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IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS
 

STATE OF UTAH~ MOTION FOR 6-BUSINESS-DAY 
ENLARGEMENT OF TIME FOR 

Plailltiff/Appellee, PREPARING APPELLEE~S BRIEF 

v. 

S. STEVEN MAESE, Case No. 20090084-CA 

Defelldant/Appellant. 

Appellee~ the State ofUtah~ Inoves the Court, pursuant to Rule 22(b), Utall Rules of 

Appellate Procedure, for a 6-business-da:y enlargeillellt oftilne [roin Septeinber 4, 2009 to 

September 15,2009, to file its brief. The State has received t\VO pre\lious 30-day extensions 

of tinle. This Ill0tion is based on the following reasons: 

1. C0111plexit\T ofliti£ation. Defendant has filed a 65-page brief\vith four nlaill points 

and SC\1eral sub-issues. Defendant \vas con\licted after a t\vo-day jury trial alld the record 

includes tllree pleadings file voluines and four transcript \101U111es. 



2. In\lol\'elnent in other litieation. In the past 30 da)'s, counsel l1as filed an appellate 

brief in State v. Bro~vl1, Case No. Case No. 20080771-CA. 

3. Other considerations. During the past 30 da)ls, counsel has had se\Teral 

adnlinistrative and supef\lisory duties to attend to, \vhich ha\Te been sigllificantl)! greater tIlan 

usual. '"fhe Crill1inal Appeals Di\Tision Cllief, Fred Voros, \vas out of the office for t\\/O 

\\leeks durillg August. As the Appellate Section Chief, counsel was acting Di\'ision Chief 

during that tilne, \\Thich included re\lie\ving and editing briefs by other attorne)Ts in the 

Division, consulting \\lith prosecutors fronl around the State, alld attending various other 

11leetings. Counsel \vas unable to do significant ,vork on the brief in this case during tilat 

tillle. 

The Crilninal Appeals Di\'ision has also been operating under a 111ucl111igl1er caseload 

tIlall usual and, due to budgetary constraints, has beell do\vn one attorney' for the past several 

1110nths. This necessarily increases the caseload for all the attorl1e)'S in tIle Divisiol1. 

In addition to the foregoing, counsel y'esterda)l had to unexpectedl)" take tilne off to 

take her spouse, ,vho has a long-term debilitating tnedical COlldition, for a 11ledical 

appointlnent. 

4. Because oft11e State's current high caseload, t11ere are 110 ot11er attor11e)lS \vithin 

the office \vho can handle this appeal at this til11e. However, during t11e past ,veek and 

\vcekend, couilselilas worked o\rertime on tIle brief to cOlnplete it. 
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5. Defendant is }lot incarcerated~ but is on probation for the convictiollS in tIlis case, 

as \vell as for misdellleanor con\'ictions in another case. See District Court Docket, Case No. 

081903234, attached. Defendallt pled guilty in tIle other case and is not appealillg tIl0se 

COllvictions. 

6. Defendant, \\'ho is pro se, has opposed both the State~s prior requests for an 

extension. Counsel believes that the foregoing constitutes exigellt cirCU11lstallces and. 

therefore., asks this Court to grant a fillal extension of 6 business da\Ts. Granting tI1is short 
~	 eI ~ 

extension \vill not undul)T delay the appeal, nor \vill it prejudice tIle Defendant given that he 

is also on probation in anotller case. 

DATED this /f[ day of September, 2009. 

MARK SHURTLEFF 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

~v?2~~
\	 LAURA B. DUPAIX 

Assistallt Attorney Gelleral 


