
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

MARGARET REDDY; MOHAN 
THALAMARLA; AND MAX GLOBAL, 
INC., 
Appellants, 
vs. 
MEDAPPEAL, LLC, AN ILLINOIS 
LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, 
Res • ondent. 
MARGARET REDDY; MOHAN 
THALAMARLA; AND MAX GLOBAL, 
INC., 

Appellants, 

,./..No 83253 

FILE 
JAN 2 8 2022 

No. 83763 

vs. 
MEDAPPEAL, LLC, AN ILLINOIS 
LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, 

Res ondent. 

ORDER REGARDING MOTIONS 

Appellants have filed an untimely motion in Docket No. 83253 

for an extension of time to file the transcript request form. Cause 

appearing, and despite its untimeliness, the motion for an extension of tirne 

to file the transcript request form is granted as follows. The exhibit 

attached to appellants motion does not conform to the requirements of a 

transcript request form set forth in NRAP 9(a)(3)(C) (The transcript 

request form must substantially comply with Form 3 in the Appendix of 

Forme). Accordingly, the exhibit cannot simply be detached and filed. 

Appellants shall have 7 days from the date of this order to file and serve a 

transcript request form that complies with NRAP 9(a)(3)(C) and Form 3. 

In Docket No. 83253, appellants have also filed a motion for a 

second extension of time (60 days) to file the opening brief. The motion is 

opposed. Once a party receives a telephonic extension of time to perform an 
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act, further extensions of time to perform that same act are barred unless 

the moving party files a "motion for an extension of time demonstrating 

extraordinary and compelling circumstancee in support of the requested 

extension. NRAP 26(b)(1)(B); NRAP 31(b)(3)(A)(iv). Appellants previously 

received a telephonic extension of time to file the opening brief. As cause 

for the second extension appellants cite to circumstances that existed prior 

to their obtaining the telephonic extension and that have been continuing 

since the fall of 2021. These reasons do not demonstrate extraordinary and 

compelling circumstances warranting a second extension of 60 days. 

Accordingly, the motion is denied. Appellants shall have 14 days from the 

date of this order to file and serve the opening brief and appendix in Docket 

No. 83253. Failure to timely file and serve the opening brief and appendix 

may result in the imposition of sanctions. NRAP 31(d). 

Finally, in Docket No. 83763, appellants have filed a motion to 

consolidate these appeals. The motion is denied. This denial is without 

prejudice to appellants right to refile the motion, if necessary, upon 

completion of settlement proceedings. We note that, at the discretion of the 

settlement judge, the issues in both appeals can be considered in the 

settlement mediation scheduled for January 31, 2022, in Docket No. 83763. 

It is so ORDERED. 

cc: Stephen E. Haberfeld, Settlement Judge 
The Wasielewski Law Firm, Ltd. 
The Ball Law Group LLC 
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