No.
IN THE

Supreme Court of the United States

MANINDER SINGH, et al.,

Petitioners,
V.
NISSAN MOTOR COMPANY, L.TD., AND NISSAN NORTH AMERICA, INC.
Respondent.

APPLICATION FOR AN EXTENSION OF TIME WITHIN WHICH TO
FILE A PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED
STATES COURT OF APPEAL FOR THE SUPREME COURT OF
NEVADA

To the Honorable Elena Kagan, Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of the
United States and Circuit Justice:

Pursuant to this Court’s Rule 13.5, the Applicants, Maninder Singh,
individually and as heir of the estate of Jasvir Kaur, Kewal Singh, and Nirbhai Singh;
Gurdev Singh, as heir of the estate of Jasvir, Kewal, and Nirbhai; Surjit Kaur,
individually and as heir to the estate of Kewal; Lakhvir Hans, as heir to the estate of
Kewal; and Sheryl Bell, administrator of the estates of Kewal, Jasvir, and Nirbhai
(collectively the “Singhs”), respectfully request a 30-day extension of time, up to and
including May 13, 2025, within which to file a petition for a writ of certiorari.

The Supreme Court of Nevada affirmed the Singhs’ judgment by unpublished
order on September 12, 2024 (attached as Exhibit A), and denied a petition for
rehearing on January 13, 2025 (attached as Exhibit B). Unless extended, the time
within which to file a petition for a writ of certiorari will expire on April 14, 2025.
This application has been filed more than 10 days before this date. The Court has

jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1257(a).



1. The Singhs respectfully submit that good cause exists to grant their
request. The issue the Singhs intend to present in their petition for a writ of certiorari
involves federal constitutional protections regarding discrimination during jury
selection, including the right to equal protection. See Sup. Ct. R. 10(c) (explaining
that the Court may exercise its discretion to grant a certiorari petition if a state court
has decided an important issue of federal law that the Court should settle).
Specifically, courts are divided on whether the United States Constitution requires
automatic reversal in cases involving discriminatory jury selection procedures in
violation of Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79 (1986), involving prospective alternate
jurors, Dixon v. State, 485 P.3d 1254, 1258 (Nev. 2021) (discussing the different
approaches to the issue); see, e.g., United States v. Harris, 192 F.3d 580, 587-88 (6th
Cir. 1999) (finding harmless error review inappropriate because “the harm inherent
in a discriminatorily chosen jury inures not only to the defendant, but also to the
jurors not selected because of their race, and to the integrity of the judicial system as
a whole and “[b]ecause the process of jury selection—even the selection of alternate
jurors—is one that affects the entire conduct of the trial”); United States v. Lane, 866
F.2d 103, 106 n.3 (4th Cir. 1989) (claiming that if the case had involved an alternate
and no alternate deliberated, then the defendant “would not have been prejudiced by
the peremptory challenge to [the excused alternate juror], regardless of the stated
reason”); State v. Ford, 513 S.E.2d 385, 387 (S.C. Ct. App. 1999) (“Any Batson
violation in regards to a possible alternate juror is harmless where an alternate was

not needed for deliberations.”). Only this Court can resolve the division between lower



courts. See Sup. Ct. R. 10(b) (explaining that the Court may exercise its discretion to
grant a certiorari petition if a state court has decided an important federal question
in a way that conflicts with a decision of another state court or federal circuit courts).

2. Counsel of record has been extremely busy since the Supreme Court of
Nevada issued its order denying rehearing. In addition to the day-to-day press of
business, counsel spent an extensive amount of time drafting numerous documents
in a complicated medical malpractice case involving multiple defendants, Underwood
vs. Sunrise MountainView Hospital, No. A-20-808331-C (Nev. Dist. Ct.), including a
reply in support of a motion for a new trial and a supplemental motion for a new trial.
Counsel also had to prepare for argument on the motions. Counsel then argued
motions in limine, oppositions thereto, and oppositions to motions for summary
judgment in a case involving the sexual assault of a hospital patient. Burnett v.
Sunrise Hospital, et. al., Case No. A-22-851622-C (Nev. Dist. Ct.). Once those matters
were completed, counsel immediately began preparing a lengthy pretrial petition or
a writ of mandamus in the Supreme Court of Nevada, which involved time sensitive
issues given that trial is scheduled for later this year. Loadholt v. District Court
(Xpedition, LLC), No. 90309 (Nev.). Counsel then turned his attention toward
drafting an answer to a pretrial petition for a writ of mandamus in in Renown
Regional Med. Center v. District Court (Freeman), No. 89838 (Nev.), which the
Supreme Court of Nevada unexpectedly ordered on January 10, 2025. Counsel had
previously sought two extensions in that matter and did not anticipate successfully

obtaining a third.



Counsel has been diligently working on the instant petition, but has been
unable to complete it given his other obligations. In the light of the foregoing, the
Singhs respectfully request that this Court grant a 30 day extension, up to and
including May 13, 2025, to file a petition for writ of certiorari in this case. Counsel for
Respondents, Kory Koerperich, graciously indicated that Respondents do not oppose
Petitioner’s request.

Accordingly, Petitioners respectfully request the entry of an order extending
their time to file a petition for writ of certiorari by 30 days, to and including Tuesday,
May 13, 2025.

Respectfully submitted this 2nd day of April, 2025.
/s/ Charles L. Finlayson
Micah S. Echols, Esq.

David P. Snyder, Esq.
Charles L. Finlayson, Esq.

Christian Morris Trial
Attorneys
Christian M. Morris, Esq.

Robins Cloud, LLP
Bill Robins, III, Esq.,

The Mann Law Firm
Mohinder Singh Mann, Esq.
Gurinder Singh Mann, Esq.

Counsel for Petitioners

CLAGGETT & SYKES LAW FIRM
4101 Meadows Ln., Ste. 100
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107
(702) 655-2346 — Telephone
charlie@claggettlaw.com
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

As required by Supreme Court Rule 33.1(h), I, Charles L. Finlayson, a
member of the Bar of this Court, certify the Application for an Extension of Time
Within Which to File a Petition for a Writ of Certiorari to the United Stated
Court of Appeal for the Supreme Court of Nevada is 860 words, excluding the
parts of the petition that are exempted by Supreme Court Rule 33.1(d).

I declare under penalty of perjury the foregoing is true and correct.
This 2nd day of April 2025.

/s/ Charles L. Finlayson

Micah S. Echols, Esq.
Charles L. Finlayson, Esq.
David P. Snyder, Esq.
CLAGGETT & SYKES LAW FIRM

Christian M. Morris, Esq.
CHRISTIAN MORRIS TRIAL ATTORNEYS

Counsel for Petitioners
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Petitioners,
V.
NISSAN MOTOR COMPANY, LTD., AND NISSAN NORTH AMERICA, INC.
Respondent.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I am a member in good standing of the bar of this Court
and that on this 2nd day of April, 2025, I caused a copy of the foregoing Application
For An Extension Of Time Within Which To File A Petition For Writ Of Certiorari
to be served by first-class mail on counsel identified below, pursuant to Rule 29.5 of
the Rules of his Court. All parties required to be served have been served.

Counsel for Respondent:

Kurt Bonds Daniel F. Polsenberg
ALVERSON TAYLOR & Abraham G. Smith
SANDERS Kory J. Koerperich
6605 Grand Montecito Pkwy., Lauren Wigginton
Suite 200 WOMBLE BOND DICKINSON LLP
Las Vegas, Nevada 89149 3993 Howard Hughes Parkway,
(702) 384-7000 Suite 600

Las Vegas, Nevada 89169
Thomas M. Klein (702) 949-8200
Paul R. Lee
KLEIN THOMAS & LEE
340 E. Palm Ln., Ste. A310 /s/ Charles L. Finlayson
Phoenix, Arizona 85004
(602) 935-8300 Micah S. Echols, Esq.

Charles L. Finlayson, Esq.
David P. Snyder, Esq.
CLAGGETT & SYKES LAW FIRM

Christian M. Morris, Esq.
CHRISTIAN MORRIS TRIAL
ATTORNEYS

Counsel for Petitioners
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