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VARGAS, Judge.

{1}  Defendant appealed following the entry of a judgment. We issued a notice of
proposed summary disposition in which we proposed to dismiss. Neither party has filed



a responsive memorandum. However, Defendant has filed a “Request for Clarification,”
which we will treat as such. After due consideration, we dismiss.

{2}  We previously set forth the relevant information and authority. Neither of the
parties has expressed any disagreement, we will therefore avoid undue reiteration here.
We adhere to our initial assessment, and conclude that the instant appeal is premature.

{3} In his submission, Defendant seeks clarification of the right to appeal “if and
when” the district court enters a final, appealable order. We note simply that the right of
appeal is constitutionally guaranteed to any aggrieved party. See N.M. Const. art. VI, §
2 (stating that “an aggrieved party shall have an absolute right to one appeal” from a
judgment of the district court); see also Grygorwicz v. Trujillo, 2009-NMSC-009, 7, 145
N.M. 650, 203 P.3d 865 (acknowledging this principle, in the context of a foreclosure
action). Defendant also appears to request guidance relative to a question of federal
jurisdiction. This we cannot supply. See In re Timberon Water Co., 1992-NMSC-047,
33, 114 N.M. 154, 836 P.2d 73 (indicating that appellate courts “do not give advisory
opinions”).

{4}  Accordingly, for the reasons stated in the notice of proposed summary
disposition, we dismiss.

{5} ITIS SO ORDERED.
JULIE J. VARGAS, Judge

WE CONCUR:

KRISTINA BOGARDUS, Judge

ZACHARY A. IVES, Judge



