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PER CURIAM

L.L. appeals from an order terminating litigation in this Title 30 and Title
9 action.! Specifically, L.L. challenges the January 19, 2017 post fact finding
order that L.L. abused or neglected his seven-year-old child. Judge Lois Lipton
determined that plaintiff, the New Jersey Division of Child Protection and
Permanency, had proved that by driving while under the influence of alcohol
while his child was unrestrained in the vehicle's rear seat, defendant placed the
child in imminent danger, thereby abusing or neglecting him.

On appeal, defendant argues:

The Trial Court Incorrectly Applied the Legal
Principles Governing Abuse and Neglect Matters to the

' Defendant, A.E.M., has not appealed. For ease of reference we thus refer to
L.L. as "defendant."
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Facts. The Record Falls Short of Satisfying Those
Standards and Therefore Abuse and Neglect of [L.L.]
Should Not Be Affirmed.

We affirm, substantially for the reasons expressed by Judge Lipton in her
oral decision. Her adjudication is based on findings of fact which are adequately
supported by the evidence. R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(A). Defendant's arguments are
without sufficient merit to warrant discussion in a written opinion. R. 2:11-
3(e)(D)(E).

Affirmed.
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