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The Appellant response to the Appellee brief is there is no such of a rule double the 

payment offees(attorney) cost. If there is the Appellee Attorney did not site the Supreme Court 

Rule when the Appellee Attonrey noted to the Supreme Court in the Appellee Breif that the 

Appellant should pay to the Appellee doucble the fees. The Appellant is not clear why the 

Appelle Attorney thinks the Appellee should be paid fees or double the fees. The Appellee 

Attorney site no law or rule warranting the question to pay double fees or attorney fees if the 

Appellant does not prevail in her appeal. The Appellee Attorney was warn by the Court two 

times. (1) $25.00 electronic fee was not paid when filing the Appellee Breif. 

(2) Appellee did not mail the Appellant a copy of the Appellee Breif to the correct 

Address for the Appellant. 

The Court was not oversited that the two procedures were not consider by the Appellee Attorney 

and the Court should consider this kind of behavior to be what the Appellee and the Appelle 

Attorney provides as service to the Court and the Appellee Attorney work product and the Court 

should not award any attorney fees. If the Appellee Attorney is asking for double the fees for 

the filing of the breift the Appellee Attorney should say so with being round about. A clear 

response can not be given when there is nothing clear about the behavior of a documented 

Attorney who has license to work as a employee for the State as an Attorney who represents 

people in return is paid for his or her work product if the work product can be seen. The 
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Appellee does not warrant any fees base on the actions and behavior the Appellee toward the 

Court. 
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NOTICE OF SERVICE 

The Plaintiff used United States mail/hand carried Plaintiff Motion for a New Hearing Date on 

February II 2015. 
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North Dakota Supreme Court 
Weather Policy 

After careful review, the Court has concluded that oral arguments will not be 
postponed due to winter weather conditions. 

While the Court does not expect counselor litigants to risk their personal safety in 
"order to appear for arguments, the practice of rescheduling arguments is costly and 
unduly delays submission of the case to the Court. Therefore, it is incumbent upon 
counsel/parties to make appropriate arrangements to ensure their presence and, if 
necessary, travel the day before their scheduled arguments. 
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the Court~ in its discretion~ will decide whether or not to reschedule arguments and 
counsel/parties will be notified accordingly. However, arguments will ordinarily not be 
rescheduled if opposing counsel/party has traveled to Bismarck and is present for oral 
argument at the time scheduled. 

If oral arguments are not rescheduled, the case will be submitted to the Court on 
the briefs that have been filed. 

Approved 3/9/94 
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