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PER CURIAM
This is the third appeal in this action brought pursuant to the Prevention

of Domestic Violence Act, N.J.S.A. 2C:25-17 to -35.



In the first appeal, we vacated the final restraining order entered in
plaintiff's favor and remanded for further proceedings because the judge did not

adequately consider the admissibility of a video. T.H. v. C.B., No. A-4858-15

(App. Div. July 13, 2017) (slip op. at 4-6). Following our remand, the judge
conducted additional proceedings and entered an FRO after finding defendant
committed numerous acts of harassment described in our second opinion. T.H.
v. C.B., No. A-2217-17 (App. Div. May 31, 2018) (slip op. at 4-5). In that
second appeal, we found there was sufficient evidence to support the judge's
finding that acts of harassment had occurred, id. at 8-9, but we vacated the FRO
and remanded because the judge mistakenly failed to determine whether plaintiff
required an FRO to protect her from future acts of domestic violence, id. at 9

(citing Silver v. Silver, 387 N.J. Super. 112, 128 (App. Div. 2016)).

Following that second remand, the judge conducted a hearing at which
both parties were represented by counsel. Additional testimony was taken as
well. At the hearing's conclusion, the judge thoroughly described prior acts of
domestic violence and other circumstances he found sufficient to meet the
previously omitted Silver requirement. The judge again entered an FRO in
plaintiff's favor.

Defendant appeals, arguing:
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I. THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN FINDING THAT
A FINAL RESTRAINING ORDER IS NECESSARY.

II. THE COURT IMPROPERLY ADMITTED
EVIDENCE OF OTHER ACTS OF ALLEGED
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.

We find insufficient merit in these arguments to warrant further discussion in a
written opinion. R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E).
Affirmed.
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