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In Thempson v. Turner, 558 P.2d 1071 (Idaho 1977) the

Late court  affirmed the trial court in allowing a

wwuwe nio & stipulation changing venue, even though the
_rewdy been transferred to & Jdifferent court, and
“ snosoiowithin the sount Liscretion of the trial
t te relieve & piriy Jror & stipulation.
..'+ are bound by

=1 therefrom by
o set aside a

ipilation, unless
, which has the
izn entered into
rtently or for Just:i e cause." First
7 nver Mortgage Invest v. C.N. Zundel,
L0 VLU 76 521 (Utan 1979) at . 527

t¥e present case, counscl for plaintiff filed a

latt oo April 26, 1982 tnat

ault judgment could be
asine. {R. 60) However, no order was ever signed by a
c-tt.ng aside the judgrment, and counsel for plaintiff

LT prrove as to form the criginal order setting it

F. B 76) Correspondence between counsel for the
sprii 20, 1982 (R. 7 znd even on May 28, 1982 (R.
snc stipulation wa.o z:, indicates counsel for

"2 not agree to = .4z the judgment. Counsel

£ submitted an &: - stating she could not
exact circumstance --unding the stipulation.

. zi upon these c:.. . zTances the trial court

1 s:ntiff to withdraw r-.: &tipulation. (R. 86) This

i<asrly an abuse of L:i. -cretion and therefore the

be affirmed.



CONCLUSION
For the atevesentioned procedural and

reasons, pla:ntiff r1equests on order of this coart affir

the ~o.nre’ ~f e Lol S

Witiiog oo < [ N .
challerzin R tlie

Fogoe et PIoirted tnlc
1983.

TTAAL
pondent
40, 21190

CI1FPICATE OF MRILD

I de - reifyv that I maile - “stace prepald,

true an. ccr I +the fcregoilnag rac B
At fc 47 Northo Se -
Utah [ 7 aay cf CGcr e

. [—

LRSS Lt



	John D. Dove, Jr. v. Howard Cude And Etta May Cude : Respondent's Brief
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1574375404.pdf.AoJ72

