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PER CURIAM.

Pantiff gppeds by leave granted an order granting defendant’s motion for partid rdief from a
default judgment of divorce pursuant to MCR 2.612(C)(1)(f). Wereverse.

Faintiff filed for divorce in 1994, twenty-one years after he and defendant married.  Plaintiff
filed his divorce complaint in propria persona, but UAW Lega Services handled the divorce
paperwork. Defendant did not have an atorney. Defendant and plaintiff negotiated a settlement
whereby defendant received the equivdent of haf of the parties equity in their house, to be pad in
$8,000 cash plus a newly purchased Jmmy vehicle. Defendant also received a payment of $1,000 for
sgning a quitdaim deed to their maritd house, entitling plaintiff to retain the home, and a $10,000
interes in plantiff’s retirement penson, payable in full upon plantiff’'s retirement. Nether party
received dimony or child support. The trid court entered a default judgment of divorce on May 22,
1995.

Defendant moved for partid relief from the default judgment on October 30, 1997. The trid
court initidly denied the motion, but later granted the motion upon reconsideration. The trid court found
“extreordinary circumgances’ warranting relief from the judgment, namely that defendant had suffered
from amentd deficiency that rendered her incapable of making congtructive decisons for hersdf during
the divorce proceedings.



Pantiff contends that the tria court abused its discretion in setting aside the judgment because
defendant failed to raise evidence that showed she was mentaly or emotionaly incapacitated during the
divorce proceedings. We need not address this issue, because we conclude that defendant’s motion
was untimely, and should have been denied on that bass. MCR 2.612(C)(2) requires that the motion
to set agde the judgment be made within a reasonable time from the entry of the judgment. Tomblinson
v Tomblinson, 183 Mich App 589, 595; 455 NW2d 346 (1990). Defendant has offered no
explanation for her delay of two and one-hdf years from the time the default judgment was entered until
the filing of her motion to partidly set asde the judgment. Indeed, she was advised by an attorney to
seek counsd about the judgment of divorce approximeately one year prior to filing her motion for relief
from judgment. Absent any explanation by defendant, this lapse of time was unreasonable. Roth v
Roth, 201 Mich App 563, 570; 506 NW2d 900 (1993).

Reversed.
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