IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

TODD MATTHEW PHILLIPS, Supreme Court No: 82414

District Court Case N |BctedniedyOriled
Sep 30 2021 05:24 p.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court

RESPONDENT’'SOPPOSITION TO
APPELLANT’'SMOTION FOR

Appdllant,
V.

AMBER PHILLIPS, N/K/A

AMBER KORPAK, EXTENSIONOF TIMETO FILE
REPLY TO RESPONDENT’'SFAST
Respondent. TRACK STATEMENT

N N N N N N N N N N

Respondent Amber Phillips, n/k/a Amber Korpak, through her counsel of
record Shannon R. Wilson of Hutchison & Steffen, PLLC acting in a pro bono
capacity in conjunction with the Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada, files her
opposition to Appelant's Motion for Extension of Time to File Reply to
Respondent’ s Fast Track Statement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The original deadline for the Fast Track Statement (hereinafter, “ Statement”)
was April 19, 2021. Appellant motioned the Court for an extension of fourteen days
to May 10, 2021, which was granted, making the Fast Track Response (hereinafter,
“Response’) due June 1, 2021. On May 25, 2021, Respondent sought an extension

of time to file the Response. The extension was sought because, inter alia, the
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Statement contained thirty-four (34) issues, seven (7) of which Appellant argued are
Issues of first impression. Respondent’s request for extension was granted, giving
Respondent until July 12, 2021 to file the Response. However, on June 14, 2021,
Appellant filed hisfirst motion for permission tofilean Amended Statement because,
he said, “ Appellant wishes to supplement the points and authorities (and clarify the
arguments).” (On file herein, Appellant Mot. filed June 14, 2021 at 2:15-16.) The
Court granted Appellant’s Motion giving him to his requested date of June 30, 2021
to file his Amended Statement, and then on June 30, 2021, Appellant made a
telephonic request for a further extension that was granted, allowing himto July 7,
2021 tofile. Appellant emailed a copy of his Amended Statement to Respondent’s
counsel on July 7, 2021 at 5:28 p.m., amost three (3) months after the opening
statement’s origina due date, and a mere two judicial days before the Response
deadline. The amended Statement removed one issue, but added five new issues,
bringing the total number of issues to 38. Respondent filed a request for an
extension, to filethereply brief, which was granted to August 31, 2021. Respondent
filed her Fast Track Response on August 31, 2021, and then again on September 1,
2021, after it was mistakenly rejected due to a clerical issue in the clerk’s office.

Appdlant’s reply, if any, was due to be filed on or before September 8, 2021.

However, Appellant requested a fourteen (14) day telephonic extension which was



granted by the Court on September 8, 2021, making the reply due on September 22,
2021. On September 23, 2021, Appellant filed a motion for a further extension of
timetofilehisreply torespondent’ sfast track statement [ sic] requesting an additional
fourteen (14) daysto until October 6, 2021.

LEGAL ARGUMENT

Appellant’ sargument in hisunderlying motion for an extension of timetofile
areply does not demonstrate extreme need or merit as per NRAP 3E()(3). In fact,
the caseload of an attorney is not typically deemed to be such an extraordinary
circumstance to merit an extension. Cf. Varnumv. Grady, 90 Nev. 374, 528 P.2d
1027 (1974). Thisisespecialy truewhere, as here, the workload is of movant’sown
making. Appellant continues to file vexatious and frivolous motions and actionsin
state and federal court that have no factual or legal merit. See e.g., Eighth Judicial
District Court, Case No. D-18-578142-D; seealso e.g., Federal District Court for the
District of Nevada Case No. 2:21-cv-01127-GMN-DJA.

Further, Respondent highlights the incongruity between Appellant’s alleged
grievance —that he was deprived of custody of hison minor child —and hismultiple
requests of extension of timeinwhat isintended to be an expedited process. Thefact
that: (a) the Court’s orders did provide for Appellant to have visitation with his son,

that Appellant has declined; and (b) Appellant’ sendless shenanigans, betray histrue

3



motive is not to have visitation with his son, but rather is to harass his ex-wife, her
counsel, and the Courts that deigned to act in the minor child’s best interest.
Respondent isequally entitled to an expediti ousresol ution onthismatter which
has gone on far too long and is only being unduly delayed by Appellant’s clear
disregard for judicial economy and an actual resolution to the underlying appeal .
CONCLUSION
Respondent understands the preference for a resolution of matters on the
merits, but observes, there was never any factual or legal merit in the underlying
appeal, and there will be no more merit in the reply. Respondent requests that
Appellant’s motion for extension of time to file his reply to respondent’ s fast track
statement [sic] bedeniedinitsentirety and that the matter be submitted for adecision
based on the briefs on file herein.
Respectfully submitted this 30" day of September, 2021.
HUTCHISON & STEFFEN, PLLC

/s/ Shannon R. Wilson

Shannon R. Wilson (9933)
Peccole Professional Park

10080 West Alta Drive, Suite 200
Las Vegas, NV 89145
swilson@hutchlegal.com
Attorney for Respondent




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| certify that | am an employee of HUTCHISON & STEFFEN, PLLC and

that on this date the RESPONDENT’SOPPOSITION TO APPELLANT’S
MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIMETO FILEREPLY TO
RESPONDENT’SFAST TRACK STATEMENT wasfiled electronically with
the Clerk of the Nevada Supreme Court, and a copy was mailed viaU.S. mail to the
attorneys/parties below:

T. Matthew Phillips

4894 W. Lone Mountain Rd.

LasVegas, NV 89130

tmatthewphillips@aol.com

Appellant in Proper Person

DATED this 30" day of September, 2021.

/sy BOBBIE BENITEZ

An employee of Hutchison & Steffen, PLLC



