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PER CURIAM 

 Juana Urena, the successful bidder at sheriff's sale of the property 

securing the mortgage foreclosed in this case, appeals from the denial of her 

motion to set aside the sale.  Urena claims she bid on the property in error , 

believing it was another property on the same street and "confused the bids."  

Judge LaConte denied the motion, and one for reconsideration, finding Urena 

failed to present the sort of "fraud, accident, surprise, or mistake, [or] 

irregularities in the conduct of the sale" that would permit the Chancery court 

to set it aside.  See First Tr. Nat. Assoc. v. Merola, 319 N.J. Super. 44, 49-50 

(App. Div. 1999). 

 When Urena failed to complete the transaction by paying the balance of 

her $160,000 bid, plaintiff moved to vacate the sale, seeking forfeiture of 

Urena's deposit.  Judge LaConte granted the motion vacating the sale, but 

limited the forfeiture to the commissions, fees, costs and interest associated 

with rescheduling the sale and any loss to plaintiff from a lesser bid at any 

subsequent sale.  Urena appeals, arguing the Chancery judge abused his 

discretion by "failing to consider the severity of her bidding error" and "not 

giving due consideration" to her mistaken bid. 
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 We disagree.  The law has long been settled that the Chancery court's 

"power to set aside judicial sales based upon competitive bidding should be 

sparingly exercised."  Karel v. Davis, 122 N.J. Eq. 526, 529 (E. & A. 1937).  

The integrity of the sheriff sale process, "designed as it is to secure the highest 

and best price in cash then obtainable for the property, demands that a sale so 

conducted shall be vacated only when necessary to correct a plain injustice."  

Merola, 319 N.J. Super. at 52 (quoting Karel, 122 N.J. Eq. at 529). 

 As there is nothing in this record to suggest any irregularity in the sale, 

Judge LaConte was correct to deny Urena relief from her bid, which was the 

sole result of her own carelessness.  See Karel, 122 N.J. Eq. at 528 (noting "a 

purchaser at a judicial sale is not ordinarily entitled to be relieved of his bid on 

the ground of mistake flowing from his own culpable negligence").   His ruling 

on the forfeiture of Urena's deposit, limiting it to an amount necessary to make 

plaintiff whole, is the only equitable relief to which she was entitled. 

 Affirmed. 

 

 

 


