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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAHCENTRAL DIVISION

ARLIN GEOPHYSICAL & LAURA MEMORANDUM DECISION
OLSON AND ORDER DENYING
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
Plaintiffs, AND EXTENSION OF TIME
V.

Case N02:08¢v-00414DN-EJF
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
District JudgeDavid Nuffer

Defendan®& Counterclaim Plaintiff,
V.

JOHN E. WORTHENEet al,

Counterclaim Defendants.

Counterclaim Defendant John E. Worthen seeksmary judgment determining thed
has the right to redeeoertain reaproperty soldat judicial execution sal® Salt Lake County
on May 24, 2017 He also seeks determination that he has until March 5, 2018, to redeem the
property, or in the alternative, requests an extension to time to March 5, 2018, to redeem the
property?
DISCUSSION
Mr. Worthens Motion fails to comply with the summary judgmeatuirements of

DUCIVR 56-1(b). The Motion does not include a statement of undisputed material facts or an

I Motion for Summary Judgment and Extension of Time PursudfR@P Rule 6(b)(1)(Bf‘Motion™), docket no.
484, filed Dec. 4, 2017.
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appendix of evidencéAnd manyof the purportedfacts in theMotion are couched in legal
argument and not accompanied by citation to evidence.

Additionally, the only basis asserted in support of an extension of the redemption period
is Mr. Worthen’s dispute with Salt Lake County and the government regarding wlnether t
property is subject to redemptiéiithout more, this basis is insufficient tastify an extension
of the redemption periodl.

Mr. Worthen does nohdicak that he complied, or attempted to comply, with the
requirements oRule 69C(c)of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedunéhen informing Salt Lake
County of his intent to redeem the property. Nor does he indicgtattempto comply with the
dispute procedures ofue 69C(f). Mr. Worthenalso fails tostate when he informed Salt Lake
County of his intent to redeem the property.

In the absence of these factasiunknown whethevir. Worthen’sdelay is attributable
to his own action or inaction, or to action or inaction of Salt Lake County, or some combination
of both. An extension of a redemption period should occur “only when the equities of the case
are compelling and ‘move the conscience of the cofitl¥. Worthenhas failecto establish that
he“acted in an equitable fashion” thereby entitling him to the equitable relieithssand has

failed toestablish good cause excusable negletdr anextension of the redemption peridd.

3DUCIVR 561(b)(3), (5).
4 Motion at 56.

5 Huston v. Lewis818 P.2d 531, 5336 (Utah 1991)Mollerup v. Storage Sys. Int'569 P.2d 1122, 11225 (Utah
1977)

6 Huston 818 P.2d at 535 (Utah 199(tjuotingMollerup, 569 P.2d at 1134
71d. at 53637; Mollerup, 569 P.2d at 11225.
8 Fed. R. Civ. P. 6(b)(1)(AXB).
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ORDER

THEREFORE|T IS HEREBY ORDERED that Mr. Worthen’s Moti8is DENIED.
SignedDecember 142017.

BY THE COURT

P

District Judge David Nuffer
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