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1 RENO, NEVADA, THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 2015, 1:45 P.M.

2 --000--

3

4 THE COURT: Please be seated. Good afternoon.
5 Mr. Picker, you're here for Mr. Hickman?

6 MR. PICKER: I am, your Honor.

7 THE COURT: And Mr. Schachter, you're okay with
8| that?

9 THE DEFENDANT: I am fine with that.
10 THE COURT: This is the time set for sentencing.
11| we are ready to proceed; is that correct?
12 MR. PICKER: We are, your Honor.
13 MR. BOGALE: Yes, we are.
14 THE COURT: I'm in receipt of the Amended
15| Supplemental to Presentence Investigation Report, filed

=
(@]

February 23rd, 2015.

Mr. Picker, have you had an opportunity to

R R
0o N

review this document with your client?

=
(\e]

MR. PICKER: Yes, your Honhor.

N
o

THE COURT: Are there any more factual

N
=

corrections to make to the report?

N
N

MR. PICKER: Yes, your Honor. Wwe've provided

N
w

what's been marked as Exhibit 24 to your clerk. what the

N
N

document is is a set of emails, the emails that Mr.

2
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Hickman sent to Parole & Probation with the additional
corrections that were sought and their response thereto.
They adopted some and did not adopt others. The ones they
adopted, obviously, are in the Amended Supplemental. The
ones they did not are in their e-mail, and I'm going to
ask that that be introduced as -- that they be admitted as
an exhibit for the purposes of just evidencing that we

followed the local rules as to seeking changes to the PSI.

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

THE COURT: And, then, are you going to verbally

=
o

talk about the ones that they did not change?

=
=

MR. PICKER: I can do that, your Honor, and

those are brief.

R
w N

THE COURT: Okay. That would help me, rather

=
EaN

than try to look at your exhibit and go back and forth

o
(9]

about which ones were changed.

=
(@]

MR. PICKER: That's fine, your Honor. Do you

want me to do that now?

R R
0o N

THE COURT: Yes.

=
(\e]

And Mr. Bogale, did you get a chance to see that

exhibit?

NN
R O

MR. BOGALE: Yes, I have a copy right here.

N
N

THE COURT: So I'm going to admit it for the

N
w

purpose of showing that the local rules were satisfied and

then we'll talk about each of the ones that Mr. Schachter

N
N

3
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still believes have not been corrected.

MR. PICKER: Thank you, your Honor.

The first one that we address was on page two of
the Amended Supplemental to Presentence Investigation
Report. Under dates of birth, it lists two additional
dates of birth. oOne of those is December 11th, 1961. we
note for you, your Honor, in the previous supplemental

PSI, in the aliases just above that was listed the name

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

Jennifer Diane Schaffer, and what we attempted to show is

that that date of birth was associated with that name.

e
R O

That was a person who actually was booked in the jail on

=
N

the same day as Mr. Schachter was. You can see Ms.

=
w

Schaffer and Mr. Schachter's names are fairly similar. He

has never used that birth date. That is a birth date

=
EaN

associated with Ms. Schaffer and that's what she was

e
o

booked into the washoe County Jail under. So we ask that

17 | that birth date be stricken.

18 THE COURT: Division?

19 MS. BROWN: Your Honor, due to the fact that
20| it's on the rap sheet, the defendant's FBI and Nevada

N
=

criminal history rap sheet, we have no way to know if he,

N
N

in fact, used that date of birth or if it was an error on

N
w

another police agency's part. Therefore, anything we see

N
N

on the rap sheet will go onto the PSI and we have no way

4

V8. 1306



V8. 1307

to confirm whether he used that date of birth or if it was
an error somewhere earlier down the tracks.

THE COURT: So, basically, what you're telling
me is that that date is found somewhere in a record, but
you have no idea if it was used or not.

MS. BROWN: Correct. But it ended up on his rap
sheet as an additional date of birth. Therefore, we

assume, without any other information, that he must've

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

used it somewhere along the way.

=
o

THE COURT: Did you previously have a Jennifer

Diane Schaffer as an alias?

B
N R

MS. BROWN: It is not marked in the presentence

=
w

investigation report. I see on --

=
EaN

MR. PICKER: 1It's actually on the NCIC, your

o
(9]

Honor.

MS. BROWN: It is on his NCI record as an alias.

o
N o

THE COURT: But you did take that off.
MS. BROWN: No. I don't think it ever went on

e
o o

the PSI. For some reason, it got missed going on. It

N
o

should've been added as an AKA, the Jennifer Diane

N
=

Schaffer.

N
N

THE COURT: Okay. I'm going to strike that.

N
w

I'm going to order that you strike it. If we can't

N
N

substantiate it belongs to the defendant, it shouldn't be

5
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on his PSI. So we'll strike it.

MR. PICKER: Second, your Honor, is on page five
of the Amended Supplemental. Under the case dated May
1996, in the -- well, actually, let me start before that.
Oon page three, it lists -- at the bottom of page three, it
Tists five paroles, five revoked. If your Honor looks at
the criminal history, the only place where Mr. Schachter

was ever paroled, which is on page five of the

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

supplemental PSI, is in 1996, on one case. Apparently,

=
o

the Division determines it as five different paroles, but

=
=

as you can see, if you look under the disposition on page

=
N

five, it's one case. He was reinstated on parole, and

=
w

it's a difference in terminology. 1In Nevada -- first of

=
EaN

all, in Nevada, he wouldn't be reinstated five times. I

o
(9]

think we could probably all stipulate to that, but in

=
(@]

California, he gets reinstated. It doesn't become a new

=
N

parole term; it's a return to parole, because what they

=
(0]

do is they don't actually do a full revocation. They'l]l

=
(\e]

put Mr. Schachter and did put him in prison for a month,

N
o

put him back out, and it's similar to what our Specialty

N
=

Court does of putting somebody in for a couple days to see

N
N

if it changes their behavior.

N
w

So it's a question for us of whether he actually

N
N

has five parole revocations or he has one parole that he

6
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repeatedly violated. we're not arguing that the
violations aren't correct, according to the PSI. 1It's
just calling them five different revocations makes it look
much worse than it actually 1is, because it's one case.

THE COURT: Well, first, I don't use the count
that they give in the first place, just so you knew. I
Took at the criminal history and decide how important it

is, for myself. But even if I were to use that, I would

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

Took at this criminal history and say he got five chances

=
o

on parole and blew it every time. That's what I see as a

=
=

revoked parole.

MR. PICKER: And I think Mr. Schachter would

R
w N

agree with you that that's a fair statement. It's the

=
EaN

question of -- because, in Nevada, a revocation of parole

o
(9]

is a much more formal process than it is in California.

NDOC would read it as five revocations, and that's our

=
(@]

concern on Mr. Schachter's behalf.

R R
0o N

THE COURT: I can't take judicial notice of what

=
(\e]

they do in California or not.

N
o

Division, why do you call it "revoked"?

N
=

MS. BROWN: When we call california Department

N
N

of Corrections, they basically tell us that's when he was

N
w

returned to prison. So he was arrested on a parole

N
N

violation -- or he was paroled and then he was revoked.

7/
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THE COURT: Do they use the language "revoked"?

MS. BROWN: I believe they do.

THE COURT: So that's what you're repeating. So
you just put in what they tell you.

MS. BROWN: Yes, ma'am. And when the case is
finally done in the parole system, they either tell us he
expired prison, he expired parole, or they get that new

post-conviction. So we report what California is telling

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

us.

=
o

THE COURT: So I can't really change it, but

=
=

just so you know, whether that has some implication

=
N

somewhere down the road, without more evidence, I can't

=
w

change it. I'm going to go with what the Parole &

=
EaN

Probation say they've been told. But the way I Took at

o
(9]

it, it doesn't matter. Whether it was five different

=
(@]

cases that you got parole on and you blew it every time or

=
N

the same case, you still blew it.

=
(0]

MR. PICKER: I understand that, your Honor. And

=
(\e]

with that, I think that Mr. Schachter's a Tittle more

N
o

comfortable with knowing how you're viewing it.

N
=

THE DEFENDANT: The only thing that I would add

N
N

to that 1is, it's one term of parole.

N
w

MR. PICKER: It 1is one term of parole, and

N
N

that's the only thing we were -- and I understand what

8
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your Honor's saying, and I think Mr. Schachter does too,
but it shows as all one case. So --

THE COURT: And that's the way I read it.

MR. PICKER: So the third one was the one that
was done by Parole & Probation. So we have no further
issue with that. I believe the fourth one was completed
as well, and that would be all the changes that we did

with our objections, your Honor.

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

For the record, Mr. Schachter, prior to our

=
o

appointment, did file his own objection to presentence

=
=

report on November 20th of 2014. I think your Honor has

=
N

already reviewed with him previously those that were

=
w

changed and those that were not granted, but we just

wanted to make sure the record was clear that he had not

e
(U2 BN SN

waived those objections raised in November of last year,

=
(@]

that our objections were in addition to his.

=
N

THE COURT: There was a presentence report that

=
(0]

the Court was working off of at that time, which had

been --

N R
o ©

MR. PICKER: And there was a supplemental that

N
=

was filed December 31st that reflected, at least in part,

N
N

those changes -- or some of those changes. And I don't

N
w

know how your Honor actually dealt with the remainder of

N
N

those objections, if you did so on the record.

9
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THE COURT: I don't think I did, Mr. Picker. I
think I assumed that his objections were either in
Mr. Hickman's pleading or they'd been abandoned.

MR. PICKER: So 1in that objection, Mr. Schachter
was objecting to the -- or what was written as his
statement, especially the paragraph that's at the top of
page eight. Your Honor knows that Mr. Schachter went to

trial and he contested and continues to contest his guilt.

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

So your Honor would realize that that paragraph doesn't

=
o

reflect either the position he took at trial or the one

=
=

that he's continued to espouse since day one of this case.

=
N

THE COURT: The paragraph at the top of page

=
w

eight?

=
EaN

MR. PICKER: Yes.

o
(9]

THE COURT: Okay. He says he objects to

=
(@]

defendant's statement, to the whole thing, because 1it's

=
N

either a misrepresentation of what has been stated or the

=
(0]

facts as presented in the interview at washoe County Jail
on October 26th, 2014.
MR. PICKER: Right. And the actual objection,

N N R
R O O

really, to that paragraph at the top of page eight is that

N
N

it is an inaccurate representation of what he said.

N
w

THE COURT: So where the line says, "During the

N
N

interview, the defendant's version of the instant offense

10
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1| was written down by the undersigned. It was read back to
2| him verbatim and he agreed with the statement," he's

3| denying that?

4 MR. PICKER: Correct.

5 THE COURT: I'll note the PSI, and that'll be up
6| to a discussion between him and the report writer.

7 MR. PICKER: Thank you, your Honor.

8 THE COURT: And then I guess he was objecting to
9| the fact that it said "Plea negotiations were not
10| applicable."”
11 MR. PICKER: Correct, your Honor. Because as

=
N

your Honor knows in this case, and I believe you were

=
w

informed, there had been plea negotiations. And in fact,

=
EaN

it had to be pursuant to the U.S. Supreme Court decision

o
(9]

that those were placed on the record at some point. I

=
(@]

don't have it in front of me, but there were plea

17 | negotiations. They were unsuccessful, but there were plea
18 | negotiations, and I think that's his objection, 1is it

19 | appears that there was no attempt to negotiate, and I

20| believe everybody agrees there was.

21 THE COURT: And I don't think that's what that
22 | section says. It's just saying that they're not going to

N
w

tell me the plea negotiations, because he went to trial.

N
N

And then the $500 he was objecting to in

11
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that the statute allows for stacking of the $500

1| attorney's fees --

2 MR. PICKER: I think he was doing that because

3| Mr. Leslie was serving as standby counsel, as opposed to
4| counsel.

5 THE COURT: But now it's gone up to a thousand.
6 MR. PICKER: Yeah. And I'm not sure how they --
7 | because I don't think the statute allows -- I'm not sure
8

9

attorney's fees just because it switches from the PD's

office to the APD's office.

e
R o

MS. BROWN: Your Honor, when the first

=
N

presentence investigation came down, it was $500 because

=
w

of the use of stand-in counsel, and we felt that if the

Public Defender's oOffice or the Alternate Public

e
(U2 BN SN

Defender's Office was involved in this case, then they

=
(@]

should be compensated for their time.

=
N

when Mr. Schachter put in his disagreement with

=
(0]

the presentence investigation, we realized that he had

=
(\e]

actually taken it to trial, and because he still had the

N
o

use of the county's defenders, jury trials are a thousand

N
=

dollars, and, therefore, it was an error on the Division's

N
N

part in the very first PSI and it should've been a

thousand at that time.

NN
How

THE COURT: And statutorily, the Court can order

12
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any amount of attorney's fees, but that's by practice 1in
washoe County, that if it's a gross misdemeanor, we
usually go 250; a felony is 500, and jury trial's a
thousand.

MS. BROWN: Correct. Those were the numbers
that we had been using, and as we're aware -- it escapes
me which judge used to do this, but one judge always gave

a $250 fee, whether it was a felony, gross, jury trial, or

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

whatever. And our attorney fees is under the section

=
o

"Recommendation"” and we just advise the Court that that's

what we think.

B
N R

THE COURT: Okay. So have we gone through both

=
w

Tists and resolved all the possible issues?

=
EaN

MR. PICKER: Yes, we have, your Honor. Those

are all of the issues that were raised.

e
o w

THE COURT: AIll right. So now that we have the

=
N

Amended Supplemental to Presentence Investigation, we will

=
(0]

proceed with that document that was filed with the one

=
(\e]

change I've now made, and it was filed in February 23rd,

N
o

2015, and that'll be the controlling document. Right?

N
=

MR. BOGALE: May the State offer just one --

N
N

THE COURT: Yes, absolutely.

N
w

MR. BOGALE: -- small correction to the PSI? My

N
N

name's actually spelled wrong. So on the first page,

13
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1| under prosecutor, the first A in the first name should be
2| an E.

3 MR. PICKER: And your Honor, probably it should
4| no longer say "pro per," because Mr. Schachter's no longer
5| pro per.

6 THE COURT: Okay. So Mr. Hickman, the alternate
7 | public defender, with Mr. Picker standing in today.

8 MR. PICKER: However you want to do 1it, your

9 | Honor.
10 THE COURT: I don't think I'11 make those
11| changes, but I will note that he's not pro per. So that
12 | correction 1is made.
13 Anything else?
14 Okay. Then let's proceed with this document.
15 MR. BOGALE: Not from the State.
16 THE COURT: Argument, Mr. Picker.
17 MR. PICKER: Thank you, your Honor.
18 I'm not sure how you want to proceed, because we
19 | have challenged in our trial statement each of the five

N
o

prior convictions which the State is attempting to offer

N
=

as enhancement. So, at this point, I will request

22| direction from the Court on how you want to proceed.
23 THE COURT: We can talk about those prior -- I
24| think 1t 1s probably a good idea to make a determination

14
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as to the validity of the prior convictions before we make
a determination of whether or not there are prior
convictions that will support a finding of habitual
criminal, and then argue whether there are those
convictions or not and whether or not habitual criminal
should apply.

So we have some exhibits marked?

THE CLERK: Correct. Exhibit 284 and 5 were

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

previously marked, which are prior convictions. Mr.

=
o

Bogale marked Exhibit 23 today, which is also another

=
=

prior conviction.

=
N

MR. PICKER: We have copies of each of those,

=
w

your Honor.

THE COURT: Then let's talk about the

e
(U2 BN SN

admissibility for purposes of habitual criminal.

=
(@]

MR. PICKER: Thank you, your Honor.

=
N

We can start with Exhibit 4, that being the

=
(0]

Santa Clara County Municipal Court documents. As we've

=
(\e]

outlined in the sentencing -- and I don't want to revisit

N
o

the sentencing memo, because I assume that you've had a

N
=

chance to read it. So I don't want to do that. oOur main

concern with Exhibit 4 has to do with the fact that the

NN
w N

documentation, especially the felony minutes, commitment

and certification is a form with a series of checkboxes.

N
N

15
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Unfortunately, what it doesn't do is, other than say Mr.
Schachter waived his rights -- and for the record as well,
his Tast name is misspelled on that document -- but in
addition to that, it just says "waived rights" and gives
no further information. Although it does -- and as we
pointed out in our memorandum, it does then refer the case
to the higher court, because the Municipal Court in

California is unable to actually complete a felony

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

conviction. It has to go to the Superior Court, and that

=
o

was the next document that would apply.

=
=

Again, there's no advisement of what specific

=
N

rights they were. As we quoted from Boykin versus

=
w

Alabama, there's some specific needs as to which rights

=
EaN

are being waived and there has to be some record of that.

o
(9]

And the State of Nevada has, of course, acknowledged

=
(@]

Boykin versus Alabama and the importance of a totality of

=
N

the record, which we quoted in the sentencing memorandum,

=
(0]

and our concern 1is, there is no real record of what

=
(\e]

Mr. Schachter was asked to waive, other than somebody

N
o

checked -- the judge checked the box "waived rights.”" we

N
=

don't know which rights were explained to him, how they

N
N

were explained or any of that. And we have no record, no

N
w

transcript of how that was done either.

N
N

In addition, it does not show a notice of the

16
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charges, in that there is no statement or record that
Mr. Schachter was arraigned or otherwise provided formal
notice of the charges and the elements against him, either
in a written canvass or oral canvass. There's no
indication of that in the documentation.

So based on that, looking at the case lTaw that
we have cited, we believe that, on its face, this

attempted conviction is insufficient to meet the standards
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under which it can be used for habitual criminal

=
o

enhancement purposes.

=
=

THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Bogale, why don't you

=
N

address this argument and then we'll go to the next one.

13 MR. BOGALE: Thank you, your Honor.
14 As to Exhibit 4, which is the 1992 Santa Clara
15| County prior for driving or taking a vehicle, the State

=
(@]

would argue that it is constitutional, and pursuant to

=
N

Fornier versus State, which is found at 95 Nevada 591 --

=
(0]

it's a 1979 case -- there are two essential ways to have a

=
(\e]

valid prior conviction. One is to have the presence of

N
o

counsel. Two is, if you don't have counsel, that you

N
=

validly waived counsel. Now, that's not the only right

N
N

that you have to waive. You have to waive your right

N
w

against self-incrimination, your right to a trial, your

N
N

right to cross-examine the witnesses, but the presence of

17
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counsel, if found, 1is sufficient to make a prior valid.
And then I cite another Nevada Supreme Court
case, Daymon versus State, D-A-Y-M-0-N, which 1is found at
94 Nevada 370; it's a 1978 case. 1In that exhibit, in the
felony minutes of arraignment of April 1st, 1992, it Tlists
Frank Mayo as the defendant's attorney. It says the
defendant and his attorney, Frank Mayo. It also, on the

same page, lists the waived rights. It checks the box

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

"waives rights." It also checks the box that says, "The

=
o

plea was knowing and intelligent and voluntary."” And 1in

=
=

the sentencing minutes later on in the prior conviction of

=
N

July 13th, 1992, it also again 1lists Frank Mayo as the

=
w

defendant's attorney. Having an attorney creates a

=
EaN

presumption that rights were intelligently waived and that

o
(9]

a plea was voluntarily and intelligently entered. That's

=
(@]

the whole point of counsel.

=
N

In fact, the reason why this court, I believe,

took so much care to insure that Mr. Schachter had counsel

e
o o

here in this sentencing is because, for example, you can't

N
o

raise objections to the validity of a prior conviction for

N
=

the first time on appeal. So if he decides to appeal and

N
N

he didn't know that and he was pro per, he wouldn't have

N
w

had those objections. Wwhat we have today is the presence

N
N

of counsel, who's presented objections to the prior

18
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conviction. That's an example of the benefit of counsel.
That's the concept that makes a prior valid, if the
defendant was represented by counsel. He was, the State
argues, in the 1992 case, and for that reason, the State
thinks, by a preponderance of the evidence, it has shown
that it is a valid prior conviction.

THE COURT: Anything further, Mr. Picker?

MR. PICKER: The only other thing, your Honor,

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

is that -- as we said, the language of the Supreme Court's

=
o

decision in Boykin and the cases they've utilized in

=
=

Nevada talk about specificity. They do talk about the

=
N

totality of the circumstances, but they also, especially

=
w

when it comes to waiver of rights, are worried about

=
EaN

specificity. Because if the record is bare, then this

o
(9]

court has to reach some conjecture about whether those

=
(@]

rights were -- whether Mr. Schachter was appropriately

=
N

advised of those rights and he appropriately waived them.

=
(0]

That is our concern, your Honor, is that the record is

=
(\e]

bare. I also note -- well, just based on that, your

N
o

Honor, we believe that this conviction is insufficient and

N
=

unconstitutional.

N
N

THE COURT: Wwell, the Nevada Supreme Court has

N
w

spoken on the issue of prior convictions and has

N
N

previously found that, for enhancement purposes, a prior

19
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conviction where the defendant was represented by counsel
would be presumptive and valid. 1In this instance, we do
have a judge saying that the rights were given and that it
happened in open court, voir-dired in open court -- in
other words, questioned in open court -- and the Court
made a specific finding that the plea was knowingly,
intelligently, and voluntarily entered. So the judge says

that he was advised, in open court through the voir dire,

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

of those rights and that he waived them. The presence of

=
o

the attorney is presumptive, but the rights that were

=
=

provided were, in fact, his rights. His rights were

=
N

protected when he entered his plea and he knowingly and

=
w

voluntarily entered it. The same attorney appeared later

=
EaN

with the defendant when he was sentenced, and it appears

o
(9]

he made actually both of the other appearances with Mr.

=
(@]

Schachter. So he was represented throughout by an

=
N

attorney, and for that reason, the Court is going to find

=
(0]

that the certified copy is sufficient to support

enhancement.

=
(\e]

Motion to strike 1is denied.

NN
R O

MR. BOGALE: So the Sstate formally moves for the

N
N

admission of Exhibit 4, your Honor.

THE COURT: We'll do that after --

NN
How

MR. BOGALE: We'll do it afterwards, okay.
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THE COURT: Go ahead, Mr. Picker.

MR. PICKER: Thank you, your Honor.

As to Exhibit 5, for the very reasons that you
just denied our objection on 4, that is the reasons why 5
should be stricken and not allowed in. 1In Exhibit 5,
there is absolutely no evidence of any waiver of rights at
any point in Exhibit 5, which is the suffolk County, New

York case. There is no waiver. There's no advisement,

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

there's no check mark, there's nothing for the purposes of

=
o

knowing what rights were reviewed, if any, with Mr.

=
=

Schachter in this case. The only advisement of rights is

=
N

as to the right to appeal in 30 days. That's the only

=
w

Tanguage used anywhere within this document.

=
EaN

So understanding your Honor's ruling as to

o
(9]

Exhibit 4, Exhibit 5 doesn't meet any of the criteria that

=
(@]

you just used to refuse to strike Exhibit 4. Based on

=
N

that, your Honor, as a side argument, should your Honor

=
(0]

decide that it is appropriate to use Exhibit 5, which we

=
(\e]

would object to, there is an allegation that there are two

N
o

convictions here. As your Honor knows, if two charges are

N
=

within the same conviction, they can only be used as one

N
N

conviction for the purposes of habitual criminal

enhancement.

NN
How

THE COURT: I absolutely agree with you,
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Mr. Picker, with regard to the ability to use more than
one charge as more than one conviction for purposes of
habitual criminal enhancement. It can't be done.

MR. PICKER: Thank you, your Honor.

THE COURT: Do you want to address the issue of
inadmissibility?

MR. BOGALE: Yes, your Honor, just briefly.

So Exhibit 5 is a 1970 conviction out of Suffolk

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

County, New York. The charges are attempted burglary and

=
o

forgery. The State would make the argument that it is

=
=

constitutionally valid. oOn the statement of plea page,

=
N

page four, it asks, "Have you discussed the case with your

=
w

Tawyer?"

writes Mr. Schachter.

=
EaN

"Yes,

o
(9]

"Did your lawyer offer, basically, a plea to

this case?"

=
(@]

"Yes.

R R
0o N

"Did your lawyer or the district attorney

=
(\e]

promise anything to induce your plea?"

"NO_ "

NN
R O

"Are you pleading freely and voluntarily?"

"Yes.

NN
w N

And on the bottom of the page, the defendant

N
N

signs his name, the defendant's attorney signs his name on
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a line that says "Defendant's Attorney," as a withess to
his signature, I guess. And then on the first page of the
certified copy of the prior conviction, page one, it lists
Lawrence Mullin, Esq., as the defendant's attorney on the
right there, and Kevin Koenig is the assistant prosecutor.

So there are two instances 1in this prior that
show the defendant was represented by counsel or had

counsel present during the proceedings. One is the first
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page, showing Lawrence Mullin's name. The next is on page

=
o

four, which the State will presume is Lawrence Mullin's

=
=

signature. I can't read it, but it is the signature of an

=
N

attorney for the defendant. It doesn't matter who it is.

=
w

So the State would make the argument that because the

=
EaN

defendant was represented by counsel, as the State made in

o
(9]

the last prior, that it is constitutionally valid and we

=
(@]

can presume that the defendant was advised of his rights

=
N

and knowingly waived those rights. That's the whole

=
(0]

purpose of having counsel.

=
(\e]

THE COURT: But we have a little problem. The

N
o

statement of plea talks about some of the rights, but not

N
=

all the rights.
MR. BOGALE: It doesn't talk about all the

NN
w N

rights, that's right.

N
N

THE COURT: And where else does it say that he
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was advised of his rights?

MR. BOGALE: I don't believe there's anywhere
else in that prior conviction, your Honor, that states
that he was advised of all of his constitutional rights.
Again, the State points your Honor to Fornier versus
State, which I'1ll read from it: "This court has held that
when the State seeks by introduction of prior convictions

to invoke the habitual offender enhancement statute, there

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

must be an affirmative showing that the defendant was

=
o

represented by counsel or that he validly waived his right

=
=

to counsel in the prior felony proceeding."

=
N

The State has made the argument that he was

=
w

represented by counsel and the State believes that's

=
EaN

enough. The standard here in terms of the burden of proof

o
(9]

is only preponderance of the evidence, because the initial

=
(@]

burden is on the State to show a certified copy of the

=
N

prior conviction. That's prima facial evidence of a valid

=
(0]

prior. Once that has happened, the defendant may raise

=
(\e]

some points of constitutional infirmity, but those are

N
o

pointed out and the State must prove by a preponderance of

N
=

the evidence, or some evidence, that the prior conviction

is valid.

N
N

I believe the fact that Lawrence Mullin 1is

NN
How

Tisted as his attorney and there's a signature under the
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the "Defendant's attorney" on the statement of plea, that
that suffices, your Honor. Thank you.

MR. PICKER: Your Honor, there is a rebuttal
presumption and that is what we've raised today. Just to
read the most important part of Boykin versus Alabama, in
talking about the federal constitutional rights which are
involved in a waiver, the U.S. Supreme Court stated, "we

cannot presume a waiver of these three important criminal

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

rights from a silent record." You have before you a

=
o

silent record. Wwhile there is a presumption that if there

=
=

was an attorney present, then it was a constitutionally

=
N

valid conviction, that does not overcome once a question

=
w

has been raised about whether any rights were waived

within the document.

e
(U2 BN SN

Here, the State provides absolutely no evidence

=
(@]

that any constitutional rights were given to Mr. Schachter

=
N

and that he knowingly and consciously waived those. So

=
(0]

given that, your Honor, given the language that the State

=
(\e]

relies upon in this Statement on Plea -- again, there's

N
o

also nothing as to the elements of the crime. So if this

N
=

1s the document that is the plea agreement, there's no

N
N

elements, there's no waiver of rights, there's no notice

of elements. So if this is the document the State is

NN
How

relying upon, it is constitutionally insufficient.
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THE COURT: Boykin versus Alabama was decided in
1969. The Nevada Supreme Court decided -- Fortner?

MR. BOGALE: Fornier. I have a copy of the
case, if you'd 1ike.

THE COURT: -- after that and specifically
addressed the issues that were being raised in prior
convictions being utilized. Of course, the difficulty

is how things change over the course of time and how
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documentation has changed. So when I look at this and I

=
o

say, okay, he knew he had a right to a jury trial, because

=
=

he had one scheduled. He was changing his plea. The

=
N

document shows that he wanted to change his plea from not

=
w

guilty to one of guilty, and he had a trial set.

The second concern is whether or not he had a

e
(U2 BN SN

right against self-incrimination, and he's represented by

=
(@]

counsel. That's such a fundamental right. He clearly was

=
N

not promised anything in the statement of plea. And then

=
(0]

the Tast one from Boykin is the right to confront one's

=
(\e]

accusers, and I think, based on the Nevada case Taw, with

N
o

an attorney present, the Nevada Supreme Court has said

N
=

that a statement of plea in this format can be used. 1It's

N
N

not my favorite. I don't think this is a strong certified

N
w

copy. I'm not exactly sure what was going on with the

N
N

defendant, except that he was represented by counsel.
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So the motion to strike it, I think needs to be
denied, because they have met their burden, the State has
met their burden, but 1t's not particularly compelling to
me, this particular conviction. So as you argue the case,
you may need to know that, both of you.

And then we have 237

MR. PICKER: That's correct, your Honor.

In Exhibit 23, there is no guilty plea memo,
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there's no plea canvass, there's no Information, there's

=
o

no preliminary hearing transcript, there's no judgment of

=
=

conviction. It is woefully deficient on many levels. It

=
N

is silent as to advisement of the waiver of privilege and

=
w

rights. They note the appointment of attorney and

=
EaN

presence of counsel during a preliminary hearing, but the

record is silent as to whether Mr. Schachter entered a

e
o w

plea of guilty with counsel. That's not within the

document itself.

R R
0o N

So it's interesting that we keep getting further

=
(\e]

and further from what Boykin anticipated, and we would ask

N
o

you not to allow this one, because all of those

N
=

deficiencies are present and there's some significant

N
N

issues with all of those things. It doesn't even -- we

N
w

don't believe -- it doesn't even meet what I think you

N
N

just termed to be a weak conviction, a weak set of prior

27

V8. 1329



V8. 1330

documents that was in the Suffolk County one. So we'd ask
that you strike it.

THE COURT: Mr. Bogale, your response to the
defendant's motion?

MR. BOGALE: The prior conviction, your Honor,
marked as Exhibit 23, from Los Angeles County in 1991 does
show that the defendant was appointed an attorney. It

shows that there was the presence of counsel 1in a
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preliminary hearing. Those have nothing to do with the

=
o

actual plea. So the State would argue that because

=
=

there's no showing that the defendant removed counsel or

=
N

got rid of counsel -- he was already appointed an

=
w

attorney -- I think that allows the Court to presume that

=
EaN

he continued using an attorney throughout the proceedings

in that case.

e
o w

For that reason, your Honor, the State would

=
N

urge the Court not to strike 1it.

THE COURT: I don't even know what it is. All

e
o o

I have is that he pled guilty to Count 1.

N
o

MR. BOGALE: The State's not disagreeing with

N
=

your Honor's assessment that it's a weak prior conviction.

N
N

THE COURT: 1It's so weak, we're not going to

N
w

accept it. Motion granted. 1It's absolutely not going to

be considered.

N
N
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So we can proceed with sentencing?

MR. PICKER: I believe so, your Honor.

THE COURT: And the State has a conviction for
the attempted robbery, but is asking for a finding of
adjudication as a habitual criminal. So we can address
those together.

MR. PICKER: Your Honor -- actually, I'll do the

second one first. Mr. Schachter's criminal history is
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problematic. There's no denying the fact he has not had a

=
o

great history. The majority of his criminal behavior is

=
=

well back in the '90s, but there is a continuation and we

=
N

cannot argue that there is not. As your Honor heard from

=
w

Mr. Schachter at trial, he presented his situation very

=
EaN

well and he continues to contest that guilt and protests

o
(9]

it even today. And while he's been in jail, he has not

=
(@]

sat on his hands. He has done those things necessary to

17 | make use of the facilities there. He does have an

18 | acceptance from the Salvation Army. So he has made

19 | efforts to address a very lengthy substance abuse issue,
20 | among other things.

21 Your Honor -- now going to where we are with the
22| habitual criminal -- even as recent as last year, in the
23| 2014 decision of LaChance, L-A-C-H-A-N-C-E, versus State,

N
N

which is at 130 Nevada, Advanced Opinion 29, the Nevada
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Supreme Court looked at the nature of a habitual criminal
enhancement and stated that the adjudication of a
defendant as a habitual criminal is subject to the
broadest kind of judicial discretion. This is probably a
situation where your Honor 1is presented with the most
difficult set of questions. It is not only what is a just
and proper sentence, given the finding of guilt, but also

whether to punish Mr. Schachter based on his past and his
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record. Those are difficult questions and we appreciate

=
o

that, and we bring those to your attention because -- and

=
=

I brought up his trial in this case because your Honor

=
N

got to see Mr. Schachter's personality better than you

=
w

probably see any defendant ever, because he took part in

=
EaN

the trial. And the idea of punishing somebody as a

o
(9]

habitual criminal really has to do with a number of

=
(@]

factors. It has to do with the idea that it is designed

=
N

to punish recidivists, in part, where the Court sees

Tittle or no future chance of either rehabilitation or

e
o o

change in behavior to comply with society's norms. And

N
o

while it is not the rule of law in the State of Nevada,

N
=

the federal statutes have a phrase when they refer to

N
N

sentencing, and it is that a sentence should be sufficient

N
w

but not greater than what is appropriate, given the

N
N

circumstances of the crime, the circumstances of the
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defendant, and the circumstances of the situation we all
find ourselves in in a case.

It's a very interesting formula to look at,
because, here, we have a crime that is not the most
heinous of crimes that he could be facing. It is theft
from wal-Mart. Now, that's not to diminish theft from
wal-Mart, but it is also not the most violent of crimes.

Now, there is the allegation of his -- or there was

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

allegations regarding his behavior with the person who

=
o

stopped him, the security officer. By analogy, we look at

=
=

cases in other states where people pick up a third strike

=
N

and get 1ife in prison for shoplifting. This is not that

=
w

case, but that is part of the public outcry regarding

=
EaN

imprisoning, incarcerating people for very long lengths of

o
(9]

time for their past, but now this one is, by comparison,

=
(@]

a relatively lesser crime. 1It's hard to say that some

=
N

crimes are greater than others, and I understand that as

well. Mr. Schachter understands that as well.

e
o o

So what we're asking you to do in this case is

N
o

not impose an enhancement for habitual criminal status and

N
=

that you sentence Mr. Schachter for the conviction at

N
N

trial. Wwe will not recommend a sentence, because he is

N
w

continuing to maintain his innocence in this case. And so

N
N

with that in mind, we'd ask that you consider all of those
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things and the totality of the circumstances to determine
a sentence that is sufficient but not greater than what is
required.

Thank you.

THE COURT: Mr. Bogale.
MR. BOGALE: Thank you, your Honor.
Defense counsel is correct, that the purpose of

the habitual criminal statute is to punish recidivist
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offenders and discourage repeat offenders. A quick look

=
o

at the defendant's criminal history shows that he is a

=
=

repeat offender, he is a recidivist. He's been offending

=
N

all over the country, from New York to California, with

=
w

three, now, felony convictions, or two felony convictions

=
EaN

and a felony jury trial verdict here.

o
(9]

The State is not arguing that all of the

=
(@]

defendant's prior convictions and prior criminal activity

=
N

were extremely violent. They were not extremely violent.

=
(0]

The State has no indication they were extremely violent.

=
(\e]

The State does have some indication, however, as in this

N
o

case -- as your Honor heard during the trial -- there was

N
=

violence in this case. This was basically a robbery. The

N
N

State pursued it as an attempted robbery because he didn't

N
w

get away with the goods, as he was caught, but he used

N
N

force against Alejandro Monroy. He almost broke his
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stomach; he twisted his stomach. He put his hand up to
his neck. These are the facts you heard at the trial.
So this was a violent crime, but the habitual
criminal statute doesn't require a defendant adjudicated
as a habitual criminal to be a violent person. The
statute only requires that the State shows that the
defendant has two or three prior convictions, or more,

that would've been felonies in the State of Nevada or
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felonies at the situs of the offense and the Court -- it

=
o

says "shall," but we all know from the case Taw that 1it's

=
=

not automatic -- the Court can adjudicate a defendant a

habitual criminal.

=
N

The State thinks the defendant should be

R R
How

adjudicated a habitual criminal in this case. He's had

o
(9]

numerous chances to rehabilitate, to change his Tife, but

=
(@]

from 1986 to 2014, as indicated in the amended PSI, the

=
N

defendant sustained nine felony convictions and thirteen

=
(0]

misdemeanors. Now, he has a lot of theft-related crimes,

=
(\e]

but after a while, your Honor, it doesn't matter what the

N
o

crimes are. He has nine felony convictions, four of

N
=

which, the State will submit, are valid prior convictions

N
N

for enhancement purposes, and that's the end of the hunt

N
w

for him. He has had a career, basically, of crime since

N
N

he was 18. He might have a drug addiction, he might have
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other conditions in his 1ife that have led to these
results, but what we're left with here, your Honor, is a
career criminal, a habitual criminal.

The State has not heard any objections to
Exhibit 2 and Exhibit 3, which are prior convictions
submitted by the State. Exhibit 2 is a prior conviction
in this jurisdiction in 2009 for grand larceny. Exhibit 3

is a 2006 conviction out of the Ninth Judicial District
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Court, State of Nevada, for grand larceny as well. Wwith

=
o

those two prior convictions, which the State presumes the

=
=

defendant isn't objecting to, because he didn't include

=
N

them in the sentencing memorandum, and presumes those are

=
w

valid priors, as well as Exhibit 4 and Exhibit 5, what we

=
EaN

have here are four prior convictions. Four prior

o
(9]

convictions, pursuant to NRS 207.010, Subsection 1E,

=
(@]

allows for adjudication as a habitual criminal, Category A

=
N

offense, which the Court has a panoply of options, the

=
(0]

most significant of which is Tife without the possibility

=
(\e]

of parole, a 1life sentence with parole after 10 years, or

N
o

a definite term of 25 years, with parole eligibility after

N
=

10 years. The State in this case, after going through the

N
N

jury trial, understanding this case from beginning to end,

N
w

is going to ask for a definite term of 25 years with

N
N

parole eligibility after 10 for the habitual criminal,
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1| Category A. This wasn't the most violent of offenses, but
2] it was violent. This wasn't the most serious of offenses,
3| but it was attempted robbery. That's the State's position
4| on the habitual criminal. As to the underlying offense of
5| attempted robbery, the State is asking for 4 to

6| 10 years -- that's the maximum sentence on that --

7 | consecutive to his habitual criminal adjudication.

8 And the State will just make a couple more

9| remarks about the habitual criminal status. The Court has
10 | broad discretion to adjudicate a defendant a habitual

=
=

criminal, and pursuant to case law -- I think the most

=
N

articulate case from the Nevada Supreme Court is Hughs

=
w

versus State, 916 Nevada 327. 1It's a 2000 case. It

=
EaN

essentially says the district court should state on the

o
(9]

record that it is exercising its broad and individualized

=
(@]

discretion if it adjudicates a defendant a habitual

=
N

criminal, that the Court should weigh appropriate factors

=
(0]

in the case for and against a finding of habitual criminal

=
(\e]

that is just and proper to do so in this particular case,

N
o

and that the prior convictions upon which the Court is

N
=

relying are not too remote, trivial, or stale, and that

N
N

the finding of a habitual criminal adjudication will serve

N
w

the purpose of the statute and the interest of justice 1in

this case.

N
N
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The State, I believe, has addressed all of those
issues. The interest of justice and the purpose of the
statute would be served if the Court found a habitual
criminal adjudication in this case, because the defendant
is a recidivist criminal. There's no way around it. The
State asked for all nine prior felony convictions through
certified copy. we didn't get all nine, but we did ask

for them, and simply because we only have four that we can
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rely on, the State encourages the Court to incorporate the

=
o

fact that he has nine into its analysis. Exhibit 2 and

=
=

Exhibit 3 are both within the last 10 years -- again,
Exhibit 2 from 2009 and Exhibit 3 from 2006. The two

other convictions are old, but they show that the

e
A O w N

defendant has a long arc of criminal activity. This isn't

o
(9]

just a blip on the radar, this is a career of crime.

=
(@]

So the State encourages the Court to adjudicate

the defendant a habitual criminal and to sentence him to a

R R
0o N

definite term of 25 years, with parole eligibility after

=
(\e]

10. Thank you, your Honor.
THE COURT: Mr. Picker?

NN
R O

MR. PICKER: Thank you, your Honor.

N
N

Two things, and I brought this up a little bit

N
w

earlier. I mentioned the fact that there were plea

N
N

negotiations in this case previously. I would just note
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that the State felt it was just and proper to offer Mmr.
Schachter a much different sentence prior to trial, and
now that he has exercised his constitutional right to have
the State prove the elements of the crime against him
beyond a reasonable doubt, they're seeking 10 to 25 years
incarceration.

In LaChance -- well, let me address one other

thing first. At trial, Mr. Monroy admitted that he did

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

not identify himself prior to attempting to halt Mr.

Schachter. He also claimed but the PSI doesn't claim the

e
R o

injuries on Mr. Monroy's behalf. So that argument must be

=
N

taken with some consideration. The State read you

=
w

lTanguage out of a case, but they don't address the 2014

=
EaN

decision that we just told you about in LaChance. Not

o
(9]

only is the adjudication of a defendant as a habitual

=
(@]

criminal subject to the broadest of judicial discretion,

=
N

but the Court should consider whether the prior offenses

=
(0]

are stale or trivial, or in other circumstances where an

=
(\e]

adjudication of habitual criminality would not serve the

N
o

purposes of either the statute or the interest of justice.

N
=

The State has already admitted that the 1991 Santa Clara

N
N

Municipal Court conviction is old. It is 24 years old.

N
w

The 1986 conviction 1is not quite 30 years old, but as your

N
N

Honor noted in saying that you would consider it, you also
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noted it was weak for the purposes of habitual criminal
status. So what we have is two fairly recent convictions,
if you want to call 10 years recent -- I'l1l give the State
that -- you have the current conviction, and then you have
the only other two convictions the State can prove up.
Because they can ask you to consider the nine other
convictions, but for the purpose of a habitual criminal

status, you can only use the ones that are proven. So
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what we really have 1is the current conviction and these

=
o

other two from Nevada, and then we have very stale and

=
=

possibly even unconstitutional convictions for them to get

=
N

to where they want to be for a habitual criminal status.

=
w

Given that, your Honor, given the totality of

circumstances and the broad discretion that this court

e
(U2 BN SN

has, we believe that it is inappropriate and we'd ask you

=
(@]

not to impose an enhancement of habitual criminal status.

=
N

Thank you.
THE COURT: Division?

e
O o

MS. BROWN: Your Honor, we are standing by our
recommendation. And the credit for time served is
262 days.

N NN
N 2 O

THE COURT: Mr. Schachter, the law affords you

N
w

an opportunity to be heard. Do you have something you'd

N
N

Tike to say?
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THE DEFENDANT: Yes, your Honor. I'm a little
conflicted, because while I believe the evidence of my
criminal history, I can't deny that it's recidivism. 1I've
been a criminal for a long time. So I can't really deny
that aspect towards the habitual, but I can say, with all
honesty, your Honor, that I'm not guilty of the attempted
robbery. And that is why I went to trial. So if I'm

gonna be punished for the recidivist part, I can
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understand that, but not to the attempted robbery. I

=
o

would've never done this. 1If there's anything my record

=
=

shows, your Honor, is that I know how to plead guilty, if

=
N

I was guilty.
The fact that I didn't do this crime is what led

R R
How

me to self-represent. If you remember back on the waiver,

o
(9]

when we did the Faretta waiver, I said that -- when you

=
(@]

asked me the reason why I wanted to self-represent, I said

=
N

it's gonna be the easiest way for me to show my innocence,

=
(0]

is by me confronting Mr. Monroy directly rather than

=
(\e]

through a third person, and I can show that he was lying

N
o

easier with myself than with the help of an attorney. And

N
=

you cautioned me against representing myself, and I said I

N
N

didn't think that it was even gonna go to trial, because I

N
w

thought the video would show up and it would all be

N
N

dismissed. Unfortunately, the video stuff didn't
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materialize, for a bunch of different reasons.

Everything else, I don't know how to -- the
offer that was made at the beginning of the trial, if
that's what they thought this case was worth, if I had
just pled out to it -- I don't understand how they can now
say that I'm some sort of monster based on the priors.
They knew about the priors. If I had just pled out, one

to four was what they had asked for, and free to argue for
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probation, your Honor, and I couldn't do it. I seen you

=
o

stop a dozen pleas here, because the defendant wasn't sure

=
=

that they committed the crime and you wouldn't let them

=
N

plead guilty. So there's no way -- even if I could have,

=
w

I couldn't have pled guilty 1like that. I know you

=
EaN

wouldn't have let me just say I was guilty to something I

o
(9]

wasn't guilty of.

And so that's what we have. So while I believe

o
N O

that my criminal history deserves the recidivist part -- I

=
(0]

can't deny any of that -- the primary offense, I'm not

=
(\e]

guilty of.

N
o

THE COURT: I'm sorry, Mr. Schachter. I don't

N
=

remember at this moment what you thought you were guilty

N
N

of. Were you guilty of anything? So you're denying the

N
w

whole shoplifting, everything?

N
N

THE DEFENDANT: Yes.
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THE COURT: Okay. I just wanted to make sure.

THE DEFENDANT: He actually took the property
from me. That's what caused the confrontation. That's
what caused me and him to -- any violence that occurred
between me and Mr. Monroy, that pushing and shoving and
grabbing -- because that was my backpack -- that's what
the thing was. And I never denied that that happened.

Everything that -- the focus on the investigation for the

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

police was through the confrontation. That part was not

=
o

denied. I never stole anything. That's what the issue

=
=

was and that's why I can't plead guilty. That's why I

=
N

can't accept any guilt in this. The part I can accept the

=
w

guilt for is because of my past. I can understand that, I

=
EaN

can accept that. Anybody can run my rap sheet and there's

o
(9]

a rush to judgment as to returning the property and maybe

=
(@]

not dotting all the I's and crossing all the T's in the

=
N

investigation, but I still didn't do 1it.
So I don't know how the Court deals with that.

e
o o

As I was thinking about everything that I've learned as a

N
o

part of this experience, all the individual -- being able

N
=

to do stuff outside my comfort zone in the course of the

N
N

trial and managing my own affairs and all that, the one

N
w

thing I never thought about this last couple, three days

N
N

was, at least when I turned down the last plea
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negotiation, I was secure in the idea that I'm not guilty.
So I have that to move forward. Wwhatever your decision
is, I'11 be able to appeal it and move forward. Sometimes
the jury don't get it right, and there's a lot of reasons
I see why the jury didn't get it right. And some of 1it's
my fault; there's blame to go around, but what I never
thought about was that while I have had to stand on my

innocence, it would be worse, your position right now, to
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have to make a sentence and then Tater find out that the

=
o

person was innocent. That's the part that's not ever

=
=

discussed in the Faretta waiver or when we see cases come

=
N

back on appeal or whatever.

=
w

out of everything else that happens in this

=
EaN

case -- I believe in the system as a whole, that's why I

o
(9]

went forward. If I didn't believe that the jury system

=
(@]

and everything else was appropriate, was working -- when I

=
N

was younger, I was way more cynical and way more defiant,

=
(0]

but in the process of being a career criminal, for Tlack of

=
(\e]

a better word, I know the system does work. 1I've seen it

N
o

work. We just saw two trials and the DNA finally came

N
=

back and other cases out there in Elko. So I know the

N
N

system does work, and I have faith in that system. So as

N
w

I made the individual connections by going pro per, I lost

N
N

some of that disconnect that I had, seeing everybody else
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in the room as sort of the enemy or the opposite side.
Now that I know all the effort and all the work that goes
into the everyday running of the court and the trial and
the attorneys and all of that, it has at lTeast made me a
better person, no matter what happens here. I at least
have some sort of empathy and respect for the DA and all
of the other court personnel. Not that I never had, but

just less so. And so I hope that the disconnect went both

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

ways. Everybody was very nice to me and I appreciate

=
o

that. And as me and Mr. Bogale sort of stumbled through

=
=

the trial and all the proceedings together, I don't Took

=
N

at him as an enemy, I don't look at him as some mean

=
w

person. You would not believe the things that people say

=
EaN

at the jail as far as attorneys and the DAs and the

o
(9]

judges.

=
(@]

So as people come and ask me, at least within

=
N

the unit, I can at least share i1t's not always over the

=
(0]

top, like you think. Mr. Bigler is not over there cutting

=
(\e]

a deal with the DA to get you a life sentence. There's a

N
o

Tot of people that believe in it. There's a huge

N
=

disconnect between the defendants and the Court, and when

N
N

I'm allowed to go pro per and you make it more individual,

N
w

then it certainly helps. It helped me. I know it's a big

N
N

pain in the neck for everybody else in court, but it at
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Teast helped me. whatever else happens to me, I know that
I've learned to be a better person. No matter what else
happens, I've learned to be a better person. And with
this experience, it's easier for me to operate outside my
comfort zone than it was before. If you were to give me a
Tower sentence, I would at least right now know that at
some point in the future when I was on the street and I

needed to make a 1ife decision about whether to commit a

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

crime or not, I would be more willing to come here or to

=
o

call Mr. Bogale and ask for advice than any other time 1in

=
=

my life.

=
N

I don't know if I can say that if you give me a

=
w

long sentence, because I can't deny that there'll be some

=
EaN

bitterness and some resentment if it's 10 years. I'd Tike

o
(9]

to say that I have as much faith as I do right now today,

=
(@]

but I can't say that for sure. Being in custody and being

=
N

around the people somehow wears you down. It makes you

=
(0]

more cynical and more bitter, and as each individual

=
(\e]

denial or level of appeal gets shot down or whatever, I

N
o

can't imagine I wouldn't become a little more cynical 1in

N
=

that situation.

22 As far as stopping any recidivism, I think that
23| right now is the best opportunity for me to do that. I
24| don't know -- that's an argument coming from me. I don't
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know that I could make you understand that if you were to
at least show that you had some belief that I was not
guilty, then that would do more to stop me from committing
another crime than any amount of sentence, any amount of
years you could give me, 'cause the belief itself, the
encouragement rather than the punishment would allow me to
come here or call Mr. Bogale before I made that bad

decision, to at least take into account that there's
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somewhere to go, someplace that understands or is willing

=
o

to help, as opposed to just being -- I don't want to go

=
=

back to court. When you see people that don't show up to

=
N

court or are scared to go to court, it's because of that.

=
w

If more defendants realized that the Court is here to help

=
EaN

and not just to punish, you would see more -- I mean, I

o
(9]

don't know if you want a bunch of people running in your

=
(@]

courtroom here asking for your advice, but it's certainly

better than the alternative.

R R
0o N

Again, I just want to thank all the court

=
(\e]

personnel, the ones here and not here. They were very

N
o

nice. So whatever else happens, your Honor, I would ask

N
=

that you just keep that in mind. I don't want to become

N
N

bitter and cynical, sitting in the law library for the

N
w

next 10 years. I've been accepted into Salvation Army.

N
N

whatever you want to do with this, I just hope that you
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believe me. Thank you.

THE COURT: Any legal reason why judgment should
not be entered at this time?

THE DEFENDANT: NO.

THE COURT: First, you're right. I don't take a
plea if a person doesn't tell me they're guilty, unless
they tell me that they want to take the plea because they

want to avoid a more serious decision and they've

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

discussed it and they want to do it. So you're sort of

=
o

right on what you observed, but you missed the other

=
=

piece.

=
N

Your position with regard to your innocence 1is

=
w

absolutely your right and you can carry that forever. It

=
EaN

was not for me to determine, it was the jury, and so the

o
(9]

jury decided. They made that decision, and so it's not

=
(@]

for me to say, "well, you're really not guilty or you

=
N

really are guilty." 1It's for me to decide what your

=
(0]

punishment should be, based on the jury's decision. I

=
(\e]

still don't think you should've represented yourself. I

N
o

don't think that was a good idea. I tried to convince you

N
=

not to do it on more than one occasion, but everyone has

N
N

the right to do that and I respect that right. I'm not

N
w

going to punish you because you asserted that right. I'm

N
N

not going to punish you because you went to trial. That's
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not why you're being sentenced today. You're being
sentenced because the jury found you guilty. Because you
turned down those negotiations for the habitual criminal
not to be considered, you are faced with that today and
you are faced with that issue, and I do have to make a
decision with regard to that, as well as the proper
punishment for what the jury found you guilty of doing.
with regard to the punishment for what the jury

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

found you guilty of, the case made it clear to me that it

wash't the most violent offense that I've ever seen. I'm

e
R o

not sure exactly what everyone's motivation was, but I do

=
N

know the jury found enough evidence to convict you beyond

=
w

a reasonable doubt of attempted robbery, and, therefore,

=
EaN

I will sentence you to that, but it is not the worst

o
(9]

attempted robbery I've ever seen.

=
(@]

So with regard to Count 1, you will be sentenced

=
N

to 48 months in the Nevada Department of Corrections, with

=
(0]

minimum parole eligibility of 12 months. Now, I know

=
(\e]

there's a request for me to give you probation on that and

N
o

there's also a request for me not to give you probation

N
=

and, in fact, adjudicate you a habitual criminal. whether

N
N

I had a request to adjudicate you a habitual criminal or

N
w

not, I would deny your request for probation, and that's

N
N

because you expired your '96 case in '05. By '06, you had
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a new burg. You expired that case in '08. By '09, you
had a new grand larceny. You expired that case in '12,
and by '14, you have this new charge. So, clearly, if we
just start with the '05 expiration to this conviction,
you've been on a roll and that does not support me giving
you probation. So I just want you to understand why I
would not do that, nor will I do it.

I am going to order also a thousand dollars in

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

attorney's fees, and that's not by way of punishment.

=
o

It's just that your lawyers have worked really hard for

=
=

you and they've spent a lot of hours. It doesn't really

=
N

have to do with the fact you had a jury trial. 1It's just

=
w

all the time that was spent. And the $25 administrative

assessment fee and a $3 GMA fee.

=
EaN

Now, with regard to the habitual criminal, 1it's

e
o w

incumbent upon the Court to consider your criminal

=
N

history, and as I consider that criminal history, I must

=
(0]

Took at all possible mitigation, as well as aggravation,

=
(\e]

and how many chances you've had, how many prior lectures

N
o

you've had, and determine whether or not adjudicating you

N
=

as a habitual criminal will have a deterrent effect on you

N
N

and that you are, in fact, a repeat offender. I don't

N
w

know what happened in a lot of your convictions, because I

N
N

don't have enough of a certified copy, I don't have a

48

V8. 1350



V8. 1351

transcript, I don't know how many lectures you were given.
I don't know exactly all of that. But the Court is
convinced that -- Exhibit 2, which was when I sentenced
you -- that I told you that you didn't have a very good
criminal history and that I considered your criminal
history and I sentenced you accordingly, and you got
prison time. And you knew, I'm sure, from my demeanor and

from what I said that this was a short trip for you. You
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really were at the end of your road. And then after that,

=
o

you were in front of Judge Gamble -- or before that?

THE DEFENDANT: Before that.

B
N R

THE COURT: Before that, you were with Judge

=
w

Gamble, and Judge Gamble sent you to prison before me, and

=
EaN

I'm sure the penalty that you received in that case was

o
(9]

for a felony. You knew that you couldn't commit a new

=
(@]

felony; then you came here and committed a new felony and

=
N

I sentenced you to prison. I don't think I gave you the

=
(0]

maximum, but I certainly told you that you needed to not

=
(\e]

do what you were doing. And so, here you are again.

N
o

when I look at mitigation, the only mitigation

N
=

I'm really hearing is -- well, one, you can be pleasant,

N
N

which you are, and two, that you're a drug addict, which

N
w

is pretty obvious. So that's a significant mitigation,

N
N

but is it enough to really take care of all of your prior
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criminal history? I don't think I'm convinced that it is,
but I am convinced that 207.010(A) is not appropriate
today. So I'm not going to be adjudicating you pursuant
to 207.010CA), but I am going to be adjudicating you a
habitual criminal pursuant to NRS 207.010(B), which
carries the maximum penalty of 20 years, with minimum
parole eligibility at five years, based upon two prior

criminal convictions, felony convictions. Those are

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

Exhibits 2 and 3 that I'm utilizing to support this

=
o

enhancement. I am not utilizing the current conviction,

=
=

the one that you just got. 1It's the two priors and then

=
N

getting a third. So I'm just giving you Sub B, and I'm

=
w

finding that it is appropriate because there isn't

=
EaN

sufficient mitigation here to find that I shouldn't find

o
(9]

you a habitual criminal. You said it yourself, you have

been a habitual criminal.

o
N o

I have considered carefully your case. We've

=
(0]

had lots of people try to represent themselves over the

=
(\e]

years and they're not always pleasant. You have been.

N
o

You have been respectful when you're here in the court.

N
=

Those are positives, but I have to consider the other

N
N

aspects of your history and your criminal history, and an

N
w

aspect of that includes that you've been given chances

N
N

before. Your parole history in the '96 case; five
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different times, in jail, in prison, out. You fouled up.
Okay, we'll give you a few days, weeks, months, whatever
1t was. Another chance and you did it again. And the
prior chances you've been given in those circumstances and
the fact that you haven't utilized those chances in the
past tells me that I am making the right decision to
adjudicate you as a habitual criminal. I think it will

serve the purpose of discouraging future behavior, as much

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

as the fact that you're going to get more time, but it's

=
o

going to give you an opportunity to stay clean and sober

=
=

Tonger, and when you're clean and sober, I think you're a

=
N

smart person and maybe you can get some insight into your

=
w

drug addiction while you're in custody.

=
EaN

Mr. Picker said the decision by the Court to

o
(9]

exercise my discretion to find you a habitual criminal is

=
(@]

a serious decision, and he's right. It is one of the most

=
N

difficult decisions that the district court judge has to

=
(0]

make. Because, for the same reasons you didn't want me to

=
(\e]

do it, you wanted me to give you that assurance that

N
o

everything you had done wasn't awful and that there was a

N
=

future for you. By finding you a habitual criminal, I

N
N

have to, in some respect, say that nothing we've done 1in

N
w

the past has worked, and I think your criminal history

N
N

shows that. So when I consider all of those factors and
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the circumstances of your current offense, as it was
presented in the jury verdict, I am finding that the
appropriate and the right thing for me to do is to
exercise my discretion and find you a habitual criminal.

Are there any other findings that you would
request, Mr. Bogale, with regard to the finding of
habitual criminality?

MR. BOGALE: I believe you've covered most of

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

it, your Honor. The case law says you don't have to utter

=
o

a specific phrase, but "just and proper" seems to appear

in all the cases.

B
N R

THE COURT: I don't know if I said that, but I

=
w

certainly believe that it is the just and proper decision.

=
EaN

So as to Count 2, the defendant is adjudicated

o
(9]

pursuant to NRS 207.010(B) as a habitual criminal. I will

=
(@]

be sentencing the defendant to 20 years in the Nevada

=
N

Department of Corrections, with minimum parole eligibility

=
(0]

at five years. And I think it's discretionary whether it

=
(\e]

runs concurrent or consecutive to the robbery in Count 1.

N
o

So I'm going to exercise my discretion to run it

N
=

concurrent to the robbery in Count 1.

N
N

Now, Mr. Schachter, what you do with this is

N
w

going to be your decision, where you go, how you do in

N
N

prison and how you do when you get out, but this
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1| conviction is strong. The lecture I've given you 1is

2| strong. The two that I've used to support this are

3| strong. If you get out and you commit more offenses, I
4| don't think there's a judge in the adjacent states,

5| anyway, that wouldn't follow through with a request from
6| the DA to find you a habitual criminal and you'll spend
7| the rest of your 1ife in prison. I hope that you are able
8| to get on the other side of your criminal history.

9 Anything further for today?
10 MR. BOGALE: The State would just add, your
11| Honor -- I believe the subsection the Court 1is referring
12| to is Subsection A. That's the two priors, 5 to 20.
13 THE COURT: I'm sorry, did I flip it?
14 MR. BOGALE: I think so.
15 THE COURT: Yes, I want it to be A. I'm sorry,
16| it's the one based on two prior felony convictions.
17 MR. BOGALE: And do those priors need to be
18 | admitted formally, your Honor?
19 THE COURT: They do, and I'm admitting formally
20| Exhibit 2 and 3. The others will be part of the court
21| record, however.

22 MR. BOGALE: Thank you.

23 THE COURT: Mr. Picker, anything further?

24 MR. PICKER: No. Thank you, your Honor.
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1 THE COURT: We have some issues with regard to
2| the judgment of conviction sometimes in habitual

3| criminals. So I'm going to ask the clerk to provide the
4| form of judgment to counsel, Mr. Picker and Mr. Bogale,
5| before she provides it to me for signature. And then if
6| you have any objections, please make a record of that

7 | before we enter the judgment.

8 THE DEFENDANT: Absolutely, your Honor.

9 THE COURT: Thank you.
10 Court's in recess.
11 (End of proceedings.)
12 --000--
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

20

21

22

23

24
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STATE OF NEVADA )
) Ss.

COUNTY OF WASHOE )

I, ROMONA MALNERICH, official reporter of the
Second Judicial District Court of the State of Nevada,
in and for the County of washoe, do hereby certify:

That as such reporter, I was present in
Department No. 6 of the above court on Thursday, February

26, 2015, at the hour of 1:45 p.m. of said day, and I then

O 00 N O uvi b W N B

and there took verbatim stenotype notes of the proceedings

=
o

had and testimony given therein upon the Sentencing in the

=
=

case of THE STATE OF NEVADA, Plaintiff, versus MARC PAUL

=
N

SCHACHTER, Defendant, Case No. CR14-1044.

=
w

That the foregoing transcript, consisting of

=
EaN

pages numbered 1 to 54, both inclusive, is a full, true

o
(9]

and correct transcript of my said stenotype notes, so

=
(@]

taken as aforesaid, and is a full, true and correct

=
N

statement of the proceedings had and testimony given upon

=
(0]

the Sentencing in the above-entitled action to the best of

=
(\e]

my knowledge, skill and ability.

N
o

DATED: At Reno, Nevada, this 16th day of April,

N
=

2015.

Romona Malnerich

N
N

N
w

ROMONA MALNERICH, CCR #269

N
N

55

V8. 1357



V8. 1358 FILED

Electronically
2015-04-16 10:18:56 PM

Jolluqk Ifinﬁ Bryant
Cler the Court
Return Of NEF Transa:Fon #4911122
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2015-04-16 22:18:55.745.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2015-04-16 22:18:55.479.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2015-04-16 22:18:55.667.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2015-04-16 22:18:55.698.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2015-04-16 22:18:55.542.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2015-04-16 22:18:55.589.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2015-04-16 22:18:55.62.
GRAHAM, ESQ.

V8. 1358



V8. 1359

rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 04-16-2015:22:17:50

Clerk Accepted: 04-16-2015:22:18:24

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: Transcript

Filed By: Romona Malnerich

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION

V8. 1359


https://wceflex.washoecourts.com/reg?pageAction=SignIn&userName=<EFSPLogin/>&fwdRef=notify?pageAction=ViewNotifications%26searchBy=10%26searchString=3340360

V8. 1360

ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):

V8. 1360



V8. 1361

FILED
Electronically
2015-04-24 08:22:38 AM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court
Transaction # 4921829

V8. 1361



V8. 1362 FILED

Electronically
2015-04-24 08:23:46 AM

Jolluqk Ifinﬁ Bryant
Cler the Court
Return Of NEF Transa:Fon # 4921833
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2015-04-24 08:23:45.322.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2015-04-24 08:23:44.839.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2015-04-24 08:23:45.229.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2015-04-24 08:23:45.276.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2015-04-24 08:23:44.901.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2015-04-24 08:23:45.135.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2015-04-24 08:23:45.182.
GRAHAM, ESQ.

V8. 1362



V8. 1363

rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 04-24-2015:08:22:38

Clerk Accepted: 04-24-2015:08:23:12

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: Supreme Court Receipt for Doc

Filed By: Deputy Clerk YViloria

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION

V8. 1363


https://wceflex.washoecourts.com/reg?pageAction=SignIn&userName=<EFSPLogin/>&fwdRef=notify?pageAction=ViewNotifications%26searchBy=10%26searchString=3346135

V8. 1364

ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):

V8. 1364



<
9

I|||I|||II|II|I|||II||||IlIII|IIII|I|||II|||II|I| |

DC-093008066418-091 '«

CrR14-1D44

[Mﬂrﬁac, ErHAcH'-rE,L
TS

gﬁgﬁi’d By Too FLE:;
8 3 Catcun) Crra, N 87702
gﬁ S P P WI5KAY 11 PH 3=57Q \
8 ' JABLUDLINT LEYAR / )
3: /d CI:E-HHM:..{ Coik
38 Tk THE. Steend ) SO A DS TRICTEY . covda '\'HA
o rfr‘?
97, STNT: . o PLUADE (e AmD Fil HE. UJ.J""’l v‘ ol
E:E%sfrm—z._ac us\z.u.ﬂ.-oA

A T Rl =

VN . CASE. N Cl A O

tee, Pbv Stifacuatd DEPT. N0 A

DErEA D ANT,

Tl ~TO  SUBM (T RialesT frR. Ciss Gls
Fo_ TGUvedal . DIEASLOD ‘

THE, DEAEIDANT, Mafe SCripe gz, 1rd (L8 (el CorizS N 6D
A Ml TN QEIT T HeU . e DECGSand

od  DEFEADASTS RZeEST Fo R §-m4ao~-6~f ca_lr-‘ssz.r.:s
ErTge  cosg . faLE. |

)

o il- |9—-M DLEADAR T i)  REWEST SR cpSE

CALE. OF 5'11@10\}» f:’)\f CarodSE _‘IMLJS LLESUIE  aF
THE. P caondTH PUBLIC . Df.f-fwo,max OfcE

o 2-2- e st A A amdsieds

ASNEA. T saledd  PsT— CérJdtﬁﬁ"lO_‘\\'E_é\udﬁ;:S

”’H’Z/ S T2 R_.f—‘SferD&) “-’Hi, STATE. TlLs }JQ

Pos(Tlovd  ond  ntzse &u_,mch r PACE 2 L eSS j7-| 1’]

AU ATTACHED  Ei i T Fudndtid

inNywenar,  MMe .

LESUTS Cawuds TO  Prlehns .. —THs . feedeerd

imﬁ)awﬂa’u‘é TO (HE . DELEDDAMIT .




V8. 136

T po&«JpMT’ ReslieT BN MWES THMS  cav@ T

TU ol M- CEsdé. TV froVOE  rte_

DeLeADART DT A cof- oF HZ . Fram s CARE

. Mo TD gga (Aot (r a0 s TS HArTEL .

AEE LHATIONY  PUESUANT 1o PSR 2376.03 0

THE DADELSCDED  Hetib] prperisy TS HoTTowd

Do IOVTT G TAqa At SdeB . Sgeofi T ,\)uug;z-.::é.s)
of  Arst Peitsom (S, -

DAzEND ! _Aﬂw.._; ’!j 2085 VAR ke R 8 / d/_é:———

AL ScrtAcerZ é

S P fed .




V8. 136J7

CELANCACHTE..  de  SELVNCE

T Meve SCerotitl Placed A e 2 N

c@@f,’_gd_«__co?q oC TR, SOCUDSED DOCUHERTS

ol MBI, DT 7 C«.\M’CMIQMM_

KM DT <pirriede) DESSELA  CILRETNSATL

Ca\-"'f,ﬁc_. T /ﬂ—ff/ QMW?MCL/

lLidaster . codnTU DisTll AL Ao

Ao B 1RO

| £e0so N 84520 6027

 ——t.

M_@_’fuu 27) 248 | KWM;///ZA,.I—\%____,_,

V8. 1367

Mot . SCHfackise sl >



EXHIBIT 1

. 08\‘_.! FAD
AjuUnop) F0YSEM

@m"ms SLOZ/}L/S0 jdnod 10141std
d v ILHOGHIS Intd JdEW “SA 3L8LS

zenh-81 roe0p0660-24 HoBL-TILYD

=V=_=_=______=________ (LR

V8. 1368

|
-
fr
==
|
=
S
==




V8. 1369

EXHIBIT 1

EXHIBIT 1

V8. 1369




V8. 1370 CD

. * Hickman, Jarrod

rom; Leslie, Jim
e- ent; Wednesday, December 17, 2014 1:01 PM
To: Hickman, Jarrod
Subject: RE: Marc Schrachter
Jarrod:

Thanks for the written request. Asyou know, Mr. Schachter represented himseif, against the advice of counsel and the
Court, and | was appointed as stand-by.

Responding to your email:

As to discovery, my recollection was the state was producing that directly to him, sc he should have it all. | recall the
State making a record at times of what was produced, and Schachter indicating affirmance of having received various
materials, and | also believe the State was using one of its investigators to effect hand-deliver of discovery. If he is
missing anything, which | have no reason to believe he is, that would most likely be the result of production issues on
the part of the State. 'm not sure | can add anything to issue. :

As to correspondence with the client, | would think he would have what | sent him. It's time consuming to go back and
copy materials he already has, and which he previously acknowledged to me, and at times the court, having received, so

in the absence of a specific reason to do so | prefer not to at this time absent direction from the Court or further
explanation of need from the client/you.

TM\s to investigative requests and results, | believe his request is premature in that no appeal or IAC claim has been
asserted in the formal sense; | know he claims generally that | did him some kind of a disservice, although he has never
specified, to me at least, how. Additionally, | recall putting on record all or most of the results we had obtained. If |

may, | suggest he/you obtain copies of the transcripts of proceedings, including sealed hearings, and see if those
transcripts answer whatever questions he has. |

As for subpoenas, again, his request appears premature vis appeal and/or 1AC claim assertion. | prefer to respond to
those demands at the appropriate time and in the appropriate manner.

As | recall, | believe | accommodated all reasonable requests of Mr. Schachter, as well as some unreasonable requests. |f
you choose to seek an order to produce materials, | would request you set a hearing for that and praovide me

opportunity to address the court, along with notice to the State.

Please let me know if you have any questions or if | misunderstood any of your requests.

Thanks,

Jim

- E : Lii |m 7'1”7‘ ;l’ _ B

Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Leslie, lim
Subject: Marc Schrachter

('jmportance: High

L

Good evening Jim,
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.+ Per our discussions, please considerthis my written request for your file pertaining to Marc Schrachter. Specifically, |
am requesting discovery, correspondence with Mr. Schrachter, investigation requests and resuits, and any subpoenas
issued,

©)

Jarrod T. Hickman

Deputy Alternate Public Defender

Washoe County Alternate Public Defender's Office
350 South Center Street

Reno, Nevada 83501

T: (775) 328-3964

F: (775) 328-3998

incerely,

Confidentiality Note: This message is intended for use only by the individual or entity to which it is addressed
and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.

If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent of the intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please contact the sender immediately and
destroy the communication in its entirety, whether electronic or hard copy. Thank you.
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Electronically
2015-05-12 11:10:21 AM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court

CASE NO. CR14-1044  TITLE: THE STATE OF NEVADA VS. MARC Transaction # 4948624
PAUL SCHACHTER

DATE, JUDGE PAGE ONE

OFFICERS OF

COURT PRESENT APPEARANCES-HEARING CONT'D TO

9/11/14 ONGOING PRE-TRIAL MOTIONS/MOTION TO CONFIRM TRIAL DATE

HONORABLE Deputy District Attorney Zelalem Bogale, Esq., represented the State.

CONNIE Defendant present representing himself. Chief Deputy Public Defender

STEINHEIMER James Leslie, Esq., present as stand-by counsel for the Defendant.
DEPT. NO .4

M. Stone Alejandro Monroy called by State’s counsel, sworn and testified.
(Clerk)

J. Schonlau ***Witness identified the Defendant for the record.

(Reporter)

EXHIBIT C marked by State’s counsel.
Witness Monroy further direct examined.

EXHIBIT C offered by State’s counsel; voir dire and no objection by
Defendant; ordered admitted into evidence.

Witness Monroy further direct examined; cross-examined; redirect
examined; recross-examined; excused.

Nick Reed called by State’s counsel, sworn and testified.

EXHIBITS 1 and 1A marked and offered by State’s counsel; no objection by
Defendant; ordered admitted into evidence.

Witness Reed further direct examined.

EXHIBIT 1B marked by State’s counsel.

Witness Reed further direct examined; cross-examined; excused.
Discussion ensued regarding the purpose of the testimony and contents of
Exhibits A and B marked at previous hearing.

11:11 a.m. Court recessed.

11:48 a.m. Court reconvened with State’s counsel, Defendant and Stand-
By counsel present.

Michelle Bays called by State’s counsel, sworn and testified.

EXHIBIT 1B offered by State’s counsel; no objection by Defendant; ordered
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CASE NO. CR14-1044  TITLE: THE STATE OF NEVADA VS. MARC

PAUL SCHACHTER
DATE, JUDGE PAGE TWO
OFFICERS OF
COURT PRESENT APPEARANCES-HEARING CONT'D TO
9/11/14 PRE-TRIAL MOTIONS

J. Schonlau admitted into evidence.
(Reporter) EXHIBIT B1 marked by State’s counsel.

Witness Bays further direct examined.

EXHBIT B1 offered by State’s counsel; no objection by Defendant; ordered
admitted into evidence.

Witness Bays further direct examined.

State’s counsel set forth differences to all the survellience videos.

Witness Bays excused subject to recall.

12:06 p.m. Court recessed.

1:09 p.m. Court reconvened with State’s counsel, Defendant and Stand-By

counsel present.

Witness Bays, heretofore sworn, resumed stand and was further direct
examined.

EXHIBIT D marked by State’s counsel.
Witness Bays further direct examined.

EXHIBIT D offered by State’s counsel; objection by Defendant; objection
sustained, admission denied.

Witness Bays further direct examined.

EXHIBIT D re-offered by State’s counsel; admission held in abeyance
pending further questioning of the witness.

Witness Bays further direct examined.

EXHIBIT E marked by State’s counsel.
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CASE NO. CR14-1044  TITLE: THE STATE OF NEVADA VS. MARC

PAUL SCHACHTER

DATE, JUDGE PAGE THREE

OFFICERS OF

COURT PRESENT APPEARANCES-HEARING CONT'D TO
9/11/14 PRE-TRIAL MOTIONS

J. Schonlau
(Reporter)

Witness Bays further direct examined

EXHBIT D re-offered by State’s counsel; voir dire and objection by
Defendant; ordered admitted into evidence over objection.

Witness Bays further direct examined.

EXHIBITS A and B offered by State’s counsel; no objection by Defendant;
ordered admitted into evidence.

Witness Bays further direct examined; cross-examined; excused.
Discussion ensued regarding the State recalling Witness Monroy.

Witness Monroy, heretofore sworn, recalled by State’s counsel and was
direct examined; cross-examined; examined by the Court; redirect
examined; recross-examined; further examined by the Court, State’s
counsel and Defendant; excused

1:30 p.m. Court recessed.

4:06 p.m. Court reconvened with State’s counsel, Defendant and Stand-by

counsel.

Witness Monroy, heretofore sworn, recalled by State’s counsel and was
direct examined.

EXHIBIT F marked by State’s counsel.
Witness Monroy further direct examined.

EXHIBIT F offered by State’s counsel; voir dire and no objection by
Defendant; ordered admitted into evidence.

Witness Monroy further direct examined; cross-examined; examined by the
Court; excused.

State rested.
4:10 p.m. Court recessed.
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’CA%NQS?@I 4-1044  TITLE: THE STATE OF NEVADA VS. MARC

PAUL SCHACHTER
DATE, JUDGE PAGE FOUR
OFFICERS OF
COURT PRESENT APPEARANCES-HEARING CONT'D TO
9/11/14 PRE-TRIAL MOTIONS

J. Schonlau 4:45 p.m. Court reconvened with State’s counsel, Defendant and Stand-by
(Reporter) counsel present.
Motion to Dismiss due to Prejudicial Delay by defendant; presented
argument.
Motion to Dismiss due to Lost or Destroyed Evidence by defendant;
presented argument.
COURT ENTERED ORDER denying the Motion for Preliminary Hearing
Transcript based on the defendant’s refusal to accept the remedy of
remanding case back to Justice Court for preliminary examination; granting
Motion to Compel State to provide “Brady” Material; granting the Motion in
Limine regarding bad acts of the State’s witnesses and a hearing outside
the presence of the jury must be conducted prior to any questions being
asked.
State’s counsel presented objections to the Motions to Dismiss.
Discussion ensued regarding the Faretta canvass conducted by Judge
Lynch in the lower Court, the defendant’s inability to hire an investigator, the
request for an investigator at public expense and subpoena’s issued on
behalf of the defendant by the Public Defender’s Office.
State’s counsel provided the defendant and stand-by counsel with the
State’s packet of proposed Jury Instructions.

EXHIBITS 2, 3, 4 and 5 marked by State’s counsel.

State’s counsel advised the Court and the defendant that Exhibits 2 and 3
would be utilized for impeachment purposes.

Stand-by counsel Leslie presented argument on behalf of the defendant for
the limited purpose of the use of Exhibits 2 and 3 for impeachment
purposes. State’s counsel presented reply argument.

COURT ENTERED ORDER allowing for the use of the Judgments of
Conviction contained in Exhibits 2 and 3 for impeachment purposes should
the defendant testify and deny having prior convictions. COURT further
found Exhibits 2 and 3 constitutionally valid for impeachment purposes.
COURT took the following Motions under advisement: Motions to Dismiss
due to Prejudicial Delay, Motion to Dismiss due to Lost or Destroyed
Evidence, Motion to Advise Witnesses for the State of the privilege against
self-incrimination, Motion to Compel the State to provide exculpatory
evidence, Motion to Obtain Material and Exculpatory Video Recording,
Motion for the Production of the Replacement or Substitute lost or stolen
Material, and Motion in Limine with Regard to the Surveillance video
Evidence.

Exhibit marking set.
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Electronically
2015-05-12 11:11:32 AM

Jolluqk Ifinﬁ Bryant
Cler the Court
Return Of NEF Transa:Fon # 4948629
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2015-05-12 11:11:31.955.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2015-05-12 11:11:31.721.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2015-05-12 11:11:31.893.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2015-05-12 11:11:31.924.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2015-05-12 11:11:31.783.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2015-05-12 11:11:31.815.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2015-05-12 11:11:31.846.
GRAHAM, ESQ.
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rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 05-12-2015:11:10:21

Clerk Accepted: 05-12-2015:11:11:00

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: *Minutes

Filed By: Court Clerk MTrabert

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION
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ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):

V8. 1379



V8. 1380

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

CODE :
DAWN B.

4185

GUSTIN,

CCR #253

Hoogs Reporting Group
435 Marsh Avenue

Reno,
(775)

Nevada 89509
327-4460

COURT REPORTER

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

THE HONORABLE ELLIOTT A. SATTLER, DISTRICT JUDGE
--o00000--
THE STATE OF NEVADA, Case No. CR14-10414
Plaintiff, Dept. No. 4

vS.

MARC PAUL SCHACHTER,

Reported by:

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHOE

Defendant.

~— — — — ~— ~— ~— ~— ~—

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

ARRATIGNMENT

THURSDAY, JULY 17,

DAWN BRATCHER GUSTIN,

FILED
Electronically
2015-06-02 07:12:14 P]
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court
Transaction # 4980604

2014

CCR 253, RPR, CRR
California CSR 7124
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1 APPEARANCES:
2 FOR THE PLAINTIFF: NATHAN D. MacLELLAN, ESQ.
Deputy District Attorney

3 1 S. Sierra St., 4™ Floor
Reno, Nevada 89501

5 FOR THE DEFENDANT: JAMES BRIAND LESLIE, ESQ.
Chief Deputy Public Defender
6 350 S. Center St., 5" Floor
Reno, Nevada 89501

8 FOR THE DIVISION OF

PAROLE AND PROBATION: LYNETTE DIX
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24
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--o00o--
RENO, NEVADA, THURSDAY, JULY 17, 2014, 9:49 A.M.

--o00o--

THE COURT: How about Marc Schachter,
CR14-1044. Mr. Schachter appears in court in custody
with his attorney, Mr. Leslie. Mr. MacLellan is here on
behalf of the State of Nevada. Ms. Dix is here on behalf
of the Division of Parole and Probation. This is an
arraignment.

Mr. Leslie, do you have a copy of the July
l4w, 2014, file-stamped Information in this case?
Amended Information, excuse me.

MR. LESLIE: Your Honor, if I might, actually

at the Justice Court level I appeared per assignment with

Mr. Schachter. Judge Lynch conducted a Faretta canvass
at Mr. Schachter's request. I take no position on how he
did, although he did well in some of his answers. In any

event, Judge Lynch found that he was competent under
Faretta to proceed representing himself.

I'm not a hundred percent sure why I'm here
today, but my secretary did track me down yesterday and
say, "Look, Department 4 wanted you there." I think that

at this point he's representing himself.
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THE COURT: Well, I'm -- I'm somewhat
concerned about that. I have no disrespect certainly for
Judge Lynch at the Justice Court level, but I am pretty
confident that Judge Steinheimer would want to conduct
her own Faretta canvass of the defendant. I could do a
Faretta canvass as well, but the case is ultimately going
to be assigned to Department 4 for further proceedings,
and so what I will do in this case is continue this
matter.

Is Judge Steinheimer back next week?

THE CLERK: Yes, your Honor. She will Dbe
available on July 24",

THE COURT: All right. So what we're going
to do, Mr. Schachter, is just continue your case one week
so that Judge Steinheimer, who is the assigned judge,
will be able to do the same type of canvass that was done
with you at the Justice Court level pursuant to Supreme
Court Rule 253, i1if I remember correctly.

THE DEFENDANT: Can I just make one note for
the record?

THE COURT: Sure.

THE DEFENDANT: The continual mother-henning
of the courts to make sure my rights are preserved is

prejudicing my case where I can't get a timely --

4 V8. 1383
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exculpatory evidence that could eventually be material to
the case.

THE COURT: In what way?

THE DEFENDANT : In that I have videotape that
could potentially be lost, and the continual delay,
delay, delay, especially without -- I have received
minimal discovery, no witness statements, four or five
pages of actual police reports that deal with the instant
offense.

THE COURT: Well, if Judge Steinheimer
determines that you are able to represent yourself going
forward in this matter, then you can certainly file
whatever motions regarding discovery you feel are
appropriate and the State has an obligation, even without
the motions being filed, to provide you with all the
evidence that they have in their possession regarding
your case. That's a little bit too broad, but they have
an obligation to provide you with certain discovery, as
you know. And I don't see that one week of a continuance
is going to impact your case. You certainly haven't
articulated any reason that would lead me to believe that
we have to do anything with your case today as opposed to
one week from today.

So it will be the order of the Court that
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this matter is continued to be heard by

on Thursday, July 24" -

Does she start at 8:30 or 9:

THE CLERK: 9:00 a.m., your
THE COURT: -—- at 9:00 a.m.
one week to go, Mr. Schachter, and then
canvass with you and make a decision on
THE DEFENDANT: Thank you,
THE COURT: Thank you, sir.

(Proceedings concluded.)

Judge Steinheimer

007
Honor.

So you've got
she'll do the 253

your case.

your Honor.
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STATE OF NEVADA )
) SS.
COUNTY OF WASHOE )

I, DAWN BRATCHER GUSTIN, Certified Court
Reporter in and for the State of Nevada, do hereby
certify:

That the foregoing proceedings were taken by
me at the time and place herein set forth; that the
proceedings were recorded stenographically by me and
thereafter transcribed via computer under my supervision;
that the foregoing is a full, true and correct
transcription of the proceedings to the best of my
knowledge, skill and ability.

I further certify that I am not a relative
nor an employee of any attorney or any of the parties,
nor am I financially or otherwise interested in this
action.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the
laws of the State of Nevada that the foregoing statements
are true and correct.

Dated this 2m'day of June, 2015.

Dawn Bratcher Gustin

Dawn Bratcher Gustin, CCR #253
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A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 06-02-2015:19:12:14

Clerk Accepted: 06-02-2015:19:12:41
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Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)
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NEVADA
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OF NEVADA
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JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION
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ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):
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FILED
Electronicall
2015-06-11 01:22:]1.1 PM
Jacqueline Bryant

Clerk of the Colirt ]
a0 Transaction # 4995299 : mpurdy

JENNIFER LUNT, BAR# 3057
, || ALTERNATE PUBLIC DEFENDER
JARROD T. HICKMAN, BAR# 12772
MARC PICKER, BAR¥ 3566
3 || DEPUTY ALTERNATE PUBLIC DEFENDER
P.0. BOX 11130 v
4 || RENO NV 89520-3083
(775) 328-3955
5. || ATTORNEY FOR: DEFENDANT

6
7 IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
. IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHOE
9
THE STATE OF NEVADA,
10 Plaintiff, CaseNo. CRI14-1044
11 {ivs. Dept. No. 4
12 ||MARC PAUL SCHACHTER,
13 Defendant. ,
14 JOINT MOTION TO UNSEAL EX PARTE MOTION FILE WITH THE COURT

15 MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (hereinafter “Mr. Schachter”), by and through Washoe

16

County Alternate Public Defender JENNIFER LUNT and Deputy Alternate Public Defender

17 || |ARROD T. HICKMAN, and the STATE OF NEVADA, by and through Washoe County

18 District Attorney CHRISTOPHER HICKS and Deputy District Attorney TERRANCE

19

20
21
22
23

24
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1 IMcCARTHY hereby request this Court issue an Order unsealing the ex parte motion and

2 || accompanying déclaration filed by Mr. Schachter on July 24, 2014.

3 DATED this 11th day of June, 2015.
4 || JENNIFER LUNT CHRISTOPHER HICKS
Washoe County Alternate Public Defender
5
/s/ Jarrod T. Hickman
6 || JARROD T. HICKMAN
Deputy Alternate Public Defender Deputy District Attorney
7
8 POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

9 Mr. Schachter was charged with attempted robbery, burglary and habitual criminality
10 || by Amended Information filed July 14, 2014. At his arraignment on July 24, 2014, he

11 || requested the ability to represent himself. The Court canvassed him pursuant to SCR 253 and

12 || Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. 806 (1975), before it granted his request. Mr. Schachter then

13 || filed an “Ex Parte Motion to Appoint Investigator For a Pro Per Defendant at the Expense of

14 || the State” accompanied by a Declaration pertaining to the request. See Transcript of

15 || Arraignment, July 24, 2014 at 24. The Court accepted those documents and filed them under
16 ||seal. |

17 Ultimately, Mr. Schachter was convicted of attempted robbery, adjudicated a habitual
18 |l criminal, and sentenced accordingly. Currently, the matter is pending appeal.

19 The parties request that this Court unseal the “Ex Parte Motion to Appoint Investigator

20 || For a Pro Per Defendant at the Expense of the State” and accompanying Declaration as they are
i 21 |l necessary to complete the record on appeal. Although counsel is unable to locate a statute or
22 || rule specifically pertaining to the unsealing of ex parte motions ina criminal case, such a

23 || record may be unsealed upon motion in a civil case. See SRCR 4 (providing that in the civil

24

et el
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1 || context, a sealed court record may be unsealed “upon stipulation of all the parties [. . .] or upon

5 || a motion filed by a named party or another person). Additionally, this court retains the

3 ||jurisdiction to unseal a record although the matter is pending appeal. See SRCR 5.

4 CONCLUSION

5 Based on the foregoing, Mr. Schachter respectfully requests that this Court issue an
6 dfder unsealing “Ex Parte Motion to Appoint Investigator For a Pro Per Defendant at the

7 || Expense of the State” and accompanying Declaration for purposes of appeal.

8 AFFIRMATION PURSUANT TO NRS 239B.030

9 The undersigned does hereby affirm that the preceding document does not contain the
10 || social security number of any person.
11 DATED this 11th day of June, 2015.
12 |{JENNIFER LUNT CHRISTOPHER HICKS

Washoe County Alternate Public Defender Washoe County District Attorney
. /s/ Jarrod T. Hickman Is!
14 || JARROD T. HICKMAN CEMC HY
s Deputy Alternate Public Defender Deputy District Attorney
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
3
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25

26

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I hereby certify that I am an employee of Washoe County
Alternate Public Defender’s Office, over the age of 21 years and not a party to nor interested in
the within action. I certify that on this date, I will deposit for mailing in the U.S. Mails, with
postage fully prepaid, or by interoffice mail, or by court-run delivery, or facsimile where

indicated, a true and correct copy of the foregoing document to the following:

Terrance McCarthy
Via E-Filing

DATED this 11" day of June, 2015.
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Electronically
2015-06-11 01:39:40 PM

Jolluqk Ifinﬁ Bryant
Cler the Court
Return Of NEF Transa:Fon # 4995361
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2015-06-11 13:39:38.667.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2015-06-11 13:39:36.654.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2015-06-11 13:39:38.604.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2015-06-11 13:39:38.636.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2015-06-11 13:39:37.278.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2015-06-11 13:39:37.419.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2015-06-11 13:39:38.464.
GRAHAM, ESQ.
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rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 06-11-2015:13:22:11

Clerk Accepted: 06-11-2015:13:36:55

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: Motion

Filed By: Jarrod T Hickman

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION

V8. 1395
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ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):
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/ FILED

Electronically

2015-06-11 03:42:08 PM

Jacqueline Bryant

Clerk of the Court

Transaction # 4996125 : m¢

CODE 3860

JENNIFER LUNT, BAR #3057

WASHOE COUNTY ALTERNATE PUBLIC DEFENDER
JARROD T. HICKMAN, BAR #12772

PO BOX 11130

RENO NV 89520

775-328-3955

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT

IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHOE

THE STATE OF NEVADA,
Plaintiff, CASENO. CR14-1044
VS. DEPT NO. 4
MARC SCHACHTER,
Defendant.

REQUEST FOR SUBMISSION

COMES NOW, Defendant, MARC SCHACHTER, by and through the Washoe County
Alternate Public Defender’s Office and his counsel, Jennifer Lunt, Alternate Public Defender,
Jarrod T. Hickman, Deputy, and hereby requests that the JOINT MOTION TO UNSEAL
EXPARTE MOTION FILE WITH THE COURT that was filed on June 11, 2015, be submitted.
1
1
1
/1

i
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15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
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25

26

AFFIRMATION PURSUANT TO NRS 239B.030

The undersigned does hereby affirm that the preceding document does not contain the
social security number of any person.
Dated this 11™ day of June, 2015.
Washoe County Alternate Public Defender

/s/ Jarrod T. Hickman

JARROD T. HICKMAN
Deputy Alternate Public Defender
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to NRCP 5(b), I hereby certify that I am an employee of Washoe County
Alternate Public Defender’s Office, over the age of 21 years and not a party to nor interested in
the within action. I certify that on this date, I will deposit for mailing in the U.S. Mails, with
postage fully prepaid, or by interoffice mail, or by court-run delivery, or facsimile, and e-filing
where indicated, a true and correct copy of the foregoing document to the following:

Terrance McCarthy
Via E-filing

DATED this 11" day of June, 2015.

/sS/IRANDI JENSEN
Randi Jensen
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V8. 1400 FILED

Electronically
2015-06-12 09:17:25 AM

Jolluqk Ifinﬁ Bryant
Cler the Court
Return Of NEF Transa:Fon # 4997087
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2015-06-12 09:17:24.315.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2015-06-12 09:17:23.535.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2015-06-12 09:17:24.253.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2015-06-12 09:17:24.284.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2015-06-12 09:17:23.582.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2015-06-12 09:17:23.629.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2015-06-12 09:17:23.66.
GRAHAM, ESQ.
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rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 06-11-2015:15:42:08

Clerk Accepted: 06-12-2015:09:16:55

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: Request for Submission

Filed By: Jarrod T Hickman

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION
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ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):
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FILED
Electronically
2015-07-02 02:36:49 PM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court
Transaction # 5029316
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V8. 1404 FILED

Electronically
2015-07-02 02:37:56 PM

Jolluqk Ifinﬁ Bryant
Cler the Court
Return Of NEF Transa:Fon # 5029322
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2015-07-02 14:37:55.26.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2015-07-02 14:37:55.026.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2015-07-02 14:37:55.198.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2015-07-02 14:37:55.229.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2015-07-02 14:37:55.089.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2015-07-02 14:37:55.12.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2015-07-02 14:37:55.151.
GRAHAM, ESQ.
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rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 07-02-2015:14:36:49

Clerk Accepted: 07-02-2015:14:37:23

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: Order...

Filed By: Court Clerk MTrabert

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION
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ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):
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FILED
Electronically
2015-07-15 11:16:56 AM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court
Transaction # 5045745
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V8. 1408 FILED

Electronically
2015-07-15 11:18:09 AM

Jolluqk Ifinﬁ Bryant
Cler the Court
Return Of NEF Transa:Fon # 5045748
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2015-07-15 11:18:09.16.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2015-07-15 11:18:08.941.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2015-07-15 11:18:09.097.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2015-07-15 11:18:09.129.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2015-07-15 11:18:09.004.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2015-07-15 11:18:09.035.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2015-07-15 11:18:09.066.
GRAHAM, ESQ.
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rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 07-15-2015:11:16:56

Clerk Accepted: 07-15-2015:11:17:37

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: Supreme Ct Order Directing

Filed By: Deputy Clerk ASmith

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION
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ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):

V8. 1410



FILED
v8. 1411 Electronically
2015-07-21 08:55:09 AM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court

Code 1350 Transaction # 5053970

IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHOE
THE STATE OF NEVADA,
Case No. CR14-1044
PIaintiff, Dept. No. 4

VS.

MARC PAUL SCHACHTER,

Defendant.
/

CERTIFICATE OF CLERK AND TRANSMITTAL

| certify that | am an employee of the Second Judicial District Court of the State of

Nevada, County of Washoe. On the 21st day of July, 2015, | deposited in the Washoe
County mailing system for postage and mailing in the United States Postal Service in
Reno, Nevada, a sealed copy of the Declaration of a Pro Per Defendant and Motion to
Appoint Investigator for a Pro Per Defendant at the Expense of the State addressed to the
Nevada Supreme Court, 201 S. Carson Street, Suite 201, Carson City, Nevada 89701.The
Order is transmitted pursuant to the Supreme Court’s Order filed on July 9, 2015.

| further certify that the transmitted record is a copy of the original pleadings on file
with the Second Judicial District Court.

Dated this 21st day of July, 2015.

Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court

By /Yvonne Viloria
Yvonne Viloria
Deputy Clerk
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Electronically
2015-07-21 08:58:10 AM

Jolluqk Ifinﬁ Bryant
Cler the Court
Return Of NEF Transa:Fon # 5053979
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2015-07-21 08:58:09.676.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2015-07-21 08:58:08.006.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2015-07-21 08:58:09.567.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2015-07-21 08:58:09.613.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2015-07-21 08:58:08.084.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2015-07-21 08:58:08.63.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2015-07-21 08:58:08.677.
GRAHAM, ESQ.
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rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 07-21-2015:08:55:09

Clerk Accepted: 07-21-2015:08:57:35

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: Certificate of Clerk

Filed By: Deputy Clerk YViloria

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION
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ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):
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FILED
Electronically
2015-07-30 04:23:53 PM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court
Transaction # 5071426
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FILED
Electronically
2015-07-30 04:25:18 PM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court
Transaction # 5071435

V8. 1417



V8. 1418 FILED

Electronically
2015-07-30 04:25:41 PM

Jolluqk Ifinﬁ Bryant
Cler the Court
Return Of NEF Transa:Fon #5071438
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:25:39.534.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:25:37.615.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:25:38.816.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:25:39.487.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:25:38.504.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:25:38.738.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:25:38.769.
GRAHAM, ESQ.
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rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 07-30-2015:16:23:53

Clerk Accepted: 07-30-2015:16:24:50

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: Judgment Conviction-Corrected

Filed By: Court Clerk MTrabert

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION
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ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):

V8. 1420
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Electronically
2015-07-30 04:26:41 PM

Jolluqk Ifinﬁ Bryant
Cler the Court
Return Of NEF Transa:Fon # 5071446
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:26:40.377.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:26:40.159.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:26:40.315.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:26:40.346.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:26:40.221.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Naotification received on 2015-07-30 16:26:40.252.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2015-07-30 16:26:40.283.
GRAHAM, ESQ.
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rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 07-30-2015:16:25:18

Clerk Accepted: 07-30-2015:16:26:00

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: Order...

Filed By: Court Clerk MTrabert

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION
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ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):
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V8. 1424 FILED

Electronically
2015-08-03 08:53:57 AM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court
Code 1350 Transaction # 5073703

IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHOE
STATE OF NEVADA,
Plaintiff, Case No. CR14-1044

Dept. No. 4
Vs,

MARC PAUL SCHACHTER,
Defendant.

CERTIFICATE OF CLERK AND TRANSMITTAL
| certify that | am an employee of the Second Judicial District Court of the State of
Nevada, County of Washoe. On the 3rd day of August, 2015, | electronically filed to the
Supreme Court the Corrected Judgment filed July 30, 2015.
| further certify that the transmitted record is a copy of the original pleadings on file
with the Second Judicial District Court.
Dated this 3rd day of August, 2015.

Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court

By /s/Yvonne Viloria
Yvonne Viloria
Deputy Clerk
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V8. 1425 FILED

Electronically
2015-08-03 08:53:57 AM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court
Code 1350 Transaction # 5073703

IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHOE
STATE OF NEVADA,
Plaintiff, Case No. CR14-1044

Dept. No. 4
Vs,

MARC PAUL SCHACHTER,
Defendant.

CERTIFICATE OF CLERK AND TRANSMITTAL
| certify that | am an employee of the Second Judicial District Court of the State of
Nevada, County of Washoe. On the 3rd day of August, 2015, | electronically filed to the
Supreme Court the Order filed on July 30, 2015.
| further certify that the transmitted record is a copy of the original pleadings on file
with the Second Judicial District Court.
Dated this 3rd day of August, 2015.

Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court

By /s/Yvonne Viloria
Yvonne Viloria
Deputy Clerk
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Electronically
2015-08-03 08:55:05 AM

Jolluqk Ifinﬁ Bryant
Cler the Court
Return Of NEF Transa:Fon # 5073709
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2015-08-03 08:55:04.449.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2015-08-03 08:55:04.168.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2015-08-03 08:55:04.355.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2015-08-03 08:55:04.402.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Natification received on 2015-08-03 08:55:04.23.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2015-08-03 08:55:04.277.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2015-08-03 08:55:04.308.
GRAHAM, ESQ.
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Freexx IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING

A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044

Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp:
Clerk Accepted:

Court:

Case Title:

Document(s) Submitted:

Filed By:

08-03-2015:08:53:57

08-03-2015:08:54:33

Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)
Certificate of Clerk

Certificate of Clerk

Deputy Clerk YViloria

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.

If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION

V8. 1427
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ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):

V8. 1428
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SuPREME COURT
OF
NEevapa

0) 19474 B

FILED
Electronically
CR14-1044
2016-04-27 03:32:29 P
Jacqueline Bryant

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEV:&58can & 5428074

NLM;C PAUL SCHACHTER, No. 67673
Appellant,
v, | > FILED
THE STATE OF NEVADA, \O
Respondent. >< 5\ APR 2 0 2016
| Q? “<)  IRACIEK. LINDEMAN
cusaéor UPREME COURT
;34 .
- DEPZTYE CrERK %‘
ORDER DIRECTING TRANSMISSION OF EXHIBIT
This court has concluded that its review of one of the trial
exhibits is warranted. Accordingly, the clerk of the district court shall
have 10 days from the date of this order to transmit to this court the

exhibit admitted at trial and marked as State's Exhibit 17. NRAP
11(a)(1).

CC:

' Hon. Connie J. Steinheimer, District Judge

It is so ORDERED.

*Q-v\a—ﬂsf—" cd.

Washoe County Alternate Public Defender
Attorney General/Carson City

Washoe County District Attorney
Washoe District Court Clerk

V8. 1429
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V8. 1430 FILED

Electronically

CR14-1044
2046 7I O3:§3:37tPM
Jac ine Bryan
Retu I’n Of N EF Cle?k f the C)(/)urt
Transacfion # 5488081
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2016-04-27 15:33:36.7.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2016-04-27 15:33:36.607.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2016-04-27 15:33:36.763.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2016-04-27 15:33:36.81.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2016-04-27 15:33:36.654.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2016-04-27 15:33:36.841.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2016-04-27 15:33:36.732.
GRAHAM, ESQ.

V8. 1430
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rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 04-27-2016:15:32:29

Clerk Accepted: 04-27-2016:15:33:02

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: Supreme Ct Order Directing

Filed By: Deputy Clerk ASmith

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.
The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

V8. 1431
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DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):

V8. 1432
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Electronically
CR14-1044
2016-05-02 02:49:15 PM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court
Code 1350 Transaction # 5494339

IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHOE
STATE OF NEVADA,
Plaintiff,
Case No. CR14-1044

VS. Dept. No. 4

MARC P SCHACHTER,

Defendant.
/

CERTIFICATE OF CLERK AND TRANSMITTAL - ORIGINAL EXHIBITS

| certify that | am an employee of the Second Judicial District Court of the State of
Nevada, County of Washoe; that on the 2nd day of May, 2016, | deposited in the Washoe
County mailing system for postage and certified mailing, Certified Mail Tracking Number
7015 0920 0001 5182 4742, the original Exhibit 17 Admitted on September 22, 2014 with
the U.S. Postal mailing in the United States Postal Service in Reno, Nevada addressed to
the Nevada Supreme Court 201 S. Carson Street, Suite 201, Carson City, Nevada 89701.

The original Exhibit was transmitted pursuant to the Supreme Court’s Order entered
on April 20, 2016.

Dated this 2nd day of May, 2016.

Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court

By /s/Annie Smith
Annie Smith
Deputy Clerk

V8. 1433



FILED
Electronically
CR14-1044
2016-05-02 02:49:15 PM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court
1 || Code 1350 Transaction # 549439

V8. 1434

DC-09300Q756746-001
L SCHRCHTE 3 Pages
05/02/2016 D2:49 PM

5 IN THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHOE

2]

~J

STATE OF NEVADA,

VAR WA R OO

CR14~1044

w

STRTE VY&. MRRC PRU
District GCourt
Washoe County

LR

Plaintiff,

W

Case No. CR14-1044
Dept. No. 4

-
O

VS,

11
MARC P SCHACHTER,
12
Defendant.

13 /

14
CERTIFICATE OF CLERK AND TRANSMITTAL — ORIGINAL EXHIBITS

t certify that | am an employee of the Second Judicial District Court of the State of

15

: Nevada, County of Washoe; that on the 2nd day of May, 2016, | deposited in the Washog
County mailing system for postage and certified mailing, Certified Mail Tracking Number,
12 7015 0920 0001 5182 4742, the original Exhibit 17 Admitted on September 22, 2014 with
the U.S. Postal mailing in the United States Postal Service in Reno, Nevada addressed to
* the Nevada Supreme Court 201 S. Carson Street, Suite 201, Carson City, Nevada 89701.
i The original Exhibit was transmitted pursuant to the Supreme Court’s Order entered

on April 20, 2016.
Dated this 2nd day of May, 2016.

22
23

24
Jacqueline Bryant
28 Clerk of the Court
26 , _
By /s/Annie Smith
27 Annie Smith

Deputy Clerk
28 puty Cle
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A— THJ’S SECT;QN COMPLETE THIS: secncm ON DELIVERY .

i m Complete Items 1, 2 and 3. Also complete A 5I9nathB 01 Agent
4 ftem'4 if Restricted Delivery is desired. s £ P g

'l | Print your name and address on the reverse ' :

| so that we can return the card to you.

* @ Attach this card to the back of the mailpiece,

or on the front If epace permits.

t -
fl 1. Article Addressed to:

CLERK OF SUPREME COLI'HT
DEFUTY CLEHK

_l N vADA SUPREME COU
’1 201 South Carson Street. ——
" Carson City, Nevada BI701-47102 | Bcaiied Mai® T Priortty Mail Express™

e =

! I ‘ : O Registerad [1 Return Receipt for Merchandise
' i O3 Insured Mailt O3 Callect on Delivery
4. Restricted Dellvery? (Extra Fes} O Yes

5 2. Articke Numbear R
! {Transfer from service label} |

[
T
J; PS For!'l1 3811, July 2013 Tj:rknestiiﬂetl{rn Hf?eipi B . o B

7015 D920 0001 5182 4742 _ |

U.S. Postal Service™ -
CERTIFIED MAIL® RECEIPT

Dornéstic Mail Only :

Postage | $

. Gerified Fee

Return Aeceipt Fes
(Endorsement Requirad)

Restricted Delivery Fes
{Endorsement Required)

Total Postage b Fees $

7015 0920 0OO0L 5182 4742

‘|n-:~

. AEL “A.'“

'PS Form 3800 July 2014 "Gel Reverse for Instructions
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V8. 1437 FILED

Electronically

CR14-1044
20+6=0 2I 02:31:43tPM
Jac ine Bryan
Retu I’n Of N EF Cle?k f the C)(/)urt
Transacfion # 5494351
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2016-05-02 14:51:38.517.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2016-05-02 14:51:38.33.
ESQ.
JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2016-05-02 14:51:38.658.
ESQ.
JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2016-05-02 14:51:38.736.
ESQ.
KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2016-05-02 14:51:38.439.
ESQ.
DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2016-05-02 14:51:38.798.
PROBATION
NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2016-05-02 14:51:38.595.
GRAHAM, ESQ.
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rexkk IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING
A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044
Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp: 05-02-2016:14:49:15

Clerk Accepted: 05-02-2016:14:51:08

Court: Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

Case Title: STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)

Document(s) Submitted: Certificate of Clerk

Filed By: Deputy Clerk ASmith

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.
The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

V8. 1438
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DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):
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SUPREME COURT
OF
NEvVADA

o o > | B0

FILED
Electronically
CR14-1044
2016-08-18 09:25:08 AM
Jacqueline Bryant
Clerk of the Court

Transaction # 5665001
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
(M —4@/‘(,).
{(
MARC PAUL SCHACHTER, No. 67673 L /
Appellant, .
FILED
THE STATE OF NEVADA,

Respondent.

ORDER OF AFFIRMANCE

This is an appeal from a judgment of con\'ziction, pursuant to a
jury verdict, of attempted robbery. Second Judicial District Court, Washoe
County; Connie J. Steinheimer, Judge.

On June 9, 2014, appellant Marc Schachter was arrested after
attempting to steal from Walmart a backpack, heat pad, Icy Hot electrical
pad, and a box of hair dye. On June 23, 2014, Schachter requested that he
be allowed to represent himself and his request was granted on July 24.
On that day, Schachter asked for investigative services, which court-
appointed standby counsel arranged to provide around July 31. Schachter
filed a motion to dismiss the amended information arguing that the delays
in granting his requests resulted in the loss of exculpatory surveillance
video footage showing him entering the Walmart wearing the stolen
backpack because the surveillance video was destroyed, per store polidy,
before the investigator issued the subpoena for the video.! The district

court denied the motion and Schachter appeals.

1Schachter argues that the district court erred by imposing a
separate sentence for both his attempted robbery conviction and his
adjudication as a habitual criminal. The State concedes that this was an
error. The district court entered a corrected judgment of conviction on

continued on next page...
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This court reviews a district court’s decision to grant or deny a
motion to dismiss for an abuse of discretion. Hill v. State, 124 Nev. 546,
550, 188 P.3d 51, 54 (2008). On appeal, Schachter argues that the
cumulative delays by the justice and district court in granting his requests
for self-representation and for reasonable investigative services resulted in
a denial of his right to self-representation and due process in that he was
denied the means of developing and presenting an adequate defense.
Citing California law, Schachter argues that pro se defendants have “the
right to reasonably necessary defense services.” People v. James, 136 Cal.
Rptr. 3d 85, 93 (Ct. App. 2011) (internal quotation marks omitted)
(recognizing this right under the Sixth Amendment). However, even if we
were to recognize this right, Schachter must demonstrate that he was
prejudiced by the failure to provide him with the reasonably necessary
services to prepare his defense. See id. (providing that to be entitled to
reversal on this issue, “a defendant must show both error and resulting
prejudice”); People v. Jenkins, 997 P.2d 1044, 1141 (Cal. 2000) (expressing
concern that the trial court refused to allow defendant to interview an out-
of-state expert witness before pro se defendant called him to testify, but
“[a]ssuming error, however, no prejudice appears, because the witness’s
testimony was excluded as irrelevant”).

Here, Schachter has demonstrated that the delay in allowing
him to represent himself, followed by the delay in affording him
reasonable investigative  services, may have resulted in the loss of the

surveillance video, which some evidence suggests Walmart may have had

...continued
July 30, 2015, properly imposing a single sentence. Therefore, this issue is
moot.
SuPREME COURT
NE?I;DA 2
(©) 19474 <3 V8 1441
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but destroyed 60 days after the incident. Even crediting this assertion,
Schachter still cannot prevail as he has not shown prejudice. The crime of
attempted robbery does not include a threshold monetary valuation and
the amount stolen does not affect the sentence. NRS 193.330; NRS
200.380; see Williams v. State, 93 Nev. 405, 407, 566 P.2d 417, 419 (1977)
(“The State is not required to prove the entire amount or value of property
taken in a robbery, only that some property was indeed taken.”).
Schachter only alleges that the surveillance video would show him
entering Walmart with the backpack on—he does not allege that he did
not steal the other items found in the backpack after he left the store. An
asset protection associate from Walmart testified that he witnessed
Schachter put the other items in the backpack. Therefore, even if the
surveillance video showed Schachter entering with the backpack, he
cannot demonstrate prejudice because he would still be guilty of
attempted robbery for the items in the backpack when he exited the store
without paying.

Next, Schachter claims that the district court erred by denying
his motion to dismiss after it determined that the State’s failure to collect
evidence (the backpack) was the result of mere negligence. Schachter
argues that, because the police were statutorily required to secure the
alleged stolen property pursuant to NRS 205.295, the failure to collect was
the result of gross negligence. See Daniels v. State, 114 Nev. 261, 267-68,
956 P.2d 111, 115 (1998) (articulating the two-part test for a failure-to-
collect claim as a demonstration that the evidence was material and
whether the failure to collect was the result of negligence, gross
negligence, or bad faith). The district court found that the backpack was

material evidence, but did not explain why.

SuPREME COURT
OF
NEevapa 3

(0) 19474 G V8 1442
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SuPREME COURT
OF
NEvADA

(0) 19474 o

We disagree that the backpack was material. See State v.
Ware, 881 P.2d 679, 685 (N.M. 1994) (“The determination of evidence
materiality is a question of law for the court.”’). Evidence is material
where “there is a reasonable probability that, had the evidence been
available to the defense, the result of the proceedings would have been
different.” Daniels, 114 Nev. at 267, 956 P.2d at 115. Schachter wanted
the backpack to show that he customized it and thus, could not have stolen
it. Yet, for the reasons stated above, this showing would not have changed
the outcome of the proceedings because, whether the backpack was his or
not, it still contained items he stole. As he failed to demonstrate that the
backpack was material, we need not consider whether the police’s actions
constituted negligence or gross negligence. See id. (“If the evidence was
material, then the court must determine whether the failure to gather
evidence was the result of mere negligence, gross negligence, or a bad faith
attempt to prejudice the defendant’s case.” (emphasis added)).
Accordingly, we conclude that the district court did not abuse its discretion
by denying Schachter’s motion to dismiss. See Wyatt v. State, 86 Nev. 294,
208, 468 P.2d 338, 341 (1970) (“If a judgment or order of a trial court
reaches the right result, although it is based on an incorrect ground, the
judgment or order will be affirmed on appeal.”).

Schachter’s other arguments lack colorable merit.

Accordingly, we
ORDER the judgment of the district court AFFIRMED.

/-Jw\ Qe X I
Hardesty

IPickelz'ing

V8. 1443
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cc:  Hon. Connie J. Steinheimer, District Judge
Washoe County Alternate Public Defender
Attorney General/Carson City
Washoe County District Attorney
Washoe District Court Clerk .~

SuPREME COURT
OF
Nevapa 5

© 1974 B V8. 1444
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V8. 1445 FILED

Electronically

CR14-1044
204+6~06 ‘?' 09:§6:18tAM
Jac ine Bryan
Retu rn Of N EF Cle?k f the C)(/)urt
Transaclion # 5665003
Recipients
TERRENCE - Notification received on 2016-08-18 09:26:17.75.

MCCARTHY, ESQ.

ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2016-08-18 09:26:17.579.
ESQ.

JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2016-08-18 09:26:17.875.
ESQ.

JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2016-08-18 09:26:17.938.
ESQ.

KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2016-08-18 09:26:17.688.
ESQ.

DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2016-08-18 09:26:18.0.

PROBATION

NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2016-08-18 09:26:17.813.
GRAHAM, ESQ.

V8. 1445
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Freexx IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING

A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044

Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp:
Clerk Accepted:

Court:

Case Title:
Document(s) Submitted:

Filed By:

08-18-2016:09:25:08

08-18-2016:09:25:46

Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)
Supreme Court Order Affirming

Deputy Clerk YViloria

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.

If service is not required for this document (e.g., Minutes), please disregard the below language.

The following people were served electronically:

NICKOLAS J. GRAHAM, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

ZELALEM BOGALE, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

JENNIFER L. LUNT, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

KELLY ANN KOSSOW, ESQ. for STATE OF
NEVADA

TERRENCE P. MCCARTHY, ESQ. for STATE
OF NEVADA

DIV. OF PAROLE & PROBATION

V8. 1446
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JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):

V8. 1447



V8. 1448 FILED

Electronically
CR14-1044
2016-09-13 02:51:58 PM
Jacqueline Bryant

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA ., Sierkof the Court

MARC PAUL SCHACHTER, Supreme Court No. 67673
Appellant, District Court Case No. CR141044
VS. DL'
THE STATE OF NEVADA,

Respondent.

NOTICE OF RETURN OF RECORD

TO: Jacqueline Bryant, Washoe District Court Clerk

This matter having been disposed of, | am returning to your custody the original
documents as follows:

Exhibit (original). State's Exhibit 17.

Exhibits: "Motion to Appoint Investigator for a Pro Per Defendant at the Expense of the
State" and the "Declaration of a Pro Per Defendant" filed in the district court in District
Court Case No. CR-14-1044 on July 24, 2014.

Please acknowledge receipt of said documents below and return this notice to the Clerk
of the Supreme Court. The enclosed copy is provided for your records.

DATE: September 08, 2016
Tracie Lindeman, Clerk of Court

By: Amanda Ingersoll
Chief Deputy Clerk

cc without enclosure:
Washoe County Alternate Public Defender
Washoe County District Attorney
Attorney General/Carson City

RECEIPT FOR DOCUMENTS o+ "

ceipt of the documents listed herein is hereby acknowledge':
D0y . :

V8. 1448



V8. 1449 FILED

Electronically

CR14-1044
20+6+09 :;, oz:g3:11tPM
Jac ine Bryan
Retu I’n Of N EF Cle?k f the C)(/)urt
Transaclion # 5704815
Recipients

TERRENCE - Notification received on 2016-09-13 14:53:10.591.
MCCARTHY, ESQ.

ZELALEM BOGALE, - Notification received on 2016-09-13 14:53:10.373.
ESQ.

JENNIFER LUNT, - Notification received on 2016-09-13 14:53:10.732.
ESQ.

JARROD HICKMAN, - Notification received on 2016-09-13 14:53:10.825.
ESQ.

KELLY KOSSOW, - Notification received on 2016-09-13 14:53:10.529.
ESQ.

DIV. OF PAROLE & - Notification received on 2016-09-13 14:53:10.903.
PROBATION

NICKOLAS - Notification received on 2016-09-13 14:53:10.654.
GRAHAM, ESQ.

V8. 1449
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Freexx IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****
PROOF OF SERVICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING

A filing has been submitted to the court RE: CR14-1044

Judge:
HONORABLE CONNIE J. STEINHEIMER

Official File Stamp:
Clerk Accepted:

Court:

Case Title:
Document(s) Submitted:

Filed By:

09-13-2016:14:51:58

09-13-2016:14:52:34

Second Judicial District Court - State of Nevada
Criminal

STATE VS. MARC PAUL SCHACHTER (D4)
Supreme Court Notice

Deputy Clerk YViloria

You may review this filing by clicking on the following link to take you to your cases.

This notice was automatically generated by the courts auto-notification system.
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JARROD T. HICKMAN, ESQ. for MARC PAUL
SCHACHTER

The following people have not been served electronically and must be served by traditional
means (see Nevada Electronic Filing Rules.):
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V8. 1452 FILED
Electronically
CR14-1044
2016-09-13 03:46:36 PM
Jacqueline Bryant

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA Tramc o the S

MARC PAUL SCHACHTER, Supreme Court No. 67673
Appellant, District Court Case No. CR141044

vs. Dq

THE STATE OF NEVADA,
Respondent.

REMITTITUR

TO: Jacqueline Bryant, Washoe District Court Clerk
Pursuant to the rules of this court, enclosed are the following:
Certified copy of Judgment and Opinion/Order.

Receipt for Remittitur.
DATE: September 07, 2016
Tracie Lindeman, Clerk of Court

By: Amanda Ingersoll
Chief Deputy Clerk

cc (without enclosures):
Hon. Connie J. Steinheimer, District Judge
Washoe County Alternate Public Defender
Washoe County District Attorney
Attorney General/Carson City

RECEIPT FOR REMITTITUR

- 9 ) \ 3
L N
Received of Tracie Lindeman, Clerk of the Supreme Coyrt of he;%aéieL hNevada, the
REMITTITUR issued in the above-entitled cause, on A8, 13 Sty .
District Cow

1 16-27807
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V8. 1453 FILED

Electronically
CR14-1044
2016-09-13 03:46:36 PM
Jacqueline Bryant

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA ,o.erkof the Court

MARC PAUL SCHACHTER, Supreme Court No. 67673
Appellant, District Court Case No. CR141044
VS, DC‘(
THE STATE OF NEVADA,

Respondent.

CLERK'’S CERTIFICATE

STATE OF NEVADA, ss.
|, Tracie Lindeman, the duly appointed and qualified Clerk of the Supreme Court of the

State of Nevada, do hereby certify that the following is a full, true and correct copy of
the Judgment in this matter.

JUDGMENT

The court being fully advised in the premises and the law, it is now ordered, adjudged
and decreed, as follows:

“ORDER the judgment of the district court AFFIRMED.”
Judgment, as quoted above, entered this 10th day of August, 2016.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have subscribed
my name and affixed the seal of the Supreme
Court at my Office in Carson City, Nevada this
September 07, 2016.

Tracie Lindeman, Supreme Court Clerk

By: Amanda Ingersoll
Chief Deputy Clerk

V8. 1453
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FILED
Electronically
CR14-1044
2016-09-13 03:46:3¢
Jacqueline Bryar|
Clerk of the Cou
Transaction # 5705
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA
G RIY—1Tu°Y
MARC PAUL SCHACHTER, No.67673 O |
Appellant, : v
s FILED
THE STATE OF NEVADA,
Respondent. AUG 15 2016

IE K rTN‘ EMAN
ORDER OF AFFIRMANCE mzﬁﬁgy
’ ) U LER

This is an appeal from a judgment of conviction, pursuant to a
jury verdict, of attempted robbery. Second Judicial District Court, Washoe
County; Connie J. Steinheimer, Judge.

On June 9, 2014, appellant Marc Schachter was arrested after
attempting to steal from Walmart a backpack, heat pad, Icy Hot electrical
pad, and a box of hair dye. On June 23, 2014, Schachter requested that he
be allowed to represent himself and his request was granted on July 24.
On that day, Schachter asked for investigative services, which court-
appointed standby counsel arranged to provide around July 31. Schachter
filed a: motion to dismiss the amended information arguing that the delays
in granting his requests resulted in the loss of exculpatory surveillance
video footage showing him entering the Walmart wearing the stolen
backpack because the surveillance video was destroyed, per store poliéy,
before the investigator issued the subpoena for the video.! The district

court denied the motion and Schachter appeals.

1Schachter argues that the district court erred by imposing a
separate sentence for both his attempted robbery conviction and his
adjudication as a habitual criminal. The State concedes that this was an
error. The district court entered a corrected judgment of conviction on

continued on next page...
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This court reviews a district court’s decision to grant or deny a
motion to dismiss for an abuse of discretion. Hill v. State, 124 Nev. 546,
550, 188 P.3d 51, 54 (2008). On appeal, Schachter argues that the
cumulative delays by the justice and district court in granting his requests
for self-representation and for reasonable investigative services resulted in
a denial of his right to self-representation and due process in that he was
denied the means of developing and presenting an adequate defense.
Citing California law, Schachter argues that pro se defendants have “the
right to reasonably necessary defense services.” People v. James, 136 Cal.
Rptr. 3d 85, 93 (Ct. App. 2011) (internal quotation marks omitted)
(recognizing this right under the Sixth Amendment). . However, even if we
were to recognize this right, Schachter must demonstrate that he was
prejudiced by the failure to provide him-with the reasonably necessary
services to prepare his defense. See id. (providing that to be entitled to
reversal on this issue, “a defendant must show both error and resulting
prejudice”); People v. Jenkins, 997 P.2d 1044, 1141 (Cal. 2000) (expressing
concern that the trial court refused to allow defendant to interview an out-
of-state expert witness before pro se defendant called him to testify, but
“[alssuming error, however, no prejudice appears, because the witness’s
testimony was excluded as irrelevant”).

Here, Schachter has demonstrated that the delay in allowing
him to represent himself, followed by the delay in affording him
reasonable investigative- services, may have resulted in the loss of the

surveillance video, which some evidence suggests Walmart may have had

...continued
July 30, 2015, properly imposing a single sentence. Therefore, this issue is
moot.
SUPREME COURT
NE:FADA 2
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but destroyed 60 days after the incident. Even crediting this assertion,
Schachter still cannot prevail as he has not shown prejudice. The crime of
attempted robbery does not include a threshold monetary valuation and
the amount stolen does not affect the sentence. NRS 193.330; NRS
200.380; see Williams v. State, 93 Nev. 405, 407, 566 P.2d 417, 419 (1977)
(“The State is not required to prove the entire amount or value of property
taken in a robbery, only that some property was indeed taken.”).
Schachter only alleges that the surveillance video would show him
entering Walmart with the backpack on—he does not allege that he did
not steal the other items found in the backpack after he left the store. An
asset protection associate from Walmart testified that he witnessed
Schachter put the other items in the -backpack. Therefore, even if the
surveillance video showed Schachter entering with the backpack, he
cannot demonstrate prejudice because he would still be guilty of
attempted robbery for the items in the backpack when he exited the store
without paying.

Next, Schachter claims that the district court erred by denying -
his motion to dismiss after it determined that the State’s failure to collect
evidence (the backpack) was the result of mere negligence. Schachter
argues that, because the police were statutorily required to secure the
alleged stolen property pursuant to NRS 205.295, the failure to collect was
the result of gross negligence. See Daniels v. State, 114 Nev. 261, 267-68,
956 P.2d 111, 115 (1998) (articulating the two-part test for a failure-to-
collect claim as a demonstratioh that the evidence was material and
whether the failure to collect was the result of negligence, gross
negligence, or bad faith). The district court found that the backpack was

material evidence, but did not explain why.

SuPREME COURT
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We disagree that the backpack was material. See State v.
Ware, 881 P.2d 679, 685 (N.M. 1994) (“The determination of evidence
materiality is a question of law for the court.”). Evidence is material
where “there is a reasonable probability that, had the evidence been
available to the defense, the result of the proceedings would have been
different.” Daniels, 114 Nev. at 267, 956 P.2d at 115. Schachter wanted
the backpack to show that he customized it and thus, could not have stolen
it. Yet, for the reasons stated above, this showing would not have changed
the outcome of the proceedings because, whether the backpack was his or
not, it still contained items he stole. As he failed to demonstrate that the
backpack was material, we need not consider whether the police’s actions
constituted negligence or gross negligence. See id. (“If the evidence was
material, then the court must determine whether the failure to gather
evidence was the result of mere negligence, gross negligence, or a bad faith
attempt to prejudice the defendant’s case.” (emphasis added)).
Accordingly, we conclude that the district court did not abuse its discretion
by denying Schachter’s motion to dismiss. See Wyatt v. State, 86 Nev. 294,
298, 468 P.2d 338, 341 (1970) (“If a judgment or order of a trial court
reaches the right result, although it is based on an incorrect ground, the
judgment or order will be affirmed on appeal.”).

Schachter's other arguments lack colorable ment.
Accordingly, we

ORDER the judgment of the district court AFFIRMED.

/—Jw\ e, I
/Tﬂg Hardesty

Pickering
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cc:  Hon. Connie J. Steinheimer, District Judge
Washoe County Alternate Public Defender
Attorney General/Carson City
Washoe County District Attorney
Washoe District Court Clerk
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‘ é'aﬁcbrrect copy of
the ong, ‘.al 3 reoord in my office.

DATE: " e/ 20U o
Supreme Co kd( &arte o( Nevada
/ﬁ/&% Deputy
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