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Defendant appeals an order denying his motion for termination of his 

alimony obligation and the parties' fee applications and granting plaintiff's 

cross-motion to find defendant in violation of litigant's rights.  We affirm the 

order substantially for the reasons set forth in Judge Frank J. DeAngelis's 

comprehensive, written decision.   

As Judge DeAngelis stated, "[d]efendant's application rests largely on a 

series of negative inferences he asks the [c]ourt to draw" from the facts set forth 

in defendant's motion.  Accepting defendant's asserted facts, we agree with 

Judge DeAngelis that defendant did not present sufficient evidence from which 

a trier of fact could find cohabitation.   

Judge DeAngelis's decision and the parties' appellate briefs were written 

before we issued our decision in Temple v. Temple, ___ N.J. Super. ___ (App. 

Div. 2021).  Defense counsel's reliance on Temple at oral argument was 

misplaced given the clear factual differences between Temple and this case.  

See, e.g., id. at ___ (slip op. at 8-14) (identification of defendant by her 

paramour's last name in a church publication, her paramour's frequent reference 

to defendant as his "wife," and his and defendant's post-motion scrubbing of 

their social-media accounts). 

 Affirmed.  


