


previously, or offer cogent reasons for concluding that concurrent 

sentences were not sufficient punishment. 

We review a district court's sentencing decision for abuse of 

discretion. Chavez v. State, 125 Nev. 328, 348, 213 P.3d 476, 490 (2009). 

Here, appellant's prison sentences fall within the parameters of the 

relevant statute. See NRS 484C.400(1)(c). Appellant has not alleged that 

the district court relied solely on impalpable or highly suspect evidence. 

See Silks v. State, 92 Nev. 91, 94, 545 P.2d 1159, 1161 (1976). NRS 

176.035(1) Plainly gives the district court discretion to run subsequent 

sentences consecutively. See Hobbs v. State, 127 Nev. „ 251 P.34 

177, 179 (2011) ("If the statute's language is clear and unambiguous, we 

enforce the statute as written."). The district court was not required to 

state its reasons for imposing a sentence. See generally Campbell v. 

Eighth Judicial Dist. Court, 114 Nev. 410, 414, 957 P.2d 1141, 1143 

(1998). We conclude that the district court did not abuse its discretion at 

sentencing, and we 

ORDER the judgments of conviction AFFIRMED. 
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