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Appellant has filed a motion for a third extension of time to file 

the opening brief.1  Appellant's counsel once again relies upon the incorrect 

rule as authority for allowing an extension of time to file the brief. As 

indicated in this court's March 3, 2023, order, a motion for an extension of 

time to file an opening brief is governed by NRAP 31(3)(3) rather than 

NRAP 26(b)(1)(A). And counsel's motion does not comply with the 

requirements of NRAP 31(b)(3)(A). Accordingly, the motion is denied. 

Appellant shall have 14 days from the date of this order to file and serve the 

opening brief and appendix. Failure to timely comply with this order may 

result in the imposition of sanctions. Counsel for appellant is reminded that 

lalpplications for extensions of time beyond that to which the parties are 

permitted to stipulate under Rule 31(b)(2) are not favored." NRAP 

31(b)(3)(B). 

It is so ORDERED. 

 C.J. 

1The motion is the second by appellant's current counsel. 
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