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PER CURIAM 

 M.B., the father of a child born in 2004, appeals from an 

October 22, 2015 final agency decision by the New Jersey Division 

of Child Protection and Permanency (Division) determining, 
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pursuant to N.J.A.C. 10:129-7.3(c)(3), that an allegation of 

neglect had not been established.  Such a determination allows the 

Division to maintain a record of its investigation should future 

interventions become necessary.  M.B. requests that we modify the 

results of the investigation by concluding that the allegations 

of neglect are unfounded.   

 On appeal, M.B. argues the following points: 

[Point I] 
 
Facts do not support the finding of "not 
established." A finding of "unfounded" is 
supported by the facts.  The agency has not 
found ANY facts of the nature of those listed 
in [N.J.S.A.] 9:6-21, definitions of child 
abuse and neglect.  Agency has acted 
unreasonably and arbitrarily. 
 
[Point II] 
 
Agency acted arbitrarily, capriciously and 
unreasonably in relying on the interview of 
an impaired child whose testimony had 
additionally been prejudiced and colored by 
allegers of the neglect.  The fact findings 
are not credible and the agency acted 
unreasonably and capriciously in its fact 
finding[s]. 
 
[Point III] 
 
Agency policies and procedures are arbitrary, 
capricious and unreasonable in denying the in-
agency appeal of a "not established" finding.  
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After careful consideration of the record, we are satisfied 

that M.B.'s arguments lack sufficient merit to warrant discussion 

in this opinion.  R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E).   

Affirmed.   

 

 

 


