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PER CURIAM
Defendant appeals from his conviction of driving while

intoxicated, N.J.S.A. 39:4-50. Judge Angela F. Borkowski



conducted a de novo review of the record, found defendant guilty,
and rendered a comprehensive written decision.
On appeal, defendant raises the following point:
THE TRIAL JUDGE ERRED IN HER FINDING THAT
THERE WAS SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE OF APPELLANT'S
GUILT[] BEYOND A REASONABLE DOUBT.
When a defendant appeals a decision made by a municipal court
to the Law Division, the court is required to conduct a de novo
review of the record, giving "due regard to the municipal judge's

opportunity to view the witnesses and assess credibility." State

v. Golin, 363 N.J. Super. 474, 481 (App. Div. 2003) (citing State

v. Johnson, 42 N.J. 146, 157 (1964)). On appeal from the Law

Division's decision, we must determine whether the Law Division
judge's findings "could reasonably have been reached on sufficient

credible evidence present in the record." State v. Locurto, 157

N.J. 463, 471 (1999) (quoting Johnson, supra, 42 N.J. at 162).

However, "[a] trial court's interpretation of the law and the
legal consequences that flow from established facts are not

entitled to any special deference." Manalapan Realty, L.P. V.

Twp. Comm. of Manalapan, 140 N.J. 366, 378 (1995).

After carefully considering the record, standard of review,
and briefs, we affirm for the thorough reasons expressed by the

judge, and conclude that defendant's argument is "without
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sufficient merit to warrant discussion in a written opinion." R.
2:11-3(e) (2).

Affirmed.
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