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Keith A. Bonchi argued the cause for respondent 
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the brief; Elliott J. Almanza, on the brief). 

 

PER CURIAM 

 In this tax-foreclosure case, defendant appeals an order denying her 

motion to vacate the February 3, 2020 final judgment by default entered in favor 

of plaintiff.  We affirm the order substantially for the reasons set forth in Judge 

James R. Paganelli's comprehensive, written decision. 

Generally, the decision to vacate a default judgment under Rule 4:50-1 

"lies within the sound discretion of the trial court, guided by principles of 

equity."  Romero v. Gold Star Distrib., LLC, 468 N.J. Super. 274, 293 (App. 

Div. 2021) (quoting Coryell, L.L.C. v. Curry, 391 N.J. Super. 72, 79 (App. Div. 

2006)).  "The trial court's judgment will be left undisturbed 'unless it represents 

a clear abuse of discretion.'"  Ibid. (quoting Hous. Auth. of Morristown v. Little, 

135 N.J. 274, 283 (1994)).  "The [c]ourt finds an abuse of discretion when a 

decision is 'made without a rational explanation, inexplicably departed from 

established policies, or rested on an impermissible basis.'"  U.S. Bank Nat'l Ass'n 

v. Guillaume, 209 N.J. 449, 467 (2012) (quoting Iliadis v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 

191 N.J. 88, 123 (2007)).   
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On appeal, defendant argues the trial court erred in not vacating the final 

judgment pursuant to Rule 4:50-1(f), asserting exceptional circumstances 

existed and the equities in the case favor defendant.  Judge Paganelli considered 

these issues, and we discern no abuse of discretion in his decision.   

 Affirmed. 

 


