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Rodney Lee, appellant pro se. 
 
RAS Citron, LLC, attorneys for respondent 
(John Habermann and Monika Pundalik, on the 
brief). 
 

PER CURIAM 

 Defendant Rodney Lee seeks to challenge the foreclosure of a 

mortgage by plaintiff U.S. Bank National Association.  Because Lee 

did not file his notice of appeal until June 21, 2016, we entered 

an order on July 11, 2016, denying his motion to file his notice 

of appeal out of time as to the November 24, 2015 final foreclosure 

judgment.  Instead, our order limited his appeal to the May 12, 

2016 order denying his motion to vacate the final judgment.  

However, Lee failed to provide us with the motion judge's statement 

of reasons for the May 12, 2016 order, and thus we cannot engage 

in meaningful appellate review of the judge's decision and order.  

See Cipala v. Lincoln Tech. Inst., 179 N.J. 45, 55 (2004). 

 As significantly, Lee's appellate brief does not address the 

merits of the reconsideration motion.  Instead, his brief is 

directed entirely at an interlocutory order dated October 28, 

2014, granting summary judgment striking his answer.  His attempted 

appeal of that order is untimely, because his appeal of the final 

judgment was untimely.  However, even if we were to consider his 

arguments, they are without merit, for the reasons cogently stated 
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by Judge David B. Katz in his written opinion accompanying the 

October 28, 2014 summary judgment order.  Defendant's arguments 

do not warrant further discussion here.  R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E).  

Summary judgment was properly granted, and Lee has provided no 

basis to disturb the May 12, 2016 order denying his motion to 

vacate the final judgment. 

 Affirmed. 

 

 

 

  

  

   

   

 
 

 

 


