


, C.J. 

appellant filed a timely motion for reconsideration of the district court's 

order, see NRCP 6(a), (e) (regarding the computation of time for filing 

documents), which sought a substantive change to that order. Thus, the 

motion for reconsideration qualified as a tolling motion under NRCP 59. 

See NRAP 4(a)(4)(C) (explaining that an NRCP 59 motion to alter or 

amend the judgment tolls the time for filing a notice of appeal); AA Primo 

Builders, LLC v. Washington, 126 Nev. 578, 581-82, 245 P.3d 1190, 1192- 

93 (2010) (recognizing that a timely post-judgment motion for 

reconsideration that seeks a substantive change to the judgment qualifies 

as a tolling motion under NRCP 59 and NRAP 4(a)(4)). To date, however, 

the motion for reconsideration has not been resolved by the district court. 2  

Under these circumstances, appellant's notice of appeal was 

premature, and thus, did not divest the district court of jurisdiction or vest 

jurisdiction in this court on appeal. See NRAP 4(a)(6) ("A premature 

notice of appeal does not divest the district court of jurisdiction."). 

Accordingly, because we lack jurisdiction over this appeal, we 

ORDER this appeal DISMISSED. 

/ 	 , J 
Tao 

	, J. 
Silver 

2The district court's docket sheet includes an entry on September 5, 

2013, which appears to indicate that the motion for reconsideration was 
denied on that date. The only order from that date appearing in the 

record, however, denies appellant's request to submit the motion for 

reconsideration, but does not address the motion for reconsideration itself. 
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cc: Hon. Connie J. Steinheimer, District Judge 
Jeffrey Baclet 
Brian Kelly, LLC 
Washoe District Court Clerk 
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