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Defendant appeals from a May 8, 2018 order of the Family Part denying 

reconsideration of his February 16, 2018 motion to strike and to vacate the 

court's prior orders as well as his April 9, 2018 motion "to decertify" the 

plaintiff's answering certification.  Having reviewed the record in its entirety, 

we affirm for the reasons expressed by Judge Alan G. Lesnewich in his statement 

of reasons issued with the May 8, 2018 order.  We only add the following 

comments. 

Defendant's central argument is that he was not properly served with 

process for plaintiff's motions seeking to enforce the parties' property settlement 

agreement incorporated into their final judgment of divorce.  Judge Lesnewich 

made explicit findings that plaintiff provided proof of certified mailings.   A 

certification of service stated regular mail was not returned.  Defendant filed no 

opposition, and on February 6, 2018, Judge Lesnewich entered an order finding 

defendant in violation of litigant's rights.  

On February 16, 2018, and April 9, 2018, respectively, defendant's 

counsel filed the motions that are the subject of this appeal.  Judge Lesnewich 

considered the motions and, based upon his review of the record on 

reconsideration, he found the record demonstrated defendant was served by 

certified mail, regular mail and email, and plaintiff met the obligations of Rule 
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1:5-2.  Having applied the appropriate legal standard for consideration of a 

motion for reconsideration, and because the judge's findings are supported by 

the record, we discern no reason to disturb the order. 

We do not address defendant's remaining arguments as they lack sufficient 

merit to warrant discussion in a written opinion.  R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E). 

Affirmed. 

 

 
 


