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PER CURIAM.

Our Supreme Court has remanded this matter to this Court for consderation as on leave
granted. Plaintiff appeas an order entered on September 15, 1995 by the Worker's Compensation
Appdlate Commisson (WCAC) denying reconsideration of an order entered on June 28, 1995,
dismissng her goped. We afirm.

In a decison mailed on August 16, 1993, a magidrate denied plaintiff’s clam for benefits.
Paintiff filed atimey daim for review and requested an extension of time to file her brief. By letter, the
WCAC granted plaintiff a sixty-day extenson until January 8, 1994, in which to file her brief. Theletter
dated that falure to file abrief in atimely manner would result in dismissal or summary affirmance.

Maintiff’s counsd contacted defense counsd to determine if he would object to a short delay in
filing the brief (i.e. after January 8, 1994). Defense counsd indicated that he would not object and
plantff's brief was ultimately filed on January 20, 1994 — twelve days after the extended period
expired. Defendant filed its brief on March 23, 1994.

In an order entered on June 28, 1995, the WCAC dismissed plaintiff’s gpped for falure to file
her brief in atimdy manner. Plantiff moved for reingatement/reconsderation, and defendant did not
respond to the motion. On September 15, 1995, the WCAC denied plaintiff’s motion, finding that
sufficient cause for reingtatement had not been shown. Following denid of leave to appedal to the Court
of Appedls, the Supreme Court remanded to our Court for consideration as on leave granted.
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In 1992, the WCAC announced that for appedls filed on or after January 1, 1993, it would
aoply a policy of drict adherence to filing deadlines and briefs for transcripts. Marshall v D J
Jacobetti Veterans Facility, 447 Mich 544, 549-550; 526 NW2d 585 (1994). The policy stated that
any motion for extenson of time was required to be filed within the filing deadlines established by MCL
418.861a(5); MSA 17.237(8618)(5), and that a timely filed motion would result in the granting of an
automatic sixty-day extension from the date of the extenson letter. 1d.

We find that the WCAC's decison denying reconsderation of its origind order should be
affirmed. The grict adherence policy applied to this apped. The letter which plaintiff’'s counsd
received granting the origind sixty-day extenson did not indicate that a motion to dismiss would be
required before the case was dismissed. Notwithstanding the clear notice provided in the letter,
plantiff’s brief was filed twelve days late, and plaintiff did not file a second motion to extend time. The
grict adherence policy does not automaticaly excuse a late filing Smply because it is concurred in by
opposing counsd.

We are not persuaded by plaintiff’s reliance upon Laudenslager v Pendell Printing, Inc, 215
Mich App 167; 544 NW2d 721 (1996), where this Court reversed and remanded for plenary
consideration after the WCAC had dismissed an appea when the plaintiff’s brief was filed one day late.
Haintiff correctly points out thet in the ingtant case, asin Laudenslager, defendant was not prejudiced
by the ddlay. However, in Laudenslager, the late filing was due, at least in part, to aholiday mail delay.
Here, plantiff has supplied no reason for the twelve-day delay.

Affirmed.
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