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PER CURIAM
In 2006, defendants borrowed $464,000 from Credit Suisse Financial
Corporation and, to guarantee repayment, executed a promissory note as well as
a mortgage in favor of Credit Suisse's nominee, Mortgage Electronic
Registration Systems, Inc. (MERS) on property on Governor Street in Newark.
Defendants did not reside there; they rented the property to others.
In 2008, MERS assigned the mortgage to IndyMac Bank, which in 2010
assigned it to OneWest Bank, FSB, which assigned it in 2013 to Ocwen Loan
Servicing, LLC, which assigned it in 2015 to Federal National Mortgage
Association, which assigned it in 2016 to MTGLQ Investors, L.P., which
assigned it in 2018 to plaintiff U.S. Bank National Association.
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Long before all these assignments, defendants defaulted by failing to
make a payment due on March 1, 2008. IndyMac filed a foreclosure action that
year but dismissed it without prejudice in 2012.
After receiving its assignment, plaintiff served defendants with a notice
of intention to foreclose in October 2018 and commenced this action in January
2019. Defendants promptly filed an answer and, in July 2019, plaintiff moved
for summary judgment. Defendants opposed the motion and cross-moved for
dismissal, alleging plaintiff's lack of standing, failure to comply with the Fair
Foreclosure Act, N.J.S.A. 2A:50-53 to -68, and failure to sue within the time
permitted by the applicable statute of limitations. The chancery judge granted
plaintiff's motion and denied defendants' cross-motion.
In the proceedings that followed, the court appointed a receiver for rents
paid by tenants on the property, fixed the property's fair market value, entered
an order fixing the time, place, and amount for redemption, and ultimately , on
October 6, 2020, entered a final judgment, which plaintiff assigned two weeks
later to Ajax 2018-B REO Corp.
Defendants appeal, arguing the chancery judge erred or abused his
discretion: (1) "in not dismissing the complaint when plaintiff did not show it
had physical possession of the note at the time of filing the complaint"; (2) by
failing to make "a determination regarding a pre-filing requirement when there
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is a non[-]compliant and deficient [n]otice of [i]ntent"; (3) "by avoiding to make
a determination regarding a robo[-]signed and invalid [a]ssignment of
[m]ortgage used to satisfy a pre-filing requirement of the chain of title in the
[c]omplaint"; and (4) "in deciding the [p]laintiff's claim in pursuing this
foreclosure action is not barred by the statute of limitations." We find
insufficient merit in these arguments to warrant discussion in a written opinion ,
R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E), adding only the following few comments.
When granting plaintiff's summary judgment motion, Chancery Judge
Walter Koprowski, Jr., thoroughly discussed all the issues defendants now raise
on appeal. Plaintiff demonstrated in support of its motion that it received a valid
assignment, which was duly recorded, and that it was in possession of the note.
The judge also correctly determined that plaintiff's notice of intention to
foreclose fully complied with the Fair Foreclosure Act, and that the action was
not time-barred because the statute of limitations in effect when defendants
executed the mortgage permitted suit within twenty years from the date of the
debtor's uncured default. N.J.S.A. 2A:50-56.1(c).
We affirm substantially for the reasons set forth by Chancery Judge
Koprowski's comprehensive and well-reasoned opinion.
Affirmed.
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