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PER CURIAM

This Landlord-Tenant action involves a dispute over money the Landlord,

plaintiff Hadi Pezeshki, claims he is owed for damages to the leased premises



he discovered when the tenants, defendants Corey C. Rowell and Shamara
Miller, vacated. Defendants sought the return of their security deposit. Plaintiff
appeals from the $1621.68 judgment entered against him at the conclusion of a
trial presided over by a judge sitting without a jury.

During the trial, plaintiff presented more than twenty items of alleged
damage to the premises. He also presented numerous photographs to support
his claim. To refute plaintiff's claim, defendants presented photographs and a
video taken during a "walk-through" of the premises that took place after
termination of the lease.

Following the presentation of proofs and closing arguments, Judge Aimee
R. Belgard delivered a thorough, thoughtful, and well-reasoned oral decision.
She discussed each item of damage alleged by plaintiff and awarded him
approximately twenty-five percent of the damages he was seeking, finding the
other alleged damages were nothing more than normal wear and tear. She
subtracted the amount she awarded plaintiff from the security deposit he
retained, doubled the balance pursuant to N.J.S.A. 46:8-21.1, and entered
judgment for defendants for $1621.68.

On appeal, plaintiff argues the judge erred by permitting defendants to

pursue a security deposit action they had not asserted in their answer or in a
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counterclaim. He also argues the judge erred by admitting defendants'
photographic and video evidence.

We reject these arguments and affirm the judgment, substantially for the
reasons expressed by Judge Belgard in her oral decision. The judgment she
entered is based on findings of fact which are adequately supported by the
evidence. R. 2:11-2(e)(3)(A). The judge did not abuse her discretion by
permitting plaintiffs to seek the return of their security deposit or by admitting
their photographic and video evidence. Plaintiff's arguments to the contrary are
without sufficient merit to warrant further discussion. R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E).

Affirmed.
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