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OPINION 

By the Court, HARDESTY, J.: 

In this case, we conclude that the district court erred in denying 

a motion to suppress statements made by the appellant because he was in 

custody at the time and had not been advised of his rights as required by 

Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966). That error does not require 

reversal of the judgment of conviction, however, if it was harmless. 

Although the State bears the burden of proving the error was harmless, the 

State made no effort to meet that burden in its appellate brief filed in this 

case. We can treat the States failure to argue harmlessness as a waiver of 

the issue or a confession that the error was not harmless, as we did in Polk 

v. State, 126 Nev. 180, 233 P.3d 357 (2010). But because there may be 

extraordinary cases in which no interest would be served by reversing a 

judgment of conviction without considering harmlessness, we take this 

opportunity to adopt three factors to help determine whether we should 

consider an error's harmlessness when the State has not argued 

harmlessness in a death penalty case. Those factors are the length and 

complexity of the record, the certainty that the error is harmless, and the 

futility and costliness of reversal and further litigation. After weighing 

those factors, we conclude that sua sponte harmless-error review is 

appropriate in this matter and that the complained-of error is harmless. We 

also conclude that one of the convictions for robbery was not supported by 

sufficient evidence and therefore reverse that conviction. Because no other 

issue warrants relief, we affirm the judgment of conviction in all other 

respects. 
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FACTS 

William Postorino sold drugs and forged prescriptions, 

recruiting people, including appellant Norman Belcher, to fill prescriptions 

and furnish him with drugs for resale. In early December 2010, Belcher 

purchased prescriptions from William, but he could not fill them. Belcher 

demanded that William return the money he paid for some of the 

prescriptions. After a series of threatening text messages from Belcher, 

William returned the money and ended his business relationship with 

Belcher. 

Not long after the disagreement between William and Belcher, 

an armed intruder kicked in the front door of William's home at 2:30 in the 

morning. William was not home, but his 15-year-old daughter Alexus, 

roommate Nick Brabham, and Nick's friend Ashley Riley were there. When 

Nick responded to the forced entry, he was shot in the abdomen. Nick fell 

down and pulled himself into a closet. The intruder then shot Alexus 

several times. Ashley managed to escape, jumping out of a second-story 

window. The intruder took property from the home, including a laptop, safe, 

and 60-inch television. Nick survived his injuries, but Alexus succumbed to 

hers. 

William's neighbors observed a man outside the residence 

before the shooting, and then again after the shooting, loading objects, 

including a heavy metal object, into a white car. A rented white Nissan 

Versa was stopped for speeding about 18 miles from William's home at 3:16 

on the morning of the break-in and shooting. The driver, later identified as 

Belcher, was ticketed and allowed to leave. Several hours later, the Versa 

was set on fire. Video of the area showed Belcher walking away from the 
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burning car. Nick identified Belcher as the shooter about a month after the 

shooting, when he emerged from a coma. 

According to Belcher's romantic partner, Bridgette Chaplin, 

Belcher made comments before the shooting that suggested his motive to 

shoot Alexus—revenge against William. He also told Bridgette that 

burning evidence was one of the best ways to get rid of it. When he was 

being booked into jail, Belcher suggested his involvement in Alexus killing, 

asking an officer if the jail would "put [him] in max custody because [he] 

killed a kid?" 

A jury found Belcher guilty of two counts of robbery with the 

use of a deadly weapon and one count each of burglary while in possession 

of a firearm, murder with the use of a deadly weapon, attempted murder 

with the use of a deadly weapon, battery with the use of a deadly weapon 

causing substantial bodily harm, and third-degree arson. The jury 

sentenced him to death for the murder. This appeal followed. 

DISCUSSION 

Admissibility of Belcher's statement to police 

Belcher argues that the district court erred in denying his 

motion to suppress the statements he made during an interview with 

detectives before his arrest. He asserts that he was in custody at the time 

and therefore entitled to warnings pursuant to Miranda v. Arizona, 384 

U.S. 436 (1966). 

"Miranda establishes procedural safeguards 'to secure and 

protect the Fifth Amendment privilege against compulsory self-

incrimination during the inherently coercive atmosphere of an in-custody 

interrogation."' Stewart v. State, 133 Nev. 142, 146, 393 P.3d 685, 688 

(2017) (quoting Dewey v. State, 123 Nev. 483, 488, 169 P.3d 1149, 1152 
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(2007)). If a person is not advised of his or her Miranda rights, any 

statements made during a custodial interrogation are inadmissible at trial, 

Carroll v. State, 132 Nev. 269, 282, 371 P.3d 1023, 1032 (2016), except to 

impeach his or her inconsistent trial testimony, Lamb v. State, 127 Nev. 26, 

36, 251 P.3d 700, 707 (2011). There is no dispute that Belcher was not given 

the Miranda warnings before he was interviewed, so the only question is 

whether Belcher was in custody during the interview. 

"A defendant is 'in custody under Miranda if he or she has been 

formally arrested or his or her freedom has been restrained to 'the degree 

associated with a formal arrest so that a reasonable person would not feel 

free to leave.'" Carroll, 132 Nev. at 282, 371 P.3d at 1032 (quoting State v. 

Taylor, 114 Nev. 1071, 1082, 968 P.2d 315, 323 (1998)). Whether a 

defendant is in custody is determined by the totality of the circumstances. 

Id. Those circumstances include the interrogation site, any objective indicia 

of arrest, "and the length and form of questioning." Id. (internal quotation 

marks omitted). Based on our review of the record and giving deference to 

the district court's relevant factual findings that are supported by the 

record, we conclude that Belcher was in custody when detectives 

interrogated him and therefore the district court erred in denying the 

motion to suppress and the motion to reconsider that decision. Id. at 281, 

371 P.3d at 1031 (explaining that the custody determination presents a 

mixed question of law and fact, so the appellate court will give deference to 

the district court's findings of historical facts if they are supported by the 

record but will review de novo the district court's conclusion as to custody). 

Site of interrogation 

The first factor—the site of the interrogation—indicates that 

Belcher was in custody during the interview. Detectives transported 

Belcher to the homicide offices and questioned him in an interview room. 
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Although the location of the interview at the homicide offices does not 

definitively establish that Belcher was in custody, see California v. Beheler, 

463 U.S. 1121, 1125 (1983) (holding that an interrogation is not necessarily 

custodial because it occurred at a police station), it is suggestive of custody 

considering the other circumstances related to the location, see Carroll, 132 

Nev. at 282, 371 P.3d at 1032 (recognizing that a suspect who is driven to 

the interview site could not terminate the interview). The detectives chose 

to transport Belcher to the homicide offices for the interview when they 

could have questioned him in a less intimidating location. By transporting 

Belcher to the homicide offices, the detectives made it more difficult for 

Belcher to leave without their assistance. The environment in the interview 

room further conveyed that Belcher was not free to leave. For example, 

when the detectives spoke with Belcher, they sat in front of the only door to 

the room, such that Belcher could not terminate the interview or leave the 

room unless the detectives moved and allowed him to do so. Cf. id. 

(recognizing a defendant was in custody where two detectives sat between 

the defendant and the sole door to a very small room). And when detectives 

left the room, they locked the door behind them. Considering all of the 

circumstances surrounding the site of the interrogation, we conclude they 

suggest that Belcher was in custody. 

Objective indicia of arrest 

The second factor—objective indicia of arrest—also indicates 

that Belcher was in custody when he made his statements. Objective indicia 

of arrest include the following: 

(1) whether the suspect was told that the 
questioning was voluntary or that he was free to 
leave; (2) whether the suspect was not formally 
under arrest; (3) whether the suspect could move 
about freely during questioning; (4) whether the 
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suspect voluntarily responded to questions; 
(5) whether the atmosphere of questioning was 
police-dominated; (6) whether the police used 
strong-arm tactics or deception during questioning; 
and (7) whether the police arrested the suspect at 
the termination of questioning. 

Taylor, 114 Nev. at 1082 n.1, 968 P.2d at 323 n.1. Not all of these factors 

need be present to make a determination as to custody. Id. With the 

exception of being placed under formal arrest before the interview, all the 

objective indicia of arrest are present in this case. 

First, the detectives actions suggested that Belcher was not 

free to leave. Detectives approached Belcher outside his apartment and 

handcuffed him. He was detained in handcuffs for approximately 10 to 15 

minutes before another set of detectives asked him to come to their office to 

answer questions. Belcher remained in handcuffs for the 30-minute ride in 

the police vehicle. The detectives never told him that he was free to decline 

accompanying them or to leave the interview. 

Second, as previously discussed, detectives restricted Belcher's 

movement during questioning. They questioned Belcher in a room that was 

approximately the size of the trial court's witness stand. While they 

questioned him, the two detectives sat between Belcher and the interview 

room door. He could not leave unless the officers stood, moved aside, and 

allowed him to do so. Although not handcuffed in the room, he was either 

flanked by the detectives or locked in the room alone. The State has 

suggested that Belcher was not precluded from using his cell phone, an 

apparent effort to distinguish the circumstances from those in Carroll. That 

effort falls flat given evidence in the record that Belcher did not have 

possession of his cell phone during the interview, as it was found during the 

search of his apartment. Instead, the record indicates Belcher perceived 
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that his freedom of movement was limited—for example, he sought 

permission to reach inside his pockets. The circumstances and the 

environment in the interview room described above further reflect the 

interview's police-dominated atmosphere. 

Third, Belcher initially declined to discuss certain topics, such 

as his drug dealing and whether he had been upstairs in William's home. 

Detectives pressed the second topic and eventually compelled an answer. 

They also employed a measure of deception by insisting that Belcher had 

already been identified by a patrol officer when the identification did not 

occur until after the interview. Thus, it is not clear that all of Belcher's 

responses were voluntary. 

Lastly, Belcher was arrested at the end of the interview. When 

the interview ceased and Belcher asked to leave, detectives insisted that 

they would release him in ten minutes. They instead left him sitting in the 

interview room for approximately an hour, until the patrol officer who 

pulled over the white Versa on the night of the shooting arrived for a show-

up identification. Belcher was arrested after the officer identified him as 

the driver he pulled over in the white Versa. 

In sum, all but one of the seven objective indicia of arrest weigh 

in favor of concluding that Belcher was in custody. The detectives' 

subjective motivation for handcuffing Belcher (officer safety) and locking 

him in the interview room (to prevent him from wandering around the 

homicide offices) and their subjective intention with respect to the 

techniques they employed are not relevant because "whether a suspect is In 

custody is an objective inquiry." J.D.B v. North Carolina, 564 U.S. 261, 270 

(2011) (emphasis added). Here, the objective indicia of arrest suggest that 

Belcher was in custody during the interrogation. 
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Length and form of questioning 

The third factor—length and form of the questioning—also 

indicates that Belcher was in custody. Although detectives questioned 

Belcher for a little under an hour, he was in the interview room for three 

and one-half hours. Detectives did not immediately start questioning him 

and took breaks during the questioning. While the amount of time spent on 

questioning might not alone suggest that Belcher was in custody, cf. Carroll, 

132 Nev. at 285, 371 P.3d at 1034 (concluding that questioning of two and 

one-half hours, excluding breaks, militated toward finding that suspect was 

in custody), Belcher was left in the locked interview room for another hour 

after the interview, even though he had asked to leave at the end of the 

interview and had been told that he would be able to leave in about ten 

minutes. Additionally, detectives questioned Belcher as a suspect, not as a 

witness. The questioning was focused on where Belcher was on the evening 

of the shooting and his conflict with William. Detectives also pressed him 

on issues he was initially reluctant to talk about, employed deception during 

the interview, and repeatedly confronted him with evidence that conflicted 

with his answers. 

Considering the totality of the circumstances, Belcher was in 

custody when detectives interviewed him. And with no Miranda warnings 

issued, we conclude that the district court erred in denying the motion to 

suppress and the motion to reconsider its decision. 

Harmless-error review 

When an appellant demonstrates error of a constitutional 

nature, as Belcher has done here, we must reverse unless the error was 

harmless beyond a reasonable doubt. See NRS 178.598; Obermeyer v. State, 

97 Nev. 158, 159, 625 P.2d 95, 96 (1981); see also Chapman v. California, 

386 U.S. 18, 24 (1967). The State bears the burden of proving that the error 
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was harmless—i.e., that the error did not contribute to the verdict. See 

Chapman, 386 U.S. at 24. It follows that the State forfeits the opportunity 

to satisfy that burden if it fails to address harmlessness. See Polk v. State, 

126 Nev. 180, 184-86, 233 P.3d 357, 359-61 (2010); cf. NRAP 31(d)(2) ("The 

failure of respondent to file a brief may be treated by the court as a 

confession of error.  . . . ."). Here, the State made no argument as to 

harmlessness. Accordingly, we may treat that omission as a waiver of the 

issue or confession that the error was not harmless. Doing so "makes perfect 

sense in light of the nature of the harmless-error inquiry: it is the [States] 

burden to establish harmlessness, and it cannot expect us to shoulder that 

burden for it." United States v. Gonzalez-Flores, 418 F.3d 1093, 1100 (9th 

Cir. 2005). 

This court has not addressed, however, whether there are 

circumstances in which we will consider harmlessness even though the 

State has not argued it, aside from observations in Polk about insignificant 

issues or excusable neglect. See Polk, 126 Nev. at 185, 233 P.3d at 360. A 

number of federal circuit courts of appeal have recognized they have 

discretion to consider whether an error was harmless under certain 

circumstances regardless of whether the government has argued 

harmlessness. See, e.g., United States v. Rodriguez, 880 F.3d 1151, 1164 

(9th Cir. 2018); United States v. Rose, 104 F.3d 1408, 1414 (1st Cir. 1997); 

Horsley v. Alabama, 45 F.3d 1486, 1492 n.10 (11th Cir. 1995); United States 

v. Langston, 970 F.2d 692, 704 n.9 (10th Cir. 1992); Lufkins v. Leapley, 965 

F.2d 1477, 1481 (8th Cir. 1992); United States v. Pryce, 938 F.2d 1343, 1348 

(D.C. Cir. 1991); United States v. Giovannetti, 928 F.2d 225, 227 (7th Cir. 

1991). In doing so, they primarily rely "on the arguably mandatory 

language" in the federal harmless-error rule providing that error that "does 
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not affect substantial rights shall be disregarded." Rose, 104 F.3d at 1414 

(emphasis added) (internal quotation marks omitted) (referencing former 

version of rule).2  Nevada's statutory definition of harmless error includes 

the same "arguably mandatory language [:]" "Any error, defect, irregularity 

or variance which does not affect substantial rights shall be disregarded." 

NRS 178.598 (emphasis added). Given that similarity, we agree with the 

federal courts and thus take this opportunity to hold that Nevada's 

appellate courts may overlook the States omission and consider 

harmlessness sua sponte. 

But like the federal courts, we will overlook the States failure 

to argue harmlessness only in "extraordinary cases" because "there are good 

policy reasons not to do so" at all. Rodriguez, 880 F.3d at 1163-64 (internal 

quotation marks omitted). Chief among those reasons is fairness. As the 

United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has observed, 

considering harmless error where the government has not raised it "may 

unfairly tilt the scales of justice by authorizing courts to construct the 

governmenes best arguments for [harmlessness] without providing the 

defendant with a chance to respond." Gonzalez-Flores, 418 F.3d at 1101. 

Nor do we want "to encourage the government's laxness and failure to 

follow.  . . . clear, applicable precedent" assigning it the burden of 

establishing harmlessness. Rodriguez, 880 F.3d at 1163 (internal quotation 

marks omitted). And not to be overlooked is the impact on the reviewing 

court, which would be obligated to expend its limited resources "search[ing] 

2Current1y, Fed. R. Crim. P. 52(a) states, "Any error, defect, 
irregularity, or variance that does not affect substantial rights must be 
disregarded." 
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through large records without guidance from the parties." Gonzalez-Flores, 

418 F.3d at 1100. 

To help identify the exceptional case in which the court may 

consider harmlessness when the State has not argued it, we adopt the test 

employed by the federal circuit courts. Accordingly, we will look to three 

factors in deciding whether to consider an error's harmlessness sua sponte: 

"(1) the length and complexity of the record, (2) whether the harmlessness 

of an error is certain or debatable, and (3) the futility and costliness of 

reversal and further litigation." Rodriguez, 880 F.3d at 1164 (internal 

quotation marks omitted); see also United States v. McLaughlin, 126 F.3d 

130, 135 (3d Cir. 1997), abrogated on other grounds by United States v. 

FioreIli, 133 F.3d 218 (3d Cir. 1998); Giovannetti, 928 F.2d at 227. But see 

Rose, 104 F.3d at 1415 (rejecting test and considering "the balancing of 

many elements"). Of those factors, the second one—the court's certainty as 

to the error's harmlessness—is most sensitive to the concerns of considering 

an error's harmlessness notwithstanding the States failure to argue it. 

Gonzalez-Flores, 418 F.3d at 1101. In particular, when the error's 

harmlessness "is at all close, defense counsel's lack of opportunity to answer 

potential harmless error arguments may lead the court to miss an angle 

that would have shown the error to have been prejudicial." Id. (quoting 

Pryce, 938 F.2d at 1347). The second factor therefore is the most important. 

United States v. Brooks, 772 F.3d 1161, 1171 (9th Cir. 2014). Thus, "[ilf the 

harmlessness of the error is at all debatable, prudence and fairness to the 

defendant counsel against deeming that error harmless without the benefit 

of the parties debate." Gonzalez-Flores, 418 F.3d at 1101. Applying the 

factors here, we conclude sua sponte review is warranted and the error in 

admitting Belcher's statement was harmless. 
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The record here is voluminous. The guilt phase of trial lasted 

nearly three weeks and included testimony from three dozen witnesses. 

The witnesses provided eyewitness, scientific, financial, and investigative 

testimony. But whether unbriefed harmlessness review unduly burdens 

this court does not directly correlate to the overall size of the record. In fact, 

most of the record is irrelevant to the harmless-error review at issue. In 

particular, we do not need to consider the lengthy parts of the record 

devoted to charging proceedings, pretrial motion practice, and discovery to 

determine whether the admission of Belcher's statement was harmless. 

Nor do we need to consider the whole of the trial transcript. For example, 

the transcripts of jury selection and the penalty phase proceedings offer no 

insight into whether the admission of Belcher's statement was harmless to 

the guilt phase verdict. When the record is narrowed down to the relevant 

parts of the guilt phase transcripts, sua sponte review for harmlessness is 

much less burdensome. And because we are already obligated to afford 

"extra resources and heightened scrutiny" to death penalty cases, see Evans 

v. State, 117 Nev. 609, 642, 28 P.3d 498, 520 (2001) ("SCR 250 and the 

internal policies of this court ensure that [death penalty] cases receive extra 

resources and heightened scrutiny."), overruled on other grounds by Lisle v. 

State, 131 Nev. 356, 366 n.5, 351 P.3d 725, 732 n.5 (2015), the record's size 

is not a compelling factor in deciding whether to conduct sua sponte 

harmless-error review in this capital case. 

We are also certain that the error was harmless beyond a 

reasonable doubt. Belcher did not confess during the custodial interview, 

nor did his statements lead detectives to evidence implicating him in the 

crimes. At most, the jury could infer consciousness of guilt when Belcher 

tried to concoct an alibi and lied about the traffic stop and the fate of his 
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rental car. But there was other, significantly more compelling evidence 

against Belcher. Nick identified Belcher as the man who shot him. 

Evidence established the disintegration of William and Belcher's illicit 

business relationship, including a heated disagreement between the two 

men regarding a drug debt close in time to the shooting. And Belcher openly 

contemplated harming William's 15-year-old daughter as revenge. 

Eyewitness testimony placed a white car at the scene of the shooting, and 

minutes after the shooting, a patrol officer stopped Belcher for speeding in 

the white rental car that, two hours later, was set on fire and destroyed. 

The defense even admitted that Belcher committed third-degree arson. And 

when Belcher was booked into the jail, he made an unsolicited comment to 

one of the correctional officers that seemingly acknowledged he killed 

Alexus: "[S]ir, are you . . . going to put me in max custody because I killed a 

kid?" In this context, Belcher's statement was cumulative and much weaker 

than other evidence of his guilt. 

When the totality of the other evidence of Belcher's guilt is 

considered against the contrastingly weak and cumulative consciousness of 

guilt exhibited in Belcher's statement, there can be no debate that a rational 

jury would have found Belcher guilty with or without his statement to the 

police. Given this, it would be futile to reverse and remand because another 

trial would reach the same result. See Brooks, 772 F.3d at 1172 (concluding 

that remand for retrial would be futile where there is overwhelming 

evidence of guilt). And considering that the original trial lasted about three 

weeks and involved dozens of witnesses, reversal and remand for another 

trial would be costly both in terms of the expense and impact on the lower 

court's docket and imposition on the victims and their families. See 

Giovannetti, 928 F.2d at 227 (recognizing that when considering the impact 
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a lengthy retrial would have on litigants in other cases due to the strain on 

judicial resources, "reversal may be an excessive sanction for the 

government's having failed to argue harmless error, at least if the 

harmlessness of the error is readily discernible without an elaborate search 

of the record"). 

Having considered the factors adopted today, we conclude that 

applying a sua sponte harmlessness review to the relevant portions of the 

record in this case demonstrates that the error was harmless and that a 

new trial will undoubtedly end in the same result. 

Conflict of interest 

Belcher argues that the district court erred in denying his 

motion to dismiss based on an alleged conflict of interest. He asserts that 

one of his attorneys, Lance Maningo, defended Nick on unrelated drug 

charges and declined to cross-examine Nick at the preliminary hearing due 

to the prior relationship. 

A conflict of interest exists where "counsel 'actively represent [s] 

conflicting interests.'" Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 692 (1984) 

(quoting Cuyler v. Sullivan, 446 U.S. 335, 350 (1980)); see also Clark v. 

State, 108 Nev. 324, 326, 831 P.2d 1374, 1376 (1992) ("In general, a conflict 

exists when an attorney is placed in a situation conducive to divided 

loyalties." (quoting Smith v. Lockhart, 923 F.2d 1314, 1320 (8th Cir. 1991))). 

We discern no such conflict here. At the time of the preliminary hearing, 

Maningo did not recall that he had represented Nick. Because he was 

unaware of the prior representation, it cannot be said that the prior 

representation adversely affected his performance at the preliminary 

hearing. But more importantly, Maningo's co-counsel made the decision not 

to cross-examine Nick for reasons that were unrelated to and were not 
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influenced by Maningo's forrner representation of Nick. We therefore 

conclude that Belcher did not demonstrate that an actual conflict adversely 

affected his attorney's performance. Cuyler, 446 U.S. at 348 n.14. 

Accordingly, the district court did not err in denying the motion to dismiss. 

See Lader v. Warden, 121 Nev. 682, 686, 120 P.3d 1164, 166 (2005) 

(explaining that questions as to counsel's performance "present[] a mixed 

question of law and fact that is subject to independent review"). 

Apartment search 

Belcher argues that the district court erred in denying his 

motion to suppress evidence seized from his apartment because police 

entered the apartment before the warrant issued. We disagree. 

The facts adduced at the suppression hearing established that 

officers took Belcher's keys and entered his apartment when they detained 

him before obtaining a search warrant. Although lvdarrantless searches 

and seizures in a home are presumptively unreasonable," Doleman v. State, 

107 Nev. 409, 413, 812 P.2d 1287, 1289 (1991); see also U.S. Const. amend. 

IV, a prior unauthorized entry does not necessitate the suppression of 

evidence where there is an independent source for the information 

supporting the warrant. Segura v. United States, 468 U.S. 796, 813-14 

(1984). Here, while the officers initially entered Belcher's apartment before 

obtaining the warrant, the search and processing of the apartment did not 

begin until after the warrant issued. The warrant application did not 

contain any information discovered during the unauthorized entry but 

instead relied on evidence of the purported debt and animus between 

Belcher and William, reports of a car similar to Belcher's rental car seen at 

the home around the time of the shooting, evidence that Belcher was driving 

his rental car shortly after the shooting, and evidence that Belcher's rental 
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car was later set on fire. Therefore, the district court did not err in denying 

the motion to suppress. 

Out-of-court identifications 

Belcher argues that the district court erred in denying his 

motion to exclude two witnesses identifications of him because the 

procedures used were unnecessarily suggestive. Although we agree that 

the procedures employed were unnecessarily suggestive, we conclude that 

the district court did not err because the identifications nonetheless were 

reliable. 

The pretrial identification procedures employed with Nick and 

Officer Cavaricci were unnecessarily suggestive. See Banks v. State, 94 

Nev. 90, 94, 575 P.2d 592, 595 (1978) (considering whether identification 

procedure "was so unnecessarily suggestive and conducive to irreparable 

mistaken identification that [appellant] was denied due process of law" 

(alteration in original) (quoting Stovall v. Denno, 388 U.S. 293, 302 (1967))). 

Nick was presented with a photographic lineup that conspicuously 

highlighted a comparatively unique trait of Belcher's in contrast with the 

other subjects. See Simmons v. United States, 390 U.S. 377, 383 (1968) 

(recognizing that photographic lineup may result in incorrect identification 

where photograph of individual "is in some way emphasized"). Belcher, an 

African American with a lighter complexion and light hair, was displayed 

in a photograph lineup in which he was the only subject without dark hair. 

And Officer Cavaricci viewed Belcher in the interview room at the homicide 

office, which was "inherently suggestive because it is apparent that law 

enforcement officials believe[d] they [had] caught the offender." Jones v. 

State, 95 Nev. 613, 617, 600 P.2d 247, 250 (1979). 
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Nevertheless, both identifications were reliable despite the 

suggestive procedures. Banks, 94 Nev. at 94, 575 P.2d at 595 (recognizing 

that identification made from a suggestive procedure is nevertheless 

admissible when the identification is reliable). Nick's identification was 

reliable because he had identified Belcher by name and described his 

features before officers presented him with the photo array. Officer 

Cavaricci's identification was reliable because he had a significant 

opportunity to view Belcher during the traffic stop, observing Belcher from 

a distance of about three feet for approximately ten minutes; he had to 

verify that Belcher matched the driver's license picture that Belcher 

provided; he identified Belcher in the show-up identification less than 24 

hours after the traffic stop; and he immediately identified Belcher, stating 

that he was certain Belcher was driving the vehicle he stopped for speeding. 

See Gehrke v. State, 96 Nev. 581, 584, 613 P.2d 1028, 1030 (1980) 

(considering witness's opportunity to view the criminal, degree of attention, 

accuracy of prior description, level of certainty at the identification, and 

time between crime and identification in determining reliability of 

identification). Considering these facts, the district court did not err in 

denying the motion. 

Failure to preserve exculpatory evidence 

Belcher argues that the district court should have granted his 

motion to dismiss the charges based on the State's failure to collect William 

Postorino's cell phone. He alleges that a text message exchange on the 

phone would have refuted the motive asserted by the State as it would have 

showed the drug debt had been settled. We conclude that Belcher did not 

make the required showing to warrant dismissal and therefore the district 

court did not err. 
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"[P]olice officers generally have no duty to collect all potential 

evidence from a crime scene." Daniels v. State, 114 Nev. 261, 268, 956 P.2d 

111, 115 (1998) (quoting State v. Ware, 881 P.2d 679, 684 (N.M. 1994)). To 

demonstrate a due process violation based on the failure to gather evidence, 

a defendant must show "a reasonable probability that, had the evidence 

been available to the defense, the result of the proceedings would have been 

different." Id. at 267, 956 P.2d at 115. If that showing is made, the 

appropriate sanction depends on "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." Id. There is no indication from the 

record, beyond Belcher's bare assertion, that the phone contained additional 

messages other than those the detectives had memorialized. Even 

assuming such messages existed, Belcher did not demonstrate a reasonable 

probability that the result of the trial would have been different had the 

phone been seized, as William testified that he had paid Belcher to settle 

the dispute. And we further agree with the district court that Belcher also 

did not show that officers acted in bad faith, a required showing to warrant 

dismissal. Id. 

Aiding and abetting theory of guilt 

Belcher asserts that the district court erred in declining to 

strike the States aiding and abetting theory of guilt and instructing the 

jury on aiding and abetting liability. We disagree. 

As some evidence adduced during the preliminary hearing 

suggested more than one individual was involved in the burglary and 

shootings, Belcher did not demonstrate that the district court should have 

struck the aiding and abetting allegations from the information. See Sheriff 

v. Potter, 99 Nev. 389, 391, 663 P.2d 350, 352 (1983) ("Probable cause to 

19 



support an information may be based on slight, even 'marginal evidence." 

(quoting Sheriff v. Lyons, 96 Nev. 298, 299, 607 P.2d 590, 591 (1980) 

(internal quotation marks omitted))). To the extent that Belcher relies on 

Barren v. State, 99 Nev. 661, 669 P.2d 725 (1983), to suggest that the district 

court should have struck the aiding and abetting theory because it was not 

adequately pleaded, that argument lacks merit. Belcher did not ask that 

the State be required to amend the information to allege specific facts 

related to the aiding and abetting theory. See id. at 669-70, 669 P.2d at 729-

30. And even if the information did not include specific factual allegations 

as to the means of aiding and abetting, Belcher was not prejudiced because 

the State proceeded at trial based solely on the theory that Belcher acted 

alone in the burglary, shooting, and robberies. See Randolph v. State, 117 

Nev. 970, 978, 36 P.3d 424, 429 (2001) ("[O]ur holding in Barren was aimed 

at preserving due process by preventing the prosecution from concealing or 

vacillating in its theory of the case to gain an unfair advantage over the 

defendant."). 

Prior bad acts 

Belcher argues that the district court erred in admitting 

testimony about a prior burglary accusation against him and that he 

contemplated harming one of the victims and in excluding evidence of a 

home invasion committed by another suspect. We disagree. 

Belcher did not object to the witnesses' testimony about the 

prior burglary, which would normally invoke plain-error review. See Green 

v. State, 119 Nev. 542, 545, 80 P.3d 93, 94-95 (2003) (reviewing unobjected-

to error for plain error affecting a defendant's substantial rights). But here, 

Belcher waived any argument that the evidence was inadmissible under 

NRS 48.045(2) when the parties agreed at a pretrial hearing to the 
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admission of evidence about Belcher's history of drug dealing with William 

and the accusation that Belcher committed the uncharged burglary. As to 

Belcher's conversation with Bridgette, it was not a bad act inadmissible 

under NRS 48.045(2). Rather, Belcher's statement to Bridgette was 

relevant as it reflected his animosity toward William and intent to hurt 

William by harming his child, see NRS 48.015 (defining "relevant 

evidence"), and was admissible against him even though it was an out-of-

court statement, see NRS 51.035(3)(a) (recognizing that a party's own 

statement is not hearsay when it is offered against him). Finally, the 

district court did not abuse its discretion in excluding the alternative 

suspeces criminal record. See Newman v. State, 129 Nev. 222, 231, 298 P.3d 

1171, 1178 (2013) (stating that district coures decision to admit or exclude 

prior-bad-act evidence is subject to review for an abuse of discretion). That 

evidence was not admissible to prove that the other suspect committed the 

burglary and shooting, NRS 48.045(1), and Belcher has not alleged 

sufficient circumstances indicating that the evidence would have been 

admissible pursuant to an exception under NRS 48.045(2). 

Witness vouching 

Belcher argues that the district court erred in allowing 

Detective Teresa Mogg to vouch for the credibility of Ashley's statement to 

police. We conclude that this contention lacks merit. 

"A witness may not vouch for the testimony of another." Farmer 

v. State, 133 Nev. 693, 705, 405 P.3d 114, 125 (2017) (internal quotation 

marks omitted). During cross-examination by the State, Detective Mogg 

arguably vouched for the veracity of Ashley's statement when she testified 

that she was skeptical about Ashley's statement at first but believed her by 

the end of the interview. Belcher did not object to this testimony, such that 
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we normally would review for plain error. See Green, 119 Nev. at 545, 80 

P.3d at 94-95. But here, even plain-error review is not warranted 

considering defense counsel's direct examination of Detective Mogg. When 

defense counsel questioned Detective Mogg about Ashley's statement to her, 

he specifically broached the subject of whether Detective Mogg was 

skeptical of Ashley's statement that her boyfriend, another suspect 

considered by police, would not have been upset by her spending time with 

Nick. Detective Mogg responded that the skepticism she displayed during 

the interview was intended to coax more information out of Ashley. This 

line of inquiry by defense counsel provoked the State to cross-examine 

Detective Mogg about the skepticism she expressed during the interview 

with Ashley, which led to Detective Mogg's testimony that she believed 

Ashley by the end of the interview. Belcher thus invited the testimony he 

now challenges as error. See Pearson v. Pearson, 110 Nev. 293, 297, 871 

P.2d 343, 345 (1994) (recognizing that invited error occurs when a party 

appeals an error "which he himself induced or provoked the court or the 

opposite party to commit" (internal quotation marks omitted)). As such, he 

cannot complain about it on appeal. Id. 

Hearsay 

Belcher argues that the district court erred in admitting 

hearsay evidence in violation of the Confrontation Clause. He did not object 

below, and we discern no plain error. See Green, 119 Nev. at 545, 80 P.3d 

at 94-95. A review of the record reveals that Detective Ken Hardy's 

testimony that a possible suspect told him that he was home at the time of 

the shooting was not offered to prove the truth of that statement and thus 

was not hearsay. Instead, the testimony, which was accompanied by 

testimony that the investigation did not reveal any connections between 
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that suspect and Alexus, explained why detectives did not investigate the 

suspect further. Detective Hardy's testimony therefore was not hearsay. 

NRS 51.035 (providing that hearsay is an out-of-court statement offered "to 

prove the truth of the matter asserted"); United States v. Holmes, 620 F.3d 

836, 841 (8th Cir. 2010) (holding course-of-investigation evidence 

admissible to explain a police investigation "when the propriety of the 

investigation is at issue in the triar); Wallach v. State, 106 Nev. 470, 473, 

796 P.2d 224, 227 (1990) (similar). And because "R]he [Confrontation] 

Clause also does not bar the use of testimonial statements for purposes 

other than establishing the truth of the matter asserted," Crawford v. 

Washington, 541 U.S. 36, 59 n.9 (2004), there was no confrontation violation 

either. 

Sufficiency of the evidence of robbery 

Belcher argues that the State produced insufficient evidence to 

support his conviction for robbing Nick of his laptop and wallet. We agree. 

In reviewing a challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence 

supporting a criminal conviction, we consider "whether, after viewing the 

evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution, any rational trier of 

fact could have found the essential elements of the crime beyond a 

reasonable doubt." McNair v. State, 108 Nev. 53, 56, 825 P.2d 571, 573 

(1992) (quoting Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 319 (1979)). The State 

alleged that Belcher committed robbery by taking Nick's laptop and wallet 

after shooting him. See NRS 200.380(1) (defining robbery as "the unlawful 

taking of personal property from the person of another, or in the person's 

presence, against his or her will, by means of force or violence or fear of 

injury"). Unlike other valuable property taken from the home, Nick's laptop 

and wallet remained in the home. While processing the scene, officers found 
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both items in William's room. And there were conflicting accounts of where 

Nick's property had been before the shooting. Given that the property was 

found in the home and the conflicting accounts of where in the home that 

property was before the shooting, we are not convinced that, even viewing 

the evidence in the light most favorable to the State, a rational trier of fact 

could find beyond a reasonable doubt the unlawful taking of the laptop and 

wallet. See Litteral v. State, 97 Nev. 503, 506-08, 634 P.2d 1226, 1227-29 

(1981) (discussing the "unlawful takine element of robbery), disapproved 

of on other grounds by Talancon v. State, 102 Nev. 294, 721 P.2d 764 (1986). 

Accordingly, we reverse the conviction for robbery related to Nick's laptop 

and wallet (count 2). 

Guilt phase jury instructions 

Belcher argues that the district court erred in giving several 

jury instructions. Specifically, he contends that the implied malice 

instruction used archaic language, the premeditation instruction was vague 

and did not differentiate the elements of first- and second-degree murder, 

the reasonable doubt instruction improperly minimized the State's burden 

of proof, and the equal and exact justice instruction was confusing. Belcher 

did not object below and we discern no plain error. See NRS 178.602; Green, 

119 Nev. at 545, 80 P.3d at 94-95. This court has upheld the language used 

in the implied malice instruction, Leonard v. State, 117 Nev. 53, 78-79, 17 

P.3d 397, 413 (2001) (the statutory language of implied malice is well 

established in Nevada and accurately informs the jury of the distinction 

between express and implied malice); Cordova v. State, 116 Nev. 664, 666, 

6 P.3d 481, 483 (2000) (the substitution of the word "maf for "shall" in an 

implied malice instruction is preferable because it eliminates the 

mandatory presumption); the premeditation instruction, see Byford v. State, 

11.6 Nev. 215, 236-37, 994 P.2d 700, 714-15 (2000); and the equal and exact 
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justice instruction, see Thomas v. State, 120 Nev. 37, 46, 83 P.3d 818, 824-

25 (2004); Daniel v. State, 119 Nev. 498, 522, 78 P.3d 890, 906 (2003); 

Leonard v. State, 114 Nev. 1196, 1209, 969 P.2d 288, 296 (1998). In 

addition, the district court gave Nevada's statutory reasonable doubt 

instruction as set forth in and mandated by NRS 175.211, and we have 

repeatedly upheld the constitutionality of that instruction. See Garcia v. 

State, 121 Nev. 327, 340 & n.26, 113 P.3d 836, 844 & n.26 (2005) (collecting 

cases), modified on other grounds by Mendoza v. State, 122 Nev. 267, 130 

P.3d 176 (2006). 

Ineffective assistance of trial counsel 

Belcher argues that his trial counsel introduced inappropriate 

and highly prejudicial expert psychological testimony during the penalty 

hearing. Relying on Mazzan v. State, 100 Nev. 74, 675 P.2d 409 (1984), and 

McCoy v. Louisiana, 584 U.S. , 138 S. Ct. 1500 (2018), Belcher contends 

that counsel's ineffectiveness is clear from the record before this court. 

"[W]e have generally declined to address claims of ineffective 

assistance of counsel on direct appeal unless there has already been an 

evidentiary hearing or where an evidentiary hearing would be 

unnecessary." Pellegrini v. State, 117 Nev. 860, 883, 34 P.3d 519, 534 (2001) 

(footnote omitted), abrogated on other grounds by Rippo v. State, 134 Nev. 

411, 423 n.12, 423 P.3d 1084, 1097 n.12 (2018); see also United States v. 

Daychild, 357 F.3d 1082, 1095 (9th Cir. 2004). Neither exception applies in 

this case. The district court did not evaluate this claim in an evidentiary 

hearing. And counsel's decision to introduce expert psychological evidence 

is not so apparently deficient from a review of the record that we could 

conclude that an evidentiary hearing is unnecessary or that the record has 

been sufficiently developed rendering an evidentiary hearing unnecessary. 
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