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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA

JUDY BUNDORF,et al.,
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Defendants.
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Pursuant to Local Rule 644 and Hon. Miranda Du’s CivBtanding Order, Plaintiffs
hereby request an extensiortiafe to file their response/replies on summary judgment and their
response to Defendants’ motionstinike (Dkt # 53) and for a@rder setting a revised briefing
schedule. Plaintiffs request a four-week extension, such that their filings will all be due on May
30, 2014. Undersigned lead coungeb(hac vice) for Plaintiffs has conferred with counsel for
Defendants and Intervenor, who have indicatedttiet concur in the proposed revised schedule
and do not oppose this motion.

There have been two previous extensionstgoam this case; this is Plaintiffs’ second
request. The Court set a schedfdr briefing cross-motions saummary judgment on July 25,
2013 (Dkt # 25). On September 17, 2013, Defendandiged the administtive records of the
defendant agencies with the Court and setkieth on counsel for Plaintiffs. On November 22,

2013, Plaintiffs moved unopposed for an extensidtte time to filetheir opening brief on

summary judgment and a rewisecheduling order, which this Court granted on November 25
2013 (Dkt # 33). Plaintiffs filed their openingmmary judgment brief in accordance with the
revised scheduling order on Janudl, 2014 (Dkt # 40). Defendan&nd Intervenor filed an
unopposed motion to extend by four weeks theie to cross-move and respond on March 11,
2014, which this Court granted the next day (Dkt # 52).
Under the current schedule, Plaintiffsspense/replies on summary judgment are due|on

May 2, 2014, and their response to the motiostiize is due on April 28, 2014. Undersigned

—

lead counsel for Plaintiffs’ will be in the fielwbnducting surveys with other clients for the nex
two weeks, and thereafter has several briefingldesesdin other matters scheduled in early- to
mid-May. The requested four-weektemsion is equivalent to tlextension granted to the other
parties to file their respons@nd cross-motions in March.

There currently are no signed rights-of-way the challenged indtrgal wind project,
and it does not appear that the projetikely to proceed in the near futur®ee
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy/searchlight_wind_energy.html

(Searchlight Wind Energy Projeatficial website, showing #two rights-of-way—Appendix A
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and Appendix B under “Record of Decision"—afaling,” more than eight months after the
Record of Decision was signe@st visited April 15, 2014).
Based on the foregoing, Plaintiffespectfully request an ert&on of the time to file

their responsive briefs until May 30, 2014. The remaining requested extension dates are a

follows:

Event CurrenDeadline Requestdelxtension
Plaintiffs’ summary judgient response & reply: May 2, 2014 May 30, 2014
Plaintiffs’ response to motion to strike April 28, 2014 May 30, 2014
Federal Defendants’ (and intenag’s) reply: May 23, 2014 June 20, 2014

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs respdbtfrequest that this Court grant this
unopposed maotion.

Respectfully submitted this 15th day of April 2014.
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Of Attorneys for Plaintiffs

NO FURTHER EXTENSIONSWILL
BE GRANTED.

ITISSO OR

Miranda M. Du
United States District Judge

DATED: April 22, 2014
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