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Justice JimRegnier delivered the opinion of the Court.

11 Pursuant to Section |, Paragraph 3(c), Montana Suprene Court 1996

Internal Operating Rules, the follow ng decision shall not be cited as precedent
but shall be filed as a public document with the Cerk of the Suprene Court

and shall be reported by case title, Suprene Court cause nunber, and result to
the State Reporter Publishing Conmpany and to West Group in the quarterly

tabl e of noncitable cases issued by this Court.

12 In 1986, Hobbl e-Di anond Cattle Conpany filed a conplaint in the

Sixth Judicial District Court, Sweet G ass County, against Triangle Irrigation
Conmpany. Hobbl e-Di anond brought suit against Triangle seeking recovery
for danages sustained as a result of alleged deficiencies in the design and
installation of a sprinkler systemat the Hobbl e-D anond Ranch. Triangle
filed a notion for summary judgnment, which the District Court granted on
Decenber 16, 1996. On January 6, 1997, Hobbl e-Di anond filed a notion for
reconsi deration of order granting notion for summary judgnent. On March

7, 1997, the notion was deened denied pursuant to Rule 59(g), MR Gv.P.
when the District Court did not rule on the notion. Hobble-D anmond now
appeals fromthe order granting Triangle sumrary judgnent, as well as from
the denial of its notion for reconsideration. W affirm

13 The i ssue on appeal is whether the District Court erred in granting
Triangle's notion for summary judgnent.
FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

14 In 1983, Hobbl e-Di anond purchased an agricultural irrigation system
fromTriangle for its ranch |located near Greycliff, Mntana. The system was
installed in the wnter of 1983-84. Triangle began installing the system which
had six pivots. However, installation of the systemwas ultimtely conpl eted

by anot her conpany and Triangle was not involved with the system after

Decenber 5, 1983. Sonetinme after installation, Hobble-D anond cl ai ned that
there were problens with pivots 3, 4, and 6.

15 Hobbl e- Di anond filed this action against Triangle in 1986, alleging that
the pivots in the irrigation systemit purchased from Triangle in 1983 were
defective or inproperly installed. Shortly before the scheduled trial in 1989,
Hobbl e- Di anond sought | eave to anmend its conplaint to add a cl aimbased on

al |l eged problens with another pivot, pivot 5; the District Court refused to

aut hori ze the anendnent.

16 A bench trial in July 1989 resulted in a judgnment in Triangle's favor.
Hobbl e- Di anond appeal ed, raising only the issue of the court's denial of its
notion for |eave to anmend the conplaint. W reversed, holding that the court
had abused its discretion, and remanded for further proceedings.

Hobbl e- Di anond Cattle Co. v. Triangle Irrigation Co. (1991), 249 Mnt. 322,
326, 815 P.2d 1153, 1156. Remttitur issued on Septenber 4, 1991.
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17 In May 1994, Triangle noved for dism ssal pursuant to Rule 41(b),

MR Cv.P., for failure to prosecute. The District Court granted the notion
and, after a notion for reconsideration by Hobbl e-Di anond, entered its

menor andum and j udgnent of di sm ssal. Hobbl e- D anond appeal ed, cl ai m ng

that the District Court abused its discretion in dismssing its case. W
reversed, concluding that the District Court abused its discretion in granting
Triangle's notion to dism ss. Hobble-D anond Cattle Co. v. Triangle
Irrigation Co. (1995), 272 Mont. 37, 43, 899 P.2d 531, 535. Remttitur issued
on August 1, 1995.

18 On Novenber 15, 1995, Hobble-Di anond filed a notion to anmend the

conplaint wth respect to pivot 5. In its notion to anend, Hobbl e-D anond

made clains with respect to pivot 5 based upon breach of contract, negligence,
and strict product liability. Hobble-D anmond did not file a brief in support of
the notion nor did it request a hearing on its notion.

19 After receiving Hobbl e-Di anond's notion to anmend, Triangle served

di scovery requests upon Hobbl e- D anond on Novenber 20, 1995. Triangle
request ed any docunents relating to danages arising fromthe defective pivot
5 and identification of any witnesses with know edge of pivot 5. Moreover,
Triangl e requested an adm ssion from Hobbl e-Di anond that Triangle did not

"negligently or otherw se inproperly design, install, or correct any equi pnent
whi ch caused any surging problemrelating to pivot no. 5, nor did Triangle
Irrigation Co. breach any contract with plaintiff." Hobble-D anond did not

respond to these discovery requests.

10 Triangle filed a notion for sunmmary judgnment on Novenber 8, 1996.

On Decenber 16, 1996, the District Court entered an order granting Triangle's
notion for summary judgnent. The court held that Triangle was entitled to
summary j udgnent because Hobbl e-D anond's clains relating to pivot 5 were

barred by the statute of limtations. Furthernore, the court ruled that, in the
alternative, Triangle was also entitled to sunmary judgnment based upon the
doctrine of estoppel because Hobbl e-D anond had adopted a theory of

causation in a related case that was inconsistent with a theory of causation that
woul d hold Triangle liable for the danages clainmed with respect to pivot 5.

11 Hobbl e- Di anond subsequently filed a notion for reconsideration on
January 6, 1997. On March 7, 1997, the notion was deenmed deni ed pursuant
to Rule 59(g), MR Cv.P., when the District Court did not rule on the notion.
Hobbl e- Di anond filed a notice of appeal on March 7, 1997.

DI SCUSSI ON

112 Did the District Court err in granting Triangle' s notion for sunmary
j udgnent ?

113 On appeal, Hobbl e-D anond argues that the District Court erred in
granting Triangle's notion for summary judgnent because there are genuine

I ssues of material fact which preclude the granting of summary judgnent for
Triangl e. Hobbl e-Di anond al so contends that the District Court erred in
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concluding that the statute of limtations barred the amendnent of the
conplaint to include clains relating to pivot 5.

114 At first, we note that the District Court did not grant sunmmary judgnent
because Hobbl e-Di anond' s all egations did not raise any genuine issue of

material fact. |Instead, the District Court entered summary judgnent agai nst
Hobbl e- Di anond as a matter of |aw based upon application of the statute of
limtations and estoppel. Qur standard of review relating to conclusions of |aw

is whether the trial judge's interpretation of the lawis correct. Carbon County
v. Union Reserve Coal Co. (1995), 271 Mont. 459, 469, 898 P.2d 680, 686;

Steer, Inc. v. Departnent of Revenue (1990), 245 Mont. 470, 474-75, 803 P.2d
601, 603.

115 Al though the District Court granted summary judgnent on the bases of
estoppel and statute of limtations, we conclude that another ground raised by
Triangle's summary judgnent notion dispositively dictates that it was entitled
to a judgnent as a matter of |aw.

116 On Novenber 20, 1995, Triangle served di scovery requests upon
Hobbl e- Di anond. Di scovery Request No. 6 stated:
Pl ease admt that defendant Triangle Irrigation Co. did not
negligently or otherwi se inproperly design, install, or correct
any equi pment which caused any surging problemrelating to
pivot no. 5, nor did defendant Triangle Irrigation Co. breach any
contract with plaintiff.
Hobbl e- Di anond did not respond to this request.

17 Triangle noved for sunmary judgnent, arguing that it was entitled to
summary j udgnment because Hobbl e- D anond had admitted that Triangl e was

not |iable because it did not answer Di scovery Request No. 6. Hobbl e-Di anond
opposed summary judgnment on this ground, claimng that it never

received Triangle's discovery request. In its nption opposing sunmary

j udgnment, Hobbl e-Di anond did not present any evidence that it had not

received Triangle's discovery request. Also, at no tinme during the proceedi ngs
di d Hobbl e-Di anond attenpt to serve a |ate denial to the request for

adm ssion. However, the District Court did not base its sunmary judgnent
ruling on Hobble-Di anond's failure to answer requests for adm ssions.

118 Rule 36(a), MR Cv.P., states in relevant part
Request for adm ssion. A party nmay serve upon any other party
a witten request for the adm ssion, for purposes of the pending
action, only, of the truth of any matters within the scope of Rule
26(b) set forth in the request that relate to statenents or opinions
of fact or of the application of law to fact

Each matter of which an adm ssion is requested shall be
separately set forth. The matter is admtted unless, within 30
days after service of the request, or wthin such shorter or |onger
time as the court may allow, the party to whomthe request is
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directed serves upon the party requesting the adm ssion a
witten answer or objection addressed to the matter, signed by
the party or by the party's attorney .

Furthernore, Rule 36(b), MR GCv.P., provides in part:

Ef fect of admission. Any matter admtted under this rule is
concl usi vely established unless the court on notion permts
wi t hdrawal or amendnent of the adm ssion.

119 Therefore, under Rule 36(a), any request for an adm ssion that remains
unanswered is admtted for all purposes. By failing to answer Triangle's

di scovery request, Hobbl e-Di anond admtted that Triangle did not

"inproperly design, install, or correct any equi pnment which caused any

surging problemrelating to pivot no. 5" and that Triangle did not breach any
contract w th Hobbl e- D anond.

120 This Court has previously addressed the issue of the propriety of
summary j udgnent

where the ground is the failure to respond to requests for adm ssions.
Summary judgnent may be granted based on a fact deenmed established by
operation of Rule 36, MR Cv.P. See Easton v. Cow e (1991), 247 Mnt. 181,
805 P.2d 573; Morast v. Aul be (1974), 164 Mont. 100, 519 P.2d 157.

21 Al though in this case the District Court did not grant summary

judgnment on the basis of Rule 36, we affirmthe granting of summary judgnent

on that basis. W affirma district court's decision which is correct regardl ess
of the court's reasoning in reaching the decision. Phillips v. Cty of Billings
(1988), 233 Mont. 249, 252, 758 P.2d 772, 774. Thus, for the reasons stated
above, we affirmthe sunmary judgnment for Triangle on Hobbl e-D anond' s

claimfor danmages.

122 Affirned.
/'S JI M REGN ER
We Concur:
/S J. A TURNAGE
/'S WLLIAME. HUNT, SR
/Sl W WLLI AM LEAPHART
['SI  TERRY N. TRI EVEEI LER
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