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 Plaintiff Robert J. Triffin, the assignee of a dishonored check in the 

amount of $1,625.14, appeals the Special Civil Part's final judgment dated 

October 17, 2019, dismissing his claims against the drawer of that check.  Triffin 

contends the trial court misapplied the New Jersey version of the Uniform 

Commercial Code ("UCC"), in finding the drawer was not liable to pay him the 

amount of the check.   

We affirm the dismissal for the sound reasons set forth by Judge John G. 

Hudak in his post-trial oral opinion dated May 9, 2019.  As described by the 

judge, the uncontroverted business records presented at trial by the drawer show 

the drawer's bank account had already been debited the check amount before the 

check was presented to Triffin's assignor.  Under those circumstances, N.J.S.A. 

12A:3-414(c) clearly discharges the drawer from liability.  That provision 

instructs that "[i]f a draft is accepted by a bank, the drawer is discharged, 

regardless of when or by whom acceptance was obtained." Ibid.  

The arguments Triffin raises under other UCC provisions in an effort to 

negate the discharge mandated by Section 3-414(c) are clearly without merit and 

do not warrant discussion.  R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E).   

We need not comment here on whether Triffin would have had remedies 

against other parties, including but not limited to the payee named on the check 
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(who Triffin was unable to serve with process) or the banks that processed the 

transactions, other than to say they are beyond the scope of this appeal.  

Affirmed. 

 

 


