


punishment"). Therefore, Ruffin fails to demonstrate that the district 

court abused its discretion when imposing Ruffin's sentence. 

Second, Ruffin argues that the district court erred in failing to 

amend the presentence investigation report (PSI) to reflect that the filed 

judgments of conviction for his prior convictions were infirm for failing to 

comply with NRS 176.105. Ruffin did not request alterations to the PSI 

below and thus, we review for plain error. See Dieudonne u. State, 127 

Nev. , 245 P.3d 1202, 1204-05 (2011). "A defendant's 'PSI must not 

include information based on impalpable or highly suspect evidence." See 

Sasser v. State, 130 Nev. 	„ 324 P.3d 1221, 1224 (2014) (quoting 

Stockmeier v. State, Bd. of Parole Comm'rs, 127 Nev. 	„ 255 P.3d 

209, 213 (2011) (internal quotation marks omitted)). Here, Ruffin merely 

asserts that the filed judgments of convictions do not contain all of the 

information that is required by NRS 176.105. He does not allege that he 

did not have the prior convictions, and therefore, he has not demonstrated 

that the PSI improperly contained information related to those 

convictions. Accordingly, Ruffin fails to demonstrate that the PSI 

contained any errors regarding his prior convictions. 

Having concluded that Ruffin is not entitled to relief, we 

ORDER the judgment of conviction AFFIRMED. 
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