVeDd of
hxo fxahh e evvecYTye ASSTO ance oY
CounSE) oecAdst \hxe YR TA Coumse) SAT\ED &
conauek aw adegunte e - YRxAl TS.\A\I&%\:-;LR*

O™ w € 4 A Q— €x \\ ~
CANE Yo SECURE NI XA\ 1\&0&\:«:\\10\4 Xo
‘.\:N\IE.%‘T":LQA\E, B N Qﬁeot\ﬁf\\:&c\x AM\B Q,n\eu
Yo AN (orhnmesses AY AT A, Tu wxo\ Ak wow
£ Mne b AmenDwmen) aad Soueleenia
Avaeradaewt Yo e Uwnaked S\mes
ComexsNoX~ow,
T\\(—_ Q \JE%\ Towm oy \.u\\c-_ﬁ\\\e,ﬁ A CERIWIN A\
Deken SA\.L\ \npove R&CE‘S.\J€,5 <nevsect1ve

Xawace o counSe\ & IXED
guestTon & \_:\\o AN Q(AC\% AND X
Subrected Yo wude X REVTE

V. S¥ade 20 P23 S3% f:.s‘\\\\w 20 Sm-x.\\\ \
ek, 8L TS 212 215 (Gan Cxe 430, Cert, Dewzed
L33 VS 229,404 .07, 230429),

e STUN Amendiacn Nt o }\\\
CLRIMTIWA\ OReSEC X Tong \\\e ACCU &ES S\A\\
ENTEY Yo Q‘.Lc\\\\ e hAave \\\e ASSESYANCE oF
Counsel Soe Nme dense Ve Som&&mt Coved
has Tusteoeked Noak Bee Soxdl Awvendimen ¥
ReLoanwxZeS Ye RTaM Xo CounBEN \neCAVSE
TN OWTETONG (han e o\i-\*:j.nu AR\ Yal
~e CRINTCA) Yo e a1y & Wae AAERSTA

Wb

34



v o ~ o w 'S w [T

[N} N IN) ] ) N} o X [ = - = = = - = b =
) o o =~ w N} o o 0 E) 3 o w " w o [ o

[ )8 ]
o]

\/ \.\Jr\%\\inq\cm L*\\ﬂp\. V%S Wbz, LS, \BU\ SO\
= 029 Tae Neudn CoueXs ReNTew

mmg;@mw

co\:mse\ owaEeR ¥\c\e *mcwoi\ﬁ* YeoX Sel

N ow \bny
e\ tzf)l(\"\%’“\\ oY ol o Q\;\Q(\

%\ ANE \AR\
£33 DN M A Undee Srexe¥ L and e
D en DAY wveX Derensiemie Yl \\1@-,
Counsels oeeformrnce WAg ée\‘%lclem\r AMYD
=N SN oA o, AN O\DTE;L\‘ZL\IG ‘3\1\\\\ &3 0
qusm;\\a\mc% A N \\\&. uﬂ\uz_e\\ﬁ
R RET X Sense, 1Y
A 1L \VS, r\\ LN \u::.\\:.l\\z\%\f A\ o&- O
25 ST AL A0 Tee Unxked Shales
OhRewrt Bl NS Lud, A &, 0T 2639
(\%L\\ DeCTded oy Nk GAWE DAY A
Ixez e\ Aand N H\mﬁe\\;\e Lowrk CREAN ¢4
AN EXCEOT Tone bo TIRTOX\AND ShAMDARS
Qoﬁ "Lwe\:cv(—_(.’( INE N‘DSA."@( AYNCE c.& CoON SE\
!\\\\% AC\\AO@\E“&)Q&% ank CERN AW
CoROOWENAWNCE ARS S6 eqeec\m\xs\w
DQ& T \\1(',&.5 ey 1&6‘&60\1\1 < As%l%\kuce
\ oRESVUMED, SN An AN
T2 14 M9 (an Cxe \aan) ce Y lx:
ChROWTC 1 WS A% LS2Y. Lheonc ORESIMES
QRE;‘(\:)\J&(.& wanere Yaere s boeew pw
A G Noee ADELLY T MNae adneReT A\

"

35



w o ~] (o)} wn L W o =

[N] ¥ o [ X} ] [ SIS - = P = - - = = P r
D T [ X = o W oo EN T N w o w [ o

[y¥]
[+4]

ORELESS AN Yrxna\ Voowmey . \70\5\\5\\)6\ %"\'&
2D NEL UL G (o)

T RNV AWNGmAL 280 U8 45 (@3]

e 1S Supreme Contd e\ Mar) Connae)
aa A DUNY Yo el ot AésFO\B STAN
édﬁ:s.\m oeﬁ*exf\\ wARNERS Yo taac\udDe
1\&\/&%‘:1&#\\10\3 Xéb \66(, %AN\DGRN \{ %’m\e
22 A \‘A‘\C\(\QE\/ Q4 (Conm S D T4 Coonsed
WwAS oaeveckTve 1w Qm.\xuq Ne Comdu el
nQe’TR‘lA\ 'L\QV&S\IQA*'K.@\A\

A \ama of s eek Tve AoaT O\ Ance o
COMMSE) ons AOEER TS A\SH EXAMINED
wndee Sve 1A M and, i 50T D) hazw)
Ao €5hA\o\T e QRE Ty DAxCe oASED on e

A X OE\QQM&\:\AA\QCG, s I\OQG.\\ NG
C(:\)\\s%e\ e BT e DAY ANl S\ ow Mapak
e onvahed THHVNE woen\d ave A
ReEAS 0 AN ORVGALNNY & SUCCESE on
AQO&A\ See ﬁu\\P\w\t\ N CeWN\1as A55 T2
A6 (S (36,1990 Free shone N, Shake, 83
£33 304 22V N ey, 2660,

36




12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2_2
23
24
25
26
27

28

\_E:.m\\ Araumaenix g

Ground Owe ©
TA\ Coomanel wineg zneccccec\-::\/e
In Cax\sae ¥ \ SaNe

\-\\beoﬁa\\ TNVESY T AN TONG T
DﬁbDARR\ ~ou Sor YRIA,

2 X0 Vol Ak T e % Ye SN Avnenabven ¥
yo. WWe 2V).S, ConedsNoX 1 own,

e Neuada %\Sfoﬁb\\/\t (oveh Revzeaws
At & e TNESSE N TVE ASSTEN Avce ok
CounSel Wanader Me REASOWANNY eSvechave
YeaX el Sovede wv Sreseiind
XQE\%\\".L\\\M\DN ‘\3% ~ \\3‘—\‘3 (,\ ADSD
\A24Y) Adsete . Mo s
LD 561 MNev, \c-\am ondee Srexc\ans,
AR L\QG&'QV&,Q\HE. ASSTISY AWCE c& COVN 56\
A aaa ads Xaas tompenenta N Selzezend
QERQQ&MAN(:(: F\N% (Zl\ (::RE, \\55'3‘.(,{;

* \1 Q‘ X \4\ WCE
ﬁ:e\ -:.* TEnER WML DernonsYe At Maak chinaesVs
Qenﬁe."o(:u\f\\':s_gu Q-e\\ oe\ow A O\D"(&C\'i\lé
\ \o\c. £5% ms LN
. <, ERRLE \ e RE ok \E o€b g
\* d € é) Q- RenN X, Anad, ake 1ce
x5 es\A\a\xb\\a when eerxYzaner
SemonsrrRAY S A REASENA\E oec\eh\oi\x\\t
XNo \)\\\%ee.wvl\\\e e Cmﬁ-l\\emce T
ouX LomE & Nae METAN MO ASED ow Connasels

= |

37




W

e a0 -1 =)0 [%2] -

10
11
12

13

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

= e\ st A A CE ' e
Na\eR - -\ S--- 205 ST AW D.gbzﬂ
AENT CTRTDRMANCE
AM:@* AnD COMMUNT CANE
DAR.CAON ASGERY & Mo AT A Covnse\ M e \_m.m\
WA "1\\6&’?: etNave W Q r\‘;x.\"s_\m o oec(o eﬁ\‘i
Conesu \Y A tontnadn eaY e wrds Nmaa Q ATED
Yo, RENT Ea) EVTIENCE And Wi eSSES
shakennenY & Soe Cavarnole xaScemtl Tovn
And TweongzeNewy Sacke C ATMRE Yo e A
TNESTIgANOR Yo e ,;.od\\e AnN ok Yae
croe. AS\ee AeNTng W oVER A ovee Ne
WAMMES of Do’cew*:_k\ WIANESSES A\\% B
ADDRESSES (SandT Caeh Eae\) he wevee
TNLERVT ALY AWMY 0% NNE Lot wesses 3w Ao &
CASE.
%umﬁc\v\& (oved Rule (GIR VAW

Cleney' Shales!
AN nover A\ Xeep A Azent ehahus of
A YWMAXAE I\N§> ORB\\AQ\\‘! Cb\\/\o\\i wr N\
LEN S VWA Rumes* Cot S oot ary = oy D
AL AwYee Dnr\\ EXO\ATM A yankker Yo Mg
EXNENMN N ECESHARY Ne et p c\send e
W nogned decx e o fea r\eés-s_wa Nee
ELDR&%C—M\P& TN\ Vi An\ C,N—;t.,
MR, (redve Suietn 8% s au= l\\\&ae% Neak
€ gava Moad XEnae 0 WRsOR cotname\ LoAe.
=) And s Ve mm\\ e o?\e,"ve—,m\

\D

38




0 @ ) & S w N -

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

‘QRDCGEéplua Yo Vae DAY Tw wht o dexal
Cummence:\;-\:—)&:.a\ COOMMSBEN WEVER CAME Yo SEE
wMé WMoe nen M Frue Xmae W N N0E
) Sevenm movlhe TS WwAS \»JFCL\INQ G
YRIAN, Ve TNVESYTaANOR WEVER CAMIE Yo
aee wae 68 68 YANED Yo e e whele X Tane
X wae wiahawe St YWRTAL TN WRRRTS
Awa Yoe oian Samacvee \. %\a—}me\\ 253 B Soep
1234000, DAUA V499 Toe Cootd WD Napl |
Coon 5 \aad A DONY Ao ‘éeeﬁ T CONNYACY And
ConeY Wl e \zend ﬁi(:qb\f\i blmc\
_z_mmg.%m\\\ SatNEs :\MS é»ec::eo":s.ma ot \\1%
\.\.‘::u A\— A ! . = b\o
:&w\é\o& %&Qﬂieu\ No étkeem-s.we AN
Aea A\ pad ee\evany ':.wccocmk\‘lbu Yoy
Yo - Ane DeSendand, Vo A VSE see A\oe
Daxhed Svadea NuA e M a0 382 WAL
MeRe Yexal Covmae\s e\ \ack oo
(;bMMuMuAkLQm Nveaa) ‘ce\em\\m\\e CAN
\edege) & DURTINg NN TaCARCERAN o,
CReANED Ava ACYOASRAY Souant Sx Nt
ADVERS S3A oecce%‘s\mem\\ 56 M\ne ot oaoxllblm
CRINTCA Cache And Sakearmhs on Mo AGEs Y
ARTAN Coonase) Tw Ye D%(DARP\\ o ok X\
YRIAM Ay (e Tve rSeREY YALEN QY
e e & A anseaNE QA\\\e,e MaAn A
aee CRzenmd & BNee Cone) Dameene .
Q\V\l\\ﬁ_\\&QEE WD WA, 25000 (a6 \A29)

\\

39



w © - o w S w I

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

CRISENY EuxtWe N\ ucey Hba S 30,

"2aw)(azs)

Mere Mhe CIREUNMENANCES peeae\\»%c—:\; AN
Yoxs wanldee denmastentes Ve Coneleuct 3ve
AoSence & Ay AANoeeY dedseated Ao Ve
oRotechzen of wis zenls xankg QWDER
ooR AMNVER STA\ SYSYern oL *m‘o\l(';é Dnzhed
SVANES VS ansen, 4923 T D \RN0 @y (3e.
VA41) MnereCare Xe 1A\ coamsd\ SATMWEE Yo
Lo ICANe T6 A A1Rech UTO\AN 1o
o% Yhe %-.S.X*\\ A\/\‘;k\ S2WMENY X 6\&(:(:\ AVE
ReORESEWY AT,

Wot enly 319D Kenmedn ), \_0\\\0\ [SANOY
Eazled Yo Defeand Me.Cack C}RD(O(:R\'Y he CAx\e
Yo Do A \-\\oﬁooa\\ Iuvee\zar\* 1ow \'\e Cazled
Ao NYeRVIEW A\qé) e A\ ubl\'neb&es Maak
could of \c\e\o WAR. Cash Deferase Me Sax\ed
Xo waaXe Whe AQEROORT AXE 0\0-5@(;* 2ow
‘A\Sﬁi\xa AR )J\\ AN\ OQD‘E:€C\)*6,€ VUIAS \J._\E—\\
PAuoARL \'\\A\ ey Q-n-:&w Xo OREVE oevond A
feAsemALE Deool Taal Cach A1 wo
Ack 3ay <e\G- 5@&6\&56 AnD onv oy
A-.M(ORODER\\I CDN\J).NCT_N« e \0&\1 T
Y MRLCASN oD Nave REACE R LS D1
YNneY NAveE 6of convach IwAg v Kewwe PR
LW owng -:_NAAEGQA*E; CMVESN T 6 AN 3 LON,
CONB\)\M\‘S‘LDN Ava *Q:\:A\ DQ&DAQP\\ io\\\
Ce\ed CAR oudside Nne Rl\\gq( ot

\a

40




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

RenSonma\e oEch:%%ionA\ ASET S ANCE,
MeeeTore Kenmmetn W\ ona Oéﬁ‘-aﬁ\\/\vxmce
LWAS 36&"101&\\% I\m'és 51\5 DQQG RN \.\3;(:(, MR
Cren SRowa QECE"’\ITA\\Q ACAsR texal. A
REAGOMAL\E PR =A=MY <o A Dﬁa\o;\\ol\l\\f
oot zcsent Yo ONDERMAINE conbxdence
=3 e Ou\(‘:b\v\e, S{‘\QA.C,\(\A\AS MLl \J.pb.
AN LAY,

VERE X0 REALONABNE EREDAD\Z Yy
Yoak ool Cog coonege\s oNoRerfa% Towma\
ERRORS, Yhe Resull of e @ﬁbﬂec "\’)1\\&6\
woodd Nave doeen D358egen),

Ow /\\Jaos'\‘ 20,20\2 Me.Cash WAS
Sentenced oy Auéqe Dooa\.\‘x Swaxt\ Yo
\=Ke \Q:)c\\cQ\ Nae” 05651\0 s\2ty of
OARGVE LWDER Mg \J\RC\C A ALY oA\
CEI.M:\\\A\ QN\\A\\&CG.MEM’Q Cor *\\6 %eGO\Au

ﬁeaﬁee Moﬁr\&ﬁ CanmavaeXk I e

\D

41




13

14

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

BLATIORE Yo sareeyTed Auo CAW

WITNELLES !

T ObaYe WL ove, 205 €24 322 (Nev. \443)
\\\(: CC\)E\‘ \’\L\‘\

o v v QA’ZS.\\)Q(: LX Qb\h\‘l\/&\\l _3.\\\6\((36@ .\.(,6\5

CoOOMSEN Xo Al oo¥6u‘\1r\\ \Ur\n\\e%t\,

Cb\.o\ﬁz\b \.Q'I.\’\\ %\\e QP\i\\,ﬁt Yo @ﬁﬁ‘oONA\\\f

_\.\\ E.\f"'” waiw X

cm&* \¢ Cc\\\c\\x dc xa A u\%e NEEEL \:.\’x\e,

-é'x.i‘ '\ TOEW ‘\\ b)) 8N

Coumse\ = \N&Q‘%ec)t VE \ou) \\\:\\ 3:\\(: EQRL,Q%
- e3¢ |

érf:nbi\\é\ ok ASATR ARIA m\\u <,

Leal\Wwa pee gmag\i&ﬁg A NeecSoge Vo

DQtT\}és':l(,é, .
\\ceg 5&501%5 Q=i H\ Coom Se\y QEC: OeA\ A6
Cb\AM\BN“LLf\\e l\ms \zaXew N \\]\i CP\S\\

2 A Cowk €
= p\ P\\\ 13 (,céM‘bb\ Az e wco\ﬁ éoﬁmﬂl
O\ S EE W a L RN

YA\ LouN S \,.)-1\\\ ‘I_NQ‘Oﬁ\\/\Pﬂ“\IC\\- O%
WERANESLES AYATN, A Reeaade ) o
aave oXeenTowed Avd eaed a\ AeT e\
LIRS CavefARE NeahTyaowy, W \zd mc\\,

e A Sanot Caon Eae) SR A |
A.quc.ﬁg\ NSRVAS XN\ \-B

\\

42



10
i1
12
13
14
15
l6
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

T baenee NASate Ma Pad \354 (\C\%\A e

CoueY, L Aééee%szxm« A C\AS M OF
ek Techzve o Aesal N ooty held:

oo W0e SAT\EE No uBE N DO\O\lcé 56\&:\ Dery
Q ON Axvne TrVES \;_La akoke \c 1\5\1&%\ :,C\Px*e,
e ‘orcKgRouna of Ae UsCATALLL AN
COMNACY Ly SN NEESES, o o CON %‘vs-\\s\e

T r-\ﬁ&u UANE oﬁie,*fi'lﬁ\ —LAVESY 14 \l\\ oM

\J\\:_\Au SN e Tve AneT ednyed
u\‘ CD\BM‘?::Q\
A TaeXany CASE e < A\ Ca\mfs&\ WA \\:ﬁb%
And Nl wanaceods o8 Axaaes Yoy Ve Caan
WwhAN Lo\ wensee Jn, 60 TNXERVTEW M0
NALACS MORABERS A TASDReq seg ok
WIANESEES AMD YeX Coomite) Aw o
TwwEeY s l\\tm 3D ok \ae N\ag AOSLONELY
Yo IMNEOVTELED Py WTANEEHES (€
:DN\,GEA )-ur\\'é, e CAGE Yo &¢ Cof’\s’:, eV EMCE
2 C\AQ\)_L\\\.U. WA, Cadn Ak s oas (] e \§-

DeNense
B NS \Q \rﬁ& Svﬁ Lr\‘:\ \\w “ € D\\\‘::* ::}?\\’Y -
\q.a TM AT 5&0\3 A\L, DN:,\;?\‘LP\\ w0 t,%\iu A\*x.t,u

c '\ = 3 f\\\’ N - x)"l%\ ‘
OQ‘ COMNSHEN N3 CrA\\Y Cc\\%lvf,&x\\\a QAL\%
NRY MR AN RenanaSed Yo A fadms e\
oF CavormAole TS oemaN =i Ao \bnls
‘.x_m\fe."g\':.c\ ANAE Yo Taneso a AXE,

\S

43



) © ) o w s W -

-
o

=
=

i2

13

14

15 __

16
17
18
19
20
21
?2
23
24
25
26
27

28

NO3 \\\C\C\‘J\) (Coonm 66\ TSt cerzve =w

Q-Al\:ma No VIS (BIwe SLENE o€ (-\\/\m\cw
AW A_\N&g\:qw\ae yo \ocake And |
e T LWITARESSES N C,oﬁec\me»\\e
56& ExaDANWA *6%‘( Sr oY) '

\\/\e CI\L\\ oet\!-x.m% f\\\cme\f -\\ m%d ONER

e ‘c—s_\e, AR Cﬁl\lﬁ)\\ ENIdeNCE No %emx\

_\M\Jes\:,qh\:mu MO MRS \ Q@\\c\se\ \30 \Q\f
A\ WS\ 68 VB D N
YT A\ o oan\S & Nxe :Je&e,m—)/:,,

See, NSV AR 6, AN ©AS Wi (e,
A N DT Do) hesa coomse\s Saz\see

Yo Conadael A jg@c&%&.\z OVE TN WA 6N

Cm\ﬁﬁck x\ﬁa\ ocﬁ:&m\‘ ::J\\ \f::}t\.}eb%(:’\

H\hﬂ: %é; \bc’\’-\ ‘ﬂ\c\ (=£.26 om (ANAQ).

Neee 6&50‘1\& ¢ b\l\&‘b&\ \O&:S_\)a O&u\b.gﬁ

44



10

11

12

13

i4

15 ff W2

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

ACCouNYs oF e xacadesy £AD\¢

EVDence MWad o\ hinve \aeen ofCeeed Yo
oolexee We, AN :Séée;m SE, COONG t:\ Ceg
A\b \\)XE\H WO \ucr:u.i\\ REASOWN TN G (: A‘:\&é&
Yo O =\T76 tuekh Tas X3ow Awd N3 e
A xows 68 VAcK thepe o can WAeD\N e
SAxD...%e el %’(ﬁMequ chesce,
SRRSO g, 21 T2 WAL WS @4k, (¢,
\aou) TRaAY T8 ConeTaY Ak w:.x\\ \\g sm\\
AN X 36\ Yo &6
R caunel dp RN et eemﬁeseu* Ao Aém\\
e\ o ous An (§QT&C\1\/& ENANDARDY of

RE#\R omc\\o\é. eSS, Se'm OW 5:\ €AY 1w 4

T R TUDIAL ST
W eeetuaxea eYveck K Nes A hdwagel
TR RN T ASHTANANCE Th Nugs (AR 4
TeRepARNRNE Yo denty WAR.LAedn e, Q.L\I\\\(\ §
‘m\se*ee\\\ l\w:ném ENN R'S.Q\Q\ No N \J %
ComeN =N 0N T o0 A WORREAWX A
of Ve ConNTON Tovm AN Reva A
New Yexal,

W NN e, CAse \oe\mu-.\\ A C\AE \(\ of -
S8 - Defen st %\\ta&\r e A VAV TR ul\\\\aeﬁ
ACK AN éauaaa AND T\ -:.ns*e\mu ok
AQEARENY o;\nqee U Ot WNeyAD A

N

45



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

sAad ek RECOamTZC Neak 5\ -deken e
xS A ‘Y\)e.‘\(:«& :t.(‘.A‘c:w\-.s \-og. \\C,M"I.CIJH-”- !\\\73 \-\\e
avake \\/\u S ofuve \oe\/m\\l 1\ SEAS (v AN\ €
Souph Nevad A eASe VA A eda\aese
dve A\se \uuq N dD MELE 6 o DoAY
X QE‘\Q&P\\ \C)(S\L,Rh Q\A(:’E‘:l%).\\\u A TONS
qu\r\\ ot NG Dk e g,
l.-‘-\— WOAS A_\\AQGQ\P\“\ Qu&‘, e ;J\\ Chu\&-,fc/\ NG

QEE%ew\ AN mﬁ\: AT -\\ eENefH Qoﬁm LK
\!‘Lf\\o\e evzdence N o ":\\c\u \\J\e Cred Ackui)
havs 6 ye1A\
cmmge\fo Cas \o&e. \u OV An AU ;_cﬁ\é Wi

N c\se n\ Qm,\\,ﬁe N, _\.n*E:ﬁ\J‘e\u A

"'(\\(i\f ok N .>.\ A\ \&%\1\\2\6\\\‘1 AV e\mgg WCE
Aad CASSEDN Mg \\;ea Yo QEACT Bw
\mm@mekcﬁ C\Q \f \!61’2516* ok (cenal A
VLD LR LusA \\\e Vae of A DeadN
WEAOYS Anc S =N wasee N \J\RL\E N R TRSAL
AN CEAAERY us =3Nheok N 06‘5%1\@* A3\
oQ( cal\@&\(;

\JQ\\E;\\ CON ST DER 3.\)»%\\\L Noxpa) =\ ok N\
L eCOMENANCES XA\ LbnNLb\% ACAT O DQ\P\C(
eredt have cReaked A unbaze oeedudace
Jé\m% \\\eﬁh 5 wAsfe Mhaw N S P\%b\ﬁ
eReoALTVNY " Maak ook $ee Coinne\s, ek
DN0e REEIME o M0e N EA Luaed WAVE Soeens

\%

46




ey 1%t \ )5 Wes ava N, T\ ok

vao 9.0\ Q063),

VN \\&e MIWET \_, Noe Ei(:\-x.r\\cs V1YY I A‘5\\(,

‘(\)Rﬁs \!C.Qf%iﬁr I\\\\% entaee dezal

oﬁocee)e <w VoA T o oF Yhe S

Ame\\\émaﬁ &:Lc\\\* X6 (:\C\QC\VIV&,

AV SE. Aoou\ﬁ:m\\q ‘\\\c CONN J_c\z.c,u

D ReaaANT £
A WD *Q‘AA\

\9

47



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

SYaYe Appe\\ate Pepcedure

Me.(ash ‘516‘ \‘Qo* RECETVE ALSTSNANY

on D3eech P\(‘:){‘:)EA\.

Ow I—\Qa 20,20\ Aooe\\:\\e AXXoRWENY \WAS

ApOOTNYE £ Yo Me.Casm, Ow Ock\ A0NE U\ dave

\ Adce ADoe\\!\\e ANy peney ReCeTve W, (asn

CASE Q:.\e =y Dxadexcel cooel.

Me, Qu%\e%ae ehone Yo see we (M, 0ASh) on

WAL V20 J o AL \\1q\\ Deseed D¥ake

PRISON only (N once Tof D rma BRE s, A

Shaked me wot\D torme AnD see we AgATW

\u\\::c,\\ e Nevee \31\'3 OM \V\P\QQ\\ A\ 20\“\ WAR -

Rut\edae S5\ed A Openng o €S MNaal WAS

woedhens 56 Deh1eTen) = XU SA\E
Doe oeom:‘s’o X< 0“6\3(565 IQ— AV RN EY

éOéQ ol DRO\J .;._56 QQ'Q‘EC'\'I\J'E ASSHISYAWY ('ofi

Mg AOE &A\

\): 6,CGN&'\1'\‘\3\‘1DM AM&M‘SM&N\ \L\’t\\

AQQD&JS A CRIMIMAN \Becces\x ul\n\ j'v\(\(: = C\\r\\
Xo Cb\ml:';.t\ ON Q*R&’t F\O{DE)\\ AS A Riq\\\ )

CRoMm \uéqew\e‘\\% o% CvaLck...om

Aes Qoa DROQ‘ES%*.LQ\)A\ QESDO\\SZ\D‘J_\‘:*V

& coonsel Yae AoeNAYe \ AW vee MU s

MASTER e YeTaAl RECORD \\\G\Sﬁ‘ooa\\\‘l

LESEARCN Yne A\VB EXERCTISE T\»Qc\&meu¥ pAN

1'56\\*1\}‘11\&« yhe Aequmtw¥o WAl aAY

e ADVANMCED o Aooe;\\

20

48



10
11
12
i3
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
;2
23
24
25
28
27

28

VNANE COUMSEN WAL NEG\E -W A Sog

ot \\1% Rxank ho A DILECA AQOEAN. W\ ¢

\Aeq\:.qe\\): “Cax\uge X0 oéfe?ec;’v AN ADDeA\

AM OO '\'o A Complede Denxal of Astrebance

6% Counsel 2 SuRINg A CRIN TCA\ S\P\ae ot Yhe

Cex M‘.S.NA\ oRocex\)x.\\,a »

T n Me Cash Toezet o Wb Tooues of

ARU\\)MGM"\- Re\rY awa Yo -:_u"a\SQQ:_c-Le\\’r

tV1§emce Pﬁouoceg oy ¥\ne S'\YP\)(C Xo WMEEY

Mrexe butden of EROVENG YN Debendant

D13 wok Ack xm 86 - debemge. Me %ﬁ\eé&qc

35D ot 2eeTous\y ERESENY Mg <otue”

Cok Yhe coorYe (ONSTHERAY 1o DELALSE

he Does wok C3Ne Ay AutheRIMY Gee

EROGECUN R TA MISConDUCY, X LUAS Couns el

RGSDO\\"D'T\:)*L\‘S.'\Y\I Yo pREGen Re\evAny

Au\\\uﬁi‘\\f A Coaeu% AQQ\S\\/\E\J\ TERVES

WoY S oa&%e,u% weeé Mm-\ oe A%-\eesseﬁ \o\/

\-\\é: Co \;@3(

MARESLA . STaxE, 02 Ney bl S, L3N % __

oo 3, Lhag (e(:Qos-xNa Yo CONSTYER

ROSECUNRTA  pure b ey AQO\\SN\&M‘\ m\\(ﬁe
o ANNeRTAY & oeesem\ Atetyazanl

Deben Dant %% ew\'ts.*\eﬁ Yo Conarhuttoually

efteck—ve ASSISTANCE OF Covnae) on Dxrect

Ai\:)peA\.Pe-\::\:_OMeses Coemeer APPe\\ AYe

A\

49



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

Covms e\ WAL 1\3&&&1\16 boecAuse Yhe

AVioeney Caz\ed o PM.)&CI Aately DecSéx\Hr

}\Rq\,meuks AND RAXSE "f":S\)és ow DIEC

Aoor:l\\ WMe. Casd ReplY WRXES wing Cx\ed

o 22wl oF Aoex\ 2014, MR, Ru\\eéqe

Q‘Ai\(:é AAAT W '\-o Cc\\.%\)\‘r.wl*\\ Me.

CA%\\. COU\:\\%&\ G\D\"LC\F\'\'U_OM Yo ASETISN -\-\\(-,

3
Deben DAY o TMoo AN DeCT S Ton

Twecludes A Duby Yo consulr widh e

DeLenu DAY OFeT XA ARD bl V5. AN L3

AR

50




¢ o <9 o a o w N e

N [CIEN) ISR %) ~ [ - [ = - = = [
) o w s w ¥} [ o ) © ~ o w 'S w ~ = p

L]
[¢+]

Geo

@ wcm—

nekh

Asos sYance ok

AQD&\\A\(: Lomo&(—.\ =8\ \f*x.o\!\\-upm 0(; %\\e

oe’c TonERSs Oxxth And Vme*eemlr\\

AMEH%M&M\ @:’m\\\: Xo Whe \J, % cho\:r:\n)\‘wu

\\\(-, CG\._,E)\V 13\*\.;4\—1(3\4 \~o é}ﬂ;&@‘ .L\fé

_\.‘6\‘

o)

Yed xeech

R

Aooe;\\ %ue,‘ée \ B‘erc-. AVD Wey. \’a\n\. \3B LR

€ u:\n\u‘v =

G:\\,\C':s_\\bl\; Ng C()\\\Qr:n’k\)\' _\.um»\\\\t e‘%“c eck xve

P\%‘%.‘_s‘n\m(‘.c o (‘_b\\m%&\ AN 55 Q(:L\ }\(BD&»\\

GROER No o&b\lé Ta eQQH}:-:L\Ie ASSTENANCE

o C,D\B\\\%E:\ A SENTRToMER wbeN Sageh

Do Noad Nere ANeen e\rs @eéme.m ANCE

JIASSY XN

A

o A ' Do SARAY
Noa) %QC,\\ Se&:c,lencv cr\\t»fbc-_é \vxea
N W\
i\\% \[ ﬁ’\es- NE

DN

M6 ANG \_ e-»x 2D A (:xbbm\\\o\smu N

A A Loamsa\s Caslere Yo Qb\\%\B\\ N |

SREn DALY Npack AN NC)DEA\ CONEN \\,\&b

DS zczend OetSaRAARN C5% Nae AN AR OY

Nl A 5\3\\1 o CondmONT, Au AN aewEY WA AY

A 5@6!\\6 COREDETNN LT h A 5e‘1m5kﬂ‘t

Moo s Rz o) o F\(O(Déi‘k\ AS AN TA

A

51




10
11
12
13
i4
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

_CON&oU\'\'h‘\ 3.0M \:RDN\ FD‘VQ ;_c‘é\m\\ﬁ \p\\ C\(\
V\AS 1% C\eag, *\\i\\ Yne A—\V 3.CE Ava P\*\Dﬁ\\{:\f
51639&,\\\. ST S "4\0&4&\\& (D\A"’k\i\*v\ LTLON WAL
WAL e% Ay 0O e,u‘c:mg SRAwDALD o8& o
QEAS WA ENELS,

WMe Bz RaXedoe! i\D\u&\\f\\W Codnsel
‘Q\;e\u NS Q(-\ 2N oniee WO RRED N aa A
Ne A Dxeech N)@CR\ A DSeudr Wag

QN: Q\\‘i\\l\ AL r\\g\\\aﬁ TAY Yo wanXe ’v\\(—
Condamead Al De (‘15‘10& As X0 uonelnee Yo
e A 7\006;\\ NN NYANS o\m\iqk\lom
No ASLT N A Dfendaa mwc\odes A o\\/
Yo Comaao\X \u.t.\\\ *\\b (&'cu% AR Ory =
1\\1\@0&\#\\\\\ 56@,% TOonmSNE Qu\\kuae CANE

X0 bﬁt 06\1\ Tanee ovs Wanechn \"’b\\\ DOVA A

Nagn Deceed e Rraeon svae Xavac,
W Q\)\\E\QG WAL Nae eeoeegmk AKX T OM
o Mg OeX s 05 onek AN Ne Lo 60N G

Xo "\(: A SA.R(:C,\ l\ooﬁ A\MRQ\B\\E:BV\E:
COMSUNY AN T oM 6N MM\C\\ D D ONA by v\
ABGNEY \'b WAT WS, \).\(\1(_\\\(\&, oﬁ’\b\\/\.._%g@\
Yo REANEW X b \\:’:a\\\ WDeseeN C‘XY ARG |
% 50w SY() QQ‘CP\\( W3 J-}Y\(\ ﬁ(:aﬁ 4-.\ TONWNEE
Aapam, Lo e aever 33 WA ‘i\\,\\aba{
S \\e% I\D{ae\\!\\'é oD(»,\\x_n._\\\a oeze( 0\3
\\/\%\f\\\(\ \’-\\\\ 10\“\ C»f‘\)“"‘s(:\‘* c\>c3\ M\\ S oW IS

Yo ASSTN N0 DetemSant Tuo\des A
DAY No Cenm S\ o= DeSen Dl o

A

52




10

11

i2

i3

14

15

16
17
18
i9
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

MA\(;; %Oﬁtwe\\* AN T oM Yo Mee (\@uﬁ EANES
ook e Ase wAAde Nern ko Nk CoueN, ..
wel_s3Y Meeee A Ceeddes ooh wona) Npee
THOGOES ARE AN N Yhost M T A
A@{b&f\\ \Qer_AOSG, \azggy\t\{: \\i\$ %\h\ @ AQ\'\*

_\" =5 | [0 '\\\6 OEY D LR

O wAoX 0w -‘w 'is\ﬁj\( \\l\\o.g)\ua\\ Cﬁgc-Mﬂ._N}\\
bﬂ\P\NLEMEI\\\\ Avad ’k\(\(. WD AEL 8IS wAsY Lo

e O{)t I\ TR S

Cu\)\;‘v—\ \C\Ab A (‘.ON‘S\T.\\:\S LGV A\ 5\3\‘1 X
ov 50\ AT
Wt | \\ P\\m QAN \,s\:\.&\ Aen Dk @\pm\l
e Au Ao«:-(.;\\ 68 D ek Dekend Ak
SEASIMAAE DB ARMED A TN ereos BiNY
f\r (\&A\:Em:\—\ N eSS - L}Q\!rol\ S22 0% AN b,
A oeé)(:ﬁ Ao em\ r\\{a\,..& \\\a\\ e WAS

R \\AJ.L&& o ChanmSENS whapRetesszona\ MG

ST N LaRE WREERS AL . T et pa)

s

53



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

AGEY Shisud ﬁv\ws}\ MWeee 56 A Q&AQM\:A\:\(:
o&o\ar&L\ A et oh See CosmgiNs S zcaeny
QP\""\\;QL ¢ ;,‘"\\A‘:»\z\\ \A:)".L)\\"\\\\"’\f\ 55\\(" ‘\)X: !\\\3
AQQ&A\ Ploees- Devean 538 N EVER Y
wtoVD ave S\e An ARQEAN,

f\ C\)G:Sc(—k\él-\\\\\ \“\N AN \"‘,J\fk\\ N¢ (uui»‘ Cooe AT \" CECA
P\@@u\\ Eery Ix SEEMD o\my \L\\LC\\ COUNG é\
\\J\\, \\ LGN AG T AW P\tﬂ_; e, 1\5*\(’\0\\ AN
\Q(»\“\%a\t \\ b t\I.L\\\\ r\\\\EERE:\, l)P\'l(‘(OY\\\‘:'lf\\

22, NS e N S OT iV \AANAN

\\QL \\\\l\f« X ‘\‘;\Pk\(—,‘ o\\Q\* e\\/\(- Lt\\\‘r@\
\\(\% 5:\\#\\ \\\'r, Q\J\AQ RAACNN R\ ’:)F:f i By N l)Qv
\»\\Q\\c ('R X0 Ar\(m A\ Recde, A N\ Hever By

Lo Beencs 53 W06 M8 YA D S

ST ENNSNY |
\\\&K(( TS 2 C;/ L )\“’ "t\(\!\\f\- \w\m
CEB\J\JQ\\, R oo B DTRECh AOL&F\\ A\\\\

\\(\I—\K \\f o B (\ﬁ \\\ S'J,(’f ) \(\”\f \\f\ﬁ g\\x\\ b(’i g
}.\\\E\((E:.C,\ A Ca\\\t:\ \(Q(ZL.P\\S S \"\& Lo RGS \Quk -
I\\Q(u{-‘ TED B 3;&&:‘_\ AC}(\!:P\\ \,\,,\\\ CJU\\\« \\ ?\\\mw
TN N u\l\\ BEAM u\ \R\ Lo‘s_\!.*\\ AN ?me\tu\\\\
,\\\nh\\ B SN YN NS Caashs \\\\M\\L
Avs Aeh=sc\A. ‘:;u,\ww% Ao N\ \\\e,\n\ol\ -
LDN%\ \\_x}\ LN, \\\L \\&w@b Dﬁ\m N TONNER TS G
L\\,\ +—\\L A X ¢ RL\ ;E\T :\\\'\L 2 nad _u,\ 3O WA \_)\ .
\or REYERED P QavnaveDed SR A NEL
*(“‘\.L_,P\\f

2L

54




10

11

12

13

14

15

16
17
18
18
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

Eﬂ Lo, 3

b ]
Q C\ \é_%“f Yot SVI.\S&\A*IARY \%eAQ“\Ad

\ “ \7399,{3»' \/. S‘v&%a 2L 03 SV

Q&.(.GQ\A’ZLLQQ Aoa\:s,\ TOMERS AGS &R-‘w; A
e\ Ao Lgumez%(:A* oy SOEC 18 9c Sachual
l\\\&m\\‘;‘si\l \-..\L,\ \&)('\ £ \)\ 3\\\{; SeCHE 3 \\\\f\\
g.\ \f\\)h \Qi)\)\ \g\l\\g Yoo A g ‘KL\ J\E,‘R; X_u
A\ DR A WSS Cee Mo WaN Aoy NG\ Ade,
N 223 A0 SediNe, 266D ‘RL\!E_\'\‘Q;_\Q P
QenaAnd v DTN (oEXS m\e-,\\ VaA\ S A
&=\ o% A beas LORES, Roe Dachesch

Luﬁﬁt XNo Corauo el f\\\ (N JG\M\J A \\H\k—\ \\q
ow oz eneet Goecabzc Ao AN

\\ ea Mrowe O ()\A\le\k(:‘u Ta N0 E M\Mbﬁ\\\
R \ry\,q:% e NN CELAE D)

A& (aed woesh ok D epe, LRGN lnot\%
COWNTON T O ut* TNz on OR f\\\b\\qk SOR0E
- €', eI R
et \X\\J\\,u R SN '.'lb\\\l"‘ X = NG \F e \ f\\\'
A C\RIWRE  o% TyvetteckTve AGty e\ Ne Ow
Couna S A, MW 5 eSKech i Acesiehwye o\:
CONGEN u\»mm AL SLO0ENED \(“\f f«(\(zr*lr*
\-;x AN i\\\w@\ <on Evs et A Ane

Cocetns P A=Y S NV AT WAn aae N\
\)\,M\\L\ 00 00 2N\ N (7, sV ceee

27

55



10
11
12
13
14
is
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

o L MNE AQQAE e Tachaa) \\_) wty (\\_‘\E

\m;_\\\v \X C\Ef\\\k AN ‘v\\f— ACCUEY A
eNT T E\\\ ‘TELF\#‘ N \\P P\K: \\q }
\\/\E,L e\ A A Y ‘f}t',{-\\ - '\\V\f\'\ \\‘.?L"{) \ {)_.SJ\\ AW (\5 o
SN ATE COOMSEN S ARG TTAES e TV Al
O A J(,k“r‘.n\m \(‘\ A“‘\ (!\P‘f}\i\ N £ \J\i\\(\f ey
& F(_ Jw\ XL Cﬂ\a.\ \m“\ }&\\F qk\x = O\ r\\ rc\,ﬂ\\ N
~ &z Br’ 3?\\:_, ”f:f\‘}s SY\’\F\\ \_\)f\{\'i\ /\\\\\ f‘\‘{\\\
ENT &%F‘a\\ SAEY XNNEAETY \&\ rbl:.(: Duu}m \V\o%\ql\\d
VAnz e Sakes, N6h o V534 M (re v02s)
Lonemrae Yor\ Fie e o WAS exdis e
No A e e e T Ay NeaR S NS X4
%é\ﬁ\n\\!u\\\\tJ \&:\,\\F\\\f-'\‘ Cb\J\Q J{'/\ \,\J\ ;\\LQQ&-.CXV:M—
\SINSHIN Q0N AW e e FROm NG, A
Q#\r ‘\\)}\\ AUSE x\ TG ORES ex\\ £o SN -\V‘\é
T .- ERINIIE (s --~-u Tiig
The ¥o\m,;:\\/ v S ol CELUAY ST AN LS % Vg
‘< L\k\\ A I\\\eqf\X TONS EVT DO t\\\\'\
N X ;,\ \‘;v\\ \\ \!_x_o\v\\-.z YIS l\\\( m Y
o A\\\* @ AN \\ ACAS LN l\\\v\ ")\({ OENE L \(';\‘!

K}

NAE \J\ \\ g\x AN H\Q “““ }\\" \ \\é LAY )\'\é -\

A Ra VTN A_Wv \ E,M\_u\x aN¢ Ru* OA\NL
\ 3

P\D(DF—\QL\\\ \-mmm\ JA_a\r v eS Lol WA

\
3:; f\\ £ ‘\3 i‘\f‘-;‘.‘; W \\ :m\e\\\;t.\\, VA
NS ST AN ek EESING A bu.«_B CAVSE

AHEARIN 4 \\(\L CLURY WA« X ;\(\vm,u\s}\
coumas) Ao ConTch B ARSI

‘eeae ANEY FELETL T5 L AREANAT Y,
2D

56



10
11
12
i3
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

CONCLUS TN

\L\\tt*er‘gLKL AT ITAN Q\G“Ou,“\ Q\J\\\/ QegiLest
oF Yz, Coveh Vg \u\\\,\ N m:’n Lo I ,L\-
v ,_ﬂ*r AdTs Al Mi\ \\\e \:‘\L\.»J,\ SO
Lu}'\\t e o howein N6z AL T Ne g

R\\’Vﬁ‘f\\\\l\'\ “NE f‘\O Sozwk f‘/\\d\\\\;\ /\\\\\H CONT \\_“( 4
AN EVToeny S ARY \\e/\\\hma OV N \\e AV AW
i,\\‘ QL_\\\‘L_":‘:‘L,Q\' Ve W\SGES \’\\\}\J’: U\ COONE, (\
AN ”f\#\\\* N0 AOE x [ JJ\\&: ee\ae’s Geand

\
A oaNes CENVLES Seetae AR08 Ae

Drde Woe (b Ay & Joly asas.

me\\\ vadwa \‘km\mm ! ASh
..\\ N \\Rk J}\ ervian | A_rJ\

ey wr\” 5L

A\\\Seea}u\?b,\&m \QZ2Y

ENNevadA,
2A30\

A9

57




EXHIBIT 1



Date: 11/24/2019
To whom it may concern:

| Sandi M Cash the undersigned do hereby swear that all the following statement description of events
are true and of my own knowledge, | believe to be true and correct. This is what my testimony would
have been if | had been called to testify at trial. Thomas Cash attorney Mr. Kenneth W. Long never did
interview me.

On or around October or November, | was awakened out of my sleep by my niece Brittney Turner, at
3999 Pistachio Nut Ave Las Vegas, Nv 89115; to come assist her to get her child Londyn Davis. She woke
rme up saying “Auntie can you come downstairs with me to get my baby so Kyirell (Davis} won't do
anything to me”. | got up and went outside with her, as soon as we got outside Brittney said “why did
you bring him to my house” “you know i don’t like him” {she was speaking on Zeek)( Ezekiel Devine)
Kyirell started screaming at Brittney grabbing Brittney by the hood of her sweater. | stepped in and said,
“you guys need to stop, Brittney get the baby and let’s go”. They started arguing more, kyriell then told
“Brittney get whoever you want to fight me. | dont care call your cousins, uncle, daddy anybody”. | then
grabbed Londyn and said Brittney “let’s go”. Kyriell looked at me and said “you can go get yo uncle
{Thomas Cash) right now. Go get him go get him!!! I’ll shoot up this whole house up. 'll take my
daughter”. | said, “I'm not doing that just give us the baby and leave”. In the mist of kyriell trying to grab
Brittney | got between the two and he reached over me trying to grab her and ended up scratching me. |
told them “it’s too late for all of this, the neighbors are starting to come out. Come on Bri” | got the baby
diaper bag and we went inside the house. Kyreill and Zeek (Ezekiel Devine) were sitting in front of the
house in a white car for about another 5-8 minutes while Kyriell was calling Brittney’s phone for her to
come back outside. | did not teli my uncle (Thomas Cash) about the incident or express my concerns to
my uncle (Thomas Cash) or my sister (Antoinette White) therefore he was unaware that kyriel had any
issue with him. | solemnly swear my words are true. Pursuant to NRS 208.165. | Declare under penalty of
perjury that the forgoing is true and correct.

State of Nevada
County of Clark
Date this: 7/ ﬂ){dav of @ﬂfm 2020. This instrument was acknowledged before me on
the day of “__\*\ﬁ’r\wbyw

X and )\) e ——————

\
Notary Signature d@j

—

. NO, 12-7113-1

” My Ao Exphos . 12,2024

l Exh.NoA, foged,
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11/05/2019

To whom it may
concern,

| Angel Turner undersigned to hereby swear that all the following statement description of
events are true and of my knowledge, information, and to those | believe to be true and correct.
My stepfather Thomas Cash attorney Mr. Kenneth W. Long never did interview me before |
testified at pre-trial or before i testified at trial. The only reason | came to court to testify for my
stepfather is because my mother Antoinette White, took me out of school to bring me to court,
both times | testified at pre-trial because the attomey Mr. Long never called and asked me to
come to court of subpoena me to come to court .

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing its true and correct as | have written to
be pursuant to N.R.S. 208.16, | declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and

correct. \B&n /Bl ?J)Z_() W(/( %W

Date this day of 20

X
State of Nevada
County of Clark
This instrument was acknowledged before me
on
the day of QU03{Z8, Q. Y e

and _~—— {J{O

Notary Signature @/

9._ EX\'\.\[O.L;P&\%&’L,.
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FILED .
AUG 03 207

e S il Sl
€\, NN 551 oY V\eASE
A-20-818971-W
Dept. 9
IN THE 61§\\\ DISTRICT COURT OF THE
STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF { {a&¥
Terns Cacly caseNUMBER: (b 31 Tt
Petitioner,
vs. EX PARTE MOTION FOR '
APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL AN
REQUEST FOR EVIDENTIARY
G’L\\ ERE \.;)1\\'1 AnA HEARING
Warden; State of Nevada, :
Respondents.

COMES NOW, \¥ Ci the Petitioner, in proper person, and moves this Court
for its order allowing the appoinhﬁent of counsel for Petitioner and for an evidentiary hearing. This
motion is made and based in the interest of justice.

Pursuant to NRS 34.750(1):

A petition may allege that the petitioner is unable to pay the costs of the
proceedings or to employ counsel. If the court is satisfied that the
allegation of indigency is true and the petitioner is not dismissed
summarily, the court may appoint counsel to represent the petitioner. In
making its determination, the court may consider, among other things, the
severity of the consequences facing the petitioner and whether:

(a) The issues presented are difficult;

(b) The petitioner is unable to comprehend the proceedings, ot
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(c)  Counsel is necessary to proceed with discovery.
Petitioner is presently incarcerated at t‘,\‘f 5’\ i\'\E, %'15 ON s

indigent and unable to retain private counsel to represent him.

Petitioner is unlearned and unfamiliar with the complexities of Nevada state law, particularly
state post-conviction proceedings. Further, Petitioner alleges that the issues in this case are complex and
require an evidentiary hearing. Petitioner is unable to factually develop and adequately present the

claims without the assistance of counsel. Counsel is unable to adequately present the claims without an

evidentiary hearing.
Dated this \\p _day of \)Q\'Y ,202L0.
) ,
,ﬁéfm i [,-:LJ
In Proper Person
2
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that he is a person of such age and discretion as to be competent

to serve papers.

Thaton 1~V -0 , 202.0) , he served a copy of the foregoing Ex Parte Motion for

Appointment of Counsel and Request for Evidentiary Hearing by personally mailing said copy to:

District Attorney’s Office
Address:

laee Lewzs Ave. B Pooe

hs \jé.ji\s ANV ENAS Wb

Warden \Q:.\\:. aw G\ eét’.

Address:

D Rox \ag4
ENNNV. 3936\

T ‘l
Petitioner
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AFFIRMATION
Pursuant to NRS 2398.030

The undersigned does hereby affirm that the preceding

AD(’-‘) OI\\\\'\\A C N‘\ o& (\ SUON S E,,\
T (#ide of Document) ,

N0 2NGt
filed In District Court Case number 18~ 5 G (99~

I
@  Does not contain the sodal security number of any person.

-OR=

O  Contains the social security number of a person as required by:

A. A specific state or federal law, to wit:

(State specific law)
-of- _
B. For the administration of 3 pubiic program or for an application
for a federal or state grant.
/S,
LEPLEN - N-b-20
Signature ) Date

Weraps {peln
Print Name '

QE‘\ 1;\ LHOWE R
Title
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W{ﬁ (Cme\ CleX. Gaoﬁ'\eS?

‘ -
ELY STATE PRISON Lb\:ﬁ T\eAcs
P.O. Box 1989
ELY, NEVADA, 89301
Proper Person F’ L ED
DISTRICT COURT AUG 3 0
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA .
C%f#x‘ 5%.‘6)5
—— * & &
WO ) .
Petitioner/Defendant, ) CASENO.C\2~329L4G-\
) DEPT. NO. \Ji\\
)
vs. ) EX PARTE MOTION FOR
) ORDER TO TRANSPORT
) PRISONER
)
% DT A-20-818971-W
: t. 9
STATE OF NEVADA, ) Dept.
Respondent. )
COMES NOW, Defendant Ms (’ RF\\\ in proper person, and

moves this Court for an Order directing the NDOC to transport the Petition/Defendant from

Ely State Prison, Ely, Nevada, to Clark County in order to be present in time for the hearing seq

for Mo dayof _J\} \Y , 20800, Department No. WXL X Case No. (-13-3)954-] .

This Motion is based on the papers on file herein and the Affidavit of Petitioner attached

hereto.

Dated this _\ {, day of _'g YOVY 20810,

Submitted by:

' Defendant
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MAIL
L Tpwne C&ﬁ) , hereby certify pursuant to Rule 5(b) of the NRCP, that on

this \ day of July , 20800, [ served a true and correct copy of the above-

entitled Tgkgbggg;}: ysonee Oedee postage prepaid and addressed as follows:

Tt Ah
€t Mg Y\oes
S 29

Signature -ﬁ‘ﬁmmi

Print Name- VMG RS cA <N
Ely State Prison
P.O. Box 1989
Ely, Nevada 89301-1989
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AFFIDAVIT OF: W ovA AS XA

STATE OF NEVADA )
. S8
COUNTY OF CLARK )

I, Tneans :Bﬁh , do hereby affirm under penalty of perjury that the
assertions of this affidavit are true:

1.That I am the Petitioner in the above-entitled action and that I make this affidavit in
support of EX PARTE MOTION FOR ORDER TO TRANSPORT PRISONER,
attached hereto.

2. That I am over eighteen (18) years of age; of sound mind; and have a personal
knowledge of and, am capable to testify to the matter as stated herein.

4. Thaton \lo_ day of .-Q 0\\/ , 208215 , T have a hearing scheduled at ___a.m. in
Department No.yX31 and request the court to order the NDOC to transport me for set hearing

I —“\cw\&% CA{-%\\ . do hereby state and declare under penalty of perjury

and pursuant to NEVADA REVISED STATUTE 208.165 that the foregoing statements are true
and correct, and to the best of my own personal knowledge and belief, as to any such matier that

may be stated upon belief, I sincerely believe them to be true,
DATED THIS 4 dayof SWOVY 20620,

Affiant,

Pimas (ool
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AFFIRMATION
Pursuant to NRS 239B.030

The undersigned does hereby affirm that the preceding

ARANAPHET Péx SONER Dedee

(Title of Document)

filed in District Court Case No. (~\3 -324L49-1

Does not contain the social security mumber of any person
-OR-

O Containsthesooialsemﬁtynumberofapersonasrequhdby:

A Aspeciﬁcstateorfeda-allaw,towit:

(State specific law)
-OR-

B. For the administration of 3 public program or
for an application for a federal or state grant.

jm‘m M V-l-26

(Signature) (Date)
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Electronically File
08/06/2020 3,07 P

CLERK OF THE COUR]

PPOW
DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
\
Thomas Cash,
Petitioner, Case No: A-20-818971-W
Department 9
Vs,
William Gittere, >
ORDER FOR PETITION FOR
Respondent, WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS
J

Petitioner filed a Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus {Post-Conviction Relief) on
August 03, 2020. The Court has reviewed the Petition and has determined that a response would assist
the Court in determining whether Petitioner is illegally imprisoned and restrained of his/her liberty, and
good cause appearing therefore,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Respondent shall, within 45 days after the date of this Order,
answer or otherwise respond to the Petition and file a return in accordance with the provisions of NRS
34.360 to 34.830, inclusive.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that this matter shall be placed on this Court’s

Calendar on the _/th day of October ,20_20 , at the hour of

8:30 AM (subject to change to 1:45 PM)

. Dated this 6th day of August, 2020
O ctock for further proceedings. Y 9

/él/._\

Distri%oun Judge

358 809 EA4F 20F7
Cristina D. Silva
District Court Judge

1-
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CSERYV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
Thomas Cash, Plaintiff(s) CASE NO: A-20-818971-W
VS. DEPT. NO. Department 9

William Gittere, Defendant(s)

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Electronic service was attempted through the Eighth Judicial District Court's
electronic filing system, but there were no registered users on the case.

If indicated below, a copy of the above mentioned filings were also served by mail
via United States Postal Service, postage prepaid, to the parties listed below at their last
known addresses on 8/7/2020

Thomas Cash #1203562
ESP
P.O. Box 1989
Ely, NV, 89301
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Electronically Filed
8/7/2020 7:45 AM
Steven D. Grierson

DISTRICT COURT CLERK OF THE CC
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA &;ﬁ*‘é ﬂh

ek
Thomas Cash, Plaintiff(s) Case No.: A-20-818971-W
Vs.
William Gittere, Defendant(s) Department 9
NOTICE OF HEARING

Please be advised that the Plaintiff's Ex Parte Motion (s):
1) Ex Parte Motion for Appointment of Counsel and Request for Evidentiary Hearing
2) Ex Parte Motion for Order to Transport Prisoner
in the above-entitled matter is set for hearing as follows:
Date: October 07, 2020
Time: 8:30 AM
Location: RIJC Courtroom 11B
Regional Justice Center
200 Lewis Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 83101
NOTE: Under NEFCR 9(d), if a party is not receiving electronic service through the
Eighth Judicial District Court Electronic Filing System, the movant requesting a

hearing must serve this notice on the party by traditional means.

STEVEN D. GRIERSON, CEOQ/Clerk of the Court

By: /s/Michelle McCarthy
Deputy Clerk of the Court

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that pursuant to Rule 9(b) of the Nevada Electronic Filing and Conversion
Rules a copy of this Notice of Hearing was electronically served to all registered users on
this case in the Eighth Judicial District Court Electronic Filing System.

By: /s/Michelle McCarthy
Deputy Clerk of the Court

Case Number: A-20-818971-W
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STEVEN B. WOLFSON

Clark County District Attorney
Nevada Bar #001565
JONATHAN E. VANBOSKERCK
Chief Deputy District Attorney
Nevada Bar #006528

200 Lewis Avenue

Las Vegas, Nevada 89155-2212
(702) 671-2500

Attorney for Respondent

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

THOMAS CASH,
#7053124
Petitioner,
CASE NO:
-V§-
THE STATE OF NEVADA,
DEPT NO:
Respondent.

Electronically Filed
9/18/2020 10:09 AM
Steven D. Grierson

CLERE OF THE CO£5

C-18-329699-1
A-20-818971-W
IX

STATE’S RESPONSE TO PETITIONER’S PETITION FOR WRIT OF
HABEAS CORPUS (POST-CONVICTION), MEMORANDUM OF POINTS
AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS
CORPUS (POST-CONVICTION), MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF
COUNSEL, AND REQUEST FOR AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING

DATE OF HEARING: OCTOBER 7, 2020

TIME OF HEARING: 1:45PM

COMES NOW, the State of Nevada, by STEVEN B. WOLFSON, Clark County
District Attorney, through JONATHAN E. VANBOSKERCK, Chief Deputy District

Attorney, and hereby submits the attached Points and Authorities in Response to Petitioner’s

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (Post-Conviction), Memorandum of Points and Authorities

in Support of Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (Post-Conviction), Motion for Appointment

of Counsel, and Request for an Evidentiary Hearing.
"
1
i

WCLARKCOUNTYDA.NET\CRMCASE2\2017\60 11041201 760104C-RSPN-(CASH, THOMAS)-001.DOCX

Case Number: A-20-818971-W
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This response 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.

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On April 19, 2018, the State filed an Amended Information charging Thomas Cash
(hereinafter “Petitioner”) with MURDER WITH USE OF A DEADLY WEAPON (Category
A Felony - NRS 200.010, 200.030, 193.165) and BATTERY WITH INTENT TO KILL
(Category B Felony - NRS 200.400.3). The State attachea an Amended Notice of Intent to

Seek Punishment as Habitual Criminal to the Amended Information.

On June 18, 2018, Petitioner’s jury trial commenced. After eight days of trial, the jury
found Petitioner guilty of SECOND-DEGREE MURDER WITH USE OF A DEADLY
WEAPON and not guilty of BATTERY WITH INTENT TO KILL. On August 20, 2018, the
Court adjudicated Petitioner guilty. At Petitioner’s sentencing hearing the State argued for
habitual treatment and provided certified copies of Petitioner’s prior Judgments of Conviction.
After argument by both parties, the Court sentenced Petitioner, for Count 1, life without the
possibility of parole under the large habitual criminal statute. The Judgment of Conviction was
filed on August 24, 2018.

On September 19, 2018, Petitioner filed a Notice of Appeal. On September 12, 2019,
the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed Petitioner’s Judgment of Conviction, but remanded for
the Court to correct the habitual criminal statute citation. On October 31, 2019, the Court filed
an Amended Judgment of Conviction replacing that citation from NRS 207.012 to NRS
207.010(1)(b).

On August 3, 2020, Petitioner filed the instant Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (Post-
Conviction) (hereinafter “Petition”), é Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of
Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (hereinafter “Memorandum”), and an Ex Parte Motion for
Appointment of Counsel and Request for Evidentiary Hearing (hereinafter “Motion”). The

State’s Response follows.

2

WCLARKCOUNTYDA.NET\CRMCASE2201 T\60 11042017601 04C-RSPN-(CASH, THOMAS)-001.DOCX
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STATEMENT OF FACTS!

On December 11, 2017, a verbal argument led to Petitioner, a fifty-two-year old man,
stabbing and killing Ezekiel Devine, thirty-one years his junior, in the middle of the street.

The events of this day started when Kyriell Davis, twenty-cight years Petitioner’s
junior, and his girlfriend Brittney had a heated verbal argument while exchanging their child.
Eventually, Kyriell pushed Brittney away from him with his hands. Upon hearing this verbal
argument, Petitioner came down to intervene. Appellant asked whether Kyriell hit Brittney—
Brittney answered no and told Petitioner to mind his own business.

Thereafter, Petitioner and Kyriell tussled. Petitioner started this fight with Kyriell:
multiple witnesses observed Petitioner punch towards Kyriell when Kyriell had his back
turned to Petitioner, without provocation by Kyriell. Petitioner later admitted that he threw the
first punch. Ezekiel, who had been sitting in the car having a video chat and who only came to
help with the child exchange, was alerted to the fight and attempted to break it up. At about
that time, two cars drove up the road and separated Ezekiel and Petitioner from Kyriell. Kyriell
saw a flash in Petitioner’s hand as the cars came by and tried to warn Ezekiel. While Petitioner
and Kyriell were separated, Petitioner stabbed Ezekiel straight through the heart. Ezekiel
collapsed in the middle of the street and quickly died.

Kyriell testified about his recollection of the fight and the events leading up to it. Kyriell
remembered the verbal argument between Britany and himself starting when Brittany began
ranting and calling Kyriell names. He then observed Brittany yelling at Petitioner. Petitioner
took a swing at Kyriell as he attempted to put his baby in his car seat, when his back was
towards Petitioner. After Petitioner tried to punch Kyriell, Kyriell and Petitioner interlocked
and Petitioner tried to slam him to the ground. Kyriell never swung his fist at Appellant.
Petitioner and Kyriell wrestled for a while until they ended up in the street and Ezekiel
intervened to break up tﬁe fight by pushing his hand through the middle of the two. Kyriell

saw a flash from Petitioner’s hand as a car came drove in between the group, leaving Petitioner

! The State adopts the Statement of the Facts from its Answering Brief in response to Petitioner’s
direct appeal. For the sake of clarity, citations to the appellate record have been omitted and
“Appellant” has been replaced with “Petitioner.”
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and Ezekiel on one side of the street and Kyriell on the other side of the street—far apart. Soon
after, Ezekiel fell to the ground after being stabbed by Petitioner.

Petitioner’s actions after the victim died demonstrated his consciousness of guilt,
Petitioner did not call 911—even though he later told police that Kyriell said that he would
shoot up the house aﬁér Kyriell and Brittany verbally fought. Despite these alleged threats and
after he killed Ezekiel, Petitioner locked the door, left his home, and ran from the scene. In his
haste to leave, Petitioner left an older crippled woman, a three-year-old, a seventeen-year-old,
and his niece in the home. Petitioner escaped the scene by climbing over two walls and
jumping down from a high point of one of the walls. Petitioner also destroyed and hid the
murder weapon, a knife. Petitioner did not go back to his home until just after the police left
and did not account for where he went between 7:00pm and 2:00am the night of the crime,
when he finally turned himself in to police.

Petitioner initially denied killing the victim, but then later argued that he killed the
victim in self-defense, despite multiple witnesses seeing Petitioner throw the first punch.
Brittney told police that Petitioner, Brittney’s stepdad, threw the first punch. Brittney also
stated that she never felt in danger and that Kyriell did not hit her. Moreover, multiple
witnesses stated, including Petitioner, that no one but Petitioner had a weapon. Petitioner told
police that he stabbed Ezekiel because he did not want to get hit again.

Brittany also testified about her recollection of the fight. After she argued with Kyriell,
Petitioner came out of the house and tried to punch Kyriell. After Petitioner started this fight
with Kyriell, both Petitioner and Kyriell locked together in a bear hug and after Petitioner’s
first punch, no one threw punches. Both men were “equally locked up.” Brittany also testified
that she held Kyriell after Ezekiel attempted to break up the fight. Brittany told police that she
did not feel scared or threatened during her verbal argument with Kyriell. She also said that
during the argument, Kyriell did not hit her or slam her into a car.

Through their actions, Petitioner’s family telegraphed that Petitioner did not act in seif-
defense. Petitioner’s family did not call the police; instead, they went back into the house and

shut the door. Furthermore, Petitioner’s family did not bring out towels or water or ask if the

4
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victim needed any help. Ultimately, Petitioner’s family did not come out of the house until
police made them, through use of a bullhorn, about forty minutes later, After Petitioner left the
scene, Petitioner spoke with family members while police were outside his home. Petitioner
told his family that he did not kill Ezekiel and did not even touch him—and his family
informed him that Ezekiel was dead.
ARGUMENT

I. PETITIONER IS NOT ENTITLED TO POST-CONVICTION RELIEF

The Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution provides that, “[i]n all criminal
prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right . . . to have the Assistance of Counsel for his
defense.” The United States Supreme Court has long recognized that “the right to counsel is
the right to the effective assistance of counsel.” Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 686,
104 S. Ct. 2052, 2063 (1984); see also State v. Love, 109 Nev. 1136, 1138, 865 P.2d 322, 323
(1993).

To prevail on a claim of ineffective assistance of trial counsel, a defendant must prove

he was denied “reasonably effective assistance” of counsel by satisfying the two-prong test of
Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686-87, 104 S. Ct. at 2063-64. See also Love, 109 Nev. at 1138, 865
P.2d at 323. Under the Strickland test, a defendant must show first that his counsel's
representation fell below an objective standard of reasonableness, and second, that but for
counsel's errors, there is a reasonable probability that the result of the proceedings would have
been different. 466 U.S. at 687-88, 694, 104 S. Ct. at 2065, 2068; Warden, Nevada State Prison
v. Lyons, 100 Nev. 430, 432, 683 P.2d 504, 505 (1984) (adopting the Strickland two-part test).

“[T]Jhere is no reason for a court deciding an ineffective assistance claim to approach the
inquiry in the same order or even to address both components of the inquiry if the defendant
makes an insufficient showing on one.” Strickland, 466 U.S. at 697, 104 S. Ct. at 2069.

The court begins with the presumption of effectiveness and then must determine
whether the defendant has demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence that counsel was

ineffective. Means v. State, 120 Nev. 1001, 1011, 103 P.3d 25, 32 (2004). “Effective counsel

does not mean errorless counsel, but rather counsel whose assistance is ‘[w]ithin the range of
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competence demanded of attorneys in criminal cases.”” Jackson v. Warden, 91 Nev, 430, 432,

537 P.2d 473, 474 (1975).

Counsel cannot be ineffective for failing to make futile objections or arguments. See

Ennis v. State, 122 Nev. 694, 706, 137 P.3d 1095, 1103 (2006). Trial counsel has the

“immediate and ultimate responsibility of deciding if and when to object, which witnesses, if
any, to call, and what defenses to develop.” Rhyne v. State, 118 Nev. 1, 8, 38 P.3d 163, 167
(2002). '

Based on the above law, the role of a court in considering allegations of ineffective
assistance of counsel is “not to pass upon the merits of the action not taken but to determine
whether, under the particular facts and circumstances of the case, trial counsel failed to render

reasonably effective assistance.” Donovan v. State, 94 Nev. 671, 675, 584 P.2d 708, 711

(1978). This analysis does not mean that the court should “second guess reasoned choices
between trial tactics nor does it mean that defense counsel, to protect himself against
allegations of inadequacy, must make every conceivable motion no matter how remote the
possibilities are of success.” Id. To be effective, the constitution “does not require that counsel
do what is impossible or unethical. If there is no bona fide defense to the charge, counsel
cannot create one and may disserve the interests of his client by attempting a useless charade.”
United States v. Cronic, 466 U.S. 648, 657 n.19, 104 S. Ct. 2039, 2046 n.19 (1984).

“There are countless ways to provide effective assistance in any given case. Even the

best criminal defense attorneys would not defend a particular client in the same way.”
Strickland, 466 U.S. at 689, 104 S. Ct. at 689. “Strategic choices made by counsel after
thoroughly investigating the plausible options are almost unchallengeable.” Dawson v. State,

108 Nev. 112, 117, 825 P.2d 593, 596 (1992); see also Ford v. State, 105 Nev. 850, 853, 784

P.2d 951, 953 (1989). In essence, the court must “judge the reasonableness of counsel's
challenged conduct on the facts of the particular case, viewed as of the time of counsel's
conduct.” Strickland, 466 U.S. at 690, 104 S. Ct. at 2066.

Even if a defendant can demonstrate that his counsel's representation fell below an

objective standard of reasonableness, he must still demonstrate prejudice and show a
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reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s errors, the result of the trial would have been
different. McNelton v. State, 115 Nev. 396, 403, 990 P.2d 1263, 1268 (1999) (citing
Strickland, 466 U.S. at 687, 104 S. Ct. at 2064). “A reasonable probability is a proBability
sufficient to undermine confidence in the outcome.” Id. (citing Strickland, 466 U.S. at 687-89,
694, 104 S. Ct. at 206465, 2068).

The Neva&a Supréme Court has held “that a habeas corpus petitioner must prove the
disputed factual allegations underlying his ineffective-assistance claim by a preponderance of

the evidence.” Means v. State, 120 Nev. 1001, 1012, 103 P.3d 25, 33 (2004). Furthermore,

claims of ineffective assistance of counsel asserted in a petition for post-conviction relief must
be supported with specific factual allegations, which if true, would entitle the petitioner to
relief. Hargrove v. State, 100 Nev. 498, 502, 686 P.2d 222, 225 (1984). “Bare” and “naked”

allegations are not sufficient, nor are those belied and repelled by the record. Id. NRS
34.735(6) states in relevant part, “[Petitioner] must allege specific facts supporting the claims
in the petitiont.] ... Failure to allege specific facts rather than just conclusions may cause your
petition to be dismissed.” (emphasis added).

The decision not to call witnesses is within the discretion of trial counsel, and will not
be questioned unless it was a plainly unreasonable decision. See Rhyne v. State, 118 Nev. 1,
38 P.3d 163 (2002); see also Dawson v. State, 108 Nev. 112, 825 P.2d 593 (1992). Strickland

does not enact Newton's third law for the presentation of evidence, requiring for every
prosecution expert an equal and opposite expert from the defense. In many instances cross-
examination will be sufficient to expose defects in an expert's presentation. When defense
counsel does not have a solid case, the best strategy can be to say that there is too much doubt

about the State's theory for a jury to convict. Harrington v. Richter, 131 S.Ct. 770, 791, 578

F.3d. 944 (2011). “Strategic choices made by counsel after thoroughly investigating the
plausible options are almost unchallengeable.” Dawson v. State, 108 Nev. 112, 117, 825 P.2d
593, 596 (1992).

Additionally, there is a strong presumption that appellate counsel's performance was

reasonable and fell within “the wide range of reasonable professional assistance.” See United

7
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States v. Aguirre, 912 F.2d 555, 560 (2nd Cir. 1990), citing Strickland, 466 U.S. at 689, 104

S. Ct. at 2065. A claim of ineffective assistance of appellate counsel must satisfy the two-
prong test set forth by Strickland. Kirksey v. State, 112 Nev. 980, 998, 923 P.2d 1102, 1114

(1996). In order to satisfy Strickland’s second prong, the defendant must show that the omitted
issue would have had a reasonabie probability of success on appeal. Id.

The professional diligence and competence required on appeal involves “winnowing
out weaker arguments on appeal and focusing on one central issue if possible, or at most on a

few key issues.” Jones v. Barnes, 463 U.S. 745, 751-52, 103 S. Ct. 3308, 3313 (1983). In

particular, a “brief that raises every colorable issue runs the risk of burying good arguments .
. . in a verbal mound made up of strong and weak contentions.” Id. at 753, 103 S. Ct. at 3313.
For judges to second-guess reasonable professional judgments and impose on appointed
counsel a duty to raise every 'colorable' claim suggested by a client would disserve the very
goal of vigorous and effective advocacy.” Id. at 754, 103 S. Ct. at 3314,

Appellate counsel is not required to raise every issue that Defendant felt was pertinent
to the case. The United States Supreme Court has held that there is a constitutional right to
effective assistance of counsel in a direct appeal from a judgment of conviction. Evitts v.
Lucey, 469 U.S. 387, 396-97, 105 S. Ct. 830, 835-37 (1985); see also Burke v. State, 110 Nev.
1366, 1368, 887 P.2d 267, 268 (1994). The federal courts have held that in order to claim

ineffective assistance of appellate counsel, the defendant must satisfy the two-prong test of
deficient performance and prejudice set forth by Strickland. Williams v. Collins, 16 F.3d 626,
635 (5th Cir. 1994); Hollenback v. United States, 987 F.2d 1272, 1275 (7th Cir. 1993); Heath
v. Jones, 941 F.2d 1126, 1130 (11th Cir, 1991).

There is a strong presumption that counsel’s performance was reasonable and fell

within “the wide range of reasonable professional assistance.” See United States v. Aguirre,

912 F.2d 555, 560 (2nd Cir. 1990). This Court has held that all appeals must be “pursued in a
manner meeting high standards of diligence, professionalism and competence.” Burke, 110
Nev. at 1368, 887 P.2d at 268. Finally, in order to prove that appellate counsel’s alleged error

was prejudicial, a defendant must show that the omitted issue would have had a reasonable
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probability of success on appeal. Duhamel v. Collins, 955 F.2d 962, 967 (5th Cir. 1992);
Heath, 941 F.2d at 1132; Lara v. State, 120 Nev. 177, 184, 87 P.3d 528, 532 (2004); Kirksey,
112 Nev. at 498, 923 P.2d at 1114,

The defendant has the ultimate authority to make fundamental decisions regarding his

case. Jones v. Barnes, 463 U.S. 745, 751, 103 S. Ct. 3308, 3312 (1983). However, the

defendant does not have a constitutional right to “compel appointed counsel to press
nonfrivolous points requested by the client, if counsel, as a matter of professional judgment,
decides not to present those points.” Id. In reaching this conclusion the United States Supreme

Court has recognized the “importance of winnowing out weaker arguments on appeal and

focusing on one central issue if possible, or at most on a few key issues.” Id. at 751-752, 103

S. Ct. at 3313. In particular, a “brief that raises every colorable issue runs the risk of burying
good arguments . . , in a verbal mound made up of strong and weak contentions.” Id. at 753,
103 S. Ct. at 3313. The Court also held that, “for judges to second-guess reasonable
professional judgments and impose on appointed counsel a duty to raise every 'colorable' claim
suggested by a client would disserve the very goal of vigorous and effective advocacy.” Id. at
754, 103 S. Ct. at 3314. The Nevada Supreme Court has similarly concluded that appellate
counsel may well be more effective by not raising every conceivable issue on appeal. Ford v.
State, 105 Nev. 850, 853, 784 P.2d 951, 953 (1989).

A. Petitioner’s Claims in his Post-Conviction Writ of Habeas Corpus Should be

Denied

1. Ground One: The State used Petitioner’s post-arrest silence against him

Petitioner argues that the State impermissibly elicited testimony about Petitioner’s post-

arrest silence. Petition at 7, Additionally, Petitioner complains that the State called Detective

Matthew Gillis as a rebuttal witness without “being required to state who the witness was to
rebuttal, what the rebuttal was to attack, and no hearing was set to establish limitations.” Id.
As a preliminary matter, these substantive claims are waived due to Petitioner’s failure
to raise them on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2), Evans v. State, 117
Nev. 609, 646-47, 29 P.3d 498, 523 (2001); Franklin v. State, 110 Nev. 750, 752, 877 P.2d
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1058, 1059 (1994), disapproved on other grounds, Thomas v. State, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d

222 (1999). Additionally, Petitioner cannot and does not demonstrate good cause because all
of the facts and law related to these claims were available at the time Petitioner filed his direct
appeal. Similarly, Petitioner cannot demonstrate prejudice to ignore his procedural default
because the underlying claims are meritless.

Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 444-45, 86 S.Ct. 1602, 1612 (1966), established

requirements to assure protection of the Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination
under “inherently coercive” circumstances. Pursuant to Miranda, a suspect may not be
subjected to an interrogation in official custody unless that person has previously been advised
of, and has knowingly and intelligently waived, the following: the right to silence, the right to
the presence of an attorney, and the right to appointed counsel if that person is indigent. 1d. at
444, 86 S.Ct. at 1612 (emphasis added).

Additionally, “[i]t is well settled that the prosecution is forbidden at trial to comment
upon an accused's election to remain silent following his arrest and after he has been advised
of his rights as required by Miranda v. Arizona ...” Morris v. State, 112 Nev. 260, 263, 913
P.2d 1264, 1267 (1996) (citing McGee v. State, 102 Nev. 458, 461, 725 P.2d 1215, 1217
(1986)). The Court expanded this doctrine in Coleman v. State, 111 Nev. 657, 664, 895 P.2d

653, 657 (1995), and concluded that the “use of a defendant’s post-arrest silence for
impeachment purposes may constitute prosecutorial misconduct.” However, this Court has
also stated that comments made about the defendant’s silence during cross-examination are
not prohibited if the questions “merely inquire[] into prior inconsistent statements.” Gaxiola
v. State, 121 Nev. 638, 655, 119 P.3d 1225, 1237 (2005). Further, reversal is not required if
the references to “the defendant’s post-arrest silence are harmless beyond a reasonable doubt.”
Id. at 264, 913 P.2d at 1267 (citing Murray v. State, 105 Nev. 579, 584, 781 P.2d 288, 290
(1989)). Indeed, this Court has concluded that

[clomments on the defendant's post-arrest silence will be harmless beyond a
reasonable doubt if (1) at trial there was only a mere passing reference, without
mfore, 1to an accused's post-arrest silence or (2) there 1s overwhelming evidence
of guilt.

10
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Id. at 264, 913 P.2d at 1267-68 (internal citations omitted).

In Coleman, 111 Nev. at 661, 895 P.2d at 656, this Court considered whether the State’s
questions during its cross-examination of the defendant amounted to prosecutorial misconduct.
Specifically, the Court evaluated whether the State’s comments about the defendant’s silence
for impeachment purposes resulted in a due process violation. Id. The Court determined that
the State’s comment on the defendant’s silence was harmless error due to the overwhelming
evidence of the defendant’s guilt. Id. at 664, 895 P.2d at 653. The Court explained that the
case was not based solely on the defendant’s testimony and the victim’s, but that there was
both physical and testimonial evidence that corroborated the victim’s testimony. Id. at 664,
895 P.2d at 657-58. Additionally, it concluded the frequency and intensity of the State’s
comments did not warrant reversal. Id. at 664, 895 P.2d at 658. The Court also concluded that
the State’s comment during closing argument that, “[the defendant] had nine months to think
about what his theory w_ould be,” was not an attempt to draw attention to the defendant’s
silence and was merely a passing reference followed by the strong evidence that corroborated
the victim’s explanation of the events. Id. (internal quotations omitted). Thus, the Court
affirmed the defendant’s conviction. Id.

In Morris, 112 Nev. at 263, 913 P.2d at 1267, this Court evaluated whether comments
made by the State on the defendant’s post-arrest silence during its case in chief resulted in
prosecutorial misconduct. The Court concluded that by making such comments in its case in
chief, the defendant is prejudiced because he would feel pressure to testify in order to explain
his silence resulting in an infringement on his or right to prevent self-incrimination. Id.
Ultimately, the Court determined that the State’s comments were not made in passing
reference, but instead were “deliberate and drew inferences of guilt.” Id. at 265, 913 P.2d at
1268. Further, there was not overwhelming evidence of guilt. Id. Indeed, the Court found that
the defendant’s denial of the crime and the other witness’s presenting conflicting stories as
well as admitting to not getting a good look at the shooter cast enough doubt that the evidence
of the defendant’s guilt was not overwhelming. 1d.

1
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Although Petitioner offers a span of pages of where he believes the State commented
on his post-arrest silence, he does not indicate the exact comments for which he takes issue.
Thus, it is a naked assertion so devoid of factual mooring that it is nearly impossible for the
State to respond. Regardless, there are two instances in which Petitioner might be taking issue.
First, while questioning Detective Gillis, the State asked him about Petitioner’s voluntary

statement. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018,

at 11. Detective Gillis testified that Petitioner did not share where he was for the eight or nine
hours after he stabbed Devine. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed
December 14, 2018, at 11. Additionally, during the State’s closing argument, the State
commented on Petitioner’s actions after the altercation. The State utilized the testimony
elicited at trial and argued that Petitioner did not call 911 after the altercation, he did not tell
police where he was “between 7 o’clock and 2 o’clock in the morning,” and “he didn’t even
tell the detectives where he was that whole time or why he didn’t come home or an opportunity

to come home.” Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14,

2018, at 84-85, 90. Beyond that, the State did not comment on any post-arrest silence Petitioner
may have had.

As threshold matter, it does not appear that Petitioner invoked his right to remain silent
on this issue. It appears that Petitioner just omitted that information to the officers. Moreover,
just as in Coleman, the State’s comments were merely a passing reference and did not occur
with high frequency. Moreover, the case was not based solely on the statements Petitioner
made, but there was both physical and testimonial evidence that corroborated the State’s theory
of the case, including Davis’ and Brittney Turner’s trial testimony about what they witnessed.
Additionally, there was overwhelming evidence of guilt in this case, including Petitioner’s

very own confession that he stabbed Devine. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial

Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 10. Even absent the jury being apprised that he did not tell
police where he was after the altercation, the jury was presented with his other behaviors that
established he did not act in self-defense. For example, after Petitioner stabbed Devine, he fled

from the scene by jumping two walls, eventually disposed of the murder weapon, called the
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house when the police arrived and found out that Devine was deceased and stayed away from
the home until he reported himself, after Petitioner’s murder the police had to force all of the
individuals in Petitioner’s residence out of the home because no one would volunteer

information. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 2, filed December 14, 2018,

at 171; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at
217; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 6, filed December 14, 2018, at 21-

23; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 11.

Notwithstanding the overwhelming evidence of guilt in this case, the jury was also provided
Jury Instruction No. 32 which stated in relevant part that “the statements, arguments and

opinions of counsel are not evidence in the case.” Instructions to the Jury, filed June 28, 2018.

Accordingly, any error would have been harmless as the jury was instructed to not consider
statements made in the State’s closing argument as evidence.

Additionally, Petitioner’s claim that Detective Gillis improperly testified as a rebuttal
witness without notice is meritless because it is belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at
502, 686 P.2d at 225 (stating that “bare” and “naked” allegations are not sufficient, nor are
those belied and repelled by the record). Indeed, the State included Detective Gills in its Notice
of Witnesses and/or Expert Witness filed on April 12, 2018, prior to trial.

Therefore, Petitioner’s claims should be denied.

2. Ground Two: Petitioner’s sentence is illegal

Petitioner argues that the Court improperly sentenced him under the habitual criminal
statute when rendering his sentence. Specifically, he claims that the Court erred by considering
his felony conviction in- this case as his third felony under the habitual criminal statute.
However, Petitioner’s claim fails for several reasons.

First, Petitioner’s claim is waived because it is a substantive claim that should have
been raised on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Em, 117 Nev. at 646-
47,29 P.3d at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev, at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other grounds,
Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222.

1
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Second, Petitioner does not and cannot demonstrate good cause because all of the facts
and law underlying his claim were available for his direct appeal. Similarly, Petitioner cannot
demonstrate prejudice to ignore his procedural default because his claim is meritless and belied
by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225. NRS 207.010 states:

[A] person convicted in this state of:
(b) Any felony, who has previously been three times convicted,
whether in this state or elsewhere, of any crime which under the laws
of the situs of the crime or of this state would amount to a felony, or
who has previously been five times convicted, whether in this state or
elsewhere, of petit larceny, or of any misdemeanor or gross
misdemeanor of which fraud or the intent to defraud is an element, is
a habitual criminal and shall be punished for a category A felony by
imprisonment in the state prison:
(1) For life without the possibility of parole;
(2) For life with the possibility of parole, with eligibility for
parole beginning when a minimum of 10 years has been
served; or
(3) For a definite term of 25 years, with eligibility for parole
beginning when a minimum of 10 years has been served.

Complying with this statute, Petitioner had three (3) felony convictions as an adult that
qualified him for habitual treatment pursuant to this statute: (1) a 1989 possession/purchase of
cocaine base for sale; (2) a 1991 second-degree robbery with use of a firearm; and (3) two
counts of second-degree robbery with use of a firearm from 1997. The State introduced, and
the Court admitted, certified copies of the prior Judgments of Convictions for these crimes
along with a sentencing memorandum containing such documents. Accordingly, Petitioner’s
claim that the Court improperly relied on the instant conviction as the conviction qualifying
him for habitual criminal treatment is belied by the record.

Notwithstanding this claim’s lack of merit, this issue was already litigated on direct
appeal and the Nevada Supreme Court concluded that Petitioner was appropriately adjudicated

a habitual criminal. Order of Affirmance, filed September 12, 2019, at 3-4. Thus, Petitioner’s

claim is barred under the law of case doctrine which states that issues previously decided on
direct appeal may not be reargued in a habeas petition. Pellegrini v. State, 117 Nev. 860, 879,
34 P.3d 519, 532 (2001) (citing McNelton v. State, 115 Nev. 396, 414-15, 990 P.2d 1263,
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1275 (1999)). Indeed, this Court cannot overrule the Nevada Supreme Court or Court of
Appeals. NEV. CONST. Art. VI § 6. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim should be denied.

3. Ground Three: Prosecutorial misconduct

Petitioner argues that the State engaged in several instances of prosecutorial misconduct
during trial. Petition at 9-10. However, his claim should be denied.

As a threshold matter, each of Petitioner’s claims are waived due to Petitioner’s failure
to present them on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at
646-47, 29 P.3d at 523; FLnkli_n, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other
grounds, Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222. Additionally, Petitioner does not and cannot
demonstrate good cause because all of the facts underlying this claim were available when he
filed his direct appeal. Petitioner also cannot demonstrate prejudice to ignore his procedural
default since his underlying claims are meritless.

When resolving claims of prosecutorial misconduct, the Nevada Supreme Court
undertakes a two-step analysis: determining whether the comments were improper; and
deciding whether the comments were sufficient to deny the defendant a fair trial. Valdez v.
State, 124 Nev. 1172, 1188, 196 P.3d 465, 476 (2008). The Court views the statements in
context, and will not lightly overturn a jury’s verdict based upon a prosecutor’s statements.
Byars v. State, 130 Nev. 848, 165, 336 P.3d 939, 950-51 (2014). Normally, the defendant
must show that an error was prejudicial in order to establish that it affected substantial rights,

Gallego v. State, 117 Nev. 348, 365, 23 P.3d 227, 239 (2001).

With respect to the second step, the Court will not reverse if the misconduct was
harmless error. Valdez, 124 Nev. at 1188, 196 P.3d at 476. The proper standard of harmless-
error review depends on whether the prosecutorial misconduct is of a constitutional dimension.
Id. at 1188-89, 196 P.3d at 476. Misconduct may be constitutional if a prosecutor comments
on the exercise of a constitutional right, or the misconduct “so infected the trial with unfairness
as to make the resulting conviction a denial of due process.” Id. 124 Nev. at 1189, 196 P.3d

47677 (quoting Darden v. Wainright, 477 U.S. 168, 181, 106 S.Ct. 2464, 2471 (1986). When

the misconduct is of constitutional dimension, this Court will reverse unless the State
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demonstrates that the error did not contribute to the verdict. Id. 124 Nev. at 1189, 196 P.3d
476-77. When the misconduct is not of constitutional dimension, this Court “will reverse only
if the error substantially affects the jury’s verdict.” Id.

First, Petitioner complains that the State expressed its perscnal opinion that Davis
punched Petitioner in the nose to get Devine away, which in turn diluted Petitioner’s theory of
self-defense. Petition at 9. However, there is no indication from the record that the State argued
Petitioner was punched for such purpose. Indeed, the page span Petitioner provided does not

reflect such argument. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December

14,2018, at 38-39. Regardless, Davis testified that after Petitioner stabbed Devine, he punched

Petitioner in the face. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 5, filed December

14, 2018, at 180. Angel Turner testified that Davis punched Petitioner in the nose. Reporter’s
Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3, filed December 14, 2018, at 133.

Second, Petitioner claims that the State improperly stated that witness, Flores, could
see the altercation, even though Flores testified that she could see the incident when her front

door was open and the altercation was nearly over. Petition at 9. Petitioner is mistaken. The

State was not summarizing Flores’ testimony during the portion of the State’s closing

argument Petitioner cites (Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed

December 14, 2018, at 43). Instead, the State was summarizing Tamisha Kinchron’s
testimony. Id. at 42-43. Kinchron testified that while it was hard to see because it was dark
outside, she could see the majority of what was goir{g on outside during the altercation.

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 6, filed December 14, 2018, at 186-87.

Accordingly, the State made a logical inference from her testimony that she could see what
happened that night.

Third, Petitioner argues that the State’s argument, that Flores heard the victims impact
and ran outside, was a fabrication of Flores’ testimony. Id. In its full context, the State argued

as follows:

when [Flbres] looks out and she sees Kyriell, and she thinks Kyriell's
attempting to get Brittney to go somewhere, that's at the point when Kyriell
is going to Zek and to the Defendant and Brittney is trying to pull him back
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and hold him back. And how do we know that that's true? Because the very
next thing she hears is an impact. And she runs outside and Zek has just
fallen.

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 46. The

State did not fabricate Flores’ testimony as Flores testified that after she heard “a strong impact
or noise” that is when she decided to go outside of her home. Recorder’s Transcript of

Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at 113.

Fourth, Petitioner argues that the State improperly claimed that Flores provided
testimony that she saw Petitioner throw the first punch in the altercation. Petition at 9. Once
again, Petitioner has mistaken the witnesses to which he is complaining. Petitioner cites to the
State’s closing argument wherein the State summarized Brittney Turner’s and Kyriell Davis’

testimony. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018,

at 88-94. Indeed, the State argued that Turner was the individual that testified that Petitioner

was the first person to throw a punch. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3,
filed December 14, 2018, at 205-09. Accordingly, the State did not fabricate testimony.

Fifth, Petitioner asserts that the State argued Petitioner stabbed Devine twice when there
was no evidence presented to that effect. Petition at 9. Although Petitioner does not provide
any reference as to when the State argued Devine was stabbed twice, the State did summarize
Dr. Roquero’s, the medical examiner, testimony and argued:

And what the State would ask you to look at is not only the pictures but also

the testimony of Dr. Roquero, who was the medical examiner. And what did

he say? He said that there were two sharp force injuries to Ezekiel. One of

them was a stab wound, that would be from like a jabbing or a plunging type

action. And then the second one was an incised wound, meaning that it's
" longer than it is deep into the body.

Reporter’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 58.

Examining the State’s argument in its full context reveals that the State did not argue Devine
was stabbed twice, but instead was arguing that he faced “two sharp force injuries,” which was

Dr. Roquero’s testimony. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3, filed

December 14, 2018, at 201-03. Accordingly, Petitioner cannot demonstrate that the State was

misleading in its argument and he faced prejudice as a result.
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Sixth, referring to his first ground of the instant Petition, Petitioner reiterates that the

State violated his post-arrest silence, which violated his right to a fair trial. Petition at 9. As
discussed supra, Petitioner’s rights were not violated as he did not unambiguously invoke his
right to remain silent when he omitted telling Jaw enforcement where he was in the hours after
he stabbed and murdered Devine. Moreover, the State’s comments were merely a passing
reference and the case was not based solely on such comments.

Seventh, Petitioner complains that the State improperly argued Petitioner’s juvenile
criminal history at his sentencing hearing. Petition at 9. A sentencing judge is permitted broad
discretion in imposing a sentence, and absent an abuse of discretion, the court’s determination

will not be disturbed on appeal. Randell v. State, 109 Nev. 5, 8 (1993) (citing Deveroux v,

State, 96 Nev. 388 (1980)). The Nevada Supreme Court has granted district courts “wide
discretion” in sentencing decisions, which are not to be disturbed “[s]o long as the record does
not demonstrate prejudice resulting from consideration of information or accusations founded
on facts supported only by impalpable or highly suspect evidence.” Allred v. State, 120 Nev.
410, 413, 92 P.3d 1246, 1253 (2004) (quoting Silks v. State, 92 Nev. 91, 94, 545 P.2d, 1159,
1161 (1976)). Instead, the Nevada Supreme Court will only reverse sentences “supported

solely by impalpable and highly suspect evidence.” Silks, 92 Nev. at 94, 545 P.2d at 1161
(emphasis in original).
A sentencing judge may consider a variety of information to ensure “the punishment

fits not only the crime, but also the individual defendant.” Martinez v. State, 114 Nev. 735,

738 (1998). If there is a sufficient factual basis for the information considered in sentencing a
defendant, a district court may rely on that information. Gomez v. State, 130 Nev. 404, 406
(2014). A court may consider information that would be inadmissible at trial as well as
information extraneous to a PSI. See Silks, 92 Nev, at 93-94, 545 P.2d at 1161-62; Denson v.
State, 112 Nev. 489, 492, 915 P.2d 284, 286 (1996). Further, a court “may consider conduct
of which defendant has been acquitted, so long as that conduct has been proved by
preponderance of evidence.” U.S. v. Watts, 519 U.S. 148, 156 (1997).

I
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Here, the State made reference to Petitioner’s juvenile history at sentencing. However,
Petitioner’s criminal record does not constitute highly suspect or impalpable evidence. Silks,
02 Nev. at 94, 545 P.2d at 1161. Regardless, it is not clear from the record that the Court relied
on Petitioner’s juvenile history when rendering Petitioner’s sentence. Prabhu v. Levine, 112

Nev. 1538, 1549, 930 P.2d 103, 111 (1996} (explaining that a silent record is presumed to

support the actions of counsel and the court below). Indeed, the Court merely explained that it
would use its discretion and find Petitioner as a habitual criminal, a status he qualified for
based on his adult convictions. Accordingly, Petitioner cannot establish prejudice.

Eighth, Petitioner claims that the State failed to file a Notice of Habitual Criminal
Treatment. Petition at 9. However, his claim is belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at
502, 686 P.2d at 225. Indeed, the State’s Notice of Intent to Seek Punishment as a Habitual
Criminal was attached to the Information filed on February 7, 2018. Additionally, the State
attached an Amended Notice of Intent to Seek Punishment as a Habitual Criminal when it filed
its Amended Information on April 19, 2018. Accordingly, Petitioner’s additional argument
that appellate counsel should have raised a notice issue fails as doing so would have been
futile. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. Additionally, to the extent Petitioner argues
that the State erred in the Judgment of Convictions it filed, his claim fails as the State met its
statutory obligation as discussed infra.

Notwithstanding the lack of merit in Petitioner’s claims, any error was insufficiently
prejudicial to warrant ignoring the procedural default since this trial was essentially a
credibility contest between Petitioner and the other witnesses and a court will not overturn a
criminal conviction “on the basis of a prosecutor’s comments standing alone.” Leonard v.
State, 117 Nev. 53, 81, 17 P.3d 397, 414 (2001) (citing United States v. Young, 470 U.S. 1,
11, 105 S. Ct. 1038 (1985)). Petitioner has failed to establish good cause and prejudice to

overcome the procedural default and his claim should be denied.

4. Ground Four: Certain jury instructions violated Petitioner’s rights

Petitioner complains that several of the jury instructions provided at trial violated his

rights. Petition at 11. Not only are Petitioner’s claims waived because they are substantive
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claims that he failed to raise on direct appeal, they are also naked assertions and meritless as
discussed below. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at 646-47, 29 P.3d
at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other grounds, Thomas,
115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222; Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.

First, Petitioner argues that Jury Instruction Nos. 1, 17, 20, and 31 were not neutral and
unbiased as they informed the jury that they could find Petitioner guilty if certain terms were
met and not guilty if they' were not met. Petition at 11.

Jury Instruction No. 1 stated,

It is now my duty as judge to instruct you in the law that applies to
this case. It is your duty as jurors to follow these instructions and to apply
the rules of law to the facts as yvou find them from the evidence.

You must not be concerned with the wisdom of any rule of law stated
in these instructions. Regardless of any opinion you may have as to what the
law ought to be, it would be a violation of your oath to base a verdict upon
any other view of the law than that given in the instructions of the Court.

Jury Instruction No. 17 stated,

You are instructed that if you find a defendant guilty of murder in the
first degree, murder in the second degree, or voluntary manslaughter, you
must also determine whether or not a deadly weapon was used in the
commission of this crime.

If you find beyond a reasonable doubt that a deadly weapon was used
in the commission of such an offense, then you shall return the appropriate
guilty verdict reflecting “With Use of a Deadly Weapon.”

If, however, you find that a deadly weapon was not used in the
commission of such an offense, but you find that it was committed, then you
shall return the appropriate guilty verdict reflecting that a deadly weapon was
not used.

Jury Instruction No. 20 stated,

Battery means any willful and unlawful use of force or violence upon
the person of another. .

Any person who commits a battery upon another with the specific intent
to kill is guilty of the offense of Battery With Intent to Kill.

Jury Instruction No. 31 stated,

You are here to determine the guilt or innocence of the Defendant
from the evidence in the case. You are not called upon to return a verdict as
to the guilt or innocence of any other person. So, if the evidence in the case
convinces you beyond a reasonable doubt of the guilt of the Defendant, you
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should so find, even though you may believe one or more persons are also

guilty,

As a preliminary matter, Petitioner’s claims should be summarily dismissed as he has
provided only naked assertions. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225. Accordingly,
Petitioner has not attempted to and cannot demonstrate good cause to overcome the procedural
default. Moreover, he cannot demonstrate prejudice as each of the jury instructions enumerated
are accurate statements of law, which the Court properly permitted. See Crawford v. State, 121
Nev. 744, 754-55, 121 P.3d 582, 589 (2005) (stating that it is the Court’s duty to ensure the

jury is properly instructed and is permitted to complete instructions sua sponte).

Second, Petitioner claims that Jury Instruction Nos. 21, 25, and 27 did not instruct the
jury that they may find Petitioner not guilty. Petition at 11. Additionally, he claims that Jury
Instruction Nos. 22 and 23 conflict with Jury Instruction Nos. 21, 25, and 27. Id. Further, he
asserts that Jury Instruction No. 23 failed to provide the definition of “negate” and “disputes

fear as insufficient to justify a killing,” which attacked the Petitioner’s post-arrest silence. Id.

Jury Instruction No. 21 stated,

The killing or attempted killing of another person in self-defense is
justified and not unlawful when the person who does the killing actually and
reasonably believes:

1. That there is imminent danger that the assailant will either kill him

or cause him great bodily injury to himself or to another person; and

2. That it is absolutely necessary under the circumstances for him to

use in self-defense force or means that might cause the death of the

other person; for the purpose of avoiding death or great bodily
injury to himself or to another person.

Jury Instruction No. 22 stated,

A bare fear of death or great bodily injury is not sufficient to justify a
killing. To justify taking the life of another in self-defense, the circumstances
must be sufficient to excite the fears of a reasonable person placed in a similar
situation. The person killing must act under the influence of those fears alone
and not in revenge.

Jury instruction No. 23 stated,
An honest but unreasonable belief in the necessity for self-defense
does not negate malice and does not reduce the offense from murder to
manslaughter.

i
7
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Jury Instruction No. 25 stated,

Actual danger is not necessary to justify a killing in self-defense. A
person has a right to defend from apparent danger to the same extent as he
would from actual danger. The person killing is justified if:

1. He is confronted by the appearance of imminent danger which

arouses in his mind an honest belief and fear that he or another

person is about to be killed or suffer great bodily injury; and

2. He acts solely upon these appearances and his fear and actual

beliefs; and :

3. A reasonable person in a similar situation would believe himself or

another person to be in like danger.

The killing is justified even if it develops afterward that the person
killing was mistaken about the extent of the danger.

Jury Instruction No. 27 stated,

If a person kills another in self-defense, it must appear that the danger
was so urgent and pressing that, in order to save his own life or the life of
another person, or to prevent his receiving great bodily harm or to prevent
another person from receiving great bodily harm, the killing of the other was
absolutely necessary; and the person killed was the assailant, or that the
slayer had really, and in good faith, endeavored to decline any further
struggle before the mortal blow was given.

As a preliminary lmatter, each of these instructions are accurate statements of law.
Indeed, Jury Instruction Nos. 21, 22, 23, and 25 were adopted from Runion v. State, 1 16 Nev.
1041, 1051-52, 13 P.3d 52, 59 (2000), wherein the Nevada Supreme Court provided stock self-
defense instructions. Additionally, Jury Instruction No. 27 was taken from NRS 200.200.
Moreover, Petitioner’s argument that these instructions failed to instruct the jury that they
could find Petitioner not guilty is meritless. The jury was provided with multiple instructions
that explained the jury could find Petitioner not guilty. Regardless, the jury was given Jury
Instruction No. 30, the Reasonable Doubt Instruction, that explicitly provided Petitioner would
be presumed innocent until the State proved each element beyond a reasonable doubt.

Additionally, Petitioner provides no reason as to why he believes the above jury instructions

_conflict, which warrants summary dismissal of such claim. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686

P.2d at 225. To the extent Petitioner argues that the word “negate” was not explained to the

jury, his claim should also fail. Negate is not a legal definition that must be defined for the
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jury. Dawes v. State, 110 Nev. 1141, 1146, 881 P.2d 670, 673 (1994) (*Words used in an

instruction in their ordinary sense and which are commonly understood require no further
defining instructions.”). Accordingly, Petitioner has not and cannot demonstrate good cause
and prejudice to overcome the procedural default.

Third, Petitioner also challenges the language of Jury Instruction No. 30, which he
claims the Nevada Supreme Court has stated cannot be used. Petition at 11.

Jury Instruction No. 30 stated,

The Defendant is presumed innocent until the contrary is proved. This
presumption places upon the State the burden of proving beyond a reasonable
doubt every element of the crime charged and that the Defendant is the
person who committed the offense. A reasonable doubt is one based on
reason, It is not mere possible doubt but is such a doubt as would govern or
control a person in the more weighty affairs of life. If the minds of the jurors,
after the entire comparison and consideration of all the evidence, are in such
a condition that they can say they feel an abiding conviction of the truth of
the charge, there is not a reasonable doubt. Doubt to be reasonable must be
actual, not mere possibility or speculation.

If you have a reasonable doubt as to the guilt of the Defendant, he is
entitled to a verdict of not guilty.

In addition to his claim being suitable for summary denial, this instruction was an accurate
statement of the law complying with NRS 175.211, which mandates the language of this
instruction. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.

Fourth, Petitioner asserts that Jury Instruction No. 37 improperly instructed the jury that
the penalty phase need riot be considered in deliberation, but then “biasly express[ed] first
degree murder penalty.” Petition at 11. He claims that the first-degree murder penalty
instruction should be separate. Id.

Jury Instruction No. 37 stated,

In arriving at a verdict in this case as to whether the Defendant is
guilty or not guilty, the subject of penalty or punishment is not to be
discussed or considered by you and should in no way influence your verdict.

If the Juris verdict is Murder in the First Degree, you will, at a later

P hearing, consider the subject of penalty or punishment.

i
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In addition to Petitioner’s claim being a naked assertion suitable only for summary denial, his
claim should also be denied because this instruction was an accurate statement of law,
Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225; Moore v. State, 88 Nev. 74, 75-76, 493 P.2d 1035,
1036 (1972) (stating that an instruction “directing the jury not to involve the question of guilt
with a consideration of the penalty is proper.”); Valdez v. State, 124 Nev. 1172, 1187, 196

P.3d 465, 476 (2008) (explaining that “[i]n a first-degree murder case, an instruction directing
the jury not to involve the question of guilt with a consideration of the penalty is proper.”).

5. Ground Five: Settling of jury instructions

Petitioner complains that the process used to settle jury instructions at trial precluded

his ability to understand the instructions and present objections. Petition at 12. Specifically, he

argues that it was improper for the Court to provide the number and the title rather than
repeating the instruction word for word. Id.

As a preliminary matter, this is a substantive claim that is waived due to the failure to
raise it on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)}(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at 646-47,
29 P.3d at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other grounds,

Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222. Additionally, Petitioner cannot and does not attempt to

demonstrate good cause because all of the facts and law necessary for such claim were
available when he filed his direct appeal.

Petitioner also cannot demonstrate prejudice to ignore his omission because his claim
is meritless. Indeed, Petitioner was represented by counsel at the time he wished to make
objections to the jury instructions, and, thus, did not have the right to represent himself to
object on his own. See § 9:3 The Assistance of Counsel for the Pro Se Defendant, 3
Constitutional Rights of the Accused 3d § 9:3 (3d. ed.) (“courts have held uniformly that an
accused is not entitled to participate with counsel in the presentation of the defense™); see also,
Watson v. State, 130 Nev. 764, 782, n. 3, 335 P.3d 157,170 (2014) (citing United States v.
Kienenberger, 13 F.3d 1354, 1356 (9th Cir. 1994)); United States v. Lucas, 619 F.2d 870, 871
(10th Cir. 1980); People v. D’ Arcy, 48 Cal. 4th 257, 281-83, 226 P.3d 949, 966-67 (2010);
"
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People v. Arguello, 772 P.2d 87, 92 (Colo. 1989); Parren v. State, 309 Md. 260, 264-65, 523
A.2d 597, 599 (1987); State v. Rickman, 148 Ariz. 499, 503-04, 715 P.2d 752, 756-57 (1986).

If Petitioner wanted to represent himself, he should have made a request of the Court to canvass

pursuant to Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. 806, 95 S. Ct. 2525 (1975). Accordingly,

Petitioner’s claim should be denied.

Notwithstanding these claims being waived, dismissed, and meritless, any error in these
instructions is insufficiently prejudicialh to warrant ignoring Petitioner’s procedural default
since the jury was properly instructed on the burden of proof and the weighing of witness
credibility via Jury Instruction Nos. 30 and 34 respectively. Moreover, any error would have
been harmless as there was overwhelming evidence of Petitioner’s guilt. Indeed, in addition to
the jury being presented with the evidence that Petitioner admitted to stabbing Devine, the jury
was also presented with evidence that Petitioner was not justified in doing so. The State
introduced credible and sufficient evidence of Petitioner’s actions after the crime, which
demonstrated that Petitioner did not have a reasonable fear of death. Petitioner did not call
911—even though he later told police that Davis said that he would shoot up the house after
Davis and Brittnéy Turner verbally fought. Despite these alleged threats and after he killed
Devine, Petitioner locked the door, left his home, and ran from the scene. In his haste to leave,
Petitioner left an older crippled woman, a three-year-old, a seventeen-year-old, and his niece
in the home while claiming that Davis would shoot up his home. Petitioner fled the scene by
jumping two walls and jumping down from a high point of one of the walls. Petitioner also
destroyed and hid the murder weapon, a knife. Petitioner did not go back to his home until just
after the police left and did not account for where he went between 7:00 PM and 2:00 AM the
night of the crime, when he turned himself in to police. Therefore, Petitioner’s claims should
be denied.

6. Ground Six: Trial counsel was ineffective

Under Ground Six, Petitioner argues that trial counsel was ineffective for failing to: (1)
investigate Petitioner’s case and prepare for trial; (2) establish Petitioner’s theory of defense

through the jury instructions; (3) object to Kyriell Davis’ testimony; (4) protect Petitioner’s
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post arrest silence; and (§) impeach Kyriell Davis. Petition at 13-17. As will be discussed
below, each of these claims should be denied.
a. Failure to investigate and prepare for trial
Petitioner argues that counsel was ineffective regarding the investigation of his case for

several reasons. Petition at 13-14,

First, Petitioner argues that counsel did nothing, but review the State’s open file to

prepare the case. Petition at 13. Petitioner claims that the only reason he had witnesses testify

for the defense was because he told them to come to court. Id. This claim fails under Molina,
120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538, since Petitioner does not demonstrate what a better
investigation would have shown.

Second, he argues that counsel failed to call a pathologist as an expert to discuss the
positioning of the victim at the time of'his death and other details regarding the stabbing, which
he argues would have prevented his conviction. Petition at 13-14. However, this claim also
fails under Molina as Petitioner does not and cannot demonstrate that such testimony would
have changed the outcome of his trial. Moreover, which witnesses to call is a strategic decision
left to counsel. Rhyne, 118 Nev. at §, 38 P.3d at 167.

Third, he argues that counsel failed to canvass his neighbors to determine what they

knew. Petition at 14. This claim also fails under Molina, 120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538.

Indeed, Petitioner does not even attempt to indicate what the neighbors’ testimony would have
been, let alone whether it would have aided in his defense.

Fourth, he claims counsel did not interview Sandi Cash, Defendant’s sister. Id. he
claims that because counsel failed to obtain Sandi’s information, there was no testimony
elicited regarding Devine not visiting Petitioner’s place of residence, the threats Devine made
toward the home and Petitioner, and prior acts related to the case. Id. Even if such testimony
had been elicited, Petitioner has also failed to demonstrate, as with his other claims, how the
testimony would have changed the outcome of his trial. Indeed, assuming Sandi did testify to
such information, that testimony would not have changed the fact that the jury was presented

with evidence demonstrating Petitioner did not act in self-defense, including “that [Petitioner]
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initiated the conflict, only he had a weapon, he fled from the scene, and he disposed of the

murder weapon.” Order of Affirmance, filed September 12, 2019, at 2.

In sum, Petitioner cannot demonstrate he was prejudiced by counsel’s actions, let alone
that counsel fell below an objective standard of reasonableness. Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686-
87, 104 S. Ct. at 2063—-64. Therefore, Petitioner’s claims should be denied.
b. Failure to establish Petitioner’s theory of defense through jury
instructions
Petitioner complains that counsel failed to present Petitioner’s theory of defense and

offer jury instructions consistent with his self-defense theory. Petition at 15. Additionally, he

argues that counsel was ineffective for failing to establish foundational evidence regarding
why Petitioner was carrying a work knife on his person. Id.

Petitioner’s complaint that counsel was ineffective because there was no self-defense
jury instruction provided is belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.
Jury Instruction Nos. 21 through 27 demonstrate that the jury was instructed on the theory of
self-defense. Those jury instructions properly provided the jury with the law to determine
whether Petitioner was justified under a theory of self-defense for protecting his daughter,
Brittney Turner. Requesting an additional instruction would have therefore been futile. Ennis,
122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. Moreover, counsel argued the self-defense theory
throughout his closing argument. Regardless, Petitioner cannot and does not even attempt to
demonstrate what additional instruction he believes should have been given to demonstrate
prejudice.

Petitioner’s claim that counsel failed to establish foundational evidence regarding why
Petitioner carried a work knife is also belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686
P.2d at 225. Dgring counsel’s opening statement, counsel provided context as to why
Petitioner carried a knife:

Now, this man sitting here, Thomas Cash, he's 52 years old. He works
at Sears. He's an HVAC technician. He carries a tool belt around his waist.
In addition to the tool belt, ke keeps a knife flipped on the inside of his pocket.
That knife really isn't for working. It's for when boxes come in that he has to
open. He slices them open.
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Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3, filed December 14, 2018, at 167-68

(emphasis added). Counsel reiterated this foundation again during his closing argument:
He went out as quickly as he could because he believed Brittney was
in imminent danger. He just so happened, as I said in opening argument, tze
man is an HVAC technician. His daughter testified he fixes machines, fixes
the vending machine at McDonald's. He works at Sears. He always has this
little knife clipped right here.

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 75

(emphasis added). Accordingly, counsel could not have been ineffective as the jury was
provided foundation regarding Petitioner carrying a knife. For the same reason, Petitioner
cannot and does not demonstrate prejudice. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim should be denied.
c. Failure to object to Kyriell Davis’ testimony
Petitioner argues that counsel was ineffective for failing to object to a portion of Davis’
testimony during trial wherein he discussed the altercation he had with Petitioner that

ultimately led to Devine’s death after Devine had stepped in to break up the fight. Petition at

15-16; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at
142-46, 169. Specifically, he claims that counsel should have objected to the narrative nature
of Davis’ testimony and when the same information was repeated. Petition at 15-16;

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at 146-192.

Petitioner’s claim should be denied. As a preliminary. matter, when to object is a
strategic decision left to counsel to make. Rhyne, 118 Nev. at 8, 38 P.3d at 167. Based on the
subject matter of‘Davis’ testimony, counsel could have concluded that it would have damaged
his credibility with the jury if he made a series of pointless objections that could be perceived
as disrespectful to the witness or as achieving nothing more than delaying the process. Also,
if the information was going to be presented to the jury regardless, counsel did not need to

offer any futile objectiods. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. In other words, even if

the State had asked more questions to break up Davis’ testimony, the State would have elicited
the information as it was pertinent eyewitness evidence of someone who watched Petitioner
commit the crimes charged in this case. Accordingly, Petitioner cannot demonstrate he was

prejudiced.
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Additionally, Petitioner mistakenly claims that counsel should have objected when
Davis’ testimony was repeated. Any information that was repeated was for the purposes of
clarification and asking further questions about what Davis’ previous testimony. Recorder’s

Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at 146-174.

Accordingly, any objection by counsel would have been futile. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706, 137
P.3d at 1103. Thus, Petitioner cannot demonstrate that counsel below an objective standard of
reasonableness, let alone prejudice so his claim should be denied. Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686-
87, 104 S. Ct. at 2063-64.
d. Failure to protect post-arrest silence
Petitioner argues that counsel failed to protect Petitioner’s post-arrest silence because

he should have objected to the State’s rebuttal witness, Detective Gillis. Petition at 16.

Petitioner claims that counsel should have requested that the rebuttal witness first testify
outside the presence of the jury to determine the prejudicial nature of his testimony, Petition
at 17. Not only has Petitioner failed to indicate the prejudicial testimony to which he is
referring, but as discussed supra, his claim is meritless. Indeed, Detective Gillis was noticed
as a witness prior to trial and Petitioner did not unambiguously invoke his right to silence
regarding where he was or what he was doing afte;r stabbing Devine, Hargrove, 100 Nev. at
502, 686 P.2d at 225. Accordingly, any objection by counsel would have been futile. Ennis,
122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim should be denied.
e. Failure to impeach Kyriell Davis’ testimony

Petitioner complains that counsel was ineffective for failing to impeach Davis, who he
claims was the sole witness for the state that saw Petitioner with a knife and stab the victim.
Petition at 16-17. Specifically, he argues that Davis committed perjury when he testified that
Brittney Turner left the scene once the altercation occurred and Petitioner had to call her to
come and get the baby. Id. He claims that he could have impeached Davis’ testimony through
witnesses: Brittney Turner, Tamisha Kinchron, Antoinette White, and Isidra Flores, Id.
Petitioner’s claim should fail.

i
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As a preliminary matter, Petitioner has not provided any evidence that Davis did in fact
commit perjury when he testified regarding Turner leaving the scene. Even if he had provided
the Court with such information, his claim would still fail as Turner’s whereabouts once the
altercation began would not have changed the outcome of his trial. The defense’s theory was
that Petitioner was acting in self-defense when he stabbed Devine as he felt like he was facing
a two-on-one fight with Devine and Davis. In other words, whether Turner was inside of the
home or outside of the home was not an essential factor in the jury determining if Petitioner,
at the moment he stabbed Devine, was acting in self-defense. Accordingly, impeaching Davis
was not necessary to proving Petitioner was acting in self-defense. Notably, Petitioner even
appears to concede this point when he states, “[t]hough the impeach did not strick at the stab
incident, such perjury would have gone to insight to the jury that Davis committed perjury.”
Petition at 17. Indeed, Petitioner cannot demonstrate prejudice because that sole fact would
not have changed the outcome of the trial. Therefore, his claim should be denied.

7. Ground Seven: Cumulative error

Petitioner asserts a claim of cumulative error in the context of ineffective assistance of

counsel, Supplemental Petition at 68-69. The Nevada Supreme Court has never held that

instances of ineffective assistance of counsel can be cumulated; it is the State’s position that
they cannot. However, even if they could be, it would be of no consequence as there was no

single instance of ineffective assistance in Petitioner’s case. See United States v. Rivera, 900

F.2d 1462, 1471 (10th Cir. 1990) (“[A] cumulative-error analysis should evaluate only the
effect of matters determined to be error, not the cumulative effect of non-errors.”).
Furthermore, Petitioner’s claim is without merit. “Relevant factors to consider in evaluating a
claim of cumulative error are (1) whether the issue of guilt is close, (2) the quantity and
character of the error, and (3) the gravity of the crime charged.” Mulder v. State, 116 Nev. 1,
17,992 P.2d 845, 855 (2000).

In the instant case, as argued in Section I.A.4 supra, the issue of guilt in this case was

not close.

"
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Additionally, Petitioner has not asserted any meritorious claims of error, and thus, there
is no error to cumulate. Regardless, any errors that occurred at trial, which the State does not
concede, would have been minimal in quantity and character, and a defendant “is not entitled
to a perfect trial, but only a fair trial.” Ennis v. State, 91 Nev. 530, 533, 539 P.2d 114, 115
(1975).

Third, and finally, Petitioner was convicted of a grave crime. However, because the
evidence was more than sufficient and there was no error, it should not weigh heavily in this
Court’s analysis. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim should be denied.

8. Ground Eight: Appellate counsel was ineffective for failing to consult prior

to filing Petitioner’s direct appeal

Petitioner argues that counsel was ineffective for failing to consult with him before
drafting Petitioner’s direct appeal and filed it despite Petitioner’s request to hold off so he
could research counsel’s claims as well as add claims to his appeal, including the claims in the

instant Petition. Petition at 17-18. However, his claim should fail for several reasons.

First, which claims to raise is a strategic decision left to the discretion of counsel.
Rhyne, 118 Nev. at 8, 38 P.3d at 167. Second, appellate counsel is in fact more effective when
limiting appellate arguments to only the best issues. Jones v. Barnes, 463 745, 751, 103 S.Ct.
3308, 3312 (1983); Ford v. State, 105 Nev. 850, 853, 784 P.2d 951, 953 (1989). Third, for the

reasons discussed throughout this Petition, Petitioner’s claims would not have been effective
on direct appeal and, thus, raising such issues would have been futile. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706,
137 P.3d at 1103. Therefore, Petitioner’s claims should be denied.

9. Ground Nine: Petitioner’s right to a speedy trial was violated

Petitioner argues that the Court violated his right to a speedy trial. Petition at 18.
Specifically, he claims that the Court erroneously continued his trial against the parties’
consent. Id. Not only is this claim a bare and naked assertion suitable only for summary
dismissal, but also it is waived as a substantive claim that should have been raised on appeal.
Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225; NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans,
117 Nev. at 646-47, 29 P.3d at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved
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on other grounds, Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222. Additionally, Petitioner cannot

attempt to demonstrate good cause as these claims were available for direct appeal and he
cannot demonstrate prejudice because his claim is meritless.

NRS 178.556(1) grants the district court discretion to dismiss a case if it is not brought
to trial within sixty days due to unreasonable delay. Dismissal is only mandatory where there
is not good cause for delay. Anderson v. State, 86 Nev. 829, 834, 477 P.2d 595, 598 (1970).

“Simply to trigger a speedy trial analysis, an accused must allege that the interval between

accusation and trial has crossed the threshold dividing ordinary from presumptively prejudicial

delay.” Doggett v. United States, 505 U.S. 650, 651-52, 112 S.Ct. 2686, 2690-2691 (1992).

Delays are not presumptively prejudicial until one year or more has passed. Doggett, 505 U.S.
at 651-652, fn. 1, 112 S.Ct. at 2690-2691, fn. 1; see also Byford v. State, 116 Nev. 215, 230,
994 P.2d 700, 711 (2000). The Doggett Court justified the imposition of this threshold

requirement noting that “by definition he cannot complain that the government has denied him
a ‘speedy trial’ if it has, in fact, prosecuted the case with customary promptness.” Id. at 651-
52,112 S.Ct. at 2690-91.

If this hurdle is overcome, a court determines if a constitutional speedy trial violation

has occurred by applying the four-part test laid out in Barker v. Wingo, which examines the

“[1]length of delay, the reason for the delay, the defendant’s assertion of his right, and prejudice
to the defendant.” Prince v, State, 118 Nev. 634, 640, 55 P.3d 947, 951 (2002) (quoting Barker
v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514, 530, 92 S.Ct. 2182, 2192 (1972)). The Barker factors must be

considered collectively as no single element is necessary or sufficient. Moore v. Arizona, 414
U.S. 25, 26, 94 S.Ct. 188, 189 (1973) (quoting Barker, 407 U.S. at 533, 92 S.Ct. at 2193).
However, to warrant relief the prejudice shown must be attributable to the delay. Anderson v.
State, 86 Nev. 829, 833, 477 P.2d 595, 598 (1970).

While Petitioner did invoke his right to a speedy trial, his claim is meritless. Defendant

was arrested on December 12, 2017 and a Criminal Complaint was filed on December 14,
2017. Petitioner’s jury trial commenced on June 18, 2018. Accordingly, Petitioner suffered at

most an approximate six-month delay, which is not a presumptively prejudicial delay. Doggett,
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505 U.S. at 651-652, fn. 1, 112 S.Ct. at 2690-2691, fn. 1; see also Byford, 116 Nev. at 230,

994 P.2d at 711. Also, Petitioner has failed to demonstrate how he was harmed by such delay.

Moreover, the reason for the delay was that defense counsel had to attend a federal
sentencing outside of the jurisdiction which could not be reset and the State had another trial
on that date. Accordingly, Petitioner’s argument that his trial was continued over his objection
is belied by the record as his counsel requested the continuance. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502,
686 P.2d at 225. Additionally, there is no indication from the record that this was a strategy
on the State’s part to delay in order to hamper the defense. Barker, 407 U.S. at 531, 92 S. Ct.

at 2192, Therefore, Petitioner’s claim should be denied.
B. Petitioner’s Claims in his Memorandum Should be Denied

1. Ground One: Counsel was ineffective for failing to investigate

a. Failure to consult and communicate

Petitioner argues that counsel was ineffective for only consulting with Petitioner only
four times prior to trial, failing to have the defense’s investigator meet with Petitioner, failing
to interview and call witnesses that could have helped the defense, and failing to make
appropriate objections. Memorandum at 9-13.

Petitioner’s claims should be denied as they amount to nothing more substantive than
naked allegations unsupported by specific factual allegations. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686
P.2d at 225. Additionally, Petitioner is not entitled to a particular relationshiﬁ with counsel.

Morris v. Slappy, 461 U.S. 1, 14, 103 S. Ct. 1610, 1617 (1983). There is no requirement for

any specific amount of communication as long as counsel is reasonably effective in his
representation. See id. Moreover, Petitioner’s failure to investigate allegations fail since
Petitioner does not demonstrate what a better investigation would have uncovered. Molina,
120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538. To the extent Petitioner attempts to argue prejudice, he offers
nothing more than a naked assertion that further proves summary dismissal is warranted.
Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.

1

1/
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b. Failure to investigate and call witnesses

Petitioner complains that counsel did not speak to witnesses he wanted to testify at trial
and failed to call them as witnesses. Memorandum at 14-19. In particular, Petitioner claims
that Sandi Cash Earl and Angel Turner should have been called so they could have provided
favorable testimony. Memorandum at 14. Not only are Petitioner’s claims naked assertions
suitable only for summary denial under Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225, but also
these claims should fail under Molina, 120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538, for Petitioner failing
to demonstrate what a better investigation would have discovered.

Petitioner’s argument that counsel failed to call Angel Turner as a witness is belied by
the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225. Indeed, Angel testified for the defense
on the sixth day of Petitioner’s trial. Additionally, Petitioner attached a statement from Angel
which merely stated that counsel did not interview her prior to testifying. However,
Petitioner’s claim still fails because he did not indicate how her testimony would have differed
had counsel interviewed her, let alone whether that unknown testimony would have led to a

better outcome at trial. Molina, 120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538. Indeed, in addition to her trial

testimony, Angel Turner provided a recorded statement to the police and testified at the
preliminary hearing, so it is not clear what additional interviewing would have accomplished.
Petitioner also attached a statement from Sandi Cash who provided what her testimony

would have been had she been called to testify at Petitioner’s trial. Memorandum, Exhibit 1,

at 1. The crux of such statement was that when Brittney Turner was arguing with Davis outside,
Sandi heard him tell Turner to get whoever she wanted to fight him, including Petitioner. Id.
Sandi explained that she did not tell Petitioner about what was said or express her concerns.
Id. However, Sandi’s statement is referring to a completely separate incident wherein Davis
was dropping off his child, rather than picking his child up. Regardless, Sandi’s testimony
about this event would not have been admissible at trial because she claims she never told
Petitioner about what was said. Accordingly, Petitioner would not have known about the
specific incident for it to have had affected his state of mind regarding self-defense. Moreover,

such testimony would not have made a difference at Petitioner’s trial. There was other

34
WCLARKCOUNTYDA NET\CRMCASE2\201 V6011041201 760104C-RSPN-(CASH, THOMAS)-001.DOCX

112




O 00 ~) A L D™ W R e

BN NN N NN N NN e e e s e e e s e
co ~1 & W bk W N e OO 00 IS R WY e O

evidence presented that Petitioner did not act in self-defense, including as the Nevada Supreme
Court pointed out when it affirmed Petitioner’s sentence: “[t]here was evidence and testimony
that [Petitioner]| initiated the conflict, only he had a weapon, he fled from the scene, and he

disposed of the murder weapon.” Order of Affirmance, filed September 12, 2019, at 2.

Accordingly, Petitioner cannot demonstrate he was prejudiced by not having Sandi’s alleged
testimony.

In sum, Petitioner’s allegations of prejudice are long quotations to legal authority but
short on actual harm to his case and thus he cannot establish prejudice under Strickland
because his claims are governed by Hargrove and Molina. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim should

be denied. .

c. Failure to meet with Petitioner

Petitioner complains that appellate counsel was ineffective for only having met with
Petitioner once. Memorandum at 20-22. Additionally, he claims that appellate counsel did a
poor job in filing his direct appeal. Id. However, Petitioner’s claims should be denied for
several reasons.

First, as with trial counsel, Petitioner is not entitled to a particular relationship with
counsel, Morris, 461 U.S. at 14, 103 S. Ct. at 1617. Second, Petitioner’s claim that appellate
counsel failed to do a “good job” is a naked assertion that should be denied. Hargrove, 100
Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225. Third, to the extent Petitioner claims that appellate counsel
ineffectively failed to include citations and prosecutorial misconduct law in his appellate claim
raising insufﬁcieﬁcy of the evidence, he has not explained how such complaint is relevant or
how it would have made a difference on appeal. Notably, appellate counsel is more effective
when limiting appellate arguments only to the best issues. Jones v. Barnes, 463 745, 751, 103

S.Ct. 3308, 3312 (1983); Ford v. State, 105 Nev. 850, 853, 784 P.2d 951, 953 (1989).

Moreover, which claims to raise is a strategic decision left to the discretion of counsel. Rhyne,
118 Nev. at 8, 38 P.3d at 167. Appellate counsel need not make futile arguments. Ennis, 122
Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim should be denied.

"
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2. Ground Two: Appellate counsel was ineffective

Petitioner appears to complain that appellate counsel failed to file a direct appeal on his
behalf. Memorandum at 23-26. However, no matter how this claim is interpreted, it should
fail.

Should Petitioner mean to argue that appellate counsel was ineffective for failing to file
a direct appeal because counsel failed to consult with Petitioner, the State incorporates its
argument from Section .B.1.c. In the event Petitioner intended to argue that counsel failed to
file a direct appeal on his behalf, his claim is belied by the record and suitable only for
summary denial because appellate counsel did in fact file a direct appeal for Petitioner.
Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.

To the extent Petitioner is complainingA that counsel did not consult and include his
issues in this direct appeal brief, petitioner offers nothing more than naked assertions suitable
only for summary denial under Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225. As discussed in
the previous Section 1.B.1.c, appellate counsel can be more effective by narrowing the issues
and need not raise futile arguments, Jones, 463 at 751, 103 S.Ct. at 3312; Ford v. State, 105
Nev. at 853, 784 P.2d at 953; Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. Additionally, the
decision on what to argue is strategic decision left to counsel. Rhyne, 118 Nev, at &, 38 P.3d
at 167. Nor has Petitioner demonstrated that any of his concerns would have made a difference
and thus he cannot demonstrate prejudice sufficient to satisfy Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686-87,
104 8. Ct. at 2063—64. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim should be denied.

II. PETITIONER IS NOT ENTITLED TO THE APPOINTMENT OF
COUNSEL

Under the U.S. Constitution, the Sixth Amendment provides no right to counsel in post-
conviction proceedings. Coleman v. Thompson, 501 U.S. 722, 752, 111 S. Ct. 2546, 2566
(1991). In McKague v. Warden, 112 Nev. 159, 163, 912 P.2d 255, 258 (1996), the Nevada

Supreme Court similarly observed that “[t]he Nevada Constitution...does not guarantee aright
to counsel in post-conviction proceedings, as we interpret the Nevada Constitution’s right to

counsel provision as being coextensive with the Sixth Amendment to the United States
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Constitution.” The McKague Court specifically held that with the exception of NRS
34.820(1)(a) (entitling appointed counsel when petitioner is under a sentence of death), one
does not have “any constitutional or statutory right to counsel at all” in post-conviction
proceedings. Id. at 164, 912 P.2d at 258.

However, the Nevada Legislature has given courts the discretion to appoint post-
conviction counsel so long as “the court is satisfied that the allegation of indigency is true and

the petition is not dismissed summarily.” NRS 34.750. NRS 34.750 reads:

A petition may allege that the Defendant is unable to pay the
costs of the proceedings or employ counsel. If the court is
satisfied that the allegation of indigency is true and the petition
is not dismissed summarily, the court may appoint counsel to
represent the petitioner. In making its determination, the court
may consider whether, among other things, the severity of the
consequences facing the petitioner and whether:

a) The issues are difficult;
b) The petitioner is unable to comprehend the proceedings; or
¢) Counsel is necessary to proceed with discovery.
Accordingly, under NRS 34.750, it is clear that the Court has discretion in determining whether
to appoint counsel.
More recently, the Nevada Supreme Court examined whether a district court
appropriately denied a defendant’s request for appointment of counsel based upon the factors

listed in NRS 34.750. Renteria-Novoa v. State, 133 Nev. 75,391 P.3d 760 (2017). In Renteria-

Novoa, the petitioner had been serving a prison term of eighty-five (85) years to life. Id. at 75,
391 P.3d at 760. After his judgment of conviction was affirmed on direct appeal, the defendant
filed a pro se post-conviction petition for writ of habeas corpus and requested counsel be
appointed. Id. The district court ultimately denied the petitioner’s petition and his appointment
of counsel request. Id. In reviewing the district court’s decision, the Nevada Supreme Court
examined the statutory factors listed under NRS 34.750 and concluded that the district court’s
decision should'be reversed and remanded. Id. The Court explained that the petitioner was
indigent, his petition could not be summarily dismissed, and he had in fact satisfied the

statutory factors. Id. at 76, 391 P.3d 760-61. As for the first factor, the Court concluded that
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because petitioner had represented he had issues with understanding the English language
which was corroborated by his use of an interpreter at his trial, that was enough to indicate that
the petitioner could not comprehend the proceedings. Id. Moreover, the petitioner had
demonstrated that the consequences he faced—a minimum eighty-five (85) year sentence—
were severe and his petition may have been the only vehicle for which he could raise his
claims. Id. at 76-77, 391 P.3d at 761-62. Finally, his ineffective assistance of counsel claims
may have required additional discovery and investigation beyond the record. Id.

Unlike the petitioner in Renteria-Novoa, Petitioner has not satisfied the statutory factors

for appointment of counsel. NRS 34.750. First, although the consequences Petitioner faces are
severe as he is serving a sentence of life without the possibility of parole, that fact alone does
not require the appointment of counsel. Indeed, none of the issues Petitioner raises are
particularly difficult as his claims are either waived as substantive claims, fail to provide good
cause because they are based on information Petitioner had for his direct appeal, or are
meritless. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at 646-47,29 P.3d at 523;
Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752., 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other grounds, Thomas, 115 Neyv.
148, 979 P.2d 222,

Moreover, unlike the petitioner in Renteria-Novoa who faced difficulties with

un'derstanding the English language, Petitioner does not claim he cannot understand English
or cannot comprehend the instant proceedings. It is clear that Petitioner is able to comprehend
the instant proceedings based upon his filing of the instant Petition.

Finally, despite Petitioner’s argument, counsel is not necessary to proceed with
discovery in this case as no additional discovery is necessary. Therefore, Defendant’s Motion
should be denied. w

III. PETITIONER IS NOT ENTITLED TO AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING

NRS 34.770 determines when a defendant is entitled to an evidentiary hearing. It reads:

1. The judge or justice, upon review of the return, answer and all supporting
documents which are filed, shall determine whether an evidentiary hearing is
required. A petitioner must not be discharged or committed to the custody of a
person other than the respondent unless an evidentiary hearing is held.

38
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2. If the judge or justice determines that the petitioner is not entitled to relief
and an evidentiary hearing is not required, he shall dismiss the petition without
a hearing.

3. If the judge or justice determines that an evidentiary hearing is required, he
shall grant the writ and shall set a date for the hearing.

The Nevada Supreme Court has held that if a petition can be resolved without
expanding the record, then no evidentiary hearing is necessary. Marshall v. State, 110 Nev.

1328, 885 P.2d 603 (1994); Mann v. State, 118 Nev. 351, 356, 46 P.3d 1228, 1231 (2002). A

defendant is entitled to an evidentiary hearing if his petition is supported by specific factual
allegations, which, if true, would entitle him to relief unless the factual allegations are repelled
by the record. Marshall, 110 Nev. at 1331, 885 P.2d at 605; see also Hargrove v. State, 100
Nev. 498, 503, 686 P.2d 222, 225 (1984) (holding that “[a] defendant seeking post-conviction

relief is not entitled to an evidentiary hearing on factual allegations belied or repelled by the
record”). “A claim is ‘belied’ when it is contradicted or proven to be false by the record as it
existed at the time the claim was made.” Mann, 118 Nev. at 354, 46 P.3d at 1230 (2002). It
is improper to hold an evidentiary hearing simply to make a complete record. See State v.

Eighth Judicial Dist. Court, 121 Nev. 225, 234, 112 P.3d 1070, 1076 (2005) (“The district

court considered itself the ‘equivalent of . . . the trial judge’ and consequently wanted ‘to make
as complete a record as possible.” This is an incorrect basis for an evidentiary hearing.”).
Further, the United States Supreme Court has held that an evidentiary hearing is not
required simply because counsel’s actions are challenged as being unreasonable strategic
decisions. Harrington v. Richter, 131 S. Ct. 770, 788 (2011). Although courts may not indulge
post hoc rationalization for counsel’s decision making that contradicts the available evidence
of counsel’s actions, neither may they insist counsel confirm every aspect of the strategic basis
for his or her actions. Id. There is a “strong presumption” that counsel’s attention to certain
issues to the exciusion of others reflects trial tactics rather than “sheer neglect.” Id. (citing

Yarborough v. Gentry, 540 U.S. 1, 124 S. Ct. 1 (2003)). Strickland calls for an inquiry in the

objective reasonableness of counsel’s performance, not counsel’s subjective state of mind. 466

U.S. 668, 688, 104 S. Ct. 2052, 2065 (1994).
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The instant Petition does not require an evidentiary hearing. An expansion of the record
is unnecessary because Petitioner has failed to assert any meritorious claims and the Petition
can be disposed of with the existing record. Marshall, 110 Nev. at 1331, 885 P.2d at 605;
m, 118 Nev. at 356, 46 P.3d at 1231. Therefore, Petitioner’s request should be denied.

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the State respectfully requests that Petitioner’s Petition for Writ
of Habeas Corpus (Post-Conviction), Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of
Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (Post-Conviction), Motion for Appointment of Counsel,
and Request for an Evidentiary Hearing be DENIED.

DATED this 18th day of September, 2020.

Respectfully submitted,

Clark County Disirict At
ark County District Attorney
Nevada Bar #001565 Hrese O

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that service of the State’s Response to Petitioner’s Petition for Writ of

habeas corpus (post-conviction), memorandum of points and authorities in support of petition
for writ of habeas corpus (post-conviction), motion for appointment of counsel, and request

for an evidentiary hearing, was made this 18th day of September, 2020, by mail to:

THOMAS CASH, #1203562
P. 0. BOX 1989

ELY, g?&s;%
By: / TN

Secretary for The DistrietAttorney's Office

17FN2591X/JEV/bg/Appeals
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THE COUNTY OF CLARK
THOMAS CASH,
Case No: A-20-818971-W
Plaintiff(s),
Dept No: IX
vs.
WILLIAM GITTERE,
Defendant(s),

IN THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE

STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR

L.

CASE APPEAL STATEMENT

Appellant(s): Thomas Cash

2. Judge: Cristina D. Silva

3. Appellant(s). Thomas Cash

Counsel:

Thomas Cash #1203562
P.O. Box 1989
Ely, NV 89301

4. Respondent (s): William Gittere

Counsel:

Steven B. Wolfson, District Attorney
200 Lewis Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89155-2212
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5. Appellant(s)'s Attorney Licensed in Nevada: N/A
Permission Granted: N/A

Respondent(s)’s Attorney Licensed in Nevada: Yes
Permission Granted: N/A

6. Has Appellant Ever Been Represented by Appointed Counsel In District Court: No
7. Appellant Represented by Appointed Counsel On Appeal: N/A
8. Appellant Granted Leave to Proceed in Forma Pauperis**: N/A

**Expires 1 year from date filed

Appellant Filed Application to Proceed in Forma Pauperis: No
Date Application(s) filed: N/A

9. Date Commenced in District Court: August 3, 2020
10. Brief Description of the Nature of the Action: Civil Writ

Type of Judgment or Order Being Appealed: Civil Writ of Habeas Corpus
11. Previous Appeal: No

Supreme Court Docket Number(s): N/A
12. Child Custody or Visitation: N/A
13. Possibility of Settlement: Unknown

Dated This 3 day of November 2020.

Steven D. Grierson, Clerk of the Court

/s/ Amanda Hampton

Amanda Hampton, Deputy Clerk
200 Lewis Ave

PO Box 551601

Las Vegas, Nevada 89155-1601
(702) 671-0512

¢c¢: Thomas Cash
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STEVEN B. WOLFSON

Clark County District Attorney
Nevada Bar #001565
JONATHAN VANBOSKERCK
Chief D%)uty District Attorney
Nevada Bar #06528

200 Lewis Avenue

LLas Vegas, Nevada 89155-2212
(702) 671-2500

Attorney for Respondent

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

' THOMAS CASH, #7053124
Petitioner,
s CASE NO:
THE-STATE-OFINEYADA,
WILLIAM GITTERE, DEPT NO:
Respondent.

Electronically Filed
11/04/2020 7,47 AM:

CLERK OF THE COURT

C-18-329699-1
A-20-818971-W
IX

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF

LAW AND ORDER

DATE OF HEARING: OCTOBER 7, 2020
TIME OF HEARING: 1:45 PM

THIS CAUSE having come on for hearing before the Honorable FFBGE-NAME,
District Judge, on the 7th day of October, 2020, the Petitioner in proper person, the Respondent
being represented by STEVEN B. WOLFSON, Clark County District Attorney, by and
through JOHN TORRE, Deputy District Attorney, and the Court having considered the matter,

including briefs, transcripts, arguments of counsel, and documents on file herein, now

Cristina D. Silva

therefore, the Court makes the following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

I
i
i
/
i
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FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
PROCEDURAL HISTORY
On April 19, 2018, the State filed an Amended Information charging Thomas Cash
(hereinafter “Petitioner”) with MURDER WITH USE OF A DEADLY WEAPON (Category
A Felony - NRS 200.010, 200.030, 193.165) and BATTERY WITH INTENT TO KILL
(Category B Felony - NRS 200.400.3). The State attached an Amended Notice of Intent to

Seek Punishment as Habitual Criminal to the Amended Information.

On June 18, 2018, Petitioner’s jury trial commenced. After eight days of trial, the jury
found Petitioner guilty of SECOND DEGREE MURDER WITH USE OF A DEADLY
WEAPON and not guilty of BATTERY WITH INTENT TO KILL. On August 20, 2018, the
Court adjudicated Petitioner guilty. At Petitioner’s sentencing hearing the State argued for
habitual treatment and provided certified copies of Petitioner’s prior Judgments of Conviction.
After argument by both parties, the Court sentenced Petitioner, for Count 1, life without the
possibility of parole under the large habitual criminal statute. The Judgment of Conviction was
filed on August 24, 2018,

On September 19, 2018, Petitioner filed a Notice of Appeal. On September 12, 2019,
the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed Petitioner’s Judgment of Conviction, but remanded for
the Court to correct the habitual criminal statute citation. On October 31, 2019, the Court filed
an Amended Judgment of Conviction replacing that citation from NRS 207.012 to NRS
207.010(1)(b).

On August 3, 2020, Petitioner filed the instant Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (Post-
Conviction) (hereinafter “Petition”), a Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of
Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (hereinafter “Memorandum™), and an Ex Parte Motion for
Appointment of Counsel and Request for Evidentiary Hearing (hereinafter “Motion™). The
State filed its Response on September 18, 2020. On October 7, 2020, the Court denied these
pleadings finding as follows.

1
1

2
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FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On December 11, 2017, a verbal argument led to Petitioner, a fifty-two-year-old man,

stabbing and killing Ezekiel Devine, thirty-one years his junior, in the middle of the street.

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings, Jury Trial Day 5, at 229.
The events of this day started when Kyriell Davis, twenty-eight years Petitioner’s
junior, and his girlfriend Brittney had a heated verbal argument while exchanging their

children. Jury Trial Day 5 at 124-25, 132-33, 229. Eventually, Kyriell pushed Brittney away

from him with his hands. Jury Trial Day 5 at 133-34. Upon hearing this verbal argument,

Petitioner came down to intervene. Jury Trial Day 5 at 135-36. Petitioner asked whether

Kyriell hit Brittney—DBrittney answered no and told Petitioner to mind his own business. Jury
Trial Day 5 at 135.

Thereafter, Petitioner and Kyriell tussled. Petitioner started this fight with Kyriell:
multiple witnesses observed Petitioner punch towards Kyriell when Kyriell had his back

turned to Petitioner, without provocation by Kyriell. Jury Trial Day 5 at 135-38, 156-57, 213.

Petitioner later admitted that he threw the first punch. Jury Trial Day 7 at 9. Ezekiel, who had
been sitting in the car having a video chat and who only came to help with the child exchange,

was alerted to the fight and attempted to break it up. Jury Trial Day § at 124-25, 131, 141, 183.

At about that time, two cars drove up the road and separated Ezekiel and Petitioner from

Kyriell. Jury Trial Day 5 at 142, Kyriell saw a flash in Petitioner’s hand as the cars came by

and tried to warn Ezekiel. Jury Trial Day 5 at 142. While Petitioner and Kyriell were separated,

Petitioner stabbed Ezekiel straight through the heart. Jury Trial Day 3 at 192; Jury Trial Day

5 at 142, Ezekiel collapsed in the middle of the street and quickly died. Jury Trial Day 3 at
196-97, 224.
Kyriell testified about his recollection of the fight and the events leading up to it. Kyriell

remembered the verbal argument between Britany and himself starting when Brittany began

ranting and calling Kyriell names. Jury Trial Day 5 at 135. He then observed Brittany yelling

at Petitioner. Jury Trial Day 5 at 136. Petitioner took a swing at Kyriell as he attempted to put

his baby in his car seat, when his back was towards Petitioner. Jury Trial Day 5 at 136, 138.

3
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After Petitioner tried to punch Kyriell, Kyriell and Petitioner interlocked and Petitioner tried
to slam him to the ground. Jury Trial Day 5 at 137. Kyriell never swung his fist at Petitioner.
Jury Trial Day 5 at 138-39. Petitioner and Kyriell wrestled for a while until they ended up in

the street and Ezekiel intervened to break up the fight by pushing his hand through the middle

of the two, Jury Trial Day 5 at 139-141. Kyriell saw a flash from Petitioner’s hand as a car

came drove in between the group, [eaving Petitioner and Ezekiel on one side of the street and
Kyriell on the other side of the street—far apart. Jury Trial Day 5 at 141-43, Soon after, Ezekiel
fell to the ground after being stabbed by Petitioner. See Jury Trial Day 5 at 142.

Petitioner’s actions after the victim died demonstrated his consciousness of guilt.
Petitioner did not call 911—even though he later told police that Kyriell said that he would
shoot up the house after Kyriell and Brittany verbally fought. Jury Trial Day 5 at 247; Jury
Trial Day 7 at 15. Despite these alleged threats and after he killed Ezekiel, Petitioner locked
the door, left his home, and ran from the scene. Jury Trial Day 5 at 146. In his haste to leave,
Petitioner left an older crippled woman, a three-year-old, a seventeen-year-old, and his niece

in the home. Jury Trial Day 5 at 68-69, 75, 200. Petitioner escaped the scene by climbing over

two walls and jumping down from a high point of one of the walls. Jury Trial Day 6 at 21-24.

Petitioner also destroyed and hid the murder weapon, a knife. Jury Trial Day 7 at 11. Petitioner

did not go back to his home until just after the police left and did not account for where he

went between 7:00pm and 2:00am the night of the crime, when he finally turned himself in to

police. Jury Trial Day 6 at 30; Jury Trial Day 7 at 12.

Petitioner initially denied killing the victim, but then later argued that he killed the
victim in self-defense, despite multiple witnesses seeing Petitioner throw the first punch. Jury
Trial Day 5 135-38, 156-57, 213; Jury Trial Day 6 at 83-84, 155. Brittney told police that
Petitioner, Brittney’s stepdad, threw the first punch. Jury Trial Day 5 at 213. Brittney also

stated that she never felt in danger and that Kyriell did not hit her. Jury Trial Day 5 at 222,

225, Moreover, multiple witnesses stated, including Petitioner, that no one but Petitioner had

a weapon. Jury Trial Day S at 167-68; Jury Trial Day 6 at 137-38; see Jury Trial Day 7 at 9.

4
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Petitioner told police that he stabbed Ezekiel because he did not want to get hit again. Jury
Trial Day 7 at 10.

Brittany also testified about her recollection of the fight. Afier she argued with Kyriell,
Petitioner came out of the house and tried to punch Kyriell. Jury Trial Day 5 at 208. After

Petitioner started this fight with Kyriell, both Petitioner and Kyriell locked together in a bear
hug and after Petitioner’s first punch, no one threw punches. Jury Trial Day S at 208-09. Both

men were “equally locked up.” Jury Trial Day 5 at 209. Brittany also testified that she held
Kyriell after Ezekiel attempted to break up the fight. Jury Trial Day 5 at 212-13. Brittany told

police that she did not feel scared or threatened during her verbal argument with Kyriell. Jury
Trial Day 5 at 222. She also said that during the argument, Kyriell did not hit her or slam her

into a car. Jury Trial Day 5 at 225,

Through their actions, Petitioner’s family telegraphed that Petitioner did not act in self-
defense. Petitioner’s family did not call the police; instead, they went back into the house and

shut the door. Jury Trial Day 6 at 137, 140. Furthermore, Petitioner’s family did not bring out

towels or water or ask if the victim needed any help. Jury Trial Day 5 at 171; Jury Trial Day 6

at 137. Ultimately, Petitioner’s family did not come out of the house until police made them,

through use of a bullhorn, about forty minutes later. Jury Trial Day 5 at 66-67, 171; Jury Trial

Day 6 at 137. After Petitioner left the scene, Petitioner spoke with family members while

police were outside his home. Jury Trial Day 6 at 217. Petitioner told his family that he did

not kill Ezekiel and did not even touch him—and his family informed him that Ezekiel was

dead. Jury Trial Day 6 at 217.

ANALYSIS
L PETITIONER IS NOT ENTITLED TO POST-CONVICTION RELIEF
The Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution provides that, “[i]n all criminal
prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right . . . to have the Assistance of Counsel for his
defense.” The United States Supreme Court has long recognized that “the right to counsel is

the right to the effective assistance of counsel.” Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 686,

5
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104 S. Ct, 2052, 2063 (1984); see also State v. Love, 109 Nev. 1136, 1138, 865 P.2d 322, 323
(1993).

To prevail on a claim of ineffective assistance of trial counsel, a defendant must prove

he was denied “reasonably effective assistance” of counsel by satisfying the two-prong test of
Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686-87, 104 S. Ct. at 2063-64. S_ee_ils'_o Love, 109 Nev. at 1138, 865
P.2d at 323. Under the Strickland test, a defendant must show first that his counsel's
representation fell below an objective standard of reasonableness, and second, that but for
counsel's errors, there is a reasonable probability that the result of the proceedings would have
been different. 466 U.S. at 687-88, 694, 104 S. Ct. at 2065, 2068; Warden, Nevada State Prison
v. Lyons, 100 Nev. 430, 432, 683 P.2d 504, 505 (1984) (adopting the Strickland two-part test).

“[TThere is no reason for a court deciding an ineffective assistance claim to approach the
inquiry in the same order or even to address both components of the inquiry if the defendant
makes an insufficient showing on one.” Strickland, 466 U.S. at 697, 104 S. Ct. at 2069,

The court begins with the presumption of effectiveness and then must determine
whether the defendant has demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence that counsel was
ineffective. Means v. State, 120 Nev. 1001, 1011, 103 P.3d 25, 32 (2004). “Effective counsel
does not mean errorless counsel, but rather counsel whose assistance is ‘[w]ithin the range of
competence demanded of attorneys in criminal cases.”” Jackson v. Warden, 91 Nev. 430, 432,

537 P.2d 473, 474 (1975).

Counsel cannot be ineffective for failing to make futile objections or arguments. See

Ennis v. State, 122 Nev. 694, 706, 137 P.3d 1095, 1103 (2006). Trial counsel has the

“immediate and ultimate responsibility of deciding if and when to object, which witnesses, if
any, to call, and what defenses to develop.” Rhyne v. State, 118 Nev. 1, 8, 38 P.3d 163, 167
(2002).

Based on the above law, the role of a court in considering allegations of ineffective
assistance of counsel is “not to pass upon the merits of the action not taken but to determine
whether, under the particular facts and circumstances of the case, trial counsel failed to render

reasonably effective assistance.” Donovan v. State, 94 Nev. 671, 675, 584 P.2d 708, 711

6
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(1978). This analysis does not mean that the court should “second guess reasoned choices
between trial tactics nor does it mean that defense counsel, to protect himself against
allegations of inadequacy, must make every conceivable motion no matter how remote the
possibilities are of success.” Id. To be effective, the constitution “does not require that counsel
do what is impossible or unethical. If there is no bona fide defense to the charge, counsel
cannot create one and may disserve the interests of his client by attempting a useless charade.”

United States v. Cronic, 466 U.S. 648, 657 n.19, 104 S. Ct. 2039, 2046 n.19 (1984).

“There are countless ways to provide effective assistance in any given case. Even the
best criminal defense attorneys would not defend a particular client in the same way.”
Strickland, 466 U.S. at 689, 104 S. Ct. at 689. “Strategic choices made by counsel after
thoroughly investigating the plausible options are almost unchallengeable.” Dawson v. State,

108 Nev. 112, 117, 825 P.2d 593, 596 (1992); see also Ford v, State, 105 Nev. 850, 853, 784

P.2d 951, 953 (1989). In essence, the court must “judge the reasonableness of counsel's
challenged conduct on the facts of the particular case, viewed as of the time of counsel's
conduct.” Strickland, 466 U.S. at 690, 104 S. Ct. at 2066.

Even if a defendant can demonstrate that his counsel's representation fell below an
objective standard of reasonableness, he must still demonstrate prejudice and show a
reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s errors, the result of the trial would have been
different. McNelton v. State, 115 Nev. 396, 403, 990 P.2d 1263, 1268 (1999) (citing
Strickland, 466 U.S. at 687, 104 S. Ct. at 2064). “A reasonable probability is a probability

sufficient to undermine confidence in the outcome.” Id. (citing Strickland, 466 U.S. at 687-89,
694, 104 S. Ct. at 2064-65, 2068).

The Nevada Supreme Court has held “that a habeas corpus petitioner must prove the
disputed factual allegations underlying his ineffective-assistance claim by a preponderance of

the evidence.” Means v. State, 120 Nev. 1001, 1012, 103 P.3d 25, 33 (2004). Furthermore,

claims of ineffective assistance of counsel asserted in a petition for post-conviction relief must
be supported with specific factual allegations, which if true, would entitle the petitioner to

relief. Hargrove v. State, 100 Nev. 498, 502, 686 P.2d 222, 225 (1984). “Bare” and “naked”

7
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allegations are not sufficient, nor are those belied and repelled by the record, Id. NRS
34,735(6) states in relevant part, “[Petitioner] must allege specific facts supporting the claims
in the petition[.] . . . Failure to allege specific facts rather than just conclusions may cause your
petition to be dismissed.” (emphasis added).

The decision not to call witnesses is within the discretion of trial counsel, and will not
be questioned unless it was a plainly unreasonable decision. See Rhyne v. State, [18 Nev. 1,
38 P.3d 163 (2002); see also Dawson v. State, 108 Nev. 112, 825 P.2d 593 (1992). Strickland

does not enact Newton's third law for the presentation of evidence, requiring for every
prosecution expert an equal and opposite expert from the defense. In many instances cross-
examination will be sufficient to expose defects in an expert's presentation. When defense
counsel does not have a solid case, the best strategy can be to say that there is too much doubt

about the State's theory for a jury to convict. Harrington v. Richter, 131 S.Ct. 770, 791, 578

F.3d. 944 (2011). “Strategic choices made by counsel after thoroughly investigating the
plausible options are almost unchallengeable.” Dawson v. State, 108 Nev. 112, 117, 825 P.2d
593, 596 (1992).

Additionally, there is a strong presumption that appellate counsel's performance was
reasonable and fell within “the wide range of reasonable professional assistance.” See United
States v. Aguirre, 912 F.2d 555, 560 (2nd Cir. 1990); citing Strickland, 466 U.S. at 689, 104
S. Ct. at 2065. A claim of ineffective assistance of appellate counsel must satisfy the two-

prong test set forth by Strickland. Kirksey v. State, 112 Nev. 980, 998, 923 P.2d 1102, 1114

(1996). In order to satisfy Strickland’s second prong, the defendant must show that the omitted
issue would have had a reasonable probability of success on appeal. Id.

The professional diligence and competence required on appeal involves “winnowing
out weaker arguments on appeal and focusing on one central issue if possible, or at most on a

few key issues.” Jones v. Barnes, 463 U.S. 745, 751-52, 103 S. Ct. 3308, 3313 (1983). In

particular, a “brief that raises every colorable issue runs the risk of burying good arguments .
.. in a verbal mound made up of strong and weak contentions.” Id. at 753, 103 S. Ct. at 3313,

For judges to second-guess reasonable professional judgments and impose on appointed
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counsel a duty to raise every 'colorable’ claim suggested by a client would disserve the very
goal of vigorous and effective advocacy.” Id. at 754, 103 S. Ct. at 3314,

Appellate counsel is not required to raise every issue that Defendant felt was pertinent
to the case. The United States Supreme Court has held that there is a constitutional right to
effective assistance of counsel in a direct appeal from a judgment of conviction. Evitts v.
Lucey, 469 U.S. 387, 396-97, 105 S. Ct. 830, 835-37 (1985); see also Burke v. State, 110 Nev.
1366, 1368, 887 P.2d 267, 268 (1994). The federal courts have held that in order to claim

ineffective assistance of appellate counsel, the defendant must satisfy the two-prong test of
deficient performance and prejudice set forth by Strickland. Williams v. Collins, 16 F.3d 626,
635 (5th Cir. 1994); Hollenback v. United States, 987 F.2d 1272, 1275 (7th Cir. 1993); Heath
v. Jones, 941 F.2d 1126, 1130 (11th Cir. 1991).

There is a strong presumption that counsel’s performance was reasonable and fell
within “the wide range of reasonable professional assistance.” See United States v. Aguirre,
912 F.2d 555, 560 (2nd Cir. 1990). This Court has held that all appeals must be “pursued in a
manner meeting high standards of diligence, professionalism and competence.” Burke, 110
Nev. at 1368, 887 P.2d at 268. Finally, in order to prove that appellate counsel’s alleged error
was prejudicial, a defendant must show that the omitted issue would have had a reasonable
probability of success on appeal. Duhamel v. Collins, 955 F.2d 962, 967 (5th Cir. 1992);
Heath, 941 F.2d at 1132; Lara v. State, 120 Nev. 177, 184, 87 P.3d 528, 532 (2004); Kirksey,
112 Nev. at 498,923 P.2d at 1114,

The defendant has the ultimate authority to make fundamental decisions regarding his
case. Jones v. Barnes, 463 U.S. 745, 751, 103 S. Ct. 3308, 3312 (1983). However, the

defendant does not have a constitutional right to “compel appointed counsel to press
nonfrivolous points requested by the client, if counsel, as a matter of professional judgment,
decides not to present those points.” Id. In reaching this conclusion the United States Supreme
Court has recognized the “importance of winnowing out weaker arguments on appeal and
focusing on one central issue if possible, or at most on a few key issues.” Id. at 751-752, 103

S. Ct. at 3313. In particular, a “brief that raises every colorable issue runs the risk of burying
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good arguments . . . in a verbal mound made up of strong and weak contentions.” Id. at 753,
103 8. Ct. at 3313. The Court also held that, “for judges to second-guess reasonable
professional judgments and impose on appointed counsel a duty to raise every 'colorable’ claim
suggested by a client would disserve the very goal of vigorous and effective advocacy.” Id. at
754, 103 S. Ct. at 3314. The Nevada Supreme Court has similarly concluded that appellate
counsel may well be more effective by not raising every conceivable issue on appeal. Ford v.
State, 105 Nev. 850, 853, 784 P.2d 951, 953 (1989).
A. Petitioner’s Claims in his Post-Conviction Writ of Habeas Corpus Are Denied

1. Ground One: The State did not use Petitioner’s post-arrest silence against

him
Petitioner argues that the State impermissibly elicited testimony about Petitioner’s post-

arrest silence. Petition at 7. Additionally, Petitioner complains that the State called Detective

Matthew Gillis as a rebuttal witness without “being required to state who the witness was to
rebuttal, what the rebuttal was to attack, and no hearing was set to establish limitations.” Id.
As a preliminary matter, these substantive claims are waived due to Petitioner’s failure
to raise them on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans v. State, 117
Nev. 609, 646-47, 29 P.3d 498, 523 (2001); Franklin v. State, 110 Nev. 750, 752, 877 P.2d
1058, 1059 (1994), disapproved on other grounds, Thomas v. State, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d

222 (1999). Additionally, Petitioner cannot and does not demonstrate good cause because all
of the facts and law related to these claims were available at the time Petitioner filed his direct
appeal. Similarly, Petitioner cannot demonstrate prejudice to ignore his procedural default
because the underlying claims are meritless.

Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 444-45, 86 S.Ct. 1602, 1612 (1966), established

requirements to assure protection of the Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination
under “inherently coercive” circumstances. Pursuant to Miranda, a suspect may not be
subjected to an interrogation in official custody unless that person has previously been advised

of, and has knowingly and intelligently waived, the following: the right fo silence, the right to

10
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the presence of an attorney, and the right to appointed counsel if that person is indigent. Id, at
444, 86 S.Ct. at 1612 (emphasis added).

Additionally, “[i]t is well settled that the prosecution is forbidden at trial to comment
upon an accused's election to remain silent following his arrest and after he has been advised
of his rights as required by Miranda v. Arizona ...” Morris v. State, 112 Nev. 260, 263, 913
P.2d 1264, 1267 (1996) (citing McGee v. State, 102 Nev. 458, 461, 725 P.2d 1215, 1217
(1986)). The Court expanded this doctrine in Coleman v, State, 111 Nev. 657, 664, 895 P.2d
653, 657 (1995), and concluded that the “use of a defendant’s post-arrest silence for

impeachment purposes may constitute prosecutorial misconduct.” However, this Court has
also stated that comments made about the defendant’s silence during cross-examination are
not prohibited if the questions “merely inquire[] into prior inconsistent statements.” Gaxiola
v. State, 121 Nev. 638, 655, 119 P.3d 1225, 1237 (2005). Further, reversal is not required if
the references to “the defendant’s post-arrest silence are harmless beyond a reasonable doubt.”
Id. at 264, 913 P.2d at 1267 (citing Murray v. State, 105 Nev. 579, 584, 781 P.2d 288, 290
(1989)). Indeed, this Court has concluded that

[clomments on the defendant's post-arrest silence will be harmiess beyond a
reasonable doubt if (1) at trial there was only a mere passing reference, without
more, to an accused's post-arrest silence or (2) there is overwhelming evidence
of guilt.

1d. at 264, 913 P.2d at 1267-68 (internal citations omitted).

In Coleman, 111 Nev. at 661, 895 P.2d at 656, this Court considered whether the State’s
questions during its cross-examination of the defendant amounted to prosecutorial misconduct.
Specifically, the Court evaluated whether the State’s comments about the defendant’s silence
for impeachment purposes resulted in a due process violation. Id. The Court determined that
the State’s comment on the defendant’s silence was harmless error due to the overwhelming
evidence of the defendant’s guilt. Id. at 664, 895 P.2d at 653. The Court explained that the
case was not based solely on the defendant’s testimony and the victim’s, but that there was
both physical and testimonial evidence that corroborated the victim’s testimony. Id. at 664,
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895 P.2d at 657-58. Additionally, it concluded the frequency and intensity of the State’s
comments did not warrant reversal. Id. at 664, 895 P.2d at 658. The Court also concluded that
the State’s comment during closing argument that, “[the defendant] had nine months to think
about what his theory would be,” was not an attempt to draw attention to the defendant’s
silence and was merely a passing reference followed by the strong evidence that corroborated
the victim’s explanation of the events. Id. (internal quotations omitted). Thus, the Court
affirmed the defendant’s conviction. Id.

In Morris, 112 Nev. at 263, 913 P,2d at 1267, this Court evaluated whether comments
made by the State on the defendant’s post-arrest silence during its case in chief resulted in
prosecutorial misconduct. The Court concluded that by making such comments in its case in
chief, the defendant is prejudiced because he would feel pressure to testify in order to explain
his silence resulting in an infringement on his or right to prevent self-incrimination. Id.
Ultimately, the Court determined that the State’s comments were not made in passing
reference, but instead were “deliberate and drew inferences of guilt.” Id. at 265, 913 P.2d at
1268. Further, there was not overwhelming evidence of guilt. Id. Indeed, the Court found that
the defendant’s denial of the crime and the other witness’s presenting conflicting stories as
well as admitting to not getting a good look at the shooter cast enough doubt that the evidence
of the defendant’s guilt was not overwhelming. Id.

Although Petitioner offers a span of pages of where he believes the State commented
on his post-arrest silence, he does not indicate the exact comments for which he takes issue.
Thus, it is a naked assertion so devoid of factual mooring that it is nearly impossible for the
State to respond. Regardless, there are two instances in which Petitioner might be taking issue.
First, while questioning Detective Gillis, the State asked him about Petitioner’s voluntary

statement. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018,

at 11. Detective Gillis testified that Petitioner did not share where he was for the eight or nine

hours after he stabbed Devine. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed

December 14, 2018, at 11. Additionally, during the State’s closing argument, the State

commented on Petitioner’s actions after the altercation, The State utilized the testimony

12
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elicited at trial and argued that Petitioner did not call 911 after the altercation, he did not tell
police where he was “between 7 o’clock and 2 o’clock in the morning,” and “he didn’t even
tell the detectives where he was that whole time or why he didn’t come home or an opportunity

to come home.” Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14,

2018, at 84-85, 90. Beyond that, the State did not comment on any post-arrest silence Petitioner
may have had.
As a threshold matter, it does not appear that Petitioner invoked his right to remain

silent on this issue. It appears that Petitioner just omitted that information to the officers.

Moreover, just as in Coleman, the State’s comments were merely a passing reference and did
not occur with high frequency. Additionally, the case was not based solely on the statements
Petitioner made, but there was both physical and testimonial evidence that corroborated the
State’s theory of the case, including Davis’ and Brittney Turner’s trial testimony about what
they witnessed. Additionally, there was overwhelming evidence of guilt in this case, including

Petitioner’s very own confession that he stabbed Devine. Recorder’s Transcript of

Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 10. Even absent the jury being

apprised that he did not tell police where he was after the altercation, the jury was presented
with his other behaviors that established he did not act in self-defense. For example, after
Petitioner stabbed Devine, he fled from the scene by jumping two walls, eventually disposed
of the murder weapon, called the house when the police arrived and found out that Devine was
deceased and stayed away from the home until he reported himself, after Petitioner’s murder
the police had to force all of the individuals in Petitioner’s residence out of the home because

no one would volunteer information. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 2,
filed December 14, 2018, at 171; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed

December 14, 2018, at 217; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 6, filed

December 14, 2018, at 21-23; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed

December 14, 2018, at 11. Notwithstanding the overwhelming evidence of guilt in this case,
the jury was also provided Jury Instruction No. 32 which stated in relevant part that “the

statements, arguments and opinions of counsel are not evidence in the case.” Instructions to
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the Jury, filed June 28, 2018. Accordingly, any error would have been harmless as the jury
was instructed to not consider statements made in the State’s closing argument as evidence.

Additionally, Petitioner’s claim that Detective Gillis improperly testified as a rebuttal
witness without notice is meritless because it is belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev, at
502, 686 P.2d at 225 (stating that “bare” and “naked” allegations are not sufficient, nor are
those belied and repelled by the record). Indeed, the State included Detective Gills in its Notice
of Witnesses And/Or Expert Witness filed on April 12, 2018, prior to trial.

Therefore, Petitioner’s claims are denied.

2. Ground Two: Petitioner’s sentence is not illegal

Petitioner argues that the Court improperly sentenced him under the habitual criminal
statute when rendering his sentence. Specifically, he claims that the Court erred by considering
his felony conviction in this case as his third felony under the habitual criminal statute.
However, Petitioner’s claim fails for several reasons.

First, Petitioner’s claim is waived because it is a substantive claim that should have
been raised on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at 646-
47,29 P.3d at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other grounds,
Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222.

Second, Petitioner does not and cannot demonstrate good cause because all of the facts
and law underlying his claim were available for his direct appeal. Similarly, Petitioner cannot
demonstrate prejudice to ignore his procedural default because his claim is meritless and belied

by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225. NRS 207.010 states:

[A] person convicted in this state of:

(b) Any felony, who has previously been three times convicted,
whether in this state or elsewhere, of any crime which under the laws
of the situs of the crime or of this state would amount to a felony, or
who has previously been five times convicted, whether in this state or
elsewhere, of petit larceny, or of any misdemeanor or gross
misdemeanor of which fraud or the intent to defraud is an element, is
a habitual criminal and shall be punished for a category A felony by
imprisonment in the state prison:
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(1) For life without the possibility of parole;

(2) For life with the possibility of parole, with eligibility for
parole beginning when a minimum of 10 years has been
served; or

(3) For a definite term of 25 years, with eligibility for parole
beginning when a minimum of 10 years has been served.

Complying with this statute, Petitioner had three (3) felony convictions as an adult that
qualified him for habitual treatment pursuant to this statute: (1) a 1989 possession/purchase of
cocaine base for sale; (2) a 1991 second-degree robbery with use of a firearm; and (3) two
counts of second-degree robbery with use of a firearm from 1997. The State introduced, and
the Court admitted, certified copies of the prior Judgments of Convictions for these crimes
along with a sentencing memorandum containing such documents. Accordingly, Petitioner’s
claim that the Court improperly relied on the instant conviction as the conviction qualifying
him for habitual criminal treatment is belied by the record.

Notwithstanding this claim’s lack of merit, this issue was already litigated on direct
appeal and the Nevada Supreme Court concluded that Petitioner was appropriately adjudicated

a habitual criminal. Qrder of Affirmance, filed September 12, 2019, at 3-4. Thus, Petitioner’s

claim is barred under the law of case doctrine which states that issues previously decided on
direct appeal may not be reargued in a habeas petition. Pellegrin v. State, 117 Nev. 860, 879,
34 P.3d 519, 532 (2001) (citing McNelton v. State, 115 Nev. 396, 414-15, 990 P.2d 1263,
1275 (1999)). Indeed, this Court cannot overrule the Nevada Supreme Court or Court of

Appeals. NEV. CONST. Art. VI § 6. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is denied.

3. Ground Three: Prosecutorial misconduct

Petitioner argues that the State engaged in several instances of prosecutorial misconduct

during trial. Petition at 9-10. However, his claim is denied.

As a threshold matter, each of Petitioner’s claims are waived due to Petitioner’s failure
to present them on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at
646-47, 29 P.3d at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other
grounds, Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222. Additionally, Petitioner does not and cannot
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demonstrate good cause because all of the facts underlying this claim were available when he
filed his direct appeal. Petitioner also cannot demonstrate prejudice to ignore his procedural
default since his underlying claims are meritless.

When resolving claims of prosecutorial misconduct, the Nevada Supreme Court
undertakes a two-step analysis: determining whether the comments were improper; and
deciding whether the comments were sufficient to deny the defendant a fair trial. Valdez v.
State, 124 Nev. 1172, 1188, 196 P.3d 465, 476 (2008). The Court views the statements in
context, and will not lightly overturn a jury’s verdict based upon a prosecutor’s statements.
Byars v. State, 130 Nev. 848, 165, 336 P.3d 939, 950-51 (2014). Normally, the defendant
must show that an error was prejudicial in order to establish that it affected substantial rights.

Gallego v. State, 117 Nev. 348, 365, 23 P.3d 227, 239 (2001).

With respect to the second step, the Court will not reverse if the misconduct was
harmless error. Valdez, 124 Nev. at 1188, 196 P.3d at 476. The proper standard of harmless-
error review depends on whether the prosecutorial misconduct is of a constitutional dimension.
Id. at 1188-89, 196 P.3d at 476. Misconduct may be constitutional if a prosecutor comments
on the exercise of a constitutional right, or the misconduct “so infected the trial with unfairness
as to make the resulting conviction a denial of due process.” Id. 124 Nev. at 1189, 196 P.3d
47677 (quoting Darden v. Wainright, 477 U.S. 168, 181, 106 S.Ct. 2464, 2471 (1986). When
the misconduct is of constitutional dimension, this Court will reverse unless the State
demonstrates that the error did not contribute to the verdict. Id. 124 Nev. at 1189, 196 P.3d
476-77. When the misconduct is not of constitutional dimension, this Court “will reverse only
if the error substantially affects the jury’s verdict.” Id.

First, Petitioner complains that the State expressed its personal opinion that Davis
punched Petitioner in the nose to get Devine away, which in turn diluted Petitioner’s theory of

self-defense. Petition at 9. However, there is no indication from the record that the State argued

Petitioner was punched for such purpose. Indeed, the page span Petitioner provided does not

reflect such argument. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December

14,2018, at 38-39. Regardless, Davis testified that after Petitioner stabbed Devine, he punched
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Petitioner in the face. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3, filed December

14, 2018, at 180. Angel Turner testified that Davis punched Petitioner in the nose. Reporter’s
Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3, filed December 14, 2018, at 133.

Second, Petitioner claims that the State improperly stated that witness, Flores, could
see the altercation, even though Flores testified that she could see the incident when her front

door was open and the altercation was nearly over. Petition at 9. Petitioner is mistaken. The

State was not summarizing Flores’ testimony during the portion of the State’s closing

argument Petitioner cites (Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed

December 14, 2018, at 43). Instead, the State was summarizing Tamisha Kinchron’s
testimony. Id. at 42-43. Kinchron testified that while it was hard to see because it was dark
outside, she could see the majority of what was going on outside during the altercation.

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 6, filed December 14, 2018, at 186-87.

Accordingly, the State made a logical inference from her testimony that she could see what
happened that night.

Third, Petitioner argues that the State’s argument, that Flores heard the victims impact
and ran outside, was a fabrication of Flores’ testimony. Id. In its full context, the State argued

as follows:

when [Flores] looks out and she sees Kyriell, and she thinks Kyriell's
attempting to get Brittney to go somewhere, that's at the point when Kyriell
is going to Zek and to the Defendant and Brittney is trying to pull him back
and hold him back. And how do we know that that's true? Because the very
next thing she hears is an impact. And she runs outside and Zek has just
fallen.

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 46. The
State did not fabricate Flores’ testimony as Flores testified that after she heard “a strong impact

or noise” that is when she decided to go outside of her home. Recorder’s Transcript of
Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at 113.
i
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Fourth, Petitioner argues that the State improperly claimed that Flores provided

testimony that she saw Petitioner throw the first punch in the altercation. Petition at 9. Once

again, Petitioner has mistaken the witnesses to which he is complaining. Petitioner cites to the
State’s closing argument wherein the State summarized Brittney Turner’s and Kyriell Davis’

testimony. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018,

at 88-94. Indeed, the State argued that Turner was the individual that testified that Petitioner
was the first person to throw a punch. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 5,
filed December 14, 2018, at 205-09. Accordingly, the State did not fabricate testimony.

Fifth, Petitioner asserts that the State argued Petitioner stabbed Devine twice when there

was no evidence presented to that effect. Petition at 9. Although Petitioner does not provide
any reference as to when the State argued Devine was stabbed twice, the State did summarize

Dr. Roquero’s, the medical examiner, testimony and argued:

And what the State would ask you to look at is not only the pictures but also
the testimony of Dr. Roquero, who was the medical examiner. And what did
he say? He said that there were two sharp force injuries to Ezekiel. One of
them was a stab wound, that would be from like a jabbing or a plunging type
action. And then the second one was an incised wound, meaning that it's
Ionger than it is deep into the body.

Reporter’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 58.

Examining the State’s argument in its full context reveals that the State did not argue Devine
was stabbed twice, but instead was arguing that he faced “two sharp force injuries,” which was

Dr. Roquero’s testimony. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3, filed

December 14, 2018, at 201-03. Accordingly, Petitioner cannot demonstrate that the State was
misleading in its argument and he faced prejudice as a result.
Sixth, referring to his first ground of the instant Petition, Petitioner reiterates that the

State violated his post-arrest silence, which violated his right to a fair trial. Petition at 9. As

discussed supra, Petitioner’s rights were not violated as he did not unambiguously invoke his

right to remain silent when he omitted telling law enforcement where he was in the hours after
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he stabbed and murdered Devine. Moreover, the State’s comments were merely a passing
reference and the case was not based solely on such comments.
Seventh, Petitioner complains that the State improperly argued Petitioner’s juvenile

criminal history at his sentencing hearing. Petition at 9. A sentencing judge is permitted broad

discretion in imposing a sentence, and absent an abuse of discretion, the court’s determination

will not be disturbed on appeal. Randell v. State, 109 Nev. 5, 8 (1993) (citing Deveroux v.

State, 96 Nev. 388 (1980)). The Nevada Supreme Court has granted district courts “wide
discretion” in sentencing decisions, which are not to be disturbed “[s]o long as the record does
not demonstrate prejudice resulting from consideration of information or accusations founded
on facts supported only by impalpable or highly suspect evidence.” Allred v. State, 120 Nev.
410, 413,92 P.3d 1246, 1253 (2004) (quoting Silks v. State, 92 Nev. 91, 94, 545 P.2d, 1159,
1161 (1976)). Instead, the Nevada Supreme Court will only reverse sentences “supported
solely by impalpable and highly suspect evidence.” Silks, 92 Nev. at 94, 545 P.2d at 1161
(emphasis in original).

A sentencing judge may consider a variety of information to ensure “the punishment

fits not only the crime, but also the individual defendant.” Martinez v. State, 114 Nev. 735,

738 (1998). If there is a sufficient factual basis for the information considered in sentencing a

defendant, a district court may rely on that information. Gomez v. State, 130 Nev. 404, 406

(2014). A court may consider information that would be inadmissible at trial as well as
information extraneous to a PSI. See Silks, 92 Nev. at 93-94, 545 P.2d at 1161-62; Denson v.
State, 112 Nev. 489, 492, 915 P.2d 284, 286 (1996). Further, a court “may consider conduct
of which defendant has been acquitted, so long as that conduct has been proved by
preponderance of evidence.” U.S. v. Watts, 519 U.S. 148, 156 (1997).

Here, the State made reference to Petitioner’s juvenile history at sentencing. However,
Petitioner’s criminal record does not constitute highly suspect or impalpable evidence. Silks,
92 Nev. at 94, 545 P.2d at 1161. Regardless, it is not clear from the record that the Court relied
on Petitioner’s juvenile history when rendering Petitioner’s sentence. Prabhu v. Levine, 112

Nev. 1538, 1549, 930 P.2d 103, 111 (1996) (explaining that a silent record is presumed to
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support the actions of counsel and the court below). Indeed, the Court merely explained that it
would use its discretion and find Petitioner as a habitual criminal, a status he qualified for
based on his adult convictions. Accordingly, Petitioner cannot establish prejudice.

Eighth, Petitioner claims that the State failed to file a Notice of Habitual Criminal
Treatment. Petition at 9. However, his claim is belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at
502, 686 P.2d at 225. Indeed, the State’s Notice of Intent to Seek Punishment as a Habitual
Criminal was attached to the Information filed on February 7, 2018. Additionally, the State
attached an Amended Notice of Intent to Seek Punishment as a Habitual Criminal when it filed
its Amended Information on April 19, 2018. Accordingly, Petitioner’s additional argument
that appellate counsel should have raised a notice issue fails as doing so would have been
futile. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. Additionally, to the extent Petitioner argues
that the State erred in the Judgment of Convictions it filed, his claim fails as the State met its
statutory obligation as discussed infra.

Notwithstanding the lack of merit in Petitioner’s claims, any error was insufficiently
prejudicial to warrant ignoring the procedural default since this trial was essentially a
credibility contest between Petitioner and the other witnesses and a court will not overturn a
criminal conviction “on the basis of a prosecutor’s comments standing alone.” Leonard v.
State, 117 Nev. 53, 81, 17 P.3d 397, 414 (2001) (citing United States v. Young, 470 U.S. 1,
11, 105 8. Ct. 1038 (1985)). Petitioner has failed to establish good cause and prejudice to

overcome the procedural default and his claim is denied.

4. Ground Four: Certain jury instructions did not violate Petitioner’s rights

Petitioner complains that several of the jury instructions provided at trial violated his

rights. Petition at 11. Not only are Petitioner’s claims waived because they are substantive

claims that he failed to raise on direct appeal, they are also naked assertions and meritless as
discussed below. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at 646-47, 29 P.3d
at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 8§77 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other grounds, Thomas,
115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222; Hargrove, 100 Nev, at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.

i
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unbiased as they informed the jury that they could find Petitioner guilty if certain terms were

First, Petitioner argues that Jury Instruction Nos. 1, 17, 20, and 31 were not neutral and

met and not guilty if they were not met. Petition at 11,

Jury Instruction No, 1 stated,

It is now my duty as judge to instruct you in the law that applies to
this case. It is your duty as jurors to follow these instructions and to apply
the rules of law to the facts as you find them from the evidence.

You must not be concerned with the wisdom of any rule of law stated
in these instructions. Regardless of any opinion you may have as to what the
law ought to be, it would be a violation of your oath to base a verdict upon
any other view of the law than that given in the instructions of the Court.

Jury Instruction No. 17 stated,

You are instructed that if you find a defendant guilty of murder in the
first degree, murder in the second degree, or voluntary manslaughter, you
must also determine whether or not a deadly weapon was used in the
commission of this crime.

If you find beyond a reasonable doubt that a deadly weapon was used
in the commission of such an offense, then you shall return the appropriate
guilty verdict reflecting “With Use of a Deadly Weapon.”

If, however, you find that a deadly weapon was not used in the
commission of such an offense, but you find that it was committed, then you
shall return the appropriate guilty verdict reflecting that a deadly weapon was
not used.

Jury Instruction No. 20 stated,

Battery means any willful and unlawful use of force or violence upon
the person of another.

Any person who commits a battery upon another with the specific intent
to kill is guilty of the offense of Battery With Intent to Kill.

Jury Instruction No. 31 stated,

1

1

You are here to determine the guilt or innocence of the Defendant
from the evidence in the case. You are not called upon to return a verdict as
to the guilt or innocence of any other person. So, if the evidence in the case
convinces you beyond a reasonable doubt of the guilt of the Defendant, you
should so find, even though you may believe one or more persons are also

guilty.
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As a preliminary matter, Petitioner’s claims are summarily dismissed as he has provided
only naked assertions. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225. Accordingly, Petitioner
has not attempted to and cannot demonstrate good cause to overcome the procedural default.
Moreover, he cannot demonstrate prejudice as each of the jury instructions enumerated are
accurate statements of law, which the Court properly permitted. See Crawford v. State, 121
Nev. 744, 754-55, 121 P.3d 582, 589 (2005) (stating that it is the Court’s duty to ensure the
jury is properly instructed and is permitted to complete instructions sua sponte).

Second, Petitioner claims that Jury Instruction Nos. 21, 25, and 27 did not instruct the
jury that they may find Petitioner not guilty. Petition at 11. Additionally, he claims that Jury
Instruction Nos. 22 and 23 conflict with Jury Instruction Nos. 21, 25, and 27. Id. Further, he
asserts that Jury Instruction No. 23 failed to provide the definition of “negate” and “disputes
fear as insufficient to justify a killing,” which attacked the Petitioner’s post-arrest silence. Id.

Jury Instruction No. 21 stated,

The killing or attempted killing of another person in self-defense is
justified and not unlawful when the person who does the killing actually and
reasonably believes:

1. That there is imminent danger that the assailant will either kill him

or cause him great bodily injury to himself or to another person; and

2. That it is absolutely necessary under the circumstances for him to

use in self-defense force or means that might cause the death of the

other person; for the purpose of avoiding death or great bodily
injury to himself or to another person.

Jury Instruction No. 22 stated,

A bare fear of death or great bodily injury is not sufficient to justify a
killing. To justify taking the life of another in self-defense, the circumstances
must be sufficient to excite the fears of a reasonable person placed in a similar
situation. The person killing must act under the influence of those fears alone
and not in revenge.

Jury instruction No. 23 stated,

An honest but unreasonable belief in the necessity for self-defense
does not negate malice and does not reduce the offense from murder to
manslaughter.

1
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Jury Instruction No. 25 stated,

Actual danger is not necessary to justify a killing in self-defense. A
person has a right to defend from apparent danger to the same extent as he
would from actual danger. The person killing is justified if:

1. He is confronted by the appearance of imminent danger which

arouses in his mind an honest belief and fear that he or another

person is about to be killed or suffer great bodily injury; and

2. He acts solely upon these appearances and his fear and actual

beliefs; and

3. A reasonable person in a similar situation would believe himself or

another person to be in like danger.

The killing is justified even if it develops afterward that the person
killing was mistaken about the extent of the danger.

Jury Instruction No. 27 stated,

If a person kills another in self-defense, it must appear that the danger
was so urgent and pressing that, in order to save his own life or the life of
another person, or to prevent his receiving great bodily harm or to prevent
another person from receiving great bodily harm, the killing of the other was
absolutely necessary; and the person killed was the assailant, or that the
slayer had really, and in good faith, endeavored to decline any further
struggle before the mortal blow was given.

As a preliminary matter, each of these instructions are accurate statements of law.

Indeed, Jury Instruction Nos. 21, 22, 23, and 25 were adopted from Runion v. State, 116 Nev.
1041, 1051-52, 13 P.3d 52, 59 (2000}, wherein the Nevada Supreme Court provided stock self-
defense instructions. Additionally, Jury Instruction No. 27 was taken from NRS 200.200.
Moreover, Petitioner’s argument that these instructions failed to instruct the jury that they
could find Petitioner not guilty is meritless. The jury was provided with multiple instructions
that explained the jury could find Petitioner not guilty. Regardless, the jury was given Jury
Instruction No. 30, the Reasonable Doubt Instruction, that explicitly provided Petitioner would
be presumed innocent until the State proved each element beyond a reasonable doubt.
Additionally, Petitioner provides no reason as to why he believes the above jury instructions
conflict, which warrants summary dismissal of such claim. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686
P.2d at 225. To the extent Petitioner argues that the word “negate™ was not explained to the

Jury, his claim also fails. Negate is not a legal definition that must be defined for the jury.
23
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‘Dawes V. State, 110 Nev. 1141, 1146, 881 P.2d 670, 673 (1994) (“Words used in an instruction

in their ordinary sense and which are commonly understood require no further defining
instructions.”). Accordingly, Petitioner has not and cannot demonstrate good cause and
prejudice to overcome the procedural default.

Third, Petitioner also challenges the language of Jury Instruction No. 30, which he
claims the Nevada Supreme Court has stated cannot be used. Petition at 11.

Jury Instruction No. 30 stated,

The Defendant is presumed innocent until the contrary is proved. This
presumption places upon the State the burden of proving beyond a reasonable
doubt every element of the crime charged and that the Defendant is the
person who committed the offense. A reasonable doubt is one based on
reason. It is not mere possible doubt but is such a doubt as would govern or
control a person in the more weighty affairs of life. If the minds of the jurors,
after the entire comparison and consideration of all the evidence, are in such
a condition that they can say they feel an abiding conviction of the truth of
the charge, there is not a reasonable doubt. Doubt to be reasonable must be
actual, not mere possibility or speculation.

If you have a reasonable doubt as to the guilt of the Defendant, he is
entitled to a verdict of not guiity.

In addition to his claim being suitable for summary denial, this instruction was an accurate
statement of the law complying with NRS 175.211, which mandates the language of this
instruction. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.

Fourth, Petitioner asserts that Jury Instruction No. 37 improperly instructed the jury that
the penalty phase need not be considered in deliberation, but then “biasly express[ed] first
degree murder penalty.” Petition at 11. He claims that the first degree murder penalty
instruction should be separate. Id.

Jury Instruction No. 37 stated,

In arriving at a verdict in this case as to whether the Defendant is
guilty or not guilty, the subject of penalty or punishment is not to be
discussed or considered by you and should in no way influence your verdict.

24
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If the Juris verdict is Murder in the First Degree, you will, at a later
hearing, consider the subject of penalty or punishment.

In addition to Petitioner’s claim being a naked assertion suitable only for summary denial, his
claim is also denied because this instruction was an accurate statement of law. Hargrove, 100

Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225; Moore v. State, 88 Nev. 74, 75-76, 493 P.2d 1035, 1036 (1972)

(stating that an instruction “directing the jury not to involve the question of guilt with a

consideration of the penalty is proper.”); Valdez v. State, 124 Nev. 1172, 1187, 196 P.3d 465,

476 (2008) (explaining that “[i]n a first-degree murder case, an instruction directing the jury
not to involve the question of guilt with a consideration of the penalty is proper.”).

5. Ground Five: Settling of jury instructions

Petitioner complains that the process used to settle jury instructions at trial precluded

his ability to understand the instructions and present objections. Petition at 12. Specifically, he

argues that it was improper for the Court to provide the number and the title rather than
repeating the instruction word for word. Id.

As a preliminary matter, this is a substantive claim that is waived due to the failure to
raise it on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at 646-47,
29 P.3d at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other grounds,
Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222, Additionally, Petitioner cannot and does not attempt to

demonstrate good cause because all of the facts and law necessary for such claim were
available when he filed his direct appeal.

Petitioner also cannot demonstrate prejudice to ignore his omission because his ¢laim
is meritless. Indeed, Petitioner was represented by counsel at the time he wished to make
objections to the jury instructions, and, thus, did not have the right to represent himself to
object on his own. See § 9:3 The Assistance of Counsel for the Pro Se Defendant, 3
Constitutional Rights of the Accused 3d § 9:3 (3d. ed.) (*courts have held uniformly that an
accused is not entitled to participate with counsel in the presentation of the defense™); see also,
Watson v. State, 130 Nev. 764, 782, n. 3, 335 P.3d 157,170 (2014) (citing United States v.
Kienenberger, 13 F.3d 1354, 1356 (9th Cir. 1994)); United States v. Lucas, 619 F.2d 870, 871
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(10th Cir. 1980); People v. D’Arcy, 48 Cal. 4th 257, 281-83, 226 P.3d 949, 966-67 (2010);
People v. Arguello, 772 P.2d 87, 92 (Colo. 1989); Parren v. State, 309 Md. 260, 264-65, 523
A.2d 597, 599 (1987); State v. Rickman, 148 Ariz. 499, 503-04, 715 P.2d 752, 756-57 (1986).

If Petitioner wanted to represent himself, he should have made a request of the Court to canvass

pursuant to Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. 806, 95 S. Ct. 2525 (1975). Accordingly,

Petitioner’s claim is denied.

Notwithstanding these claims being waived, dismissed, and meritless, any error in these
instructions is insufficiently prejudicial to warrant ignoring Petitioner’s procedural default
since the jury was properly instructed on the burden of proof and the weighing of witness
credibility via Jury Instruction Nos. 30 and 34 respectively. Moreover, any error would have
been harmless as there was overwhelming evidence of Petitioner’s guilt. Indeed, in addition to
the jury being presented with the evidence that Petitioner admitted to stabbing Devine, the jury
was also presented with evidence that Petitioner was not justified in doing so. The State
introduced credible and sufficient evidence of Petitioner’s actions after the crime, which
demonstrated that Petitioner did not have a reasonable fear of death. Petitioner did not call
911—even though he later told police that Davis said that he would shoot up the house after
Davis and Brittney Turner verbally fought. Despite these alleged threats and after he killed
Devine, Petitioner locked the door, left his home, and ran from the scene. In his haste to leave,
Petitioner left an older crippled woman, a three-year-old, a seventeen-year-old, and his niece
in the home while claiming that Davis would shoot up his home. Petitioner fled the scene by
jumping two walls and jumping down from a high point of one of the walls. Petitioner also
destroyed and hid the murder weapon, a knife. Petitioner did not go back to his home until just
after the police left and did not account for where he went between 7:00 PM and 2:00 AM the
night of the crime, when he turned himself in to police. Therefore, Petitioner’s claims are
denied.

6. Ground Six: Trial counsel was not ineffective

Under Ground Six, Petitioner argues that trial counsel was ineffective for failing to: (1)

investigate Petitioner’s case and prepare for trial; (2) establish Petitioner’s theory of defense
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through the jury instructions; (3) object to Kyriell Davis’ testimony; (4) protect Petitioner’s

post arrest silence; and (5) impeach Kyriell Davis. Petition at 13-17. As will be discussed

below, each of these claims are denied.
a. Failure to investigate and prepare for trial
Petitioner argues that counsel was ineffective regarding the investigation of his case for

several reasons. Petition at 13-14.

First, Petitioner argues that counsel did nothing, but review the State’s open file to
prepare the case. Petition at 13. Petitioner claims that the only reason he had witnesses testify

for the defense was because he told them to come to court. Id. This claim fails under Molina

120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538, since Petitioner does not demonstrate what a better
investigation would have shown.

Second, he argues that counsel failed to call a pathologist as an expert to discuss the
positioning of the victim at the time of his death and other details regarding the stabbing, which

he argues would have prevented his conviction. Petition at 13-14. However, this claim also

fails under Molina as Petitioner does not and cannot demonstrate that such testimony would

have changed the outcome of his trial. Moreover, which witnesses to call is a strategic decision
left to counsel. Rhyne, 118 Nev. at 8, 38 P.3d at 167.

Third, he argues that counsel failed to canvass his neighbors to determine what they
knew. Petition at 14, This claim also fails under Molina, 120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538.
Indeed, Petitioner does not even attempt to indicate what the neighbors’ testimony would have
been, let alone whether it would have aided in his defense.

Fourth, he claims counsel did not interview Sandi Cash, Defendant’s sister. Id. he
claims that because counsel failed to obtain Sandi’s information, there was no testimony
elicited regarding Devine not visiting Petitioner’s place of residence, the threats Devine made
toward the home and Petitioner, and prior acts related to the case. Id. Even if such testimony
had been elicited, Petitioner has also failed to demonstrate, as with his other claims, how the
testimony would have changed the outcome of his trial. Indeed, assuming Sandi did testify to

such information, that testimony would not have changed the fact that the jury was presented
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with evidence demonstrating Petitioner did not act in self-defense, including “that [Petitioner]
initiated the conflict, only he had a weapon, he fled from the scene, and he disposed of the

murder weapon.” Order of Affirmance, filed September 12, 2019, at 2.

In sum, Petitioner cannot demonstrate he was prejudiced by counsel’s actions, let alone
that counsel fell below an objective standard of reasonableness. Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686-
87, 104 S. Ct. at 206364, Therefore, Petitioner’s claims are denied.
b. Failure to establish Petitioner’s theory of defense through jury
instructions
Petitioner complains that counsel failed to present Petitioner’s theory of defense and

offer jury instructions consistent with his self-defense theory. Petition at 15. Additionally, he

argues that counsel was ineffective for failing to establish foundational evidence regarding
why Petitioner was carrying a work knife on his petson. Id.

Petitioner’s complaint that counsel was ineffective because there was no self-defense
jury instruction provided is belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.
Jury Instruction Nos. 21 through 27 demonstrate that the jury was instructed on the theory of
self-defense. Those jury instructions properly provided the jury with the law to determine
whether Petitioner was justified under a theory of self-defense for protecting his daughter,
Brittney Turner. Requesting an additional instruction would have therefore been futile. Ennis,
122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. Moreover, counsel argued the self-defense theory
throughout his closing argument. Regardless, Petitioner cannot and does not even attempt to
demonstrate what additional instruction he believes should have been given to demonstrate
prejudice.

Petitioner’s claim that counsel failed to establish foundational evidence regarding why
Petitioner carried a work knife is also belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686
P.2d at 225. During counsel’s opening statement, counsel provided context as to Why
Petitioner carried a knife:

I
1
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Now, this man sitting here, Thomas Cash, he's 52 years old. He works
at Sears. He's an HVAC technician. He carries a tool belt around his waist.
In addition to the tool belt, se keeps a knife flipped on the inside of his pocket.
That knife really isn't for working, It's for when boxes come in that he has to
open. He slices them open,

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3, filed December 14, 2018, at 167-68

(emphasis added). Counsel reiterated this foundation again during his closing argument:

He went out as quickly as he could because he believed Brittney was
in imminent danger. He just so happened, as I said in opening argument, the
man is an HVAC technician. His daughter testified he fixes machines, fixes
the vending machine at McDonald's. He works at Sears. He always has this
little knife clipped right here.

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 75

(emphasis added). Accordingly, counsel could not have been ineffective as the jury was
provided foundation regarding Petitioner carrying a knife. For the same reason, Petitioner
cannot and does not demonstrate prejudice. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is denied.

c. Failure to object to Kyriell Davis’ testimony

Petitioner argues that counsel was ineffective for failing to object to a portion of Davis’
testimony during trial wherein he discussed the altercation he had with Petitioner that
ultimately led to Devine’s death after Devine had stepped in to break up the fight. Petition at
15-16; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at

142-46, 169. Specifically, he claims that counsel should have objected to the narrative nature
of Davis’ testimony and when the same information was repeated. Petition at 15-16;
Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at 146-192,

Petitioner’s claim is denied. As a preliminary matter, when to object is a strategic
decision left to counsel to make. Rhyne, 118 Nev. at 8, 38 P.3d at 167, Based on the subject
matter of Davis’ testimony, counsel could have concluded that it would have damaged his

credibility with the jury if he made a series of pointless objections that could be perceived as
29
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disrespectful to the witness or as achieving nothing more than delaying the process. Also, if
the information was going to be presented to the jury regardless, counsel did not need to offer
any futile objections. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. In other words, even if the
State had asked more questions to break up Davis’ testimony, the State would have elicited
the information as it was pertinent eyewitness evidence of someone who watched Petitioner
commit the crimes charged in this case. Accordingly, Petitioner cannot demonstrate he was
prejudiced.

Additionally, Petitioner mistakenly claims that counsel should have objected when
Davis’ testimony was repeated. Any information that was repeated was for the purposes of
clarification and asking further questions about what Davis’ previous testimony. Recorder’s

Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at 146-174.

Accordingly, any objection by counsel would have been futile. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706, 137
P.3d at 1103, Thus, Petitioner cannot demonstrate that counsel below an objective standard of
reasonableness, let alone prejudice so his claim is denied. Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686-87, 104
S. Ct. at 2063--64.
d. Failure to protect post-arrest silence
Petitioner argues that counsel failed to protect Petitioner’s post-arrest silence because

he should have objected to the State’s rebuttal witness, Detective Gillis. Petition at 16.

Petitioner claims that counsel should have requested that the rebuttal witness first testify
outside the presence of the jury to determine the prejudicial nature of his testimony. Petition
at 17. Not only has Petitioner failed to indicate the prejudicial testimony to which he is
referring, but as discussed supra, his claim is meritless. Indeed, Detective Gillis was noticed
as a witness prior to trial and Petitioner did not unambiguously invoke his right to silence
regarding where he was or what he was doing afier stabbing Devine. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at
502, 686 P.2d at 225. Accordingly, any objection by counsel would have been futile. Ennis,
122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103, Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is denied.

e. Failure to impeach Kyriell Davis’ testimony

30
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Petitioner complains that counsel was ineffective for failing to impeach Davis, who he
claims was the sole witness for the state that saw Petitioner with a knife and stab the victim.
Petition at 16-17. Specifically, he argues that Davis committed perjury when he testified that
Brittney Turner left the scene once the altercation occurred and Petitioner had to call her to
come and get the baby. Id. He claims that he could have impeached Davis’ testimony through
witnesses: Brittney Turner, Tamisha Kinchron, Antoinette White, and Isidra Flores. Id.
Petitioner’s claim fails,

As a preliminary matter, Petitioner has not provided any evidence that Davis did in fact
commit perjury when he testified regarding Turner leaving the scene. Even if he had provided
the Court with such information, his claim would still fail as Turner’s whereabouts once the
altercation began would not have changed the outcome of his trial. The defense’s theory was
that Petitioner was acting in self-defense when he stabbed Deving as he felt like he was facing
a two-on-one fight with Devine and Davis. In other words, whether Turner was inside of the
home or outside of the home was not an essential factor in the jury determining if Petitioner,
at the moment he stabbed Devine, was acting in self-defense. Accordingly, impeaching Davis
was not necessary to proving Petitioner was acting in self-defense. Notably, Petitioner even
appears to concede this point when he states, “[tJhough the impeach did not strick at the stab
incident, such perjury would have gone to insight to the jury that Davis committed perjury.”
Petition at 17. Indeed, Petitioner cannot demonstrate prejudice because that sole fact would
not have changed the outcome of the trial. Therefore, his claim is denied.

7. Ground Seven: Cumulative error

Petitioner asserts a claim of cumulative error in the context of ineffective assistance of
counsel. Supplemental Petition at 68-69. The Nevada Supreme Court has never held that
instances of ineffective assistance of counsel can be cumulated; it is the State’s position that
they cannot. However, even if they could be, it would be of no consequence as there was no

single instance of ineffective assistance in Petitioner’s case. See United States v. Rivera, 900

F.2d 1462, 1471 (10th Cir. 1990) (“[A] cumulative-error analysis should evaluate only the

effect of matters determined to be error, not the cumulative effect of non-errors.”).
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Furthermore, Petitioner’s claim is without merit. “Relevant factors to consider in evaluating a
claim of cumulative error are (1) whether the issue of guilt is close, (2) the quantity and
character of the error, and (3) the gravity of the crime charged.” Mulder v. State, 116 Nev. 1,
17,992 P.2d 845, 855 (2000).

In the instant case, as argued in Section [.A.4 supra, the issue of guilt in this case was
not close.

Additionally, Petitioner has not asserted any meritorious claims of error, and thus, there
is no error to cumulate. Regardless, any errors that occurred at trial would have been minimal
in quantity and character, and a defendant “is not entitled to a perfect trial, but only a fair trial.”
Ennis v. State, 91 Nev. 530, 533, 539 P.2d 114, 115 (1975).

Third, and finally, Petitioner was convicted of a grave crime, However, because the
evidence was more than sufficient and there was no error, it does not weigh heavily in this
Court’s analysis. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is denied.

8. Ground Eight: Appellate counsel was not ineffective for failing to consult

prior to filing Petitioner’s direct appeal

Petitioner argues that counsel was ineffective for failing to consult with him before
drafting Petitioner’s direct appeal and filed it despite Petitioner’s request to hold off so he
could research counsel’s claims as well as add claims to his appeal, including the claims in the

instant Petition. Petition at 17-18. However, his claim fails for several reasons.

First, which claims to raise is a strategic decision left to the discretion of counsel.
Rhyne, 118 Nev. at 8, 38 P.3d at 167. Second, appellate counsel is in fact more effective when
limiting appellate arguments to only the best issues. Jones v. Barnes, 463 745, 751, 103 S.Ct.
3308, 3312 (1983); Ford v. State, 105 Nev. 850, 853, 784 P.2d 951, 953 (1989). Third, for the

reasons discussed throughout this Petition, Petitioner’s claims would not have been effective
on direct appeal and, thus, raising such issues would have been futile. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706,
137 P.3d at 1103. Therefore, Petitioner’s claims are denied.

1

1
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9. Ground Nine: Peétitioner’s right to a speedy trial was not violated

Petitioner argues that the Court violated his right to a speedy trial. Petition at 18.

Specifically, he claims that the Court erroneously continued his trial against the parties’
consent. Id. Not only is this claim a bare and naked assertion suitable only for summary
dismissal, but also it is waived as a substantive claim that should have been raised on appeal.
Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225; NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans,
117 Nev. at 646-47, 29 P.3d at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved
on other grounds, Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222. Additionally, Petitioner cannot

attempt to demonstrate good cause as these claims were available for direct appeal and he
cannot demonstrate prejudice because his claim is meritless.

NRS 178.556(1) grants the district court discretion to dismiss a case if it is not brought
to trial within sixty days due to unreasonable delay. Dismissal is only mandatory where there

is not good cause for delay. Anderson v. State, 86 Nev. 829, 834, 477 P.2d 595, 598 (1970).

“Simply to trigger a speedy trial analysis, an accused must allege that the interval between
accusation and trial has crossed the threshold dividing ordinary from presumptively prejudicial

delay.” Doggett v. United States, 505 U.S. 650, 651-52, 112 S.Ct. 2686, 2690-2691 (1992).

Delays are not presumptively prejudicial until one year or more has passed. Doggett, 505 U.S.
at 651-652, fn. 1, 112 S.Ct. at 2690-2691, fn. I; see also Byford v. State, 116 Nev. 215, 230,
994 P.2d 700, 711 (2000). The Doggett Court justified the imposition of this threshold

requirement noting that “by definition he cannot complain that the government has denied him
a ‘speedy trial’ if it has, in fact, prosecuted the case with customary promptness.” Id. at 651-
52,112 S.Ct. at 2690-91.

If this hurdle is overcome, a court determines if a constitutional speedy trial violation

has occurred by applying the four-part test laid out in Barker v. Wingo, which examines the

“[1]length of delay, the reason for the delay, the defendant’s assertion of his right, and prejudice
to the defendant.” Prince v. State, 118 Nev. 634, 640, 55 P.3d 947, 951 (2002) (quoting Barker
v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514, 530, 92 S.Ct. 2182, 2192 (1972)). The Barker factors must be

considered collectively as no single element is necessary or sufficient. Moore v. Arizona, 414
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U.S. 25, 26, 94 S.Ct. 188, 189 (1973) (quoting Barker, 4-07 U.S. at 533, 92 S.Ct. at 2193).

However, to warrant relief the prejudice shown must be attributable to the delay. Anderson v.
State, 86 Nev. 829, 833, 477 P.2d 595, 598 (1970).

While Petitioner did invoke his right to a speedy trial, his claim is meritless. Defendant
was arrested on December 12, 2017 and a Criminal Complaint was filed on December 14,
2017, Petitioner’s jury trial commenced on June 18, 2018. Accordingly, Petitioner suffered at
most an approximate six-month delay, which is not a presumptively prejudicial delay. Doggett,
505 U.S. at 651-652, fn. 1, 112 S.Ct. at 2690-2691, fh. 1; see also Byford, 116 Nev. at 230,

994 P.2d at 711. Also, Petitioner has failed to demonstrate how he was harmed by such delay.

Moreover, the reason for the delay was that defense counsel had to attend a federal
sentencing outside of the jurisdiction which could not be reset and the State had another trial
on that date. Accordingly, Petitioner’s argument that his trial was continued over his objection .
is belied by the record as his counsel requested the continuance. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502,
686 P.2d at 225. Additionally, there is no indication from the record that this was a strategy
on the State’s part to delay in order to hamper the defense. Barker, 407 U.S. at 531, 92 §. Ct.
at 2192. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is denied.

B. Petitioner’s Claims in his Memorandum Should be Denied

1. Ground One: Counsel was not ineffective for failing to investigate

a. Failure to consult and communicate

Petitioner argues that counsel was ineffective for only consulting with Petitioner only
four times prior to trial, failing to have the defense’s investigator meet with Petitioner, failing
to interview and call witnesses that could have helped the defense, and failing to make
appropriate objections. Memorandum at 9-13.

Petitioner’s claims are denied as they amount to nothing more substantive than naked
allegations unsupported by specific factual allegations. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d
at 225. Additionally, Petitioner is not entitled to a particular relationship with counsel. Morris
v. Slappy, 461 U.S. 1, 14, 103 S. Ct, 1610, 1617 (1983). There is no requirement for any

specific amount of communication as long as counsel is reasonably effective in his
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representation. See id. Moreover, Petitioner’s failure to investigate allegations fail since
Petitioner does not demonstrate what a better investigation would have uncovered. Molina,
120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538. To the extent Petitioner attempts to argue prejudice, he offers
nothing more than a naked assertion that further proves summary dismissal is warranted.
Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.

b. Failure to investigate and call witnesses

Petitioner complains that counsel did not speak to witnesses he wanted to testify at trial
and failed to call them as witnesses. Memorandum at 14-19. In particular, Petitioner claims
that Sandi Cash Earl and Angel Turner should have been called so they could have provided
favorable testimony. Memorandum at 14. Not only are Petitioner’s claims naked assertions
suitable only for summary denial under Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225, but also
these claims fail under Molina, 120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538, for Petitioner failing to
demonstrate what a better investigation would have discovered.

Petitioner’s argument that counsel failed to call Angel Turner as a witness is belied by
the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225. Indeed, Angel testified for the defense
on the sixth day of Petitioner’s trial. Additionally, Petitioner attached a statement from Angel
which merely stated that counsel did not interview her prior to testifying. However,
Petitioner’s claim still fails because he did not indicate how her testimony would have differed
had counsel interviewed her, let alone whether that unknown testimony would have led to a
better outcome at trial. Molina, 120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538. Indeed, in addition to her trial
testimony, Angel Turner provided a recorded statement to the police and testified at the
preliminary hearing, so it is not clear what additional interviewing would have accomplished.

Petitioner also attached a statement from Sandi Cash who provided what her testimony

would have been had she been called to testify at Petitioner’s trial. Mémorandum, Exhibit 1,

at 1. The crux of such statement was that when Brittney Turner was arguing with Davis outside,
Sandi heard him tell Turner to get whoever she wanted to fight him, including Petitioner. Id.
Sandi explained that she did not tell Petitioner about what was said or express her concerns.
Id. However, Sandi’s statement is referring to a completely separate incident wherein Davis
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was dropping off his child, rather than picking his child up. Regardless, Sandi’s testimony
about this event would not have been admissible at trial because she claims she never told
Petitioner about what was said. Accordingly, Petitioner would not have known about the
specific incident for it to have had affected his state of mind regarding self-defense. Moreover,
such testimony would not have made a difference at Petitioner’s trial. There was other
evidence presented that Petitioner did not act in self-defense, including as the Nevada Supreme
Court pointed out when it affirmed Petitioner’s sentence: “[t]here was evidence and testimony

that [Petitioner] initiated the conflict, only he had a weapon, he fled from the scene, and he

disposed of the murder weapon.” Order of Affirmance, filed September 12, 2019, at 2.
Accordingly, Petitioner cannot demonstrate he was prejudiced by not having Sandi’s alleged
testimony.

In sum, Petitioner’s allegations of prejudice are long quotations to legal authority but
short on actual harm to his case and thus he cannot establish prejudice under Strickland

because his claims are governed by Hargrove and Molina. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is

denied.
¢. Failure to meet with Petitioner

Petitioner complains that appellate counsel was ineffective for only having met with
Petitioner once. Memorandum at 20-22. Additionally, he claims that appellate counsel did a
poor job in filing his direct appeal. Id. However, Petitioner’s claims are denied for several
reasons.

First, as with trial counsel, Petitioner is not entitled to a particular relationship with
counsel. Morris, 461 U.S. at 14, 103 S. Ct. at 1617. Second, Petitioner’s claim that appellate
counsel failed to do a “good job™ is a naked assertion that is denied. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at
502, 686 P.2d at 225. Third, to the extent Petitioner claims that appellate counsel ineffectively
failed to include citations and prosecutorial misconduct law in his appellate claim raising
insufficiency of the evidence, he has not explained how such complaint is relevant or how it
would have made a difference on appeal. Notably, appellate counsel is more effective when

limiting appellate arguments only to the best issues. Jones v. Barnes, 463 745, 751, 103 S.Ct.
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3308, 3312 (1983); Ford v. State, 105 Nev. 850, 853, 784 P.2d 951, 953 (1989). Moreover,
which claims to raise is a strategic decision left to the discretion of counsel. Rhyne, 118 Nev.
at 8, 38 P.3d at 167. Appellate counsel need not make futile arguments, Ennis, 122 Nev, at
706, 137 P.3d at 1103. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is denied.

2. Ground Two: Appellate counsel was not ineffective

Petitioner appears to complain that appellate counsel failed to file a direct appeal on his
behalf, Memorandum at 23-26. However, no matter how this claim is interpreted, it fails.

Should Petitioner mean to argue that appellate counsel was ineffective for failing to file
a direct appeal because counsel failed to consult with Petitioner, the State incorporates its
argument from Section L.B.1.c. In the event Petitioner intended to argue that counsel failed to
file a direct appeal on his behalf, his claim is belied by the record and suitable only for
summary denial because appellate counsel did in fact file a direct appeal for Petitioner.
Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.

To the extent Petitioner is complaining that counse! did not consult and include his
issues in this direct appeal brief, petitioner offers nothing more than naked assertions suitable
only for summary denial under Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225. As discussed in
the previous Section 1.B.1.c, appellate counsel can be more effective by narrowing the issues
and need not raise futile arguments. Jones, 463 at 751, 103 S.Ct. at 3312; Ford v. State, 105
Nev. at 853, 784 P.2d at 953; Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. Additionally, the
decision on what to argue is strategic decision left to counsel. Rhyne, 118 Nev. at 8, 38 P.3d
at 167. Nor has Petitioner demonstrated that any of his concerns would have made a difference
and thus he cannot demonstrate prejudice sufficient to satisfy Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686-87,
104 S. Ct. at 2063—64. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is denied.

II. PETITIONER IS NOT ENTITLED TO THE APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL

Under the U.S. Constitution, the Sixth Amendment provides no right to counsel in post-
conviction proceedings. Coleman v. Thompson, 501 U.S. 722, 752, 111 S. Ct. 2546, 2566
(1991). In McKague v. Warden, 112 Nev. 159, 163, 912 P.2d 255, 258 (1996), the Nevada

Supreme Court similarly observed that “[tThe Nevada Constitution...does not guarantee a right
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to counsel in post-conviction proceedings, as we interpret the Nevada Constitution’s right to
counsel provision as being coextensive with the Sixth Amendment to the United States
Constitution.” The McKague Court specifically held that with the exception of NRS
34.820(1)(a) (entitling appointed counsel when petitioner is under a sentence of death), one
does not have “any constitutional or statutory right to counsel at all” in post-conviction
proceedings. Id. at 164, 912 P.2d at 258.

However, the Nevada Legislature has given courts the discretion to appoint post-
conviction counsel so long as “the court is satisfied that the allegation of indigency is true and

the petition is not dismissed summarily.” NRS 34.750. NRS 34.750 reads:

A petition may allege that the Defendant is unable to pay the
costs of the proceedings or employ counsel. If the court is
satisfied that the allegation of indigency is true and the petition
is not dismissed summarily, the court may appoint counsel to
represent the petitioner. In making its determination, the court
may consider whether, among other things, the severity of the

consequences facing the petitioner and whether:
a) The issues are difficult;
b) The petitioner is unable to comprehend the proceedings; or
¢) Counsel is necessary to proceed with discovery.

Accordingly, under NRS 34.750, it is clear that the Court has discretion in determining whether
to appoint counsel.

More recently, the Nevada Supreme Court examined whether a district court
appropriately denied a defendant’s request for appointment of counsel based upon the factors
listed in NRS 34.750. Renteria-Novoa v. State, 133 Nev. 75,391 P.3d 760 (2017). In Renteria-
Novoa, the petitioner had been serving a prison term of eighty-five (85) years to life. Id. at 75,
391 P.3d at 760. After his judgment of conviction was affirmed on direct appeal, the defendant
filed a pro se post-conviction petition for writ of habeas corpus and requested counsel be
appointed. Id. The district court ultimately denied the petitioner’s petition and his appointment
of counsel request. Id. In reviewing the district court’s decision, the Nevada Supreme Court

examined the statutory factors listed under NRS 34.750 and concluded that the district court’s
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decision should be reversed and remanded. Id. The Court explained that the petitioner was
indigent, his petition could not be summarily dismissed, and he had in fact satisfied the
statutory factors. Id. at 76, 391 P.3d 760-61. As for the first factor, the Court concluded that
because petitioner had represented he had issues with understanding the English language
which was corroborated by his use of an interpreter at his trial, that was enough to indicate that
the petitioner could not comprehend the proceedings. Id. Moreover, the petitioner had
demonstrated that the consequences he faced—a minimum eighty-five (85) year sentence—
were severe and his petition may have been the only vehicle for which he could raise his
claims. Id. at 76-77, 391 P.3d at 761-62. Finally, his ineffective assistance of counsel claims
may have required additional discovery and investigation beyond the record. Id.

Unlike the petitioner in Renteria-Novoa, Petitioner has not satisfied the statutory factors

for appointment of counsel. NRS 34.750. First, although the consequences Petitioner faces are
severe as he is serving a sentence of life without the possibility of parole, that fact alone does
not require the appointment of counsel. Indeed, none of the issues Petitioner raises are
particularly difficult as his claims are either waived as substantive claims, fail to provide good
cause because they are based on information Petitioner had for his direct appeal, or are
meritless. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at 646-47, 29 P.3d at 523;
Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other grounds, Thomas, 115 Nev.
148, 979 P.2d 222.

Moreover, unlike the petitioner in Renteria-Novoa who faced difficulties with

understanding the English language, Petitioner does not claim he cannot understand English
or cannot comprehend the instant proceedings. It is clear that Petitioner is able to comprehend
the instant proceedings based upon his filing of the instant Petition.

Finally, despite Petitioner’s argument, counsel is not necessary to proceed with
discovery in this case as no additional discovery is necessary. Therefore, Petitioner’s Motion
is denied.

III. PETITIONER IS NOT ENTITLED TO AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING

NRS 34.770 determines when a defendant is entitled to an evidentiary hearing. It reads:
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1. The judge or justice, upon review of the return, answer and all supporting
documents which are filed, shall determine whether an evidentiary hearing is
required. A petitioner must not be discharged or committed to the custody of a
person other than the respondent unless an evidentiary hearing is held.

2. If the judge or justice determines that the petitioner is not entitled to relief
and an evidentiary hearing is not required, he shall dismiss the petition without
a hearing.

3. If the judge or justice determines that an evidentiary hearing is required, he
shall grant the writ and shall set a date for the hearing.

The Nevada Supreme Court has held that if a petition can be resolved without

expanding the record, then no evidentiary hearing is necessary. Marshall v. State, 110 Nev.

1328, 885 P.2d 603 (1994); Mann v. State, 118 Nev. 351, 356, 46 P.3d 1228, 1231 (2002). A

defendant is entitled to an evidentiary hearing if his petition is supported by specific factual
allegations, which, if true, would entitle him to relief unless the factual allegations are repelled
by the record. Marshall, 110 Nev. at 1331, 885 P.2d at 605; see also Hargrove v. State, 100
Nev. 498, 503, 6386 P.2d 222, 225 (1984) (holding that “[a] defendant seeking post-conviction

relief is not entitled to an evidentiary hearing on factual allegations belied or repelled by the
record”). “A claim is ‘belied’” when it is contradicted or proven to be false by the record as it
existed at the time the claim was made.” Mann, 118 Nev. at 354, 46 P,3d at 1230 (2002). It
is improper to hold an evidentiary hearing simply to make a complete record. See State v.

Eighth Judicial Dist. Court, 121 Nev. 225, 234, 112 P.3d 1070, 1076 (2005) (“The district

court considered itself the ‘equivalent of . . . the trial judge’ and consequently wanted ‘to make

as complete a record as possible.’ This is an incorrect basis for an evidentiary hearing.”).
Further, the United States Supreme Court has held that an evidentiary hearing is not

required simply because counsel’s actions are challenged as being unreasonable strategic

decisions. Harrington v. Richter, 131 S. Ct. 770, 788 (2011). Although courts may not indulge

post hoc rationalization for counsel’s decision making that contradicts the available evidence
of counsel’s actions, neither may they insist counsel confirm every aspect of the strategic basis

for his or her actions. Id. There is a “strong presumption” that counsel’s attention to certain
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issues to the exclusion of others reflects trial tactics rather than “sheer neglect.” Id. (citing

Yarborough v. Gentry, 540 U.S. 1, 124 S. Ct. 1 (2003)). Strickland calls for an inquiry in the

objective reasonableness of counsel’s performance, not counsel’s subjective state of mind. 466
U.S. 668, 688, 104 S. Ct. 2052, 2065 (1994).

The instant Petition does not require an evidertiary hearing. An expansion of the record
is unnecessary because Petitioner has failed to assert any meritorious claims and the Petition
can be disposed of with the existing record. Marshall, 110 Nev. at 1331, 885 P.2d at 605;
Mann, 118 Nev. at 356, 46 P.3d at 1231. Therefore, Petitioner’s request is denied.

ORDER
THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that thea?egtgéome;?gyggﬁg;ggb%Y1%1on Relief

and associated pleadings shall be, and are, hereby denied.

DATED this day of October, 2020.

STEVEN B. WOLFSON

DIST.RJ(C)?’J UDGE
EC
Clark County District Attorney

21A 498 D2C0 0B90
Nevada Bar #001565 Cristina D. Siva
District Court Judge

BY _/s/IONATHAN VANBOSKERCK
JONATHAN VA RCK
Chief Deputy District Attorney
Nevada Bar #006528

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
I hereby certify that service of the above and foregoing was made this 27th day of

October, 2020, by depositing a copy in the U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid, addressed to:

THOMAS CASH, BAC #1203562
ELY STATE PRISON

P.O. BOX 1989

ELY, NV 89301

JVB/bg/Appeals
4]

WCLARKCOUNTYDA NET\CRMCASE2\201 \601104\201760104C-FFCO-(THOMAS CASH)-001.DOCX

164




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

CSERYV

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
Thomas Cash, Plaintiff(s) CASE NO: A-20-818971-W
VS. DEPT. NO. Department 9

William Gittere, Defendant(s)

AUTOMATED CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Electronic service was attempted through the Eighth Judicial District Court's
electronic filing system, but there were no registered users on the case. The filer has been
notified to serve all parties by traditional means.

165




ca

CEIVED

#

=
<

%] © ~1 [=2 [%2] W W N -

[
=

[
[\v

[y
w

[
'Y

[
wn

=
(=21

= =
w

=
o

N
o

8]
b

%)
V)

(%]

| %)
1=

JRE

[#)]

W

i}

- - e

D
OineX Coonty NeyAdA

“Wowane CACD\\ CACL')C‘;“D: A-2D-8134 -4

}\:\c:.pe,\\mx\ Déo\.Nm{- \ X
' \
\ . |
WeWraa Gs\vee
Resp ava D exaN

w-\-_r_ou Xe Exhend Yoaan Sog

p(:’ti\' TOWERS Q&sobus_c-, Xo Q&%oa\a%&.ﬂ‘\s
_ Answes Soe (& X100 ‘J:\‘ c& NoeAs

Lorpus

96&3: Qb\d\} T eATom \QR-_L\ ocr \P\A\ou\s CBﬁO\‘)&
\\\1 SNEG Se W \ RS \ 5

DotuMen < R SNt ean

M&W&M\M&ﬁm—%w‘;ﬂg&z&_
| Ored Nme, 2ah dav ot O chober QDQI)

e PHINTS AD ASTWIRTTIES
@.\s 36 R Eﬂ%ﬂgg‘,;\g\f gx;{};gﬁ ed og g};# 2 ‘gb&ﬁ@x Yo
g Mse vk Xo X5 8

' F_.‘Jﬁ\\ﬁcxmé Cadn™ V2810 A e S

166




0 ® o w N W "

= [ =
X [N Q

e
o -

[SEEFEENY [T N R X T R X1 %) = = = = .
~1 L)) [ Y W (%) [ Py 6] ey -3 n ;

58]
[s:]

(Y BE M a

| \s\\m\a\e Na &e%e.mic,\\ CAse \A\uca

=
S

oo Chose e 5,? A L neas Daak \rhaa s

| Qﬁoumﬁs Moy UNAY Tedhs, S “C \/\\f\-s_\\&ﬁ

gg!?\j Av ANGLLEL Yo SNAAL'S gzegagﬁ&- ~on

bEETsTNIoN Cor B ConvzdzaN\Des) & WAneas C{sﬁ%mﬁ

Cer Vhe ReASons Yoow |
LENY S¥aYe Prreo Was oo en \odkSoww %0“'“&:]

L ogrer STwce P\\m\s D o& ABAD

2 €\ 5\1\*@ Texoon L Aus \_1\0@\&,\: LormpuNERS \ms
oeen TN Nae SMSXE

ot =\ e wee)( e\ bc)\c\o&.fi \SA N6 &\\c, QS&%
5.6 Shme Prxoms emolerees Ta Mg \ AW
\.1\0(&)\&\/ e DNAD A CASE ol \ & R@mes\s |

BN J\QG\\\\M“\ |

To T chreEa AN W e Bue ‘%M-:A\\ A B

\ \ & \a4 cRev\e:

om £330 WBh (C\x\\ Cze V) Agoe\ak 5o

o
Ade ACCESS X ><\\g, \_AL ¥1\©¢1A\‘<\: QA\»\\ mi

&K e o, D Yo A Shake Rxgon
AREAY A HECORTAY WAEASSE Coct

e Accelmat wasrzow o gﬁg@ X< wAe Ao

"y

167



10
11

12

13

i4

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22
23
2t
25
26
27

28

(.0 5 u"\—

C.

ALs!

JJzWﬂQ Cinh

168




L S T R AR SN

= [ =
o [ o

W

NN ISIETT S BT U C SR X %) = - = =
2 @ [ w X ey o w0 0 ~3 > e

[
o«

T \ceeoy Ceed sty Naak A ooy f Me

\
QGQEQO’S_\M Socoaeny WMok sowm o E\c*evmr\)

el UL YA \eD \o

OD‘\Y(:-\IE& DL G exYERSHN

ClerX & Yhe Coved

A0\ ewse Ave, e Flooe

\ As \I&%A%_.N\!, AANSS- WD

Theman Lach

Cee o€

=
'Y

169




TMEVAS  CASN F VABRSLA

©O0.Bex V939 tpm<mn>m NV 690 |
E\N /&/A wO/.WO/ 2 NOV mo.wo.. PM4 L »
TR M
\\\\\\\\\\ Streven LD, mm T ERSON
C\er¥ 6% Ne Courh
_\\\tw 200 Leuyses AdE 280 T\bet
— ss101 ,V..Mf\v W /\m@_ b f%% :MMM.U.“.UE;/:/MTO
T 2
- ~ 4@«/&0
~ @QWA%M“/@%
- ~ W
\\\ \ T |
e o~

170



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

26

27

28

Electronically Filed
11/17/2020 8:15 AM
Steven D. Grierson

NEFF
DISTRICT COURT

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
THOMAS CASH,
Case No: A-20-818971-W
Petiti s
etitioner. Dept No: TX
vs.
WILLIAM GITTERE,
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF FINDINGS OF FACT,
Respondent, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on November 4, 2020, the court entered a decision or order in this
matter, a true and correct copy of which is attached to this notice.

You may appeal to the Supreme Court from the decision or order of this court. If you wish to appeal, you
must file a notice of appeal with the clerk of this court within thirty-three (33) days after the date this notice is

mailed to you. This notice was mailed on November 17, 2020.

STEVEN D. GRIERSON, CLERK OF THE COURT

/s/ Amanda Hampton
Amanda Hampton, Deputy Clerk

CERTIFICATE OF E-SERVICE / MAILING

I hereby certify that on this 17 day of November 2020, I served a copy of this Notice of Entry on the
following:

M By e-mail:
Clark County District Attorney’s Office
Anorney General’s Office — Appellate Division-

M The United States mail addressed as follows:
Thomas Cash # 1203562
P.O. Box 1989
Ely, NV 89301

/s/ Amanda Hampton
Amanda Hampton, Deputy Clerk

1

Case Number: A-20-818971-W
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STEVEN B. WOLFSON

Clark County District Attorney
Nevada Bar #001565
JONATHAN VANBOSKERCK
Chief D%)uty District Attorney
Nevada Bar #06528

200 Lewis Avenue

LLas Vegas, Nevada 89155-2212
(702) 671-2500

Attorney for Respondent

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

' THOMAS CASH, #7053124
Petitioner,
s CASE NO:
THE-STATE-OFINEYADA,
WILLIAM GITTERE, DEPT NO:
Respondent.

Electronically Filed
11/04/2020 7,47 AM:

CLERK OF THE COURT

C-18-329699-1
A-20-818971-W
IX

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF

LAW AND ORDER

DATE OF HEARING: OCTOBER 7, 2020
TIME OF HEARING: 1:45 PM

THIS CAUSE having come on for hearing before the Honorable FFBGE-NAME,
District Judge, on the 7th day of October, 2020, the Petitioner in proper person, the Respondent
being represented by STEVEN B. WOLFSON, Clark County District Attorney, by and
through JOHN TORRE, Deputy District Attorney, and the Court having considered the matter,

including briefs, transcripts, arguments of counsel, and documents on file herein, now

Cristina D. Silva

therefore, the Court makes the following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

I
i
i
/
i
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FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
PROCEDURAL HISTORY
On April 19, 2018, the State filed an Amended Information charging Thomas Cash
(hereinafter “Petitioner”) with MURDER WITH USE OF A DEADLY WEAPON (Category
A Felony - NRS 200.010, 200.030, 193.165) and BATTERY WITH INTENT TO KILL
(Category B Felony - NRS 200.400.3). The State attached an Amended Notice of Intent to

Seek Punishment as Habitual Criminal to the Amended Information.

On June 18, 2018, Petitioner’s jury trial commenced. After eight days of trial, the jury
found Petitioner guilty of SECOND DEGREE MURDER WITH USE OF A DEADLY
WEAPON and not guilty of BATTERY WITH INTENT TO KILL. On August 20, 2018, the
Court adjudicated Petitioner guilty. At Petitioner’s sentencing hearing the State argued for
habitual treatment and provided certified copies of Petitioner’s prior Judgments of Conviction.
After argument by both parties, the Court sentenced Petitioner, for Count 1, life without the
possibility of parole under the large habitual criminal statute. The Judgment of Conviction was
filed on August 24, 2018,

On September 19, 2018, Petitioner filed a Notice of Appeal. On September 12, 2019,
the Nevada Supreme Court affirmed Petitioner’s Judgment of Conviction, but remanded for
the Court to correct the habitual criminal statute citation. On October 31, 2019, the Court filed
an Amended Judgment of Conviction replacing that citation from NRS 207.012 to NRS
207.010(1)(b).

On August 3, 2020, Petitioner filed the instant Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (Post-
Conviction) (hereinafter “Petition”), a Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of
Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (hereinafter “Memorandum™), and an Ex Parte Motion for
Appointment of Counsel and Request for Evidentiary Hearing (hereinafter “Motion™). The
State filed its Response on September 18, 2020. On October 7, 2020, the Court denied these
pleadings finding as follows.

1
1

2

WCLARKCOUNTYDA.NEMCRMCASE2\201 7\6011041201760104C-FFCO-(THOMAS CASH)-001,DOCX

173




O 00 -1 & B W N

NN DR NN NN = = e e e e e e e
e ~1 O b AW N = o O N W N — O

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On December 11, 2017, a verbal argument led to Petitioner, a fifty-two-year-old man,

stabbing and killing Ezekiel Devine, thirty-one years his junior, in the middle of the street.

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings, Jury Trial Day 5, at 229.
The events of this day started when Kyriell Davis, twenty-eight years Petitioner’s
junior, and his girlfriend Brittney had a heated verbal argument while exchanging their

children. Jury Trial Day 5 at 124-25, 132-33, 229. Eventually, Kyriell pushed Brittney away

from him with his hands. Jury Trial Day 5 at 133-34. Upon hearing this verbal argument,

Petitioner came down to intervene. Jury Trial Day 5 at 135-36. Petitioner asked whether

Kyriell hit Brittney—DBrittney answered no and told Petitioner to mind his own business. Jury
Trial Day 5 at 135.

Thereafter, Petitioner and Kyriell tussled. Petitioner started this fight with Kyriell:
multiple witnesses observed Petitioner punch towards Kyriell when Kyriell had his back

turned to Petitioner, without provocation by Kyriell. Jury Trial Day 5 at 135-38, 156-57, 213.

Petitioner later admitted that he threw the first punch. Jury Trial Day 7 at 9. Ezekiel, who had
been sitting in the car having a video chat and who only came to help with the child exchange,

was alerted to the fight and attempted to break it up. Jury Trial Day § at 124-25, 131, 141, 183.

At about that time, two cars drove up the road and separated Ezekiel and Petitioner from

Kyriell. Jury Trial Day 5 at 142, Kyriell saw a flash in Petitioner’s hand as the cars came by

and tried to warn Ezekiel. Jury Trial Day 5 at 142. While Petitioner and Kyriell were separated,

Petitioner stabbed Ezekiel straight through the heart. Jury Trial Day 3 at 192; Jury Trial Day

5 at 142, Ezekiel collapsed in the middle of the street and quickly died. Jury Trial Day 3 at
196-97, 224.
Kyriell testified about his recollection of the fight and the events leading up to it. Kyriell

remembered the verbal argument between Britany and himself starting when Brittany began

ranting and calling Kyriell names. Jury Trial Day 5 at 135. He then observed Brittany yelling

at Petitioner. Jury Trial Day 5 at 136. Petitioner took a swing at Kyriell as he attempted to put

his baby in his car seat, when his back was towards Petitioner. Jury Trial Day 5 at 136, 138.

3
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After Petitioner tried to punch Kyriell, Kyriell and Petitioner interlocked and Petitioner tried
to slam him to the ground. Jury Trial Day 5 at 137. Kyriell never swung his fist at Petitioner.
Jury Trial Day 5 at 138-39. Petitioner and Kyriell wrestled for a while until they ended up in

the street and Ezekiel intervened to break up the fight by pushing his hand through the middle

of the two, Jury Trial Day 5 at 139-141. Kyriell saw a flash from Petitioner’s hand as a car

came drove in between the group, [eaving Petitioner and Ezekiel on one side of the street and
Kyriell on the other side of the street—far apart. Jury Trial Day 5 at 141-43, Soon after, Ezekiel
fell to the ground after being stabbed by Petitioner. See Jury Trial Day 5 at 142.

Petitioner’s actions after the victim died demonstrated his consciousness of guilt.
Petitioner did not call 911—even though he later told police that Kyriell said that he would
shoot up the house after Kyriell and Brittany verbally fought. Jury Trial Day 5 at 247; Jury
Trial Day 7 at 15. Despite these alleged threats and after he killed Ezekiel, Petitioner locked
the door, left his home, and ran from the scene. Jury Trial Day 5 at 146. In his haste to leave,
Petitioner left an older crippled woman, a three-year-old, a seventeen-year-old, and his niece

in the home. Jury Trial Day 5 at 68-69, 75, 200. Petitioner escaped the scene by climbing over

two walls and jumping down from a high point of one of the walls. Jury Trial Day 6 at 21-24.

Petitioner also destroyed and hid the murder weapon, a knife. Jury Trial Day 7 at 11. Petitioner

did not go back to his home until just after the police left and did not account for where he

went between 7:00pm and 2:00am the night of the crime, when he finally turned himself in to

police. Jury Trial Day 6 at 30; Jury Trial Day 7 at 12.

Petitioner initially denied killing the victim, but then later argued that he killed the
victim in self-defense, despite multiple witnesses seeing Petitioner throw the first punch. Jury
Trial Day 5 135-38, 156-57, 213; Jury Trial Day 6 at 83-84, 155. Brittney told police that
Petitioner, Brittney’s stepdad, threw the first punch. Jury Trial Day 5 at 213. Brittney also

stated that she never felt in danger and that Kyriell did not hit her. Jury Trial Day 5 at 222,

225, Moreover, multiple witnesses stated, including Petitioner, that no one but Petitioner had

a weapon. Jury Trial Day S at 167-68; Jury Trial Day 6 at 137-38; see Jury Trial Day 7 at 9.

4
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Petitioner told police that he stabbed Ezekiel because he did not want to get hit again. Jury
Trial Day 7 at 10.

Brittany also testified about her recollection of the fight. Afier she argued with Kyriell,
Petitioner came out of the house and tried to punch Kyriell. Jury Trial Day 5 at 208. After

Petitioner started this fight with Kyriell, both Petitioner and Kyriell locked together in a bear
hug and after Petitioner’s first punch, no one threw punches. Jury Trial Day S at 208-09. Both

men were “equally locked up.” Jury Trial Day 5 at 209. Brittany also testified that she held
Kyriell after Ezekiel attempted to break up the fight. Jury Trial Day 5 at 212-13. Brittany told

police that she did not feel scared or threatened during her verbal argument with Kyriell. Jury
Trial Day 5 at 222. She also said that during the argument, Kyriell did not hit her or slam her

into a car. Jury Trial Day 5 at 225,

Through their actions, Petitioner’s family telegraphed that Petitioner did not act in self-
defense. Petitioner’s family did not call the police; instead, they went back into the house and

shut the door. Jury Trial Day 6 at 137, 140. Furthermore, Petitioner’s family did not bring out

towels or water or ask if the victim needed any help. Jury Trial Day 5 at 171; Jury Trial Day 6

at 137. Ultimately, Petitioner’s family did not come out of the house until police made them,

through use of a bullhorn, about forty minutes later. Jury Trial Day 5 at 66-67, 171; Jury Trial

Day 6 at 137. After Petitioner left the scene, Petitioner spoke with family members while

police were outside his home. Jury Trial Day 6 at 217. Petitioner told his family that he did

not kill Ezekiel and did not even touch him—and his family informed him that Ezekiel was

dead. Jury Trial Day 6 at 217.

ANALYSIS
L PETITIONER IS NOT ENTITLED TO POST-CONVICTION RELIEF
The Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution provides that, “[i]n all criminal
prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right . . . to have the Assistance of Counsel for his
defense.” The United States Supreme Court has long recognized that “the right to counsel is

the right to the effective assistance of counsel.” Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 686,

5
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104 S. Ct, 2052, 2063 (1984); see also State v. Love, 109 Nev. 1136, 1138, 865 P.2d 322, 323
(1993).

To prevail on a claim of ineffective assistance of trial counsel, a defendant must prove

he was denied “reasonably effective assistance” of counsel by satisfying the two-prong test of
Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686-87, 104 S. Ct. at 2063-64. S_ee_ils'_o Love, 109 Nev. at 1138, 865
P.2d at 323. Under the Strickland test, a defendant must show first that his counsel's
representation fell below an objective standard of reasonableness, and second, that but for
counsel's errors, there is a reasonable probability that the result of the proceedings would have
been different. 466 U.S. at 687-88, 694, 104 S. Ct. at 2065, 2068; Warden, Nevada State Prison
v. Lyons, 100 Nev. 430, 432, 683 P.2d 504, 505 (1984) (adopting the Strickland two-part test).

“[TThere is no reason for a court deciding an ineffective assistance claim to approach the
inquiry in the same order or even to address both components of the inquiry if the defendant
makes an insufficient showing on one.” Strickland, 466 U.S. at 697, 104 S. Ct. at 2069,

The court begins with the presumption of effectiveness and then must determine
whether the defendant has demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence that counsel was
ineffective. Means v. State, 120 Nev. 1001, 1011, 103 P.3d 25, 32 (2004). “Effective counsel
does not mean errorless counsel, but rather counsel whose assistance is ‘[w]ithin the range of
competence demanded of attorneys in criminal cases.”” Jackson v. Warden, 91 Nev. 430, 432,

537 P.2d 473, 474 (1975).

Counsel cannot be ineffective for failing to make futile objections or arguments. See

Ennis v. State, 122 Nev. 694, 706, 137 P.3d 1095, 1103 (2006). Trial counsel has the

“immediate and ultimate responsibility of deciding if and when to object, which witnesses, if
any, to call, and what defenses to develop.” Rhyne v. State, 118 Nev. 1, 8, 38 P.3d 163, 167
(2002).

Based on the above law, the role of a court in considering allegations of ineffective
assistance of counsel is “not to pass upon the merits of the action not taken but to determine
whether, under the particular facts and circumstances of the case, trial counsel failed to render

reasonably effective assistance.” Donovan v. State, 94 Nev. 671, 675, 584 P.2d 708, 711

6
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(1978). This analysis does not mean that the court should “second guess reasoned choices
between trial tactics nor does it mean that defense counsel, to protect himself against
allegations of inadequacy, must make every conceivable motion no matter how remote the
possibilities are of success.” Id. To be effective, the constitution “does not require that counsel
do what is impossible or unethical. If there is no bona fide defense to the charge, counsel
cannot create one and may disserve the interests of his client by attempting a useless charade.”

United States v. Cronic, 466 U.S. 648, 657 n.19, 104 S. Ct. 2039, 2046 n.19 (1984).

“There are countless ways to provide effective assistance in any given case. Even the
best criminal defense attorneys would not defend a particular client in the same way.”
Strickland, 466 U.S. at 689, 104 S. Ct. at 689. “Strategic choices made by counsel after
thoroughly investigating the plausible options are almost unchallengeable.” Dawson v. State,

108 Nev. 112, 117, 825 P.2d 593, 596 (1992); see also Ford v, State, 105 Nev. 850, 853, 784

P.2d 951, 953 (1989). In essence, the court must “judge the reasonableness of counsel's
challenged conduct on the facts of the particular case, viewed as of the time of counsel's
conduct.” Strickland, 466 U.S. at 690, 104 S. Ct. at 2066.

Even if a defendant can demonstrate that his counsel's representation fell below an
objective standard of reasonableness, he must still demonstrate prejudice and show a
reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s errors, the result of the trial would have been
different. McNelton v. State, 115 Nev. 396, 403, 990 P.2d 1263, 1268 (1999) (citing
Strickland, 466 U.S. at 687, 104 S. Ct. at 2064). “A reasonable probability is a probability

sufficient to undermine confidence in the outcome.” Id. (citing Strickland, 466 U.S. at 687-89,
694, 104 S. Ct. at 2064-65, 2068).

The Nevada Supreme Court has held “that a habeas corpus petitioner must prove the
disputed factual allegations underlying his ineffective-assistance claim by a preponderance of

the evidence.” Means v. State, 120 Nev. 1001, 1012, 103 P.3d 25, 33 (2004). Furthermore,

claims of ineffective assistance of counsel asserted in a petition for post-conviction relief must
be supported with specific factual allegations, which if true, would entitle the petitioner to

relief. Hargrove v. State, 100 Nev. 498, 502, 686 P.2d 222, 225 (1984). “Bare” and “naked”

7
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allegations are not sufficient, nor are those belied and repelled by the record, Id. NRS
34,735(6) states in relevant part, “[Petitioner] must allege specific facts supporting the claims
in the petition[.] . . . Failure to allege specific facts rather than just conclusions may cause your
petition to be dismissed.” (emphasis added).

The decision not to call witnesses is within the discretion of trial counsel, and will not
be questioned unless it was a plainly unreasonable decision. See Rhyne v. State, [18 Nev. 1,
38 P.3d 163 (2002); see also Dawson v. State, 108 Nev. 112, 825 P.2d 593 (1992). Strickland

does not enact Newton's third law for the presentation of evidence, requiring for every
prosecution expert an equal and opposite expert from the defense. In many instances cross-
examination will be sufficient to expose defects in an expert's presentation. When defense
counsel does not have a solid case, the best strategy can be to say that there is too much doubt

about the State's theory for a jury to convict. Harrington v. Richter, 131 S.Ct. 770, 791, 578

F.3d. 944 (2011). “Strategic choices made by counsel after thoroughly investigating the
plausible options are almost unchallengeable.” Dawson v. State, 108 Nev. 112, 117, 825 P.2d
593, 596 (1992).

Additionally, there is a strong presumption that appellate counsel's performance was
reasonable and fell within “the wide range of reasonable professional assistance.” See United
States v. Aguirre, 912 F.2d 555, 560 (2nd Cir. 1990); citing Strickland, 466 U.S. at 689, 104
S. Ct. at 2065. A claim of ineffective assistance of appellate counsel must satisfy the two-

prong test set forth by Strickland. Kirksey v. State, 112 Nev. 980, 998, 923 P.2d 1102, 1114

(1996). In order to satisfy Strickland’s second prong, the defendant must show that the omitted
issue would have had a reasonable probability of success on appeal. Id.

The professional diligence and competence required on appeal involves “winnowing
out weaker arguments on appeal and focusing on one central issue if possible, or at most on a

few key issues.” Jones v. Barnes, 463 U.S. 745, 751-52, 103 S. Ct. 3308, 3313 (1983). In

particular, a “brief that raises every colorable issue runs the risk of burying good arguments .
.. in a verbal mound made up of strong and weak contentions.” Id. at 753, 103 S. Ct. at 3313,

For judges to second-guess reasonable professional judgments and impose on appointed

8
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counsel a duty to raise every 'colorable’ claim suggested by a client would disserve the very
goal of vigorous and effective advocacy.” Id. at 754, 103 S. Ct. at 3314,

Appellate counsel is not required to raise every issue that Defendant felt was pertinent
to the case. The United States Supreme Court has held that there is a constitutional right to
effective assistance of counsel in a direct appeal from a judgment of conviction. Evitts v.
Lucey, 469 U.S. 387, 396-97, 105 S. Ct. 830, 835-37 (1985); see also Burke v. State, 110 Nev.
1366, 1368, 887 P.2d 267, 268 (1994). The federal courts have held that in order to claim

ineffective assistance of appellate counsel, the defendant must satisfy the two-prong test of
deficient performance and prejudice set forth by Strickland. Williams v. Collins, 16 F.3d 626,
635 (5th Cir. 1994); Hollenback v. United States, 987 F.2d 1272, 1275 (7th Cir. 1993); Heath
v. Jones, 941 F.2d 1126, 1130 (11th Cir. 1991).

There is a strong presumption that counsel’s performance was reasonable and fell
within “the wide range of reasonable professional assistance.” See United States v. Aguirre,
912 F.2d 555, 560 (2nd Cir. 1990). This Court has held that all appeals must be “pursued in a
manner meeting high standards of diligence, professionalism and competence.” Burke, 110
Nev. at 1368, 887 P.2d at 268. Finally, in order to prove that appellate counsel’s alleged error
was prejudicial, a defendant must show that the omitted issue would have had a reasonable
probability of success on appeal. Duhamel v. Collins, 955 F.2d 962, 967 (5th Cir. 1992);
Heath, 941 F.2d at 1132; Lara v. State, 120 Nev. 177, 184, 87 P.3d 528, 532 (2004); Kirksey,
112 Nev. at 498,923 P.2d at 1114,

The defendant has the ultimate authority to make fundamental decisions regarding his
case. Jones v. Barnes, 463 U.S. 745, 751, 103 S. Ct. 3308, 3312 (1983). However, the

defendant does not have a constitutional right to “compel appointed counsel to press
nonfrivolous points requested by the client, if counsel, as a matter of professional judgment,
decides not to present those points.” Id. In reaching this conclusion the United States Supreme
Court has recognized the “importance of winnowing out weaker arguments on appeal and
focusing on one central issue if possible, or at most on a few key issues.” Id. at 751-752, 103

S. Ct. at 3313. In particular, a “brief that raises every colorable issue runs the risk of burying

9
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good arguments . . . in a verbal mound made up of strong and weak contentions.” Id. at 753,
103 8. Ct. at 3313. The Court also held that, “for judges to second-guess reasonable
professional judgments and impose on appointed counsel a duty to raise every 'colorable’ claim
suggested by a client would disserve the very goal of vigorous and effective advocacy.” Id. at
754, 103 S. Ct. at 3314. The Nevada Supreme Court has similarly concluded that appellate
counsel may well be more effective by not raising every conceivable issue on appeal. Ford v.
State, 105 Nev. 850, 853, 784 P.2d 951, 953 (1989).
A. Petitioner’s Claims in his Post-Conviction Writ of Habeas Corpus Are Denied

1. Ground One: The State did not use Petitioner’s post-arrest silence against

him
Petitioner argues that the State impermissibly elicited testimony about Petitioner’s post-

arrest silence. Petition at 7. Additionally, Petitioner complains that the State called Detective

Matthew Gillis as a rebuttal witness without “being required to state who the witness was to
rebuttal, what the rebuttal was to attack, and no hearing was set to establish limitations.” Id.
As a preliminary matter, these substantive claims are waived due to Petitioner’s failure
to raise them on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans v. State, 117
Nev. 609, 646-47, 29 P.3d 498, 523 (2001); Franklin v. State, 110 Nev. 750, 752, 877 P.2d
1058, 1059 (1994), disapproved on other grounds, Thomas v. State, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d

222 (1999). Additionally, Petitioner cannot and does not demonstrate good cause because all
of the facts and law related to these claims were available at the time Petitioner filed his direct
appeal. Similarly, Petitioner cannot demonstrate prejudice to ignore his procedural default
because the underlying claims are meritless.

Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 444-45, 86 S.Ct. 1602, 1612 (1966), established

requirements to assure protection of the Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination
under “inherently coercive” circumstances. Pursuant to Miranda, a suspect may not be
subjected to an interrogation in official custody unless that person has previously been advised

of, and has knowingly and intelligently waived, the following: the right fo silence, the right to

10

WCLARKCOUNTYDA.NETYCRMCASE2\2017\6011041201760104C-FFCO-(THOMAS CASH)-001.DOCX

181




OO0 N Y U R W N

| I O I O B N L L T o T N L N e e S
00 3 N W A W = O WO 00N AN Rl W N = e

the presence of an attorney, and the right to appointed counsel if that person is indigent. Id, at
444, 86 S.Ct. at 1612 (emphasis added).

Additionally, “[i]t is well settled that the prosecution is forbidden at trial to comment
upon an accused's election to remain silent following his arrest and after he has been advised
of his rights as required by Miranda v. Arizona ...” Morris v. State, 112 Nev. 260, 263, 913
P.2d 1264, 1267 (1996) (citing McGee v. State, 102 Nev. 458, 461, 725 P.2d 1215, 1217
(1986)). The Court expanded this doctrine in Coleman v, State, 111 Nev. 657, 664, 895 P.2d
653, 657 (1995), and concluded that the “use of a defendant’s post-arrest silence for

impeachment purposes may constitute prosecutorial misconduct.” However, this Court has
also stated that comments made about the defendant’s silence during cross-examination are
not prohibited if the questions “merely inquire[] into prior inconsistent statements.” Gaxiola
v. State, 121 Nev. 638, 655, 119 P.3d 1225, 1237 (2005). Further, reversal is not required if
the references to “the defendant’s post-arrest silence are harmless beyond a reasonable doubt.”
Id. at 264, 913 P.2d at 1267 (citing Murray v. State, 105 Nev. 579, 584, 781 P.2d 288, 290
(1989)). Indeed, this Court has concluded that

[clomments on the defendant's post-arrest silence will be harmiess beyond a
reasonable doubt if (1) at trial there was only a mere passing reference, without
more, to an accused's post-arrest silence or (2) there is overwhelming evidence
of guilt.

1d. at 264, 913 P.2d at 1267-68 (internal citations omitted).

In Coleman, 111 Nev. at 661, 895 P.2d at 656, this Court considered whether the State’s
questions during its cross-examination of the defendant amounted to prosecutorial misconduct.
Specifically, the Court evaluated whether the State’s comments about the defendant’s silence
for impeachment purposes resulted in a due process violation. Id. The Court determined that
the State’s comment on the defendant’s silence was harmless error due to the overwhelming
evidence of the defendant’s guilt. Id. at 664, 895 P.2d at 653. The Court explained that the
case was not based solely on the defendant’s testimony and the victim’s, but that there was
both physical and testimonial evidence that corroborated the victim’s testimony. Id. at 664,
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895 P.2d at 657-58. Additionally, it concluded the frequency and intensity of the State’s
comments did not warrant reversal. Id. at 664, 895 P.2d at 658. The Court also concluded that
the State’s comment during closing argument that, “[the defendant] had nine months to think
about what his theory would be,” was not an attempt to draw attention to the defendant’s
silence and was merely a passing reference followed by the strong evidence that corroborated
the victim’s explanation of the events. Id. (internal quotations omitted). Thus, the Court
affirmed the defendant’s conviction. Id.

In Morris, 112 Nev. at 263, 913 P,2d at 1267, this Court evaluated whether comments
made by the State on the defendant’s post-arrest silence during its case in chief resulted in
prosecutorial misconduct. The Court concluded that by making such comments in its case in
chief, the defendant is prejudiced because he would feel pressure to testify in order to explain
his silence resulting in an infringement on his or right to prevent self-incrimination. Id.
Ultimately, the Court determined that the State’s comments were not made in passing
reference, but instead were “deliberate and drew inferences of guilt.” Id. at 265, 913 P.2d at
1268. Further, there was not overwhelming evidence of guilt. Id. Indeed, the Court found that
the defendant’s denial of the crime and the other witness’s presenting conflicting stories as
well as admitting to not getting a good look at the shooter cast enough doubt that the evidence
of the defendant’s guilt was not overwhelming. Id.

Although Petitioner offers a span of pages of where he believes the State commented
on his post-arrest silence, he does not indicate the exact comments for which he takes issue.
Thus, it is a naked assertion so devoid of factual mooring that it is nearly impossible for the
State to respond. Regardless, there are two instances in which Petitioner might be taking issue.
First, while questioning Detective Gillis, the State asked him about Petitioner’s voluntary

statement. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018,

at 11. Detective Gillis testified that Petitioner did not share where he was for the eight or nine

hours after he stabbed Devine. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed

December 14, 2018, at 11. Additionally, during the State’s closing argument, the State

commented on Petitioner’s actions after the altercation, The State utilized the testimony
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elicited at trial and argued that Petitioner did not call 911 after the altercation, he did not tell
police where he was “between 7 o’clock and 2 o’clock in the morning,” and “he didn’t even
tell the detectives where he was that whole time or why he didn’t come home or an opportunity

to come home.” Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14,

2018, at 84-85, 90. Beyond that, the State did not comment on any post-arrest silence Petitioner
may have had.
As a threshold matter, it does not appear that Petitioner invoked his right to remain

silent on this issue. It appears that Petitioner just omitted that information to the officers.

Moreover, just as in Coleman, the State’s comments were merely a passing reference and did
not occur with high frequency. Additionally, the case was not based solely on the statements
Petitioner made, but there was both physical and testimonial evidence that corroborated the
State’s theory of the case, including Davis’ and Brittney Turner’s trial testimony about what
they witnessed. Additionally, there was overwhelming evidence of guilt in this case, including

Petitioner’s very own confession that he stabbed Devine. Recorder’s Transcript of

Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 10. Even absent the jury being

apprised that he did not tell police where he was after the altercation, the jury was presented
with his other behaviors that established he did not act in self-defense. For example, after
Petitioner stabbed Devine, he fled from the scene by jumping two walls, eventually disposed
of the murder weapon, called the house when the police arrived and found out that Devine was
deceased and stayed away from the home until he reported himself, after Petitioner’s murder
the police had to force all of the individuals in Petitioner’s residence out of the home because

no one would volunteer information. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 2,
filed December 14, 2018, at 171; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed

December 14, 2018, at 217; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 6, filed

December 14, 2018, at 21-23; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed

December 14, 2018, at 11. Notwithstanding the overwhelming evidence of guilt in this case,
the jury was also provided Jury Instruction No. 32 which stated in relevant part that “the

statements, arguments and opinions of counsel are not evidence in the case.” Instructions to
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the Jury, filed June 28, 2018. Accordingly, any error would have been harmless as the jury
was instructed to not consider statements made in the State’s closing argument as evidence.

Additionally, Petitioner’s claim that Detective Gillis improperly testified as a rebuttal
witness without notice is meritless because it is belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev, at
502, 686 P.2d at 225 (stating that “bare” and “naked” allegations are not sufficient, nor are
those belied and repelled by the record). Indeed, the State included Detective Gills in its Notice
of Witnesses And/Or Expert Witness filed on April 12, 2018, prior to trial.

Therefore, Petitioner’s claims are denied.

2. Ground Two: Petitioner’s sentence is not illegal

Petitioner argues that the Court improperly sentenced him under the habitual criminal
statute when rendering his sentence. Specifically, he claims that the Court erred by considering
his felony conviction in this case as his third felony under the habitual criminal statute.
However, Petitioner’s claim fails for several reasons.

First, Petitioner’s claim is waived because it is a substantive claim that should have
been raised on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at 646-
47,29 P.3d at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other grounds,
Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222.

Second, Petitioner does not and cannot demonstrate good cause because all of the facts
and law underlying his claim were available for his direct appeal. Similarly, Petitioner cannot
demonstrate prejudice to ignore his procedural default because his claim is meritless and belied

by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225. NRS 207.010 states:

[A] person convicted in this state of:

(b) Any felony, who has previously been three times convicted,
whether in this state or elsewhere, of any crime which under the laws
of the situs of the crime or of this state would amount to a felony, or
who has previously been five times convicted, whether in this state or
elsewhere, of petit larceny, or of any misdemeanor or gross
misdemeanor of which fraud or the intent to defraud is an element, is
a habitual criminal and shall be punished for a category A felony by
imprisonment in the state prison:
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(1) For life without the possibility of parole;

(2) For life with the possibility of parole, with eligibility for
parole beginning when a minimum of 10 years has been
served; or

(3) For a definite term of 25 years, with eligibility for parole
beginning when a minimum of 10 years has been served.

Complying with this statute, Petitioner had three (3) felony convictions as an adult that
qualified him for habitual treatment pursuant to this statute: (1) a 1989 possession/purchase of
cocaine base for sale; (2) a 1991 second-degree robbery with use of a firearm; and (3) two
counts of second-degree robbery with use of a firearm from 1997. The State introduced, and
the Court admitted, certified copies of the prior Judgments of Convictions for these crimes
along with a sentencing memorandum containing such documents. Accordingly, Petitioner’s
claim that the Court improperly relied on the instant conviction as the conviction qualifying
him for habitual criminal treatment is belied by the record.

Notwithstanding this claim’s lack of merit, this issue was already litigated on direct
appeal and the Nevada Supreme Court concluded that Petitioner was appropriately adjudicated

a habitual criminal. Qrder of Affirmance, filed September 12, 2019, at 3-4. Thus, Petitioner’s

claim is barred under the law of case doctrine which states that issues previously decided on
direct appeal may not be reargued in a habeas petition. Pellegrin v. State, 117 Nev. 860, 879,
34 P.3d 519, 532 (2001) (citing McNelton v. State, 115 Nev. 396, 414-15, 990 P.2d 1263,
1275 (1999)). Indeed, this Court cannot overrule the Nevada Supreme Court or Court of

Appeals. NEV. CONST. Art. VI § 6. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is denied.

3. Ground Three: Prosecutorial misconduct

Petitioner argues that the State engaged in several instances of prosecutorial misconduct

during trial. Petition at 9-10. However, his claim is denied.

As a threshold matter, each of Petitioner’s claims are waived due to Petitioner’s failure
to present them on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at
646-47, 29 P.3d at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other
grounds, Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222. Additionally, Petitioner does not and cannot
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demonstrate good cause because all of the facts underlying this claim were available when he
filed his direct appeal. Petitioner also cannot demonstrate prejudice to ignore his procedural
default since his underlying claims are meritless.

When resolving claims of prosecutorial misconduct, the Nevada Supreme Court
undertakes a two-step analysis: determining whether the comments were improper; and
deciding whether the comments were sufficient to deny the defendant a fair trial. Valdez v.
State, 124 Nev. 1172, 1188, 196 P.3d 465, 476 (2008). The Court views the statements in
context, and will not lightly overturn a jury’s verdict based upon a prosecutor’s statements.
Byars v. State, 130 Nev. 848, 165, 336 P.3d 939, 950-51 (2014). Normally, the defendant
must show that an error was prejudicial in order to establish that it affected substantial rights.

Gallego v. State, 117 Nev. 348, 365, 23 P.3d 227, 239 (2001).

With respect to the second step, the Court will not reverse if the misconduct was
harmless error. Valdez, 124 Nev. at 1188, 196 P.3d at 476. The proper standard of harmless-
error review depends on whether the prosecutorial misconduct is of a constitutional dimension.
Id. at 1188-89, 196 P.3d at 476. Misconduct may be constitutional if a prosecutor comments
on the exercise of a constitutional right, or the misconduct “so infected the trial with unfairness
as to make the resulting conviction a denial of due process.” Id. 124 Nev. at 1189, 196 P.3d
47677 (quoting Darden v. Wainright, 477 U.S. 168, 181, 106 S.Ct. 2464, 2471 (1986). When
the misconduct is of constitutional dimension, this Court will reverse unless the State
demonstrates that the error did not contribute to the verdict. Id. 124 Nev. at 1189, 196 P.3d
476-77. When the misconduct is not of constitutional dimension, this Court “will reverse only
if the error substantially affects the jury’s verdict.” Id.

First, Petitioner complains that the State expressed its personal opinion that Davis
punched Petitioner in the nose to get Devine away, which in turn diluted Petitioner’s theory of

self-defense. Petition at 9. However, there is no indication from the record that the State argued

Petitioner was punched for such purpose. Indeed, the page span Petitioner provided does not

reflect such argument. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December

14,2018, at 38-39. Regardless, Davis testified that after Petitioner stabbed Devine, he punched
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Petitioner in the face. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3, filed December

14, 2018, at 180. Angel Turner testified that Davis punched Petitioner in the nose. Reporter’s
Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3, filed December 14, 2018, at 133.

Second, Petitioner claims that the State improperly stated that witness, Flores, could
see the altercation, even though Flores testified that she could see the incident when her front

door was open and the altercation was nearly over. Petition at 9. Petitioner is mistaken. The

State was not summarizing Flores’ testimony during the portion of the State’s closing

argument Petitioner cites (Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed

December 14, 2018, at 43). Instead, the State was summarizing Tamisha Kinchron’s
testimony. Id. at 42-43. Kinchron testified that while it was hard to see because it was dark
outside, she could see the majority of what was going on outside during the altercation.

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 6, filed December 14, 2018, at 186-87.

Accordingly, the State made a logical inference from her testimony that she could see what
happened that night.

Third, Petitioner argues that the State’s argument, that Flores heard the victims impact
and ran outside, was a fabrication of Flores’ testimony. Id. In its full context, the State argued

as follows:

when [Flores] looks out and she sees Kyriell, and she thinks Kyriell's
attempting to get Brittney to go somewhere, that's at the point when Kyriell
is going to Zek and to the Defendant and Brittney is trying to pull him back
and hold him back. And how do we know that that's true? Because the very
next thing she hears is an impact. And she runs outside and Zek has just
fallen.

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 46. The
State did not fabricate Flores’ testimony as Flores testified that after she heard “a strong impact

or noise” that is when she decided to go outside of her home. Recorder’s Transcript of
Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at 113.
i
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Fourth, Petitioner argues that the State improperly claimed that Flores provided

testimony that she saw Petitioner throw the first punch in the altercation. Petition at 9. Once

again, Petitioner has mistaken the witnesses to which he is complaining. Petitioner cites to the
State’s closing argument wherein the State summarized Brittney Turner’s and Kyriell Davis’

testimony. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018,

at 88-94. Indeed, the State argued that Turner was the individual that testified that Petitioner
was the first person to throw a punch. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 5,
filed December 14, 2018, at 205-09. Accordingly, the State did not fabricate testimony.

Fifth, Petitioner asserts that the State argued Petitioner stabbed Devine twice when there

was no evidence presented to that effect. Petition at 9. Although Petitioner does not provide
any reference as to when the State argued Devine was stabbed twice, the State did summarize

Dr. Roquero’s, the medical examiner, testimony and argued:

And what the State would ask you to look at is not only the pictures but also
the testimony of Dr. Roquero, who was the medical examiner. And what did
he say? He said that there were two sharp force injuries to Ezekiel. One of
them was a stab wound, that would be from like a jabbing or a plunging type
action. And then the second one was an incised wound, meaning that it's
Ionger than it is deep into the body.

Reporter’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 58.

Examining the State’s argument in its full context reveals that the State did not argue Devine
was stabbed twice, but instead was arguing that he faced “two sharp force injuries,” which was

Dr. Roquero’s testimony. Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3, filed

December 14, 2018, at 201-03. Accordingly, Petitioner cannot demonstrate that the State was
misleading in its argument and he faced prejudice as a result.
Sixth, referring to his first ground of the instant Petition, Petitioner reiterates that the

State violated his post-arrest silence, which violated his right to a fair trial. Petition at 9. As

discussed supra, Petitioner’s rights were not violated as he did not unambiguously invoke his

right to remain silent when he omitted telling law enforcement where he was in the hours after
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he stabbed and murdered Devine. Moreover, the State’s comments were merely a passing
reference and the case was not based solely on such comments.
Seventh, Petitioner complains that the State improperly argued Petitioner’s juvenile

criminal history at his sentencing hearing. Petition at 9. A sentencing judge is permitted broad

discretion in imposing a sentence, and absent an abuse of discretion, the court’s determination

will not be disturbed on appeal. Randell v. State, 109 Nev. 5, 8 (1993) (citing Deveroux v.

State, 96 Nev. 388 (1980)). The Nevada Supreme Court has granted district courts “wide
discretion” in sentencing decisions, which are not to be disturbed “[s]o long as the record does
not demonstrate prejudice resulting from consideration of information or accusations founded
on facts supported only by impalpable or highly suspect evidence.” Allred v. State, 120 Nev.
410, 413,92 P.3d 1246, 1253 (2004) (quoting Silks v. State, 92 Nev. 91, 94, 545 P.2d, 1159,
1161 (1976)). Instead, the Nevada Supreme Court will only reverse sentences “supported
solely by impalpable and highly suspect evidence.” Silks, 92 Nev. at 94, 545 P.2d at 1161
(emphasis in original).

A sentencing judge may consider a variety of information to ensure “the punishment

fits not only the crime, but also the individual defendant.” Martinez v. State, 114 Nev. 735,

738 (1998). If there is a sufficient factual basis for the information considered in sentencing a

defendant, a district court may rely on that information. Gomez v. State, 130 Nev. 404, 406

(2014). A court may consider information that would be inadmissible at trial as well as
information extraneous to a PSI. See Silks, 92 Nev. at 93-94, 545 P.2d at 1161-62; Denson v.
State, 112 Nev. 489, 492, 915 P.2d 284, 286 (1996). Further, a court “may consider conduct
of which defendant has been acquitted, so long as that conduct has been proved by
preponderance of evidence.” U.S. v. Watts, 519 U.S. 148, 156 (1997).

Here, the State made reference to Petitioner’s juvenile history at sentencing. However,
Petitioner’s criminal record does not constitute highly suspect or impalpable evidence. Silks,
92 Nev. at 94, 545 P.2d at 1161. Regardless, it is not clear from the record that the Court relied
on Petitioner’s juvenile history when rendering Petitioner’s sentence. Prabhu v. Levine, 112

Nev. 1538, 1549, 930 P.2d 103, 111 (1996) (explaining that a silent record is presumed to
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support the actions of counsel and the court below). Indeed, the Court merely explained that it
would use its discretion and find Petitioner as a habitual criminal, a status he qualified for
based on his adult convictions. Accordingly, Petitioner cannot establish prejudice.

Eighth, Petitioner claims that the State failed to file a Notice of Habitual Criminal
Treatment. Petition at 9. However, his claim is belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at
502, 686 P.2d at 225. Indeed, the State’s Notice of Intent to Seek Punishment as a Habitual
Criminal was attached to the Information filed on February 7, 2018. Additionally, the State
attached an Amended Notice of Intent to Seek Punishment as a Habitual Criminal when it filed
its Amended Information on April 19, 2018. Accordingly, Petitioner’s additional argument
that appellate counsel should have raised a notice issue fails as doing so would have been
futile. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. Additionally, to the extent Petitioner argues
that the State erred in the Judgment of Convictions it filed, his claim fails as the State met its
statutory obligation as discussed infra.

Notwithstanding the lack of merit in Petitioner’s claims, any error was insufficiently
prejudicial to warrant ignoring the procedural default since this trial was essentially a
credibility contest between Petitioner and the other witnesses and a court will not overturn a
criminal conviction “on the basis of a prosecutor’s comments standing alone.” Leonard v.
State, 117 Nev. 53, 81, 17 P.3d 397, 414 (2001) (citing United States v. Young, 470 U.S. 1,
11, 105 8. Ct. 1038 (1985)). Petitioner has failed to establish good cause and prejudice to

overcome the procedural default and his claim is denied.

4. Ground Four: Certain jury instructions did not violate Petitioner’s rights

Petitioner complains that several of the jury instructions provided at trial violated his

rights. Petition at 11. Not only are Petitioner’s claims waived because they are substantive

claims that he failed to raise on direct appeal, they are also naked assertions and meritless as
discussed below. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at 646-47, 29 P.3d
at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 8§77 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other grounds, Thomas,
115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222; Hargrove, 100 Nev, at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.

i
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unbiased as they informed the jury that they could find Petitioner guilty if certain terms were

First, Petitioner argues that Jury Instruction Nos. 1, 17, 20, and 31 were not neutral and

met and not guilty if they were not met. Petition at 11,

Jury Instruction No, 1 stated,

It is now my duty as judge to instruct you in the law that applies to
this case. It is your duty as jurors to follow these instructions and to apply
the rules of law to the facts as you find them from the evidence.

You must not be concerned with the wisdom of any rule of law stated
in these instructions. Regardless of any opinion you may have as to what the
law ought to be, it would be a violation of your oath to base a verdict upon
any other view of the law than that given in the instructions of the Court.

Jury Instruction No. 17 stated,

You are instructed that if you find a defendant guilty of murder in the
first degree, murder in the second degree, or voluntary manslaughter, you
must also determine whether or not a deadly weapon was used in the
commission of this crime.

If you find beyond a reasonable doubt that a deadly weapon was used
in the commission of such an offense, then you shall return the appropriate
guilty verdict reflecting “With Use of a Deadly Weapon.”

If, however, you find that a deadly weapon was not used in the
commission of such an offense, but you find that it was committed, then you
shall return the appropriate guilty verdict reflecting that a deadly weapon was
not used.

Jury Instruction No. 20 stated,

Battery means any willful and unlawful use of force or violence upon
the person of another.

Any person who commits a battery upon another with the specific intent
to kill is guilty of the offense of Battery With Intent to Kill.

Jury Instruction No. 31 stated,

1

1

You are here to determine the guilt or innocence of the Defendant
from the evidence in the case. You are not called upon to return a verdict as
to the guilt or innocence of any other person. So, if the evidence in the case
convinces you beyond a reasonable doubt of the guilt of the Defendant, you
should so find, even though you may believe one or more persons are also

guilty.
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As a preliminary matter, Petitioner’s claims are summarily dismissed as he has provided
only naked assertions. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225. Accordingly, Petitioner
has not attempted to and cannot demonstrate good cause to overcome the procedural default.
Moreover, he cannot demonstrate prejudice as each of the jury instructions enumerated are
accurate statements of law, which the Court properly permitted. See Crawford v. State, 121
Nev. 744, 754-55, 121 P.3d 582, 589 (2005) (stating that it is the Court’s duty to ensure the
jury is properly instructed and is permitted to complete instructions sua sponte).

Second, Petitioner claims that Jury Instruction Nos. 21, 25, and 27 did not instruct the
jury that they may find Petitioner not guilty. Petition at 11. Additionally, he claims that Jury
Instruction Nos. 22 and 23 conflict with Jury Instruction Nos. 21, 25, and 27. Id. Further, he
asserts that Jury Instruction No. 23 failed to provide the definition of “negate” and “disputes
fear as insufficient to justify a killing,” which attacked the Petitioner’s post-arrest silence. Id.

Jury Instruction No. 21 stated,

The killing or attempted killing of another person in self-defense is
justified and not unlawful when the person who does the killing actually and
reasonably believes:

1. That there is imminent danger that the assailant will either kill him

or cause him great bodily injury to himself or to another person; and

2. That it is absolutely necessary under the circumstances for him to

use in self-defense force or means that might cause the death of the

other person; for the purpose of avoiding death or great bodily
injury to himself or to another person.

Jury Instruction No. 22 stated,

A bare fear of death or great bodily injury is not sufficient to justify a
killing. To justify taking the life of another in self-defense, the circumstances
must be sufficient to excite the fears of a reasonable person placed in a similar
situation. The person killing must act under the influence of those fears alone
and not in revenge.

Jury instruction No. 23 stated,

An honest but unreasonable belief in the necessity for self-defense
does not negate malice and does not reduce the offense from murder to
manslaughter.

1
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Jury Instruction No. 25 stated,

Actual danger is not necessary to justify a killing in self-defense. A
person has a right to defend from apparent danger to the same extent as he
would from actual danger. The person killing is justified if:

1. He is confronted by the appearance of imminent danger which

arouses in his mind an honest belief and fear that he or another

person is about to be killed or suffer great bodily injury; and

2. He acts solely upon these appearances and his fear and actual

beliefs; and

3. A reasonable person in a similar situation would believe himself or

another person to be in like danger.

The killing is justified even if it develops afterward that the person
killing was mistaken about the extent of the danger.

Jury Instruction No. 27 stated,

If a person kills another in self-defense, it must appear that the danger
was so urgent and pressing that, in order to save his own life or the life of
another person, or to prevent his receiving great bodily harm or to prevent
another person from receiving great bodily harm, the killing of the other was
absolutely necessary; and the person killed was the assailant, or that the
slayer had really, and in good faith, endeavored to decline any further
struggle before the mortal blow was given.

As a preliminary matter, each of these instructions are accurate statements of law.

Indeed, Jury Instruction Nos. 21, 22, 23, and 25 were adopted from Runion v. State, 116 Nev.
1041, 1051-52, 13 P.3d 52, 59 (2000}, wherein the Nevada Supreme Court provided stock self-
defense instructions. Additionally, Jury Instruction No. 27 was taken from NRS 200.200.
Moreover, Petitioner’s argument that these instructions failed to instruct the jury that they
could find Petitioner not guilty is meritless. The jury was provided with multiple instructions
that explained the jury could find Petitioner not guilty. Regardless, the jury was given Jury
Instruction No. 30, the Reasonable Doubt Instruction, that explicitly provided Petitioner would
be presumed innocent until the State proved each element beyond a reasonable doubt.
Additionally, Petitioner provides no reason as to why he believes the above jury instructions
conflict, which warrants summary dismissal of such claim. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686
P.2d at 225. To the extent Petitioner argues that the word “negate™ was not explained to the

Jury, his claim also fails. Negate is not a legal definition that must be defined for the jury.
23
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‘Dawes V. State, 110 Nev. 1141, 1146, 881 P.2d 670, 673 (1994) (“Words used in an instruction

in their ordinary sense and which are commonly understood require no further defining
instructions.”). Accordingly, Petitioner has not and cannot demonstrate good cause and
prejudice to overcome the procedural default.

Third, Petitioner also challenges the language of Jury Instruction No. 30, which he
claims the Nevada Supreme Court has stated cannot be used. Petition at 11.

Jury Instruction No. 30 stated,

The Defendant is presumed innocent until the contrary is proved. This
presumption places upon the State the burden of proving beyond a reasonable
doubt every element of the crime charged and that the Defendant is the
person who committed the offense. A reasonable doubt is one based on
reason. It is not mere possible doubt but is such a doubt as would govern or
control a person in the more weighty affairs of life. If the minds of the jurors,
after the entire comparison and consideration of all the evidence, are in such
a condition that they can say they feel an abiding conviction of the truth of
the charge, there is not a reasonable doubt. Doubt to be reasonable must be
actual, not mere possibility or speculation.

If you have a reasonable doubt as to the guilt of the Defendant, he is
entitled to a verdict of not guiity.

In addition to his claim being suitable for summary denial, this instruction was an accurate
statement of the law complying with NRS 175.211, which mandates the language of this
instruction. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.

Fourth, Petitioner asserts that Jury Instruction No. 37 improperly instructed the jury that
the penalty phase need not be considered in deliberation, but then “biasly express[ed] first
degree murder penalty.” Petition at 11. He claims that the first degree murder penalty
instruction should be separate. Id.

Jury Instruction No. 37 stated,

In arriving at a verdict in this case as to whether the Defendant is
guilty or not guilty, the subject of penalty or punishment is not to be
discussed or considered by you and should in no way influence your verdict.

24
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If the Juris verdict is Murder in the First Degree, you will, at a later
hearing, consider the subject of penalty or punishment.

In addition to Petitioner’s claim being a naked assertion suitable only for summary denial, his
claim is also denied because this instruction was an accurate statement of law. Hargrove, 100

Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225; Moore v. State, 88 Nev. 74, 75-76, 493 P.2d 1035, 1036 (1972)

(stating that an instruction “directing the jury not to involve the question of guilt with a

consideration of the penalty is proper.”); Valdez v. State, 124 Nev. 1172, 1187, 196 P.3d 465,

476 (2008) (explaining that “[i]n a first-degree murder case, an instruction directing the jury
not to involve the question of guilt with a consideration of the penalty is proper.”).

5. Ground Five: Settling of jury instructions

Petitioner complains that the process used to settle jury instructions at trial precluded

his ability to understand the instructions and present objections. Petition at 12. Specifically, he

argues that it was improper for the Court to provide the number and the title rather than
repeating the instruction word for word. Id.

As a preliminary matter, this is a substantive claim that is waived due to the failure to
raise it on direct appeal. NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans, 117 Nev. at 646-47,
29 P.3d at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved on other grounds,
Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222, Additionally, Petitioner cannot and does not attempt to

demonstrate good cause because all of the facts and law necessary for such claim were
available when he filed his direct appeal.

Petitioner also cannot demonstrate prejudice to ignore his omission because his ¢laim
is meritless. Indeed, Petitioner was represented by counsel at the time he wished to make
objections to the jury instructions, and, thus, did not have the right to represent himself to
object on his own. See § 9:3 The Assistance of Counsel for the Pro Se Defendant, 3
Constitutional Rights of the Accused 3d § 9:3 (3d. ed.) (*courts have held uniformly that an
accused is not entitled to participate with counsel in the presentation of the defense™); see also,
Watson v. State, 130 Nev. 764, 782, n. 3, 335 P.3d 157,170 (2014) (citing United States v.
Kienenberger, 13 F.3d 1354, 1356 (9th Cir. 1994)); United States v. Lucas, 619 F.2d 870, 871
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(10th Cir. 1980); People v. D’Arcy, 48 Cal. 4th 257, 281-83, 226 P.3d 949, 966-67 (2010);
People v. Arguello, 772 P.2d 87, 92 (Colo. 1989); Parren v. State, 309 Md. 260, 264-65, 523
A.2d 597, 599 (1987); State v. Rickman, 148 Ariz. 499, 503-04, 715 P.2d 752, 756-57 (1986).

If Petitioner wanted to represent himself, he should have made a request of the Court to canvass

pursuant to Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. 806, 95 S. Ct. 2525 (1975). Accordingly,

Petitioner’s claim is denied.

Notwithstanding these claims being waived, dismissed, and meritless, any error in these
instructions is insufficiently prejudicial to warrant ignoring Petitioner’s procedural default
since the jury was properly instructed on the burden of proof and the weighing of witness
credibility via Jury Instruction Nos. 30 and 34 respectively. Moreover, any error would have
been harmless as there was overwhelming evidence of Petitioner’s guilt. Indeed, in addition to
the jury being presented with the evidence that Petitioner admitted to stabbing Devine, the jury
was also presented with evidence that Petitioner was not justified in doing so. The State
introduced credible and sufficient evidence of Petitioner’s actions after the crime, which
demonstrated that Petitioner did not have a reasonable fear of death. Petitioner did not call
911—even though he later told police that Davis said that he would shoot up the house after
Davis and Brittney Turner verbally fought. Despite these alleged threats and after he killed
Devine, Petitioner locked the door, left his home, and ran from the scene. In his haste to leave,
Petitioner left an older crippled woman, a three-year-old, a seventeen-year-old, and his niece
in the home while claiming that Davis would shoot up his home. Petitioner fled the scene by
jumping two walls and jumping down from a high point of one of the walls. Petitioner also
destroyed and hid the murder weapon, a knife. Petitioner did not go back to his home until just
after the police left and did not account for where he went between 7:00 PM and 2:00 AM the
night of the crime, when he turned himself in to police. Therefore, Petitioner’s claims are
denied.

6. Ground Six: Trial counsel was not ineffective

Under Ground Six, Petitioner argues that trial counsel was ineffective for failing to: (1)

investigate Petitioner’s case and prepare for trial; (2) establish Petitioner’s theory of defense
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through the jury instructions; (3) object to Kyriell Davis’ testimony; (4) protect Petitioner’s

post arrest silence; and (5) impeach Kyriell Davis. Petition at 13-17. As will be discussed

below, each of these claims are denied.
a. Failure to investigate and prepare for trial
Petitioner argues that counsel was ineffective regarding the investigation of his case for

several reasons. Petition at 13-14.

First, Petitioner argues that counsel did nothing, but review the State’s open file to
prepare the case. Petition at 13. Petitioner claims that the only reason he had witnesses testify

for the defense was because he told them to come to court. Id. This claim fails under Molina

120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538, since Petitioner does not demonstrate what a better
investigation would have shown.

Second, he argues that counsel failed to call a pathologist as an expert to discuss the
positioning of the victim at the time of his death and other details regarding the stabbing, which

he argues would have prevented his conviction. Petition at 13-14. However, this claim also

fails under Molina as Petitioner does not and cannot demonstrate that such testimony would

have changed the outcome of his trial. Moreover, which witnesses to call is a strategic decision
left to counsel. Rhyne, 118 Nev. at 8, 38 P.3d at 167.

Third, he argues that counsel failed to canvass his neighbors to determine what they
knew. Petition at 14, This claim also fails under Molina, 120 Nev. at 192, 87 P.3d at 538.
Indeed, Petitioner does not even attempt to indicate what the neighbors’ testimony would have
been, let alone whether it would have aided in his defense.

Fourth, he claims counsel did not interview Sandi Cash, Defendant’s sister. Id. he
claims that because counsel failed to obtain Sandi’s information, there was no testimony
elicited regarding Devine not visiting Petitioner’s place of residence, the threats Devine made
toward the home and Petitioner, and prior acts related to the case. Id. Even if such testimony
had been elicited, Petitioner has also failed to demonstrate, as with his other claims, how the
testimony would have changed the outcome of his trial. Indeed, assuming Sandi did testify to

such information, that testimony would not have changed the fact that the jury was presented
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with evidence demonstrating Petitioner did not act in self-defense, including “that [Petitioner]
initiated the conflict, only he had a weapon, he fled from the scene, and he disposed of the

murder weapon.” Order of Affirmance, filed September 12, 2019, at 2.

In sum, Petitioner cannot demonstrate he was prejudiced by counsel’s actions, let alone
that counsel fell below an objective standard of reasonableness. Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686-
87, 104 S. Ct. at 206364, Therefore, Petitioner’s claims are denied.
b. Failure to establish Petitioner’s theory of defense through jury
instructions
Petitioner complains that counsel failed to present Petitioner’s theory of defense and

offer jury instructions consistent with his self-defense theory. Petition at 15. Additionally, he

argues that counsel was ineffective for failing to establish foundational evidence regarding
why Petitioner was carrying a work knife on his petson. Id.

Petitioner’s complaint that counsel was ineffective because there was no self-defense
jury instruction provided is belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225.
Jury Instruction Nos. 21 through 27 demonstrate that the jury was instructed on the theory of
self-defense. Those jury instructions properly provided the jury with the law to determine
whether Petitioner was justified under a theory of self-defense for protecting his daughter,
Brittney Turner. Requesting an additional instruction would have therefore been futile. Ennis,
122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. Moreover, counsel argued the self-defense theory
throughout his closing argument. Regardless, Petitioner cannot and does not even attempt to
demonstrate what additional instruction he believes should have been given to demonstrate
prejudice.

Petitioner’s claim that counsel failed to establish foundational evidence regarding why
Petitioner carried a work knife is also belied by the record. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686
P.2d at 225. During counsel’s opening statement, counsel provided context as to Why
Petitioner carried a knife:

I
1

28

WCLARKCOUNTYDA.NET\CRMCASE2\20176011041201 760104C-FFCO-(THOMAS CASH)-001.DOCX

199




WO =1 N R W N e

N R NN RN DN RN R e e et et ped ek et e
00 ~I O W R W= O Y 00 N R W e

Now, this man sitting here, Thomas Cash, he's 52 years old. He works
at Sears. He's an HVAC technician. He carries a tool belt around his waist.
In addition to the tool belt, se keeps a knife flipped on the inside of his pocket.
That knife really isn't for working, It's for when boxes come in that he has to
open. He slices them open,

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 3, filed December 14, 2018, at 167-68

(emphasis added). Counsel reiterated this foundation again during his closing argument:

He went out as quickly as he could because he believed Brittney was
in imminent danger. He just so happened, as I said in opening argument, the
man is an HVAC technician. His daughter testified he fixes machines, fixes
the vending machine at McDonald's. He works at Sears. He always has this
little knife clipped right here.

Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 7, filed December 14, 2018, at 75

(emphasis added). Accordingly, counsel could not have been ineffective as the jury was
provided foundation regarding Petitioner carrying a knife. For the same reason, Petitioner
cannot and does not demonstrate prejudice. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is denied.

c. Failure to object to Kyriell Davis’ testimony

Petitioner argues that counsel was ineffective for failing to object to a portion of Davis’
testimony during trial wherein he discussed the altercation he had with Petitioner that
ultimately led to Devine’s death after Devine had stepped in to break up the fight. Petition at
15-16; Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at

142-46, 169. Specifically, he claims that counsel should have objected to the narrative nature
of Davis’ testimony and when the same information was repeated. Petition at 15-16;
Recorder’s Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at 146-192,

Petitioner’s claim is denied. As a preliminary matter, when to object is a strategic
decision left to counsel to make. Rhyne, 118 Nev. at 8, 38 P.3d at 167, Based on the subject
matter of Davis’ testimony, counsel could have concluded that it would have damaged his

credibility with the jury if he made a series of pointless objections that could be perceived as
29
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disrespectful to the witness or as achieving nothing more than delaying the process. Also, if
the information was going to be presented to the jury regardless, counsel did not need to offer
any futile objections. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103. In other words, even if the
State had asked more questions to break up Davis’ testimony, the State would have elicited
the information as it was pertinent eyewitness evidence of someone who watched Petitioner
commit the crimes charged in this case. Accordingly, Petitioner cannot demonstrate he was
prejudiced.

Additionally, Petitioner mistakenly claims that counsel should have objected when
Davis’ testimony was repeated. Any information that was repeated was for the purposes of
clarification and asking further questions about what Davis’ previous testimony. Recorder’s

Transcript of Proceedings: Jury Trial Day 4, filed December 14, 2018, at 146-174.

Accordingly, any objection by counsel would have been futile. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706, 137
P.3d at 1103, Thus, Petitioner cannot demonstrate that counsel below an objective standard of
reasonableness, let alone prejudice so his claim is denied. Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686-87, 104
S. Ct. at 2063--64.
d. Failure to protect post-arrest silence
Petitioner argues that counsel failed to protect Petitioner’s post-arrest silence because

he should have objected to the State’s rebuttal witness, Detective Gillis. Petition at 16.

Petitioner claims that counsel should have requested that the rebuttal witness first testify
outside the presence of the jury to determine the prejudicial nature of his testimony. Petition
at 17. Not only has Petitioner failed to indicate the prejudicial testimony to which he is
referring, but as discussed supra, his claim is meritless. Indeed, Detective Gillis was noticed
as a witness prior to trial and Petitioner did not unambiguously invoke his right to silence
regarding where he was or what he was doing afier stabbing Devine. Hargrove, 100 Nev. at
502, 686 P.2d at 225. Accordingly, any objection by counsel would have been futile. Ennis,
122 Nev. at 706, 137 P.3d at 1103, Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is denied.

e. Failure to impeach Kyriell Davis’ testimony
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Petitioner complains that counsel was ineffective for failing to impeach Davis, who he
claims was the sole witness for the state that saw Petitioner with a knife and stab the victim.
Petition at 16-17. Specifically, he argues that Davis committed perjury when he testified that
Brittney Turner left the scene once the altercation occurred and Petitioner had to call her to
come and get the baby. Id. He claims that he could have impeached Davis’ testimony through
witnesses: Brittney Turner, Tamisha Kinchron, Antoinette White, and Isidra Flores. Id.
Petitioner’s claim fails,

As a preliminary matter, Petitioner has not provided any evidence that Davis did in fact
commit perjury when he testified regarding Turner leaving the scene. Even if he had provided
the Court with such information, his claim would still fail as Turner’s whereabouts once the
altercation began would not have changed the outcome of his trial. The defense’s theory was
that Petitioner was acting in self-defense when he stabbed Deving as he felt like he was facing
a two-on-one fight with Devine and Davis. In other words, whether Turner was inside of the
home or outside of the home was not an essential factor in the jury determining if Petitioner,
at the moment he stabbed Devine, was acting in self-defense. Accordingly, impeaching Davis
was not necessary to proving Petitioner was acting in self-defense. Notably, Petitioner even
appears to concede this point when he states, “[tJhough the impeach did not strick at the stab
incident, such perjury would have gone to insight to the jury that Davis committed perjury.”
Petition at 17. Indeed, Petitioner cannot demonstrate prejudice because that sole fact would
not have changed the outcome of the trial. Therefore, his claim is denied.

7. Ground Seven: Cumulative error

Petitioner asserts a claim of cumulative error in the context of ineffective assistance of
counsel. Supplemental Petition at 68-69. The Nevada Supreme Court has never held that
instances of ineffective assistance of counsel can be cumulated; it is the State’s position that
they cannot. However, even if they could be, it would be of no consequence as there was no

single instance of ineffective assistance in Petitioner’s case. See United States v. Rivera, 900

F.2d 1462, 1471 (10th Cir. 1990) (“[A] cumulative-error analysis should evaluate only the

effect of matters determined to be error, not the cumulative effect of non-errors.”).
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Furthermore, Petitioner’s claim is without merit. “Relevant factors to consider in evaluating a
claim of cumulative error are (1) whether the issue of guilt is close, (2) the quantity and
character of the error, and (3) the gravity of the crime charged.” Mulder v. State, 116 Nev. 1,
17,992 P.2d 845, 855 (2000).

In the instant case, as argued in Section [.A.4 supra, the issue of guilt in this case was
not close.

Additionally, Petitioner has not asserted any meritorious claims of error, and thus, there
is no error to cumulate. Regardless, any errors that occurred at trial would have been minimal
in quantity and character, and a defendant “is not entitled to a perfect trial, but only a fair trial.”
Ennis v. State, 91 Nev. 530, 533, 539 P.2d 114, 115 (1975).

Third, and finally, Petitioner was convicted of a grave crime, However, because the
evidence was more than sufficient and there was no error, it does not weigh heavily in this
Court’s analysis. Therefore, Petitioner’s claim is denied.

8. Ground Eight: Appellate counsel was not ineffective for failing to consult

prior to filing Petitioner’s direct appeal

Petitioner argues that counsel was ineffective for failing to consult with him before
drafting Petitioner’s direct appeal and filed it despite Petitioner’s request to hold off so he
could research counsel’s claims as well as add claims to his appeal, including the claims in the

instant Petition. Petition at 17-18. However, his claim fails for several reasons.

First, which claims to raise is a strategic decision left to the discretion of counsel.
Rhyne, 118 Nev. at 8, 38 P.3d at 167. Second, appellate counsel is in fact more effective when
limiting appellate arguments to only the best issues. Jones v. Barnes, 463 745, 751, 103 S.Ct.
3308, 3312 (1983); Ford v. State, 105 Nev. 850, 853, 784 P.2d 951, 953 (1989). Third, for the

reasons discussed throughout this Petition, Petitioner’s claims would not have been effective
on direct appeal and, thus, raising such issues would have been futile. Ennis, 122 Nev. at 706,
137 P.3d at 1103. Therefore, Petitioner’s claims are denied.

1

1
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9. Ground Nine: Peétitioner’s right to a speedy trial was not violated

Petitioner argues that the Court violated his right to a speedy trial. Petition at 18.

Specifically, he claims that the Court erroneously continued his trial against the parties’
consent. Id. Not only is this claim a bare and naked assertion suitable only for summary
dismissal, but also it is waived as a substantive claim that should have been raised on appeal.
Hargrove, 100 Nev. at 502, 686 P.2d at 225; NRS 34.724(2)(a); NRS 34.810(1)(b)(2); Evans,
117 Nev. at 646-47, 29 P.3d at 523; Franklin, 110 Nev. at 752, 877 P.2d at 1059, disapproved
on other grounds, Thomas, 115 Nev. 148, 979 P.2d 222. Additionally, Petitioner cannot

attempt to demonstrate good cause as these claims were available for direct appeal and he
cannot demonstrate prejudice because his claim is meritless.

NRS 178.556(1) grants the district court discretion to dismiss a case if it is not brought
to trial within sixty days due to unreasonable delay. Dismissal is only mandatory where there

is not good cause for delay. Anderson v. State, 86 Nev. 829, 834, 477 P.2d 595, 598 (1970).

“Simply to trigger a speedy trial analysis, an accused must allege that the interval between
accusation and trial has crossed the threshold dividing ordinary from presumptively prejudicial

delay.” Doggett v. United States, 505 U.S. 650, 651-52, 112 S.Ct. 2686, 2690-2691 (1992).

Delays are not presumptively prejudicial until one year or more has passed. Doggett, 505 U.S.
at 651-652, fn. 1, 112 S.Ct. at 2690-2691, fn. I; see also Byford v. State, 116 Nev. 215, 230,
994 P.2d 700, 711 (2000). The Doggett Court justified the imposition of this threshold

requirement noting that “by definition he cannot complain that the government has denied him
a ‘speedy trial’ if it has, in fact, prosecuted the case with customary promptness.” Id. at 651-
52,112 S.Ct. at 2690-91.

If this hurdle is overcome, a court determines if a constitutional speedy trial violation

has occurred by applying the four-part test laid out in Barker v. Wingo, which examines the

“[1]length of delay, the reason for the delay, the defendant’s assertion of his right, and prejudice
to the defendant.” Prince v. State, 118 Nev. 634, 640, 55 P.3d 947, 951 (2002) (quoting Barker
v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514, 530, 92 S.Ct. 2182, 2192 (1972)). The Barker factors must be

considered collectively as no single element is necessary or sufficient. Moore v. Arizona, 414
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