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Pending before this court is Appellant Marilyn Lee Ingram’s third motion for
extension of time to file her brief. Having previously extended Ingram’s briefing
deadline for over 120 days, we deny her motion and dismiss her appeal for want of

prosecution.

Ingram filed this appeal from a take-nothing judgment in favor of Appellees,

Dennis M. Perrotta and Shari Perrotta. On April 19, 2016, we allowed Ingram’s counsel



to withdraw from representation. Ingram continued her appeal pro se. After the clerk’s
record and reporter’'s record were filed, Ingram’s brief was due on May 20, 2016.
However, Ingram did not file a brief by this deadline. By letter dated May 31, 2016, we
notified Ingram that her brief was late and granted, sua sponte, an extension of time to
file her brief until June 10, 2016. On June 24, 2016, after the deadline had passed,
Ingram filed a motion for extension of time to file her brief explaining that additional time
was needed to obtain appellate counsel. We granted an extension to August 31, 2016,
with the admonition that failure to file a brief by this date could subject the appeal to

dismissal for want of prosecution. See TEX. R. App. P. 38.8(a)(1), 42.3(b).

On August 31, 2016, Ingram again moved for an extension of time to file her brief
as she was still unable to obtain appellate counsel. We granted an extension to
September 30, 2016, and by letter again notified Ingram that failure to file a brief by the

deadline could subject the appeal to dismissal for want of prosecution.

Ingram now moves for an extension until October 28, 2016, to file her brief
because she is unable to obtain representation. Having given Ingram an ample amount

of time to file her brief, we deny the motion.*

Consequently, this appeal is dismissed for want of prosecution and failure to
comply with a notice from the clerk of this court requiring action within a specified time.

See TEX. R. App. P. 38.8(a)(1), 42.3(b), (c).

Per Curiam

! Pursuant to Rule 2 of the Texas Rules of Appellate Procedure, we waive the $10.00 filing fee for
Ingram’s third motion for extension of time to file brief.
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