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The Court System

(AS OF AUGUST 31, 1981)

SUPREME COURT

SUPERIOR | COURT

>  APPELLATE DIVISION -«
B
LAW DIVISION CHANCERY DIVISION
\
21
21 ‘ - JUVENILE &
COUNTY DISTRICT TAX COURT DOMESTIC RELATIONS
COURTS | COURTS

529 it

MUNICIPAL SURROGATES’

2 CQUR,TS

~ OFFICES

[ S

of New dJersey
(JUSTICES, JUDGES AND JURISDICTIONS)

SUPREME COURT: Chief Justice and 6 ‘Associate Justices. Initial term of 7 years with tenure on reappointment,
Mandatory retirement at 70,
Final Appeal in;

1. Constitutional questions 3. Capital causes
2. Issues where dissent in Appellate Division 4. Certifications

5. In such causes as provided by law

SUPERIOR COURT: 236 Judges authorized. Term, tenure and retirement same ag Supreme Court. (Tenured former County
Court judges have tenure on the Superior Court, and former County Court judges not having tenure as of December 7, 1978
hold office for the unexpired portion of their terms and acquire tenure upon reappointment.)
APPELLATE DIVISION
Appeals from:

1. Law and Chancery Divisions 4. State Administrétive Agencies

2. County District Courts 5. Tax Court
3. Juvenile & Domestic Relations Courts 6. As provided by law
LAW DIVISION CHANCERY DIVISION

1.- General jurisdiction in all causes, civil and criminal L. General equity
2. Proceedings in lieu of prerogative writs, except review of 2. Matrimonial
state administrative agencies 3. Probate
8. Appeals from Municipal Courts and Wage Collection
Section, Office of Wage and Hour Compliance
4, Probate

COUNTY DISTRICT COURTS: 39 TAX COURT (Effective J uly 1, 1979):
Judges authorized. Term: 5 years. 12 Judges authorized. Term same as
Tenure after 10 years and third Supreme Court except for the 1979
appointment. Mandatory retirement appointments. Tenure and retirement

JUVENILE AND DOMESTIC
RELATIONS COURTS: 35 Judges
authorized, Term: 5 years. Tenure
after 10 years and third appointment,

at 70, same as Supreme Court. The Tax Mandatory retirement at 70.

1. Contract, penalty, and tort actions Court reviews the determinations of o el el . .
at $5 ,WOO’ ’ agencies and officials charged with L éihi?luswe Jui‘xsgg:t‘{?n OV?II Juvenile

2. Landlord and tenant administration of state and local taxes e gq?ency anc " juveniles in

3. Small claims at $1,000 and in particular: ’é‘ifﬂ doagl‘;sl?:g {:gé’e‘;

4. Concurrent criminal and quasi- ’ 7

1.- Local property tax assessments
2, State tax assessments
3. Equalization tables promulgated

. Support ~
. Temporary custody of children

W R

criminal jurisdiction with
Municipal Courts

5. Bastardy and filiation proceedings by the director of tke Division of 5. Bastardy and filiation proceedings
6. Actions by creditors against an Taxation or the Courity Boards of

estate up to$5,000 Taxation
7. Up to $5,000 for disciplinary

sanctions by professional and
occupational bosrds of the Division
of Consumer Affairs,

MUNICIPAL COURTS: 364 Judges. Term: 3 years,
1. Traffic and motor vehicle violations

2. Ordinance violations

3. Disorderly persons offenses

4. Fish and game and navigation violations

5. Bastardy and filiation praceedings

- 6, Other specified crimes (where penalty does not exceed 1

. year incarceration or $1,000 fine) and offenses (where
value of property does not exceed $500}, including some

crimes where indictment and trial by jury can be waived,

7. Probable cause hearings on indictable offenses,

SURROGATES’ OFFICES: 21 Surrogates, Elected.
Term: & years,

1. Uncontested probate matters

2. Deputy clerk of the Superior Court for probate matters

*“Juvenile delinquency” excludes violations of
chapters 3, 4, 6 and 8 of Title 39 of the N.J.
Statutes where juveniles are 17 years old,
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HIGHLIGHTS

CALENDAR CLEARANCE

For the second consecutive year,
New Jersey's courts disposeé £ more
cases than were added: 711,391 ter-
minations compared to 700,516 cases
added. The goal of calendar clear-
ance had previously been achieved
only three times since 1948, once in
each decade of the 1950's, 1960's,
and 197u's. The past year, however,
marked the first time in history that
the court system cleared overall for
two years in a row. The success at
achieving clearance is particularly
noteworthy because the total number
of cases added in 1981 increased by
6.9%, and the tims consuming trial
court calendars of Law, Civil and
Law, Criminal had increases of 8% and
27%, respectively.

COMMITTEE ON EFFICIENCY

The Supreme Court Committee on
Efficiency in the Operations of the
Courts brought together businessmen,
government leaders of all levels, and
Judges in a major effort to improve
the efficiency and productivity of
the trial courts. Chaired by Robert
Van Fossan, Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer of Mutual Benefit
Life Insurance Company, the Committee
Presented reports to the 1981
Judicial Conference preliminary to
presenting its first-year report to
the Supreme Court in 1982.

The findings in the report go to the
heart of trial court operation. The
Committee found that the trial courts
operated not as one comprehensive
court. organization, but in different
ways in each county, subject to the
vicissitudes of approaches followed
by independent wunits within each
county. While these separate units
seek to do their best within their
own areas of operation, their perfor-
mance would be improved by better
integration into the overall opera-
tions of the Judiciary, where they

Preceding page blank
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would be part of a total organization
which sustained and supported them.
This lack of cohesiveness, par-
ticularly with respect to such vital
functions as caseflow management,
severely handicaps the Judiciary in
its ability to achieve management
goals.

The Committee recommended several
major changes to integrate the trial
court support system and to achieve
improved Jjudicial accountability.
The recommendations include state
funding of the trial courts and their
support system, the creation of a
statewide Jjudicial personnel system,
better internal management in the
Judiciary, direct judicial control
over clerical support operations, and
the use of modern records management
"ud information processing.

SPEEDY TRIAL

After months of local and statewide
Planning, the criminal Speedy Trial
program begai on January 1, 1981,
The program sets a goal over a three-
Year period of reducing the time from
arrest to disposition to 135 days for
all but exceptional cases. The sta-—
tewide program, the first of its kind
in the nation, sets specific time
goals for each of the major intervals
of the criminal case process.

In the first year, the program
achieved notable successes. Most
importantly, +the median time from
complaint to disposition for all cri-
minal cases that went to trial
declined from 350 days in late-1980
to just 217 days at the end of 1981.
In addition, nearly three-quarters of
the 1981 criminal case filings were
tried within 161 days, compared with
Just one-third in 1980.

These impressive results showed that
the Speedy Trial program had suc-
ceeded in substantially accomplishing




its first year goals. More complete
data during 1982, and the imposition
of the more demanding second-year
time goals, present continued
challenges for the program; but

Speedy Trial in New Jersey has been
launched successfully.

COMPUTERIZATION AND MANAGEMENT
INFORMATION

The New Jersey project for comput-
erization in +the courts advanced
considerably during 1981. A Supreme
Court committee working with AOC
staff arnd the National Center for
State Courts examined the need for
computerization and +the ways to
introduce it. The committee has as
its goal the development of a master

plan for automation at all levels of
court.

Other management information projects
continued with the need for integra-
tion with the master plan in mind.
Chief among them is CAMIS, or computer-
assisted micrographics, being deve-
loped in the Superior Court. CAMIS
became operational in the Matrimonial
Division during 1981, and it was
implemented in General Equity as well.
Installation in the Law Division will
take effect in September 1982. CAMIS,
which permits +the elimination of
manual docketing and the production
of timely reports for case manage-
ment, also eliminates the duplicate
filing of papers with both the county
offices and the Superior Court Clerk
in Trenton.

The project to develop an automated
system to manage the Superior Court
Trust Fund also advanced. Working
with the National Center, the AOC
developed a computer program to
manage each of the 7,000 plus indivi-
dual accounts in the Fund, and to
accurstely post accrued interest on a
timely basis.

JUVENILE JUSTICE/FAMILY COURT

In anticipation of legislation pro-
posing major changes in the juvenile
Justice system and the creation of
the long-sought family court, Chief

Justice Wilentz appointed a five-
member Preliminary Family Part
Planning Comnmittee. Chaired by
Associate Justice Morris Pashman, the
committee's mandate is to ideunJify
major policy issues to confront the
Judiciary in its effort to implement

the family court concept. Once iden-
tified +these issues will +then be
referred to a broad-based Supreme

Court fommittee for discussion and
recommendation.

The 1legislation will ©bring Ilarge
scale changes to the courts which
must be accommodated by sound advance
planning. It would abolish the
Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court
and establish county family courts,
require family crisis intervention
units in every county, eliminate the
offense category Juveniles in Need of
Supervision, revise criteria for
disclosure of information about juve-
nile offenders, and authorize the
court to order both the juvenile and
his or her parents to participate in

programs to rehabilitate the juvenile.

YOUTH SERVICES/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The Chief Justice and the State

‘Attorney General have launched a

comminity-based effort to fight juve-
nile delinquency through the Youth
Services/Community Involvement
Project.

Starting with pilot committees in
Burlington, Middlesex, and Somerset
Counties, +the new program offers
citizens an opportunity work with
court, law enforcement, education,
police, child welfare professionals,
and others to assist children in
trouble and to help curb juvenile
delinquency.

Commissions have been established at
the mmicipal, county, and state
levels, It is the first such project
to attempt to coordinate the respon-
ses to Juvenile delinquency at the
state and county levels. With this

program, the Judiciary and law enfor-

cement system are calling upon the
knowledge and participation of key
community representatives to confront

the difficult issues of Juvenile
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delinquency in an effort to find new
approaches to help resolve these
problems.

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

The Child Support Enforcement Program,
Jointly administered by Probation
Departments and county welfare agen-
cies, now involves more than a
quarter of a million children, or one
in every eight children living in New
Jersey. . In 1981, the program
collected $124.4 million in court
ordered support payments, a 10%
increase over the previous year. A
total of $92.4 million went directly
to families not on welfare, and $31.9
million went to county welfare boards
as reimbursement for welfare payments.
The 1981 caseload in child support
enforcement increased 8% over the
previous year to 140,982 cases.

BATIL REFORM

The 10% cash bail program became uni-
versal in all New Jersey counties
during the year. The program allows a
judge to release defendants who post
10% of the bail amount, but no less
than $25. Previously, a defendant's
basic alternative to Jjail pending
trial was to seek the assistance of a
bail bondsman whose rates were prohi-
bitive to many, thus increasing the
number of persons incarcerated at
county expense. Since many such per-
sons had roots in the community which
largely assured their appearance,
which is the fundamental purpose of
posting bond, the new program pro-
vided a low cost and humanitarian
approach for accommodating  both
social and individual needs without
unnecessary imposition on the tax-
payers of the county.

During the year Jjudges in certain
municipalities in Essex and Passaic
Counties were given greater authority
in setting bail in an experimental
relaxation of Rule 3:26-2. Under the
experiment certain municipal Jjudges
may set bail in cases involving
aggravated assault, aggravated sexual
assault, and second degree robbery,
which, under the rule,. previously

could only be set by a Superior Court
Judge. These two counties were
selected Dbecause of heavy workload
and extensive time delays experienced
in getting bail conditions set. The

experiment is being closely moni-
tored.

JAIL OVERCROWDING

Throughout 1981, the total population
in county Jjails exceeded capacity.
To help insure that the situation
would be closely watched, the
Administrative Office of the Courts
developed a system for monitoring the
county Jail populations on a weekly
basis for court, law enforcement, and
State and county corrections offi-
cials. It also participated on a
Task Force to study prison over-
crowding and recommend alternative
space for prisoners. The AOC recom-
mendation for intensive probation
supervision was considered to be a
significant innovation directed
toward alleviating the prison over-
crowding problem. Under intensive
supervision, certain selected non-
violent offenders may gain release
from prison by remaining under a pro-
bation officer's close supervision
and by maintaining steady employment.

RESTITUTION AND COMMUNITY SERVICE:
ALTERNATIVES TO PROSECUTION

Six counties pursued restitution and
commnity service work during the
year with emphasis on rehabilitation
of the defendant. A total of Uu59
people, out of 1,453 considered, were
selected for the program. More than
half of those people paid restitution
totalling $234,882, the rest performed
commnity service work for a total of
167 commmnity agencies, and seven
individuals paid restitution and per-
formed community service. Examples
of community service include: assist-
ance to probation departments, ser-
vice on youth "hotlines," repairs and
improvements to public playgrounds.

VIOLENT CRIMES COMPENSATION
Accelerated efforts to improve

penalty assessment and collection
under the Violent Crimes Compensation

B




Act of 1980, produced more +than
$TO0,000 in collections and an
average 98% assessment rate in
Superior and Municipal Courts, during

the first seven months of 1981. The
law requires that a minimum penalty
of $25 for all persons convicted of &
crime or the indictable offense of
simple assault. If the crime caused
injury or death, the sentencing judge
can impose a penalty up to $10,000
for each ecriminal act. These
Penalties are +turned over to the
Violent Crimes Compensation Baord,
which aids crime victims. Collections
are made by the courts and county
probation departments, and by the
Department of ' Corrections for
penalties owed by those incarcerated.

SUPREME COURT TASK FORCE ON SMALL
CLAIMS

During the Spring of 1981, Chief
Justice Robert N. Wilentz appointed

* the Task Force on Small Claims and in

his mandate to its members encouraged
them to "be bold" in suggesting
improvements covering small claims
litigation. The Task Force, composed
of members of the bench and bar,
focused on five areas for improvement
will submit its Final Report to the
Supreme Court Committee on County
District Court in 1982.

The five areas examined by the Task
Force in the Small Claims Division of
the County District Court are:

l. Statutes and rules concerning
Jurisdiction and practice;

2. Information to the public and
litigants, filing and pretrial
matters;

3. Alternate modes of dispute
resolution or case disposition;

4. Conduct at the court trial; and
5. Post-trial matters.

The Task Force is recommending that,
where appropriate, alternative court
hours be available for hearing dispu-
tes, further, it recommends that a
variety of notices and explanations

be given to the parties both during
the course of litigation so that the

parties +truly understand the func-
tioning of the court and the resolu-
tion of their dispute and also after
Jjudgment is rendered so that payment
is more 1likely. The Task Force also
recommends +that alternative methods
of dispute resolution, such as
mediation, be explored to provide
assistance to all parties.

CIVIL APPEALS SETTLEMENT PROGRAM

The first six months of an experimen—
tal Civil Appeals Settlement Program
has produced a success rate of more
than L40%. The program, conducted
by Judge Baruch Seidman, Appellate
Division Superior Court, is designed
to reduce the number of cases heard
in the Appellate Division. Essen-
tially the program deals with negli-
gence, divorce property settlements,
wills and estates, and general equity
cases, Criminal matters are not
heard.

The appeals settlement program offers
direct financial benefits to all con-
cerned. Litigants save considerably
on the costs of an appeal, and the
state saves resources also. The
settlements are achieved more quickly
than a contested appeal could be, and
the results are often more satisfac-—
tory than a court-imposed decision
might be.

The settlement program offers civil
litigants tne opportunity for settle-
ment prior to the argument of their
appeal. A settlement conference is
held with Judge Seidman, who has been
the only Jjudge assigned to the
brogram since its inception in Fall
of 1981. At the conference, a settle-
ment may be achieved or issues in
controversy may be narrowed. During
the first six months, 205 conferences
were held, and 90 cases settled either
prior to conference or following the
settlement conference.

JURY UTILIZATION AND MANAGEMENT

The past court year signalled the
start of comprehensive Jjury system

management in New Jersey. Until this
time, the jury systems operated inde-
bendently in ezch county, and little
centralized management existed.

The first step in a statewide Jury
brogram was to collect data on each
county's Jjury operations. The data
helped to identify concerns and
problems, especially concerning Jury
system management and the experiences
of jurors. Many of the problems were
similar from county to county, empha-
sizing the utility of a statewide
brogram. Work also progressed in the
next step in the project, the deve-
lopment of performance standards for
Jjury systems.

The five pilot counties selected
under L.E.A.A.'s Jury Utilization/
Management Incentive Program to
experiment with modern management
techniques began their efforts mid-way
through the court year. Two of the
counties instituted noteworthy
changes during the court year.
Camden County instituted a one day/
one trial term of service, starting
in March of 198l. Under one day/one

trial, Jurors are summoned for one

day only. If not selected for a trial
during the day, the Juror is released
from service. If selected to sit on
a trial, the juror serves until +the
end of the trial and is then released
from service., The program in Camden
has been a tremendous success both
from the juror's and administrator's
berspective. In conjunction with
other measures taken to streamline
the administrative operation, Camden
has projected an overall savings of
approximately $40,000 over a one year
period. Camden's program has con-
vinced other counties to adopt
reduced service terms.

Union County attacked an administra-
tive problem of excessive paperwork
by adopting a one-step qualification
and summoning system. Under the tra-
ditional system, Prospective Jurors
are mailed a qualification question-
naire and, at some later date, the
berson may receive a summons for ser-
vice. The one-step concept allows a
prospecive Jjuror to be qualified and
summoned wusing one mailing, thus
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reducing postage and forms costs
substantially. Use of the one step
system also streamlines administra-
tive processes involved with getting
Jurors to the court house. Adminis-
trators in Union County project a
$30,000 savings for the first year of
operation.

UNION COUNTY NIGHT COURT

Court is in session two nights a
month in Union County in an experi-
mental program approved by the
Supreme Court and begun in January,
1980, The program is designed to
hear cases involving small amounts in
controversy wusing as its jurisdie-
tional limit +that established for
District Court ($5,000 or less).
Using a rotating staff of Judges, law
clerks, and support personnel, the
program has been able to serve a
large number of litigants at a rela-
tively low cost.

The Night Court is conducted on the

first and third Wednesday or Thursday
of each month. It begins at 6:00 P.M.

and continues until all cases sche-
duled for that night have been heard,

usually ending by 9:30 P.M. There

are one or two Jjudges in attendance
for each session as well as three law
clerks, two sergeants-at-arms and a
court clerk. A supervisor is also

Present to make the files and records
available.

Whether the matter is settled or
tried, Night Court gives the liti-
gants an opportunity to appear at a
time which they have found to be more
convenient than +the regular court
hours. The Night Court experiment
demonstrates the Court's awareness of
and concern for the position of liti-
gants who appear pro se in disputes
that are not large in the amount of
money involved.

CREDIT CARDS

A three-month experiment with the
use of credit cards in Vicinage 1
(Atlantic, Cape May, Cumberland, and
Salem Counties) to post bail, pay
fees or fines, or installments on
fees has worked well and is currently




under consideration for Statewide
implementation. There is no charge
or expense to the court.

The procedure involves the issuance
of a check mpayable to the Court by
Western Union and the placement of
the amount, plus all charges and fees
on the Master-charge or Visa card of
the person wishing to pay the bail,
fee or fine, after verification is
obtained by Western Union from the
credit card company. This is a 2L-
hour service and the transactions are
all done by phone. The procedure
permits defendants to be released on
bail promptly, reducing the time spent
in jail waiting for other methods of
posting bail.

MOTION PRACTICE

In response to bulging motion calen-
dars and complaints from the bench,
bar and public, the Supreme Court
adopted reforms, contained in Court
Rule 1:6-2, designed to reduce the
number of motions filed and the time
spent hearing argumentse.

The several points of Rule 1:6-2 are
as follows:

«A11l motions submitted by attorneys
must contain a proposed form of order
for consideration by the Court.
Further, all motions must contain a
checklist which can be used by the
court to indicate all papers which
were considered.

+Certain motions, including those in
complex cases, can be filed directly
with a judge.

»Civil discovery and calendar motions
will not be listed for oral argument.
Further, such motions will not be
considered at all unless the moving
party certified +that efforts have
been made to settle the dispute.

«The Court may direct that any argu-
ment of a motion be by telephone
conference.

Expanded use of telephone conferences
for motions has been especially suc~
cessful in meeting the goals. The
procedure frees judges for more bench

time, and reduces the cost to liti-
gants because of the time and travel
savings on the part of lawyers.

An experimental program of telephone
conferences began in 1981 in Vicinage
1. Assisted by the Institute for
Court Management and the ABA Commis-
sion to Reduce Court Costs and Delay,
courts in the vicinage heard oral
arguments on civil motions and other
matters by telephone instead of in-
court hearings. During the first
nine months of the experiment, over
150 ecivil motions were argued in the
vicinage, and over 80% of them were
conducted by telephone  conference.
Motions to compel discovery and for
summary Jjudgment were most frequently
argued in a telephone conference.,
Use of the telephone saved at least
23,000 miles of attorney travel and
many - hours of time for Jjudges and
attorneys. A companion project to
use telephone conferences for some
criminal matters began in late 1981.

SHOPLIFTERS PROGRAM

First offenders convicted of shop-
lifting may, at the judge's discre-
tion, receive a suspended sentence,
if they agree to attend an anti-
shoplifting course given by the
National Corrective Training Institute
(NCTI), in a pilot program underway
in several mmnicipal courts. The
offenders mist agree to complete the
course and return to court.

The 8-hour course, offered at a
regional site, is designed to aid the
offender in understanding the impulse
behind this anti-social behavior to
prevent future incidents. The AOC is
collecting data on the program for
evaluation and possible implemen-
tation statewide.

CAMERAS IN THE COURTROOM

During 1981, the Supreme Court made
permanent the rules permitting film,

tape and still cameras in court under
specific guidelines, first introduced
as an experiment in 1979. The guide-
lines require individual approval
before cameras can be admitted, and
specify equipment, ©position, and

-

other requirements the media mus?t
meet, The Court rules do not permit
cameras in court in cases involving
matrimonial disputes, juvenile cases,
or trade secrets, or in municipal
courts.

PUBLIC TELEVISION ON THE COURTS

In 1981, the Administrative Office of
the Courts' Judicial Education and
Training Unit and New Jersey Network,
the State public television agency,
co-produced six one-hour segments on
court programs. The programs Wwere
aired live at noon on weekdays over
the network's four stations. Tele-
‘visions were set up in courthouses
throughout the State for the con-
venience of court personnel, attor-
neys, Jurors, and other citizens.
The programs covered topics such as
speedy trial, pre-trial programs,
bail and court delay reduction
measures, and featured a call-in
portion for questions answered Dby
guests, including Chief  Justice
Robert N. Wilentz.

PUBLIC MEMBERS OF COMMITTEES

Efforts to broaden public represen-
tation on Supreme Court Committees
are continuing. More than a dozen
non-~attorneys are currently serving
on seven standing committees. Repre-
sentatives of the broadcast and print
media are now serving on the Committee
on Media Relations, while other public
members serve on the Advisory Com~
nmittee on Professional Ethics,
Advisory Committee on Judicial
Conduct, Disciplinary BReview Board,
Advisory Committee on Bar Admissions,
Committee on’ the Unauthorized
Practice of Law and the Clients'
Security Fund.

MUNICIPAL COURT REFORM

Management studies of the Newark and
Paterson Municipal Courts have been
completed in an ongoing program of
the Administrative Office of the
Courts to examine New Jersey's ten
largest municipal courts. The two
studies completed have yielded
detailed recommendations to improve

court operations, which are being
implemented. .
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The remaining courts to be studied
are: Trenton, East Orange, Hoboken,
Jersey City, New Brunswick, Camden,
Elizabeth, Irvington.

BAR EXAM REFORM

In 1981, the Supreme Court's Committee
to Evaluate Bar Adminisstion Require-
ments reported to the Court, which
prompted significant changes in the
bar examination.

Commencing with the February 1982 bar
examination, each candidate is now
required to pass both the multistate
bar examination and the New Jersey
essay questions. The scoring of the
essay has been greatly simplified.
The questions have been shortened and
the design of the questions is more
varied. '

All candidates for admission to the
bar must -complete the skills and
methods course before admission and
are required to complete the Multi-
state Professional Responsibility
Examination successfully or submit
evidence of the satisfactory comple-
tion of a law school course in legal
ethics. The Supreme Court has also
mandated a review of the skills
course to increase its effectiveness.

RANDOM AUDIT COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

The Random Audit Compliance Program,
financed by +the Clients' Security
Fund, began in 1981 to ensure that
lawyers are fully aware of and comply
with stringent recordkeeping require-
ments imposed by the Supreme Court.
The program involves the periodic
review of business and trust account
records that all attorneys are
required to maintain when handling
clients' funds.

The program is designed to alid attor-
neys in acquiring the most efficient
methods of office accounting proce-
dures, and consists of two full-time
auditors and clerical support staff.
Attorneys are randomly selected and
audited on a county-by-county basis.
A total of 1kl audits in 11 counties
have been completed.



ATTORNEY CERTIFICATION

Upon the recommendations of the Board
of Trial Attorney Certification, the
Supreme Court certified 265 civil and
81 criminal trial attorneys practicing
in New Jersey. The trial attorney
certification program, entirely
voluntary, is an effort to give
attorneys an opportunity to show
experience in trial work and to give
the public a list of some of the
attorneys with trial experience.

Attorneys interested in certification

i
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must submit an extensive application
and pass a full-day examination.
The program, divided into civil and
criminal parts, is administered by
the ll-member Board of Trial Attorney
Certification. Certification by the
the Board is for seven years, after
which the attorney must seek recer-
tification.

The Supreme Court will oversee the
program and review the recommen-
dations of the Board for certifi-
cation twice each year.

STATISTICAL OVERVIEW

CALENDAR CLEARANCE

During the 1981 court year, cases
added in the New Jersey court system,
excluding minicipal courts, increased
by 6.9% to a record level of T00,516.
Cases disposed also increased, to a
record level of 711,391, exceeding
the number of cases added by 10,875.

Each year over the last five years
the number of cases added to the New
Jersey court dockets has increased.
From 541,867 in 1976 cases added
yearly have grown by 29.3% to
700,516, Dispositions, however, have
increased at an even faster rate,

-34,4%., The graph below shows the

trend in cases added, disposed, and
rending.

Disposing of at least as many cases
as were added has been the explicit
"calendar clearance" goal of the
judiciary for the past two court
years. The  margin of clearance
during 1981 of 10,875 cases

- afforded a 5.1% decrease in the

number of cases pending during the
Year.
Fig. 1
CASELOAD 1980-81

TOTAL CASES 1980 1981  %Change
Added 655,517 700,516 +6.9%
Disposed 675,835 T11,391 +5.3%
Pending 212,768% 201,893 -5.1%

Clearance +20,318  +10,875

Nine of the 13 trial and appellate
calendars and the Tax Court achieved
clearance in 1981. All five calen-
dars of +the limited Jurisdiction

¥  Data on cases pending as of August
31, 1980 differs from the data
published in the 1980 Annual Report
due to inventory recounts and
changes in statistical definitions.

trial courts ~~ County District,
Juvenile Delinquency, dJuveniles in
Need of Supervision (JINS), Domestic
Relations, and Tax Court -- had more
dispositions than cases added. Four
of the eight Superior Court +trial
calendars cleared during 1981. of
the two appellate coart calendars,
the Supreme Court was able to clear
its calendar.
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Fig. 2

CALENDAR CLEARANCE BY CALENDAR 1980-81

CASES CASES
CALENDAR ADDED DISPOSED = CLEARANCE

Limited Jurisdiction Trial Courts

County District 360,941 367,855 + 6,914
Juvenile Delinguency 101,124 101,388 + 264
JINS 12,469 12,591 + 122
Domestic Relations 90,347 91,172 + 825
Tax Court 8,343 15,56k + 7,221

General Jurisdiction Trial Courts

Civil 51,982 50,762 - 1,220
" Criminal 29,101 27,055 - 2,046
Post-Conviction Relief 105 122 + 17
General Equity L, 305 k4,996 + 691
Matrimonial 32,237 31,146 - 1,091
Contested Probate 612 594 - 18
Municipal Appeals 2,942 2,950 + 8

-_Appellate Courts

Appellate Division,

Superior Court 5,792 4,980 - Bz
Supreme Court 216 216 [s}
TOTAL 700,516 711,301 +10,875

——— —

The cumulative clearance of the past
two court years (31,193 cases) has
all but eradicated the cumulative
short-fall of 32,Th4 cases accumu-
lated during the prior three court
years (1977 to 1979).

Although the court system has become
bigger (adding the Tax Court in
1979) and has increased by nearly
one-fourth in the volume of incoming
cases during the past five years,
the system is now achieving
equilibrium and ousting into the
backlog which had plagued it for a
number of years.

CASES ADDED

Total cases added in the trial and
appellate courts (exclusive of the
municipal  courts) increased by
49,999 cases to an all-time high of
700,516 for +the court year ending
August 31, 1981. This increase of
nearly 50,000 cases was "the largest

Figure 3
CALENDAR CLEARANCES BY COURT YEAR

FOR ALL COURTS 1977 - 1981
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Jump in total cases added ever
recorded. Further, in Percentage
terms, it amounted to 6.9%, repre-
senting the largest Percentage
increase in annual cases added
registered in the past seven years.

Among individual dockets (or cou~t
calendars), the fastest growing
calendars were Criminal, 26.69%, Tax,
20.5%, and the Appellate Division,
14.6%, followed closely by Domestic
Relations, 12.8%. On the basis of
absolute numbers, the growth in cases
added was much more evenly distri-
buted, and in general favored the
larger volume, limited Jurisdiction
trial courts. Calendars showing the

largest increases in the number of
cases added were: Domestic Relations,
10,214, Juvenile Delinquency, 7,772,
County District, 7,024, and Criminal,
6,121,

The distribution of cases added
reflects a heavy concentration of
cases on three high-~volume calendars,
County District, Domestic Relations,
and Juvenile Delinquency. Together,
these calendars account for more than
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Fig. &

CASES CASES

CALENDAR -.;.\—lg)le)—gD ED j{"{-‘k‘.ﬂl"lﬂcﬁi

Limited Jurisdiction

Trial Court

County District 353,017 360,941 + 7,024 + 2.0%

Juvenile Delinquency 93,352 101,124 + 7,772 + 8.3%

JINS 12,126 12,469 + 343 + 2.8%

Domestic Relations 80,133 90,347 410,214 +12,8%
 Tax Court 6,925 8,343 + 1,418 +20.5%

General Jurisdiction

Tria) Court

Civil 48,065 51,982 + 3,017  + 8.2%

Criminal 22,980 29,101 + 6,121 +26.6%

Post-Conviction Relief 135 105 - 30 -22.2%

General Equity k,hay k,305 ~ 119 ~ 2.7%

Matrimonial# 24,849 32,237 + 7,388  + 29.7%

Contested Probate 542 612 + 0 +12.9%

Municipal Appeals 2,783 2,942 + 159 + 5.7%

Appellate Courts

Appellate Division,

Superior Court 5,054 5,792 + 738 +1k.6%
Supreme 232 216 - 16 - 6.9%
TOTAL 655,517 700,516  +hk,999 4+ 6,9%

T9% of all cases added. Superior
Court trial calendars and the Tax
Court account for nearly 19% of all
cases added, while the State's two
appellate courts, the Appellate
Division and the Supreme Court,
account for less than 1% of all cases
added.

Trial court cases added in the
state's 12 Judicial districts
(vicinages) increased by 6.7% or
42,859 cases during the 1981 court
Yyear. Every vicinage recorded an
increase in trial court cases added
over the 1980 court year.

¥ The chart shows a substantial
increase in the Matrimonial calendar
as well (7,388 cases, or 29.7%).
This increase is due primarily to a
redefinition in terms which results
in counting each case sooner. Since
the increase in this one year is due
more to the method of counting than
to a real increase in workload, the
Matrimonial calendar is not included
in these comparisons of workload.

Vicinages located in the central por-
tion of the state showed the greatest
bercentage growth in cases added.
Vicinage #3, Burlington/Ocean, which
extends across the south central por-
tion of the state, had the highest

Fig. 5

DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL TRIAL COURT
CASES ADDED BY VICINAGE 1981

4 PERCENT OF
VICINAGE TRIAL COURT STATE TRIAL
CASES ADDED COURT TOTAL

Vicinage #1 54,830 8.0%
Atlantic
Cape May
Cumberland
Salem

Vicinage #2 56,779 8.3%
Bergen

Vicinage #3 5h,hh1 T.9%
Burlington
Ocean

Vicinage #4 62,276 9.1%
Camden
Gloucester

Vicinage #5 130,046 19.0%
Essex

Vicinage #6 58,294 8.5%
" Hudson

Vicinage #7 49,307 T.2%
Hunterdon
Mercer
Somerset

Vicinage #8 47,160 6.9%
Middlesex

Vicinage #9 40, Th6 5.9%
Monmouth

Vicinage #10 36,360 5.3%

Morris
Sussex
Warren

Vicinage #11 51,499 T.5%
Passaic

Vicinage #12 Li, Lot 6.4%
Union

COUNTY TOTAL 686,165 100.0%




growth with 9.5%, followed closely by
Vicinage #12, Union, with 9.1%. Two
other vicinages, Vicinage #9,
Monmouth (8.4%), and Vicinage #6,
Hudson (+8.2%) showed increases in
cases added of over 8.0%.

The distribution by vicinage of cases
added during 1981 (exclusive of the
supreme, appellate, and tax courts)
reflects the heavy concentration of
rial cowl, waseso iy Tielree.id:
cases in the State. Vicinage #b,
Camden/Gloucester, was second in
cases added with 9.1% of the trial
cases in the State. Only three other
vicinages had 8% or more of the
State's added caseload: Hudson,
Bergen, and the Atlantic vicinage.

DISPOSITIONS

Cases disposed of in the trial and
appellate courts increased by 35,556
to an all-time high of 711,391 for
court year 1981. This was the fif-
teenth consecutive year that total
cases disposed of in the court system
have increased over the prior year.

In percentage terms, total disposi-
tions increased by 5.3% over the
675,835 dispositions recorded during
the 1980 court year. Although this
rate of increase was not nearly so
great as the 9.2% increase in total
productivity achieved in 1980 when
Tax Court workload data was first
integrated into the court system
totals, 1981 marked the fourth con-
secutive court year in which +total
dispositions have increased by more
than 5%. This indicates that the
court system has been able to achieve
sustained growth in productivity for
a8 period of years.

Much of the growth in dispositions
occurred on the Superior Court trial
calendars, cases which typically
require more Jjudge time per disposi-
tion. The Tax Court had the greatest
growth in dispositions, but the next
three calendars in terms of rate of
increase in dispositions were all
Superior Court calendars:
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Matrimonial, 17.7%, Criminal, 16.8%,
(the first year of the Criminal
Speedy Trial Program), and General
Equity, 13.0%.

Figure 6

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN CASES DISPOSED
BY CALENDAR 1980 - 81
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By number of cases, the increase in
dispositions was much more evenly
distributed (due to the large volumes
of limited Jurisdictional court
calendars wiiere even a small percen-
tage increase translates into a large
number of  cases). Calendars
recording the greatest increase in
the number of dispositions are:
Domestic Relations, 10,324, Juvenile
Delinquent, 5,94k, Matrimonial,
4,680, Tax, 4,015, and Criminal,
3,889. Only the two appellate calen~—
dars and the Post-Conviction Relief
calendar (included in Other) recorded
fewer dispositions in 1981 than in
1980.

During the 1981 court year almost all
calendars achieved record levels of
dispositions. This was true for all
major Superior Court calendars except
Criminal. The 27,055 dispositions for
the Criminal calendar were the most
in nine years, ranking second to the
27,362 criminal dispositions achieved
in 1972. All-time record disposition
levels were also achieved on all
limited jurisdiction trial calendars:
Juvenile Delinquency, JINS, Domestic
Relations, Counbty District, and Tax
Court.

More than 80% of all dispositions
recorded are from the calendars of
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Fig. 7
CASES DISPOSED BY CALENDAR 1980-81

DIFFERENCE
CALENDAR 1980 1981 No.

Limited Jurisdiction
Trial Courts

County District 365,721 367,855 + 2,134 + 0.6%
Juvenile Delinquent  95,4bk 101,388 + 5,944 + 6.2%
JINS 12,072 12,591 + 519 + 4.3%
Domestic Relations 80,848 91,172 +10,324 +12.8%
Tax Court 11,549 15,564 + h,015 +34.8%

General Jurisdiction
Trial Courts

Civil 47,025 50,762 + 3,737 + B8.0%
Criminal 23,166 27,055 + 3,889 +16.8%
Matrimonial 26,466 31,16 + 4,680 +1T.T%
General Equity 4, k20 1,996 + 576 +13.0%
Other (Superior Ct.) 3,501 3,666 + 165 + 4. 7%

Appellate Courts

Appellate Division,

Superior Court 5,400 4,980 - lzo - 7.8%
Supreme Court 223 216 - ki - 3.1%
TOTAL 675,835 711,391 435,556 5.3%

the limited jurisdiction trial court,
while 19% of dispositions come from
general Jurisdiction court dockets,
and less than 1% come from appellate
court dockets.

It is interesting to compare the
distribution of trial calendar dispo-
sitions with +the distribution of
Judge hours required to hear cases
from those calendars during the 1981
court year.

The distribution of trial calendar
dispositions stands in stark contrast
distribution of judges
required to dispose of those cases.
Less than T0 (or 22.4%) of the
state's average of 296 judges were
needed to dispose of matters heard in
limited Jurisdiction trial courts
whereas matters heard in Superior
Court trial divisions required
approximately 202 or 68.2% of the
State's judicial strength and matters
heard in the state's appellate courts
required 28 or 9.4% of. the state's
Judges.
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Figure 8
PERCENT OF CASES DISPOSED AND EQUIVALENT JUDGES

BY TYPE OF COURT, 1980-81

KEY:

: j % OF
&4l CASES DISPOSED  —

100}~ S
porrrrrert 9, OF
{2z eauivaLenT ubees

82.8

80~

PERCENTAGE
[
[=]
|

r-
o
1

9.4
. 0.7 %
0 —
LIMITED GENERAL APPELLATE
JURISDICTION JURISDICTION  COURTS
TRIAL TRIAL
COURTS COURTS

Trial court dispositions in the
state's 12 Judicial districts
increased by 4.9%, or 31,968 cases,
during 1981. ©Eleven of the 12 vici-
nages showed an increase in disposi-
tions as compared with +the prior
year.

Vicinages located along the Atlantic
shore showed the greatest increase in
cases disposed. The Monmouth vici-
nage (Vicinage #9), located in the
central section of the state, led the
way with an 11.4% increase. Four
other vicinages reflected increases
in cases disposed of, exceeding 6.0%.
Those were: Vicinage #1, Atlantic/
Cape  May/Cumberland/Salem, 8.0%;
Vicinage #3, Burlington/Ocean, T.1%;
Vicinage #6, Hudson, 6.7%; Vicinage
#11, Passaic, 6.T%.

Six vicinages reported increases in
the number of cases disposed of
totaling 3,000 cases or more. Five
of those were vicinages with growth
rates exceeding 6.0%. Leading vici-
nages in increased number of disposi-
tions were: Vicinage #9, Monmouth,
4,468 cases; Vicinage #1, Atlantic/
Cape  May/Cumberland/Salem, 4,196
cases; Vicinage #5, BEssex, 4,099
cases; Vicinage #3, Burlington/Ocean,
3,607 cases; Vicinage #6, Hudson,
3,606 cases; Vicinage #11, Passaic,
3,178 cases.




CABES PENDING

Total cases pending in the trial and
appellate courts decreased by 10,875
cases to stand at 201,893 at the end
of the 1981 court year. (This figure
includes adjustments for recounts and
changes in statistical definitions.)

This was the second consecutive year
that the number of pending cases
decreased. The court system has
approximately +the same number of
cases pending (after adjustments)
that were pending five years ago,
while the volume of cases added has
_incressed by more than 26% during
this same period.

Examining individual court calendars,
a total of five calendars recorded
decreases in the number of pending
cases larger than 10%. Those dockets
were: Tax, =-35.3%, General Equity,
-22.3%, County District, -13.2%,
Domestic Relations, -12.0% and JINS,
-11.5%. Most of the increases in the
pending caseload occurred on Superior
Court dockets: Appellate Division,
16.1%, Criminal, 6.9%, and
Matrimonial, 5.5% (as a result of the
changed definition of cases added).

Fig. 9
TRIAL COURT CASES PENDING

BY CALENDAR AS A PERCENTAGE OF
STATE TRIAL COURT TOTAL CASES PENDING

1981

TRIAL PERCENT OF

COURT TOTAL STATE

CASES TRIAL COURT
CALENDAR PENDING CASES PENDING
Civil 61,245 33.5%
Criminal 31,518 17.3%
General Equity 2,413 1.3%
Matrimonial 21,040 11.5%
District Court Uus,4s51 24.9%
Juvenile Del. 13,036 T.2%
JINS 936 0.5%
Domestic Rel. 6,072 3.3%
Other 979 0.5%
TOTAL 182,690 100.0%

Most of the pending cases are in the
Superior Court. Superior Court trial
calendars account for 58.0% of all

cases pending while limited jurisdic-
tion trial court calendars account
for only 39.0% of cases pending. The
two Appellate court calendars make up

Fig. 10
DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL

TRIAL COURT CASES PENDING
BY VICINAGE 1981

TRIAL PERCENT OF
COURT TOTAL STATE
CASES TRIAL COURT
VICINAGE PENDING CASES PENDING
Vicinage #1 12,231 6.7T%
Atlantic
Cape May
Cumberland
Salem
Vicinage #2 20,373 11.2%
Bergen
Vicinage #3 12,857 T7.0%
Burlington
Ocean
Vicinage #4+ 17,580 9.6%
Camden
Gloucester
Vicinage #5 oL, k21 13.4%
Essex
Vicinage #6 15,10k 8.3%
Hudson
Vicinage #7 12,813 T.0%
Hunterdon
Mercer
Somerset
Vicinage #8 18,107 9.9%
Middlesex
Vicinage #9 14,420 Te9%
Monmouth
Vicinage #10 10,346 5.7%
Morris
Sussex
Warren
Vicinage #11 12,881 T.0%
Passaic
Vicinage #12 11,557 6.3%
nion
TOTAL 182,690 100.0%

the remaining 3.0% of all cases
pending. Clearly, pending cases are
more of a factor in the court calen-
dars that require relatively more
Judge time.

In total, cases ©pending in the
state's 12 vicinages decreased by
4,466 cases or 2.4% from 187,156
cases at the start of the year to
182,690 at the close. Seven vici-
nages showed decreases in the number
of cases pending, while the remaining
five vicinages showed increases in
the pending caseload.

Three vicinages had decreases in
pending caseloads exceeding 10%.
Those were Vicinage #9, Monmouth,
-16.6%, Vicinage #7, Mercer/Hunterdon/
Somerset, -14.5%, and Vicinage #1,
Atlantic/Cape  May/Cumberland/Salem,
-12.0%. Two vicinages had an
increase in pending caseloads of more
than 5%, Vicinage #11, Passaic, +7.7%
and Vicinage #6, Hudson, +7.3%.

PENDING CASELOAD COMPARED TO
ANNUAL VOLUME OF CASES DISPOSED

Another means to evaluate a court's
pending caseload is to compare the
pending caseload +to the monthly
volume of cases disposed of. This
calculation has been termed an

" "inventory control index" and 1is

celculated by dividing the annual
number of terminations (dispositions)
by 12 to arrive at a monthly disposi-
tion rate. By dividing the number of
cases pending by the monthly disposi-
tion rate, an index can be created
representing the number of months it
would take the court to dispose of
all of its pending caseload.

In 1981, all of the limited jurisdic-
tion trial courts except the Tax Court
had low inventory control indices. The
Domestic Relations calendar has the
lowest index of any calendar with .8
months. The index for the JINS calen-
dar is nearly as low, at .9 months.
Both +the Juvenile Delinguency and
County District calendars have indices
of 1.5 months.

Figure 11
ACTIVE CASES PENDING TRIAL AUGUST 31,1881 — EXPRESSED IN MONTHS
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These indices indicate that by and
large the limited jurisdiction courts
are up to date and have no excess
delay among their active caseload.
(These figures do not irclude inac-—
tive cases.) Five years ago, each of
these three calendars had higher
inventory indices: Domestic
Relations, 1.1 months, JINS, 1.3
months, Juvenile Delinquency, 2.1
months.

General Jjurisdiction +trial courts
(Superior Court trial calendars)
generally have longer time intervals
from filing to case disposition and
.higher inventory indices due to the
increased need * for discovery,
research, and investigation of facts
and issues.

The three miscellaneous calendars
termed "Other" (post-convictionrelief,
contested probate, and municipal
appeals) have the lowest pending case
index on the Superior Court calendars
in 1981 at 3.2 months.

The Chancery Division calendar of the
Superior Court had the next lowest
inventory indices equalling 5.5
months for General Equity and 8.1
months for Matrimonial. In 1977, the

inventory index for General Equity
was 6.7 months. No comparison can be
made for +the Matrimonial calendar
since there has been a change in the
statistical reporting definition of
cases added.

The two Law Division calendars (Civil
and Criminal) have much greater
pending caseload indices. The Civil
index of 14.2 months while the
Criminal calendar has an index of 6.5
months for active non-fugitive cases.
There are more than a year of cases
pending trial on the Civil calendar,
representing a backlog problem. Both
of the pending case indices are lower
than comparable indices from 1977:
Civil was 19.0 months and Criminal
was 8.3 months.

The state's two appellate courts, the
Appellate Division of the Superior
Court and +the Supreme Court, have
pending case indices of 1k.1 months
and (.3 months respectively. The
pending caseload of the Appellate
Division indicates a backlog problem
while the pending caseload in the
Supreme Court is at an appropriate
level considering the complexity of
these appeals. In 1977, the
Appellate Division's caseload index
was 16.0 months and the index for the
Supreme Court was 8.7 months indi-
cating substantially higher pending
case indices five years ago.

Also, the caseload index for 1981
compared to 1980 shows substantial
improvement in most courts.

Fig. 12

PENDING CASELOAD INDEX 1981
COMPARED WITH 1980

1981 1980 1980/1981
ACTIVE ACTIVE % DIFFERENCE
PENDING PENDING ACTIVE PENDING

LIMITED JURISDICTION
TRIAL COURTS

County District Court 1.5 1.7 -11.8
Juvenile Delinquent 1.5 1.7 ~11.8
JINS 0.9 1.1 -18.2
Domestic Relations 0.8 1.0 - 0.2
Tax Court 10.2 21.3 -52.1
GENERAL, JURISDICTION
TRIAL COURTS
Civil 1.2 15.1 - 6.0
Criminal 6.5 7.5 -13.3
Matrimonial 8.1 9.0 -10.0
General Equity 5.5 8.1 too-32.
Other 3.2 3.4 ~ 5.9
APPELLATE COURTS 1h.1 11.2 25.9
SUPREME COURT 7.3 6.9 + 5.8
TOTAL 3.1 3.2 - 3.1

This favorable comparison to pending
case Iindices of past years shows the
substantial progress made in keeping
the work of the New Jersey courts
current. As the next section shows,
these improving measures of the work
of the courts at all levels come from

increases in the productivity of the
Judges.

JUDICIAL WORKLOAD

AUTHORIZED JUDGESHIPS

The New Jersey court system 1is
comprised of 329 authorized
Judgeships. The court of last
resort, the Supreme Court, has T
authorized Jjudgeships. The Superior
Court is divided into two divisions
totaling 236 authorized Jjudgeships.
the Appellate Division (the court of
intermediate appeal) has 21 of the
236 authorized judgeships while the
trial divisions (general jurisdiction
trial courts) are authorized for the
remaining 215 positions. There are
three limited jurisdiction courts in
New Jersey: the Tax Court (12
authorized Jjudgeships), the Juvenile
and Domestic Relations Court (35
authorized  judgeships), and the
County District Court (39 authorized
judgeships).

In the past five years, the number of
authorized Jjudgeships has increased
by 23 due mainly to the addition of
the Tax Court 12 authorized
judgeships) to the court system in
1979. The remaining growth in

authorized judgeships has occurred in

the Superior Court (8 authorized
judgeships)* and +the Juvenile and
Domestic Relations Courts (3
authorized judgeships).

Not all authorized Jjudgeships are
filled due to the time required for
the gubernatorial nomination and the
legislative approval process when
judges leave the bench. Further, in
the Tax Court and the Juvenile and
Domestic Relations Court the need has
not been clearly shown to fill all
authorized positions.

At the close of the 1981 court year
31 of the 329 authorized positions
were vacant (for a vacancy rate of

9.4%), meaning 298 judges were in’
office. The vacancy rate in 1981 was
substantially lower than the vacancy
rate a year earlier (38 unfilled
positions, 11.6%), but is still above

1978, when vacancies dropped to 2k
Judgeships, or T.6% of authorized
Judicial strength.

Fig. 1

JUDICIAL DISTRIBUTION BY COURT OF JURISDICTION
1977 - 1981

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

Supreme
Justices 7 7 7 T 7
Vacancies 0 0 ¢} 0 0
Total Authorized T 7 T T T
Superior
Judges 210 22l 225 220 225
Vacancies 18 12 11 16 11

Total Authorized 228 236 236 236 236

District

Judges 28 30 27 27 28
Vacancies 11 9 12 12 11

Total Authorized 39 39 39 39 39

dJuvenile and
Domestic Rel.

Judges 29 29 29 29 30
Vacancies 3 3 L 6 5
Total Authorized 32 32 33 35 35

Tax *

T Judges 6 8 8
Vacancies 6 4 b
Total Authorized 12 12 12

STATE TOTALS

W/0 TAX COURT
Judges 274 290 288 283 290
Vacancies 32 2k 27 34 27
Total Authorized 306 314 315 317 317

STATE TOTALS

WITH TAX COURT
Judges 274 200 29k 291 298
Vacancies 32 2l 33 38 31

Total Authorized 306 314 327 329 329
Vacency Rate  10.5% 7.6% 10.1% 11.6% 9.u%

#  The Tax Court was established on 7/1/79.

To gain a perspective of the growth
in workload and responsibilities
facing New Jersey Jjudges it 1is
meaningful to compare the growth in
Judgeships with the growth in Jjudi-

cial workload (cases added). Since
5 ; 1977, total Jjudgeships authorized
P * Established as County Court have increased T7.5% from 306 to 329

18 i Judgeships and then merged with the but, however, since 1977, total cases
| Superior Court in 1978. added in the court system (other than
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the municipal courts) have increased

'by a sizeable 26.1% from 555,371 to

T00,516. Because the growth in case-
loads has been 3 to U4 times the rate
of increases in judgeships, New
Jersey Jjudges must be increasingly
productive if the court system is to
keep pace with the inflow of new
business.

Figure 2
JUDGESH!PS AUTHORIZED AND CASES ADDED
1977-1081
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Distribution of Judges

Due to the cross assignment powers of
the Chief Justice, judges assigned to
a particular court or county can be
reassigned, either temporarily or
permanently, to another court or
county in response to changes in
court workloads or to compensate for
losses in Jjudicial strength because
of retirements, deaths, or extended
illnesses. Also, retired judges can
be recalled and temporarily assigned
to the bench. A refined system of
measuring Judicial strength in =each

court and county has been developed
by the Administrative Office to track
Judicial assignments on a daily
basis. '
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Presented below is the average daily
deployment of judges for the 1980 and
1981 court years. dJudges classified
as trial judges (excluding Tax Court
Jjudges) and retired Jjudges are
assigned +to a particular county.
Judicial assignments to the Supreme
Court, the Appellate Division,
Assignment Judge positions, and to
the Tax Court are not further allo-
cated to a particular county.
Vacancies are calculated as the dif=-
ference between authorized judicial
strength and the total of available

full-time (non-retired) judges in
office. :
Fig. 3
DEPLOYMENT OF JUDGES
1980 - 1981
1980 1981
Total authorized judicial strength 329.0 329.0

Full time Judges in office:

Supreme Court T.0 T.0
Appellate Division, Superior Court 21.0 21,5 1/
Assignment Judges, Superior Court 12.0 12.0

(1 per vicinage)

Tax Court 8.0 8.0
Trial Judges, Superior Court,

J&DR, and County District 2y, 7* 248, 7%
Total Full Time Judges in Office 202.7 296.7
Vacancies 36.3 31.8
Retired Judges recalled ané assigned

to the trial courts 5.0% 6.7%
Net unfilled judicial positions 30.4 25,1

#  Allocated to particular counties.

1/ 1Includes additional temporary assignment of trial

Judges to Appellate Division due to illnesses.
The average number of full-time judges
in office during 1981 was 296.7, an
increase of 4.0 judges, or 1.3% over
the average 292.7 Jjudges in office
during 1980. The average level of
judicial vacancies fell from 36.3 in
1980 to 31.8 in 1981, a decrease of
12.4% (4 judgeships).

Retired judges recalled for temporary
assignment to the trial courts
averaged 6.7 per court day, up by 0.8
Judges, or 13.6%, over the 5.9
retired judges recalled per court day
during 1980. The net number of
unfilled judicial positions decreased
by 5.3, or 17.4%, from 30.4 in 1980
to 25.1 in 1981.

Trial Jjudges assigned to particular
counties and retired Jjudges recalled

e Y

e et o S

for temporary service on the trial
courts represent available trial
court judges. During 1981 an average
of 255.4 trial judges were available
for work in the counties, up by 1.9%
from the 250.6 available trial court
Judges assigned to the counties
during the 1980 court year.

The distribution of available judges
for 198; and 1980 by county is
displayed below in county/vicinage
order.  Essex County (Vicinage #5)

had the greatest deployment of Judges .

Fig. 4

AVERAGE NUMBER OF AVAILABLE TRIAL JUDGES ¥
(FULL TIME AND RETIRED)

1980 - 1981
1980 1981 Diff. %

Vie. #1 -
Atlantic 8.27 8.30 +0.03 + 0.4
Cape May 2.1k 2.h0 +0.26 +12,1
Cumberland 3.61 3.64 +0.03 + 0.8
Salem 2,28 2.14 ~0.14 - 6.1

Vic. Total 16.30 16.48 40,18 + 1.1
Vic. #2

Bergen 25.71 27.02 +1.31 + 5.1
Vie. #3

Burlington 7.90 8.56 +0.66 + 8.4
Ocean 9.00 9.22 +0.22 + 2.4

Vie. Total 16,90 17.78 +0.88 + 5,2
Vic. #4

Camden 16.92 17.25 40.33 + 2,0
Gloucester 6.35 6.93 +0.58 + 9,1

Vic. Total 23.27 24,18 +0.91 + 3.9
Vie. #5

Essex 36.16 37.04 +0.88 + 2.k
Viec. #6

Hudson 21.56 20.58 ~0.98 - k.5
Vic. #7
. Hunterdon 2,16 2.5 +0.29 +13.h
Mercer 10.26 10.52 +0.26 + 2,5
Somerset 5.67 5.47 ~0.20 - 3.5
Vic. Total 18.09 18.44 +0.35 + 1.9
Vic. #8

Middlesex 22.ln 23,33 +0.92 + b2
Vic. #9

Monmouth 14,84 15.64 +0.80 + 5.4
Vie. #10

Morris 9.90 8.66 -1.24 -12.5
Sussex 2.21 2,25 +0.0b + 1.8
Warren 1.95 1.73 ~0.22 -11.3
Vic. Total 14,06 12,64 -1.h2 -10.1
Vie. #11

Pagsaic 20.37 19.78 ~0.59 - 2.9
Vie. #12

Union 20.97 22,47 +1.50 + T.2
TOTAL 250.64 255,38 +h.Th + 1.9

¥ Excluding Assignment Judges, Supreme Court,
Appellate Division, and Tax Court.
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with 37.0L during 1981, followed by
Bergen County (Vicinage #2) with
?7.02 Jjudges. Other large vicinages
include Camden/Gloucester (Vicinage
#4) with 24,18 Judges (17.25 in
Camden and 6.93 in Gloucester),
Middlesex (Vicinage #8) with 23.33
Judges, and Union (Vicinage #12) with
22.47 judges. Vicinages with the
least deployment of Jjudges include
Morris/Sussex/Warren (Vicinage #10)
with 12.64 judges, Monmouth (Vicinage
#9) with 15.64 Judges and
Atlantic/Cape May/Cumberland/Salen
(Vicinage #1) with 16.48 judges.

Since the State total of available
Judges grew by only 1.9%, there were
very few large increases in Judges
assigned to any vicinage. The Union
(+1.50) ang Bergen (+1.31) vicinages
were the only two to average one more
available judge, while Middlesex
(+0.92) was just below a full judge
increase. In percentage terms, Union
(+7.2%) , Monmouth (+5.4%), Burlington/
Ocean (+5.2%), Bergen (+5.1%), and
Middlesex (+4.1%) showed the largest
growth among vicinages, with Hunterdon
(+13.4%), Cape May (+12.1%), and

Gloucester  (+9.1%) showing  the
greatest increase in Jjudicisl
strength among counties. Figure L

show; the changes in judicial resour-
ces 1n each county and vicinage.

Judges assigned to trial court work
in the counties can be further alio-
cated among six major calendar types
using a concept termed equivalent
Judges. The average number of
available judges is divided among the
major court calendars by means of the
hours reported on the Judges Weekly
Reports. Displayed below are State
totals of equivalent Judges assigned

to the six major trial court calen-
dars in each county.

As with the number of Judges assigned
to each county, total equivalent
Judges increased by bL.7 Judges, or
1.9%, for 1981 as compared with 1980.

Only two calendars showed increases
in State total number of equivalent
Judges assigned, criminal and matri-
monial.
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Fig. 5

EQUIVALENT JUDGES BY TRIAL COURT CALENDAR *
COURT YEAR 1981 COMPARED TC 1980

Calendar 1980 1981 Difference Percent
Civil 78.0 T76.1 ~1.9 -2.4%
Criminal 69.2  T15.9 6.7 9.7%
General Equity 14,3 1h.3 0.0 0.0%
Matrimonial 30.0 3.7 1.7 5.7%
District Court 2h,6 23,2 -1k ~5.T%
J&DR 34.8 34,2 - .6 -1.7%
TOTAL 250.6 55.4 b7 1.9%

* Excludes Supreme, Appellate and Tax Courts.

An increase of 6.7 equivalent Jjudges,
or 9.7%, was reflected on the
Criminal calendar. The assignment of
. additional Jjudge +time to criminal
cases shows the Judiciary's commit-
ment to the speedy disposition of
criminal cases and is a response to
the tremendous increase in criminal
case filings during 1981 (+26.6% over
1980). These additional judges
assigned to the criminal calendar

produced 16.8% more dispositions in

1981 compared with the prior year.

The increase of 1.7 equivalent
Judges, or 5.7%, in the number of
Judges assigned to the Matrimonial
calendar coincided with a 17.7%
increase in dispositions from the
Matrimonial calendar.

All other trial calendars were able
to produce more dispositions with the
same or less judicial strength.

Although the Tax Court judges are
centrally assigned and are not
included in the available judge
calcviations, for the past two years
8.0 Judges have been assigned to the
Tax Court. With no increase in judi-
cial strength the Tax Court judges
were able to increase dispositions by
34.8%. This was the second full year
that the Tax Court operated as part
of the State's judicial system.

NUMBER OF TRIAL JUDGES COMPARED WITH
WORKLOADS

Over the past five years (1977-1981),

there has been a precipitous rise in
trial court workloads. Cases added
to trial court calendars have

increased from 549,948 in 1977 to
686,165 in 1981 -- an increase of
24.8%. During this same period, the
average of available +trial court
Judges has grown mch more slowly,
increasing only 8.1% from 236.2 to
255.4.  This means that since 1977
filings have risen from 2,328 to
2,687 for each trial judge available.

The court system has been able to
cope with +this rapid increase in
incoming business by dramatic
increase in dispositions. Disposi-
tions per trial judge available has
risen 19% to 2,704 cases in 1981,
compared to 2,272 in 1977.

~ Figure &
TRIAL COURT DISPOSITIONS
PER AVAILABLE JUDGE 1977-1981
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The increase in productivity is no
doubt due to several factors. Better
calendar management techniques at the
county and vicinage level are evi-
dent, and there may be better support
for the Jjudges. Primarily, however,
the increased productivity is due to
the extraordinary efforts of Jjudges
working harder, longer, and more
effectively to meet court goals.

On a per-equivalent-judge basis, all
major trial calendars exhibited an
increase in productivity during the
1981 court year as compared with

N

ot

1980. The increase in dispositions
per Jjudge assigned was the most dra-
matic on the Tax Court calendar
(+34.8%). Other calendars showing
substantial increases in dispositions
per Jjudge during 1981 included:
General Equity +12.9%, Matrimonial
+11.6%, Juvenile and Domestic
Relations +10.8%, and Civil +10.6%.
This increased production per judge
indicates more effective use of judi-
cial resources on all calendars.

Fige T

DISPOSITIONS PER AVERAGE EQUIVALENT
i TRIAL COURT JUDGE

1980 - 1981

% CHANGE

1980 1981 1980 - 81
CIVIL 603 667 10.6%
CRIMINAL 335 357 6.6%
GENERAL EQUITY 309 3kg 12.9%
MATRIMONTAL 882 98l 11.6%
J&DR 5,413 5,999 10.8%
DISTRICT COURT 14,867 15,829 6.5%
TAX COURT 1kl 1,946 34.8%

TRENDS IN JUDICIAL WORKLOADS

The trends in the manner of disposing
of +trial court cases has changed
somewhat over the last five years.
The number of cases resolved through

. Figure &
CASES CONCLUDZD BY PLEA OR SETTLEMENT
] 1977-1981
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settlement has risen by 35.3%, a
faster rate than the total number of
dispositions (28.7%).

The table below details the increase
in settlements achieved between 1977
and 1981. Overall, civil settlements
have increased by 53.1%, led by per-
centage increases in Matrimonial
(+152.5%), Civil  (+72.3%), and
General Equity (+73.4%). Criminal
settlements (pleas of guilty or non
vult) have increased at a slower pace
(+19.2%) but have risen considerably
in the past year with the onset of
the Speedy Trial Program. In terms
of number of cases settled, +trial
Judges resolved 9,433 more cases
through settlement (exclusive of J&DR
cases) in 1981 than they did in 1977.

Fig. 9

CASES CONCLUDED BY PLEA OR SETTLEMENT
PER EQUIVALENT JUDGE

1980 1981 PERCENT

- CIVIL

No. Settlements 12,668 13,965
Settlements per Judge 163 184 12.9%
GENERAT, FQUITY

No. Settiements kgo T0h
Settlements per judge 34 kg 4h,1%
MATRIMONTIAL

No. Settlements 296 356
Settlements per judge 10 11 10.0%
DISTRICT COURT

No. Settlements L, 604 4,398
Settlements per judge 187 190 1.6%
CRIMINAL

No. Pleas of Guilty/Non Vult 12,987 16,715
per judge 188 220 17.0%

In recent years there has been an
emphasis on diversion in J&DR courts.
During 1981, 45,899 out of 113,979,
or 40.3%, Juvenile Delinquent and
Juvenile - in Need of Supervision
(JINS) were disposed through referral
to diversion programs whereas, in
1977, only 24,767 out of 81,675, or
30.3%, of Jjuvenile cases  were
disposed through +the referral pro-
cess. -

Although there has been a tremendous
increase in settlement activity over
the past five years, there has also
been an increase in trials. Overall,

the number of trials has increased by
23.6% from 1977 to 1981.
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Figure 10

CASES TRIED: .
MAJOR TRIAL COURT CALENDARS 1977-1981
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Increased trial activity in 1981 com-
pared to 1980 was greatest in the
General Equity and Matrimonial calen-
dars. Only the Civil calendar showed
a decrease in the number of cases
concluded by trial.

Fig. 11
CASES CONCLUDED BY TRIAL
1980-1981
CALENDAR 1980 1981 . PERCENT
CIVIL* _ h,299 3,570 -17.0%
CRIMINAL 2,403 2,547 6.0%
GEN. EQUITY* 985 1,235 25.4%
MATRIMONIAL 25,969 29,637 1h.1§
JUV. DEL. 51,794 53,485 3.3%
DOM. REL, 66,547 Th,232 11.6%
JINS 6,00L 6,333 5.5%
J&DR
TOTAL 12,345 134,050 7.8%
DISTRICT#* 60,441 6k ,227 6.3%
TOTAL 218,442 235,266 T.7%

*Includes Partially Tried and Tried
to Completion

SOURCE: Monthly Status of the Calendars Report.

Motion activity is also significa?tly
up in the past five years (motlgns
are recorded on all major trial
dockets except J&DR court)3 In 1981,
judges heard 52,016, or. 35.7% more
motions than were heard in 1977.
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Figure 12

TRIAL COURT MOTIONS HEARD 1977-1881
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Over the last year, motion activity
increased significantly in the Law
Division calendars, Civil agd
Criminal. The only decline in
motions occurred in General Equity
cases.

Fig. 13
GROWTH IN MOTIONS
1980-1981
CbURT ' 1980 1981 %
CIVIL 80,612 9k, k69 17.2%
CRIMINAL h1,ho1% 45,810 10.T%
GEN. EQUITY 9,737 8,783 -9.8%

MATRIMONIAL 30,779 31,411 2.1%
DIST. COURT 16,462 17,147 L.2%

TOTAL © 178,991 197,620 10.4%

¥ Reported incorrectly in
1980 Annual Report.

It is interesting to compare how
Judicial workloads vary by type of
trial court *to which a Jjudge 1is
assigned. The table below indicates
that a Jjudge assigned full-time to
Law Civil cases would have 47 trials
and 1,241 motions in the course of a
year. : '

A majority (731 out of 1,241) motions
heard are nuncontested while the
majority of the trials (30 out of 4T)
are jury trials.

1125

Fig. 14

NUMBER OF MOTIONS AND TRIALS PER JUDGE
1981 COURT YEAR

Con- Uncon~ Non-
tested tested Total Jury  Jury Total 1/
Motions Motions Motions Triels Trials Trials

CIVIL 510 731 1,241 30 17 bt
CRIMINAL 350 25k 604 28 5 33
GENERAYL, EQUITY 58] 203 615 * 86 86
MATRIMONTAL 758 233 991 0 935 935
DISTRICT COURT 294 hys 739 22 2,747 2,769

® 0.14 Jury trials per Judge assigned.

1/ Includes rertially tried and tried to completion,

Judges assigned full-time to the
Criminal calendar average 604 motions
and 33 trials per year. A majority
of the motions heard (350 out of 60k )
are contested and the vast majority
of the trials (28 out of 33) are Jury
trials. Thus, in the Law Division
(Civil and Criminal) +the clear
majority of trials require Juries.

Trials in the Chancery Division of
the Superior Court are almost
entirely non-jury. Judges assigned
full-time to General Equity matters
average 615 motions and 86 trials per
year. A majority of the motions
(412) are contested and virtually all
of the trials are non-jury.

Allocation. of Judge Time

From 1977 to 1981, total judge bench
and settlement hours devoted to the
six major trial calendars in the
Figure 15
TOTAL BENCH AND SETTLEMENT HOURS
PER JUDGE 1977-1881
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counties have increased by 15.0% from
2k6,184 to 283,137. This increase
was twice the rate of increase of
available judges (8.1%). 1In total,
there were 36,953 more judge hours
available in 1981 than in 1977.

Per available Judge, annual bench angd
settlement hours increased by 6.49
from 1,042 to 1,109 providing the
additional case  processing time
required. Almost all of +this
increase was realized in the rast two
Years. This increase in annual hours
bPer Jjudge is another example of the
extraordinary judicial efforts toward
expeditious case disposition.

Fig. 16 below shows that the largest
increases in judge time occurred on
the Criminal and Matrimonial calen-
dars. Over a five-year period,
however, the Civil and General Equity

calendars also increased signifi-~
cantly.

Fig. 16

INCREASE IN TRIAL JUDGE HOURS
BETWEEN 1980 AND 1981

COURT 1980 1981 %
CIVIL 85,367 84,311 -1.2%
CRIMINAL 75,653 84,167 11.3%
GEN. EQUITY 15,729 15,836 1%
MATRIMONTIAL 32,569 35,102 7.8%
J&DR 38,026 37,973 ~1%
DISTRICT CT 26,858 25,748 ~4.1%
TOTAL HRS. 274,202 283,137 3.3%
TOTAL HOURS
PER AVATLABLE 1,094 1,109 1.h%
JUDGE

Figure 17 presents the Percentage
of total Jjudge hours devoted to the
six major trial court calendars.

In summary, it is clear that the most
dramatic trend in Judicial workload
over recent years has been +the
increase in productivity. The judi-~
cial = resources available have
increased slightly, but the cases
disposed of have increased substan-
tially. Part of this productivity is
due to the increase in settlements
and the decline in the trial rate in
the major time-consuming matters in



the ILaw Division of the Superior
Court. At the same +time, the
increased workleoad, including
substantial increases in motions,
show that the Jjudges are working
harder and developing new techniques
to cope with ever-greater demands on
their time.

Flgure 17
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL JUDQE TIME
BY CALENDAR 1877-1981
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Administrative Office of the Courts

The Administrative Office of the
Courts (AOC) is the administrative
arm of the Chief Justice, who is
designated by the New Jersey
Constitution as administrative head
of the court system. The Chief

Justice appoints the Director of the
AOC,

The AOQC continually monitors and eva-
luates the operations of the state
Judicial system under the direction
.0of the Chief Justice. This work
includes the gathering of statistics
on the workload of the courts, the
development of training programs for
Judges and staff, the budget, person-
nel, and office support tasks essen-—
tial to judicial operations, and the

responses to requests for information
about the Judiciary.

The AOC also pPlans and implements
reforms in judicial administration.
Under the supervision of the Chief
dJustice, these changes extend +to
every area of court activity: crimi-
nal case Processing, probation office
administration, clerical support,
Jury improvement, streamlined proce-
dures in trial and appellate courts,
and municipal court operations are
Just a few of the many areas of
current interesti. Thesge reforms may
involve responses to new legislation,
rule changes, ¢r  administrative
policies.

ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR
Robert D. Lipscher
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COMMITTEE ON EFFICIENCY

In February 1980, the Supreme Court
appointed a committee on efficiency
in +the operations of the courts.
This Committee, composed of Ileading
businessmen in New Jersey, government
officials, and Jjudges, studied trial
court operations throughout the 1981
court year. ~In June 1981, the seven
subcommittees of the full Committee
presented the draft of their reports
and recommendations to the annual
Judicial Conference. Based on the
conference discussions and additional
points of view, the commitee then
prepared its final report, released
in early 1982.

The creation of the Committee on
Efficiency in the Operations of the
Courts, 33 years after the 1947
Constitutional Convention, marks one
of the most significant developments
in the court reform efforts in New
Jersey since that convention and may
well prove to be an event of national
significance.

The Committee focused its attention
on the support operation of the trial
courts and the need for improvement
in the Trial Court system. It found
that the trial courts are supported
by competent and dedicated people who
perform well in the face of severe
problems in the operation of the
trial courts

Chief among these problems is the
absence from the trial court environ-
ment of a true 'system." The
Committee found that the trial courts
were being supported by a multitude
of independent units, each of which
performs well within its individual
sphere but without cohesiveness and a
sense of the whole, particularly with
respect to such key centralized func-
tions as caseflow management.

Contributing to the sense of frac-
tionalization is the absence of a
strong, statewide management struc-
ture. The Committee noted that while
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earlier reforms had clearly estab-
lished the managerial authority and
responsibility of the Chief Justice
and Assignment Judges with respect to
the courts themselves, the same had
not evolved with respect to the
vitally important support systems.
The Committee concluded that the role
of the AOC -~ to provide centralized
direction and technical assistance to
the trial courts -- had not been
developed sufficiently nor had the
relationship between the Assignment
Judges and the numerous units which
provide court  support services.
Similarly, the Committee found that
the relationships between Assignment
Judges and the Trial Court Adminis-
trators, who should be providing
strong, experienced management
support, were vague, undefined and
varied. The Committee concluded that
the trial court system is not charac-
terized by the exercise of the strong
managerial authority which should
characterize an organization of the
size and scope of the trial courts.

Although all of the recommendations
made by the Committee are signifi-
cant, there are five which are of
major dimport with respect to the
future development of the trial court
system.

1. The trial court system should be

state-funded. The Jjudicial reform
efforts in New Jersey have moved
inexorably towards +the recognition
that the various courts in the State
are, in reality, all part of a single
system. Successive reforms have
resulted in the progressive con-
solidation and unification of the
upper courts in New Jersey. The
Committee recommended that it is now
time to unify the trial courts and
their support systems. It recom-
mended a single funding source.
Without a single funding souce,
meaningful and efrficient management
is virtually impossible. Control of
the budget inevitably means control




over operations which in turn facili-
tates uniformity, consistency, predic-
tability and, ir. sum, a stronger more
easily managed system capable of
responding to statewide priorities.

2. The trial court system should be

supported by a single personnel

system. An important characteristic
of a statewide system susceptible to
efficient management is a strong and
responsive personnel system. The
Committee therefore recommended a
single personnel system responsive to
the Judiciary. The Committee par-
ticularly noted that a judicial civil
service system and the gradual evolu-
tion of collective bargaining units
encompassing only judicial employees
will contribute substantially toward
the development of an ability on the
prart of the Judiciary to Dbetter
manage its major resource--people.

3. The dJudiciary must develop a

stronger internal management capabi-
lity. Fundamental to the efficient
and effective operations of any orga-—
nization is a strong management capa-
bility designed to identify
organizational priorities and to pro-
vide a clear direction +o those
responsible for carrying out these
priorities. The ©present Jjudicial
system, the Committee recommended,
must substantially strengthen its
ability to provide coherent direction
to the multitude of wunits which
comprise the trial court system.

b, The Judiciary should exercise
direct control over all court cleri-
cal support operations presently

exercised by the county clerk in

connection with pending cases. The
clerical processing of court papers
is an integral part oi the adjusica-
tion process. The Committee found
that +the responsibility for pro-
cessing key documents which in them-
selves are responsible for triggering
such fundamental judicial activities
as holding Thearings and 1issuing
Judgments, is divided among numberous
separate units, some of which are
under the direct supervisory control
of a non-judicial officer. This
divided control is inconsistent with
widely accepted business principles.
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The Committee recommended that the
courts mst have uninterrupted
authority over all aspects of
cagseflow, from filing to disposition,

if they are to be held accountable
for their performance.

5. Modern methods of information
processing and records mana-gement
mist be introduced into and utilized
by the trial court system as quickly
as possible. Modern methods of
information processing and records
management are not utilized within
the trial court support system, which
is heavily labor intensive. The
Committee found that the almost total
reliance on manual activity and the
absence of even rudimentary office
automation is costly, time consuming,
and inefficient. It therefore recom-
mended that modern technology, from
word processing to computerization,
be integrated into the work of the
trial court support system as quickly
as possible to minimize cost and
maximize efficiency.

The members of the Committee included
businessmen, two county freeholders,
four county administrative officials,
two Assi _.ent Judges, one Appellate
Division judge, a surrogate, a county
clerk, a sheriff, a chief probation
officer, a trial court administrator,
a city authority director, and two
management consultants with substan-
tial government experience. Among
the businessmen were top level mana-
gers of some of New Jersey's largest
corporate enterprises. The chairman
of the Committee was Robert Van
Fossan, Chairman of the Board and
Chief Executive Officer of the Mutual
Benefit Life Insurance Company. The
other businessmen members were:

James G. Affleck, Chairman of the

Board and Chief Executive

Officer of American Cyanamid

Comganﬁ .
John J. Horan, Chairman of the

Board of Directors and Chief
Executive Officer of Merck an
Company, Inc.

Robert N. Schaberle, Chaiman of
the Board and Chief Executive
Officer of Nabisco, Inc.

Morris Tannenbaum, Executive Vice-

U

p——

President of American Telephone

and Telegraph Company.

The recommendations of the Committee
on Efficiency presented a long-range
vision of the courts of the future.
The Committee laid out a course of
reform crucial to the efficient and
effective performance of +the trial
court system. Consolidation and uni-
fication of +the courts themselves

largely have been accomplished. The
critical task which remains to be
done, as pointed out be the Committee
on Efficiency, is the consolidation
and unification of the support system
so that the goal of timely, economi-
cal and meaningful justice %o all can
be realized. The Committee and its
work represent the first and critical
step in the major court reform effort
of our decade.
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SPEEDY TRIAL PROGRAM

On January 1, 1981, New Jersey com-
menced a Statewide Speedy Trial
Program, the first of its kind in the
nation. The statewide program set
specific goals for each of the major
intervals of the criminal case pro-
cess.

After nearly a year of planning on
both +the state and local levels,
detailed plans of action were put
.into operation in each of the 21
counties. These plans, and two major
state task force reports, were deve-
loped during 1980 to respond to
steadily increasing delays in the
processing of the criminal case. The
statewide program is a three-year
effort designed to cut the time from
arrest to disposition to 135 days for
all but exceptional cases. The goal
for the first year was to move cases
from arrest to disposition in 251
days. When the defendant is Jjncar-
cerated, the project calls for an
accelerated time frame. In the first
year, the goal in "jail" cases is 125
days; in the third year it will be 68
days.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF A FRAMEWORK FOR
DELAY REDUCTION

Farly in 1980, two task forces were
formed to study factors causing pre-
and post-indictment delay and to
develop recommendations for policy
and rule amendments. These reports
led to the amendment of Rule 3:9-1
which ecalls for in-person arraign-
ments in open court and Rule 3:13-1
requiring pre-trial conferences of
all parties within 60 days of
arraignment. The reports also led to
the promulgation of specific time
goals for disposition of cases which
were spread over a three-year period,
and +the development of a local
planning process to achieve these
goals. Another important contribu-
tion of the task forces was to focus
attention on the probable cause
hearing, the complaint process, the
discovery process, and the plea nego-
tiation procedures. )
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The Demonstration Projects

During the first six months of 1980,
a series of demonstration projects
were established to experiment with
certain innovative approaches in cri-
minal case processing. In Passaic
and Union Counties the concept of
verticalization, that is, assignhing a
specific team (judge, prosecutor and
defense counsel) +to a case was
tested. It was felt that such a pro-
cedure would promote disciplined case
managment, create a better environ-
ment for disposition by developing
close working relationships between
key actors, establish continuing
familiarity with cases, and provide
for better accountability among those
responsible for each case. (This
concept differs drastically from the
horizontal process vwhich carries a
case through a myriad of specialized
units.) Both experiments showed that
time could be dramatically reduced,
with average +time from arrest to
disposition reduced to about 60 days
in Passaic County.

Demonstration projects were also com-
menced, in Gloucester County to test
elimination of probable cause hearings,
and in Somerset County to test direct
prosecutor filing of complaints.

The dJdemonstration projects tested
alternate methods of handling cases;
all of the approaches have been use-
ful and productive. All four coun-
ties are among the leaders in the
statewide program. These projects
demonstrate the proposition that a
essential attribute of success in a
speedy trial program is the
willingness of the participants to
have a positive attitude regarding
change. The two characteristics of
suicessful reform go hand-in-hand:
improvements in management and admi-
nistrative procedures, and the
cooperation and coordination of the
various components of the system.

The Local Planning Process

The local speedy trial planning pro-
cess began in 1980. While some
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important changes were designed on a
statewide basis, much delay is indi-
genous to local methods. These

‘problems needed to be considered and

resolved on a local level, and it was
recognized that lasting change could
occur only if implemented by each
individual county. Each county's
program, then, could be different,
based on the concerns and interests
of the participants in the county.

Each county conducted a step~by-step
review of the criminal case process
under auspices of a committee
comprised of all key participants in
the criminal process. Local speedy
trial plans outlined delay points and
recommended procedures to deal with
this delay. The plans include
methods to implement various common
procedures such as backlog reduction,

‘case tracking and age monitoring,

expeditious processing of complaint
paperwork, new duties of criminal
assignment clerks, and procedures for
conducting in~court arraignments and
pre-trial conferences.

IMPLEMENTATION OF SPEEDY TRIAL
PROGRAM -JANUARY 1981
All 21 counties now have plans

approved by the Supreme Court. The
local speedy trial planning commit-
tees have continued to meet regularly
to oversee +the 1implementation - of
their local plans. This process has
played an important role by leading
to new and stronger working rela-
tionships among the court, prosecu-
tor, and defense, and other key
components of the system.

The Statewide Speedy Trial
Coordinating Committee, chaired by
the Chief Justice, was formed in
early 1981 to create a forum for the
exchange of views among various offi-
cials, to yprovide for exchange of
information on results of new proce-
dures, to address ccmmon problems,
"and to disseminate policy decisions.

This committee receives reports from
the counties on various aspects of
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their programs, and feeds back infor-
mation on how +the other various
programs have handled such problems.
A major part of the Statewide
Committee's work has been to assure
the coordinated development of case
tracking and age monitoring systems
so that overall performance can be
evaluated and problem cases I1den-
tified for specific handling.

Case tracking and age monitoring have
become an integral and essential
aspect of delay reduction. These
systems report on the age of a case
since its last major event (e.g.,
complaint, indictment, or
arraignment). If a case age is
beyond its stated goal, then the case
is listed on an exception report.
These reports are circulated within
the county, allowing for special
attention to the case. Copies are
also forwarded to the statewide com-
mittee to evaluate performance. Many
counties have gone well beyond mini-
mum requirements and have developed
detailed case tracking systems which
have allowed for a more highly
refined case management.

New Rules and Procedures

Two rule changes have substantially
reorganized criminal case processing.
The procedural cornerstones of the

program have been the rule amendments

requiring formal in-court arraign-
ments and mandatory pre-trial con~
ference with all parties present.

At the arraignment, one to two weeks
after return of an indictment, all
parties meet in court where several
important case needs are met: the
early exchange of discovery, iden-
tification of defense counsel, sche-
duling and notification of future
events, initiation of FTI applica-
tions, identification of potential
fugitive problems, and possible ini-
tiation of plea negotiations. While
it may bve that all of these could be
accomplished without requiring a for-
mal court appearance, they were not
regularly accomplished in the past,
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and the appearance has served to
insure that they occur on a timely
basis.

The pre-trial conference requires a
second meeting of all parties within
two months of arraignment, prior to
listing for +trial. At the con-
ference, a report is made on the sta-
tus of plea negotiations and other
case needs are managed. These pre-
trial conferences provide a forum for
rlea negotiations in advance of any
trial date. Not only are cases
disposed of more expeditiously, but
subsequent trial lists become firmer

" and trial scheduling becomes more

certain.

Both the arraignment rule and the
Pre-trial conference rule are impor-
tant techniques for managing the
individual cases and the entire
calendar. While both require
valuable time for personal appearan-
ces, the benefit of the new rules has
greatly surpassed the cost. Other
post~indictment innovations include
reduction of +time for filing of
motions and pre-trial intervention

applications, use of conditional
Pleas when PIT applications are
pending at pre-trial conferences,

omnibus hearings, more expeditious
return of grand Jjury indictments,
pre-arraignment discovery, enter of
Pleas on the same day as negotiated,
post-indictment team verticalization
of both court and counsel, and
sharing of non-sensitive information

by bail, PTI, and presentence report
services.

Much of the planning focused on
delays in the initial stages of the
criminal process, and numerous
changes in procedures have occurred.
Delays were found in the municipal
court's notification to the parties
of the filing of a complaint, the
initial appearance, the forwarding of
police and lab reports to the prose-~
cutor, the +timing of screening
discussions, and the case preparation
for grand Jjury. During these early
days, appropriate management can be
most effective in assuring that the
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case develops properly, that defense
counsel is involved, and that

required procedures are commenced.

In two counties, Bergen and
Middlesex, central adult intake ser-
vics were developed. Defrndants are
required to appear at the county
courthouse within one day of arrest
or first appearance in municipal
court. These units begin processes.
such as completion of public defender
applications, PI'I applications, and
vertification of address and other
information.

In Hudson County, a Central Judicial
Processing System includes most of
the benefits of the intake concept
and contains a formal Rule 3:4-2
hearing (an initial appearance during
which the court informs the defendant
of the charge and of his rights), at
which time appropriate cases are
remanded or dismissed by the prosecu-
tor after review of arrest or inci-
dent reports.

For the last part of the 1981 term,
the Chief Justice established a
county visitation program, selecting
the Honorable Sidney H. Reiss from
Passaic County and John P. MecCarthy,
Jr., Esq. from the Administrative
Office of the Courts to visit each of
the 21 counties and discuss the
program with local officials. The
purposes of the visitation program
are to learn new activities in each
county, to provide information to the
counties on what was working in other
counties, to advise the statewide

‘committee of common problems, and to

assist in +the development of case
tracking systems.

PRELIMINARY RESULTS

It is too early to assess defini-
tively +the results of +the BSpeedy
Trial program. It is a three-year
program, and only the first year is
Further, many of the cases
filed during the first year were still
pending at the end of the reporting
period. While a final evaluation
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requires a longer time span, the
early indications show a promising
start for the program.

By the end of 1981, median time to
disposition in criminal cases had
dropped from twelve months to seven
months. Figure 1 shows a steady
decline in the median for all trials
and a 20% sample of all pleas.
Except for an increase in the summer
months due %o vacations, the decline
was steady, and the figures at year's

end were substantially below those at
the start.

Flgure 1
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This improvement occurred despite a
27% increase in criminal filings in
1981 compared to 1980, which is
discussed in greater detail 1in the
Law, Criminal section. With +the
attention on tracking and managing
cases that the Speedy Trial program
provides, Jjudges, brosecutors, and
defense counsel are able to increase
their Productivity significantly and

meet much of the pressure of greater -

volume of work.

The figures available at the end of
the first year present strong indica-
tions for the success of the Speedy
Trial program. This early success is
due partly to the availabilty of
case~tracking data and reports on
cases over-goal, but it is due much
more to the hard work and dedication
of the judges, Prosecutors, defense
counsel, and others involved in local
Planning and to the oversight of
those on the statewide committee.
The goals of Speedy Trial will con-
tinue o challenge the justice
system, but the first year estab-
lished a promising start.
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COMPUTERIZATION & MANAGEMENT INFORMATION

Operating courts is a wvery labor-
intensive activity. A great deal of
paper comes into +the courts for
review and processing and the courts
themselves produce more. Docketing
and indexing of case pleadings,
motions, Jjudgments and other papers
must be accurate and timely. Also,
the courts handle a great deal of
money, in the form of court-generated
revenue from fees, fines and for-
feitures, and in trust funds held by
the courts. Finally, court sche-~

. duling and case processing require

the coordination of many different
persons, facilities, and resources.
Good court management calls for the
monitoring of the status of pending
cases and court workloads.
Traditionally, all of this work has
been a manual operation.

For some time it has been clear that
economy and efficiency demand that a
large portion of this work be com-
puterized. Automated systems would
handle the large volume of paper pro-
cessing, filings, bookkeeping, sche-
duling, and monitoring more quickly
and with greater accessibility. TFor
the computerization to be effective,
however, good planning is absolutely
necessary. Without it, the computers
will add to the burdens of court
operations instead of reducing them.
Plans must address +the technical
characteristics of an automated
system and its capabilities, but they
must also cover considerations such
as how a system will be accepted by
users or how it will work within the
existing routines of the court.
Complete planning anticipates these
issues and ensures better use of the
computers.

The report of the Committee on
Efficiency strongly indicates need
for a comprehensive program for data
automation in the courts. The com-
mittee identified 1T major areas for
automation in the records and manage-
ment information area alone, plus
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others in related areas such as pro-
bation. The committee further found
that existing automated systems are
diverse with respect to application,
equipment, and computer language. It
recommended a unified plan for com-
puterization, with hardware, soft-
ware, and programming language of a
standardized or coordinated kind.
The committee also . recommended a
study to establish the trial court's
needs for automation and that the
AOC assume a leadership role in data
processing and word processing
throughout the courts.

PLANNING

In order to develop a rational plan
for the most effective use of com-
puters in New Jersey courts, the AQOC
engaged the National Center for State
Courts in the Statewide Computeri-
zation Study. The Statewide Comput-
erization Study will identify needed
computer systems or improvements in
existing systems, and will establish
a master plan for reaching the
reguired capabilities. The plan will
include considerations of policy,
organization, and funding as well as
equipment and system analysis. When
complete, the plan will enable the
State to coordinate the implemen-
tation of computer systems throughout
the courts. ‘

The computerization study will pro-
duce  two significant documents.
First, a system requirements report
will describe the specific needs for
computers and consider the system
configurations that seem most
appropriate. Second, a master plan
will cover development and implemen-
tation of the system. Existing auto-
mated systems will be integrated into
the plan to +the greatest extent
possible. The project covers case
management, finance, and personnel in
all courts, except municipal and
surrogate courts, and in the Adminis-~
trative Office and related agencies.
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The National Center is working with
an Advisory Committee during the
study. The committee, chaired by
Justice Stewart G. Pollock of the
Supreme Court, reviews the work of
the project and will work toward
implementation after the reports are
complete. The reports will  be
finished in mid-1982.

Anticipating the submission of the
Project reports, the AOC announced in
February, 1981 a moratorium on com-
puter systems development. Counties
desiring to pursue computerization
for Jjudicial management information
and case processing may do so with
-the prior approval of the AOC. The
AOC review will help to reduce dupli-
cation and mismatched equipment and
software once the master plan 1is
complete. With AOC approval, coun-
ties may pursue computerization with
the expectation that their investment
will be compatible with the compre-—
hensive plan being developed.

JUDICIAL MANAGEMENT
PROJECTS

INFORMATION

The continuing work in Judicial
managment information is closely tied
to the planning effort in the com-
buterization study. The Judicial
Management Information Systems (JMIS)
unit is working with the study while
pursuing daily tasks. Current pro-~
Jects exist in the clerks' offices,
in the AOC, and in loecal courts
around the State. In the last year,
significant progress has been made in
the Appellate Division's information
system, in the computer-assisted
micrographics system (CAMIS) in the
Superior Court, in case tracking for
speedy trial purposes, and in several
other areas. Further JMIS planning
is underway to produce accurate and
timely management information in per-
sonnel and financial areas.

Appellate Project

The information system currently
operational in the clerk's office of
the Appellate Division, Superior
Court produces reports on case mana-

gement and case tracking. It has
eliminated manual docketing and some
hard-copy logs and files, thereby
reducing clerical +time and filing
space. It produces reports to track
deliquent transcripts and briefs, and
it tracks inventory and caseloads to
monitor the work of the Appellate
Division.

Computer-assisted Micrographics

The computer-assisted micrographics
(CAMIS) project in the Superior Court
has been significantly expanded in
the last year. CAMIS is an automated
system to docket and microfilm filing
documents and then prepare statisti-
cal reports from docket data. CAMIS
improves filing accuracy and reduces
lost documents. Additional case-
tracking and case-management activity
is  possible, since computerized
reports are easily produced.

Before the installation of CAMIS,
docketing, indexing, maintenance of
case files, and records retention
were all carried out manually at both
the Superior Court clerk's office in
Trenton and in the local clerk's
offices around +the state. With
CAMIS, the index and docket work is
automatically generated. The case
file 1is established and retained
locally while the case is pending,
and the Superior Court clerk in
Trenton retains only a microfiche
copy of the files. The duplicate
record-keeping is therefore elimi-
nated, and the microfilmed records of
the case are produced immediately
instead of years after the case is
disposed. of.

Initially placed in the Matrimonial
section of +the Superior Court in
1980, the system is now operational
on matrimonial cases. Docket infor-
mation and case management reports at
both State and county levels have
eliminated the need for manual
docketing. CAMIS was also imple-
mented during the last year in the
General Equity section of the
Superior Court.

System 'analysis and design are now

complete to install CAMIS in the Law
Division. ILike the other divisions,
the Law Division will be able to eli-
minate manual docketing and receive
timely case management reports. The
next step for the Law Division is to

acquire equipment and implement the
system.

In the future, CAMIS will be tailored
to include a fee accounting system.
It will track all fees paid to the
court, charge attorney accounts where
appropriate, and produce timely cash
account reports. As in the case
management system, the accounting
capability will reduce clerical tasks
and increase operational efficiency.

Other Projects

The JMIS unit is planning an auto-
mated system to manage Superior Court
Trust Funds. These trust funds, now

totaling over $60 million, involve
frequent receipts and disbursements
and computation of interest. The
Trust Fund System automation will
Provide accuarate and up~to-date
information for accounting and mana-
gement.

JMIS 1is also developing personnel
systems for judges and for support
bersonnel. Computerized systems for
personnel will provide records of
appointments, tenures, and current
assignments of judges and pertinent
data for other personnel.

Information programs are currently
producing reports for a wide Variety
of other management purposes. These
include billing and accounting of the
Clients' Security Fund, Bar Examin-

ation statistics, Central Appellate

11

Research records, data on pretrial

Programs, and Jjudicial education
records.,
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SUPREME COURT

The Supreme Court with seven members,
the Chief Justice and six Associate.
Justices, is New Jersey's court of
last resort. The Justices are
appointed for seven-year terms and,
upon reappointment, serve until age

T0.

Cases are routed to the Supreme Court
by way of direct appeal or petition
for certification from a final
judgment of the Appellate Division.
In addition, every year it considers
hundreds of interlocutory matters.

The Supreme Court also regulates
admission to the bar and imposes the
rules of practice on New Jersey
attorneys. It acts as the final
arbiter in disciplinary matters con-
cerning members of the bar.

JURISDICTION

The Supreme Court's Jurisdiction in
litigated matters can be invoked in
one of several ways. From a final
judgment, a party may petition the
Supreme Court to certify his case for
review. If the matter is one which the
Supreme Court must hear, then the
appeal can be taken "as of right."
Although 33% of the appeals added in
the 1981 term were filed "as of
right," the Rules of Court favor the
certification process.

APPEALS AS OF RIGHT

An appeal "as of right'" is permitted
in the Supreme Court only if it
involves a substantial constitutional
question not passed wupon Dby an
appellate court previously, or if a
dissenting opinion was filed in the
Appellate Division. The latter
occurs rarely, and court rules limit
the scope of the appeal to the pre-
cise issue discussed in the dissent--
often a small part of the overall
decision. The former, appeals based
on constitutional issues, occurs more
frequently, but with a marked lack of
success.

Preceding page blank

In the 1981 +term, TO notices of
appeal were filed '"as of right"; 50
were dismissed prior to argument ,

almost all for failure to meet the.

Court's strict standards for a
substantial constitutional question.

PETITIONS FOR CERTIFICATION

To invoke the Court's discretionary
review process, parties must petition
for certification. Certification
will be granted only if: 1) the case
involves a matter of general public
importance that has not been, but
should be, settled by the Court; 2)

‘the question 1is similar to one

already on appeal; 3) the decision
below conflicts with another
appellate decision or calls for the
general supervisory powvers of the
Court; or 1) the interest of Jjustice
requires it.

These certification standards are not
easy to meet. The percentage of
petitions for certifications granted
has remained close to 10% of peti-
tions filed for the last three years.

APPLICATIONS AND MOTIONS

In addition to matters arising out of
final Jjudgements, the Supreme Court
considers interlocutory applications,
many of which first pass through the
trial courts and the Appellate
Division. A great variety of motions
come before the Court; the most fre-
quent involve requests for leave to
appeal, extensions of time, stays,
and direct certification. The
Court's Jurisdiction over admissions
to the bar also generates many appli-
cations. These include requests for
the rejlaxation of education require-
ments -and various other requests for
relief.

45

pm——




ATTORNEY DISCIPLINE

The final area of the Court's case
Jurisdiction is attorney discipline.
The ethics process begins with the
filing of a complaint with a District
Ethics Committee. Presentments from
those Committees are filed with +the
Disciplinary Review Board which, in
turn, files with the Supreme Court a
report and recommendation on  the
discipline to be imposed.

In 1981, the Supreme Court heard 68
disciplinary matters, up 14 or 26%
from 1980. Of these dispositions, 47
resulted in the imposition of sanc-
tions, one was a restoration to the
practice of law, and the balance
included miscellaneous applications.

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Case filings (appeals, certifications,
motions and disciplinaries) increased
by 61 in 1981 for a combined total of
2,682, At the same +time, overall
dispositions for the term amounted to
2,565, a decrease of 171 from the
previous year. The table below shows
"that the Supreme Court has been sub-
ject to tke same pressures of
increasing workload as the rest of
the court system.

Fig. 1

FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS
1977-1981

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

Appeals =
filed 2, 193 214 232 216
disposed 24k 218 243 223 216
Petitions for
Certification
filed 765 866 931 979 986
disposed 967 698 975 1,075 915
Motions
filed i, 210 1,129 1,348 1,353 1,409
disposed 1,193 1,070 1,343 1,384 1,366
Disciplinaries
filed 62 6h 8k 57 T1
disposed 70 66 9h 5% 68
Total
filed 2,262 2,252 2,577 2,621 2,682

disposed 2,47 2,052 2,655 2,736 2,565

All categories in the Court's case~-
load increased in 1981 except for a
moderate decline in appeals of 16 for
the term. Certifications and motions
continue to lead all categories in
filings and dispositions. Modifica-
tions in bar admission procedures in
September 1981 should reduce motions
in that area, but the pressures of
appellate review of final Jjudgments
will continue to grow.

The steady addition of more cer-
tification filings since 1977 can
generally be ascribed to the
increases in  Appellate Division
dispositions. The percentage of
petitions for certifications, as a
percentage of appellete division
dispositions, has remained relatively
steady for the past 5 years except
for a 2% decrease in 1979 brought
about by the institution of an admi~
nistrative dismissal procedure in the
Appellate Division under which

hundreds of inactive cases were
dismissed with few calls for review
by the Supreme Court. With these
cases eliminated, the overall number
of dispositions in 1981 in the
Appellate Division declined. As a
result, +the percentage of cer-
tifications filed rose to 19.8%.

Fig. 2

PETITIONS FOR CERTIFICATION AS A PERCENTAGE
OF APPELLATE DIVISYON DISPOSITIONS

1977-81
Appellate Petitions Cert. as %
Div. Disp. for Cert. of App. Div.
Dispositions
1977 k4,237 765 18.1%
1978  Lk,Th1 866 18.3%
1979 5,622 931 16.6%
1980 5,400 979 18.1%
1981 4,980 986 19.8%

PENDING CASES

Pending cases before the Supreme
Court rose in all four categories.
The sharpest increase occurred in
petitions for certification, up Tl to
282 in 1981, approximately a one-
third increase over 1980 cases on
hand. Pending motions at the end of
the 1981 Court term numbered 195, up
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43 or more than 28% from 1980.
Disciplinaries showed only a nominal
increase of three matters. Pending
appeals remain unchanged.

The graph below sets forth the mat-
ters pending for the last five years.

Figure 3
CASES PENDING 1977-1981
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Figure 3 shows that the number of
appeals and disciplinaries has been
rather steady. It also points up the
results of the increasing number of
motions filed in recent years.
Finally, it graphically displays the

‘ wide fluctuations in the number of

petitions for certification +that
remain on hand in a given year. Much
of the pending certifications cate-
gory consists of matters filed in the
summer months while the Court is in
recess. '

OPINIONS FILED

While considerable time and effort is
expended on discretionary review mat-
ters, the opinions of +the Court
remain its most visible work. The
Court, under the direction of the
Chief Justice, discusses each case
first before it is argued and then
again at the conference following
oral sarguments. Opinion assignment
is made by the Chief Justice if the
Court is unanimous or if the Chief
Justice is in the majority. In cases
where the Chief Justice does not rar-

ticipate or is one of the members in’

minority, the opinion is assigned by
the senior Justice voting with the
majoritv.

Although upward of 20 opinions may be
in circulation at any given +time,
each Justice must be fully conversant
with every opinion before the court,
whether a first or a final draft.
Circulating opinions hold the highest
priority at Court conferences and
every effort is made to insure that
the decisions of the Court are truly
collegial in nature.

In 1981, the Supreme Court filed 156
opinions (majority, minority, and per
curiam), deciding 121 appeals and
five disciplinaries. The number of
'signed majority opinions decreased in
1981 by 6 to 86. Minority opinions
also declined in 1981 by 2 to 55.

The balance of the opinions filed.

were per curiam.

A comparison of five years' opinions

.filings (see chart below) shows +the

FIGURE 4
OPINIONS FILED 1977-81
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decline in opinion production by the
Supreme Court to be mainly attributed
to reductions in minority and per
curiam opinions. Per curiam deci-
sions have been reduced particularly
in the areas of disciplinary matters
and summary affirmances of the opi-
nion below.

TIME TO DECISION

More difficult to answer than the
guestion of what the Court decides is
"how long" it takes to make ‘that
decision. Any given case can be
disposed of promptly if there is a
consensus on the part of the members
of the Court involved. However, the
decisional process in a multi-member
court does mnot, if truly collegial
determinations are sought, lend
itself to the immediate generation of
full opinions in many cases. The
complexity of the case and divergent
views about the legal issues can com~
bine to seriously affect the timing
of any disposition. Nonetheless, the
time it takes from the date of argu-
ment to the date of decision in the
Supreme Court has remained fairly

FIGURE &

TIME INTERVAL
Date of Argument to

Date of Decision
MONTHS

3 3
:::::;55:::§::::::;:=:::r=:::$$:

0 0

1977 78 78 80 81 "

constant over the last five years.
The median time of three months and
28 days in 1981 falls within the
parameters of the 1977-1980 period.

SUPERIOR COURT ¢ APPELLATE DIVISION

The  Appellate Division of  the
Superior Court is the intermediate
appellate court in New Jersey but for
most litigants it dis the court of
last resort. Relatively few cases go
beyond the Appellate Division to the
Supreme Court because the Supreme
Court's Jurisdiction is largely
discretionary. For +the Appellate
Division, however, the New Jersey
Constitution permits an appeal as of
right to be taken from the Chancery
and Law Divisions of +the Superior

- Court. In addition, various statutes

allow appeals +to the Appellate
Division from other courts such as
the County District Court, the
Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court
and the Tax Court. ZEven appeals from
municipal courts may eventually find
their way to the Appellate Division
although they first must pass through
the Law Division. The Supreme Court
has designated the Appellate Division
as the court which hears appeals from
the actions of state agencies.

Thus by virtue of the New Jersey
Constitution, the relevant statutes
and the Supreme Court's exercise of
its constitutional function, the
Appellate Division is available to
almost every 1litigant who loses at
the trial level.

The Appellate Division is made up of
21 judges of the Superior Court, each
of whom was appointed +to the
Appellate Division by +the Chief
Justice after serving as a trial
Judge. The court consists of seven
"parts" each of which has a presiding
Judge and two '"side" Judges. The
entire court is administratively
coordinated by a presiding Jjudge for
administration, designated by the
Chief Justice, who +takes on that
function in addition to all the other
duties normally performed by an
Appellate Division Jjudge. At the
start of each court year the Chief

Justice, after consultation with the
Presiding Judge for Administration,
designates which side-judges shall
sit with which presiding judges. In
this way, over the course of the
Years, each judge gets to work with
every other Jjudge thereby sharing
individual expertise and techniques.

Each part of the Appellate Division
"sits" 31 times between September and
June., At each sitting the judges
consider 15 or more appeals. Some of
the cases are decided by two Jjudges
and some by three depending upon the
relative difficulty of the cases.
Typically about 70% of all appeals
are decided by two judges. During
the 1981 court year that figure
dipped a little to 65% which perhaps
indicates a somewhat tougher group of
appeals being decided.

In addition to deciding calendared
cases the court also disposes of
thousands of motions and emergent
applications. These fcllow no pre-
dictable schedule in terms of when
they are filed, and if they "bunch
up" the court or a particular part
can by exceptionally burdened. The
Appellate Division, however, prides
itself on its availability and it is
open for emergent matters literally
365 days a year.

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

During the 1981 court year the
court's tradition of availability and
flexibility were once again put to a
vigorous test. 5,T1L€ notices of
appeal were filed (not including
reinstatements and certifications
remanded from Supreme Court), up by
nearly 631 from the prior year. The
court decided more appeals than ever
before by written decision, 3747 this
year compared with 3,738 in the prior
year and 3,001 in the 1977 court year
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. Figure 1
CASES ADDED, DISPOSED, ‘PENDING
1976-1981
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a 25% increase over 1977. While the
number of cases decided by written
opinions increased, the number of
settlements and dismissals decreased
in the 1981 court year. This year
those dispositions numbered 1,233
which was down 26% from 1,662 in the
prior year. The net result is that
total dispositions, by written deci-
sion, dismissal or settlement, were

down 8% to 5,001 from 5,431 the pre-
vious year.

Figure 2
CALENDAR CLEARANCE

1977-1981

o 80 90 100 110 120%

At the close of the 1981 court year
5,845 appeals were pending in the
system. After clearing its calendar
(by deciding at least as many cases
as were filed) in the previous two
Years, the Appellate Division failed
to clear its calendar in 1981; the
number of cases pending increased by
812 or 16%, as shown in Figure 2.

SOURCES OF CASES FILED

This year, as in all prior years, the
lion's share of the 5,716 notices of
appeal came from the Law Division of
Superior Court and the majority of
those were criminal cases. Of the
3,525 notices of appeal filed from
the Law Division, 2,082 were criminal
cases., This is an increase of 567
notices of appeal from the = ILaw
Division over the prior court year.
Figure 3 presents the breakdown on
sources of cases added.

With the exception of +the County
District Courts (which produced 10
fewer notices of appeal +than last
year) the filings from all courts
were up. Aside from the Law Division
the increase was not numerically
significant from any  particular
court. Combined, the other courts
accounted for only 64 of the addi-
tional 631 notices of appeal filed
this year over last year.

The number of appeals filed from
state agencies dropped from 1,030 to
931 this year but the decreases were
widely dispersed among approximately
ko departments and divisions.
Appeals from state agencies accounted
for a little over 16% of total
appeals filed, down from 20.3% in the
1980 court year. State agencies
remain the second largest source of
appellate business. o
Over the last five years there has
been no significant shift in the
sources of appeals.

ISSUES ON APPEAL

There are over 60 basic types of
arguments which can be presented to
an appellate court. Over the last
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FIGURE 3

SOURCES OF CASES FILED 1981

SUPERIOR COURT
LAW DIVISION
#3,5625

61.7%

OTHER #70 1.2%

PROBATION DIVISION OF COUNTY

COURT AND *SURROGATE GOURT"
STATE AGENCY *2r  os%
DE'E:;';"1NAT'°“S TAX COURT #17  0.3%

16.3%

COUNTY DISTRICT COURTS
*812 2.8%

JUVENILE AND DOMESTIC
RELATIONS #* 180 3.1%

SUPERIOR COURT
CHANCERY DIVISION
*804

TOTAL APPEALS FILED 5,718

14.1%

* DOES NOT INCLUDE REINSTATED CASES AND CERTIFICATIONS REMANDED FROM SUPREME COURT,
OVER THE LAST FIVE YEARS THERE HAS BEEN NO' SIGNIFICANT SHIFT IN THE SOURCES OF APPEALS.

five years, the same ten issues have
been most often raised. The most
brevalent assertion of appellants is
not that a mistake of law was made
but rather that a Judge or state
agency made erroneous fact findings.
Close to 1,000 appellants asserted
this argument although only 123 suc-
ceeded, for a success rate of 12.4%.
Over the last few years, this issue
has never succeeded more than 18.3%
of the time it was raised.
Nevertheless, the issue has never
constituted less +than 26% of all
issues raised in all appeals.

The second most Popular issue in each
of the last 5 years has been the
allegation by criminal defendants
that their sentence was excessive.
This was argued to the court 818
times in the 1981 court year, yet it
only persuaded the Judges on 13 occa-
sions, for a success rate of 1.56%.
Interestingly enough, over the last
five years this issue has been raised
more frequently from year to year and
for the most part has met with less
success each year.

The eight remaining issues from the
top ten, their frequency of
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appearance and relative success rates
are reflected in the following chart.

Fig. 4

ISSUE RAISED BY APPELLANT GROUND % OF NO. OF % OF
ASSERTED  APPEAL REVERSALS REVERSALS
.. OH APPEAL GROUND OF GROUND QN GROUND

Statutory interpretation 693 18.49 129 18,61
Erroneous ruling on admissibility of

evidence (ndmithing or exeluding

evidence) shh 14,52 3k 6.25
Abuse of discretion 501 13.37 16 15.17
Error in imposing, failing to impose

or computing interest, damage, penalty,

award or assessment 383 10.22 114 29.717
Erroneous application of law 37h 9.98 33 8.82

Erroneous instructions to the jury
(giving or failing to give instructions) 336 8.97 N T.1h

Evidence insufficient to support
verdict (in jury cases) 289 7.70 9 3.1

Denial of due process 266 1.10 20 Te52

TERMINATIONS

In the 1981 court year the Appellate
Division disposed of 5,001 appeals.
Of this number 3,747 were decided by

written decision on the merits and
1,233 were dismissed before calen-
daring either because they had
settled or Ybecause attorneys had
failed to comply with the rules of
the court. The Supreme Court
directly certified 21 appeals. It is



interesting to note that although the
court's caseload has increased
steadily over the last five years,
there has not been a commensurate

rise in dismissals. In the 1977
court year 1,236 appeals were
dismissed -~ virtually the same as

the 1,233 dismissals in the most
recent year.

Of the cases decided by written deci-
sion, approximately 35% were decided
by three judges and the remainder by
two Judges. The criteria for deter-
‘mining whether a case will be heard
by two or three judges are set forth
in the Rules of Court and applied by
the presiding judge of each part when
he receives the cases from the
Clerk's Office. Two-judge disposi~
tions are a relatively recent innova-
tion in the Appellate Division and
statistics have only been kept over
the last three years. To the extent
a trend can be discerned it may be
that the appeals are hecoming more
difficult because the percentage of
cases heard by three judges has moved
from 30% to 35% of decided appeals.

The overall success rate on appeal
has remained strikingly constant. In
the 1981 court year, 68% of all civil
appeals and 85% of all criminal
appeals, failed. In the 1980 court
Year those percentages of failure
were virtually identical and indeed
over the last five years the rates
have not varied in either direction
by more than four or five points.

Fig. 5

REVERSALS 1977-81

COURT YEAR NUMBER OF CASES % OF CASES

REVERSED REVERSED
Civil Criminal Civil Criminal
1976-77 575 246 32.3% 20.1%
1977-78 580 261 33.8% 19.8%
1978-79 587 268 30.4%  17.9%
1979-80 624 283 31.6%  16.1%
1980-81 652 247 31.7%  14.6%

TIME TO DECISION

The time it takes an appeal to go

through the appellate process 1is

sometimes as significant to the

52

appellate litigants as the outcome of
the appeal itself.

In the 1981 court year the average
case took 13 months 8 days to go from
notice of appeal to decision by the
court. This is a 15 day improvement
over the previous year but about a
month and a half longer than it took
the average appeal in the 1977 court
Year.

As a general proposition a civil
appeal moves significantly faster
than a criminal appeal. In the 1981
court year the majority of criminal
appeals took approximately 15 months
while the bulk of the civil appeals
took approximately 12 1/2 months. A
criminal appeal takes longer to get
through the appellate process because
it takes +the attorney longer to
"perfect" the case for the court's
review, i.e. to oversee transcript
Preparation and write briefs.

Fig. 6

CRIMINAL AND CIVIL APPEALS TIME INTERVALS

1980 108

CRIMINAL
Notice of Appeal to Perfection 11 mes, 19 deys 8 mos, 22 days
Perfection to Calendar Date 4 mos, 16 days 5 mos, 16 days
Calendar Date to Decision 11 days 13 days
Notice of Appeal to Decision 16 mos, 26 days 14 mos, 25 days

CIVIL
Notice of Appeal to Perfection 5 mos, 3 days b mos, 16 days
Perfection to Calendar Date 6 mos, 5 days 6 mos, 2 days
Calendar Date to Decision 14 days 1k deys
Notice of Appeal to Decision 12 mos, 20 days 12 mos, 5 days

AGES OF PENDING CASES

It is relevant to know not only how
many cases are pending but also the
age of those cases. This analysis
presents a bright spot for the
Appellate Division. At the end of
the 1977 court year approximately 26%
of pending cases were over a year old
as compared to about 19% at the close
of 1981. These figures are signifi-
cant because they show +that even
though total Ybacklog has grown
somewhat a successful attack on the
oldest cases is being waged. Clearly
the backlog problems of the Appellate
Division remain, despite the
increased efforts of the 21 Judges
and their support staff.

Fig. 7

AGES OF PENDING CASES
AS OF AUGUST 31, 1981

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

Under 5 months 2,273 2,214 2,002 2,121 2,538
5 to 12 months 1,956 2,06k 1,787 1,746 2,167

Over 1 Year 1,478 1,015 1,533 2,128 1,102
Remand or Stay N/a N/A N/A 38 38
TOTAL *5,707 #6,193 #5,322 #5,033 #5845
‘/‘ over

1 Year 26% 31% 29% 22% 19%

* Actual cases pending at end of court year (did not
adjust pending figures to recounts).

WORK OF JUDGES:

During 1981 +the Appellate Division
Judges in New Jersey each produced an
average of 170 opinions. Moreover
each judge participated in the deci-
sion of 200 or more additional cases.
Compared with the 1977 court year the
number of written opinions  has
increased by about 25%. As Figure 8

shows, almost T5% of all dispositions

in 1981 were by written opinion, the
highest percentage in the last five
Years.
Fig. 8
APPEALS DECIDED BY WRITTEN OPINION

COURT APPEAIS DECIDED TOTAL APPEALS

YEAR BY OPINION _  DISPOSED OF* PERCENT
1976-77 3,001 L, 249 70.6%
1977-78 3,032 L, 754 63.8%
1978-79 3,427 5,634 60.8%
1979-80 3,738 5,431 68.8%
1980~81 3,747 5,001 Th.9%

* In addition to appeals decided by opinion this
includes appeals dismissed and appeals certified
directly to the Supeme Court.

*# Filings include Reinstated cases and Certifications
remanded from Supreme Court.

The Appellate Division's motion prac-
tice must also be taken into con-
sideration when considering  the
court's total caseload. In the 1977
court year the court considered and
decided 3,499 motions. That figure
grew inexorably to a phenomonal 5,556
during the 1980 court year. Happily
the 1981 court year brought a modicum
of relief and the court was obligated
to decide "only" 4,740 motions. This
decrease is probably most directly
attributable to the recent institu-

tion of the team management system in
the Appellate Division Clerk's
Office. This system, among other
things, encourages greater contact
between the litigating attorneys and
the person in the clerk's office with
the responsibility for moving an
appeal to perfection. Such contact
reduces the quantity of formal
motions for such things as extensions
of time to file briefs.

Fig. 9
MOTIONS DECIDED

1977-81
COURT MOTIONS MOTIONS
YEAR FILED DECIDED
1977 L, 054 3,499
1978 4,593 L, Tho
1980 5,680 5,556
1981 4,840 4, 7ho

NEW DEVELOPMENTS

The 1981 court year placed a new
emphasis on flexibility and simplifi-
cation in the perfection of appellate

" cases. Court rules were amended and

internal procedures altered so that
litigants might wuse the appellate
system with a minimum of difficulty
and expense. Form notice of appeals,
motions for summary disposition,
letter briefs and abbreviated
transcripts are all available to
appellate attorneys and are excellent
tools for serving the interests of
the appellate client.

Also during the course of the year
the groundwork was laid for an
appellate settlement program which
began with the start of the 1982
court year. If a program of this
nature is successful it may be
capable of making the difference be-
tween a court that is current and one
that is always facing an expanding
backlog.
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SUPERIOR COURT ¢ LAW DIVISION ¢ CRIMINAL

In New Jersey all criminal indict-
ments and accusations which are not
downgraded to the Municipal Courts or
diverted through the pretrial inter-
vention program are handled in the
Superior Court Law Division.
Approximately T5 judges hear criminal
metters throughout the state. In
each vicinage a criminal assignment
judge has the overall responsibility
for managing the criminal docket and
supervising the flow of cases through
the system. The work of a criminal
judge may involve presiding at
trials, hearing pre-trial motions,
sentencing defendants, setting bail,
or hearing and determining a variety
of applications for legal relief.
Further, criminal judges are assuming
more case management respon-
sibilities, especially in counties
with individual calendars.

CASELOAD: « GENERAL

In 1981, +the criminal division
encountered a staggering 27% increase
in indictments. The magnitude of this
figure negated a strong increase in
‘terminations and resulted in a T% rise
J:.n cases pending, both active and
inactive. Significantly, active cases
pending increased by less than 2%.
Despite the overwhelming increase in
cases this year, the courts by strong
efforts to clear the criminal calen-
dar, produced a 17% increase in ter-
minations, and achieved a clearance
rate of 96%.

Fig. 1
CASELOAD SUMMARY
1980-1981
Cases 1980 1981 % CHANGE
Added 22,980 29,101  +26.6%
Terminated 23,166 27,055 +16.8%
Pending 29,472 31,518 + 6.9%
Active 14,495 14,733  + 1.6%
Inactive 14,977 16,785  +12.1%

nal calendar clearance in New Jersey
has, historically, been a rarity.

Figure 2
CASES ADDED,DISPOSED, PENDING
. 1976-1981
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The Speedy Trial Program had a major
effect this year on the effort to
clear the criminal calendar. The
program aimed at reducing the time
necessary for each step in the crimi-
nal court processing, including the
time from complaint to -indictment.

Figure 3
CALENDAR CLEARANCE
1977~-1981

Despite the achievement of clearance
in the prior two court years, crimi-
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As a large number of cases moved more
speedily to indictment, there were
far more indictments reported in 1981
than the year before. Once the
Speedy Trial Program is fully imple-
mented, large increases like the one
seen this year are less likely to
occur and the goal of calendar
clearance will again be met.

CASES ADDED

With over 6,000 additional new
indictments in 1981, the criminal
calendar was the fastest growing of
all court calendars in 1981.

Fig. b
CRIMINAL FILINGS
1980-1981
%
1980 1981 DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE

22,980 29,101 +6,121 +26.6%

On the criminal docket, a "filing"
results from the return of an indict-
ment or accusation. In recent years,
the number of indictments had
decreased, but 1981 saw the reversal
of this previous trend.

Criminal cases usually are initiated
by complaints filed in municipal
courts where preliminary hearings are
held as to indictable matters.
Indictable complaints are forwarded
to the prosecutor for evaluation and
bresentation to the grand jury where
appropriate. Complaints may be admi-
nistratively dismissed, downgraded or
diverted by the prosecutor prior %o
reaching the grand Jjury which can
decline to indict or "no bill" any
defendant.

Traditionally, only indictments are
counted as criminal filings in
Superior Court. ‘However, the number
of indictable complaints filed at the
municipal level is a significant

barometer of the workload of the cri-
minal justice system.

During 1981, 86,380 municipal court
complaints involving indictable
offenses were referred to county pro-
secutors. This was an increase of
15% over 1980 when 4,907 referrals
were made. This significant increase
is another indication of the burden
of increased filings with which the
criminal system had to cope with in
1981.

‘The large increase in indictments
during 1981, although reflecting case
disposition acceleration under Speedy
Trial, may also have other causes.
The level of indictments in the pre-
vious 3 years was abnormally low. In
1977 and earlier the level of indict-
ments hovered close to 26,000 per
year. In 1978 and 1979, the level
dropped markedly, remaining low in
1980. Whatever the reasons, the pre-
vious indictment Ilevels seemed too
low in comparison to the general

trend of increased criminal activity.-

The rebounding to previous levels was
not entirely unexpected. This fac-
tor, in combination with the Speedy
Trial program, produced the massive
surge in indictments in 1981 which
might have overwhelmed the system
were it not for extensive Planning
and case monitoring by all elements
of the criminal justice system pro-
duced as part of the Speedy Trial
effort,

DISPOSITIONS

‘During 1981, 27,055 criminal cases
were terminated, the highest level of
dispositions in nine years (only
slightly lower than the 27,362 dispo-
sitions achieved in 1972.) The growth
in dispositions over 1980 was 16.8%
one of the fastest growth rates of

wény calendar in +the state court

system.

Criminal indictments may be ter-
minated by a number of methods. Only
some 10% of all criminal indictments
reach trial, leaving the remainder to
filter +through the system in some
other manner. Examples are guilty
Pleas, post-indictment dismissals of

Fig. 5

CASES AND METHOD OF TERMINATIONS

Number Percent
1980 1981 Difference Difference

TOTAL CASES

TERMINATED 23,166 27,055 +3,B8689 +16.8%
Convictions 1,280 1,400 + 120 + 9.4%
Acquittals 896 926 + 30 + 3.3%
Pleas 12,987 16,715  +3,728 +28.7%
Dismissals 7,905 7,840 - 65 ~ 0.8%
Con. Disch. 9 s o+ 76 +77.6%
Number : Percent
1980 1981 Difference Difference
TRIALS#*
7 1,96 2,14 + 176 + 8.
NggXJury 332 ﬁog - 2 - 7.8%
WITHOUT TRIAL
Pleas 12,930 16,731 + 3,801 +29.4%
Dismissals 7.833 7,777 - 56 - 0.7%

* Includes partially tried and tried to completion

a complaint by motion, diversionary
brograms such as bre-trial interven-
tion and conditionsl discharge of
first-time drug offenders, and the
"downgrading" of charges for handling
in the mnicipal courts. .

Trials

During 1981, 2,547 criminal trials
were commenced (almost identical +to
the number of trials commenced in
1980). A substantial number (2,213)
of all trials were tried to comple~
tion. Most criminal trials are con-
ducted before a Jury. There were
only 402 non-jury trials commenced in
1981, a decrease frop L3k in 1980.
As noted above, very few indictments
ever reach trial, during 1981 only 9%.

Time to Disposition

As a result of efforts commenced
under the Speedy Trial Program, the
median time from complaint to dispo-
sition has dropped to seven months
from a high of almost twelve months
reached in 1980. The graph below
shows that +the median age from
complaint to disposition declined
substantially from the start of the

Speedy Trial Program in January 1981
except for the summer, when court
recesses temporarily, reversed the
trend.

Figure @
MEDIAN AGE FROM COMPLAINT TO DISPOSITION
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During 1981, 16,558 guilty pleas were
entered by defendants, either prior
to or at trial. The level of guilty
Pleas Jjumped substantially from 1980
when 12,834 pleas were entered. This
is in contrast to the decreasing rate
of dismissals, as noted below.

Dismissals

The number of indictments dismissed
has remained constant over the past
two court years. In 1981, 71,777
cases were terminated by dismissals,
& slight decrease from the 1980
figure of T,833. i

Convictions

Of cases tried to completion during
1981, 1,400 convictions resulted, an
increase of 9% from 1980 when there
were 1,280 convictions. The
rebounding of the conviction levels
were in keeping with years prior to
1979 when convictions levels were at
1,400 and avove. There were 926
acquittals during 1981 g slight
increase over the 1980 figure of 896.

Sentences

36,087 defendants were orginally sen-
tenced in 1981, a dramatic increase
over the 1980 +totsl of 33,173.
During both years over 50% of all
bersons sentenced were incarcerated.
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Fig. 7

Number
1980 1981 Difference

Persons sentenced 33,173 36,087 + 2,914

Average term 5 years 5 years —
Number incarcerated 6,472 8,572 + 2,100

Percent incarcerated 4%.8% 48.4% + 3.6%

The dramatic rise in the numbers of
persons sentenced reflects not only
the 1increase in ecriminal filings
during 1981 but also the impact of
the Code of Criminal Justice and sub-
sequently enacted laws requiring
manadatory minimum terms.

CASES PENDING

The number of pending cases increased
substantially during 1981, but the
increase was confined largely to the
inactive caseload.

Fig. 8
CASES PENDING

Number Percent

1980 1981 Difference Difference
Active: 1k,b95 14,733+ 238 + 1.6%
Inactive: 14,977 16,785  +1,808 +12.1%

An inactive case is one which cannot
be moved to +trial or disposition,
because witnesses are unavailable or,
more commonly, the defendant cannot
be located. - Cases which can reason-
ably be brought to disposition are
classified as "active pending'" cases.

The average age of active pending
cases has been decreasing in the past
three years. At the end of 1981, 63%
of active indictments were . under 6
months old. "This trend evidences the
elimination of older cases and high-
lights the strong efforts of all
those in the criminal Jjustice process
to efficiently process and dispose of
ever increasing numbers of indict-
ments.

4}
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Motions

The total number of motions heard by
criminal Jjudges during 1981 totaled
close to 46,000, or approximately 600
for each judge assigned criminal mat-~
ters. As can be seen below, this
number was more than 10% above the
1980 level, and the percentage of
total motions that were contested
increased slightly.

Fig. 10
MOTIONS
Number Percent
1980 1981 Difference Difference
Contested 22,&%3 26,517 + 4,004 + 18.3%
Uncontested 18,978 19,293 + 315 + 1.7%
TOTAL b1,%1 45,810 + k409 + 10.7%

% Contested 54.2% 57.9% + 3.7T% -

Hearings and Other Proceedings

As shown in the figure below, the
number of hearings and related pro-

ceedings conducted by criminal Judges
also increased during 1981. The most
explosive growth was in the area of
the pre-trial conferences. As a
result of Speedy Trial efforts to
monitor and screen cases, pre-trial
disposition conferences are required
in all cases. This explains the dra-
matic increase in such matters.

Fig. 11
HEARINGS

Number Percent
1980 1981  Differunces Differences
Probation Violation 3,626 4,17z + 546 + 15,1%
Extradition 1,193 796 - 397 - 33.3%
Myn. Ct. Appeals 2,678 2,615 - 63 - 2.4%

Pre-Trial Conferences 2,229 8,552 + 6,323 + 283.7%

JUDICIAL WORKLOAD

The workload and productivity of
Judges can be evaluated by various
measurements including +total bench
hours, number of equivalent Judges
assigned, and workload per capita.
By any measurement employed, the
workload of criminal Jjudges has
increased. In order to dispose of
cases at a rate even approaching the
rate of new filings the productivity
of Jjudges has had to increase con-
siderably. More judicial resources were
devoted to criminal cases in 1981
compared to 1980, but the increase
(9.6%) was far less than the increase
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in cases added (26.6%). Both the
jpumber of filings and dispositions
per equivalent ceriminal Judge
increased during 1981.

Fig. 12
JUDICIAL WORKLOAD
1980-1981
%

NUMBER OF 1980 1981 Change
EQUIVALENT JUDGES 69.2  T5.9 T +9.7%
FILINGS
PER JUDGE 332 384 +15.7%
TERMINATIONS
PER JUDGE 335 357 +6.6%

Bench Hours

The number of bench hours logged by
Judges of criminal cases increased
during 1981, as could be expected
from the rate of growth of both
filings and determinations.

Fig. 13

BENCH HOURS ~ CRIMINAL JUDGES

Number Percent
1980 1981 Difference Difference
75,653 84,167 8,51k 11.3%
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SUPERIOR COURT ¢ LAW DIVISION « CIVIL

The Superior Court, ILaw Division
has general, statewide jurisdiction
over all criminal and civil matters.
This section focuses on the civil
Jurisdiction of the Iaw Divisiocn,
excluding discussion of its criminal,
probate, matrimonial, and general
equity jurisdiction.

The Superior Court, Law Division
hears all civil causes including pro-
ceedings in lieu of Prerogative
writs. The civil docket of the Law
-Division, in the design of the 1947
Constitution, was intended to handle
complex matters. The less complex
civil cases were intended for +the
district court with its 1limited
Jurisdictional monetary ceiling and
simplified procedures. Over the
course of time, however, inflation
has disrupted the rations:: behind
the division of Iaw Division and
district court jurisdictions by, in
effect, substantially lowering the
ceiling and bringing into the Iaw
Division many of the simpler cases.
In 1951, T1.1% of all civil cases
were added to the calendars of the
district courts; now, only 51.5% of
cases are added to their calendars.

In contract and tort actions, effec-
tive Jily 20, 1981, 1legislation
raised the jurisdictional ceiling of
the county district courts from
$3,000 to $5,000. This movement of
the Jjurisdictional boundary 1line
should slow the enlargement of the
Law Division's volume and foster
better distribution of cases between
the two courts in the coming years.
Because this change occurred only six
weeks before the close of the 1981
court year, its ivpact on the case-
load of the Law Division was minimal
and will not be fully realized until
the close of the 1982 court year.

Judges serving the Law Division are

drawn from the general population of
Superior Court judges. During 1981,

Preceding page blank

192 judges handled Superior Court
work. Of these, T6 Jjudges heard
civil matters in the Law Division.

CASELOAD

The Jjudges assigned to handle Iaw
Division civil matters had a highly
Productive and efficient year. A
record number of cases were added and
disposed and the judges cleared 98%
of the cases added to the civil
docket (98 cases were disposed for
every 100 cases added), which
equalled the 1980 rate of clearance.
The following table shows the overall

activity in 1981 as compared with
1980:

Fig. 1
CASES ADDED, DISPOSED, PENDING
1980-1981
CASES 1980 1981 % CHANGE
Added 48,065 51,982 + 8.2%
Disposed 47,025 50,762 + 6.0%
Pending ~ 60,025 61,245 + 2.0%

There were a record number of dispo-
sitions and cases added in the ILaw
Division during 1981. Pending cases
also reached record levels, but the
gap between dispositions and pending
cases 1s narrowing. Through the
extraordinary efforts of judges, 1981
dispositions increased 8% over the
previous year, while the number of
pending cases increased only 2%.

In four of the last five years the
number of cases added has grown
substantially over the year before.
Fortunately this is true also of the
number of cases disposed, and the
last five years have seen a modera-
tion in the increases in pending
cases.

g -

D

e



past two years.

Fig. 5

Trials decreased by a substantial

attributable to the efforts of the
attorneys who have volunteered their
time to serve on the panels.

These figures show equivalent

in +the relatively small number of
active pending cases more than 36
months old, attributable to the
complexity of the cases on the calen-

Figure £ whi?h are contract .disputes, tort percentage, but the settlement increases in Jjudges' hours spent on
CASES ADDED,DISPOSED, PENDING actions (auto negligence, general increase raised 1981 dispositions, settlements (10.3%) and number of
1978~1481 negllgen.ce, px:oducf:.s liability, etc-:.) compared to 1980, by 8%. settlements with the aid of Jjudges
and actions in lieu of prerogative (10.2%), which is an expected result.
65,000 . ' ] writs, In 1980, a trial was concluded in 1
‘D\?s(;j)%gad-—— . of 11 cases disposed; in 1981, a
60,000-4— Pendiné A Y The caseload has grown by 32.8% since trial was concluded in only 1 of 14 CASES PENDING
/.—’ 1976. E[.'he tabls below shows the cases. Similarly stated, trials
// rates of increase e:«ch year: gonstituted 9.‘1% of all dispositions Pending cases in the ILaw Division
55,000 — . : in 1980 but decreased to T.0% of all increased only 2% over 1980, roughly
PR Fig. k4 | dispositions in 1981l. Jury trials, equivalent to 1980's increase of 1.6%
Z 7 | -
50,000 — 2 ) ggnerally more time consuming than a over 1979. As can be seen from
Y CASfLOAD T18RENDS f S}ngle Judge sitting as the fact-~ Figure 2, above, the gap between
v L~ 977-1981 ,‘ finder, make up 65% of all trials pending and disposed cases has been
45,000 + : P
| / f he.:ld. The type -of civil case most narrowing in the last two years. The
- likely to be tried before a Jjury is total number of pending cases at the
‘40,000 4 — — YEAR CASES ADDED % CHANGE OVER one involving negligence in the close of 1981 was 61,245, the highest
FRIOR YEAR operation of an automobile. number ever, and 15.4% more cases
,00) : e than were pending in 1977.
35,0 1977 39,143 5.9% , Settlements, as noted, have become o 8 o1
Ceeet . 1978 hg~,233 2.8% the focus of much recent attention as
30,000 1979 Lk, 688 1.0% i a management tool to divert cases
L~ A |~ ’ 4 - - The table below shows that most of
I\,_VT\"\/\/\‘;[‘,VV[\/L\’Q/’?T\/—\] 1980 48,065 Te6% ! from trial ~ where  appropriate. the cases pending are younger at the
0-L 1981 51,982 8.2% Arbitration and settlement programs end of 1981 than a year earlier.
77 78 79 80 81 have been instituted in various coun-
’ ties to facilitate the disposition of Fig. T
Since the low year of 1976 there has DISPOSITIONS civil cases. In Camden County, an AGES OF PENDING GASES
been steady progress toward calendar The Law Division disposed of 50,762 : experimental program of nonbinding, 1980-1981
clearance; the yearly rate of e s . | compulsory arbitration has  been
- 3 : VS civil matters during 1981, more than ; - : . .
increase in dispositions has exceeded in any prior year and exceeding instituted with the arbitrators drawn AGE 1980 1981 % CHANGE
the rate of increase in cases added 118 . g from the county bar association. Civil
. L 1 's b i ° 0 6 . 88 666 +13.3
in each year since then. SZ%? s record by 8% and 197T's by 1 settlement panels, also operated by 2l - 36 mos 5,15;01 4,290 -20.62
Figure 3 the bar associations, seek to achieve thg - 2g E,EYO Z,Egl —13-2%
. AN -1 14,405  1h4,785 + 2,
CALENDAR GLEARANCE Dispositions of civil matters is ! ﬁzﬁosﬁl&? of dLaW Division matters 6 - 12 17,754 18,ho1  + k.2%
1977-1981 accomplished by trials, settlements, f ou e ald of the judges and Under 6 12,467 1h,802  +18.7%
. . | have been quite successful. Much of
dismissals, or transfers to other | the 10.6% i ‘n "sett TOTAL 58,985 60,295  + 2.2%
courta: The table (below) shows the | e e n ettiements o
b k i di iti over the il 2 ’
reakdown in dispositions over i transfers"” (shown in Fig. 5), is Although there has been an increase
|
|
{

DISPOSITIONS PROFILE

1980-1981 Court-aided settlements also continue ga:r (with J:ncreis.ed t.tlmef sient og

1980 1981 % CHANGE . il to grow in importance and volume. 1sc.:overy » lnvestlgating 1acts, an

{ 1 The following illustrates the motions), ‘there were substantial

Trials 4,299 3,570 -17.0% « progress made in case management decreases of -20.6% and -13.3%, in

Settlements I i through settlement efforts of the the categories of 24-36 month old

w/eid of Court | (! judges., cases and 18-24 month old cases

Before Trial 12,688 13,965 +10.1% { I ' Fig. 6 respectively. Corresponding

! i _ increases were realized in the growth

0 8n 20 100 110% 37“5’:1?2‘05 | - JUDICIAL SETTLEMEN'g EFFgRTS & ACHIEVEMENTS of younger cases, with the largest

Di:missa.l; and : f 1960-1951 increase being 18.7% more cases which

CASES ADDED Transfers to i f 1980 1981 - % CHANGE are less than six months old. As the

Other Courts 30,038 33,227 +10.6% | H ages of active pending cases steadily

The caseload of the Law Division's Total 1 L giﬁﬁiﬂiﬁﬁsﬂms igﬁégg ig’ggé ﬁgg; decrease, the stock of these cases

civil docket is divided among various Dispositions 47,025 50,762 + 8.0% ] : Hours per Settlement 1.46 1.46 0.0% clearly experience an ever-reducing

types of cases, the large majority of ; ;“; Settlements per Judge 163 - 184  +12.9% "shelf-life" Before disposition.
: ) A
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; | | ~ SUPERIORCOURT * CHANCERY DIVISION » GENERAL EQUITY
\ |

1
|
\
Fully 45% of all active pending cases less ©bench and conference time | E
; are less than one year old, compared disposed of a record number of cases. 1
| with %9% last year and five years ] | The General Equity part of the In 1981, a substantial case manage-
| ago, 1in 1977, only 50% of active Fig. 9 { Chancery Division of the Superior ment effort got underway in the |
pending cases were less than a year i Court hears those cases in which the General Equity court. The general *
old. THE JUDGES AND THEIR TIME : f relief required by the parties equity judges undertook an effort to
| 1980 1981 % CHANGE ; involves something other than, or in + oversee cases muich earlier than they
| MOTIONS Basivalent Judges  76.8 61 - o } addition to, money alone. Examples had been and to participate at an
Bench & Cone. . 85,367 84,311 - 1.2 1 include requests for injunctions for- early stage in the processing of the
Repercussions from the "motion Hours per Judge 1,094 1,108 + 1.3% 4 j bidding certain alleged harmful con- cases., As a result of this effort
explosion"  have  hit  the Law 5 duct, specific performance of a the court disposed of 13.0% more
Division's civil work and hit it har- : - ! 1; contract, or cancelling or rewriting - cases this year than last, for a
dest" among all courts as the "paper Law Division civil matters consume & é disputed contracts. total of 4,996 cases, and it reduced
wars® have escalated. substantial proportion of judicial L , the number of cases pending by 22.3%. |
resources: 30% (76.1) of all ,: l Equity cases tend to be among the
Fig. 8 available trial judges (255.4) ! ; mos¢  complicated civil matters. ]
MOTIONS ganiled ;:h2e 8;%an Igixiisi%n's' giVi%l 5 1 ig:i-:::celd a;; Ic‘;ir:lir Semir;ge:}‘fowmazzl?::, Fig. 2
' ocket an 0% o judges enc f i >
1960-1981 ang conferen9ce time was dgevoted to :, i Whid:l _seek ?emporax:y restraints or PASES ADDED;{ 8D(];S:1L°O§]I?D, FENDING
Motions 1980 1981 % CHANGE this caseload. f, ! g}’{'ﬂé??gry injunctions and require ' 5°0-19
- : L pedited .earings.
Number 80,612 9k, 469 17.2% As shown, judges worked more hours on i g 1980 1981 M
Per average to achieve the record-setting k CASELO Cases Added bhah 4,305 - 2.7
Disposition 1.71 1.86 8.8% disposition pace of 198l. The pic- ; AD Cases Disposed u4,4k20 4,996 13.0
ture becomes clearer when their pro- : f . . Pending 3,10k 2,413 - 22.3 ‘
Per ductivity is considered: § ; An analysis of the workload history 1
Judge - 1,033.5 1,2k1.k  20.1% : of the General FEquity Division over
‘ E the last five years shows an overall In 1981, for the first time since ‘
Fig. 10 | i growth in the number of cases added 1977 and only the second time since
With 17.2% more motions, and 20.1% WORK OF JUDCES ! } to the calendar and an impressive 1970, +the General Equity court
more motions per Jjudge in 1981 over 1980-1981 i i performance in the disposition of cleared its calendar. It not only
1980, it is apparent that efforts 1980 1981 % CHANGE ; f;. cases in each of the last three disposed of as many cases as vere
. ’ it
must be continued to reduce the Dispositions = = L= I years. added, but exceeded that goal by 16%.
number of motions. Since 1977, per Judge 602.9 667.0 10.6% | ' _
motions have grown by 59.5%. These Triels per Judge 55.1 46.9  -14.9% I Figure 1 Figure 3
trem.is. ar: . Eelng l'addres?t?l Drgy . . ' él CASES ADDE‘l:.-’I:IO:eC;SfD, PENDING CALENDAR CLEARANGE
requiring strict compliance wi pro- ettlements i - —
ce:ilures gdesigned topnra.ke the motion per Judge 163.0  18k.0  12.9% | B 19771981
Practice as effective and expeditious Motions , 5,000 T ¥
as possible. The telephone con- per Judge 1,033.5 1,241.} 20.1% i sids?)%ged::
ference on motions, unique to civil f’ " Pending = =
matters, including Matrimonial and /| 4,500 .
General Equity matters, promises - I
great savings in time. - The reduction in trials per Judge, !5
' combined with the lessened duration 4,000+
‘of +trials, clearly has freed the 3
Judges to handle 10.6% more disposi- [
JUDICTAL WORKLOAD tions, 12.9% more settlements and "f 8,500
20.1% more motions. The profile of i
The efforts of the judges assigned their work could not be more
to the civil calendar of the Law favorable: fewer Judges working ’ 3,000
Division clearly account for the harder, achieving a record number of : i
improvements in case processing time. dispositions and reducing the backlog | o q
In 1981, fewer available judges using of cases. ‘ Pl 2,500
| 1 / ! 976 79 80 81 0 90 100 110 120%
64 i
! 65
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CASES ADDED

The general trend in cases added has
been one of modest increases; the new
cases in 1981 were 9.4% more than in
1976, or an average increase of 1.9%
per year. Figure 1 above shows the
changes in cases added since 1976.

DISPOSITIONS

The rate of change in dispositions of
general equity cases has . been more
dramatic. This year, the increase
was 13.0% above 1980 and 27.8% above
. the 1976 figure.

Dispositions in general equity are by
trial (almost always non-jury),
settlement, dismissal, or transfer
and consolidation. A comparison of
disposition types between this year
and last year appears below. There
were 25% more trials in 1981 than in

1980.

Fig. b4
DISPOSITIONS PROFILE
1980-1981
1980 1981 %Change
Trial 985 1,235 25.4
% of Total 22.3% 24.T% -
Settlement 1,926 2,117° 9.9
% of Total 43.6% b2 4% -
Dismissal 1,102 1,075 - 2.5
% of Total 24 .9% 21.5% -
Transferred or o1 569 39.8
Consolidated
% of Total 9.2% 11.4% -
TOTAL 4,420 4,996 13.0
100.0%  100.0% -

A substantial segment of the +trisals
in General Equity are not tried to
completion. Without a jury trial and
with the judge as fact-finder, it is
possible in some cases to achieve a
settlement after the trial has begun.
In 1981, almost one-third of the
trials did not reach completion, and

that percentage has increased in the
last few years:

Fig. 5

TRIALS PROFILE
1977-1981

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

Partially Tried 260 222 207 319 Lo6

Tried to .
Completion 752 640 759 666 829

Total (Jury
% non~jury) 1,012 862 966 985 1,235

% Partially
Tried 25.7 25.8 21.4 32.4 32.9

Most trials are short. Two-thirds
take one day or less, and less than
10% take more than three days. The
chart below breaks down the length of
trial in General Equity cases:

Fig. 6
LENGTH OF TRIAL
1980-1981
DAYS 1980 1981
Less than 1 65.9% 6T7.0%
1-3 22.7% 2L, 6%
3-5 T.5% 5.0%
More than 5 3.9% 4%

CASES PENDING

The cases pending at the end of the
1981 court year numbered 2,413, a
decline of 22.3% from ‘the year
before. Of +this total, 2,300 are
considered active. When the active
cases pending are broken down by age,
it dis clear that all categories
declined in 1981 from 1980. Further,
only 3.0% of all pending cases are
more than two years old.

As with the other calendars, the
number of cases pending on the
General Equity calendar can be
related to the number of dispositions
in order to gauge whether a backlog
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Fig. T
AGES OF ACTIVE PENDING CASES
1980-1981

YEARS 1980 1981 % CHANGE
0 ~1/2 1,301 1,135 - 12.8
1/2+ - 1 1,073 T12 - 33.6
1+ -1 1/2 389 283 - 271.2
1 1/2+ -2 124 101 - 18.5
2+ - 3 80 - 48 - 40.0
3+ 24 21 -~ 12.5
TOTAL 2,991 2,300

problem exists or not. By dividing
the cases pending by +the court's
yearly rate of dispositions, repre-
sented by the number of cases
disposed of in the past year, the
expected" time to disposition" of the
cases currently pending is shown,
assuming that court maintains the
same rate of disposition. For General
Equity cases at the end of the 1981
court year, the 2,413 cases pending
represents 5.8 months of work on the
calendar. If one assumes that six
months' worth of General Equity cases
is a reascnable inventory of cases to
be pending at any one time, then it
is clear that the General Equity
division has no backlog of cases in
¢xcess of its reasonable inventory.

JUDICIAL WORKLOAD

Judicial time available for General
Equity matters did not change in 1981
from 1980. While +the number of
Superior Court Jjudges regularly
assigned to the General Equity calen-
dar is 12, the Chief Justice uses his
cross-assignment authority to assign
other Jjudges as necessary and to use
recall judges for these cases. As a
result, the number of judges avail-
able for General Equity is somewhat
higher, and it varies from day to
day. To indicate the judicial time
available, the statistical measure-
ment of "average available trial
court Judge" is used. For General
Equity this figure was 14.3 judges in
1981, +the same as in 1980. Even
though the judicial resources did not

increase thelr time was substantially
more productive in 1981:

Fig. 8
DISPOSITIONS PER AVERAGE AVAILABLE JUDGE
1980-1981
1980 1981 % CHANGE
Trials to Completion 46.6 58.0 + 24.5
Partial Trials 22.3 28.4 + 27.h
TOr”. TPIALS 68.9 86.4 + 25.4
Settlesents 13h.7 148.0 + 9.9
Dismissals 7.1 T5.2 2.5
Other (Consolidations 28.5 39.8 + 39.6
and Transfers)
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 309.1 349.4 + 13.0

CASE MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUES

Last year General Equity judges began
exploring creative managerial tech-
niques to facilitate disposition.

Many Jjudges have put into practice
certain techniques authorized 1last
year, among other things, to 1) con-
duct conferences immediately after
Joinder of issues; 2) require speci-
fic types of information in pretrial
memoranda, including a statement of
proposed findings of fact and conclu-
sions of 1law; 3) encourage infor-
mality in resolving matters that may
be the subject of a motion; and L)
facilitate the process of discovery.

Efforts continue, as reported last
year, to equalize the case loads of
Bergen, Passaic and Hudson counties
by transferring a portion of the
cases from Bergen to the other two
counties, A similar plan has. been
instituted for Essex and Union coun-
ties. This plan responds to the
relative lack of judicial resources
in certain counties with dispropor-

tionately heavy case loads without
incurring the high costs of <trans-
ferring judges from county to county.
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SUPERIOR COURT ¢ CHANCERY DIVISION ¢ MATRIMONIAL

The Matrimonial part of the Chancery
Division of Superior Court has juris-
diction over all matters pertaining
to divorce. It must deal with
complex and emotional litigation,
devoting mich of its time to issues
of equitable distribution of the
assets of the marriage, custody, ali-
mony, and child support. It must
deal regularly with the intricate
areas of property interests, cor-
porate activity, trusts, and tax law.
In presiding over the dissolution and
restructuring of a family wunit, it
must continually be aware of the
severe psychological and sociological
implications of its decisions.

CASELOAD

There were 31,052 matrimonial
complaints filed in the 1981 ccurt
year. This figure is 2.6% more than

in 1980.

Fig.1
MATRIMONIAL DIVISION - CASELOAD SUMMARY
1980-81
COMPLAINTS 1980 1981 % CHANGE
FILED 30,262 31,052 2.6%
TERMINATED 26,466 31,146 17.7T%
PENDING 21,134 21,040 0.4%

The number of complaints filed in the
Matrimonial part has increased each
yYear since 1977. However, disposi-
tions in most of the last five years
lagged far behind filings, as Figure
2 shows, and pending cases increased

yearly.

In 1981 at last the Matrimonial part
was able to dispose of more cases in
the year than were filed. It cleared

its calendar by 100.3%.

Preceding Page blank

Figure 2
COMPLAINTS FILED, DISPOSED, PENDING
1976-1981
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DISPOSITIORS
During the court year, the division
disposed of 31,146 matrimonial mat-
ters, an all-time high and 17.7% more
than the previous year.

Figure 3

CALENDAR CLEARANCE
1877-1981

1981

110%
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Since parties in a divorce case must
appear in court, most dispositions
are counted as a trial even if the
matter is uncontested. As a result,
trial rates in matrimonial cases are
very high. The table below gives the
manner of dispositions, including a
small number of out-of-court settle-
ments in non-divorce cases.

Fig. 4

MATRIMONIAL DISPOSITIONS
1977-1981

977 1978 1919 1980 1981
IN COURT 21,761 26,012 25,764 25,969 29,637

Contested 8,431 9,349 10,036 10,388 12,232
Uncontested 13,330 16,663 15,728 15,5681 17,405

SETTLEMENT 22 25 8 43 58

DISMISSALS 315 443 503 451 1,4h4

TOTAL 22,098 26,483 26,215 26,466 31,146

% IN COURT 98.5 98.2 98.1 98.1 95.2

% CONTESTED 38.7 35.9 38.9 4o.0 41.3
IN COURT

While the rate of dispositions in
court has been very high, the percen-
tage of contested cases has been
about 40% over the last five years.
It has risen slowly during that time
from 38.7% to L41.3%. The actual
number of contested dispositions in
the Matrimonial division, however,
has increased by U45.1% as the case-
load has risen.

ACTIVE CASES PENDING

At the end of the court year, 21,004
active matrimonial cases were
pending, out of a total of 21,040
pending. Most were less +than six
months old, and less than 13% of the
pending cases were over a year old.
The following table shows the age of
the pending cases:

Fig. 5

AGE OF PENDIRG CASES

CASES %
3 years or more 43 0.2%
2 ~ 3 years : 281 1.3%
18 months - 2 years kg0 2.3%
12 - 18 months 2,006 9.6%
6 -~ 12 months 5,145 -~ 24,59
Up to 6 months 13,039. 62.1%
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WORK. OF THE JUDGES

There was a slight increase in judi-
cial resources for the matrimonial
calendar in 1981 over 1980. The
number of "average available judges"
rose for +the Matrimonial Division
from 30.0 in 1980 to 31.7 in 1981, an
increase in Jjudicial resources of
6.2%. The +total number of hours
Judges spent on matrimonial matters
rose by T.8% to 35,101 hours. On a
per-judge basis, this time can Dbe
divided into hours on the bench and
hours in conference, as follows:

Fig. 6

HOURS PER AVERAGE AVAILABLE
*  TRIAL COURT JUDGE

MATRIMONIAL

1980 1981 CHANGE

BENCH HOURS 966.4 973.1 + 0.7
CONFERENCE HOURS  119.3 13h.2 +12.5

TOTAL 1,085.74 1,107.3  + 2.0

In short, the additional Judicial
time available in matrimonial cases
enabled the court to remain on top of
its work, disposing of more cases
than ever before, in spite of higher
filings.

COMMITTEE ON MATRIMONIAL -LITGATION

During +this past court year, the
Supreme Court Phase Two Committee on
Matrimonial Litigation released its
final report. Appointed in June
1980, +the Committee consisted of
Associate Justice Morris Pashman,
Chairman; Associate Justice Sidney M.
Schreiber; retired Associate Justice
Worrall ¥, Mountain; matrimonial
attorneys; %trial judges assigned to
matrimonial cases, and an Appellate

Division Jjudge formerly assigned to -

the matrimonial trial bench.

The report is the culmination of a
two-year, intensive effort to review
all aspects of matrimonial practice.
It covers a wide range of subjects
dealing with divorce. The report
stresses the importance of enforcing
the court's determinations and makes

recommendations concerning the pro-
cess by which courts determine
custody of children. It also
recognizes the problems of litigants
obtaining adequate legal represen-
tation, emphasizing the special
problems encountered when parties
choose to represent themselves. Also
significant is its detailed treatment
of important procedural recommen-
dations, particularly the structuring
of settlement procedures and imposi-
tion of strict requirements on the
parties to provide the court with
adequate financial information. The
Committee acknowledges that the

assignment of adequate numbers of top
quality Judges is essential for the
success of any attempts at matrimo-
nial reform. "The judge's canon must
be dispassionate sensitivity; his
role, that of intimate stranger.”

The AOC has undertaken a detailed
analysis of the flow of matrimonial
cases at the trial court level with a
view toward identifying +the most
efficient case processing procedures.
Further, attempts have been made to
identify those tasks routinely per-
formed by court support personnel
that lend themselves to automation,
and to identify data elements
necessary for a comprehensive case
management system.

Streamlining the paper flow in a
matrimonial case will enable expedi-
tious preparation of a case for reso-
lution. The objective is to achieve
full implementation of the Matri-
monial Litigation Committee's recom-
mendations without  automatically
requiring additional staff.
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JUVENILE & DOMESTIC RELATIONS COURT

Juvenile and Domestic Relations
Courts have exclusive Jurisdiction
over Juvenile delinquency, Juvenile
in need of supervision (JINS), non-
criminal child abuse, and reciprocal

support complaints and over
complaints filed under +the Child
Placement Review Act. The court

shares with other courts jurisdiction
over domestic relations complaints
involving support, custody, visita-
tion and paternity.

Judges who sit in the Juvenile and
Domestic Relations Court are
appointed +to +the court or are
Superior Court Jjudges temporarily
assigned to the court. Twelve coun-
ties have a dJuvenile and Domestic
Relation Court to which Jjudges are
appointed, while nine counties have a
Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court
to which BSuperior Court Jjudges are
assigned.

Filings and dispositions both
increased considerably in +the J&DR
court in 1981. The 203,940 filings
were 9.9% more than the 1980 total,
and the 205,151 dispositions repre-
sented a 8.9% increase over 1980.
The excess of dispositions over
filings meant that for the second
consecutive year the J&DR court
cleared its calendar.

The filings and dispositions in the
court can be summarized as follows:

Fig. 1
CASELOAD SUMMARY
1980-1981
%
1980 1981 CHANGE
ADDED
Delinquency 93,352 101,124 + B.3%
JINS 12,126 12,469  + 2.8%
Domestic Relations 80,133 90,347 +12.8%
TOTAL 185,611 203,940 + 9.9%
DISPOSED
Delinquency 95,kkh 101,388 + 6.2%
JINS 12,072 12,591 + 4.3%
Domestic Relations 80,848 91,172 +12.8%
TOTAL 188,364 205,151  + B.9%
PENDING
Delinquency 13,300 13,036 - 2.0%
JINS - 1,058 936 -11.5%
Domestic Kelations 6,897 6,072 ~12.0%

TOTAL 21.255 20,0kY - 5.T%

Preceding page blank
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The trend since 1977 is shown in the
graph below. The total case filings
have increased 34.4%, while the
dispositions have risen 37.3%. The
number of cases pending has remained
fairly steady, rising just 1.9%.

Figure 2
TOTAL CASES ADDED,DISPOSED,PENDING
1876-1981
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JUVENILE DIVISION
Filings

As noted above, the Juvenile and
Domestic Relation Courts exercise
jurisdiction over complaints charging
juveniles with being delinquent or
alleging them to be in need of super-
vision. Acts of juvenile delingquency
are those which, if commibtted by an
adult, would constitute a crime, a
disorderly ©person's offense or a
violation of any other statute, ordi-
nance or regulation. A juvenile in
need of supervision is a juvenile who
is habitually disobedient to his
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parent or guardian, is ungovernable
or incorrigible, is habitually and
voluntarily truant from school or has
committed a violation of a statute or
ordinance applicable only to Juveni-~
les. -

In 1981 both juvenile delinquency and
Juvenile in need of supervision
complaints increased to record
levels.

In the five years from 1977 through
1981, the number of complaints filed
increased by 38.1%, from 82,243 to

113,593.

Fig. 3
JUVENILE CASES ADDED
1977~-1981
JUVENILE
YEAR DELINQUENCY JINS TOTAL
1977 73,400 8,843 82,243
1978 81,827 10,553 92,380
1979 97,110 11,555 108,665
1980 93,352 12,126 105,478
113,593

1981 101,124 12,469
Dispositions '

Dispositions in the Juvenile Division
also reached a record level in 1981.
In the five years from 1977 to 1981,
the number of Juvenile conplaints
disposed of increased by approxima-
tely 40%, from 81,675 to 113,679, an
increase of 32,30k,

Fig. L

JUVENILE CASES DISPOSED
1977-1981

JUVENILE
YEAR DELINQUENCY  JINS TOTAL

1977 72,986 8,689 81,675
1978 80,352 10,384 90,736

1979 96,750 11,76k 108,514
1980 95, Lk 12,072 107,516
1981 101,387 12,591 113,979

Of all trial calendars, the Juvenile
Delinquency calendar experienced the
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second greatest rate of increase be-~
tween 1981 and 1980 in the number of
complaints disposed of. Both the
Juvenile delinquency and juvenile in

.need of supervision calendars reached

the goal of calendar clearance.
Cases Pending

While Jjuvenile complaints filed rose
by 38.1% over the last five years and

dispositions by 39.6%, the number of

cases pending increased by just 3.6%.

Figure #5 below shows that the number

of juvenile cases pending  has

remained fairly stable since 1977 and

further, that it has declined over

the last two years.

Fig. 5
JUVENILE CASES PENDIN~
1977-1981
JUVENILE
" YEAR DELINQUENCY  JINS TOTAL
1977 12,55k 937 13,401
1978 13,841 1,135 14,976
1979 14,698 98k 15,682
1980 13,300 1,058 14,358
1981 13,036. 936 13,972

Juvenile cases, both delinguency and
JINS, should be rapidly disposed.
Once the case is filed, the J&DR
court seeks to resolve it quickly in
order to keep to a minimum the time
of uncertainty for the Jjuvenile and
the family. At the end of the 1981
court year, 13,036 delinquency cases
and 936 JINS cases were pending.
This level of cases pending shows
that the calendars have a reasonable
inventory of cases and very little
backlog. By dividing +the cases
pending by the rate of dispositions
per month, one can arrive at un
expected time to disposition for the
cases pending at the end of the court
year. That expected time to disposi-
tion is 1.5 months for Juvenile
delinquency cases and 0.9 months for
JINS cases.

g

DOMESTIC RELATIONS DIVISON
Filings

Domestic Relations complaints filed
in the Juvenile and Domestic
Relations Court also increased in
1981. Filings (including reinstated
cases) rose from 69,474 in 1977 +to
90,347 in 1981, an increase of 20,873
or 30%. Of all court calendars,
domestic relations had +the largest

increase in cases added between 1980
and 1981 -~ 10,21k casges. :

Fig. 6

DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES ADDED
1977-1981

% CHANGE OVER

YEAR NUMBER PREVIOUS YEAR

1977 69,47k

1978 73,460 + 5.7%

1979 80,878 +10.1%
11980 80,133 - 0.9%

1981 90,347 +12.8%
Dispositions '

Like the rest of the calendar acti-
vity in the Juvenile and Domestic
Relations Court, dispositions in
domestic relations cases reached a
record level in 1981. Dispositions
-reached 91,172, an increase of 34.T%
over 1977.

Fige 7

DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES DISPOSED
1977-1981

% CHANGE OVER

YEAR DISPOSED PREVIOUS YEAR

1977 67,707

1978 12,397 + 6.9%

1979 80,619 +11.4%

1980 80,848 + 0.3%

1981 91,172 +12.8%
Pending

Due to the high number of disposi-
tions in 1981, the number of cases
pending on the domestic relations
calendar declined. The total of

6,072 cases pending is the lowest for
the last five years:

Fig. 8

DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES FENDING
1977-1981

% CHANGE OVER

YEAR PENDING PREVIOUS YEAR
1977 6,178

1978 7,035 +13.9%
1979 7,437 + 5.7%
1980 6,897 - 7.3%
1981 6,072 ~12.0%

When the number of cases pending is
related to the number of dispositions
on the domestic relations calendar,
the ratio shows the relatively low
number of pending cases. As with the
other calendars, one can compute an
expected time to disposition of the
cases pending at the end of the court
year. That figure is 0.8 months for
domestic relations cases pending,

~which indicates a very rapid turnover
of cases.

JUDICTAL WORKLOAD

There are 35 Jjudges specifically
appointed to the Juvenile and
Domestic Relations ~ Court, in +the
State. In addition, in ten counties
Superior Court Judges are assigned to
the court. As in the other calen~
dars, the actual number of Judges
available, will vary and is best
expressed by the "average available
trial court judge" figure. For 1981,
this statistical measure for the
Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court

- was 34,2 judges, down 1.8% from 34.8

in 1980 . s

Since the amount of judicial resour—
ces available in the Juvenile and
Domestic Relations Court actually
declined in 1981, it is remarkable
that the court's productivity
increased as it did. The total of
205,151 dispositions represents 5,995
cases per average available %rial

court judge, an increase of 10.9%
over 1980.
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Youth Services/Community Involvement

This project began in October 1981
and is the vesult of a cooperative
effort between Chief Justice Wilentz
and the AOC and former Attorney
General James R. Zazzali, Attorney
General Irwin I. Kimmelman and the
Department of Law and Public Safety.

The project, funded by a $106,994
grant to three counties from the
State Law Enforcement Planning
Agency, brings together a cross sec-
tion of community interests to iden-
tify Jjuvenile crime problems and
coordinate efforts to provide the
best possible help for +troubled
youths.

The project is operating  in
Burlington, Middlesex and Somerset
Counties with youth services com-
missions established by the Presiding
Juvenile and Domestic ! :lations Court
judge in selected mnicipalities and
at the county Ilevel. Upon eval-
vation, it may be expandeu to other
counties.

The State Youth Services Commission,
co-chaired by the Chief Justice and
the Attorney General, will identify
and seek solutions to statewide juve-
nile justice system problems, assist
county and local commissions and make
policy recommendations in areas
affecting youths.

The State commission is made up of
the chairperson from each county com-
mission and officials such as the
Administrative Director of the
Courts, the Director of the Division
of Criminal Justice, the President of
the County Prosecutors' Association,
the Publie
Executive Branch Department heads.

Child Placement Review Act

The Child Placement Review Act, which

became effective in October 1978,
sets forth procedures for Juvenile
and Domestic Relations Court Judges,
assisted by citizen review boards, to

Defender and various
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review periodically the cases of

children who have been placed outside.

their Thomes by the New Jersey
Division of Youth and Family
Services, pursuant to court order or
to an agreement between the child's
rarents and “*:e Division. The intent
of the Act is to help assure a per-
manent home for such children.
During the 1981 court year, a child
placement evaluation questionnaire, a
child placement review summary ini-
tial form and other forms which
assist +the Juvenile and Dom=stic
Relations Court judges in imple-
menting the Act were employed. Many
of these forms were prepared by the
State Child Placement Council, which
is composed of one representative
from each of the State's 36 child
Pplacement review boards.

During calendar year of 1981, review
boards conducted 10,172 reviews. Of
these, 3,091 were initial reviews,
5,217 were periodic reviews, and
1,864 were special revirss.

In October 1981 the AOC and the Child
Placement Advisory Council with the
assistance of the Somerset County
Board of Freeholders conducted 2 state~
wide training session for child place-
ment review board members, Jjudges,
county child placement coordinators
and representatives of the Divison of
Youth and Family Services. The
treining covered such topius as legal
constraints in the adoption process,
legal aspects of neglect and abuse,
court award of custody, permanency
planning, termination of parental
rights and techniques of conducting a

. review board hearing.

Juvenile Detention and Shelter Care

"Admissions

An AOC staff person conducts periodic
visits to each county to monitor
compliance of Jjuvenile detention and
shelter care admission procedures
with the Supreme Court Directive
which established them. The monitor

B

holds meetings with judges and intake
Personnel, and reviews detention and

shelter care admission records, and-

reports findings and recommendations
to the Assignment Judge.

All eleven counties visited during

T

1981 were found to be in complete or
substantial compliance with the

Court's Directive. Counties in

substantial compliance have taken the
recommended remedial steps and are

now in complete compliance.

717

T T



COUNTY DISTRICT COURT

The County District Court 1is New
Jersey's highest volume full-time
court. During 1981, more than
360,000 cases were filed in the
court. This amount represents one-
half of all cases filed in the
state's courts.

The District Court was created by
statute. The Jurisdiction of the
court was limited to conmtract and
tort actions under $3,000,
landlord/tenant disputes and small

" elaims matters under $500. Effective
July 20, 1981, the Legislature raised
the Jjurisdictional limits of the
district court and the small claims
division to $5,000 and $1,000 respec—
tively. It is anticipated that the
number of filings will increase
significantly next year as a result
of the statutory increase.

Tn District Court cases, especially
small claims, many litigants repre-
sent themselves. Jury trials are
permitted in all types of cases other
than landlord/tenant matters, but
they are fairly rare.

In 19 of 21 counties, boards of
freeholders have established small
claims divisions within the court.
The small claims courts hear contract
disputes as well as property damage
claims arising from motor vehicle
accidents where the amount claimed is
within the jurisdictional limit. The
small claims divisions are geared to
provide speedy and inexpensive reso-
lution of disputes and to allow liti-
gants to present and defend their
cases without the need for attorneys.

Thirty-nine  judges sit in the
district courts throughout the state.

- By order of the Chief Justice they
may be cross-assigned to the
Superior Court and they sometimes
devote time to the Superior Court's
workload.

Preceding page biank
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CASELOAD

Since 1977, filings in district
courts have increased by 19.1%.
Despite this increase the courts by a
23,0% increase in dispositions have
managed to reduce the number of their
pending cases below the 1977 mark.

Figure 1
CASES ADDED, DISPOSED, PENDING
197¢-1881
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The work load of the district courts
increased in 1981 over the year
before. Cases added rose 2%, and
dispositions grew by 0.6%. Pending
cases decreased by 13.2%.

81

L

" L



R sl ot in sl

Fig. 2
CASES ADDED, Di3POSED, PENDING
1950-1981 .
CASES 1980 1981 Change
Disposed 365,721 367,855 0.6%
Pending 52,365 45,451 13.2%

This year, the district courts
throughout the state achieved the
goal of calendar clearance (disposing
of as many cases as were added) for
the second consecutive year. They
had failed to clear the calendar from
L1977 to 1979.

Figure 3
CALENDAR CLEARANCE
1977-1981

0 80 90 100 10%

CASES ADDED

The number of cases added in the
county district court in 1930 was
360,941, an increase of 2% over 1980.
This increase is the smallest in nine
years. Case filings declined in
automobile negligence cases and small
claims, possibly as a result of
inflation, while other categories had

- & relatively modest increase in case

filings.

Half of +the cases coming to the
district court in 1981 were contract
actions. One-third were landlord/
tenant maSters. The rest were small
claims and tort actions.
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Fig. L

CASELOAD TRENDS
1977-1961

% Change % Change
Case Type 71 1978 1979 1980 1981 1980-81  1977-81
Automobile
Negligence 14,099 12,842 13,387 14,222 12,482 -12.2 ~11.5

Other
Tort 4,188 4,460 4,736 4,627 4,733 2.3 13.0

Contract 156,161 161,927  16k,641 175,782 182,304 3.7 16.7

Small
Claims 39,149 41,166 k2,27 kL, 873 42,012 -6.4 7.3

Tenancy 89,460 oT.Ugo 108,661 11%,M13 119,410 L.k 33,5
TOTAL 303,057 317,885 331,612 353,017 360,941 2.0 19.1

DISPOSITIONS

Total dispositions in 1981 were
367,855 cases, a rise of 0.6% over
1980. As the chart below shows,
dispositions in contract and tenancy
cases rose, while auto negligence
cases, other torts, and small claims
matters had somewhat fewer disposi-
tions.
Fig. 5

DISPOSITIONS CASE PROFILE
1977-1981

% Change % Change
Case Type 1977 1978 1919 1980 1981 1980-81 1977-81

Automobile
Negligence 13,429 13,252 12,856 14,873 13,526  -9.1 .7

Other
Tort 4,109 4,43y 4,629 5,186 W76 ~9.1 14.8

Contract 154,675 160,022 163,63k 18,752 187,488 3.2 21,2

Small
Claims 38,320 40,535 40,669 46,458 43,080 -T.4 12.4

Tenancy £8,515 91,020 102,868 117,h52 119,045 L.k 34,5
TOTAL 299,048 315,263 324,656 365,721 367,855 0.6 23.0

The number of cases disposed of by
trial rose 6.3% in the last year to
64,227, (This figure represeuts 17.5%
of all dispositions.) Of these trials
only 499 (0.8%) involved juries, or
1.4 jury +trials per 1,000 disposi~
tions. While the trial rate was
increasing, the rate of other forms
of disposition held steady or
declined:

Fig. 6

DISPOSITIONS: MANNER PROFILE

1980 1981 %
Change
Trial 60,441 6l ,227 6.3
Settlement 118,135 118,837 0.6
Dismissal 43,628 40,930 6.2
Default 139,258 139,601 0.3
Transfer 4,259 4,260 0.02
TOTAL 365,721 367,855 0.6
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CASES PENDING

At the end of the 1981 court yvear,
there were 45,451 cages pending in
the district court, down 13.2% from
one year earlier. Together with the
substantial decline in cases pending
in 1980, the 1981 figure shows s
reduction of 21% since 1979.

In a high-volume court like +the
county district court, it is natural
that few cases would remain active
for many months. As the table below
shows, 94% of the cases pending at
the end of the 1981 court year were
less than six months old.

Fige 7
Ages of Pending Cases
1981
, .
Ages No. of total
Over two years ' 136 0.3
18 months - 2 years 119 0.3
12 months - 18 months Lot 0.9
6 months - 12 months 2,166 4.8
Less than 6 months 42,603 93.7
Total 45 451 100.0

The number of cases Pending may be
eéxpressed in another form. By
relating the cases rending to +the
rate of dispositions, one my compute
an expected "time to disposition" of
the cases pending at the end of the
1981 court year. At the monthly rate
of dispositions achieved during 1981,
the 45,451 cases rending at the end
of the year could be expected to be

disposed of in Just 1.5 months. Thisg
is not an unreasonable average
figure. It shows that most cases in
district court are Processed rapidly,
so that the district court continues
to be available as a forum for
resolving relatively simple disputes
without considerable delay.

The average life of an active matter
in the County District Court is
generally between gix and eight
weeks. The average life of an inac-~
tive case or one disposed by
dismissal is probably six months.
The latter is due +o -procedural

reqguirements regarding dismissal of
inactive matters and account for
approximately 11.5% of all disposi-
tions. All other matters move
quickly to adjudication. Thus, 95.1%
of all cases "added" during the first
eleven months of the court year
(excluding August) were disposed of
by the end of the year.

JUDICIAL WORKLOAD

There are 39 Judgeships authorized in
the county district courts. Since
there may be vacancies, and since the
judges are sometimes assigned to hear
Superior Court cases, the actual
number of judges sitting in district
court was fewer than the authorized
level, and it varied from day to day.
The statistical measure used to
calculate the judicial resources
avalilable is the "average available
trial court judge." This statistical
average was 23.2 judges in 1981, down
5.7% from the 1980 level of 2L.6.

In spite of the decline in available
Judicial resources, the courts pro-
ductivity increased. The total
humber of dispositions rose to
367,855, or 15,856 per average
available judge.

Fig. 8

Dispositions Per Average
Available Judge

Type of 1980

1981 % Change
Disposition

(24.6) (23.2)

Trial 2,457 2,768 12.7%
Default 5,661 6,017 6.3%
Dismissal 1,773 1,76k  -0.5%
Settlement 4,802 5 120 6.7%
Inactive 173 184 6.47%
TOTAL 14,867 15,856 6.7%
NEW PROGRAMS

Projects this year have sought to
expedite the disposition of cases and

to improve the administration of the
County Distriet Courts generally.
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Union County Evening Court

As reported last year, a night court
program was begun in Union County for
minor matters in the County District
Court. Under this program, since
January 1981, the cases of pro se
litigants are heard after the regular
businsess day twice a month. All
matters are resolved by mediation or
trial on the date scheduled, unless
the court grants a postponement for
reasonable cause shown.

Statistics for the first six months
of the pilot program indicate that it
has been very successful. Of the
¢ases ready for trial, 68% were
settled following a mediation session
with a law clerk and the remainder
were tried to completion the same
evening. Plaintiffs polled were very
pleased with +the alternate court
hours, method of disposition of the
litigation and final outcome.

Service By Mail

In another experiment, the AQC
worked with the County District Court
in Passaic County in a project to
test service by mail. Summonses and
complaints were sent to the defendant
simultaneously by certified and regu~
lar mail. The efficiency and effec-
tiveness of such service was
carefully examined and compared with
information collected on personal
service over a two-month period.

The results indicate that service of
district court summonses and
complaints can be made by regular and
certified mail without resulting in
any harm to the defendants.

Delay Reduction

‘This year, special emphasis has been
placed on elimination of delays which

have developed in various County
Disrict courts. The AOC bhas worked
closely with the presiding Jjudges,
county district court clerks and
court staff in efforts to better
manage work within the County
District courts, train existing per-
sonnel for multiple purposes, shift
resources within the County District
courts to meet changing demands and
exanmine alternative programs,
methods, and systems.

District Court Computerization

One of the long term solutions to the
increased volume of work in the
County District Court is to establish
a network of computer facilities,
based in the AOC, which would provide
each County District Court with addi-
tional processing capabilities beyond
those available at the local level.

The AOC now provides wvarious County
District .Courts resources necessary
to evaluate computer needs at the
county level.

Small Claims Task Force

The Chief Justice established a
Small Claims Task Force to examine
the small claims court operations
in New Jersey and to learn from
experiences in other states. Their
report will be submitted to the
Supreme Court in January 1982.

Fee Sub-Committee

The Supreme Court Committee on
County District Courts established
a fee subcommittee to examine all
fees assessed in the county
district courts. Their recommen-—
dations for a more effective and
efficient fee structure have been
forwarded to the Supreme Court.
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TAX COURT

The Tax Court of New Jersey is a
trial court having statewide juris-
diction. The court was established
by the ULegislature as a court of
limited Jurisdiction under Article
VI, Section I, paragraph 1 of the New
Jersey Constitution. The enabling
legislation can be found in N.J.S.A.
2A:3A-1 et seq. The court reviews
state and local property tax
assessments; the actions and deter-
minations of the 21 county boards of
taxation with respect to local pro-
perty tax matters, and determinations
the Director of +the Division of

Taxation with respect to state taxes.

The court year 1981 marked the second
year of operation of the Tax Court
and the first year in which all eight
Tax Court Jjudges served for the full
year. This has been a productive
year. The Jjudges, the Clerk, and
their respective staffs have attained
a level of experience which enables
the court to operate efficiently.
The backlog of unassigned and unde-
cided cases has been substantially
reduced. Improvements were made in

Fig. 1

the rules, forms, and procedures, as
well as in the Clerk's Office proce-
dures.

CASELOAD

At the bveginning of the court year
the number of Tax Court cases pending
was 20,448, Filings, transfers, and
miscellaneous applications during the
court year totaled 8,343, aggregating
a total of 28,791 cases. The court
disposed of 15,564 cases, reducing
the cases pending to 13,227 by the
end of the year.

At the beginning of the court year,
there were approximately 16,000
pending cases contesting pre~1979
assessments. By the end of the court
year, pre-1979 cases were reduced to
approximately 6,000 and in many areas
of the state cases were being sche-
duled for hearing on a current basis.

There can be no direct comparison of
the performance of the court for this
court year either with that of the

CASELOAD PROFILE

1981

Cases Added, Disposed, and Pending:

1. Cases pending as of 9/1/80

2. Cases added including
reinstated cases

3. Transferred and remanded cases

L. Miscellaneous applications

5. Cases disposed

6. Cases pending as of 8/31/81

Local Equali-
Property State zation

Tax  Tax Table Total
19,568 870 10 20,448

4,403 1,017 2k 5,4kl

™ 1,550 0 1,620

1,279 ) 1,279
25,320 3,437 3k 28,791
-13,517  -2,020 27  -15,564
11,803 1,b17 T 13,227

83




T R 2

Fig.

2

NUMBER OF COMPLAINTS FILED
1981

Number of Complaints Filed In Each Filing Fee Category

Local

Property

Tax

Regular
Small Claims

2,768
1,635

4,403

court's activity for the prior year

‘or with the activity for earlier

years of the court's predecessor, the
Division of Tax Appeals. However, it
can be noted that the total disposi-
tions of the Tax Court for the prior
court year amounted to 11,549 cases
and for the fiscal years ending June
30, 1978 and 1977 the Division of Tax
Appeals' dispositions totaled approxi-
mately 8,500 and 7,000 cases, respec-
tively.

FILINGS

Local property tax cases accounted
for 95% of the cases pending at the

Fig. 3
CHARACTER OF COMPLAINTS FILED

Local Property Tax
Regular Appeals

Vacent Land 420

Residential 883

Farmland 50

Commercial 1,050

Industrial k61

Multi-family Residential 1,207

Other 22%

Correction of Error
’ 03
State Tax
Business Personal Property Tax 9
Capital Gains & Other Unearned Income Tax b
Cigarette Tax 1
Corporation Business Tax . 20
Emergency Transportation Tax 3
Gross Income Tax 23
Homestead Rebate 910
Insurance Retaliatory Tex L
Complaint to Remove Docketed Judgment 1
Motor Fuels Tax 3
Public Utilities Franchise & Gross Receipts Tax L
Sales & Use Tax 21
Spill Compenuation Tax 2
Transfer Inheritance & Estate Taxes 10
Unincorporated Busineas Tax 1
Wage Tax 1
1,017
Equalization Table

County Equalization Table 1
County Rebate 2
Table of Equalized Valuation (School Aid) %%

Equali-

State zation
Tax Table Total
84 2L 2,876
933 0 2,568
1,017 2l 5, bhl

beginning of the court year and 80%
of the new cases filed during the
court year. Of new local property
tax filings, 63% were regular
complaints and 37% were small claims.

Of state tax case filings, 87% con-
sisted of homestead rebate claims.
Contest of determinations with regard
to various state taxes, principally
corporation business  tax, gross
income tax and sales and use %ax,
comprised 11% of state tax case
filings, and county and state equali-
zation table cases made up 2%.

The dollar amount of contested local
property tax assessments exceeded six
billion dollars. With . respect to

Fig. U4

CONTESTED PROPERTY TAX IB\SSESSMENTS IN DOLLARD
1981

1, Dollar Amount of Local Property Tax Assessments -.-l-l
Contested in Complaints Filed* $6,219,432, 65
2. Dollar Amount of State Tax Assesaments Contested
in Complaints Filed®

By Type of Tax

Business Personal Property Tax 192,836
Capital Gains & Other Unearned Incoxs Tax 121,139
Cigarette Tay 12,245
Corporation Business Tax 1,045,126
County Equalization Table il

Emergency Transportation Tax 116,212
Gross Income Tax 177,826
Homestead Rebate L

Insurance Retaliatory Tax 158,475
Complaint to Remove Docketed Judgment e

Motor Fuels Tax 27,110
Public Utilities Franchise & Gross Receipts Tax 22,644
Sales & Use Tax 973,489
Spill Compensation Tax 2,316,409
Tranafer Inheritance & Estate Taxes 1,719
Unincorporated Busineas Tax 15,076
Wage Tax 68

* These figures are taken from filed conplainta.

*% No contested tax figures shown in complaint

1/ Total New Jersey real property tas assessments as of October 1, 1980 -

$101,728,001,802, Real property tax assessments contested in
complaints filed with the Tax Court during court year 1980 were
$7,148,186,867.
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state tax assessments where the
complaint shows g contested amount

the largest totals in contest were i;
the categories of spill compensation
tax, corporation business tax, and
sales and use tax.

The number of local property. tax
complaints filed in 1981 varied
greatly among counties from a high of
807 in Essex to a low of 13 in Salem.

Fig. 5
PROPERTY TAX COMPLAINTS FILED BY COUNTY

, 1981
1. Atlantic 1hk
2. Bergen 876
3. Burlington 102
k. Camden 50
5. Cape May 48
6. Cumberland 14
T+ Essex 807
8. Gloucester 14
9. Hudson ohT
10. Hunterdon 217
11. Mercer 113
12. Middlesex 503
13. Monmouth 191
1k, Morris 246
15. Ocean 82
16. Passaic 226
17. Salem 13
18. Somerset 168
19. Sussex 65
20. Union 252
2l. Warren 25
Total 4,403

DISPOSITIONS

Ninety per cent of the local property
tax cases were disposed of by settle-
ment, withdrawal, or motion and 10%
were tried to completion. Eighty-~two
ber cent of the state tax cases,
other than homestead rebate cases,
Were disposed of by settlement,
withdrawal or motion and 18% were
tried to completion. Of the home-
stead rebate cases, U.4% were tried
to completion, +the Tbalance being

decided by settlement, withdrawal, or
motion.

PENDING CASES

. As of August 31, 1981, 11,803 local

property tax cases, 1,417 state tax
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cases, and T equalization cases were
Pending. Of these, approximately
5,500 are 1980 and 1981 filings and
approximately 1,500 are 1979 filings.
These 7,000 cases from 1979, 1980,
and 1981 are regarded as normal case

inventory. The approximately 6,000
pre-l979 cases are regarded as
backlog.

APPEALS FROM TAX COURT DECISIONS

During the 1980 court year, 10 Tax
Court decisions were appealed to the
Appellate Division of the Superior
Court. An additional 53 Tax Court
decisions were appealed during the
1981 court year. The Appellate
Division rendered 28 decisions on Tax
Court cases during the court year.
These break down as follows: 14
affirmed, 8 dismissed, withdrawn or
refused for filing, 5 remanded to the
Tax Court for further action and 1,
Alid, Inc. v. No. Bergen Tp., trans-
ferred the Tax Court case to the Law
Division of the Superior Court. A
Supreme Court Order of Julv 10. 1981
resulted in the assignment of the
Alid case to a Tax Court Judge tem~
porarily assigned to the Superior
Court. The appeal of the Alid case
to +the Supreme Court was later
dismissed as moot. -

At the end of the court Year, appeals
from 35 Tax Court decisions were
pending before the Appellate Division
of the Superiocr Court.

Appeals of Tax Court decisions to the
Appellate Division of the Superior
Court represented one-third of 1% of
the 1981 Tax Court dispositions and
3.4% of cases tried to completion.

Petitions for certification were
denied by the Supreme Court in U
cases during the court year.
Petitions for certification in 3
additional cases remained pending at
the end of the court year.

PUBLICATION OF TAX COURT OPINIONS

Availability of Tax Court opinions to
taxpayers, the tax bar, tax adminis-
Yrators, and other tax professionals



is a key objective of the court.
Ready access to these decisions
assists in tax planning, administra-
tion, and tax enforcement.

Volume 1 of the New Jersey Tax Court
Reports was published in April 1981.
This volume contains T0 state and
local tax opinions. Advance sheets
for Volume 2 of the New Jersey Tax
Court Reports were issued during the

court year. It is anticipated that
one bound volume of the New Jersey

Tax Court Reports will be published
annually.

THE JUDGES

.The Tax Court maintains permanent

courtrooms and chambers in Hackensack,
Newark, New  Brunswick, Trenton,
Camden, and Mays Landing. Tax Court
cases originating in Bergen, Passaic,
Hudson, Essex, Union, and Middlesex
Counties are heard by the judges who
sit in permanent courtroom locations

in northern New Jersey. The Tax
Court cases originating in the
remaining counties are heard in the
permanent courtroom locations in
Trenton, Camden, and Mays Landing
and, as required, in court houses in
Morristown, Belvidere, Somerville,
Freehold, and Toms River.

During +this court year, the Jjudges
continued to meet monthly to discuss
areas of mutual concern in the opera-
tion of +the court. Most of the
Judges also participated in educa~
tional courses in the areas of pro-
perty valuation and trial procedure.
In January, the Tax Court Jjudges
Jjoined tax Judges from New York,
Connecticut, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Oregon, and the District of Columbia
at a National Conference of State Tax
Judges' seminar in Cambridge,
Massachusetts.

The Jjudges also participated as
speakers in educational programs
sponsored by the Institute for
Continuing Legal Education, the New
Jersey State Bar Association, Rutgers
University, the American Institute of
Real Estate Appraisers, and various
county assessors' associations.
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The Supreme Court Committee on the
Tax Court was initiated with repre-
sentation from the har, taxpayers,
and tax administrators. Meetings
were held with representatives of the
Office of the Attorney General, the
Division of Taxation, the New Jersey
Association of Tax Board Commiss-—
ioners and County Tax Administrators,
the Association of Municipal Assessors
of New Jersey and the Tax Collectors
and Treasurers Association of New
Jersey to discuss court procedure and
its relationship to the areas of tax
court administration with which these
organizations are concerned.

OFFICE OF THE CLERK OF THE COURT

The Office of the Clerk is the admi-
nistrative arm of the Tax Court. A
significant function of the Clerk's
Office is to provide information and
sanmple forms to taxpayers. A team
system has been established, and is
operating successfully, to handle the
large volume of filings which occur
during peak filing periods. Since
the initiation of this system,
acknowledgments of filings, with
assigned docket numbers, are being
sent to all parties, and filing fees
are being verified within 48 hours
after receipt.

The relationship between the Office
of the Clerk of the Tax Court and the
county tax administrators, tax
assessors, and tax collectors was
explored by meetings with represen-
tatives of these organizations. As a
result, the Tax Court Clerk's Office
established procedures to inform
county tax administrators of Tax
Court appeals and their results.

STANDARDS OF ASSESSMENT AND LEGAL
PRINCIPLES UTILIZED BY THE TAX COURT

Local property tax cases generally
involve a determination of value of
the property for assessment purposes.
Value for assessing purposes is fair
market value, the price that would be
paid by a willing purchaser and that
a willing seller would accept,
neither being compelled to buy nor
sell. It is the fair market value
standard that is utilized to achieve

the uniformity in assessment that is
required by the New Jersey Consti-
tution. The court applies the
valuation principles required by the
statute and the Constitution and
determines fair market value Dby
application of such of +the three
approaches to value as may be pre-
sented in evidence. These three
approaches are: (1) the ‘'market
approach, which estimates value based
on comparable sales, (2) the cost
approach, which estimates value based
on construction cost less depre-
ciation, and (3) the income approach,
which estimates value based on capi-
talization of the income stream pro-
duced by +t'e property. Local

‘property tax cases sometimes involve

a claim of discrimination. In such
cases, the court has followed the

legal principles established by the
Supreme Court in In re Appeals of

Kents 2124 Atlantic - Ave., Inc., 35
N.J. 21 (1961) and the Supreme Court
decision dealing with discrimination
which followed.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
CHANGES

LEGISLATIVE

Based c¢a the cases heard by the
court, it appears that the system for
review of state and local tax dispu-
tes is generally functioning satis-
factorily. However, the experience
of the court with taxpayers, atior-
neys, and +tax administratcors has
revealed areas where the state and
local +tax system can be Iimproved.
Legislative chages that might be con-
sidered at this time are:
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1. A Techirical Changes Act to update
the statutes Ty deleting references
to the "Board of Tax Appeals" and
"Division of Tax Appeals," correcting
filing time period inconsistencies,
and making other procedural changes
necessary to accommodate present Tax
Court procedure.

2. Clarification of the provision
for direct appeal to the Tax Court in
local property tax cases where the
assessment exceeds $750,000 to speci-

fically deal with added and omitted
assessments. (N.J.S.A. 54:3-21.)

3. A statutory definition of per-
sonal property for the purpose of
distinguishing such property from
real property when dealing with the
real property tax and the business
personal property tax.

L, The case of Galloway Tp. V.
Dorflinger, 2 N.J. Tax 358 (Tax Ct.
1980), raises the question of whether
some reduction in property tax should
be afforded a taxpayer whose property

is destroyed during the course of the
tax year.

5. The case of Clairola~Barber Post
No. 2342, Ine. v. Fort Lee, 2 N.d.

Tax 262 (Tax Ct. 1981), points out

the existence of a conflict between
N.J.S.A. 5h:Lh.3.5 and N.J.S.A.
54:4-3,25 as to property owned by
veterans' organizations. Section 3.5
was referred o by the court as "the
most liberal of our state's many
exemption statutes" because it does
not require exclusive use for
veterans' purposes.
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MUNICIPAL COURTS

Municipal Courts are authorized by
the Legislature under N.J.S.A.
24:8-1, and established by the local
governing bodies of the State's muni-
cipalities. In 1981, there were 529
municipal courts in the State, 15. of
which were jolnt courts serving more
than one muinicipality.

The municipal courts are courts of
limited jurisdiction. Under N.J.S.A.
2A:8-21 and 22, the municipal courts
have jurisdiction over motor wvehicle
and traffic violations, ordinance
vielations, disorderly and ©petty
disorderly persons offenses, certain
Penalty "nforcement Actions (N.J.S.A.
2A:58-1, et seq.) such as fish and
game navigation violations, bastardy
and filiation proceedings, specified
criminal offenses and probable cause
hearings on indictable offenses. The
territorial Jjurisdiction of these
courts generally extends to the boun-~
daries of the mnicipality, and in a
joint court, to the boundaries of all
municipalities served by the Joint
court. Although municipal courts
have 1limited civil jurisdiction,
exercise of such Jurisdiction is
dependent upon Supreme Court appro-
val, and currently no courts have the
requisite approval.

The judges are appointed by the local
governing body, except in Joint
courts where appointment is by the
Governor with the advice and consent
of the Senate. All judges serve for
a term of three years and until their
successor is appointed and qualified.
There 1is no tenure of office for
municipal court Jjudges, nor is there
a mandatory retirement age. con-
ditions of office which distinguis!
these Jjudges from all others in the
Judiciary.

The number of municipal court Jjudges
holding office during the 1981 court
year was 364, of whom L4 were
nonlawyers and the remaining 360 were
attorneys. This  represenrts a
decrease of 10 in the total number of
judges compared to 1980. The number

Preceding page blank
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of nonlawyer judges remained the same
as in 1980.

Of the 364 judges presiding over the
municipal courts, 91 judges presided
over more than one court. Most of
the multi-~court judges presided over
two or three courts; however, one
Judge presided over 13 courts,
another over 10 courts and yet
another over 9 courts. In 12 munici-

-palities, the municipal courts have

more than one Jjudge. There were 32
judges in these courts, which have
the largest case loads among the
municipal courts.

Very few municipal court Jjudges
devote their full time to Jjudicial
duties. The vast majority serve
part-time and maintain private law
practices. Five courts had full-time
judges during 1981, an increase of
two courts 1980.

Appeals from the municipal courts are
taken to +the Superior Court, ILaw
Division as cases de novo. However,
since +the introduction of sound
recording in the municipal courts,
the Superior Court judge re-hears the
case by review of the sound recording
transcript and supplemental oral
argument by the attorneys or pro se
appellants. This method of re~trial
on appeal has reduced Superior Court
bench time from more than one hour,
on average, to less +than fifteen
minutes in the average municipal
court appeal.

CASELOAD

The municipal courts handle the vast
majority of minor offenses. In the
1981 court year 4,573,184 complaints
were filed. This figure exceeds the
number of complaints in 1980 by 0.6%,
and it is a 19.4% increase over 1977.
Dispositions also reached a new high,
with a total of 3,590,921, 4.1% over
1980. The table below compares the
1981 figures to those of 1980.




Fig.1l
CASELOAD SUMMARY
1980-1981
%

1980 1981 Change
Total
Complaints k,sh6,0h2 4,573,184 + 0.6%
Filed
Total
Dispositions 3,449,901 3,590,921 + L4.1%
Pending 1,096,152 982,263 -10.4%

More significantly, for +the first
time in the five year period ana-
lyzed, the number of cases not
disposed at +the conclusion of the
1981 court year had been reduced by a
significant number. Cases not
disposed at the conclusion of the

1980 court year totalled 1,096,152

while at the end of the 1981 court
year the total was 982,263, a reduc-
tion of 10.4%.

The minicipal court workload contains
three separate components: parking
violations, traffic violations, and
criminal proceedings.

PARKING

The table below isolates the munici-
pal court workload and productivity
with respect to parking violations
for the 1980-1981 court years:

PARKING VIOLATIONS SUMMARY 1980-1981

1980 1981 %Change
Added 2,822,489 2,864,161 + 1.5%

Disposed 1,975,897 2,077,166 + 5.1%
Rate of

Disposition 70.0% T245%

Revenues $15,315,783 $16,858,357 +10.1%
Revenues -

Per Disposition $7.75 $8.11 +h4.8%

‘Parking violations made up more than
60% of all complaints filed in muni-
cipal court in 1981. The number of
violations rose by only 1.5% over
1980, a smaller increase than the
5.4% in 1980.

Despite the fact that understaffing
problems often require that parking
cases receive a lower priority than
more serious offenses in the munici-
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pal courts, the figures above point
to increased productivity. Disposi-
tions rose 5.1% in 1981 over 1980.
Increased productivity may be due in
part to the increased use of computer
operations in the busier municipal
courts to process parking tickets.

Most dispositions in parking viola-
tions, 94% of the total, are handled
by the violations bureau. The viola-
tions bureau affords an opportunity
to most persons receiving tickets to
pay: fines without a formal court
appearance.

Parking revenues rose by about $1.5
million to $16,858,357. This figure
equals 23.9% of all revenues gener—
ated by the municipal courts in the
State. Fines and costs from the
disposition of most parking viola-
tions are remitted to +the munici~-
pality.

TRAFFIC

The table below isolates the munici-
pal court workload and productivity
with respect to traffic violations
for the 1980-1981 court years:

Fig.3
TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS SUMMARY
1980-1981

1980 ~19%), %Change
Added 1,336,039 1,295,652 - 3.0%
Disposed 1,212,796 1,224,848 + 1.0%
Rate of
Disposition 90.8% 9%.5% + 3.7%
Revenues $ko,h91,1h2  $k1,309,782 + 2.0%
Revenues
Per Disposition $33.39 $33.73 + 1.0%

Traffic complaints make up more than
28% of all complaints filed in the
municipal courts 34% of complaints
disposed of in the minicipal courts.

Traffic filings decreased in the past
year by 3%. Prior to 1981, filings
had increased each year since 1978.
The decrease seems to show a shifting
priorities by law enforcement units
to more serious offenses. Neverthe-
less, +the ©rate of dispositions
increased considerably to 94.5% of
the complaints filed.

R b £ 0 5

Revenues generated by the disposition
of traffic complaints total more than

$4 out of every $7 of municipal court -

assessments despite the fact that
traffic complaints disposed of repre-
sent only about 1 cubt of every 3
cases. Fines received for violations
of local traffic ordinances are
remitted to the municipality. Most
fines received from state violations
are remitted to the county, but if
the complaint was instituted by the
state police or the Division of Motor
Vehicles, the revenue goes to the
state.

Most of +the traffic cases, like
parking complaints, are disposed of
by the violations bureau. Of those
tried in court (31% of the total
dispositions), ‘there were 310,225
cases disposed of by convictions and
guilty pleas in open court and 72,330
by dismissals and findings of not
guilty. About 4L% of all bench time
is devoted to the disposition f
traffic matters. While this is a
significant amount of all mmnicipal
court bench +time, the court rules
require court appearances in some
more serious +traffic offenses, such
as drunk driving, even if defendant
intends to plead guilty.

CRIMINAL

The table below isolates the munici-
pal court workload and productivity
with respect to criminal 'violations
for the 1980-1981 court year.

Fig. 4
CRIMINAL VIOLATIONS SUMMARY
1980--1981

1980 1981 %Change
Added 387,514 413,371 + 6.7%
Disposed 261,208 288,907 +10.6%
Rate of
Disposition 67.4% 69.4% + 3. 7%
Revenues $10,548,138 $12,420,275 +1.7.8%
Revenues Per
Disposition $40.38 $42.99 + 6.5%.

In criminal matters, filings, dispo-
sitions, the rate of disposition, and
revenues all rose.

Dispositions included 2,822 indict-
able complaints adjudicated in the
municipal court on waiver of indict-
ment and Jjury trial. The remainder

of the dispositions involved non-
indictable offenses, included among
them were 28,195 cases disposed of
through the violations bureaw. There
were 12,855 dismissals after con-
ditional discharge, and pretrial
intervention, 140,309 convictions and
guilty pleas in open court.

Fig. 5
DISPOSITION PROFILE
1980-1981
Adjudicated in 2,822 1.0%
in Municipal Court
Through 28,195 IRIT/A
Violations Bureau
Dismisals 12,855 9.8%
after Conditional
-Discharge
Conviction 140,309 48.6%
Guilty Plea
in open court
Dismissed and 104,726 36.2%
Find’ ~¢s of
Not (¢ .lty
TOTAL 288,907

Of those defendants convicted in the
municipal courts of criminal viola-
tions, 11,941 defendants were sen-
tenced to jail, 8,789 were placed on
probation, 21,015 received suspended
sentences. As the table below shows,
all of these matters of sentences
increased substantially in 1981.

Fig. 6
SENTENCES PROFILE
1980-1981
%
1980 1981 Change
Jail 10,228 11,941  +16.8%
Probation 7,507 8,789  +17.1%
Suspended 17,642 - 21,015 +19.1%
Sentence

Revenues assessed in criminal cases
rose about $1.9 million from 1980 to
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$12,420,275. Criminal case revenue
assessments are significant, 17.6% of
total revenues, given the fact that
criminal cases make up only 8.1% of
dispositions. It seems clear that
the increased revenue from criminal
cases reflects the operation of the
new Code of Criminal Justice and the
higher fines for disorderly person
violavions authorized by +the code.
The imposition of special penalties
on criminal defendants, under the
Violent Crimes Compensation Act, also
accounted for an increase in reve-
nues.

FIVE YEAR TRENDS 1IN CASELOAD AND
REVENUES

As can be seen from Figure T the
years 1977-1980 were years of con-
tinuous increase in case filings. In
1981, the number of case filings did
not increase as much as in the pre-
vious years. Dispositions increased
throughout the five years, but in
1981, for the first time in half a
decade, the rise in dispositions was
greater than the rise in filings.

Figure 7 _
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Revenues (fines, court costs and bail
forfeitures imposed) generated by the
municipal courts ©rose to record
levels in the 1981 court year. The
municipal courts. assessed $70,588,414
in 1981 as compared with $66,355,063
in the 1980 court year, an increase
of $4,233,351 or 6.4%. The revenue
figure as noted is a record although
the five year trend would seem to
point to a slowing down in the yearly
increase of revenues generated by the
minicipal courts.

The graph below traces the unbroken
increase in revenues over the past
five years.

Figure 8
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Traffic revenues, after showing sharp
increases in the years 1977-80,
increased at a slower rate in 1981.
Parking revenues showed continued
steady increase. Criminal revenues
have also showed a steady increase
over the past half a decade with a-

0
1977 78 79 80 81

noticeable increase in 1981 of nearly
$2 million, attributable to increase
maximum fines for disorderly persons
offenses under the Code of Criminal
Justice and the creation of petty

disorderly persons offenses under the
Code.

RATES OF DISPOSITION

The municipal courts as a whole
improved their performance in all
three components of their workload
over the last year as depicted by the
table below:

Fig. 9
RATES OF. DISPOSITION
% 1980 % 1981
Parking 70.0 T2.5
Traffic 90.8 94.5
Criminal 67.4 69.9
Tgtal 75.9 8.5

Of particular significance is the
fact that the rate of criminal dispo-
sitions continues to rise in +the
second year of implementation of the

-Code of Criminal Justice as +the

Judges and court support personnel
continue to adapt to the burdens of
newv terminology, new offenses and new
defenses.

JUDICIAL WORKLOAD

The 364 mmnicipal court judges in
1981 spent 116,377 hours on the
bench, a slight increase over last
year. There was also an increase in
bench hours per Judge and the judges'
disposition rate per bench hour of

6.55 cases was a 6.0% increase over

1980. _
Fig. 10
JUDICIAL BENCH HOURS
1980-1981
1980 1981 % Change
Judges 374 364 - 2.7%
Hours on bench 114,769 116,377 + 1.4%
Bench hours per
year per judge 306 319 + 4.3%
Bench hours per
week per judge 5.88 6.13 + h.3%
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NOTICE IN LIEU OF COMPLAINT

After four successive years of
declining use of the notice in 1lieu
of complaint, the court year of 1981
witnessed a dramatic increase in its
use. Use of the notice had declined
each year from 1977-1980 from 8,545
in 1977 to 5,252 in 1980, a decrease
of 38.5%. In 1981, however, 6,3h1
notices in lieu of complaint were
generated, an increase of 20.7% over

1980.

The notice in lieu of complaint is a
document generated by the court
requiring +the person to whom the
notice 1is addressed to appear and
discuss the particulars of a minor
neighborhood or domestic dispute.
The matter 1is discussed by the
disputing parties in the presence of
the judge or a person designated by
the court and approved Dby +the
Assignment Judge. This conference
results in the recommendation that a
formal complaint should or should not
issue, and frequently 1leads to
settlement of the dispute, making a
trial unnecessary. This use of the
formal complaint with its frequently
worked harsh consequences and creates
unnecessary burdens on the disputing
parties in the neighborhood or
domestic disputes setting has been
increasingly avoided. ‘Figure 11
shows the steady decline in the use
of the notice in lieu of complaint in
the years 1977-1980 followed by the
increase in 1981.

Figure 11
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The increase in the use of the notice
may be attributable to the developing
use of conferences presided over by a
person designated by the court and
approved by the Assignment Judge as
now permitted by the court rule. The
increased use of the notice in this
manner also allows the municipal
courts to devote its limited resour-
ces to more serious offenses.

SUMMONS IN LIEU OF WARRANT

For some time, the Administratrive
Office of the Courts has emphasized
that the summons is the favored form
of process unless circumstances
require the use of the warrant. This
policy applies to indictable offenses
as well as non-indictable offenses.
The efforts to educate elements of
the criminal Justice system %o the
increased use of summons have been
successful as there has been a steady
increase in the percentage of summon-
ses issued in both indictable and
non-indictable matters. Effective
for the 1981 court year, the rules of
court governing the procedure for
issuance of court process (R.3:3-1
and R.3:4-1) were amended to contain
detailed guidelines on the issuance
of the warrant and favor the summons
as the more frequently appropriate

SPECIAL PROGRAMS

The Administrative Office of the
Courts is continuing its management
study project -for the ten largest
municipal courts. The  Newark
Municipal Court report has been
completed and many of its recommen-
dations have been implemented. The
study of the Paterson Municipal Court
is about to be released and a study
of the Camden Municipal Court is
expected to begin early in 1982 in
cooperation with the Rutgers School
of Law in Camden. These large courts
handle approximately 30% of all muni-
cipal court work, yet are subject to
the greatest pressures of budgetary
and staffing losses.

In addition to the management study,
s municipal court research project
was conducted in conjunction with the
Interfunctional Management Department
of +the Rutgers Graduate School of
Management. The purpose of the pro-
jeet was to assist Newark Municipal
Court in developing a plan to imple-
ment several of the recommendations
in the Newark study report. The
research was conducted by a ‘ten
member team of advanced students from
the Graduate School of Management,
who used their diverse backgrounds

alternative disposition of first
offenders convicted of shoplifting.
The pilot program is underway in
several municipal courts throughout
the State. These defendants may be
given the opportunity of taking a
course offered by NCTI instructors at
a regional site. If the offender
consents to take the course, sentence
is suspended wupon condition that
defendant attends +the course and
returns to the court at the comple~
tion of the program. The purpose of
the course is to help the offender
understand the impulse behind his
anti-social behavior and thereby
reduce the rate of recidivism for

" this offense.

The AOC has approved a pilot program
in the Atlantic +vicinage for the
acceptance of credit cards by munici-
pal courts in that vicinage. The
program is based on an arrangement

with Western Union whereby Western
Union issues checks to the minicipal
court and the charge is put on the
individual's credit card. The indi-
vidual pays a predetermined service
fee. This 24 hour service permits a
number of defendants to be released
on bail promptly without having to
spend time in Jjail awaiting the
posting of bail by some other method.

During the past year the AOC was
awvarded a grant by the Office of
Highway Safety and as a result four
municipal court Jjudges attended an
alcohol and drug specialty session
for Jjudges. The session was an
exploration of alternative disposi-
tions of drug or alecohol offenders
for the purpose of reducing recidi-
vism.

form of process. As evidenced by the
table below, the percentage cf sum-

and skills in the business field to
analyze related problems in municipal

mons increased for indictable and courts. This research may be used as !
non-indictable matters in the 1981 a basis for developing standards for i
court year as well as in the court municipal courts throughout the
r vears 1977-1980. State. j
rig, 2 The Administrative Office of the ? ‘

updated Municipal Court Manual, which
will include appropriate references
HonTndictable to the Code of Criminal Justice. i /!
sy TS G2 NSNS SR GRS DR Rs Judges and court clerks are also pro- : L

vided with bulletin letters which
digest case law, inform of new rules

§

i

and legislation and provide general ; 3
' {

1977 % 1978 % 1979 4 1980 3 198t %
Indictable

Sumrons 12,106 1k.2 15,193 17.5 16,772 19.0 19,712 21,3 29,320 28.2
Warrant 78,880 85.8 71,79L B2,5 71,072 81,0 72,745 76.T 74,618 Ti.3

. . i)
SUMNONS/VARRANT IRPIGTARLES & HON-INDIGTABLES Courts will soon be releasing an ; 1
iy

1

3

It should be noted that the <table

above does not include "process" for

local ordinance violations, which are information on administrative proce-

not written up on the CDR-1 (Summons) dures.
or CDR-2 (Warrant) Forms. The dats
in +the +table are Dbased on the The AOC in conjunction with the

issuance of CDR Forms for petty National Corrective Training Insti- }
disorderly, and disorderly persons, tute (NCTI) is involved in developing '
and indictable offenses. v an experimental program for the |
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) FIG. 3
VICINAGE 1 ATLANTIC « CAPE NAY » CUMBERLAND » SALEM COUNTIES VICINAGE 1

WORKLOAD BY COURT CALENDAR

Assignment Judge: HON. PHILIP A GRUCCIO

Percent Change
Trial Court Administrator: STEPHEN E. FINGERMAN

Year Added Disposed Added Disposed

There was an increase in cases added

» Family Court Planning

FIG. 1
VICINAGE 1 POPULATION AND FILINGS CHANGES 1977-1981 CIVIL = v v & ¢ v & o o o« 1981 2,472 2,107 19.8 14,5
1980 2,063 1,840
POPULATION FILINGS RATIO -OF FILINGS CRIMINAL . . . . . .. .. 1981 3,286 4,152 9.0 57.2
T . - . TO POPULATION 1980 3,015 2,641
(d G
1977 1981 Change 1977 1981 Change 1977 1981 MATRIMONIAL & & v & & o o & 1981 2,012 2,303 * 19.5
1980 1,537 1,927
vicinage 459,921 479,688 + 4.3 41,638 57,292 +37.6 1:11 1:8
- counties GENERAL EQUITY . . . . . . 1981 465 587 T ~19.7
Atlantic 189,012 196,027 + 3.7 17,450 23,822 +36.5 1:11 1:8 1980 L62 731
Cape May 75,874 84,537 +11i.h 7,028 8,797 +25.2 1:11 1:10
Cumberland 131,984 134,015 + 1.5 11,474 15,559 +35.6 1:12 1:9 JUVENILE & JINS . . . . . . 1981 12,7hl 12,965 8.2 7.0
Salem - 63,051 65,109 + 3.3 5,686 9,11F +60.3 1:11 1:7 1980 11,771 12,115
Vicinage 1’ consisting of Atlantic, Vicinage 1 ranked first in total DOMESTIC RELATIONS « o o o 1981 11,281 11,695 13.0 16-2
Cumberland, Cape May, and Salem coun- %riilsghearings per equivalent Jjudge 1980 9,987 10,062
ties, had a 4.3% increase in ula- 1,453).
tion between 139777 and 1981. pogotal DISTRICT COURT « o « . . . 1981 22,205 22,277 .6 -1.3
filings increased by 37.6%, third During +the 1980-81 court year, 1980 22,335 22,576
highest in the state, during the same Vicinage 1 was involved in several
period. The ratio of filings to pop- significant efforts in administration OTHER « + « o . o o v . . . 1981 368 Lot 13.2 5
ulation rose from 1:11 in 1977 to and operation. Some of their pro- 1980 325 405
1:8 in 1981. Jjects follow: .

Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.

(6.5%) and cases disposed (8.0%) « Jury system improvements and VICINAGE 1 FIG. b
during 1981 compared to 1980. The reduction of term of jury JUDICIAL WORKLOAD
higher rate of dispositions, second service ' .
highest in the state, resulted in a . Local committees on personnel No. of Per Equivalent Judge
12% decrease in the number of pending practices, facilities and Equivalent . Trials/*
cases. This reduction of cases technology, education, and Judges Added Disposed Hearings
pending ranked third in the state. records
. Use of credit cards for bail CIVIL . . . . . . . 3.6L 679.1 578.8 31.6

The largest increase in cases added . ‘ . '
occurred in the civil calendar ‘ ;’Oi'd ﬁm?eSSlE% hearings CRIMINAL . . . . . . 5.93 554 .1 700.2 30.5
(19.8%) while the highest increase in * S-epnonic motion hearing
dispositions was in +the criminal - Unified records storage. MATRIMONIAL « « o « . 2.03 991.1 1,13k.5  1,078.3
calendar (57.2%). Vicinage 1 ranked
first in the state for increased cri- VICTNAGE 1 GENERAL EQUITY . . . 1.58 294.,3 371.5 50.6
minal dispositions. FIG. 2

COURT WORKLOAD 1980 1981 _ % Change JUVENILEC & JINS . . .  1.47 8,667.3 8,819.7 4,691.8
It ranked second in total disposi- _
tions per equivalent judge (3,428) cases added PLM5 kB30 + 6.5 DOMESTIC RELATIONS .  0.89 12,675.3  13,140.4 12,215.7
and first in dispositions per equiva- cases disposed 52,297 56,493 + 8.0
lent Jjudge in the criminal %’(oo), N ) N 8o -1.663 DISTRICT COURT . . . 0.94 23,622,3 23,698.9 3,843.6
domestic  relations (13,140), and change in pending - B
district court (23,699) calendars. pending 13,80 12,231 -12.0 ALL CALENDARS . . . . 16.48 3,327.1 3,428.0 1,453.1

%8 %

Does not include partially tried cases. A comparison cannot be made
with 1979-80 trials/hearings because different data sources were used.
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VICINAGE 2 BERGEN COUNTY

Assignment Judge: HON., ARTHUR J. SIMPSON, JR.
Trial Court Administrator: DR. CONRAD J. RONCATI

VICINAGE 2 FIG. 1
POPULATION AND FILINGS CHANGES 197T7-1981

POPULATION

%

1977 1981 Change

vicinage 2
Bergen

Bergen County's population decreased
by 3.8% from 1977 to 1981, but total
filings during the period increased
by 8.7%. The filings to population
ratio increased from 1:16 in 1977 to
1:14 in 1981.

Cases added increased by 5.0%, dispo-
sitions increased by 5.4%, and
pending cases decreased by .T% from
1980 to 1981.

Bergen County experienced the largest
growth in the state for post-~
conviction relief, appeals, and pro-
bate cases (13.9%). The matrimonial
calendar had the greatest increase in
cases disposed (31.3%).

Cases disposed per equivalent Jjudge
ranked third in the state for the
general equity calendar (387). Bergen
County had 585 total trials/hearings
per equivalent judge.

Significant projects for the 1980-81
court year include the following:

« Continuing education for
court personnel

872,959 840,209 -3.8

100

FILINGS RATIO OF FILINGS
TO POPULATION
S
1977 1981  Change 1977 1981
54,465 59,179 8.7 1:16 1:1k
» Public education activities
in the classroom and offering
courthouse tours to school
groups
. Court orientation for new
attorneys
» Jury system improvements
. Individual calendars in civil
cases
. Improvements in criminal data
processing
- Monitoring of civil commit-
ment cases.
VICINAGE 2 FIG. 2
COURT WORKLOAD 1980 1981 % Change
cases added 54,093 56,779 5.0
cases disposed 54,003 56,912 5.k
change in pending Q0 -133
pending 20,506 20,373 -7

TR

—

FIG. 3
VICINAGE 2

WORKLOAD BY COLYT CALENDAR

Percent Change

Year Added

Disposed Added Disposed

CIVIL o o « o « o o o« « o o 1981 6,270 5.525 -5.2 -1%.0

1980 6,613 , 23
CRIMINAL ¢ v ¢ o o o o o « 1981 1,505 1,565 3.2 9.8 f

1980 1,459 1,425 1
MATRIMONIAL . . « « « « » » 1981 3,906 3,608 * 31.3 i

1980 2,737 2,ThT {
GENERAL EQUITY « « « « « 1981 426 437 ~27.3 -19.8 |

1980 586 545 1

|

"JUVENILE & JINS « « « « « o 1981 8,626 8,967 5.8 13.9

1980 8,156 7,876
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . . . . 1981 2,336 2,37k -6.0 -12.2

1980 2,486 2,704

|

DISTRICT COURT « o o + « & 1981 33,333 34,083 5.1 6.8

1980 31,725 31,92k
OTHER e o 8 & o & > & & o » 1981 37',7 353 13 o 9 —l ° T

1980 331 359

¥ Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.
VICINAGE 2 FIG. L
JUDICIAL WORKLOAD
No. of Per Equivalent Judge
Equivalent Trials/~*
Judges Added Disposed Hearings
CIVIL . L[] . . ] 3 L3 8.h0 7)"‘63,4 657.7 3000
CRIMINAL « o o« o o o 6.38 235.9 2h5,.3 22.9
MATRIMONIAL . » « o « 3.65 1,070.1 988.5 977.0
GENERAL EQUITY . . . 1.13 377.0 386.7 63.7
JUVENILE & JINS « « « 2.35 3,670.6 3,815.7 2,03T.%
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . 0.62 3,767.7 3,829.0 2,596.8 |
DISTRICT COURT . . « L.ho 7,&23.8 7,590.9 1,194.9 ]
ALL CALENDARS . . . » 27.02 2,101.4 2,106.3 58T.T
*

Does not include partially tried cases. A comparison cannot be made
with 1979~80 trials/hearings because different date sources were used.
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FIG. 3 |
VICINAGE 3 BURLINGTON » OCEAN COUNTIES VICINAGE 3
‘ WORKLOAD BY COURT CALENDAR |
' ' ; Percent Change |
Assignment Judge: HON. MARTIN L. HAINES ; ] _ )
Trial Court Administrator: FRANK W. KIRKLESKI, JR. i 5 Year Added Disposed Added Disposed 5
| f i CIVIL v & v & v v o o o« « « 1981 3,441 3,518 5.1 11.L §
VICINAGE 3 FIG. 1 ‘ s 1980 3,273 3,157 |
POPULATION AND FILINGS CHANGES 197T-1981 f
; . CRIMINAL « & ¢ o ¢ o o « & 1981 1,979 1,784 4.8 -5.1
5 ! : 1980 1,367 1,879 |
POPULATION FILINGS RATIO OF FILINGS 1 ; |
T0_FOPULATION | § MATRIMONIAL . + + . « . . . 1981 3,906 3,668 * 33.6 |
% % P 1980 2,562 2,7Th6 |
1977 1981 Change 1977 1981  Change 1977 1981 ; %
: | GENERAL, EQUITY . . . . . . 1981 502 537 2.9 12.3 ,
. vicinage 3 682,081 726,278 6.5 40,984 56,966  39.0 1:17  1:13 : ; < 1880 i88 78 |
: |
Burlington 362,259 366,483 1.2 20,152 28,572 k1.8 1:18  1:13 : % - JUVENILE & JINS « » » . . . 1981 10,69k 10,493 21.3 15.5 .
Ocean 319,822 359,795 12.5 20,832 28,394  36.3 1:15  1:13 E i 1880 82813 9,085 |
; | DOMESTIC RELATIONS . . . . 1981 5,910 5,986 -9.b ~7.8
The population increase (6.5%) from second for +the ecrininal calendar ! i 1980 6,522 6,492
1977 to 1981 was highest in Vicinage (531). There were 976 total i
3, Burlington and Ocean counties, trials/hearings per equivalent judge, DISTRICT COURT & o o o o 1981 27,573 27,920 4.8 5.3

with Ocean (12.5%) ranking second - fourth highest statewide. Juvenile

among che counties. Total filings ° hearings per equivalent judge (5,887) :

increased by 39.0%, the second ranked first. ! | OTHER & + o o o o o « « » « 1981 436 431 11.5 1.0
highest statewide. The ratio of H i 1980 391 378

 filings to population increased from Vicinage 3 worked on several projects : ;

1:15 in 1977 to 1:13 in 1981. for improved court operation during f H ¥ Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.
the 1980-81 court year: ; I

1980 26,300 26,515

Vicinage 3 had the largest increase

‘ b VICINAGE 3 FIG. 4
in cases added (9.5%) and the third . Liason with the municipal : ? JUDICIAL WORKLOAD
highest increase in dispositions courts ‘ ﬁ
(7.1%) between 1980 and 1981. The « New Justice facility in f . No. of Per Equivalent Judge
higher percentage of cases added com- Burlington County ; ' Equivalent Trials/#
pared to cases disposed, however, . Case tracking for the speedy § Judges Added Disposed Hearings
increased the number of pending cases trial program :
by .8%. . gury systeg :f?iciency | CIVIL o « o o o o 5,71 602.6 616.1 36.4
. Ten percent bai ! :
The criminal calendars showed the CRIMINAL ¢ o o o o o 3.36 589.0 531.0 27.1
greatest increase in cases added :
é§h~8%)£_ The lar%§SP égcreése_ in § MATRIMONIAL . . « . . 3.143 1,138.8  1,069.4 1,018.1
ispositions occurred in the matrimo- ;
ﬁiiiegaléggf;£(33;5%)éheThi§E;ifin?§j VICINAGE 3 FIG. 2 ? j GENERAL EQUITY . . . 1.76 285.2 305.1 38.6
increase matrimonial dispositions. COURT WORKLOAD 1980 1981 % Change i JUVENILE & JINS . . . 0.94 11,376.6 11,162.8 5,887.2
' cases added 49,716 Sk, hu1 9.5 ¥
Total dispositions per equivalent f DOMESTIC RELATIONS . 1.17 5,051.3 ' 5,116.2 L4,257.3
judge (3,056) were the third highest cases disposed 50,730 54,337 71 : i ’
;n _téf _:ﬁ?if- 2}:?§§iti°2§ per change in pending 1,01k 104 | DISTRICT COURT . . .  1.h1 19,555.3  19,801.4 2,107.8
quivalent judge ranked first for the . 3
juvenile calendars (11,163) and pending - 12,753 12,857 -8 | | ALL CALENDARS . . . . 17.78 3,061.9  3,056.1 975.5
102 ! *

s e g sy, e g

Does not include partially tried cases.

with 1979-80 trials/hearings because different data sources were used.
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VICINAGE 4 cCcAMDEN » GLOUCESTER COUNTIES

Assignment Judge:
Trial Court Administrator:

VICINAGE b ' FIG.

HON. I. ¥. DiMARTINO
DOLLIE E. GALLAGHER

POPULATION AND FILINGS CHANGES 1977-1981

POPULATION FILINGS RATIO OF FILINGS
- — “TO POPULATION
% %
1977 1981 Change 1977 1981  Change 1977 1981

vicinage 4

Camden L7k, okl 473,186 -2
Gloucester 194,959 202,641 ,3‘9

There was a 1% population increase
in Vicinage 4, Camden and Gloucester
counties, from 1977 to 198l. Filings
increased by 26.8% and the ratio of
filings to population rose from 1:13
to 1:10 during the same period.

Cases added increased by 6.4%, cases
disposed increased by 2.9%, and
pending cases were reduced by .4%
from 1980 to 1981.

Vicinage 4 disposed of 2,578 cases per
equivalent Jjudge. It ranked fourth
in dispositions per equivalent judge
on three calendars: district court
(21,096), juvenile (7,856), and
criminal (487). This vicinage had
558 +trials/hearings per equivalent
judge with Juvenile hearings (3,359)
ranking fourth in the state.

Vicinage 4 established several major
projects during Ilast year. Camden
County inaugurated a

104

669,003 675,827 1.0

52,411 66,481 26.8 1:13  1:10

39,585 49,383 24.8 1:12  1:10
12,826 17,098 33.3 1:15  1:12

One-Day/One-Trial Jury System in
March 1981, becoming one of the first
counties in the state to have it. It
also developed an arbitration program
in civil cases calling for mandatory,
non-binding arbitration. In addi-
tion, a program of bar panels +to

increase the chance of reaching set-
tlements in civil cases 1is now

operating in the vicinage.

VICINAGE 4 FIG. 2

COURT WORKLOAD 1980 1981 % Change
cases added 58,54k 62,276 6.4
cases disposed 60,587 62,341 2.9
change in pending -2,043 -65

pending 17,645 17,580 ~

e

WORKLOAD BY COURT CALENDAR

CIVIL « v v v 0 v v v w W

CRIMINAL ®© & 8 o o ¢ s 9 @

MATRIMONTAL o & o & o o

GENERAL EQUITY . . « . . .

JUVENILE & JINS o o &« o« . &

DOMESTIC RELATIONS . . . .

DISTRICT COURT &« & o o o &

OTHER ® 3 e & *o o e e & s @

*

VICINAGE 4

No. of
Equivalent

Judges

Year

FIG. 3
VICINAGE 4

Percent Change

FIG. 4

JUDICIAL WORKLOAD

Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.

Per Equivalent Judge

Trials/#¥
Added Disposed Hearings

CIVIL v v v & v . . T.76
CRIMINAL . . . . . . T.40
MATRIMONIAL . . . . . 2.95
GENERAL EQUITY . . . 1.45
JUVENILE & JINS . . . 1.67
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . 1.55
DISTRICT COURT . . . 1.kho

ALL CALENDARS . . . . 24,18

562,2
466.9

1,132.9

269.7

7,928.7
5,300.6

20,708.6

2,575.5

¥ Does not include partially tried cases.
with 1979-80 trials/hearings because different data sources were used.
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549.7
4186.8
1,016.9
307.6
7,856.3
5,228.1
21,095.7

2,578.2

20.2
2k.1
958.3
33.8
3,358.7
2,238.7
865.0
558. 4

Added Disposed Added Dispused
1981 k,363 4,266 3.3 3.7
1980 L, ook 4,11k
1981 3,455 3,602 21.6 18.1
1980 2,842 3,051
1981 3,3k2 3,000 * 27.3
.1980 2,206 2,356
1981 391 LL6 -9.3 T.T
1980 431 hiy
1981 13,241 13,120 3.8 2.0
1980 12,759 12,859
1981 8,216 8,104 14,2 12.7
1980 7,195 7,189
1981 28,992 29,534 1.2 -2.7
1980 28,636 30,364
1981 276 269 10.0 12.1
1980 251 240

A comparison cannot be made




VICINAGE 5 ESSEX COUNTY

Assignment Judge:
Trial Court Administrator:

VICINAGE 5

FIG.

HON. ARTHUR J. BLAKE
WILLIAM W. CARPENTER

POPULATION AND FILINGS CHANGES 1977-1981

POPULATION FILINGS RATIO OF FILINGS
—_— — “TO POPULATION
% %
1977 1981 Change 1977 1981 Change 1977 . 1981

vicinage 5
Essex

847,995 8h2,2LL -7

The population decreased by .7% in
Vicinage 5, Essex County, from 1977
to 1981. There was, however, a 9.1%
increase in total filings. Vicinage 5
has the highest filings to population
ratio, rising from 1:7 in 1977 to 1:6
in 1981.

Essex County had T7.9% more cases
added in 1981 +han 1980. While
dispositions increased 3.3%, +the
pending caseload rose by 1.8%.

The greatest increases in cases added
occurred in +the domestic relations
(30.8%) and criminal (30.4%) calen-
dars. Disposition increases were
highest in general equity (55.6%),
ranking second statewide, and
domestic relations (29.1%), the
highest domestic relations disposi~
tion increase in the state.

Total dispositions per equivalent
judge (3,499) rank first in the state
with domestic relations (11,775) and
matrimonial (1,141) ranking = second
and civil dispositions (772) ranking
third. Vicinage 5 had 1,188
trials/hearings per equivalent judge,

106

122,856 134,091 9.1

1:7 1:6

second highest in the state. The
number of trials/hearings on the
metrimonial (1,125) and domestic
relations calendars (9,568) ranked
second statewide.

Essex County undertook two major
programs during the 1980-81 court
year. One. is an effort to install an
automated case processing and manage-
ment system in the Jjuvenile court,
based on PROMIS/GRAVEL software. The
second is a pilot project to improve
child support enforcement practices,
in which Essex County is one of nine
locations in the nation under study.

VICINAGE 5 FIG. 2

COURT WORKLOAD 1980 1981 % Change
cases added 120,561 130,046 7.9
cases disposed 125,520 129,619 3.3
change in pending -l 959 ka7

pending 23,994 2k, k21 1.8

gt et

FIG. 3
VICINAGE 5
WORKLOAD BY COURT CALENDAR

Percent Change

¥ Does not include partially tried cases.

with 1979-80 trials/hearings because different data sources were used.
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Year Added Disposed Added Disposed
CIVIL 4 4 o o o o « « o « « 1981 7 662 8,208 10.5 9.9
1980 6,935 7,466
CRIMINAL « o & ¢ ¢ o o « 1981 4,526 3,558 30.4 -14.6
1980 3,471 4,168
MATRIMONIAL « & ¢ « « » « o 1981 3,031 2,499 * -7.3
1980 2,398 2,695
GENERAL EQUITY . « « « « & 1981 403 565 -25.5 55.6
1980 541 363
' JUVENILE & JINS . . « « . . 1981 13,486 13,632 13.14 15.4
1980 11,892 11,813
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . « o . 1981 27,760 27,907 30.8 29.1
1980 21,224 21,612
DISTRICT COURT « o o « o o 1981 72,867 72,949 -1.3 5.k
1980 73,818 77,115
OTHER . s @ o . ° ] . LI . 1981 311 301 10'3 )'I"S
1980 282 288
¥ Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.
VICINAGE 5 FIG. L4
JUDICIAL WORKLOAD
No. of Per Equivalent dJudge
Equivalent Trials/*
Judges Added Disposed Hearings'
CIVIL & ¢ « o o o & 10.63 720.8 T772.2 34.3
CRIMINAL « « « « o « 13.07 346.3 272.2 27.6
MATRIMONIAL . + « » « 2.19 1,384.0 1,141.1  1,125.1
GENERAL EQUITY . . . 1.56 258.3 362.2 83.3
JUVENILE & JINS . . . 3.29 4,099.1 4,143.5 2,076.3
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . 2.37 11,713.1 11,775.1 9,56T.9
DISTRICT COURT . .« . 3.93 18,541.2 18,562.1 2,842.5
ALL CALENDARS . . . . 37.04 3,511.0 3,499.4  1,187.9

A comparison cannot be made




VICINAGE 6 HUDSON COUNTY

Assignment Judge:
Trial Court Administrator:

VICINAGE 6

HON. THOMAS S. O'BRIEN
GORI J. CARFORA

FIG. 1

POPULATION AND FILINGS CHAﬁGES 1977-1981

POPULATION
%

1977 1981 Change

FILINGS RATIO OF FILINGS
- ~TO POPULATION

%
1977 1981  Change 1977 1981

vicinage 6
Hudson

Hudson County had a 2.0% population
decrease from 1977 to 1981. Filings
rose by 28.7T% and the ratio of
filings to population increased from
1:12 to 1:9.

There was an 8.2% growth in cases
addded from 1980 to 1981,
Dispositions increased by 6.7% and
pending cases rose by T.3%.

Calendars showing the largest
increases were criminal (33.4%) and
domestic  relations  (32.1%), the
highest growth rate for domestic
relations cases statewide. Increases
in disposed cases were highest in
domestic relations (27.8%), ranking
second in the state, and general
equity (23.3%).

Overall, there were 2,783 disposi-
tions per equivalent Jjudge. Hudson
County ranked first in matrimonial
(1,178) and civil (870) dispositions
per equivalent judge. Vicinage 6
ranked third in total trials/hearings

563,116 551,885 -2.0

46,663 60,058 28.7 1:12  1:9

per equivalent Judge (1,167). It
ranked first on the District Court
(4,622) and matrimonial  (1,126)
calendars and second on the civil
calendar (42.9).

Hudson County's major management pro-
Jject during the past year has been
the speedy trial program. Hudson
County's speedy trial plan focuses on
central  judicial processing  for
indictable complaints at. the munici-
pal court level.

VICINAGE 6 FIG. 2

COURT WORKLOAD 1980 1981 % Change
cases added 53,856 58,294 8.2
cases disposed 53,667 57,273 6.7
change in pending 189 1,021

pending 14,083 15,104 7.3

108

s

!
L
i

FIG. 3
VICINAGE 6

WORKLOAD BY COURT CALENDAR

Percent Change

Year Added Disposed Added Disposgd
CIVIL o o« o o o« o o o o « « 1981 4,682 4,587 5.9 1.2
1980 L, 422 4,53k
CRIMINAL o o « o o o« 2 o & 1981 2,069 1,610 33.4 5.4
1980 1,551 1,527
MATRIMONIAL « o o « « » » » 1981 2,401 2,108 * 15.1
1980 1,746 1,832
GENERAL EQUITY v o« o « o & 1981 250 317 22.0 23.3
1980 205 257
. JUVENILE & JINS . « « « « » 1981 T,TTh 7,079 T.9 -1
1980 7,206 7,071
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . « .« « 1981 6,655 6,516 32.1 27.8
1980 5,039 5,097 '
DISTRICT COURT o &« o & « @ 1981  3k,241 34,937 2.0 5.2
1980 33,555 33,221
OTHER e e e ¢ #» & o 6 ® & @ 1981 132 119 o —7 L4 0
1980 132 128
* Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.
VICINAGE 6 FIG. L
JUDICIAL WORKLOAD
No. of Per Equivalent Judge
Equivalent Trials/¥
Judges Added Disposed Hearings
CIVIL v« ¢ « o o « & 5.27 888.L4 870.4 2.9
CRIMINAL ¢ ¢« o« o o & T.39 280.0 217.9 17.3
MATRIMONIAL « « o » o 1.79 1,391.6 1,177.7 1,125.7
GENERAL EQUITY . . . 0.99 252.5 320.2 80.8
JUVENILE & JINS . . . 1.58 4,920.3 4, 480.4 2,388.6
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . 0.97 6,860.8 6,7L7.5 5,903.1
DISTRICT COURT . . . 2.59 13,220.5 13,489.2 L4,662.4
ALL CALENDARS « « « o 20.58 2,832.6 2,782.9 1,166.7

* Does not include partially tried cases. A comparison cdnnot be made
with 1979-80 trials/hearings because different data sources were used.
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VICINAGE T

VICINAGE 7 HUNTERDON ¢ MERCER « SOMERSET COUNTIES

Assignment'Judgei
Trial Court Administrator:

FIG.

1

HON. SAMUEL D. IENOX, JR.
ROBERT J. REED

POPULATION AND FILINGS CHANGES 1977-1981

POPULATION

%
1977 1981 Change

vicinage T 605,874 600,968 -.8

Hunterdon 82,720 89,125 TT
Mercer 317,159 308,238 -2.8
Somerset 205,995 203,605 -1.2

Vicinage T, Hunterdon, Mercer, and
Somerset counties, had a .8% decrease
in population from 1977 to 1981,
There was a 31.9% increase in filings
and a rise in the ratio of filings to
population from 1:15 in 1977 to 1:12
in 1981.

The cases added between 1980 and 1981
increased by %.5% and dispositions
rose by 5.6%. Reduction in pending
cases (~14.5%) was the second highest
in the state.

The largest growth occurred in the
criminal calendar (25.1%) which also
had the highest dispostion increase
(26.5%). Vicinage T ranked second in
the state on cases added (6.5%) and
first on cases disposed (8.2%) in
district court.

There were 2,792 dispositions per

equivalent Jjudge with general equity

dispositions (379) ranking fourth in

FILINGS RATIO OF FILINGS
I TO POPULATIOR
%

1977 1981  Change 1977 1981

39,492 52,105 31.9 1:15  1:12
3,832 5,467 k2.7 1:22  1:16

25,484 33,171  30.2 1:12  1:9

10,176 13,467 32.3 1:20 1:15
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the state. This vicinage had T6h
total trials/hearings per equivalent
judge with civil (39) and criminal
(35) trials ranking third in the
state. B

The projects carried out in Vicinage
T during the past year include one to
use counselors to mediate
landload/tenant matters and small
claims cases in Mercer County and
improvements in the jury management
system.

ViLINAGE 7 FIG. 2
' courr WORKLOAD 1980 1981 _ % Change
cases added’ 47,206 k9,307 4,5
cases disposed 48,732  51,L483 5.6
change in pending -1,526  -2,176
pending 1&,989 12,813 ~1h4,5

e e o ot g

e v

VA VR

FIiG. 3

VICINAGE T

WORKLOAD BY COURT CALENDAR

Percent Change

111

Does not include partially tried cases.

Year Added Disposed Added Disposed
CIVIL & ¢ + & v v v o o « . 1981 3,046 3,041 5.5 7.2
: 1980 2,886 2,836
CRIMINAL 4 4 ¢ & o« & o o & 1981 2,794 2,492 25.1 26.5
- 1980 2,234 1,970
MATRIMONIAL « ¢« . + « « . . 1981 2,71k 2,900 # 18.9
1980 2,405 2,438
GENERAL EQUITY . o o . . . 1981 337 341 10.9 8.3
: 1980 304 315
"JUVENILE & JINS % . . . . . 1981 8,438 8,604 -.8 -.8
- 1980 8,502 8,670
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . . . . 1981 L, o7 4, hh1 -11.0 -11.7
1980 L, TTh 5,030
DISTRICT COURT v o o o o & 1981 27,268 29,193 6.5 8.2
1980 25,612 26,984
OTHER « + o ¢ & o o & o » o« 1981 463 L71 ~5.3 -3.7
1980 489 489
¥ Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.
VICINAGE 7 FIG. 4
JUDICIAL WORKLOAD
No. of Per Equivalent Judge
Equivalent Trials/*
Judges Added Disposed Hearings
CIVIL v ¢ v« o « o & k.69 649.5 648. 4 39.2
CRIMINAL ¢ « o o & & 5.61 498.0 Lkl 2 34.8
MATRIMONIAL + « « « » 3.28 827.k 884.1 812.8
GENERAL EQUITY . . . 0.90 3Th.b 378,9 23.3
JUVENILE & JINS . . . 1.6k 5,145.1  5,246.3  3,063.k
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . 0.79 5,375.9  5,621.5 4,660.8
DISTRICT COURT . . . 1.53 17,822.2 19,080.% 1,517.0
ALL CALENDARS . . . . 18.4k4 2,673.9 2,791.9 T6k4.3
*

A comparison cannot be made
with 1979-80 trials/hearings because different data sources were used.



TIRDEN T

VICINAGE 8 mMIDDLESEX COUNTY

Assignment Judge:

.

TN

VICINAGE 8

FOPULATION AND FILINGS CHANGES 1977-1981

1

HON. JOHN C. DEMOS
Trial Court Administrator: DR. JAMES S. WINSTON

POPULATION FILINGS RATIO OF FILINGS
— — ~TO POPULATION
% %
1977 1981 Change 1977 1981 Change 1977 1981
vicinage 8 590,394 597,101 1.1 43,180 50,172 16.2 1:14  1:12

Middlesex

The population of Middlesex County
increased 1.1% from 1977 to 1981.
Filings rose by 16.2% and there was
an increase in the filings to popula-
tion ratio from 1:14 in 1977 to 1:12
in 1981.

Vicinage 8 had a 1.1% increase in
cases added and a 4.0% decrease in
cases disposed during the past year.
The pending caseload was reduced by

1.6%.

Cases added to the criminal calendar
(59.7%) was the largest increase in
the vicinage and in the state. The
increase in disposed cases was also
highest for the criminal calendar
(30.4%) followed by civil disposi~
tions (24.2%) which ranked second
state wide.

There were 2,034 dispositions per
equivalent judge. Overall, there
were 676 trials/hearings per equiva-
lent judge. Matrimonial hearings
(1,062) ranked fourth in the state.

Middlesex County pursued several -
major programs for improving court
operations during 1980-81:

. Establishment of a Youth

112

Services Commission to deve-
lop volunteer programs in
Juveniile delinquency matters
in three municipalities;

¢ Several improvements in jury

management, including

a combined juror summons and
guestionnaire, and a plan

for one-step Jjuror summons
and qualification;

an automated juvenile Justice
management informatilon system
for effective case management,
calendar control, )
scheduling, diversion and
automated docketing;

a community relations program
that features orientation and
education -of high school stu-
dents about court systems.

VICINAGE 8 FIG. 2

C_OQR_T WORKLOAD 1980 1981 % Change
cases added 46,652  U4T,160 1.1
cases disposed ko, hk8  u7,ks52 -4.0
change in pending —2,796 -292

pending v 18,399 18,107 -1.6

FIG. 3
VICINAGE 8

WORKLOAD BY COURT CALENDAR

Percent Change

Year Added Disposed Added Disposed

CIVIL & « o o s o o s o o o 1981 6,272 6,232 8.8 24,2
1980 5,763 5,017

CRIMINAL o o o o o o o o » 1981 2,453 2,057 59.7 30.4
1980 1,536 1,578

MATRIMONIAL « o » o « o » o 1981 2,362 2,690 * 12.4
1980 2,193 2,394

GENERAL EQUITY « & ¢ o o & 1981 271 269 -1.8 o4
1980 276 268

JUVENILE & JINS . . « « « . 1981 7,633 7,808 3.0 =5.7
1980 7,417 8,282

DOMESTIC RELATIONS « « + & 1981 4,906 4,913 5.3 4,5
1980 4,660 4,701

DISTRICT COURT + ¢ o o o & 1981 22,935 23,164 't -13.9
1980 24,501 26,905

OTHER « « o o o o« o« o« » « « 1981 323 319 5.6 5.3
1980 306 303

¥ Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.

VICINAGE 8 FIG. 4
JUDICIAL WORKLOAD
No. of Per Equivalent Judge
Equivalent Trials/¥*

Judges Added Disposed Hearings
CIVIL ¢ o v o o« » & 9.50 660.2 656.0 18.3
CRIMINAL & « o o & & 5.60 438.0 367.3 2k.5
MATRIMONIAL « o « o o 2.45 A 964.1 1,098.0 1,062.h4
GENERAL EQUITY . . . 0.8k 322.6 320.2 70.2
JUVENILE & JINS . . . 2.1b 3,569.2  3,648.6 1,916.8
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . 1.12 4,380.4 4,386.6 3,598.2
DISTRICT COURT . . . 1.68 13,651.8 13,788.1 2,770.8
ALL CALENDARS . . » . 23.33 2,012,k 2,033.9 675.5

¥ Does not include partially tried cases.

A comparison cannot be made

with 1979-80 trials/hearings because different data sources were used.
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VICINAGE 9 MONMOUTH COUNTY

Assignment Judge:

Trial Court Administrator:

VICINAGE 9 FIG.

HON. THOMAS F. SHEBELL, JR.,
ROBERT W. EISLER

1

POPULATION AND FILINGS CHANGES 1977-1981

POPULATION FILINGS RATIO OF FILINGS
— — ~TO POPULATION
% %
1977 1981 Change 1977 1981  Change 1977 1981

vicinage 9
Monmouth

holi,823 507,305 + 2.5

Monmouth County's population

increased by 2.5% from 1977 to 1981.
Filings grew by 25.2% and there was
an increase in the filings to ‘popula-

tion ratio from 1:14 in 1977 to 1:12
in 1981,

This vicinage had the third largest
increase in cases added (8.4%) from
1980 to 1981. It ranked first in
disposed cases (11.4%) and pending
caseload reduction (-16.6%).

Largest calendar growth occurred in
civil (33.5%), second highest in the
state, and ceriminal (26.6%).
Increases in disposed cases were
largest in three calendars: civil
(59.8%), ranking first in the state,
matrimonial (32.1%), second in the
state, and domestic relations
(20.1%), ranking third statewide.

Vicinage 9 disposed of 2,789 cases
per -equivalent judge. It ranked
first in general equity dispositions
(529) and second in district court
(22,942) and civil (792) disposi~
tions. Monmouth County had 805
trials/hearings per equivalent Judge

34,431 43,108 +25.2 1:1h 1:12

ranking first in criminal (49) and
fourth in civil (37) trials.

In the 1last year, Monmouth County
reduced its pending caseload turough
active case management, including a
Bar Panel program to review the sta-
tus of pending cases. Other activi-
ties in the vicinage included the
dedication of the East Wing of the
courthouse, the planning of ‘a new
facility for the county law 1i rary,
improvements in criminal and' J&DR
recordkeeping, installation of iddi-
tional computer terminals for com-
puterized case tracking, and
improvements in the bail process and
municipal court staffing.

VICINAGE 9 FIG., 2

COURT WORKLOAD 1980 1981 _ % Change
cases added 37,589 40,746 8.4
cases disposed 39,151 43,619 11.h
change in pending -1,562 -2,873

pending 17,293  1h,k20 -16.6

FIG. 3
VICINAGE 9

WORKLOAD BY CUURT CALENDAR

Percent Change

Year Added Disposed Added Disposed
CIVIL ® o & & 0 e © & & o = 1981 3,716 )4'3508 3305 59‘8
1980 2,783 2,821
CRIMINAL 4 4 « o o o o s & 1981 1,791 1,584 26.6 12.3
1980 1,415 1,410
MATRIMONIAL . & - « « « « o 1981 2,284 2,467 ® 32.1
1980 1,715 1,867
GENERAL EQUITY o « & & & & 1981 343 370 4.9 9.5
: 1980 327 338
JUVENILE & JINS « « ¢ o o » 1981 7,379 7,789 .2 2.9
1980  T,361 7,567
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . . . . 1981 3,417 3,636 8.4 20.1
1980 3,153 3,028
DISTRICT COURT v o o o o o 1981 21,517 22,942 4.8 5.1
1980 20,523 21,821
OTHER & o o o o o « o « o« o 1981 299 323 -h,2 8.0
1980 312 299
* Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.
VICINAGE 9 FIG. 4
JUDICIAL WORKLOAD
No. of Per Equivalent Judge
Equivalent Trials/*
Judges Added Disposed Hearings
CIVIL v ¢ & o o o & 5.69 653.1 792.3 37.4
CRIMINAL + v & o« & & 3.05 587.2 519.3 48.9
MATRIMONIAL . . » » . 2.71 842.8 910.3 756.1
GENERAL EQUITY . . . 0.70 490.0 528.6 37.1
JUVENILE & JINS . . . 1.61 4,583.2 4,837.9 2,628.6
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . 0.88 3,883.0 4,131.8  L4,069.3

DISTRICT COURT . . . 1.00 21,517.0 22,942.0 2,347.0

ALL CALENDARS . + . . 15.6h4 2,605,2 2,788.9 805.4

¥ Does not include partially tried cases. A comparison cannot be made
with 1979-80 trials/hearings because different data sources were used.
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VICINAGE %3 - MORRIS ¢« SUSSEX » WARREN COUNTIES

Assignment Judge

.
.

Trial Court Administrator:

VICINAGE 10 FIG.

HON. ROBERT MUIR, JR.
DAVID P. ANDERSON, JR.

1

POPULATION AND FILINGS CHANGES 1977-1981

-

POPULATION FILINGS RATIO OF FILINGS
TION
% %
1977 1981 Change 1977 1981  Change 1977 1981

vicinage 10

588,058 615,502 L,

Morris 400,149 k410,048 2.
Sussex 105,57k 119,978  13.
Warren 82,335 85,476 3.

Vicinage 10, Morris, Sussex, and

Warren counties had +the State's
second largest population growth
(4.7%) between 1977 and 1981. Sussex
County's increase (13.6%) ranked

first in the state. This vicinage
had the largest increase in the
number of filings (41.5%) during the
last five years. The ratio of
filings to population rose from 1:21
to 1:16.

There was a 4.2% increase in cases
added, a 2.5% increase in disposed

cases, and a 3.9% increase in pending
cases during the past year.

The criminal calendar had the largest
increase in cases added (12.7%)
followed by district court (8.3%)
which ranked first in the state. The
greatest increase in dispositions
occurred in the general equity calen~

dar (52.2%), the third highest in the
state.

There were 2,846 dispositions per
equivalent Jjudge. General equity
dispositions (489) ranked second and
district court (21,248) and Jjuvenile
(8,049) dispositions ranked third.

T

oW
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27,768 39,292  L41.5 1:21  1:16

17,966 25,130 39.9 1:22 1:16
5,983 8,186 36.8 1:18  1:15
3,819 5,976 56.5 1:22  1:1k

There were T15 trials/hearings per
equivalent Judge. Civil (4%) and
general equity (103) trials ranked
first and juvenile (3,461) and
domestic relations (6,768) hearings
ranked third statewide.

Morris County's projects in the past
court year included:

+ Installation of a minicomputer
with PROMIS/GRAVEL software

. Plans for a One-Day/One-Trial
jury system

« Jury call-in procedures

- Employee merit system for
county employees

» Seminar for municipal court

clerks.
VICINAGE 10 i FIG. 2
COURT WORKLOAD 1980 1981 % Change
cases added 34,902 36,360 4.2
cases disposed 35,108 35,971 2.5
change in pending 206 389
pending 9,957 10,3k46 3.9

WORKLOAD BY COURT CALENDAR

CIVIL ¢« o v ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o &
CRIMINAL « « &« ¢ o o o o &
MATRIMONTAL . « o & o & « &
GENERAL EQUITY . « o &+ & &
.JUVENILE & JINS o ¢ ¢ ¢ & &
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . « . &
DISTRICT‘COURT « e e e s

OTHER # e & 3 © e & 3 & e o

*

VICINAGE 10

No. of
Equivalent
Judges

VICINAGE 10

FIG. 3

Percent Change

Year Added Disposed Added Disposed
1981 2,903 2,166 1.7 -18.3
1980 2,954 2,651

1981 1,k17 1,238 12.7 10.9
1980 1,257 1,116

1981 1,951 1,980 % -8.8
1980 2,111 2,172

1981 ko1 L8Y 6.6 52.2
1980 376 318

1981 6,710 6,922 -2, 4 4,0
1980 6,87h 6,658

1981 2,437 2,463 3.5 5.8
1980 2,355 2,329

1981 20,215 20,398 8.3 L2
1980 18,669 19,585

1981 326 320 6.5 k.7
1980 306 279

JUDICTAL WORKLOAD

Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.
FIG. b4

Per Equivalent Judge

Trials/¥
Added Disposed - Hearings

CIVIL v ¢ o o o o & 3.10
CRIMINAL « + « . . & 3.45
MATRIMONIAL + . « + o 2.94
GENERAL EQUITY . . . 0.99
JUVENILE & JINS . . . 0.86
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . 0.3k
DISTRICT COURT . . . 0.96

ALL CALENDARS . . . . 12.64

936.5
410.7
663.6
- hos5.1
7,802.3

7,167.6

21,057.3

2,876.6

* Does not include partially tried cases.
with 1979-80 trials/hearings because different data sources were used.
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698.7
358.8
673.5
488.9
8,048.8
f,ahh.l
21,247.9
2,845.8

43.9
32.5
6616
103.0
3,460.5
6,T6T7.6
1,521.9

T15.3

A comparison cannot be made



VICINAGE 11 PAssAiC COUNTY

Assignment Judge:
Trial Court Administrator:

HON.

PETER CIOLINO

RICHARD M. CENTANNI

VICINAGE 11 FIG. 1

POPULATION AND FILINGS CHANGES 1977-1981

POPULATION

%

1977 1081 Change

vicinage 11 470,899 446,265 5.2

Passaic

Passaic county had a 5.2% population
decrease between 1977 s&nd 1981.
Total filings grew by 34.3% and the
ratio of filings +to population
increased from 1:12 in 1977 to 1:8 in
1981.

This vicinage's workload increased by
T.3% from 1980 to 198l. Disposed
cases increased by 6.7% and the
pending caseload grew by T.T7%.

Increases in cases added were highest
in general equity (40.9%), ranking
first in the state, civil (34.2%),
also ranking first in the state, and
criminal (29.4%). Disposition
increases were highest in general
equity (87.6%), ranking first state-
wide, and criminal (43.4%), second
highest in the state.

Vicinage 11 had 2,557 dispositions per
equivalent judge. Pagsaic County had
865 total trials/ Thearings per
equivalent judge. It ranked second
in criminal (48) and general equity
(84) trials and third in district
court (3,600) trials.
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FILINGS RATIO OF FILINGS
T ATION
%

1977 1981 Change 1977 1981

39,448 52,977  3L.3 1:12  1:8

Passaic County had several signifi-
cant projects in the 1980-81 court
year:

. Jury system improvements

. Service by mail in district
court matters

. Counseling unit for family
crisis cases

« Evening hours in the
Surrogate's Court

« Automation of calendar in the
Juvenile and Domestic
Relations court

. expeditea docketing in
criminal cases.

VICINAGE 11 FIG. 2
COURT WORKLOAD 1980 1981 % Change
cases added k7,982 51,499 7.3
cases disposed h"(,hOS‘ 50,581 6.7
change in pending 579 918

pending 11,963 12,881 T.7

FIG. 3
VICINAGE 11
WORKLOAD BY COURT CALENDAR

Percent Change

Year Added Disposed Added Disposed

CIVIL v &+ & « o &« o & « « «» 1981 4, 242 3,746 34.2 14.6
1980 3,161 3,269
CRIMINAL & o o o o o o « & 1981 1,787 1,610 29.4 43.h
1980 1,381 1,123
MATRIMONIAL « « « o « « « o 1981 1,945 1,763 * 8.4
1980 1,672 1,626
GENERAL EQUITY « « &« « « . 1981 317 409 40.9 87.6
1980 225 218
JUVENILE & JINS « + « « « . 1981 9,357 8,897 8.3 7.1
1980 8,639 8,306
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . . . . 1981 6,025 5,835 -1.0 -2.5
1980 6,086 5,984
DISTRICT COURT .+ o « o o+ & 1981 27,681 28,174 3.8 5.5
1980 26,667 26,712
OTHER « o 2 o o o o o « o« » 1981 145 147 k.0 -10.9
1980 151 165
¥ Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.
VICINAGE 11 FIG. &4
JUDICIAL WORKLOAD
No. of Per Equivalent Judge
Equivalent Trials/*
Judges Added Disposed Hearings
CIVIL v ¢« o « o o & 5.78 733.9 648.1 34.9
CRIMINAL « & > « .« & 7.20 248,2 223.6 47,5
MATRIMONIAL . . . . . 1.82 1,068.7 968.7 936.3
GENERAL EQUITY . . . 1.27 24h9.6 322.0 84.3
JUVENILE & JINS . . . 1.52 6,155.9 5,853.3  3,323.0
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . 0.75 8,033.3 7,780.0  6,037.3
DISTRICT COURT . . . 1.hh 19,222.,9 19,565.3 3,600.0
ALL CALENDARS . . . . 19.78 2,603.6 2,55T.2 865.k
*

Does not include paftially tried cases. A comparison cannot be made
with 1979-80 trials/hearings because different data sources were used.

119



VICINAGE 12 UNION COUNTY

Agsignment Judge:
Trial Court Administrator:

VICINAGE 12 FIG.

HON. V. WILLIAM DiBUONO
JOHN N. MIRI

POPULATION AND FILINGS CHANGES 1977-1981

POPULATION FILINGS RATIO OF FILINGS
“T0 POPULATION
% %
1977 1981 Change 1977 1981  Change 1977 1981

vicinage 12 513,441 500,192 -2.6

Union

Vicinage 12 had a 2.6% decrease in
population during the past five years.
Filings increased by 32.5% and the
filings to population ratio rose from
1:15 to 1:11.

Union County ranked second in the
state for cases added (9.1%) during
the past year. There was an increase
in dispositions of 6.0%, and pending
cases decreased by 1.1%.

Growth was greatest in the criminal
calendar (40.4%), ranking third in
the state, and juvenile (23.3%), the
highest statewide.- Increases in
disposed cases were highest in crimi-
nal (41.1%), third highest in the
state, and general equity (33.7%).
Vicinage 12 ranked first in the state
for disposition increases in post-
conviction relief, appeals, and pro-
bate cases (22.6%).

Union County disposed of 1,983 cases
per equivalent judge. There were 704
total trials/hearings per equivalent
Judge.

In Union County, several projects
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34,895 k6,250 32.5 1:15 1:11

were underway during the 1980-81
court year:

» Evening sessions of the
District Court in small
claims

« Early settlement of negli-
gence cases by means of a bar
panel

. Farly management of civil
cases in Superior Court
before assignment to trial

. Counseling to pro se liti-

" gants in district court

. Bar Panel to review matrimo-
nial cases to narrow con-
tested issues

« Jury system improvements.

FIG. 2
VICINAGE 12

COURT WORKLOAD 1980 1981 % Change
cases added 40,710 Ly kot 9.1
cases disposed k2,017 kk,550 6.0
change in pending -1,307 ~123

pending 11,680 11,557 ~1l.1

WORKLOAD BY COURT CALENDAR

FIG. 3

VICINAGE 12

Percent Change

C IVIL * o & e 2 3 ® ® 2 e =

C RIM INAL L] . - . L] . ® L] L]

MATRIMONIAL « o +v ¢ & &« o @

GENERAL EQUITY . « &+ « o« &

JUVENILE & JINS « ¢ o o o &

DOMESTIC RELATIONS . . « .

DISTRICT COURT « & o o + &

OTHER ® o s o ® 8 & & o 9 »

*

VICINAGE 12

No. of
Equivalent
Judges

Year Added Disposed Added Disposed
1981 2,913 2,858 2.5 -1.3
1980 2,988 2,897

1981 2,039 1,803 ho.h hi.1
1980 1,452 1,278

1981 2,293 2,160 #* 29.7
1980 1,567 1,666

1981 199 234 -2.0 33.7
1980 203 175

1981 7,509 7,703 23.3 6.8
1980 6,088 7,21k .

1981 7,157 7,302 7.6 10.3
1980 6,652 6,620

1981 22,11h 22,284 2.5 1.3
1980 21,576 21,999

1981 203 206 10.3 22.6
1980 184 168

Percent cannot be calculated due to a change in definition.

FIG. L

JUDICIAL WORKLOAD

Per Equivalent Judge

Trials/*
Added Disposed Hearings

CIVIL + v o o o o & 5.95
CRIMINAL . « o « & & T.48
MATRIMONIAL . . . . . 2.38
GENERAL EQUITY . . . 1.06
JUVENILE & JINS . . . 1.73
DOMESTIC RELATIONS . 1.91

DISTRICT COURT . . . 1.96

ALL CALENDARS . . . . 22,47

¥ Does not include partially tried cases.

489.6 . 1480.3 26.6
272.6 24k1.0 25.8
963.4 907.6 885.7
187.7 220.8 33.0

4,340.5 h,§52.6 2,890.2

3,Th7.1 3,823.0 3,547.1

11,282.7 11,369.4 786.7

1,977.2 1,982.6 703.6

A comparison cannot be made

with 1979-80 trials/hearings because different data sources were used.
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JUDICIAL EDUCATION & TRAINING

On appointment and continuing
throughout their tenure, New Jersey
judges and court-support personnel
are encouraged to participate in a
wide wvariety of educational programs
on law and court administration.
These programs have become
increasingly important in recent
years because of the growing volume
of litigation and court administra-
tive responsibilities.

During 1981, a new dimension was
added to the overall education effort
with the broadcast of four one-hour
segments on court programs over New
Jersey Network, the State's four-
channel ©public +television outlet.
Co-produced by New Jersey Network and
the Administrative Office of the
Courts, the programs were aired live
at noontime; guest speakers,
including Chief Justice Robert K.
Wilentz, were featured and viewers
were encouraged to call in with
questions. Topics covered included
court delay reduction, the speedy
trial program, pretrial intervention
and pretrial release and  bail.
Televisions and  telephones were
placed in courthouses throughout the
State so that judges and court per-
sonnel could participate as well as
private citizens tuned to New Jersey
Network. Expanded use of television
is contemplated in the fubture because
of the success of the program as an
efficient means to reach large num-
bers of court personnel inexpensively
and without disrupting normal working
conditions.

Orientation Seminars

Each new Judge appointed +to the
Superior Court, the Juvenile and
Domestic Relations Court, or the
District Court, attends an intensive,
five-day resident orientation
program. Thirty-one newly appointed
judges attended the seminar held in
February, 198l1. ~ The program is
designed to familiarize them with all
aspects of a Jjudge's role. Courses,
taught by experienced judges selected

Preceding page blank

for +their expertise, cover such
diverse topics as judicial demeanor,
judicial ethics, courtroom decorum,
case load management, and delay
reduction. Numerous substantive and
procedural law courses also are
offered in civil, criminal, juvenile,
matrimonial, and probate law.

An orientation seminar for municipal
judges is also conducted annually.
The two-day seminar includes lectures
and panel discussions on topics such
as judicial conduct, limitations and
conflicts, marriages and filiation
cases, bail, identification and
referral of alcoholics, sentencing
and diversion alternatives, courtroom
administration, motor vehicle moving
violations, and probable cause
hearings. A total of 23 municipal
judges attended the 1981 seminar.

Judicial College

The annual 2-1/2 day New Jersey
Judicial College is a major component
of continuing education and is
attended by all judges, except muni-
cipal Jjudges. The event tradi-
tionally includes a report by the
Chief Justice and the Administrative
Director on the state of the
Judiciary. A wide variety of courses
on substantive and procedural law and
techniques and skills used in Jjudging
are offered +to Judges who select
courses based on their interest, for
a total of 12 hours of classroom
instruction. In 1981, a record 20
three-hour courses were offered and
taught by some of New Jersey's and
the nation's most experienced judges,
as well as law professors and
acknowledged experts in law-related
fields. Among the courses offered
were Developments in Civil and
Criminal Law, Learning Disabilities
and Delinquency Relationship, Medical
Malpractice, Child Abuse and Neglect,
and Conduct of a Trial Judge.

Special Programs

In addition to these regularly sche-
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-tatives of the Foster

duled education events, the
Administrative Office of the Courts

also conducts special programs +to
meet specific needs or address
changes in procedures or legislation.
These specialized sessions are held
during non-court hours. Programs in
1981 included a Seminar for Juvenile
and Domestic Court Judges, District
Court Seminar on Small Claims and
Consumer Law, Labor Relations Program
for Assignment Judges, and dJury
Charges. A Management Seminar for
Court Reporters with supervisory
responsibilities, and a program for
Child Placement Review Board members,
judiciary personnel and represen~
Parents
Association were also held. Finally,
a Jury Utilization seminar and a
Microfilm seminar for court support
staff occurred.

The Audio-Video Library oprovides
access, in the form of tapes, to vir-
tually all  judicial education
programs conducted by the
Administrative Office of the Courts,
as well as presentations from around
the country on judicial topics. Its

resources are heavily utilized by
Judiciary personnel.

In-state programs are also supple-
mented by the participation of some
judges in summer sessions of the
National Judicial College, the
National College of Juvenile ‘Justice,
and the American Academy of Judicial
Education. These sessions provide
information about techniques and pro-
cedures that have been developed and
tested in other states, and principal
expenses are paid for by the State
Law Enforcement Planning Agency.
Participating judges also use por-
tions of their wvaction +time to
attend, thus reducing costs.

Judges may also participate in highly
specialized training programs spon-
sored by the American Bar
Association, the Institute of
Judicial Administration/New York
University Program, and the American

"Law Institute. Judges and admi-

nistrative personnel may also attend
evening and Saturday courses at the
Institute for Continuing Legal
Education.
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PROBATION

Probation services are a mjor part
of the work of the New Jersey courts.
Organized at the county level, the 21
Probation departments are each headed
by a chief probation officer who
reports to the Assignment Judge of
the vicinage.

The four major functions of the pro-
bation department are as follows:

« Ainvestigation, to provide reports
‘and data to the courts to aid
decision—making about sentencing,
Juvenile dispositions, bail, child
custody, and the like;

+ BSupervision, to counsel and moni-
tor adult and Juvenile proba-
tioners under the supervision of
the courts;

« collections, to receive and dis-
burse fines, restitution, child
support, alimony, and other
bPayments; and

- diversion, to provide alternatives
to the criminal Justice process in
appropriate cases.

The work of +the county probation
departments is supported by the
Probation Services Division of the
AOC which seeks to monitor and assist
the departments. The AOC carries out
training of probation officers,
research and data collection, and
several special programs to comple-
ment the work of the departments.

In recognition of the important posi-

- tion of probation services in the

Judiciary, +the Supreme Court has
directed that +the 1982 Judicial
Conference be devoted to the subject
of probation. The Conference, held
each year in June, brings together by
invitation a broad spectrum of State
and county officials, legislators,
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members of the Judiciary and the bar,
and private citizens. In 1982 the
Conference will examine the major
issues dinvolved in probation, its
role in the courts and the ecriminal

Justice system, the proper structure
for delivering services, and the
expectations that the public and
Justice system personnel have about
it.

To prepare for the conference, the
Supreme Court has established a
Judicial Conference Planning
Committee. The planning committee
reviewed the recommendations of the
Committee on Efficiency and deter-
mined to study the following: the
pre-dispositional role of probation,
post~disposition guidelines for pla-
cement on probation, child support
and its enforcement, operating stan-
dards and guidelines, community sup-
port and state-level coordination,
and possible unification of the
county probation departments into a
statewide administrative structure.

To ensure broad-based participation
in the examination of probation ser-
vices, an advisory committee was
established in each of the 12 vicina-
ges in the state. Chaired by trial

Judges, these committees were
comprised of probation personnel,
court administrators, criminal

Justice staff, as well as represen-
tatives from  the bar, clergy,
schools, social welfare agencies,
county and municipal government, and
other individuals interested in the
criminal Jjustice system. Position
papers on e¢ach major issue confront-
ing probation, prepared and approved
by the Planning Committee, were
distributed <+to the local advisory
committees for their discussion and
substantive recommendations. This
planning approach, "bottom-up" par-
ticipation and decision-making, has
been designed to permit maximum
involvement of the community in
defining probation services for the
future. At the Judicial Conference




Figure 5
- " ADULT SUPERVISION CASELOAD |
in June, a framework for proba;:lon Figure 2 ; L 1977-1981 .3
services will be developed, based on ; | Probation departments completed |
. . INVESTIGATIONS K ‘ . ‘
ﬁhe '1nput fsrom the comm1tt.ees, and 1961 WORKLOAD : 18,643 "long' form" Superior Court 36,000 |
submitted with recommendations for i reports, an increase of 21.4% over |
action to the Supreme Court. : ’ 1980. The increase in these investi- / f
OTHER : gations is due in a large part to the 34,000 |
INVESTIGATIONS ; implementation of speedy trial /
,t The chart below shows the breakdown Prf\}Lé/sBr?gAﬂoNs CHILD 1 programs. They —also completed I |
| of the workload in probation during - CUSTODY | substantially  more presentence 32,000 ' |
Z.L981. More than 60% of the cases EP?(RTS | reports for municipal courts. |
involved supervision of probationers. ' ' 1} It is hard to calculate workload per ‘
i 30,000 i
— : : . . - . |
| probation officer in the investiga- |
Figura 1 | tion area. For county probation WW
PROBATION WORKLOAD | departments in which an officer is
1981 ; |

ADULT SUPERVISION
47.5%

INVESTIGATIONS
18.8%

SUPERVISED
JUVENILE COLLECT'ONS
SUPERVISION 19.2%

14.4%

JUVENILE
PREDISPOSITION
REPORTS :

22.4%

ADULT
PRESENTENCE
REPORTS

61.3%

Probation departments performed more
investigations in 1981 than in 1980
in all major categories of investiga-
tion. Figure 3 shows the increas- ‘n
investigations over the past year.

Fig. 3

INVESTIGATIONS COMPLETED
1980-81

s

assigned solely to investigations,
however, the monthly average in the
sbtate is either 14 investigations if
the officer works with adults or 12
investigations for an officer working
with Jjuveniles.

ADULT SUPERVISION

The county probation departments'

caseload of adult probationer super-
vision increased by 8.5% last year to
a total of 35,433 active cases at the
end of the court year. Figure U,
below, shows the increased workload.

Fig. &4

ADULT SUPERVISIONS WORKLOAD

976 77 78 79 80 81

The Superior Court criminal cases,
which are generally the most serious
criminal matters, have increased by
21.1% since 1976.

It is difficult to determine the
average statewide adult supervision
caseload per probation officer. In
those offices where the client super-
vision staff does  not conduct
investigations, however, the average
is 109 cases, with a range from 48 to
199 cases per adult supervision
officer.

JUVENILE SUPERVISION

INVESTIGATTIONS iy END oigggmg'f YEAR The number of juvenile supervision
) Long Form 1950 1961 k Change 1 ) cases was stable in 1981 compared to
C . . . . . . ) Superior Court 15,362 18,643  +21.4% f 1980 1981 % Change 1980. Over the last five years, it
tggduci‘:lng- 1nvest.1g§.t?.ons is one of Municipal Court 933 934+ 0.1% i has declined 5.8%
principal activities of the pro- Total 16,295 19,577  +20.1% Superior Court 20,062 21,835 + 8.8%
bation departments. Most investiga- Municipal Court 8,439 9,309  +.0.3%

tions are made to provide information
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‘ Ehort Form

Domestic Relations 4,163 4,289 + 3.0%

Most of +the Juvenile supervision
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f - : Superior Court 459 b38 -~ h.6% 3‘ cases are Juvenile Delinquency cases.
aggis:dutl}? pr f‘i*”ent'.ence reports, to Municipal Court 1,90 2,274  +19.4% 4 Total Adult 32,664 35,433 + 8.59 The delinquency cases inmvolve offen—
decisi © JZI[l &° djcir‘lJf che sentencing fosal 2,363 2:M2  +1h.8% ’3 Supervisions ‘ ses. that would be criminal if com-
ion. n addition, probation | ! == )
personnel prepare juvenile predispo- Juvenile : mitted by an adult. The remainder of
sition reports ang f i o Predisposition 7,974 7,563 -~ 5.2% the Jjuvenile cases are called
tions rigr to bn' lper oiﬁ investiga- Reports Juveniles in Need of Supervision
P , baLL or ovher pretrial . ; Throughout the state, caseloads in (JINS). These cases grow out of
‘release and investigations relatin Bail/ROR 20,422 25,134  +23.1% f % £ f the counties . A -
£ hild . ’ g Investigations ; all but a few o un actions which, 1like truancy or
to Ct} _custody. Finally, some | increased; 18 of the 21 county running away from home, are offenses
tnvestigations concern grand juries, Child Custody 1,643 1,830 +11.4% L | departments supervised more Superior only because they were committed by a
;‘Ic.)rk I'?lease, quvenlle detentlc?n, and Reports | " Court probation cases in 1981 than in Juvenile. The table below shows the
o GE o bus. The. tota]: 1n.l981 Oth 2 6 i 1980. The trend since 1976 in total . change in juvenile supervision cases
was 66,931 completed investigations er 12,150 10,115 -16.7% . - i iow:
? P g ns. Investigations ‘l cases 1s shown below: during the last year.
The work load can be divided as » — | .
follows: “TOTAL 60,847 66,931  +10.0% k
}



Fig. 8
COLLECTIONS

1981
Child Support $122,249, 740
Alimony 5,190,&03
Fines 2,97?,676
Restitutions 2,124,078
Court Costs and Other 93,650
Total $132,630,547

The dollar amounts in all the collec-
tions areas have increased, but the
most substantial rise has been in
restitution payments. The amount paid
in restitutions to victims in 1981
was 28% more than the previous year
and 208% over the level five years
ago.

OPERATING PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Supervising  thousands of proba-
tioners, undertaking +thousands of
investigations, and monitoring the
compliance with court orders in
several areas requires a large
enterprise. The county probation
departments spent $39,397,715 in
fiscal 1981 and employed 2,572 staff
persons (1,765 professional and 807
support staff). The total number of
staff persons has been constant; only
four more persons are employed by
county probation offices than one

year ago.

Training probation staff members is a
major function of +the probation
department of the AOC. In 1981, AOC
courses in probation were attended by
T57 staff persons. They received a
total of 20,189 staff hours of
training.

Highlights of the AOC training this

past court year included a new course
for experienced 1line officers in
recent changes and innovations in
probation, and advanced problem-

solving and analysis techniques. A
specialized two-day seminar trained
probation officers in techniques for
dealing with clients released by
court order from state psychiatric
hospitals. Courses were offered also
in Child Custody Investigations,

‘Management By Objectives, Volunteer

Managers Tralning, and Advanced
Guided Group Interaction. Aided by
the Department of  the Public
Advocate, the Division of Alcoholism,
and the Rutgers University School of
Alcohol Studies, the AOC offered pro-—
bation training courses in Mediation
and Conciliation, Alcohol Training,
and Advanced Alcchol Training.

Training at the county level
decreased by 13.3% last year; 193
persons spent 18,357 hours of
training provided by +the counties.
While the counties doubled the amount
of training offered in counseling,
all other +training (orientation,
substance abuse, management, and
miscéllaneous courses) declined.

The regular ©probation staff is
augmented in 19 of the 21 counties by
volunteers in probation (VIP). ' These
volunteers supplement the work of the
probation officers and establish a
valuable 1link with +the community.
Volunteers usually work one-to-one
with a probationer in counseling. In
addition, some volunteers perform
group counseling and perform admi-
nistrative and training tasks.

The level of =activity in the VIP
programs declined slightly in 1981.
At the end of the year, 2,484 volun-
teers were assigned to cases, 3% less
than the year before. The volunteers
supervised 1,549 cases, about three-
quarters of which were juveniles.

SPECIAL FROJECTS

During the year, +the Probation
Services Division of +the AOC has

operated several mjor  projects

designed to enhance the ability of
probation departments to meet the
demands placed on them, particularly
to improve the management of their
caseloads.

130

¥

Fig. 6

JUVENILE SUPERVISIONS WORKLOAD
END OF COURT YEAR

1980-81

1980 1981 % Change
Juvénile 9,451 9,482  +0.3%
Delinguency
JINS 1,372 1,316 -L.1%
TOTAL 10,823 10,798 -0.2%

Over the last five years, the total
Juvenile caseload has been remarkably
stable, but the JINS caseload has
declined by 14%. This trend may be
due to the greater use of other

diversion programs, the larger number
of volunteers-in-probation cases, and
the greater reliance on crisis inter-
vention centers in the community.

Reports on caseloads for probation
officers vary widely around the state
for juvenile supervision, as they do
for adult supervision. The average,
however, is significantly smaller for
juvenile supervision. For probation
officers who devote full time +to
supervision as distinct from investi-
gations, the average caseload is 66
cases, well under the 109 cases
reported for officers with adult
cases.

RESULTS OF SUPERVISION

In recent years, courts and probation
departments have tried to measure the
accomplishments of the supervision of
probationers. As a measurement of
performance of the probation depart-
ments, data is now being gathered
based on the manner of discharge from
probation. Six categories of
discharge have been devised. Of the
six, two categories may be considered
"successful." They are
"Discharge-Completed term" and
"Discharge - Other" (primarily early
terminations before the original term
of probation expired). Three are
"unsuccessful": "Discharge -

Violation of Probation," "Discharge -
New Offense," and '"Discharge -
Absconder" (a  probationer  whose
whereabouts are unknown). The sixth
category ("Deceased") is not included
in this calculation.

The following table shows the results
of terminated cases of supervision in

1981:

Fig. T

DISCHARGES FROM SUPERVISION
1981

Total
Successful Unsuccessful Deceased Discharged

Adult 1b,548 (82.2%) 3,154 (17.8%) 160 17,862
Juvenile 7,678 (B88.5%) 996 {11.5%) 15 8,689

Total 22,226 (84.3%) L,150 (15.7%) 175 26,551

Clearly the great majority of proba-
tioners successfully met their terms
of probation and were not convicted
of another offense while under super-
vision. It is important to note,
however, +that +the categories of
discharge have been set up without
formal, rigorous definitions or
guidelines statewide. As a result,
there may be some variance among the
categories from county to county.

SUPERVISED COLLECTIONS

The Probation department collections
cases fell into five main categories:
child support and alimony payments,
fines, court costs, and restitution
payments to victims. ’

At the end of the court year, the
probation departments had a total of
7,855 collection cases, 5.2% more
than in 1980 and 79.7% over the case
load in 1976.

The funds collected, excluding child
support payments, totaled $10,287,156
in 1981. A breakdown of all collec-
tions follows:
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The first such project is the
Objectives-Based Case Management pro-

ject (OBCM). Under +this project,
funded primarily by +the National
Institute of Corrections, eight coun-
ties are developing operational
goals for supervising probationers.
With established goals, the county
departments can balance the resour-
ces, the needs of the clients, and
the goals to build a case management
system. The case management system
will be focused on the particular
needs of the county but will provide
consistency in supervision. services
statewide. The eight counties
involved are Atlantic, Burlington,

Camden, Cape May, Gloucester,
Middlesex, Morris, and Union.

The OBCM project is complemented by a
Probation Management Information
System project (PMIS). PMIS will
help county departments to implement

computerized systems for case
tracking and menagement of both adult
and Jjuvenile supervision. With

better and more timely data on cases,
the departments will be. able to
improve their supervision services.
PMIS will also improve the ability to
research the effect of certain proba-
tion services on the probationers and
the community.

Also working with +the National
Institute of Corrections, the AOC
will build on these two projects to
construct a model project for classi-
fication in probation. The effort
here is to develop a mechanism for
case planning, classification of pro-
bation cases, and a weighted work
load system for the effective use of
the probation department staff. This

project is beginning in four coun-

ties.

The final special project currently
underway is the continuation of the
Presentence Research project. This
project has developed a revised for-
mat for adult presentence reports.
Evaluation showed that the report
was more flexible and more helpful to

the courts, especially at the munici-
pal court level, and that its com-
pilation was less time~consuming than
the earlier report form.

In the process of developing and eva-
luating +the report form, the AOC
developed a mechanism for evaluating
report quality and efficiency in
using investigative data. As a

result, the project produced several
other recommendations concerning pre-
senvence research. The Supreme Court
is now vreviewing +these recommen-
dations.

The probation department of
Burlington, Camden, Gloucester and
Salem counties are currently
operating an Adult Community Service
project as a Jjoint venture. Funded
by a grant from the L.E.A.A., the
program is staffed by probation offi-
cers in each of the four departments.
Working with approximately 235 non-
profit agencies in the four counties,
the staff provide a sentencing option
to the court for use with certain
non-violent offenders. Those offen-
ders sentenced to Community Service
must complete a specified number of
hours of service as a condition of
their sentence. To date, 750 offen-
ders placed on probation have par-
ticipated in the program and only 6
have failed to complete  their
required service. i
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PRETRIAL PROGRAMS

Programs of pretrial services and
pretrial intervention received spe-
cial attention during the last year.
The attention to pretrial services
was especially important because of
the severe Jjail overcrowding
situation; effective pretrial
programs and good bail procedures
would help to relieve some of the
jail overcrowding. To meet these
urgent and yet sometimes conflicting
needs, the Pretrial Services Unit was
very active in the following areas:

« bail reform

. relief of jall overcrowding

+ alternatives to prosecution

. restitution and community service
programs

. neighborhood dispute settlement

. Treatment Alternatives to Street
Crime (TASC)

Pretrial programs are designed to
provide alternatives within the cri-
minal Jjustice system. These alter-
natives, when applied early in the
processing of criminal cases, improve
the operation of the system by
offering diverse means of handling
the thousands of criminal matters
that arise each year and permit
selected defendants to obtain non-
criminal disposition of their cases
where approprinte. The non-criminal
dispositions  emphasize  treatment,
counseling, restitution to victims,
and community service. They are
applied in selected non-serious cri-
minal matters. Combined with an
effective bail program, they focus

" the main resources of the system on

the most serious cases.

In December 1980, the Chief Justice
appointed the Supreme Court Committee
on Pretrial Intervention to review
the issues involved in pretrial ser-
vices and recommend changes. The com-
mittee, composed of Jjudges, lawyers,
prosecutors, program directors, and
counselors, examined eligibility cri-
teria, delay resulting from program
participation, administration ~ and
staffing questions, treatment stan-
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dards, and other issues involved in
intervention and diversion. The
report, issued in June 1981, includes
19 recommendations for expanded cri-
teria for pretrial intervention eli-
gibility, clearer guidelines for
maintaining confidentiality of
records, and tightened -admission
standards for serious offenses.

Pretrial services in New Jersey are
vital to the effective functioning of
the criminal justice system. As the
Jjail overcrowding ©problem becomes
more and more acute, and as the
Speedy Trial program develops, it is
imperative to evaluate criminal
defendants for diversion from the
adjudication process and still have
available strong programs to deal
effectively with them.

JATL OVERCROWDING

The most visible portion of the work
of the Pretrial Unit involves the
statewide program of jail overcrovwd-
ing. During the year, both state and
local Jjails became more overcrowded;
by January 1981, county jail popula-
tions were nearing the rated capaci-
ties of the facilities. The Bail
Unit worked successfully to expedite
the process for pretrial release,

~ without relaxing the standards, with

the result that during the first 6
months of 1981 the number of priso-
ners awaiting +trial declined while
the number of sentenced prisoners
continued to grow. Throughout the
rest of 1981, the total population in
the county Jjails met and exceeded
stated capacity, largely because of
an increase in the number of state
prisoners being held. On September
1, 1981, the county Jjail population
stood at 5,418, or 104% of capacity,
and by PFebruary 1, 1982, it was
6,245, or 120% of capacity.

In late 1981, +the Administrative
Office of the Courts began to compile
weekly reports for monitoring and
management of Jjail population at both
the county and state levels. These




reports have shown continuing
increases in county jail population,
nov running at about 3% per month.

BATL REFORM

One of the ways in which the Bail
Unit worked to reduce the Jail popu-
lation of pretrial detainees was to
encourage the use of the 10% bail
option. Under 10% bail, accused per-
'sons  admitted to bail may get
pretrial release by posting 10% of
the bail. Some vicinages had used
10% bail for more than nine years.
Based on the results of those
programs, the Chief Justice urged all
vicinages to adopt a 10% Ybail
program. As of January 1982, all
counties use 10% bail.

In a related effort, the Superior
Court found ways +to obtain more
quickly the information it needs +to
review bail decisions. County bail
units can gather additional infor-
mation about a defendant after an
initial ©bail decision is made 1in
municipal court. This information
allows the Superior Court to make
more appropriate pretrial release and
bail conditions and prevent extended
pbretrial jailing.

In addition, an experimental program
begun in Essex and Passaic counties
rermits municipal judges to exercise
greater authority in setting bail in
all cases except those involving
murder, kidnapping, manslaughter,
first degree robbery, or a person
held for extradition. Under the
experiment defendants have bail set
earlier and in many instances do not
incur a period of pretrial detention
in the county jail.

ALTERNATIVES TO PROSECUTION
Pretrial Intervention

The principal effort at pretrial
intervention (PTI) is designed to
relieve the criminal justice system
of cases in which prosecution would
be ineffective, unwarranted, or coun-
terproductive. A defendant who suc-
cessfully participates in a PTI
program_ will Tbenefit by having
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criminal charges dismissed. PTT
encourages rehabilitation of the

defendant and assists prosecutors in
handling the large volume of criminal
cases.

When a defendant applies for the PTI
program, the local program director
evaluates the application and deter-
mines vwhether rehabilitative or
supervised release might correct the
behavior which caused the criminal
complaint. Most defendants with
prior criminal records, and most
defendants accused of serious or
violent offenses, are excluded from
eligibility in PTI.

In 1981, the number of defendants
seeking enrollment in PTI increased
by more than 28% to the highest it
has been in the 11 years of the
program. This increase is due
largely to modification in the appli-
cation process and a reduction in
early screening by defense counsel.

The following table shows the rate of

applications, acceptances, and rejec—-

tions since 1977. The significant
increase in rejections in 1981 is a
result of the overall increase in
application filings during the year.

Fig. 1
ENROLLMENT OF PERSONS IN PTI
1977-1981#

Applications
Year Filed Enrollments Rejections
1977 16,328 4,078 9,308
1978 © 16,940 5,421 11,544
1979 15,703 6,620 10,769
1980 13,479 3,711 9,4h2
1981 17,297 3,918 13,460

* Note: The number of enrolled and rejected
do not add up to the number of applications
filed because of the applications that were
pending at the beginning and the end of the

court year and because of cases dismissed or

terminated while applications were pending.

Applicants who are rejected receive a
statement of the reasons for the
action. Defendants may request a
review of the rejection, %but to
obtain reversal they must show that
the action was arbitrary and capri-
cious. Last year 14% (1,840) of the
defendants whose applications were

rejected sought review; 11% of those
(about 200) were later successful in
being admitted t> a PTI program.

The PTI programs assist in disposing
of many cases in the Superior Court.
Over 3,400 criminal cases disposed in
the last year can be directly attri-
buted to PTI. The following table

shows that those dispositions account
for 34% of +the criminal cases
dismissed without +trial during the
year.

Fig. 2

DISMISSALS ATTRIBUTED TO PI'I
(Indictable Cases)
1978-1981

Total Dismissals
Without Trial
Entered in Law

PTI Division Attributable
Year Dismissals (# Persons) to PTL
1978 3,307 9,948 33.2%
1979 3,925 11,056 35.5%
1980 3,196 9,973 32.1%
1981 3,452 10,161 34.0%
Community Service and Victim
Restitution

Community service or restitution
programs have been developed as part
of a pretrial intervention program.
They are designed to encourage resti-

tution to victims and/or community

service work as part of an alter-
native to prosecution. The emphasis
is on rehabilitation of the defendant
and on making a positive contribution
to the victim and the community.

Six counties pursued projects in 1981
for restitution to victims and for
community service. Middlesex County
began a project in 1979, and five
other counties (Camden, Essex, Mercer,
Ocean, and Union) began programs in

1981,

In the six sites, 459 persons par-
ticipated in the program during 1981.
The U459 were selected from 1,453
defendants who were considered for
the program. Slightly more than half
the defendants paid restitution, the
rest were active in a community ser-
vice project, and seven did both.
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Pretrial restitution agreements in
1981 totaled $234,882. Yor the com-
munity service projects, 167 com~
munity agencies indicated they were
willing to serve as placement sites.
Some of the projects performed for
the community follow:

—-assist the Essex County probation
department in graphics design for
posters and brochures;

—-improve a playground and fire house
in Ocean County;

--work on a youth "Hotline Service"
in Union County.

Neighborhood and Family Dispute
Program

New Jersey has been active for over a
decade 1in developing programs for
diverting minor family and neighbor-
hood disputes from the courts and
into mediation and conciliation
forums for resolution. There are now
13 active programs in the state.
These programs handled 6,139 disputes
during the year and reported success
in 85%. These successful programs
have helped to relieve the courts of
thousands of non-serious matters,
while the persons involved in the

.disputes, for whom they are neither

small nor non-serious, receive the
dispute resolution service. to which
they are entitled.

County-wide dispute resolution
programs now operate 1in Bergen,
Middlesex, Hudson, and Mercer
Counties. In addition, <there are

municipal-based programs in
Bridgeton, Orange, East  Orange,
Milville, Newark, - Willingboro,
Vineland, Bloomfield, and Montclair.
Of the 13 programs, several can be
quickly described.

The Essex County Bar Association runs
the Bloomfield and Montclair programs.
They wuse volunteer attorneys as
mediators, working in evenings when
court is in session. From March to
September 1981, the project processed
T9 cases and held mediation sessions
in 43, Of +the 43, 96% reached
mediation agreements.
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The Mercer County project began
mediating small claims and landlord-
tenant disputes in October 1981.
Since then, 174k cases were mediated
and 133 (76%) had  successful

- agreements.

The first county-wide program in New
Jersey for resolving disputes by
mediation and conciliation was in
Middlesex County, begun in 1976. The

program was evaluated by the State,

Law  Enforcement Planning Agency
(SLEPA) in December 1980. The .eva-
luation found that the program was
delivering an excellent service, well
suited to the resolution of disputes
with a close personal ,relationship
involved. Of the 262 matters exa-
mined in detail, 45% involved neigh-
bors, 37% involved relatives, 12%
between landlords and tenants, and 6%
between friends. The evaluation pro-
duced the following b?eakdown by
category of dispute:

Fig. 3

MIDDLESEX COUNTY CONCILIATION PROGRAM
CATEGORIES OF DISPUTES

Assault and battery 91 -35%
Obstruct, hinder and molest 8k 32%
Destruction of property 30 11%
Harassment 12 5%
Complaints about noise 12 5%
Larcency 11 4%
Annoying telephone calls 9 3%
Animal complaints 7 3%
Trespassing 3 1%
Criminal mischief 3 1%
Total 262 100%
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The final element of the Pretrial
Services Unit is +the Treatment
Alternavive to Street Crime project
(TASC). TASC is designed to reduce
the volume of drug and alcohol abuse-
related crimes by identifying the
substance-abusing offender and pro-
viding treatment as an alternative to
the normal criminal justice process.
TASC endeavors to make maximum use of
community resources for the alcohol
or drug-abuser. Once a defendant is
identified as bhaving a substance-
abuse problem, he or she is evaluated

and, if eligible and if  they
volunteer, placed in treatment
programs. Their progress is +then

monitored by TASC and reported to the
proper office in the criminal justice
system.

The TASC staff works directly with
existing PTI programs and probation
departments. They are coordinated by
a unit in the Administrative Office
of the Courts.

In this first year, much of the work
involved establishing the project,
selecting the 11 counties for imple~
mentation, setting wup the local
programs, and training the personnel.

During the first 11 months of the
program, 1,004 offenders enrolled in
the program. Most of the +treatment
Programs will last for six months to
one year in it. At the end of the

"year, 176 individuals had success~

fully completed the program and 624
were still actively involved in it.

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

The Child Support Enforcement Program
helps to provide financial support
for almost 250,000 children ih New
Jersey, or about one of every eight
children in the State. The program
collects funds from absentee parents
to reimburse counties for payments
made by public welfare, and over
66,000 families not on public welfare

depend on the program to help them’

avold the welfare roll.

The goal of the program is to enforce
child support payments from absentee
parents. Ensuring these payments has
two benefits: one is to stabilize
income in non-welfare families with
an absent parent in order to avoid
welfare, and the other is to reduce
the welfare burden on counties for
families already receiving public
assistance.

In 1981, the Child Support Enforce-
ment Program collected $124,432,551
from absentee parents. This amount is
10% higher than the amount collected
a year earlier. Of the total, over
$92 million went directly to families
not on welfare, and $31.9 million
went to county welfare boards as
reimbursement for welfare payments.
The table below shows this change in
1981 from the year before.

Fig, 1
COLLECTIONS & DISTRIBUTIONS
1980-1981
1980 1981 % Change

Total $113,088,750  $124,432,551  +10.0%
Collections
Not on $84,929, 884 $92,472,972  + 8.9%
Welfare

Reimbursement $28,158,866 $31,959,419  +13.5%

New Jersey's courts have been a fore-
runner in child support enforcement.
For 40 years, wunder authorized
legislation, the courts have worked
to compel financial support from
absent parents. In recent years, the
federal government has

involved in the same program.

become -
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Enacted in 1975 as _an amendment to
the Social SBecurity Act, Title IV-D
provides reimbursement to the states
for their efforts in the enforcement
of child support. The program has
lowered welfare costs which otherwise
would be borne by the taxpayers. The
federal governmment now reimburses T5%
of the costs of the Child Support
Enforcement Program, and it also pro-
vides an incentive payment of 15% of
the amounts collected to reimburse
welfare payments. As a result, this
Program operates at very little cost
to the State.

In running this program, the
Judiciary is jointly responsible with
state and local welfare agencies. At
the county level, the Matrimonial and
the Juvenile and Domestic Relations
courts work with the county probation
department and the county welfare
agency. These activities are sup-
ported by State level coordination
and administered by both the
Administrative Office of +the Courts
and the New Jersey Division of Public
Welfare, The Administrative Office
of the Courts, through its probation
unit, facilitates the processing of
child support enforcement cases in
the courts. It also monitors the
program to ensure compliance with
federal regulation and to arrange for
the federal reimbursement.

In the 1981 court year, the case load
of the Child Support Enforcement
Program increased by 8%. It helped
to enforce child support in 140,982
cases (a ‘total of about 250,000

~children), compared to 130,998 +the

year before. The case load includes
127,963 children receiving public
welfare assistance for whom the
enforcement program provided some
reimbursement of welfare costs.

The $124,432,551 collected in 1981
represents not only a 10% increase
over $113,088,750 collected the year
before, but a U46% increase over
collections in 1977. The average

i
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amount collected per case in 1981 was
$900.27, or $37 per case more than in
1980. The graph below shows amounts
collected from 1977 to 1981.

Figure 2
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To achieve these collections, +the
State spent 16,489,121, of which the
federal government reimbursed
$16,180,056, offsetting the cost of
the total . program (welfare and
non-welfare) by 98%. The increase in
expenses in 1981 over 1980 was $2
million, or 1L.1%. The graph below
shows the trend over the last five
years.

Finally, Figure 4 presents similar
data for welfare cases only. This
graph shows that in welfare cases, as
in total support efforts, the enforce-
ment program is bringing in substan-
tial funds from absent parents at a

low cost, and the state and counties

recelve reimbursements from  the
federal government which offset the
expenses. Considering welfare cases
only, the amount of reimbursements
and incentives exceeded the expen-—
ditures in 1981 as in past years.
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Figure 3
EXPENDITURES & REIMBURSEMENTS
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New Projects

The Child Support Enforcement Program
developed several projects over the
last year to increase its enforcem .t
effectiveness. The projects have
examined both the administration of
the program and new techniques for
enforcement.

A management task force, comprised of
AOC staff and county probation per-
sonnel, conducted management studies
in Ocean, Atlantic, and Cape May
Counties to improve work flow and

establish cost effective management
systems.

The management task force has also
developed a plan to prioritize cases

-for child support enforcement. The

local probation office will give
greater attention +o those cases
having +the highest potential for
collection. In Hudson and Essex
counties, vhere such a program has
been implemented, support payment

collections have increased signifi-
cantly.

SR

Figure 4

CHILD SUPPORT IN WELFARE CASES
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In addition, the AOC is working with
the Department of Public Welfare to
develop procedures to automate the
support payment enforcement program.
Once  implemented, computerization

should be able to provide more.

accurate and +timely data on child
support and the enforcement program

should be.able to monitor a greater.

number of cases.

Another new project for collecting
child support involves federal and
state tax refunds. In accordance

980 1981

with legislation passed by Dboth
Congress and the New  Jersey
Legislature, the State may apply to
the Internal Revenue Service and the
state Treasury Department for
delinquent public assistance child
support accounts to be deducted from
any tax refunds or rebates. The pro-
bation departments submitted L4, 619
welfare cases (62% of the total) to
the IRS and the New Jersey offset
prograim. The vresults of this
enforcement tool will be known in

1982,
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PROFESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

The Supreme Court has constitutional
responsibility for the integrity of
the legal profession and  the
Judiciary. It exercises this respon-
sibility through a number of offices,
including the .Division of Ethics and
Professional Services (DEPS) in the
Administrative Office of the Courts.
The division Thandles complaints,
inquiries from  attorneys about
ethics, Client Security Fund matters,
and fee disputes. It also conducts
staff work in matters relating to
Judicial conduct. The increased work
of this division is a recognition not
only of the growing number of attor-
neys in New Jersey but also of rising
public demands for high ethical stan-
dards and accountability.

The decade of the seventies produced
a very large increase in the attorney
population in New Jersey. In 1969
there were 10,348 members of the bar
admitted to practice. That figure

Figure 1
ATTORNEY POPULATION
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more than doubled by the end of
calendar year 1980 when the total
attorney population reached 21,7L48.

ADMISSION TO THE BAR

Lawyers are admitted to the bvar of
New Jersey only after taking a bar
examination. The New Jersey examina-
tion is given in February and July to
coincide with +the national admi-
nistration of +the Multistate Bar
Examinatione. The essay examination
is prepared and graded by the Board
of Bar Examiners and administered by
the Clerk of +the Supreme Court
serving in his capacity as Secretary
to the Board and his staff.

Performance on the bar examinations
has continued to improve over the
1979 results that were the poorest
since 1962. The February passing
rate increased from 51% in 1980 %o
53% in 1981. The July rate improved
from 61% in 1980 to 67% in 1981.
Figure 2

BAR EXAMINATION PASSAGE RATE
FEBRUARY, JULY 1976-1981

80% : T
- = February

\ — July
70 ‘
60
\ \
\

50 N \ /ﬁ” -
"1-*\ '\/7
N A
N |/
40 \V
] e W NVl 2 Vs Y

0
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 4981

R ——

I‘m?«‘:."?f—-

.

i P P P e e e b A . . .
r««rwf\/~r*1f~/*v'\/}ﬁ:ﬁ*wT\f]vﬁw Passing rates for summer examinations
have always been higher than winter

0 i
1970 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 8% rates because the majority of law

Preceding page blank | 14

P




students graduvate in June and more
individuals who were unsuccessful on
a prior bar examination +take the
winter examination. The likelihood
of passing declines the more often
the examination is taken.

New Jersey law school graduates con-
tinue to perform better on the bar
examination than those educated in
other jurisdictions.

The Supreme Court's Committee to
Evaluate Bar Admission Requirements
reported to the Court in 1981. Based
on this report the Court adopted
significant changes in the bar exami-
nation. Commencing with the February
1982 bar examination, each candidate
will now have to pass both the
multistate bar examination and the
New Jersey essay questions. The
scoring of the essay will be greatly
simplified. The questions will be
shortened and the design of the
questions will be more varied.

The Board of Bar Examiners has been
granted permission to use consultants
to aid +them in maintaining the
integrity of the %bar examination.
The February and July 1982 examina-
tions will be closely monitored for
fairness and effectiveness.

All candidates for admission to the
bar will have to complete the skills
and methods course before admission;
they will have to complete the Multi-
state Professional  Responsibility
Examination successfully or submit
evidence of the satisfactory comple-
tion of a law school course in legal
ethics. The Supreme Court has man-
dated a review of the skills course
to increase its effectiveness.

TRIAL ATTORNEY CERTIFICATION

The goals of the trial attorney cer-
tification program are to improve the
quality of +trial advocacy and to
inform the consumer about those mem-
bers of the bar who have achieved a
certain Jlevel of skill, knowledge,
and experience in trial represen-
tation.
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The Board, appointed in 1979, deve-
loped program regulations and began
accepting applications in late 1980.
A total of 415 attorneys were found
to be eligible to take the separate

criminal and c¢ivil examinations,

based on their applications. The
lh-page application requests, for
example, references from members of
the bar who can attest to the
applicant’'s skill as a trial advo-
cate, detailed information on 10
cases tried, courses in trial prac-
tice or programs taken or taught
within three years of the application
date, and speeches, published
articles and professional committee
work in the trial advocacy area.

A total of 389 took the examinations,
89 in criminal and 300 in civil, in
September 1981. Of that total, 89%
received certification. In future
years, the examinations will be con-
ducted each September.

The Supreme Court announced that it
has accepted the recommendations of
the Board of Trial Attorney Certifi-
cation and certified the first group
of 81 criminal and 265 civil trial
attorneys practicing in New Jersey.
Board certification is for seven
years, after which the attorney must
seek recertification.

ATTORNEY DISCIPLINE

Just as the number of attorneys has
increased in the last decade, so has
the number of complaints, investiga-
tions, and inquiries concerned with
the Supreme Court's supervision of
the practice of law and the conduct
of the judiciary. The number of mat-
ters filed over the last two calendar
Years is shown in Figure 3. Overall,

it shows a 14.6% increase in cases in

1981 over 1980. ‘

DISTRICT COMMITTEES AND DISCIPLINARY
REVIEW BOARD

Over the last few years, the Supreme
Court and the DEPS have considerably
changed the structure for monitoring

" the practice of law in the state and

Fig. 3
NEW FILINGS
1980-1981
1980 1981 % CHANGE
Ethics Complaints 1026 1235 + 20.4%
Fee Disputes 660 760 + 15.2%
Disciplinary Review 229 287 + 25.3%
Board Cases
Advisory Committee on Professional
Ethics Inquiries 67 Ly - 34.3%
Unauthorized Practice
of Law Investigations 51 69 + 35.3%
Clients' Security Fund Claims 172 132 - 23.3%
Advisory Committee on Judicial
Conduct Complaints T7 88 + 14.3%
Total Matters Filed 2282 2615 + 1k.6%

handling complaints against lawyers.
In 1978 and 1979 a distriet ethics
committee and fee arbitration commit-
tee were established in each wvici-
nage. These committees, composed of
volunteer lawyers and laypersons
appointed by the Supreme Court,
review all complaints against lawyers
in the vicinage. The AOC provides
the committees with administrative,
auditing, and prosecutorial assist-
ance. The statewide Disciplinary
Review Board (DRB), whose members
consist of retired Jjudges, lawyers,
and laypersons appointed by the
Supreme Court, reviews recommen—
dations of the ethics committees in
serious cases and also determines
appeals from decisions of 1local
ethics committees. The AOC is staff
to the Board. Since its creation in
1978, the Supveme Court has accepted
nearly 80% of the Board's recommen-—
dations for disciplinary action.
Additionally, +the Court has in
several instances imposed more severe

discipline than that recommended by

the Board.
RANDOM AUDIT PROGRAM

During the past year, the AOC imple-

mented a Random Audit Compliance !

Program.

Financed Ly the Clients'
Security Fund, the Program employs

two full-time auditors, and clerical
staff, The program involves the
periodic review of business and trust
account records that all attorneys
are required to maintain  when
handling clients' funds in accordance
with Supreme Court Rule. New Jersey
thus becomes one of only three states
in the nation to undertake a full-
time compliance program to insure
that lawyers are fully aware of and
comply with stringent recordkeeping
requirements imposed by the Court.
These requirements include detailed
records of receipts and disbur-
sements, bank statements, cancelled
checks, and appropriate identifying
information +that would enable an
auditor to trace transactions.
Additionally, attorneys are also
required to maintain a separate
ledger page for each trust client so
that the exact status of a matter can
be easily determined. The principal
objective of the program 1s super-
visory and educational, not punitive,
and iz designed to aild the attorney
in acquiring better methods in office
accounting procedures. Practitioners
are randomly selected and audits are
being mede on a county to county
basis. Counties in which audits were
completed during this past court year
were Burlington, Morris, Ocean, and
Somersat.
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CLIENTS' SECURITY FUND

The Clients' Security Fund, which is
administered through the AOC, con-
tinued the important work of dealing
with claims against the small number
of attorneys who have appropriated
clients' funds to their use.
Established in 1969, the Fund paid
its three millionth dollar in 1980.
After reaching the highest number of
claims filed in 1980, +the Clients'
Security Fund had a decrease in 1981,
but the level of filings was still
above the 99 claims in 1979.

Fig. &4

CLIENTS' SECURITY FUND

%
1980 1981 change
Claims filed 172 132 -23.3%
Claims paid 83 84 +1.2%
Amount paid  $490,954 $4b1,804 -10.0%

SUPREME COURT COMMITTEES

The Unauthorized Practice of Law
Committee, also staffed by the AOC,
continued its efforts to assure that
legal services in this state are per-
formed by qualified practitioners

with the consequent benefit and pro-~
tection to +the consumers of legal
services., Likewise, the Advisory
Committee on Professional Ethics con-
tinued its funection of offering
guidance to New Jersey practitioners
on difficult ethical Qquestions con-
cerning the practice of law.

The Division of FEthics and Profess~
ional Services of the AOC also acts
as staff for the efforts to ensure

144

prompt resolution of complaints
against Judges. The  Advisory
Committee on Judicial Conduct con-
tinued its work in monitoring the
ethical conduct of New Jersey's judi-
ciary. Letters of guidance or admoni-
tion were issued to nine judges in
calendar year 1980, but no present-
ment of unethical conduct was filed
against a judge during the year.

The members of the Judicial
Performance Committee continued the
difficult job of designing a compre-
hensive ©program +to improve the
quality and level of performance of
members of the New Jersey judiciary.
The Committee continued to meet with
noted experts from around the country
in order +to determine +the Dbest
methods of assuring effective judi-
cial performance. This program, when
implemented, will enhance public con-
fidence in the performance of judges
and in the entire judicial system.

The geometric increase in the number
of attorneys admitted to practice in
the last ten years has not gone
without notice by the Supreme Court.
Included in its consideration also is
the projection that, at a constant
admission rate of approximately 1,100
per ~annum, the attorney population
could triple (compared to 1969) to
30,000 members by 1987-88. As a com-
mitment to improve on past efforts in
this area, the Supreme Court created
a task force known as the Supreme
Court Committee on Attorney Disci-
plinary Structure. This group will
analyze, evaluate, and recommend to
the Bupreme Court +the path that
should be followed for attorney
discipline in the 1980's and beyond.
The committee will issue its report
in 1982,

COST OF OPERATING THE COURTS

In 1981, total state, county and
minicipal expenditures for the courts
amounted to $138,647,850 an increase
of 12.5% over 1980's expenditures. The
total revenues raised by the courts
to all levels of government also
increased, to a total of
$102,777,969, or T.8% over the pre-
vious year. The trend in increasing
expenditures and revenues is shown in
the chart below.

Fig. 1
TOTAL EXPENDITURES & REVENUES
1980-1981
1980 1981 % Change
Total $123,274,110 $138,647,850 + 12.5%

Expenditures

Total court $ 95,338,3h1 $102,777,969 + T7.8%
related revenues

The trend over the past five years is
consistent. The total amount spent
for the Judiciary has increased by
41.6%, considerably less than the
increases in the national cost-of-
living index for the same period.
Likewise, +the total increase in
court-generated revenue has been

54, 4%,

Throughout the section on finances,
several caveats are important to
note. Pirst, the <time period is
referred to as 1981, For state
expenditures and revenues, the
reference is to the 1981 fiscal year,
from July 1, 1980 to June 30, 1981,
For county and municipal funds, the
reference is to costs and revenue
during the calendar year 1980.
Second, county and municipal data
mostly come from audit reports to the
Division of Local Government
Services. The counties and mmicipal-
ities wuse different account codes

and categories, so they are not-

always comparable among the different
levels of government, and there are
some gaps in the data available.
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Figure 2
TOTAL EXPENDITURES v. TOTAL REVENUE 1977 - 81

dollars in millions

REVEnuEs BF/] expenpiTuRes
140
130 |
120 .
110 7
100 %
%
80 7
80 / ; -
fiah

- .
60 i

1877 1978 1978

$66,5468,053 877,843,812  $87,708,776 $95,338,341 $102,777,060

97,925,115 104,423,810 118,805,673 123,274,110 138,647,850

EXPENDITURES

The total amount spent to operate the
Judiciary in 1981 for state, county,
and municipal sources was
$138,647,850. Of this total, 23.3%
came from the State, 61.6% from the
counties, and 15.1% from the munici-
palities,

Figure 3

SOURCES OF FUNDS 1981

MUNICIPALITIES 15.1%

STATE 23.3%

P



From 1977 to 1980 the state percen-
tage of total court expenditures had
been slowly but steadily increasing,
from 18.3% in 1977 to 24.2% in 1980;
and the counties' share of expen-
ditures had Dbeen decreasing from
65.5% to 60.6%. The municipal share
had been fairly steady at about 15%.
In 1981, there was very 1little

change: all three sources providzd
about the same percentage they had in
1980. Figure L illustrates the
trend.
Figure 4
REVENUE v. EXPENDITURES 1981
DOLLARS
IN MILLIONS
105
REVENUE EXPENDITURES
90
75
,
" //
45 /
s /
0 )
STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL
L] $12,792,112  $19,397,443 $70,588,414
Ei7] 92,366,904 85,406,771 20,886,176

1981 ~ REVENUE $102,777,969
1881 - EXPENDITURE $ 138,847,850

State Funds

State expenditures for the courts
support salaries for the Supreme
Court justices and the 236 Superior
Court judges. In addition, the State
funds all staff salaries and
operating expenses of the Supreme
Court, the Appellate Division and
Chancery Division of +the Superior
Court, the Tax Court, the
Administrative Office of the Courts,
court reporting services, and other
court support units. The total of
these expenses in 1981 wa.s

$32,355,904, an 8.3% increase over

the $29,880,336 spent +the year
before.
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Despite the increase in state funds
for the Judiciary, the total amount
appropriated for the courts repre-
sented only .T% of the total state
budget. For the last several years,
the Judiciary's budget has been
slightly more than one-half of one
percent of the State's total.

County Funds

The counties fund most of the total
judicial expenditures. In the last
year, the counties expended
$85,405,77T1, or 62% of all funds
spent on the courts. That figure is
an increase of 14.3% over the
$7h, T4, 129 spent the previous year.

The countles fund salaries and
operating expenses in the Superior
Court, Law Division (excluding
salaries, home 1library program, and
travel expenses of the judges), the
county district courts, juvenile and
domestic relations courts, and
related activities such as jury com-
missions, surrogates' office, proba-
tion departments, and law libraries.

Municipal Funds

During 1981, municipalities supported
the 529 municipal courts at a cost of
$20,886,175, or 15.5% of the total
Judicial expenditures. This figure
represents a 12% increase over the
expenses of the municipalities the
year before. Municipal funds pay for
all expenses of the municipal courts,
including salaries for Jjudges and
staff and all operating expenses.

Expenditures for the municipal courts
were highest in Essex County, with
$2.7 million, and lowest in Salem
County, with just $226,000.

THE JUDICTAL DOLLAR

By far, the bulk of the Judiciary's
funds was used to pay salaries for
judges, their staffs, court repor-
ters, court clerks' staffs, and admi-

nistrative costs. The total amount
paid for salaries was $123.8 million,
or 89.3% of all Judiciary funds. The
chart below Dbreaks down the main
categories of expenses.

Fig. 5

MAJOR JUDICIARY EXPENSES -~ 1981
(in millions of dollars

Support
Judges'  Staff Operating
Salaries Salaries Expenses Total

State $12.7 $ 15.7 $ 3.9 $ 32.3
County 3.7 3.6 8.1 85.4
Municipal 4.6 13.5 2.8 20.9

Total $21.0 $102.8 $14.8 $138.6

The State's Dollar

At the state level, +the total
increase was 8.3%. The $32.3 million
total expenditure included only $3.9
million in non-salary expenses. The

expenses actually declined by
$82,000, or 4.4%, in 1981 compared to
1980. At the same time, salaries
increased by 10%.

The chart below breaks down the total
State expenses by major functional
category. Tt shows that more than
65% of the total State funds went to
direct expenses for operating the
courts. Court support services,
including court reporters, took 28%
of all State expenditures, and about
7% went to court administration.

The Counties' Dollar

Of the $85.4 million expended by the
counties for court-related matters,
the two large categories were for

clerks' office support for the Law

Division of the Superior Court, and
the Probation Department. The chgrt
velow shows the functional categoriles

state-paid non-salary operating of county expenses.
Fig. 6
STATE EXPENSES FOR THE JUDICIARY-1981
PERCENT ﬁ_CHANGE
COURT OPERATION TOTAL EXPENDITURE OF TOTAL FROM 1980
Supreme Court $ 1,630.542 5.0% + 11.8%
Superior Court

ﬁppellate Division ¥ 3,113,402 9.6% : lé.gé
Law Division ¥ 13,309,192 41.1% N 23.7%

Chancery Division 1,965,165 6.1% .

Tax Court 1,107,930 3.4% + 49.5%
COURT SUPPORT SERVICES

Official Court $ 5,377,506 16.6% +  9.6%

Reporters

Bar Examiners 132,883 O.h? - g.gé

General Support 3,598,736 11.1% - .
COURT ADMINISTRATION

Legal Services $ 1,029,689 3.2% i ig.gé

Probation Services 60,401 0.2; : 5.1%

Management Services 1,030,458 3.2% .
TOTAL $32,355,90L 100.0% + 8.3%

%* Tncludes Clerk's Office expenditures.




Fig. 7T
COUNTY EXPENDITURES
PERCENT % CHANGE
1980 EXPENSES OF TOTAL  FROM 1979
Law Division, $32,007,486 37.5% +9,0%
Superior Court
District Court 7,746,650 9.1% + 1%
Juvenile and 4,716,315 5.5% + 16%
Domestic Relations
Jury 3,279,618 3.8% 20%

Surrogate 3,624,806 4. 3%
Probation 33,581,564 39.3%
Law Library k9,332 0.5%

b
o

Total $85,405,77L 100.0% +14.3%

+ 4+ + +

Finally, the expenses of the munici-
palities for the State's 529 munici-
pal courts rose to $20.9 million. Of
this total, 86.6% was for salaries,
and only 13.4% for operating ex-
penses.

REVENUES

New Jersey courts are not designed to
be self-supporting. The courts
receive a substantial amount of money
for fines, bail forfeitures, costs,
filing fees, and certain other fees
in the course of handling the cases
submitted to them. In 1981, +the
total amount of funds received was
$102,777,969, an increase of T.8%
over the $95,338,341 raised the year
before. These funds are neither kept
by the courts nor used for Judicial
purposes; they go to the State
General Fund or to the counties and
municipalities.

The following table shows the trend
in court-related revenue over +the
last five years. It shows that total
revenues have risen by 54.4% since

1977.

The distribution of revenues among
the levels of government is very dif-
ferent from +the distribution of
expenses. Only +the municipalities
collect more in court-generated reve-
nues than they spend for the courts,
and the municipalities received 68.7%
of the total for the last year. (The
State received 12.4% of the total,
and the counties took in 18.9%.)
See Figure L4, above.

State Revenues

Most of the revenues generated at the
state level come from fees and com-
missions of +the Superior Court.
Figure 9 shows the breakdown of the
sources of state funds.

Fig. 9

STATE GENERATED REVENUES - 1981

Supreme Court $ 246,041 1.9%
Superior Court 11,047,432  86.4%
Tax Court 225,865 1.8%
Court Reporters 234,696 1.8%
General Support 2,160 0.02%

Probation Services 1,035,918 8.1%

Total $12,792,112 100.0%

The bulk of the funds comes from case
filing fees. In addition, the
Supreme Court receives fees for bar
examinations, the Superior Court
receives commissions from handling
trust funds, the court reporters'
services recelve payments by counties
(pursuant to N.J.S. 2A:11-16), and
the State receives funds from certain
fines related to probation (pursuant
to P.L. 1979,C. 396). These funds go
to the State General Fund.

FIVE-YEAR COMPARISON OF COURT-RELATED REVENUES 1977-81

STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL TOTAL

1977  $ 8,014,285 $14,175,838 $44,355,980  $ 66,546,103
1978 8,193,142 16,290,043 53,360,627 77,843,812
1979 9,258,568 17,368,666 61,081,542 87,708,776
1980 9,333,483 19,649,795 66,355,063 95,338,341

1981 $12,792,112 $19,397,443

$70,588, 41k $102,777,969

i A g SRy 2 T e

County Revenues

Court-related revenues to the coun-
ties decreased in 1981 for the first
time in the last several years. The
$19,397,443 collected was 1.3% less
than the year before. The funds come
from filing fees, fines, and
penalties.

Municipal Revenues

The bulk of all the court-generated
revenues goes to mmnicipalities.
Fines, court costs, and bail for-
feitures from the mnicipal courts
amounted to $70,588,41k, an increase
of 6.4% over the funds collected one
year before.

Superior Court Trust Fund

The Superior Court Trust FTund con-
sists of monies deposited in Court as
the result of various types of liti-
gation, the more common of which are:
condemnations, foreclosures, liquida-
tions, dissolutions, sales of
infants' lands, receivers' and
trustees' accounts, interpleaders,
partitions, dower and curtesy

interests, and cash in lieu of bonds.
Unless otherwise ordered @by the
court, the monies deposited with the
court are commingled and become part
of the general fund.

Since September 1948, when the Trust
Fund became the responsibility of the
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court,
all investments have been in U.S.
Government or federal agency securi-
ties. During 1981 interest paid to
depositors was 8%.

Pursuant to the Chief Justice's
direction, the Supreme Court
Committee on +the Disposition of
Excess Reserves is determining how to
return to depositors excess reserves
accumulated during the years in which
interest earned by +the Fund was
substantially in excess of that paid
out.

The State is reimbursed for the
salaries and expenses of operating
the Trust Fund (N.J.S.A. 2A:15-Th),
receives a commission on the disbur-
sement of deposits in Court (N.J.S.A.
22A:2-20), and receives, as unclaimed
deposits, funds from all accounts
that have been inactive for a period
of ten years (N.J.S.A. 2A:15-T6 to
85). For the fiscal year ending June
30, 1981, the salaries and expenses
amounted to $73,698 and the com-
missions +to $20k4,93k. Unclaimed
deposits first escheated to the
State Treasurer in 1947. Since that
time a +total of $3,814,843.59 in
eight separate installments has gone
to the State by escheat. The latest
installment, made in 1980, amounted

to $761,871.82.

FEDERAL FUNDS

In 1981, the Judiciary received and
allocated about $1.2 million in
federal funds. This expenditure is
in addition to the state and local
funds previously described. Most of
these funds come from the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA). With the demise of LEAA and
the overall reduction in federal

government spending in this area, the
funds received last year are likely
to be the last major infusion of
federal  funds in the New Jersey
courts in the foreseeable future.

The total of federal funds allocated
in 1981 was $1,212,718. This amount
came from four sources: LEAA funds
available to New Jersey in block
grants from the State Law Enforcement
Planning Agency (SLEPA), discre-
tionary funds direct from LEAA, the
National Institute of Corrections,
and the Office of Highway Safety.
Figure 10 shows the amounts from each
source.

The federal funds were allocated in a
total of 18 separate grants or pro-
jects. They can be grouped and
classified as follows:




o

1. TASC Projects $ 551,558
(Treatment Alterna-
tives Street Crime)

2. Education and Training 222,732
(both judges and non-
judicial)

3. Court Structure and 190,825
Information Services

4. Probation 107,246

5. Criminal Sentences and 78,138
Disposition

6. Judicial Coordinating 62,219
Committee
Total $1,212,718

There will doubtless be a hard adjust-
ment over the next few years, as
federal funds are not widely
available for justice-related activi-
ties. Over the last five years, over
$7 million has been used by the
dJudiciary at the State and local
levels for Jjudicial education, com-
puterization, probation  programs,
municipal court improvement, Jjury
system reform, and efficiency
programs. These activities have been
a vital part of the continuing effort

Figure 10

SOURCES OF FEDERAL FUNDS

OFFICE OF
HIGHWAY SAFETY

NATIONAL INSTITUTE
OF CORRECTIONS
$29,640 . $52,928 A

LEAA (SLEPA)
$615,382

to improve the performance of the New
Jersey courts. Most of these
programs would probably not have been
undertaken without federal funds.
Future projects for improvement may
be difficult to fund.
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WORKLOAD TRENDS 1977 TO 1981

Percentage Increase Over Prior Year

Percentage increase Over Court Year 1977

CASES ADDED
% Change from Prior Year

% Change from Court Year 1977

TOTAL WORK VOLUME 1/

% Change from Prior Year

% Change from Court Year 1977

CASES DISPOSED OF
4 Change from Prior Year

% Change from Court Year 1977

PENDING (BACKLOG)

% Change from Prior Year

% Change from Court Year 19TT

PENDING (BACKLOG WITH TAX COURT)

Court Years Ending August 31

1/ Computed by adding pending at enrd of previous year to cases

Preceding page blank

With
Tax Court

918 1979 1980 1980

555,371 588,519 626,506 648,592 655,517
+ 6.0 + 6.5% +3.5%  + L.6%
+ 6.0% +12.8% +16.8% +18.0%

709,022 756,500 805,151 835,382 868,307
+ 6.7% + 6.4% + 3.8% + 7.8%
+ 6.7% +13.6%  +17.8% +22.5%

541,211 S5TT,472 618,969 664,286 675,835
+6.7% + T.2% + T.3% + 9.2%
+ 6.7% +b.U% +22.7T% +24,9%

167,981 178,645 186,790 192,320 —
+ 6.4% + Lh.6%  + 3.0% —
+ 6,44  #11.2% +14.5% —

212,790 — 212,768
+19.1% - -.0.01%
+26.7% — +26.7%

153

With
692,173 700,516
+ 6.T% + 6.9%
+24,6%  +26.1%
88h,493  913,28M4
+5.9%  +5.2%
+24,.8% +28.8%
695,827 11,391
+ 4.8% + 5.3%
+28.6%  +31.h%
188,666 -
- 1.9% -
+12.3% -
— 201,893
- - 5.1%
_— +20,2%

added during the year.
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NUMBER OF JUDGES AND VACANCIES BY COURT:
1948 - 1970
(as of September 1)

COURT 9/15/48 1949] 1950| 1951| 1952 1953| 1954| 1955| 1956] 1957} 1958 1959) 1960f 1961| 1962} 1963} 1964 1965| 1966( 1967| 1968| 1969 1970

SUPREME  Justices 7 7t l sl 7zttt el 2t rstetizel szl rleletiztz 2!l

Vacancies 0 o] [¢] o] 0 [¢] o] o] o] 0 ¢} Q 0 [o] o] o] o] o] 4] o] o] o] 0

SUPERIOR  Judges a7 28 |27 |27 | 27 | 32 36 | 36 36 | 38 | 38 37 | 36 4 | b2 | 43 b6 | 50 [ 54 |72 |76 | 76 | 76

Vacancies 11 10 11 11 11 6 2 2 2 0 0 1 2 0 2 1 6 2 24 6 2 2 2

Advisory Masters 5 5 5 4 4 o} 0 0 o} 0 o} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢} 0

TOTAL 43 43 43 k2 42 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 an ah b 52 52 78 78 78 78 78

COUNTY Full Time Judges 21 24 2l 2l 23 24 26 34 38 38 39 46 7 57 61 62 63 61 73 81 85 83 85

Vacancies 2 2 2 2 3 2 i 2 0 <] 3 o] 10 11 8 7 8 10 6 4 3 5 3

Part Time Judges 14 10 11 11 11 11 9 7 7 7 7 3 2 1 o] 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0 o]

Vacancies o} 1 ¢} 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o} 0 0 0 0 o} 0 0

TOTAL 37 37 37 37 37 37 39 43 45 45 49 kg 59 69 69 69 ket 7L 79 85 88 88 88

DISTRICT  Full Time Judges L 4 4 L 4 L 4 13 13 13 11 16 1 20 22 22 21 2k 2’? 30 29 33 31

Vacancies 1 [¢] [¢] ¢} (o] o] 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 4 3 3 i 1 3 3 5 1 3

Part Time Judges 31 32 32 32 33 32 29 17 15 15 13 9 9 7 6 3 4 2 2 2 1 1 1

Vacancies 0 0 o} 0 ¢} 1 0 0 0 ¢} 2 0o ;0 0 0 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 36 36 36 36 37 37 34 30 28 28 28 25 ' 2k 31 31 30 30 | 3¢ 35 35 35 35 35

Full Time Judges 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 3 4 L ' 4 5 5 8 11 13 13 21 23 24 27

JUVENTLE Vacancies 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 1 0 o} ; o] 0 0 o} 2 0 1 3 1 3 0

DOM%STIC Part Time Judges 3 3 3 3 4 4 L 4 4 3 4 5 5 6 6 6 7 7 6 2 2 0 0

| RELATIONS Vacancies 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0 o o} 0 1 0 | O 3 3 2 o] 0 0 0 0 0 o

TOTAL 4 L 4 4 5 5 6 6 3 7 9 g ! g 14 kR 16 20 20 20 26 26 27 27

e 7

STATE Full Time Judges 60 64 63 63 62 68 75 92 96 99 99 hio i108 133 {137 {142 148 (155 176 |211 |220 |223 224
TOTALS

. Vacancies 14 12 13 15 b L 2 1 b 13 15 13 11 20 13 35 16 11 11 10

Advisory Masters 5 5 4 4 4 o] 0 o] 0 0 0 0 0 [¢] 0 o] o] 0 0

Part Time Judges 48 45 u6 46 4 | u7 42 28 26 25 24 17 16 14 12 9 11 9 8 1 1

Vacancies 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0o, 0 3 3 4 1 3 o 0 0 o}

1
TOTAL 127 (27 (127 (126 128 |12 j12hF ji2h 124 (125 (131 (128 137 165 (165 166 (180 [180 |[219 {231 |23k (235 |235
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NUMBER OF JUDGES AND VACANCIES BY COURT

1971 - 1981
as of September 1

11413

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1877 1978 1978 1980 1981
Justices 7 7 7 7 [ 6 7 7 7 7 7
SUPREME Vacaricles 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 [} 0 0 0
lISUPERIOR Full Time Judges 76 87 110 115 109 108 m 117 225 226 225
Vacancies 2 9 19 5 1 11 9 3 1 16 1
TOTAL 78 86 120 120 120 120 120 120 236 236 238
COUNTY Full Time Judges 13 93 13 EL 93 92 99 107 * Merged - -
* Merged with
Superior Ct.
12/7178 Vacancies 2 8 9 9 10 11 8 9
TOTAL 90 101 103 103 103 103 108 116
DISTRICT Full Time Judges 34 33 30 3 31 31 28 30 27 27 28
Vacancles 4 1 4 3 3 3 11 9 12 12 1
* Part Time Judges 1 [ 0 0 [ 0 0 0 ¢ 4 0
TOTAL 35 31 34 34 34 34 39 39 33 39 39
JUVENILE Full Time Judges 27 28 26 23 25 25 29 29 29 29 30
&
DUMESTIC
RELATIONS Vacancles 0 2 3 6 4 6 3 3 L 6 5
TOTAL 27 30 23 29 29 N 32 32 33 35 35
** TAX COURT  Full Time Judges ** g 8 8
Vacancles 6 ] q
TOTAL 12 12 12
STATE Full Time Judges! 232 248 267 270 264 263 i 290 288 283 280
TOTALS
(WITHOUT Vacancles [ 20 26 23 29 32 32 24 27 34 27
TAX COURT)
Part Time Judges 1 [} 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 237 268 293 283 233 29% 306 3 315 317 317
f————
STATE Full Time Judges] 232 248 267 27 264 263 274 280 294 29 298
TOTALS
{(WITH TAX Vacancles L3 20 26 23 29 32 32 24 33 38 31
COURT}
Part Time Judges] 1 0 0 0 0 ] [} 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 237 268 293 293 293 295 306 31y 327 329 329

*

**  Established by statue, effective 7/1/79,

/" including judges assigned to the Appellat

Division.

Merged with Superlor Court by statue, effective 12/7/78,
N.J.S.A, 2A:3A-2 provides for not less than 6 or more thain 12 tax court judges.
& DIvislon of the Superior Court, currently 41 positions are assighed to the Appellate




CASES ADDED, BISPOSED OF, AND PENDING BY COURT

COMPARAT IVE SUMMARY
194849 to 1957-58

1048 194g- 195- | 1951 1952+ 1953~ 7 1954. 1955+ 1956~ f - 1957~
1943 1950 1851 1952 1253 125 1355 1956 1357 1954
. P {
Supreme Court fppeuls: ‘
Apppesls filed end gerti 174 4 137 173 152 221
Dispozed of 247 178 158 160 25 193 127 165 157 205
Pending st end ! 20 io 145 22 42
Superior Court,fpp.Div./fppealss
fprpeals filed {not including appesls certifled by
Supreme Court before calendaring) Fip €us £5; €56 gou 554 563
Disposed of 41 537 €34 557 744 €77 €00 1y 535
Pending at end 322 410 313 232 364 412 385
Superior Court, Law Div. & Co. Cts.
Combined Civil Casec:
Added 13,157 10,7390 11,342 13,426 14,015 13,802 13,870 13,13 13,236 15,587
Dicposed of 1 12187 15,476 11,82 11,3840 17,373 12,973 13,051 13,652 5,406 1,382
Pending at end 10,495 7,003 6,562 8,357 4500 10,627 11,448 11,641 10,491 11,69
*Criminel Cages: B N
Added 2,700 2,373 3,235 11,31 11,820 9,620+ 95753
Dispoged of 5y 33 10,793 10,143 10,324 11,325 10,05€ 4,%50
Pending ot end 3,08 3,703 3,923 3,763 3771 Gy ln> By 23 5522
*#s® Post-Conviction Relief Petitions:
&
Disposed of
Fending st end
Superior fchrtf Chancery Division
Genera uity Cases:
Added i 1,786 1,487 1,667 1,710 1,740 1,814 1,761 1,836 2,014 2,139
Disposed of 1,’572 I,ZEZ 1,364 1,789 1,619 1,855 1,661 1,904 1,907 1,929
Pending st end 501 6 569 450 811 \ 570 621 60. 71 92
Hatrimonial Cases: 4 -
Added 5,819 5,869 5,273 5,864 5,Zu2 « 5,658 5,354 5,455 5,330 5,067
Disposed of 6,25?‘ 5,47 3,467 5,567 5,45 2,37k 9,230 5,620 5,614 5,023
Pending at end 61 1,00 %10 1,107 1,398 1,082 1,506 1,34 1,057 1,086
County Courts
Contested Probate Matters:z
dded
Disposed of
Pending at end
Civii Appeala:
Ad;edpp 122 150 W7 164 194 243 164 12
Digposed of 118 127 2 190 163 275 156 140
Pending et end 43 L7 70 L6 4o fo 57 61 63
cerlngl tppealss & & 6
Adde 09 5 47 Ths 7. 4 1,0
Dimposed of 673 L5 612 773 79 2 11083 11328
Pending av end 261 191 245 280 253 230 293 281 385
Juvenile and Dom. Rel,Courts -
Heerings : 3 t : s 3 * 1 18,792 20,
Rehesrings : : : : - : : : 12:‘-;52 16736 [ ! 18,3%
Total 11,145 15,567 15,901 18,258 21,728 23,801 26,722 29,218 35,508 38,1455
*#Juvenile Complaints
3
Diapased of
Pending at end
®##"Juveniles in Need 7 Supervision”
Added
Disposed of
Pending at end
"Dume;téc Relations end ..ctiprocel Support Camplaints
Adder
Disposed of
Pendingat end J
County District Courts
Ceses instituted in ond trensferred
to the Distriet Court 10’ ,9%5 112,626 | 123,966 | 132,752 139,236 138,490 | 147,311 155,114
Disposed of | 108,185 111,591 118,788 134,103 138,876 137,635 149,292 153,710
Pending at end . ; 14,176 13,986 15,021 19,229 17,8718 18,238 19,832 17,851 19,255
TOTAL, AL Courts{Except Municipal Courts)
Added 20,767 18,345 | 127,630 | 143,942 | 156,958 | 165,770 173,630 172,279 | 182,55k [ 185,701
Juvenile & Domestic Relaticns
Hearlngn H : H H H H : 15,429 18,792 20,467
Rehearings . : B : B 3 3 13,7% 1€,716 1R,028
s 1 ., 143, 1 151,055 166,28 171,798 172,274 184,6 886, 355
Pending at end ' 0,615 23,323 | %6416 | 29ykok | 35,60 | 5,13 Wi | PR | N
t
Municipol Courts
Diﬁpn?ed :!‘ t‘:_aﬂunlcipnl Court Herrings:| ¢ A % .
loving treffic ceges 75,062 7,330 103,340 120,361 136,75 156,020 152,124 155,141 150,082
Perking conea | [ O R el R i A8 | 7ajbe | Goi3uE | 61i7o
Honetreffic rases €1,718 60,455 T3 7€,730 74,972 73,703 63,74k T, 695 78,003
Dlgnosed of in Viclstions Buresu:
g:;":ggzt;:::utc cases gi'l 0 3214,632 gf),ogz u;’v‘s,% '1%7,2146 15;1:,5 0 191,%16 502,809 226,632
. N 5 4] 20,35
Nontrestio cases 301,183 23 311,393 3, 4Rn, 227 342, ) 720,%3 22,500 | 830,750
Totel L issv,'m | 639,607 | 693,367 | 756,481  [Bou,qu6 (1,063,006 D,213,916 [1,315,501 1,347,433

#Hew unit of reporting commencing 1956.57 gourt year
r)ew unit of reporting commencing July, 1560
wwRyuveniles in Kesd of Supervision” Statue Effective March 1, 1974

wxs#Rule 3:22, effective 1/1/65.

HOTE: The year-ta yeer figures on cases pending, added,

"pacounta® 83 8 result of phymsical inventnriee by the reporting sources.
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disposed of and pending at ending of the subsequent year may not balance because of
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CASES ADDED, DISPOSED OF, AND PENDING BY COURT

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY
1958-59 to 1969-70

f 1958- 2959~ 1960 1061~ 2967 1963~ 196k~ 1965 1966 S67- - _
1759 / 1960 1961 1462 1063 106 1065 1068 1567 %ggg / }.ggg %gsg
T 161 136 133 133 140 b 209) 60 u2
118 150 152 151 152 5 13% 157 %31 ivo E .%;5“7)
8, 9 3 71 52 17 32 91 120 92 ko4 80
33 918 880 1,039 1,061 1,166 1,121 1,26 B
31 771 851 1,054 ‘a7 13000 ’a21 1159 %;32; 1:3“@‘ 5:253 e
udy 634 663 €48 762 25| 1,139 B2 a91 1,2 1,673 2:1’35
18,962 20,131 21,68 24,145 25,230 27,925 30,03% ) ,576| % 5
157323] 15,063 | 19,68 23056 58 Shogal  Rndk EEA I 551323 iy ke
15,535 20,603 22,604 23,830 25,745 30,802 32,425 41,072 44,581 32,15: gé:usﬂ u8:673
10,425 10,486 1 11,566 12,729 12,030 12,60 >
82953 11,185 11912 11,505 11620 i3 11,91 beh %5 }(2){'}; i';:é? ilﬁﬁe & 5'3‘
10,357 9,450 , 945 8,698 9,797 11,579 12,336 11,075 11,133 2,364 14,813 17:302
356 57 h26 398 2 I
z07 57 3% 307 gzo 29;
247 122 164 165 lho 103
2,046 2,304 2,256 2,470 2,352 2,725 2 2,709
15985 2,210 2,200 2,261 51348 2)500 B 5175 g’,zgi 3;223 S;E‘Z% g;ﬁﬁ;
981 2075 1,001 1,250 1,354 1,540 1,674 1,624 1,1;31; 1,602 482 1,490
5,271 5,606 5,601 5,885 6,18 €,485 6,80 7,727]
5,032 5,381 5,991 6,019 5,87 6,185 6,40 aﬁvg 7470 e I B
1,335 1,560 1,260 1,126 1,435 2,734 2,13 1,69 1,814 2737 1,807 2,370
284 301 260 281 27 262) 234
324 306 26l 270 24) aly 2373 ;E;, §§ 523
139 99 98 gl 105 111 129 5 106 107 203
203 228 209 173 174 207 157 1861 1 206 1 8
173 221 21 192 150 184 132 194 153 146 22; 170
93 100 El 75 39 122 7 79 1 137 89 04
1,389 1,506 1,540 1,612 1,784 1,886 2,160 2,182 2,212 2,35 2,62
)38 FM 7 11859 1}725 1694 )79 3 X ¢ 1303 1E0 R
g | Mugs | iR 5 o R > - B A A e -
23,394 27,217 28,804 32,167 33,442 38,368 41,902 1,01 863 s .
22,U62 | 24,257 | 28,136 30,257 W1 | 390736 ﬁ:ggg Pt 72:5 sty : :
45,856 51,574 56,940 63,324 | . 63,713 78,104 88,087 83,721 93,615 99,880 B :
15,129 18,048 20,222 25,016 26,827 26,914 29,966 886| 42,20 4
181217 17,446 18,902 23:851 26,495 By 22 bu;§7g fo1853
1,822 2,42 3,895 4,160 4,452 4,708] 4,939 8,071 9,632 10,467
15,769 16,434 17,676 18,879 19,790 19,918] 21,100 21,02 31,539 35,466
15,702 I 17507 18,01 19381 18,243 23001 Bt ,
285 2,855 (4 3078 3,887 ofel e 35| Ras | W
162,796 | 168,332 | 177,929 184, 90! 183,264 193,0461 101,726 184,627 190,96 188,734
160,023 167,757 | 177,146 | 184323 180,523 1°°:25[ 138:319 153;723 137:27Z 1911339 '}gg:g '9‘ 335:‘1‘25
21,408 21,983 22,766 23,374 26,115 28,50 32,011 28,915| 22,708 20,033 | 18,639 28,508
201,969 209,672 252,919 266,767 271,067 290,586 294,602 ©83,431] 301,937 312,310 | 323,206 374, 4ok
23,394 27,217 28,804 32,267 33,442 38,368 43,659 ,g02f 51,017 55,863 : :
22,462 2k, 2497 28,136 30,157 30,271 39,736 4h, 428 h,815] 42,598 hi,o07 H t
45,856 51,574 56,900 62,324 63,713 ~By104 88,087 83,7217 93,615 99,880 : s
193,443 2ou,202 | as1,047 264,838 262,7 280,512 | 267,386 284,185| 304,92 09,067 1 319,0: 8,
50,660 | 6,061 | emicer | w68 | 1 dBB| es.ir| ‘evdne seae| sman | Bnan| %eh | EnE
1;30,283 159,872 122,1021 168,465 177,974 187,304 209,659 223,393 226,776 234,485 | 256,100 265,060
2,95 2,99 2,962 70,391 75,410 85,826 99,351 120,791 130,806 124,463 | 126,051 147,70
76,538 Wi759 | 93,026 3t eS| aonsre | wonide | o3| BRER | Binesd 508 | ulis
232,971 | 261,915 | 270,529 268,051 280,681 | 267,275 331,620 354,123 360,436 368,517 | 414,051 402,236
876,199 | 926,374 [,011,200 |1,009,818 |1,038,784 |1,076,468 |1,007,263 | 1,237,229 [1,1 8,321 1,225,945 f,308,758 21,
08 | T3l [PUREE (MORmS Mol | Ty | VUL | VLR | 83 IR | o500
1,420,724 1,508,459 1,614,174 11,611,088 |1,669,887 |1,746,700 | 1,847,969 | 2,054,476 2,039,327 |2,079,322 jo,248,487 |2,492,920

157




i
|
|
|
l
|

CASES ADDED, DISPOSED OF, AND PENDING BY COURY
COMPARATIVE SUMMARY

1970-71 to 1980-8)

- 1973- 1974 1975~ 1976- 1977 1978~ 1979~ 1980~
ié’%i“ ig; 133,? 137' 1%5 1476 1577 2978 1979 1380 1981
Court Appeals: ) 216
S“Piﬁﬁiug“&leﬁ"md certified 195 189 §7g i_f;g :fam ;gg 22 g gﬁg ggz ne
?iﬁﬁ?:éd.‘z"ena ﬁg %o 1777 111 156 195 176 | 151 122 13 131
S\;perior :ourti Appellate
Division Appeals: 4,362 4,80 198 3 U7k 5,054 5,792
Arpesle filed 1/ 2,8 338 R 1 » ujglaé e 05 5,622 480 k.98
Penhing et end 2,521 32092 3,514 3725 5210 7 2601 6,170 3;360 27033 5,845
/
s%peno;‘ caurf,ii.a: Div. % Co. Cts. i 538 1806 o108
Conb: Civ: a5es: ol ,
"deed St e 358 32,168 35:20% 33:3?3 %%:éi‘i‘ gz:g; 11,353 3108 50,762
Penbine et ena 585 | Ghseo | ese | e | wdw | @B 0w s607 58,759 60,025 61245
* Criminal Cases: 22,198 22,980 29,101
- 2l ZE| BB 4| BB 2B 81 wm| 8¥| 8| Tn
Pending at end 20,761 22,322 21,905 22,2 26,555 28,72/ 29, » 495
84 Post,Conviction Reliefl Petitions: . 1 135 105
L Bl ow| o w o oB 0 o® = @ x| w| m| B
géf.ﬂ::; a: end 98 112 142 161 63 55 5T 35
.
Superior guurtitchéncery Division . - 4305
G 'y Cases: > .
orad o 2| BB B LRE| | LB uB| pm | LE | big | 138
Perhne st end %] 2,050 2,218 2)326 2,647 2,684 2,186 %820 3,114 3,10 2,l13
Matrizonlal Cases: 25, 60 24,849 32,237
Disgases o a3 EER| 23| BB 28 28 H 2o | Zsled e
Perhing st end 2iss 1536 | w3 | 500 ses| 6 6,561 790 Tz | 19,989 :
74
o e tastes Probate Math 612
Conteste robate Matters: 1 a4 6 51‘7 suz 1.
‘ Disposed of ggg g% ggg gg; 3‘3‘; 219 Ggg g% §G2 2‘1,"496 22';
Penging at end 109 95 145 163 172 233 el 262 252
Civil Appeals: . X A . . .
gaaed " Bl 2 : : : : : : :
e : : : : ; H :
Pe:g::g n:. end 105 21 H N H : : H
Criminal Appeals: & 0 3,06 2,554 2,78l 2,783 2,942
Added - 2,355 2,56 3,238 3,315 3 gg 3,79 > g '336 a 5 2
1 3,730 3,3, 2 2,699 2,28 .
Penmine st end 23 2’2%&% R 35 R * ’5 "G5k *139 95 &
Juvenile and Dom. Rel, Courts : R .
Hearings : : : : : :
Rehearings b : : +
Total $ H 3 3 kH B
#*Juvenile Complaints u 81,8 97,12 l 93,352 3014184
Biasesed or | Bmg| o) &Rl | W mur| el R B8 | B | bk
Penging at end 8,836 10,275 10,903 10,004 10,901 11,902 12,55 13,801 14,698 ’ 13,3
#e#fJuveniles in Need of Supervision™ 12,
e g ug| e | BE| BB omg | BB
naing at 862 677 716 937 13135 481 1.0
Pending at end >
*apomestic Relatlons and Reeciprocal Support Complaints
B 29| SR BB BB 23| % 2n| By 25| om | o
Pending st enc 5,015 5,014 ER5H 361 ¥,115 736 217 72635 75431 6897 6.072
Caunty Dﬁgricg (i:curt; R . "
Instituted in and transflerre . "
4 239,21 251,74 260,664 280,91 293,917 303,057 317,885 331,672 353,917 360.9
Hosppeed pir ok Gourt gg;:gzg 2%22102 5 :7 3 262,832 2851282 293, 9,038 315:26? 321,656 385,721 367,855
Penglns at end 34,238 37,344 ’ 45,4k Lo,801 » 9,092 51,504 58,503 52,365 5. 457
Except Municipal Courts .
TOTAL, ALL COURTS fﬁd Pex Gonot
E &4 8,20l 471,2 13,801 41,867 555,371 588,519 626,506 648,592 692,173
Diaposed of Shee | Enmi| smEk ) MR BAM| w¥| drine | Giniges | Gouiohe éam.er
Pen‘;ing at end 125,782 130,575 132,575 130,538 137,598 153,651 167,981 178,645 186,790 192,320 188,
2/ 2/
TAX COQURT
T : : : : : : e e O
Peniong s e L : H : : H : 26,606 | 20, 13,527
Other than
GRAND TOTAL, ALL COURTS fuunmspu courts P ‘
# 1 41,86 5,371 88,519 626,506 55,517 700,51
Pirrased of ‘:;g;'ggg ’zi%i:%ﬁ ﬁgg;é‘lﬂg Pt A i?ﬂi 229:271 #ean g £18)060 675, £H 711,391
LA L ise,782 | 1300575 | 1320873 | 1300338 | 13a598 | 3sai6sy | 167.981 Trel6ks | m12i706 | 2127 201,393
Municipal Courts
m;poged gr gal&unlcipal Court Hearings: 205,320 300,054 309,50 . 0 51,2 289,156 S
ovin, affic caases 2, 50! 4 1, 3
Parking cases wendio | B B 1352 Bk | 2pd | Be Wi | ned dig o837 11950/
Hon-traffic cases 157,989 161,071 162,582 177,915 195,945 206,703 203,75 207,615 224,503 233,981 260,712
Disposed of in Violati Buresu:
R BT | e e | e | e | nan | ongn | emee | | smon | e
arking cases 7 1 2 1,722,h20 01,670 15,64 957,
Hon-traffic cases PR R > 13780 | MTI0E | VTiEE T [ Y o5ete | TOkEhga | VOI&L [ V%R %308
TOTAL 2,738,956 | 2,937,212 | 2,929,735 | 2,974,780 | 3,132,630 | 3,061,901 | 3,201,570 | 3,208,283 | 3,412,597 | 3,449,001 | 3,590,921

1/ Not including appesls certifisd by.s reme Court before calenda
? Does not include data for the New Ja:gey Tax Court whi
/  Includes matters instituted in the County Court prior

instituted in the Superior Court,

i Rew unit of reporting commancing 1956-5194:0\"'& year

¥ New unit of reoporting commencing mly,

ring
ch was inatituted sffective 7,
to the Amendment t« 38

*&¢ NJuveniles in Need of Supervision" Statue Effective March 1, 1974

**** Rule 3;22, effective Jamuary 1, )

KOTE: The year-to-year figuras on ceses pending, added, dis
as & result of physical inventoriaes by the report.

posed of and
ing sources,
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pending at epding of the subssquent year may not puance because of

o the New Jeuev.cmltitution effective 12/7/78, as well as matters

“tecounts”

T e T e e

CASES ADDED, DISPOSED, AND PENDING COMPARED WITH PRIOR COURT YEAR

BY COUNTY AND JUDICIAL VICINAGE

SEPTEMBER 1, 1980 TO AUGUST 31, 1981

CASES ADDED CASES DISPOSED CASES PENDING
YEAR YEAR DIFFERENCE YEAR YEAR DIFFERENCE YEAR YEAR DIFFERENCE
COUNTY/ ENDING ENDING THIS YEAR/ ENDING ENDING THIS YEAR/ ENDING ENDING* THIS YEAR/
VIZINAGE  8/31/81  8/31/80 PRIOR YEAR 8/31/81 8/31/80 PRIOR YEAR 8/31/81 8/31/80 PRIOR YEAR
NUMBER  PEACENT FUMBER PERCENT NOMBER PERCENT
1 Atlantic 22,874 19,084 3,790 19.9% 23,084 19,558 3,526 18.0% 5,407 5,617 - 210 - 3.31
2 Bergen 56,7719 54,093 2,686 5.0% 56,912 54,003 2,909 5.4% 20,373 20,506 - 133 -
3 Burlington 27,214 23,45 3,809 16.3% 27,180 23,302 3,878 16.6% 6,251 6,217 3h .6
L Camden 46,073 42,766 3,307 T.7% 46,561 k4,183 2,318 5.4% 11,387 11,875 ~ 488 - k%
1 Cape May 8,103 8,069 34 49 8,kg0 8,186 304 3.7% 2,081 2,468 -~ 387 ~15.7%
1 Cumberland 15,125 15,586 - 461 -3.0% 15,889 15,450 439 2,8% 3,176 3,9%0 - 6k ~19.4%
5 Essex 230,046 120,561 9,485 7.9% 129,619 125,520 4,099 3.3% 2,421 23,994 27 1,8%
4 Gloucester 16,203 15,778 has 2.7% 15,780 16,hol -~ 624 -3.8% 6,193 5,770 423 T.3%
Hudson 58,29% 53,856 4,438 8.2% 57,273 53,667 3,606 6.7% 15,104 14,083 1,021 T.3%
7T Hunterdon 5,031 4,857 174 3.6% 5,17k 5,047 127 2.5% 1,853 1,996 ~ 143 - 7.2?
7 Mercer 31,554 29,975 1,579 5.3% 33,440 31,582 1,858 S.9% 7,639 9,525 -1,886 -19.8%
8 Middlesex 47,160 46,652 508 1.1% 47,452 kg, k48 ~1,996 ~i.0% 18,107 18,399 - 292 ~ 1.6%
9 Monmouth 40,746 37,589 3,157 8.h% 3,619 39.151 k4,468 11,L% 14,420 17,293 -2,813 -16.6%
10 Horris 23,253 22,006 1,2k 5.7% 22,844 22,279 565 2.5% 6,308 5,899 4o 6.9%
3 Ocean 27,227 26,311 916 3.5% 21,157 27,428 - 27 ~1.0% 6,606 6,536 0
11 Passailc 51,499 47,982 3,517 7.3% 50,581 "WT,403 3,178 6.7% 12,881 11,963 918 T.7%
1 Balem 8,728 8,756 28 -.3% 9,030 9,103 -T3 -.8% 1,567 1,869 - 302 ~16.2%
T Somerset 12,722 12,374 348 2.8 12,869 12,103 766 6.3% 3,321 3,468 - 1h7 - L.2%
10 Sussex 7,638 7,k27 211 2.8% 7,765 1,509 256 3.4% 2,219 2,346 - 127 ~ 5.4
12 Union Lk, ka7 40,710 3,717 9.1% Lk,550 k2,017 2,533 6.0% 11,557 11,680 ~ 123 - 1.14%
10 Warren 5,469 5,469 i .0% 5,362 5,320 42 .8% 1,819 1,712 107 6.3%
Vicinage 1 54,830 51,495 3,335 6.5% 56,493 52,297 %,196 8.0% 12,231 13,894 -1,663 ~12,0%
Vicinage 2 56,779 54,003 2,686 5.0% 56,912 54,003 . 2,909 5.4% 20,373 20,506 ~133 - 7%
Vicinage 3 5k, hly 49,716 %,725 9.5% 54,337 50,730 3,607 T.1% 12,857 12,753 10k .84
Vicinage & 62,276 58,544 3,732 6.4% 62,341 60,587 1,754 2.9% 17,580 17,645 65 -4
Vicinege 5 130,046 120,561 9,485 7.9% 129,619 125,520 4,099 3.3% 24,421 23,994 427 1. %
Vicinage 6 58,294 53,856 4,438 8.2% 57,273 53,667 3,606 6.7% 15,10k 14,083 1,021 T.3%
Vicinge T 149,307 47,206 2,101 k5% 51,483 48,732 2,751 5.6% 12,6813 14,989 -2,176 ~14,5%
Vicinage 8 47,160 46,652 508 1.1% 7,452 49,448 -1,996 ~h.0% 18,107 18,399 ~292 -1.6%
Vieinage 9§ 40,746 37,589 3,157 8.44 43,619 39,151 ,468 11.4% 14,420 17,293 -2,873 -16.6%
Vicinage 10 36,360 34,902 1,458 b.2% 35,971 35,108 3 2.5% 10,346 9,957 389 3.9%
Vieinege 11 51,k99 47,982 3,517 7.3% 50,581 b7,%03 3,178 6.7% 12,861 11,963 918 T.7%
Vieinage 12 k427 40,720 3,77 9.1% 4,550 42,017 2,533 6.0% 11,557 11,680 -123 -1.1%
COUNTY TOTALS 686,165 643,306 42,859 6.7% 690,631 658,663 31,968 L.9% 182,690 187,156 -4, 466 -2.4%
Tax Court 8,343 6,925 1,418 20,5% 15,564 11,549 4,015 34,8% 13,227 20,448 -T,221 -35,3%
Trisl Court 694,508 650,231 Wk, 277 6.8% 706,195 670,212 35,983 5.4% 195,917 207,604 ~11,687 ~5.6%
Totals
Appellate 1/ 5,792 5,05h 138 14,64 4,980 5,400 420 ~71.8% 5,845 5,033 812 16.1%
Division
Supreme Court 2/ 216 232 -18 -6.9% 216 223 -7 -3.1% 131 131 - -
655,517 14,999 6.9% 711,391 675,835 35,556 5.3% 201,893 212,768 ~10,875 ~5.1%

STATE TOTALS 700,516
=

)

Data on cases pending as of August 3%, 1980 differs from th

changes due to physical inventories and

1/ Cases added and cases disposed do
21 appeals certified during 1980-;
Appellate Division before calendaring may not agree with the number
due to varisnces in case clagsification and docketing procedures.

2/ Cases added and cases disposed include appeals certified by the Supreme Court bef

not include appeals certified b

e data published in the

recounts in the counties during 1981,

ure calendaring.
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Annusl Report for 1979-80 because

y the Supreme Court before calendaring. There were
8l and 31 appeals during 1979-80. The number of appeals certified from the

of certifications received by the Supreme Court

of



STATUS OF THE CALENDARS

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF COURT YFAR ENDING AUGUST 31, 1981

COMPARED WITH COURT YEAR ENDING AUGUST, 31, 1980

COMPARISON OF CASES APDED AND DISPOSED OF

COURT YEAR 1980-81 COMPARED WITH 1979-80

bifference Fercent
3/1/80 9/1,,9% 1960-81 Increase
to to Ve or
8/31/81 8/31/80 1979-80
TRIAL COURIS
SBUPERIGR COURT, 1AW AND CHANCERY:
Combined Civil Cases on \lendars i )
Added 51,982 <8065 + 3,90 + 8.2%
Disposed 50,762 47,025 + 3,137 + 8,0%
Pending at end of year *(Recount difference +226) 61,245 60,025% + 1,220 + 2.0%
Criminal (Tndi and ons)
Filed 29,101 22,980 + 6,121 +26.6%
Disposed 27,055 23,166 + 3,889 +16.8%
Pending at end of year {not including those awaiting
sentence only) #*(Recount difference +163 31,518 29,472 + 2,046 + 6.9%
Post-Conviction Relief Petitions
Filed 105 135 - 30 -22.2%
Disposed 122 127 - 5 - 3.9%
Pending at end of year *(Recount difference -1) 25 Law - 17 -40.5%
Chancery Division, General Equity Cases on Calendars
Added 4,305 Iy - 119 - 2.7%
Disposed 4,996 4,420 + 576 +13.0%
Pending at end of year *{Recount difference ~1h) 2,413 3,104% - 691 ~22.3%
Chancery Division, Matrimonial Cases on Calendars
Added 32,237 2k, 849 + 7,388 +29.7%
Disposed 31,146 26,466 + 4,680 £17.7%
Pending at end of year *(Recount difference +1h,294) 21,040 19,9h9% + 1,091 + 5.5%
Contested Probate Matters
dded 612 5k2 + 0 +12.9%
Disposed 59% 546 + 48 + 8.8
Pending at end of yuar *(Recount difference +1) 267 2ug¥ + 18 + 7.2%
Appeals from the Municipal Courts
Added 2,942 2,783 + 159 + 5.7%
Disposed 2,950 2,828 + 122 + 4.3%
Pending at end of year *(Recount difference +1) 687‘ 695% - 8 - 1.2%
JUVENILE & DOMESTIC RELATIONS COURTS:
duvenile Delinquent
Filed 101,124 ' 93,352 A N + 8.3%
Disposed 101,388 95,hkY + 5,944 + 6.2%
Pending at end of year *{Recount difference +69%) 13,036 13,300% - 264 - 2.0%
Juvenile ~ In Need of Supervision
iled 12,469 12,126 + 343 + 2.8%
Dispoged 12,591 12,072 + 519 + 4,3%
Pending at end of year *(Recount difference +20) 936 1,058% - 122 -11.5%
Domestic Relations and Reciprocel Support Complaints
Filed 90,347 80,133 + 10,214 +12.8%
Disposed 91,172 80,848 + 10,324 +12.8%
Pending at end of year *(Recount difference +175) 6,072 6,897 - 825 -12.0%
COUNTY DISTRICT COURTS, CIVIL COMPLAINTS:
Filed 360,941 353,917 + 7,024 + 2.0%
Disposed 367,855 365,721 + 2,134 + 0.6%
Pending at end of year *(Recount difference +5,666) 45,451 52,365% - 6,914 -13.2%
TOTAL TRIAL COURTS:
Filed 686,165 643,306 + h2,859 + 6.7%
Disposed 690,631 658,663 + 31,968 + 4.9%
Pending at end of year *(Recount difference +21,225) 182,650 187,156% - 4,466 ~ 2.4%
TAX COURT:
Filed 8,343 6,925 + 1,8 420,5%
Disposed 15,56k 11,5k9 + 4,015 +34,5%
Pending at end of year *(Recount difference -928) 13,227 20,kuB* - 7,221 ~35.3%
TOTAL CASES:
Filed/Added 694,508 650,231 +  Wh2qT + 6.8%
Disposed 706,195 670,212 + 35,983 + 5.4%
Pending at end of year *(Recount difference + :,297) 195,917 207,604% - 11,687 - 5.6%
SUPREME COURT:
Appeals filed and certified 216 232 - 16 ~ 6.9%
Appeals disposed 216 223 - T -~ 3.1%
Appeals pending at end of year 131 131 - - %
SUPERIOR COURT, APPELLATE DIVISION:
Appeals filed ¥¥ THot including appeals certified by 5,792 5,054 + 738 +14,.6%
Appeals disposed JSupreme Court before calendaring 4,980 9,400 - 20 - 1.8
Appesls pending at end of year *(Recount difference -1) 3,35 5,033% + 812 +16.1%
“RAND TOTAL: (OTHER THAN WUNICIPAL COURTS)
Filed/Added 700,516 €55,5L7 +  lh,999 + 6.9%
Disposed 711,391 675,835 + 35,556 + 5.3%
Pending at end of year *(Recount difference +20,296} 201,893 212,768% - 10,875 - 5,1%

September 1, 1980

to
August 31, 1081

September 1, 1979

o]
August 31, 1980

Marked Inactive

County District Court:

No. Percent No. Percent
(— SUPERLOR COURT
Law Division -~ Civil:
Added 51,982 -~ 48,065 - -
Disposed of (Total) 50,762 - - 47,025 -
Jury Trials 2,303 L.5% 2,797 5.9%
Non-Jury Trials 1,267 2,5% 1,502 3.2%
Saqttled, Dismissed or Discontinued:
Before Trial Date 23,436 i6.2% 21,233 45.2%
On Triel Date 22,667 bh 7% 20,395 h3.4%
Other (Transferred, ete.) 1,089 2.1% 1,098 2.3%
Law Division -~ Criminal:
Added 29,101 - - 22,980 -
Disposed of (Total) 27,055 -~ 23,166 - -
Jury Trials 2,145 7.9% 1,969 8.5%
Non-Jury Trials ho2 1.5% 43h 1.9%
Plea 16,731 61.8% 12,930 55.8%
Dismiesal 1,777 28.8% 7,833 33.8%
Chancery Division -— General Equity:
Added < },305 - - kol -
Disposed of (Total) 4,996 - - 4,20 - -
Jury Trials 2 0.1% 3 0.1%
Non-Jury Trials 1,233 2L.6% 981 22.2%
Settled, Dismissed or Discontinued:
Before Trial Date 3,192 63.9% 3,028 68.5%
Other {Transferred, etc.) 569 11,L4% Lot 9.2%
Chancery Division -~ Matrimonial:
Added 32,237 - - 24,8k9 --
Disposed of (Total) 31,146 - - 26,466 - -
In Court ~- Contested 12,232 39.34% 10,388 39.2%
Uncontested 17,405 55.9% 15,581 58.9%
Settled Out of Court 58 0.2% b3 0.2%
Dismissed or Discontinued Out of Court 1,4 L.6% Ls1 1.7%
To General Equity, Law Division, etc. T 0.02% 3 0,01%
Juvenile & Domestic Relations Courts
duvenile Delinquent:
Added 101,124 - - 93,352 -
Disposed of (Total) 101,388 - 95, bk --
Downgraded to JINS Complaints 61 0.1% 123 0.1%
Marked Inactive 7,402 T.3% 6,178 6.5%
Suspended Dispositions (Narcotics) NJSA 24:21-2T (a) (1) 53 0.1% 25 0.03%
Referred Elsewiere 40,387 39.8% 37,324 39.1%
Represented by Counsel 36,235 35.7% 32,913 34.5%
Not Represented by Counsel 17,250 17.0% 18,881 19.8%
Juvenile In Need of Supervision:
Added 12,469 - - 12,126 -
Disposed of (Total) 12,591 - - 12,072 - -
Represented by Counsel 2,531 20.1% 2,454 20.3%
Not Represented by Counsel 3,802 30.2% 3,550 29.4%
Marked Inactive 46 5.9% 690 5.7%
Referred Elsewhere 5,512 43,8% 5,378 44.6%
Domestic Relations & Reciprocal Support:
Added 30,347 - - 80,133 - -
Disposed of (Total) 91,172 - - 80,848 --
By Hearing 74,232 81.L4% 66,547 82.3%
Referred Elsewhere 7,572 8.3% T,226 g g;

7,075

* Data of "Cases Pending" as of August 31, 1980 differs from the data published in the Annual Report for 1979

inventories and recount in the counties during 1981.

¥*  There vere 21 appeals certified during 1980-81 and 31 appeals during 1979-80.
celendaring my not agree with the number of certifications received by the Sup
’

.procedures. . .
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-80 because of changes due to physical

The number of appeals certified from the Appellate Division hafore
reme court due to veriances in case classification and docketing

Rt s oo

Added " 360,941 - - 353,917 -
Disposed of (Total) 367,855 - - 365,721 [
Jury Trials Log 0.1% k9o 0.1%
Non-Jury Trials 63,728 17.3% 59,951 16.4%
Judgment by Default 139,601 37.9% 139,258 38.1%
Settled, Dismissed or Discontinued:
By Dismissal, of Inactive Cases 40,930 11.1% 43,628 11.9%
Before Triel Date 35,146 9.6% 33,943 9.3%
On Trial Date 83,691 22,84 84,192 23.0%
Other (Marked Inactive, Transferred, etc,) L, 260 1.2% 4,259 1.2%
Tax Court:
Added 8,407 - - 6,925 -
Disposed of (Total) 15,56k - - 11,549 --
By Trial:
Tried to Completion 1,485 9.5% 3,134 27.1%
Without Trisl: ) : )
Withdrawn or settled before case assigned to judge 2,529 16.3% 1,689 14,6%
Withdrawn or settled after case assigned to judge 9,912 63.7% 6,%5 54,3
Disposed of ty motion 358 2,3% I 3.9
Transferred to other courts g-m# NA %'211
Miscellaneous Applicatlons 1,279 ,'2 WAe WA

TR
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PROCEEDINGS IN THE SUPREME COURT

o : j .
Sept. 1, 1980 Sept. 1, 1979 :
to to g ; PROCEEDINGS IN THE APPELLATE DIVISION
Aug. 31, 1981 Aug. 31, 1980 | & )
APPEALS ] L, OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
At beginning of Period 1 !
31 i ; .
Notices of appeal filed 70 1:; ! E
Certification on petitions granted ' 96 109 E
Certifications on motion * 22 * 37 in s 8 As published In
Appeals by leave granted 28 37 | 18 354 : ! P Sept. 1, 1979
- - ‘ to
Appeels removed from calendar: b Aug. 31, 1981 Aug. 31, 1980
Argued and decided 124 133 : i
Consolidated with certification 5 8 ‘: i APPEALS
Bsse efor gum : i A R
Remanded ® argument ;g 153 i At Beginning of Period
Decided without argum i
Dismissed after argument ent g 5 i Argued but not decided 1 34
Appeals pending at end of period: — 216 1 _ 3 223 i Submitted on brief but not decided 0 17
* i Perfected and ready for calendaring 2,333 2,115
Argued but not decided 4
Held for further srgument 1 12 Rot Yet Perfacted 208 S
Perfected and ready for argument 3 2 : i 'Remand or Stay 37 5033 |} N.A. 5,380
Not yet perfected 3 79 7 B
. 21 131 38 131 ; I Appeals Added to the Calendar
Appeals pending at end of period : f
i - ] i Filed 5,716 5,085
Datis notl.ces of appeal filed or ; i Reinstated 90 - N.A.
certification granted: i { Certifications remanded from Supreme Court 7 ]
Prior to January 1, 1979 0 ) ' 1 Total Appeals Added 5,813 5,085
January 1, 1979 to March 31, 1979 0 i
April 1, 1979 to June 30, 1979 0 1 i Appeals Removed from Calendar
July 1, 1979 to August 31, 1979 0 } n
September 1, 1979 to December 31, 1979 1 W I Argued and decided 1,549 1,496
January 1, 1980 to March 31, 1980 9 37 ; I Submitted and decided 2,149 2,242
April 1, 1981 *~ June 30, 1980 p 38 E ! Summary disposition 49 N.A.
July 1, 1980 to Aunust 31, 1980 3 3 ! 1 Oral disposition 0 N.A.
September 1, 1980 to December 31, 19 7 : } Dismissed before calendaring 1,233 1,662
. 1980 9
January 1, 1271 to March 31, 1981 16 g l‘ Certified before calendaring ** 21 5,001 | ** 33 5,431
?p{rll 1, 1981 to June 30, 1981 59 0 i
uly 1, 1981 #n A i i
Y " August 31, 1981 28 131 0 131 : | Appeals Pending at End of Period
g Argued but not decided 3 1
b « Submittted but not decided 7 0
i Perfected and ready for calendaring 2.283 2 333
ke ’ r
Total number of appeals argued 167 151 ; It Not Yet Perfected 3,514 2, 662
PETITIONS FOR CERTIFICATION f ! Remand or Stay 38 5,845 | 38 5,031
At beginni . i i Appeals Pending at End of Period -~
F“edegmmng of Pariod ;;; 307 j %‘ Dates of Filing of Appeals:
Reinstated 975 : il Pri ™ 18
Disposed of by: 4 I i rior to January 1, 1979 1
Decision of court H January 1, 1979 to March 31, 1979 112 174
Dismissal prdi 837 99k ! i April 1, 1979 to June 30, 1973 319
Pendt prior to determination 78 81 ; /! July 1, 1980 to August 31, 1979 455
ng at end of period ] Y
282 211 ! il September 1, 1979 to December 31, 1979 874
MOTTIONS AND OTHER PETT ; il January 1, 1980 to March 31, 1980 170 872
At beginire of 5 riTIONS ! April 1, 1980 to June 30, 1980 350 1,150
Fleg ng eriod 152 183 b July 1, 1980 to August 31, 1980 470 971
Disposed of by: 1,409 1,353 . 3 September 1, 1980 to December 31, 1980 1,033 0
Decision nyt:!o i 1’)‘ January 1, 1981 to March 31, 1981 1,134 0
Witharewn p noruz'tto presentation b0 court 1,320 1,310 I April 1, 1981 to June 30, 1981 1,455 0
Pending at end of period 46 74 i July 1, 1981 to August 31, 1981 1,083 0
195 152 it Remand or Stay 38 5,845 28 5,034
DISCIPLINAKY ] ; ! L
= PROCEEDINGS (§° discipline and i I: Total number of appeals argued 1,601 1,497
© for reinstatem i Tetal number of appeals submitted 2,156 2,242
ﬁgdggzimins of Period = B 22 5‘ MOTIONS AND PETITIONS
gispoaed of Z; gz | " 'At beginning of Period 316 351
ending at end of period ! Filed
— 5 28 25 { Disposed of by: ) 4,840 5,680
e number of appeals certified from the Appeliate Divisi s ; Decision of court
agree with the number of certifications rece}i)\lljed abs tl;;/lssnzgrlé;:?rgoziltegdarlng may not Pos Withdrawn prior to presentation to court u,zg? 5’??]2
classification and docketing procedures. ue to case- ! Pending at end of period 285 299

%  This figure includes those appeals already assigned dates. )
** The number of appeals certified from the Appellate Division before calendaring may not agree

with the number of certifications received by the Supreme Court due to variance in case-
Classification and docketing procedures. _ ~
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PROCEEDINGS IN THE TAX COURT

Sept. 1, 1980
to
Aug. 31, 1981

Sept. 1, 1979
to
Aug. 31, 1980

Cases Pending at Beginning of Period
Cases Added:
New Filings
Reinstated and Transferred Cases (Including Remands)
Miscellaneous Applications |
Total Cases Added
Tbtal Pending and Added Cases
Cases Disposed of:

By Trial:
Tried to Completion

Without Trial:

Withdrawn or settled before case assigned to \judge
Withdrawn or settled after case assigned to judge
Disposed of by motion

Transferred to other courts

Miscellaneous Applications

Total Cases Disposed of

Cases Pending at End of Period
By Age:
Less Than 1 Year
1 to 2 Years
Over 2 Years

Total Active Cases Pending

20, 426
5,509
1,619
1,279
8, 407
28, 833
1,485
2,529
9,912
358
1
1,279
15,564
13,269
5, 437
1,666
6,166
13,269

26,000
" 6,082
843
N.A.
6,925
32,925
3,134
1,689
6,275
By7
4
0
11,549
21,376
5, 385
10, 586
5, 405
21,376
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69l

(SUMMARY OF TAX COURT ACTION IN REVIEW OF DIRECT APPEAL COMPLAINTS

AND COUNTY TAX BOARD JUDGMENTS (LOCAL PROPERTY TAX))

{1) (2) (3)

(%) (5) (6) (1)
Tax Year Total Assessments on Total Assessments as Total of Total Decreases in Total Increases in Total
Reviewed Direct Appeal Complaints determined by County Columns Assessments by Tax Assessments by Tax Assessments
Reviewed by Tax Court Tax Board Judgments in (2) & (3) Court below assess~ Court above assess- as deter-
cases reviewed by Tax ments shown on Direct ments shown on Direct mined by
Court Appeals or County Tax  Appeals or County Tax Court
Board Judgments Tax Board Judgments Judgments
1971 478,650 478,650 0 0 478,650
1972 132,200 132,200 0 0 132,200
1973 15,112,550 15,112,550 5,127,860 135,600 10,120,290
1974 57,072,125 57,072,125 13,391,813 1,132,257 44,812,569
1975 22,295,605 224,295,605 33,812,052 3,12h,201 193,607,754
1976 713,805,476 723,805,476 90,029,146 13,015,182 636,791,512
1977 939,937,279 939,937,279 116,800,288 10,422,903 833,559,894
1978 1,2k2,557,603 1,2k2,557,603 175,954 k29 15,594,896 1,082,198,070
1979 113,020,900 977,255,687 1,090,276,587 163,922,939 15,346, 36k 941,700,012
1980 465,630,504 341,318,634 806,949,138 140,429,240 7,763,840 67h,283,738
1981 23,898,150 0 23,898,150 6,460,650 0 17,437,500
TOTALS $602, 549,554 $4,511,965,809 $5,11%,515,363 $745,928, 17 $66,535,203 $l,435,122,189

P
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FOR THE PERIOD: September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981

SUPERIOR COURT, LAW DIVISION

DISPOSITION OF CIVIL CASES

CASES1/ TOTAL

CALENDAR ADDED  CASES CALENDAR AS OF:
AS OF: INCLUDNG DISPOSED CALENDAR
COUNTY TRANSFRS  OF 8/31/81 ONE YEAR
FROM CH. INCLUDNG AGO
DIV. OR TRANSFRS ACTIVE INACTIVE TOTAL
9/1/80 COUNTYS

ATLANTIC 1,447 1,406 1,101 1,706 46 1,752 1,447
CAPE MAY 435 400 307 506 22 528 435
CUMBERLAND 797 542 576 734 29 763 797
SALEM 149 124 123 146 4 150 149
ViC. TOT. 2,828 2,472 2,107 3,092 101 3,193 2,828
BERGEN 8,730 6,270 5,525 9,319 156 9,475 8,730
BURLINGTON 1,528, 1,319 1,407 1,423 17 1,440 1,528
OCEAN 2,545 2,122 2,111 2,554 2 2,556 2,545
VIiC. TOT. 4,073 3,441 3,518 3,977 19 3,996 4,073
CAMDEN 5,096 3,459 3,352 5,129 74 5,203 5,096
GLOUCESTER 1,424 904 914 1,375 39 1,414 1,424
VIC. TOT. 6,520 4,363 4,266 6,504 113 6,617 6,520
ESSEX 7,900 7,662 8,208 7,278 76 7,354 7,900
HUDSON 3,987 4,682 4,587 3,990 92 4,082 3,987
HUNTERDON 382 298 302 371 7 378 382
MERCER 2,143 1,764 1,901 1,931 75 2,006 2,143
SOMERSET 905 984 838 1,033 18 1,051 905
VIC. TOT. 3,430 3,046 3,041 3,335 100 3,435 3,430
MIDDLESEX 7,877 6,272 6,232 7,917 0 7,917 7,877
MONMOUTH* 5,730 3,716 4,508 4,885 53 4,938 5,509
MORRIS* 2,053 2,234 1,544 2,714 29 2,743 2,048
SUSSEX 504 451 380 563 12 575 504
WARREN 222 218 242 189 9 198 222
VIC. TOT.* 2,779 2,903 2,166 3,466 50 3,516 2,774
PASSAIC 2,545 4,242 3,746 2,975 66 3,041 2,545
UNION 3,626 2,913 2,858 3,557 124 3,681 3,626

TOTAL* 60,025 51,982 50,762 60,295 950 61,245 —
TOTAL *%58,759 48,065 47,025 58,985 814 - #%59,799

ONE YEAR AGO

*  Data differs from cases pending August 31, 1980 as reported in the 1979-80
Annual report, because of recounts by the counties resulting from their
periodic inventories and the discovery of other reporting errors by the
counties during the course of the year.

*%  As reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report.
+226 cases pending as of 8/31/80.

}j The calendar is the 1list of cases which have reached issue.

Subsequent recounts amounted to

added to the calendar when the first answer is filed, R 4:36-2.
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(AGE FROM DATE OF COMPTAINT OR REINSTATEMENT)

SUPERIOR COURT, LAW DIVISION

AGES OF ACTIVE CIVIL CASES ON CALENDAR

As of August 31, 1981

COUNTY UNDER 6 TO 1+ TO ! 1/2+ 2+ TO OVER % OVER % OVER
6 12 11/2 To 2 3 3 TOTAL 1 YEAR 7 YEARS
MO.  MO. YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS OLD  OLD
ATLANTIC 397 505 452 258 80 14 1,706 47.13% 5.51%
CAPE MAY 117 129 133 74 45 8 506 51.38% 10.47%
CUMBERLAND 169 198 169 124 63 11 734 50.00% 10.08%
SALEM 38 38 35 20 12 3 146 47.95% 10.27%
VIC. TOT. 721 870 789 476 200 36 3,092 48.54% 7.63%
BERGEN 1,687 2,600 1,946 1,378 1,544 164 9,319 54.00% 18.33%
BURLINGTON 459 417 363 132 40 12 1,423 38.44% 3.65%
OCEAN 678 787 597 242 174 76 2,554 42.64% 9.79%
ViC. TOT. 1,137 1,204 960 374 214 88 3,977 41.14% 7.59%
CAMDEN 833 1,319 1,266 914 681 116 5,129 58.04% 15.54%
GLOUCESTER 223 318 354 224 213 43 1,375 60.65% 18.62%
VIC. TOT. 1,056 1,637 1,620 1,138 894 159 6,504 58.59% 16.19%
ESSEX 1,601 2,675 2,400 440 121 41 7,278 41.25% 2.23%
HUDSON 1,101 1,508 976 299 96 10 3,990 34.61% 2.66%
HUNTERDON 97 116 105 27 20 6 371 42.59% 7.01%
MERCER 292 522 530 417 139 31 1,9%% 57.85% 8.80%
SOMERSET 318 343 300 53 12 7 1,033 36.01% 1.84%
VIC. TOT. 707 981 935 497 171 44 3,335 49.39% 6.45%
MIDDLESEX 2,936 2,354 1,723 694 192 18 7,917 33.18% 2.65%
MONMOUTH 1,179 1,287 1,117 647 580 75 4,885 49.52% 13.41%
MORRIS 760 761 779 380 34 0 2,714 43.96% 1.25%
SUSSEX 137 146 139 80 55 6 563 49.73% 10.83%
WARREN 121 42 17 9 0 0 189 13.76% .00%
VIC., TOT. 1,018 949 935 469 89 6 3,466 43.25% 2.74%
PASSAIC 1,012 1,350 515 77 15 6 2,975 20.61% .71%
UNION 647 1,076 869 772 174 19 3,557 51.56% 5.43%
TOTAL 14,802 18,491 14,785 7,261 4,290 666 60,295 44.78% 8.22%
TOTALS
1 YEAR 4 12,467 17,754 14,405 8,370 5,401 588 58,985 48.76% 10.15%
AGO

*  As reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report.
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SUPERIOR COUKT, LAW DIVISION
INVENTORY OF INDICTMENTS AND ACCUSATiONS :

o

COMBINED )
— |
FOR THE PERIOD September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981 ! ; -
PENDING  THIS MONTH'S PENDING ! SUPERIOR COURT, LAW DIVISION
AS OF :  TRANSACTIONS: AS OF : I !
9/1/80 _ 8/31/81 PEND. i { ACTIVE INDICTMENTS AND ACCUSATIONS PENDING PLEA OR TRIAL
COUNTY gggVE ;ggin . QggVE glllgg;s w08 " acr Pﬁﬁé ﬂé‘g;gL 1 i AGES FROM DATE OF FILING OF INDIGIMENTS AND ACGUSATIONS
. . PO- . - . T . i _— — -
PLEA/ K& - SI-  FLEA/ (NAR- PONED, UNTRI- (BY 1 YEAR 1 YEAR ! COMBINED
TOTAL TRIAL OPENED TIONS TRIAL COTIC) (PTI) ABLE* JUDGE TOTAL AGO  AGO I —
ATLANTIC #%1,629 585 1,421 2,016 361 91 74 508 0 1,034 585 1,390 j As of August 31, 1981
CAPE MAY 552 233 412 537 112 0 33 266 16 427 233 552 i
CUMBERLAND 1,155 562 871 1,071 213 34 80 618 10 955 562 1,155 ' y . .
SALEM *%531 218 582 528 217 29 55 280 4 585 218 532 : 3 COUNTY ~ UNDER 6 TO I+ TO 1 1/2+ 2+ TO OVER % OVER % OVER
VIC. TOT*%3,867 1,598 3,286 4,152 903 154 242 1,672 30 3,001 1,598 3,629 f. ; 6 12 11/2 102 3 3 TOTAL 1 YEAR 2 YEARS
_ == = == - ! MO.  MO. YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS - OLD  OLD
LERGEN  *%¥1,607 1,147 1,505 1,565 1,105 83 74 0 285 1,547 1,147 1,608 :
— g ; . ATLANTIC 304 48 7 1 0 1 361 2.49%  .28%
BURLINGTON *%458 244 1,264 1,043 405 3 21 244 6 679 244 449 ] i CAPE MAY 74 24 9 2 2 1 112 12.50% 2.68%
OCEAN 559 468 715 741 386 26 106 0 15 533 468 559 ] ! " CUMBERLAND 207 6 0 0 0 0 213 .00%  .00%
VIC. TOT**1,017 712 1,979 1,784  79i 29 127 244 21 1,212 712 1,008 ‘ i SALEM 185 28 2 2 0 0 217 1.84%  .00%
, ‘ VIC. TOT. 770 106 18 5 2 2 903  2.99%  J44%
CAMDEN 3,068 1,266 2,238 2,371 1,067 68 128 1,652 20 2,935 1,266 3,068 : _— — = = - = == —
GLOUCESTER 1,277 651 1,217 1,231 478 91 98 512 84 1,263 651 1,277 9 6 1.105  32.49% 10.68%
VIC. TOT. 4,345 1,917 3,455 3,602 1,545 159 226 2,164 104 4,198 1,917 4,345 ; BERGEN 2z 1 M 52 ¥ L
3
j \ BURLINGTON 333 71 1 0 0 0 405 .25%  .00%
%k % : s i
ESSEX, 4,858 1,970 4,526 3,558 2,827 24 10 2,148 487 5,826 1,970 4,879 OCEAN 228 78 59 14 7 o 386  20.73% 1.81%
HUDSON ~ #%2,637 1,218 2,069 1,610 1,435 18 126 1,306 211 3,096 1,218 2,651 E ‘? VIC. TOT. 561 149 60 14 A 0 791 10.24%  .88%
HUNTERDON 409 193 375 386 199 13 37 41 108 398 193 409 , - CAMDEN 852 69 14 14 31 87 1,067 13.68% 11.06%
MERCER 1,438 - 683 1,837 1,548 772 32 126 109 688 1,727 683 1,438 : 5 GLOUCESTER 289 31 73 16 16 3 478 22.59% 3.97%
SOMERSET 396 292 582 558 210 0 38 0 172 420 292 39 ‘ i VIC. TOT. 1,141 150 87 30 47 90 1,545 16,447 8.87%
VIC. TOT. 2,243 1,168 2,794 2,492 1,181 45 201 150 968 2,545 1,168 2 243 |
¢ ESSEX 1,582 652 281 108 106 98 2,827 20.98% 7.22%
MIDDLESEX#%2,580 1,501 2,453 2,057 1,459 11 61 1,346 0 2,976 1,501 2,638 —_— = = = = = =
HUDSON 760 271 152 107 79 66 1,435 28.15% 10.10%
MONMOUTH 1,120 530 1,791 1,584 541 73 111 153 449 1,327 530 1,120 : -_— == - — =
MORELS *%625 317 811 692 325 47 131 18 223 744 317 621 é 5 HUNTERDON 167 19 > 2 3 3199 6534 3.022
. ’ 1 2 8.94% 2.85%
SUSSEX *%246 131 315 269 173 19 47 29 26 292 131 241 j | ggﬁggfs{m ‘;’;g 1%3 ig g 12 18 Zé 16.372 95%
WARREN 673 596 291 277 386 28 82 0 191 687 596 673 ‘ b VIC. TOT 879 185 61 26 17 13 1.181  9.91% 2.54%
VIC. TOT**},544 1,044 1,417 1,238 884 94 260 47 438 1,723 1,044 1,535 L : * —_— == - — - = = ——— S
PASSAIC **2,169 890 1,787 1,610 1,157 28 172 77 912 2,346 890 2,167 I MIDDLESEX 818 247 200 60 102 32 1,459 27.00% 9.18%
UNION ~ *%1,485 800 2,039 1,803 905 65 111 69 571 1,721 800 1,486 4' L MONMOUTH 450 33 24 6 4 4 541 7.02% 1.48%
1
i MORRIS 271 25 15 8 - 5 1 325  8.92% 1.85%
TOTAL  **29,472 14,495 29,101 27,055 14,733 882 2,051 9,376 4,476 31,518  —- — _ SUSSEX 106 54 6 4 1 2 173 7.51% 1.73%
.; WARREN 113 105 89 61 12 6 386 43.52% 4.66%
TOTALS *xE i VIC. TOT. 490 184 110 73 18 9 884 23.76% 3.05%
1 YEAR*#%29,495 13,877 22,980 23,166 14,495 627 1,501 6,595 6,091 29,309 14,495 29,309 ; - - = — — - = T
AGO i PASSAIC 796 194 119 25 17 6 1,157  14.437 1.99%
: . 1 | UNION 679 125 23 32 20 21 905 11.16% 4.53%
* Warrant outstanding or parties not available for trial; however, j . : — —_ - — — - - T T
indictments and accusations thereon not marked inactive. Counties may vary as i !
to criteria for considering indictments and accusations "untriable.” i L % § < o
**  Data differ from cases pending August 31, 1980 as reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report, 1 TOTAL 9,433 2,555 1,320 247 498 380 14,733 18.63% 5.96%
because pf recounts by the counties resulting from their periodic physical b TOTAL
inventori d the di £ oth td by th ties duri | .
the course of the year. o o ooy Feporiimg Srrows By The comties during ) 1 YEAR  * 8,682 2,871 1,296 610 666 370 14,495 20.29% 7.14%
#*%% As reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report. S3ubsequent recounts amounted to +163 i ) %j AGO
cases pending as of August 31, 1980. ,_ o % As reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report.
i ¢,
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SUPERIOR COURT IAW DIVISION

| SUPERIOR COURT, LAW DIVISION
SUPPLEMENTAL CRIMINAL REPORT i i
COMBINED i ' v IMINAL REPORT
INVENTORY OF CRIMINAL CASES 1/ (INDICTMENTS AND ACGUSATTONS X PERSONS ! : SUPPLEMENTAL CR
VENTIORY. OF 3/ (mpromiey A# CUSAEE Sovs) il s AGES OF ACTIVE CRIMINAL CASES
FOR THE PERIOD of September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981 | ' ( COMBINED) . OR TRIAL
PENDING  THIS MONTH'S FENDING -; (INDICTMENTS AND ACCUSATIONS X PERSONS) PENDING PLEA
AS OF : TRANSACTIONS: AS OF : ACTIVE i
: 9/1/80 8/31/81 PEND. ! ! AS OF AUGUST 31, 1981
' COUNTY ACTIVE ADDED ACTIVE SUSP. PLEA/ TOTAL ‘1 : T Gver 1
PEND. INCL. DISPO-  PEND. DISP'S FOST- INACT. TRIAL PEND. § ! Over e OV
PLEA/ RE - SI- PLEA/ (NAR- PONED, UNTRI- (BY 1 YEAR 1 YEAR % ; Under 6 6 to 12 1+ to 11/2 11/2+ to 2 2+ to 3 3 Yeors TOTAL Year 014
TOTAL __ TRIAL OFENED TIONS TRIAL COTIC) (PTI) ABLE* JUDGE TOTAL AGO  AGO i : COUNTY Months  Months Years Years Years
A i
Atlantic  ** 1,623 827 1,716 2,17h 435 101 79 550 0 1,165 87 1,781 i
Cape May 663 338 503 680 153 0 35 281 17 b8 338 663 : E 0 1 435 3.68%
Cumberland 1,297 673 1,184 1,418 237 b2 98 645 111,033 673 1,297 i : Atlantic 359 60 13 2 1 153 13.07%
Salem # g] o7k 726 689 255 30 61 308 N 658  27h 619 i : ok 29 15 2 2 00%
Vic. Total®* 4,204 2,112 4,129 4,991 1,080 173 273 1,784 32 3,302 2,112 4,360 i | Cape May 5 0 0 0 237 .
; Cumberland 228 9 3 0 0 255 2.75%
Bergen  ** 2,126 1,576 2,134 2,128 1,610 104 93 0 325 2,132 1,576 2,128 H , Salem 216 32 3: 7 2 2 1,080 4,26%
: B ’ 0
Burlington ¥*  4gg 280 1,291 1,095 416 3 21 2kg 6 655 280 o6 p % Vic. Total 90T 13 I
Ocean TIT 608 927 970 505 32 121 0 % 6Ty 608  TIT i | 85 106 b9 1,610 31.Th%
Vie. Total®* 1,216 888 2,218 2,065 921 35 12 249 22 1,369 888 1,213 | i Bergen 761 338 271
| i % ' 416 24%
; Camden 3,562 1,488 2,609 2,938 1,208 81 139 1,785 20 3,323 1,488 3,562 i . 1 0 0 0
| Gloucester 1,623 846 1,27k 1,503 516 99 102 575 102 1,39k 846 1.603 s i Burlington 335 8 12 19 8 0 505 19.60%
| Vie. Total 5,185 2,334 3,973 LA 1,814 180 24 2,360 122 b7 2,335 5.185 ; g Ocean 297 igg 73 19 8 0 921  10.86%
| . ) ic. 32
| Essex *#* 5,817 2,585 5,972 4,60k 3,735 25 389 2,506 530 7,185 2,585 5,813 i i Vic. Total j " 103 1298 13 )48%
| 4 i 1 > i
| Hudson *% 3,3k9 1,634 2,861 2,252 1,900 28 161 1,653 216 3,958 1,634 3,386 i Camden 1,045 :(8 1%’_2, 16 o1 3 516 27.71%
; i Gloucester 292 ol o 6o 106 1,81h 17.53%
Hunterdon Lk 2h1 k61 kg2 237 13 Ly 4t 125 463  2u Lk ; : Vic. Total 1,337 159 118 3
Mercer 1,663 79k 2,142 1,821 891 33 134 124 832 1,984 T9h 1,663 : i * ? 21, 47%
Somerset 475 364 8ob 69l 3hk 1 48 0 192 585 364 475 : : 8 385 121 165 131 3,735 .
Vic. Total 2,632 1,399 3,407 3,007 1,472 b7 223 171 1,119 3,032 1,399 2,632 : : Essex 2,080 >3 " %
o 78 1,900 2479
Middlesex ** 2,951 1,807 3,055 2,513 1,775 125 66 1,527 0 3,k93 1,807 3,063 k Hudson 1,096 333 192 109 9 ’
Monmouth  *# 1,392 710 2,393 2,140 128 83 127 211 k496 1,645 710 1,393 : ; 5 o I 3 237 5.91%
' § Hunterdon 20k 19 50 13 11 891 8.31%
Morris ~ #* 799 445 1,086 949 L6k 52 156 19 245 936 Wis 797 ‘ Mercer 661 156 30 o il 11.05%
Sussex ®%  ogh 163 bt 353 229 20 52 32 25 358 163 290 : : 200 106 31 5 2 I 8.56%
Warren  ** 823 2k 333 30 477 1y By o =238 836 72b 8oy : Somerset 8 56 27 19 b 1,472 .
Vie. Total** 1,016 1,332 1,836 1,622 1,170 106 205 5. 508 2,130 1,332 1,89k | Vic. Total 1,065 20l ‘
- ; ? 0 33 1,775 25.92
P-ssaic %% 2,608 1,098 2,191 2,072 1,372 29 206 93 1,027 2,727 1,098 2,604 ; Middlesex 1,016 299 239 79 109 )
Union *#* 1,823 1,041 2,534 2,323 1,131 70 120 96 617 2,03k 1,041 1,82k ’ o7 12 4 N 128 6.46%
i Monmouth 609 12 " S
i : 1 L Te5h%
TOTAL ¥* 35,219 18,516 36,703 34,158 18,708 1,005 2,336 10,701 5,01k 37,76h4 - - 7 Morris 397 32 1§ 12 ?. 3 209 T. kot
i Sussex 145 67 ) 73 12 6 T 42,98%
TOTAL 1 35,3k 17,592 28,943 28,882 18,516 T3 1,753 17,575 6,938 35,h95 18,516 35,495 | Warren 130 142 11 > 18 10 1,170 21.97%
AR A0 ! | Vic. Total 672 2k 137 9 .
; i 14,87
i i ol T 1,372
i | Passaic 940 228 140 33 g
A [ o
_1_/ For the purpose of this rage, each defendant named on each indictmeprt is counted as a : )‘ . 851 152 hll, 38 2k 22 1’131 1 32%
separate case. For example, if A and B are indicted in one indict-ient certaining five : Union >
counts against each defendant, there are two cases: one ageinst A and one against B. j
If A is indict':ed on.four indictments, there are four cases against A. In other words, it 6 )-F 633 )456 18,708 18.53%
each indictment against each defendant constitutes a separate case. ; E TOTAL 11,966 3,275 1,"{21} 5
* Warrant outstanding or parties not available for trial; however, indictments and L i
accusations thereon not marked inactive. Counties may vary as to criteria for \ 55 826 ’414"{ 18,516 19-93%
considering indictments and accusations "untrisble'. : TOTAL 1 11,204 3,622 1,662 T
*%  Data differ from cases pending August 31, 1980 as reported in the 1979-80 Annuel ! YEAR AGO
Report, because of recounts by the counties resulting from their periodic physical ;
inventories and the discovery of other reporting errors by the counties during the

o as . a
1/ For the purpose of this page, each defendant namec.i on ea.ch.lndlctrfxegi:, izegz\mta
T  as a separate case. TFor example, if A and B are indicted in one 11:1 :u(:me e aingt
containing five counts against each defend?nt, ?hzyet;iz:t:wotﬁ:i:séw ne against
ainst B. If A is indicted on four in ic . & :
2gzggsgnle&.agln othe: words, each indictment against each defendant constitutes a

i separate case.

1T

course of the year.
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SUPERIOR COURT, LAW DIVISION

PETITIONS FOR POST-CONVICTION RELIEF, RULE 3:22

September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981

PETITIONS PENDING AT END OF MONTH f

2y @ & //
-] L1
B é“mﬁf? Svw. [§805 BY AGE FROM DATE OF FILING o
=} e ST |Ho ~ =
5 Fgdf [adi5|H88§ )5 |78y |8y [C2 R R
<3 HE Y BESS IR "% [5%o [958 [085 (858 | & [B2e
o o5 Yy ] = o4 < + o= )
) ~ =) 2 S0
5] a SO I3
245 & 7 |8T° JEFS -8 (42 |88° | £ |anT
= &
Atlantic 3 3 6 0 0 0 0 0 3
Cape May 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 2
Cumberland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Salem 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Vic. Total 5 5 11 0 0 0 0 0 6
Bergen 3 5 ; 2 0 0 0 2 3
Burlington 2 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 2
Ocean, 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
7ie.
e Totad 2 9 1 ol o 0 o | o 2
Canden 3 5 8 0 0 0 0 0 3
Gloucester 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 2
Vic. Total 5 7 12 0 0 0 0 0 5
Essex 7 24 28 0 4 3 0 7 7
Hudson 2 5 4 0 1 2 0 3 2
:ﬁg‘;g:zdon 0 5 4 0 1 0 0 1 0
orooT 0 i 2 0 2 0 0 2 0
so 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vic. Total 0 10 . 7 0 3 0 0 3 0
Monmouth * 8 ki 16 1 1 ] 1 3 z
gz:g é}s{ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sussex g [1) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
JYic. Total }  « g 1 1 0 ] 9 0 0 0
Passale 1 8 7 1 0 0 1 2 1
Union [ 15 15 0o | 2 3 o s s
TOTAL *y2 105 122 4 10 9 2 25 -
TOTAL 1 #% 35 135 127
YEAR AGO 12 16 9 6 - *% 43

* Data differ from cases pending AAugust 31, 1980 as reported in 1979-80 Annual Report,
because of recounts by the counties resulting from their periodic physical inventories
and the discovery of other reporting errors by the counties during the course of the

year.

**  As reported in the 1979-80 Annua: Fesport.
pending as of August 31, 1980.
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Subsequent recount amounted to -1 case
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SUPERIOR COURT, LAW DIVISION

PROBATE PART

DISPOSITION OF CONTESTED PROBATE MATTERS

September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981

o]
o 5 CALENDAR AS OF ] vgo .
: ¢ g . August 31, 1981 w"
5 o g @ g ) v 3 &
5 g I Jv 5 [Ta ~ ~ 8
@ & gy @ Fol/ofSy [tbhny d [
S g & 090 o §~/¥ES [od5 By~
;!% & 2 il §°L0o §o & Lo o fla,
oy af S Q o5 & JO§
Atlantaic * 20 24 23 9 4 8 21 21
Cape May 10 32 35 6 0 1 7 10
Cumberland 10 7 11 4 0 2 6 10
Salem 1 5 2 2 1 1 y 1
Vic. Total s 41 68 71 21 5 1_2_ 38 _12
Bergen 20 68 57 24 7 0 31 20
Burlington n 20 22 2 0 0 2 4
Ocean 13 23 23 9 [ 3 13 13
Vic. Total 17 43 45 1’ 1 3 15 17
Camden 12 17 14 4 7 4 15 12
Gloucester 1 4 4 0 1 0 1 1
Vic. Total 13 21 18 b 8 A 16 13
Essex 13 30 26 6 9 2 17 13
Hudson 2 52 48 15 € 4 25 21
Hunterdon 9 16 u3 10 2 0 12 9
Mercer 4y 100 124 18 1 1 20 4y
Somerset 11 22 18 6 4 5 15 11
Vic. Total | 64 || 168 185 34 7 6 w 64
Middlesex 9 30 26 9 ] ] 13 9
Monmouth 9 16 14 9 2 0 11 9
Morris * 11 37 32 13 0 3 16 9
Sussex 4 7 6 3 1 1 5 I
Warren 1 0 1 0 0 0 R 1
Vic. Total | * 16 an 39 16 1 4 21 14
passaic 5 33 31 7 [ ° 7 5
Union 21 39 34 13 5 8 26 2
%QWTAL * 249 612 594 169 55 43 267 -
UrAL 1.
L@R AGO **252 542 546 153 47 48 - *% QU8

*  Data differ from cases pending August 31, 1980 as reported in the 1979-80 Annual
Report, because of recounts by the counties resulting from their periodic physical
inventories and the discovery of other reporting errors by the counties during the

year.

#%  As reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report.
case pending as of August 31, 1980.
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Subsequent recount amounted ito +1
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SUPERIOR COURT, LAW DIVISION

APPEALS FROM THE MUNICIPAL COURTS

September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981

Total Ap- Ages of Pending Appeals from Total Ap- [|Appeals
COUNTY peals Pend- Appeals Appeals Date of Filing of Notice peals Pend- |Pending
ing at Beg.| Taken |pisposea of|Under 3|3 to 6|61 to 12|over 1 /ing at End |1 Year
of Period Months |Months| Months | Year | of period | Ago
Atlantic 35 143 155 23 0 0 0 23 35
Cape May 14 53 52 14 1 0 0 15 14
Cumberland 22 59 79 2 0 0 0 2 22
Salam 4 40 39 5 0 0 0 5 I
Vic. Total 5 295 325 44 1 L) 0 45 s
Bergen ik} 304 290 70 25 2 0 97 83
Buriington 56 181 177 38 14 6 2 60 56
Ocean 26 203 198 29 2 0 0 31 26
Vic. Total 82 384 375 67 16 L} 2 91 82
Camden ] 158 162 35 1 (] 0 36 40
Gloucester 18 90 77 20 7 2 2 31 18
Vic. Total 58 248 239 55 8 2 2 87 58
Essex 52 257 251 LE] n 1 3 38 52
Hudson 20 s 67 19 8 1 o 28 20
Huntexrdon 6 37 22 8 12 1 0 21 6
Mercer 67 164 170 36 25 0 0 61 67
Somerset 15 84 [ " 1 0 0 12 15
Ye- fotal 88 285 219 ss | a8 1 0 9 88
Middlesex 36 288 285 35 2 1 1 39 36
Monmouth 31 272 293 23 4 1 ) 30 51
Morris 4o 171 177 29 1 3 1 34 40
Sussex * 25 68 53 18 13 3 1 40 24
Warren 23 42 50 10 3 2 0 15 23
Vic. Total * 88 281 280 57 17 13 2 89 87
Passaic 14 ao4 108 2 [ g s Ed 4
Union 18 149 157 35 5 ) 9 40 L]
POTATL #5695 2,942 2,950 518 131 28 10 687 -—
TOTAL 1 .
YEAR AGQ *% 739 2,783 2,828 549 115 22 8 - **69Y

* Data differ from cases pending August 31,

because of recounts by the counties res
the discovery of other reporting errors

1980 as reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report,

ulting from t

heir periodic physical inventories and
by the counties during the course of the year.

*% - Ag reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report. Subsequent recounts amount to 1 case pending
as of August 31, 19gp,
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NOTICE TO READERS

Beginnina March 1, 1981, caseload data reported from the Matrimonial Courts
reflects cases as added to the calendar upon filing of a complaint. Prior Matrimonial
reporting definitions required that cases be added to the calendar only after an
answer or appearance had been made (usually serveral months after the date of the
complaint). This change in reporting definitions has necessitated a recount of all

open Matrimonial complaints as of March 1, 1981.

Statewide, a total of 19,021 Matrimonial complaints were open as of March 1,
1981 compared with the tally of 6,685 under the prior reporting definitions. There-

fore, an additional 12,336 cases were placed on the trial calendars adjusting for the
new reporting definitions.

This adjustment was shown as additional cases pending but without being
included in cases added for March, 1981. Starting with March, 1981, new Matrimonial

complaints filed and received by the county will be recorded as cases added.
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SUPERIOR COURT, LAW DIVISION

MATRIMONIAL

DISPOSITION OF CASES

FOR PERIOD As of September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981
1/CAL- NEW
ENDAR CASES CALENDAR AS OF: TOTAL
COUNTY AS OF: ADDED CASES 8/31/81 PENDING
* AND DIS~ IN- TOTAL CASES 1 YEAR
9/1/80 REINST.POSED ACTIVE ACTIVE PENDING AGO
ATLANTIC 781 995 1,140 &33 3 636 144
CAPE MAY 297 172 271 198 0 198 63
CUMBERLAND 431 588 611 407 1 408 98
SALEM 190 257 281 162 4 166 25
ViC. TOT. 1,699 2,012 2,303 1,400 8 1,408 330
BERGEN 1,887 3,906 3,608 2,178 7 2,185 806
BURLINGTON 955 1,913 1,826 1,039 3 1,042 275
OCEAN | 501 1,993 1,842 652 0 652 134
VIC. TOT. 1,456 3,906 3,668 1,691 3 1,694 409
CAMDEN 804 2,278 1,994 1,088 0 1,088 362
GLOUCESTER 677 1,064 1,006 734 1 735 121
VIC. TOT. 1,481 3,342 3,000 1,822 1 1,823 483
ESSEX 2,007 3,031 2,499 2,539 [ 2,539 350
HUDSON 1,259 2,491 2,108 1,642 0 1,642 374
HUNTERDON 230 468 451 246 1 247 126
MERCER 1,151 1,465 1,622 980 14 994 504
SOMERSET 473 781 827 427 0 427 146
VIC. TOT. 1,854 2,714 2,500 1,653 15 1,668 776
MIDDLESEX 2,151 2,362 2,690 1,823 0 1,823 481
MONMOUTH 1,767 2,284 2,467 1,584 [ 1,584 552
MORRIS 1,245 1,119 1,135 1,229 0 1,229 354
SUSSEX 408 494 486 416 0 416 110
WARREN 237 338 359 216 0 216 70
VIC. TOT. 1,890 1,951 1,980 1,861 ] 1,861 534
PASSAIC 1,369 1,945 1,763 1,551 ] 1,551 287
UNION 1,129 2,293 2,160 1,260 2 1,262 273
TOTAL* 19,949 32,237 31,146 21,004 36 21,040 -
TOTALS
1 YEAR%. 7,272 24,849 26,466 5,619 36 - *%5,655
AGO

*

Data differ from cases pending August 31, 1980 as reported in 1979-80

Annual Report, because of transfers among counties and recounts by the
counties from their periodic physical inventories and the discovery of

*%k

to 14,294 cases pending as of August 31, 1980.

lj A change in procedure occured during 1980-81 court year.

thelr reporting errors by the counties during the course of the year.
As reported in the 1979~80 Annual Report. Subsequent recounts amounted

Cases added are

number of complaints filed. - Prior to this year cases added were the
number of complaints to which an answer was filed.
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SUPERIOR COURT, LAW DIVISION

MATRIMONIAL

AGES OF ACTIVE CASES ON CALENDAR

AGE FROM DATE OF COMPLAINT OR REINSTATEMENT

As of August 31, 1981

T ——

WIY ~ GNDER 6 TO 1+ TO 1 1/2+ 2+ TO OVER % OVER % OVER
e I 12 11/2 702 3 3 TOTAL 1 YEAR 2 YEARS
MO.  MO. YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS OLD _ OLD
ATLANTIC 424 200 5 3 1 0 633 1.427%  .16%
CAPE MAY 134 39 18 5 2 0 198 12.63%Z 1.01%
CUMBERLAND 283 66 33 8 10 7 407 14.25% 4.18%
SALEM 103 29 18 4 6 2 162 18.52% 4.94%
VIC. TOT. 944 334 74 20 19 9 1,400 8.71% 2.00%
BERGEN 1,185 611 256 85 40 1 2,178 17.54% 1.88%
BURLINGTON 720 175 74 45 22 31,039 13.86% 2.41%
OCEAN 571 76 5 0 0 0 652 T4 .00%
viC. TOT. 1,291 251 79 45 22 3 1,691 8.81%7 1.48%
CAMDEN 889 109 49 24 15 2 1,088 8.27% 1.56%
GLOUCESTER 445 134 68 46 29 12 734 21.12% 5.59%
vic. ToT. 1,334 243 117 70 44 14 1,822 13.45% 3.18%
ESSEX 1,158 883 431 41 26 0 2,539 19.61% 1.02%
HUDSON 1,036 378 157 54 16 1 1,642 13.89% 1.04%
HUNTERDON 191 42 9 3 1 0 246 5.28%  .41%
MERCER 646 212 87 34 1 0 980 12.45%  .10%
SOMERSET 302 104 21 0 0 0 427 4.92%  .00%
yic. ToT. 1,139 358 117 37 2 0 1,653 9.44%  .12%
MIDDLESEX 1,32 465 197 67 56 6 1,823 17.88% 3.40%
MONMOUTH 1,081 329 118 21 27 8 1,584 10.98% 2.21%
3 y 1%
MORRIS A51 453 110 10 5 0 1,229 10.17% 417
SUSSEX 218 107 53 16 21 1 416 21.88% 5.29%
WARREN 157 51 8 0 0 0 216 3.70% .00%
vic. ToT. 1,026 611 171 26 26 1 1,861 12.04% 1.45%
PASSAIC 979 396 151 23 2 0 1,551 11.35% .13%
UNION 834 286 138 1 1 0 1,260 11.11%  .08%
TOTAL 13,039 5,145 2,006 490 281 43 21,006 13.43% 1.54%
TOTALS i
1 YEARX 1,764 2,137 1,097 3% 179 48 5,619 30,57% 4.04%
AGO

* As reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report.
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SUPERIOR COURT, LAW DIVISION i

: } SUPERIOR COURT, LAW DIVISION
GENERAL EQUITY - ‘

\ GENERAL EQUITY
DISPOSITION OF CASES 3 ‘ AGES OF ACTIVE CASES ON CALENDAR

FOR PERIOD September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981

AGE FROM DATE OF COMPLAINT OR REINSTATEMENT

CAL-  NEW TOTAL 3 L 1981
ENDAR CASES CALENDAR AS OF: PEND. As of August 31,
COUNTY AS OF: ADDED CASES 8/31/81 1 ; j
* AND DIS- PRE~ NOT PRE IN- TOTAL YEAR B ; 9 9
4 4 OVER % OVER
9/1/80 REINST.POSED TRIED TRIED ACTIVE ACTIVE PEND.  AGO ; ; T UNDER 6 TO 1+ TO 1 1/2+ 2+ TO CVER
. COuNTY 6 12 11/2 To 2 3 3 TOTAL 1 YEAR 2 YEARS
ATLANTIC 225 267 351 75 66 141 0 141 236 ! MO. MO. YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS OLD OLD
CAPE MAY 79 96 107 25 43 59 9 68 82 ! :
CUMBERLAND 0 2 2 49 1 28.37Z  .00%
SAdeEM gg ?? 139 2 g 7 1 sg gg ! ATLANTIC 67 i‘g 32 ? 8 (1) lgé 11.86% 1.69%
VIC. TOT. 389 465 887 131 136 256 11 267 402 3 : CAPE MAY 37 . 49 36.73% 10.20%
T T e = = = == '; ; CUMBERLAND 17 14 J 3 2 7 14.29%7 007
. BERGEN 199 426 437 39 149 182 6 188 358 ! : " SALEM 2 4 1 0 0 0 787 2.34%
- — - - - = ' VvIC. TOT. 123 67 51 9 3 3 26 25.78% 2.34%
BURLINGTON 160 199 201 71 87 149 9 158 151 « - - .
OCEAN 196 303 336 48 115 151 12 163 194 | BERGEN 74 62 29 10 6 1 182 25.27% 3.85%
VIC. TOT. 356 562 537 119 202 300 21 321 345 ; — — - —
- _— —— __ - - - - - ! Y 28.867% 2.68%
CAMDEN 221 266 309 90 88 156 22 178 223 ; ; BURLINGTON 47 >3 gi 12 % (2) ig? 17.22%  .66%
GLOUCESTER 103 125 137 25 66 86 5 91 103 , ! OCEAN 63 62 3 5 300 23.00%7 1.67%
vIC. ToT. 328 391 446 115 154 242 27 269 326 | | VIC. TOT. 110 121 45 19 3 £ ==
ESSEX 437 403 565 133 142 270 5 275 435 ! CAMDEN 86 41 11 11 4 3 132 ;g-ggjf/a ggg;
| 38 24 8 10 & ‘ony o 279
HUDSON 188 250 317 34 87 116 2 121 93 i i G’;?E“?,ﬁ%‘f 124 65 19 21 8 5 242 21.90% 5.37%
;g ; b ol Pk — —_—
HUNTERDON 39 93 79 7 46 51 2 53 39 i 28.52% 5.19%
MERCER 89 148 160 6 71 69 8 77 88 i 5 ESSEX 85 108 47 16 23 ERL]
SOMERSET 66 96 102 6 54 53 7 60 67 g 9 A
VIC. TOT. 194 337 341 2 171 173 17 190 194 | HUDSON 86 25 2 9 3 1 116 4.31% 2.59%
MIDDLESEX 71 271 269 35 138 w2 1 173 10 HUNTERDON 6 18 s 101 5113737 L96X
3 7 3 0 1 e T
MONHOUTH 184 343 370 39 m8 157 0 157 187 : P % 10 5 200 s Lnaik o0z
§ 173 14,457 1.16%
MORRIS 204 246 335 25 9 113 2 115 205 ‘ VIC. TOT. 101 471 17 8 0 2 1B
SUSSEX 50 105 106 7 42 47 2 49 49 : 9 9
WARREN 19 50 43 7 19 25 1 26 19 MIDDLESEX 98 44 21 4 3 0 172 17.44% 2.91%
VIC. TOT. 273 401 484 39 151 185 5 190 273
- - = = = 1& 5 8.28%  .64%
: 112 32 9 3 1 o 157 8.
PASSAIC 229 317 409 40 97 131 6 137 175 MONMOUTH 32 2 sy
) 1 4 2 113 14.16% - o
UNION 160 199 234 45 80 16 3 125 160 P 20 18 3 4 1 0w a0 2137
SUSSE?\IK T s 3 1 0 0 25 16,00% -;)g;A
;’: 50‘4% 3. vo
TOTAL *3,104 4,305 4,996 788 1,625 2,300 113 2,413 - VIC. TOT. 97 60 15 6 3 2 18 121
TOTALS 3 PASSAIC 76 42 11 1 0 1 131 9.922 _.76%
1 YEAR** 3,114 4,424 4,420 1,113 2,005 2,991 127 - *%3,118 L — — - .
AGO ! 49 39 17 6 4 1 116 24.14% 4.31%
*  Data differ from cases pending August 31, 1980 as reporied in the 1979-80 : UNION —_— —_ — - - -
Aanual Report, because of transfers and recounts by the counties resulting
from their periodic physical inventories and the discovery of other report-— i .702 3.00%
ing errors by the counties during the course of the year. : b TOTAL 1,135 712 283 101 48 21 2,300 19.70% ’
*% As reported in the 1979~80 Annual Report. Subsequent recounts amounted to o
~14 cases pending as of August 31, 1980, . TOTALS o
.63% <487
» ; 1 YEAR % 1,301 1,073 389 124 80 24 2,991 20.63% 3.4
AGO
178 } i' * As reported in the 1979-80 Arnnual Report.
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JUVENILE AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS COURT

DISPOSITION‘QE JUVENILE DELINQUENT COMPLAINTS

FOR THE PERIOD September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981

JUVENILE AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS COURTS

ACTIVE JUVENILE DELINQUENT COMPLAINTS PENDING AT END OF MONTH

BY COUNSEL STATUS AND BY AGE FeOM DATE

OF COMPLATNT

As of August 31, 1981

ACTIVE COMPL, COMPLAINTS DISPOSED OF ACTIVE COMPLAINTS PENDING

COMPL. FILED TDOWN- MARKED SUSP. REF HEARING AT END OF MONTH
COUNTY  PEND.: INCL. GRADED BY DISP. CONF., “REP. NOT~  TOTAL COUNS. COUNS.

* RGINS.8T0 JINSJUDGE (NAR- INTAKE, BY ~ REP. BY DISp. REP,  REP,NOT

9/1/80 TRANS. COMPL. INACT. GOTIC) ETC.  COUNS. COUNS. OF MAND. MAND. OTHER TOTAL AGO
ATLANTIC 275 5,574 0 671 0 1,696 2,047 1,086 5,500 212 137 0 349
CAPE MAY 416 2,324 3 167 11950 692 637 2,460 104 86 0 280
CUMBERLAND 171 2,385 0 128 0 1,264 608 511 2.511 28 9 8 45
SALEM 211 1,018 1 18 0 445 450 98 1,012 187 30 0 217
VIC. TOT. 1,073 11,301 4984 11 4,355 3,797 2,332 11.483 621 262 8 891
BERGEN 1,216 7,578 0 312 0 3,485 1,573 2,495 7,865 469 460 0 929
BURLINGTON 353 6,140 0 189 0 2,580 1,482 1,812 6,063 295 135 0 430
OCEAN 184 3,615 0 14 0 1,611 1,234 625 3,484 198 117 0 315
VIC. TOT. 537 9,755 0 203 0 4,191 2,716 2,437 9,547  4o3 252 0 745
CAMDEN 574 9,221 0 568 0 4,466 3,112 971 9,117 540 138 0 678
GLOUGESTER * 457 3,229 0 45 0 1,914 626 634 3,219 332 135 0 467
VIC. TOT. *1,031 12,450 0 613 0 6,380 3,738 1,505 12,336 872 273 0 1,145
ESSEX 1,369 12,252 0 1,528 0 4,485 6,331 28 12,372 1,249 0 0 1,249
HUDSON  * 997 § 313 0 825 0 1,882 2,213 747 5,667 1,221 415 0 1,636
HUNTERDON * 163  ggp 2 56 0 299 263 241  ge1 139 60 0 192
MERCER  *1,050 5,225 2 568 0 LOLS 1,713 1,451 5,349 555 330 40 gou
SOMERSET 286 1,530 0 37 0 651 659 244 1,591 159 66 0 225
VIC. TOT. *1,499 7,645 4 661 0 2,565 2,635 1,936 7,801 847 456 40 1,343
MIDDLESEX 886 7,078 L 388 33 2,825 2,174 1,580 7,201 526 237 0 763
MONMOUTH * 1,119 6,693 3 23 1 2,983 2,562 1,309 7,004 438 280 0 718
MORRIS 405 3,395 13 50 02,263 705 518 3,549 132 159 0 251
SUSSEX 132 1,059 0 56 0 481 201 360 1,098 0 93 0 93
WARREN 252 1,247 14 0 3466 479 273 1,235 964 0 0 264
VIC. T0T. 789 5,700 27 106 3 3,210 1,385 1,151 5,882 396 212 0 608
PASSAIC  *1,074 8,085 0 975 0 2,187 4,343 196 7,701 2,135 223 0 2,358
UNION 815 6,275 22 371 5 1,839 2,768 1,434 6,439 423 228 0 651

.
i
{
1
i

TOTAL* 13,300 101,124 61 7,402 53 40,387 36,235 17,250 101,388 9,690 3,298 48 13,036

TOTALS

1 YEAR** 14 698 93,352 123 6,178 25 37 24 32,913 18,881 95,444 8,831 3,561 214 ~-%%12,606

AGO

*  Data differ from cases pending August 31, 1980 as reported in the Annual Report,
the counties resulting from their periodic physiecal inventories and the discover
_errors by the counties during the éourse of the year.

**%  As reported iz the 1979~80 Annual Report,
31, 1980.
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because of recounts by
y of other reporting

Subsequent recounts amounted to +694 casegs pending as of August

o e e i e o e

UNDER_1 WMONTH I+ TO 3 MONTHS 3+ _T0_6 MONTHS OVER 6 MONTEHS
REP.
REP. REP.  BY REP.  BY
comme BY COUNS. BY  COUNS.
COUNS. COUNS. NOT COUNS. NOT
MAND. MAND. OTHER MAND. MAND. OTHER MAND. MAND. OTHER MAND.
0 0
ATLANTIC 148 0 64 17 0 2 é 8 0 0
CAPE MAY 49 0 102 37 0 3 0 0 0 0
CUMBERLAND 7 8 21 4 0 0 0 0 0
SALEM 41 0 69 10 0 57 8 0 3 0
VIC. TOT. 245 8 25 68 o 9% 9 0 3 0
0
BERGEN 52 0 171 224 0 163 71 9 0
‘ 1 0
BURLINGTON 176 0 61 18 0 52 18 8 : 0
OCEAN 129 0 61 30 0 8 10 0 : 0
VIC. TOT. 305 0 122 48 0 60 14 0 1 0
0
CAMDEN 250 0 265 91 0 gg 12 8 2 0
GLOUCESTER 109 .0 139 82 0 A 0 ; 0
VIC. TOT. 359 0 404 173 o 98 14 0 4 0
0
ESSEX 414 0 501 0 0 223 0 '} 0 0
HUDSON 200 79 0 33 194 0 349 92 0 50 0
0 0
HUNTERDON 26 0 93 40 0 li 1; 8 0 0
MERCER 137 37 298 247 31 2 0 ! 0
SOMERSET 27 0 106 38 0 26 ) 0 L 0
VIC. TOT. 190 37 497 325 3 150 20 0 2 0
0 0
MIDDLESEX 131 89 0 238 11 o 92 27 0 10 4]
0
MONMOUTH 193 0 206 123 o 23 1 1] 5 0
0
MORRIS 16 0 69 40 0 27 iz; g 22 0
SUSSEX 0 0 0 49 0o -0 5 0 ¢ 0
WARREN 25 0 35 0 0 139 0 K 0
VIC. TOT. 41 0 104 89 0 166 29 4] 31 0
0
PASSAIC 220 0 0 857 41 D &7 62 0 120 0
0
UNION 130 O 262 94 o 30 6 0 0 0
0
TOTAL 2,481 1,206 45 3,954 1,490 3 2,121 345 0
TOTALS
1 YEAR¥ 2,277 1,239 210 3,993 1,706 4 1,879 447
AGO

* As reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report.
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JUVENILE AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS COURTIS

DISPOSITION OF "JUVENILE IN NEED OF SUPERVISION" COMPLAINTS

FOR THE PERIOD September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981

ACTIVE COMPL.

COMPLAINTS DISPOSED OF

ACTIVE COMPLAINTS PENDING

COMPL. FILED MARKED REF. HEARING AT END OF MONTH
COUNTY PEND.: INCL.  BY CONF., REP. NOT _ TOTAL COUNS. COUNS. PEND.
* REINS.&JUDGE INTAKE, BY  REP. BY DISP. REP.  REP.NOT 1 YEAR
9/1/80 TRANS. INACT. ETC.  COUNS. COUNS. _OF MAND. MAND. OTHER _TOTAL AGO
ATLANTIC 20 517 34 224 34 222 514 5 18 0 23 20
CAPE MAY 69 388 23 176 79 150 428 13 16 0 29 69
CUMBERLAND 25 372 15 169 72 135 391 2 3 1 6 25
SALEM 12 163 2 71 40 36 149 14 12 0 26 12
VIC. TOT. 126 1,440 74 640 225 543 1,482 34 49 1 84 126
BERGEN 178 1,048 79 303 230 490 1,102 51 73 0 124 178
BURLINGION 16 422 11 262 64 93 430 4 4 0 8 16
OCEAN 10 517 0 292 56 168 516 0 11 0 11 10
VIC. TOT. 26 939 11 554 120 261 946 4 15 0 19 2
CAMDEN 6 509 19 310 61 116 506 8 1 0 9 6
GLOUCESTER 25 282 0 189 20 69 278 12 17 0 29 25
VIC. TOT. 31 791 19 499 81 18 78 20 18 0 38 3L
ESSEX 81 1,23 51 737 451 21 1,260 55 0 0 55 8L
HUDSON 106 1,463 131 467 514 300 1,412 94 63 0 157 106
HUNTERDON 30 132 8 40 29 50 127 30 5 0 35 30
MERCER * 67 551 77 179 64 242 562 10 40 6 56 76
SOMERSET % 110 16 30 65 3 114 9 1 0 10 14
VIC. TOT. * 111 793 101 249 158 295 803 49 46 6 101 120
MIDDLESEX 81 560 35 224 64 284 607 13 21 0 3% 8
MONMOUTH  * 64 686 20 314 55 306 695 15 40 0 55 65
MORRIS 55 725 4 485 56 220 765 4 11 0 15 55
SUSSEX 11 122 6 46 8 67 127 0 6 0 6 11
WARREN 3 162 0 59 28 61 148 17 0 0 17 0
vic. TOT. * 69 1,009 10 590 92 348 1,060 21 17 0 38 66
PASSAIC  * 127 1,272 141 543 406 106 1,196 113 90 0 203 100
UNION 58 1,234 74 392 135 663 1,264 6 22 o 28 58
TOTAL* 1,058 12,469 746 5,512 2,531 3,802 12,501 475 454 7 936 -
TOTALS
1 YEAR#* 984 12,126 690 5,378 2,454 3,550 12,072 464 552 22— **1,038
AGO

* Data differ from cases pending August 31, 1980 as reported in 1979-80 Annual Report, because
of recounts by the counties resulting from their periodic physical inventories and the discovery
of other reporting errors by the counties during the course of the year.

%% Ag reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report.
of August 31, 1980.

Subsequent recounts amounted to +20 cases pending as
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JUVENILE AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS COURTS

ACTIVE "JUVENILE IN NEED OF SUPERVISION" COMPLAINTS PENDING AT END OF MONTH

As of August 31, 1981

UNDER. 1 MONTH

1+ TO 3 MONTHS 3+ TO 6 MONTHS

OVER 6 MONTHS

REP. REP.
COUNTY REP. BY REP. BY REP. BY REP. BY
BY COUNS. BY COUNS. BY COUNS. BY COUNS.
COUNS. NOT COUNS. NOT COUNS., NOT COUNS. NOT
MAND. MAND. OTHER MAND. MAND. OTHER MAND. MAND. OTHER MAND. MAND. OTHER
ATLANTIC 4 12 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CAPE MAY 6 10 0 5 6 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
CUMBERLAND 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 ¢} 0 0 1 n
SALEM 3 7 0 5 3 0 5 1 0 1 1 0
vic. 1. 14 % 1 4 1% o 8§ 1 0 1 2 O
BERGEN 6 24 0 25 2 o 1 18 0 1 2 0
BURLINGTON 2 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OCEAN Iy 7 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
vic. ToT. 2 M 0 2z 4 9o 2 o 0 0 0 0
CAMDEN 6 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
GLOUCESTER 4 6 0 6 9 0 2 2 0 0 0 0
viceor. 10 1 0 7 9 0 3 2z o 0 0 0
ESSEX 25 o 0 20 o o & 9o 0 2 0o 0
HUDSON 8 18 0 17 20 0 3 2 0 20 4 0
HUNTERDON 10 1 0 18 4 0 2 0 0 0] 0 0
MERCER 4 8 5 5 31 1 1 0 0 0 1 0
SOMERSET 0 0 0 8 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
vic. TOT. 14 9 5 3 3% L &4 O O 0 1 0
MIDDLESEX 4 1o o 4 9 o 2 L o 3 1 0
MONHOUTH o 1 o 3 2 o L L 0 1 1 0
MORRIS 1 5 0 1 6 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
SUSSEX 0 3 0 0 2 N 0 1 0 0 0 0
WARREN 2 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 9 0 0
viC. ToT. 3 & 0 4 8 o & L 0 10 0o 0
PASSATC 0 L. 0 4 26 0 23 & 0 4 16 0
UNION 1 & 0 5 1B o 0 L o 9o 0o 0
TOTAL 117 144 & 169 190 1 105 93 0 84 27 0
TOTALS
1 YEAR%* 120 185 22 176 217 0 104 98 0 64 52 0
AGO

* Ag reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report. : .
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JUVENILE AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS COURTS

DISPOSITIONS OF DOMESTIC RELATIONS AND RECIPROCAL SUPPORT COMPLAINTS

FOR THE PERIOD September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981

ACTIVE COMPLAINTS FILED COMPLAINTS ACTIVE COMPLAINTS PENDING

COMPL. AND REINSTATED DISPOSED OF: AT END OF PERIOD PEND-

PEND. INIT. REC'D MARKED DIS- : ING

COUNTY AS OF: 1IN FROM TOTAL INACT. OTHER POSED TOTAL UNDER OVER

. NEW OTHER REIN- COMPL. BY DISPO- BY 1T03 3 YEAR

9/1/80 JERSEY STATES STATED FILED JUDGE SITION HEARNG POSED MONTH MONTHS MONTHS TOTAL AGO
ATLANTIC * 395 924 198 1,766 2,888 524 10 2,432 76 104 137 317 391
CAPE MAY 78 381 79 878 1,338 1 6 1,350 30 22 7 59 78
CUMBERLAND 39 989 93 2,814 3,806 146 0 3,732 44 12 1 57 39
SALEM  * 419 806 41 2,312 3,159 90 46 3,358 81 3 0 84 289
VIC. TOT. 931 3,100 411 7,770 11,281 761 62 10,872 231 141 145 517 797
BERGEN 271 975 682 679 2,336 384 380 1,610 8 91 57 233 271
BURLINGION 390 2,414 329 0 2,743 214 715 1,912 161 123 8 292 390
OCEAN 126 1,817 199 1,151 3,167 76 0 3,069 97 42 9 148 126
VIC. TOT. 516 4,231 528 1,151 5,910 290 715 4,981 258 165 17 440 516
CAMDEN 204 2,981 340 2,884 6,205 486 2,966 2,718 160 77 2 239 204
GLOUCESTER* 308 1,556 155 300 2,011 263 919 752 115 173 97 385 285
VIC, TOT. 512 4,537 495 3,184 8,216 749 3,885 3,470 275 250 99 624 489
ESSEX 1,120 6,236 462 21,062 27,760 4,271 960 22,676 523 337 113 973 1,120
HUDSON 614 4,252 386 2,017 6,655 786 4 5,726 289 242 222 753  6l4
HUNTERDON 45 160 43 8 211 5 65 151 9 18 8 35 45
MERCER 574 982 113 1,717 2,812 222 297 2,508 8l 135 143 359 574
SOMERSET 22 337 63 824 1,224 23 147 1,023 26 22 5 53 22
VIC. TOT. 641 1,479 219 2,549 4,247 250 509 3,682 116 175 156 447 641
MIDDLESEX 380 1,873 241 2,792 4,906 571 312 4,030 311 62 0 373 380
MONMOUTH * 605 1,705 261 1,451 3,417 55 0 3,581 194 178 14 386 591
MORRIS 93 512 158 182 852 5 12 852 35 35 6 76 93
SUSSEX 90 397 118 201 716 1 125 619 21 21 19 61 90
WARREN 123 365 110 39 869 16 3 830 35 80 28 143 123
VIC. TOT. 306 1,274 386 777 2,437 22 140 2,301 91 136 53 280 306
PASSAIC 422 2,686 298 3,041 6,025 1,117 190 4,528 220 261 131 612 422
UNION * 579 2,026 238 4,893 7,157 112 415 6,775 140 215 79 43 575
TOTAL* 6,897 34,374 4,607 51,366 90,347 9,368 7,572 74,232 91,172 2,733 2,253 1,086 6,072 -~
TOTALS
1 YEAR ** 7,437 32,823 4,039 43,271 80,133 7,075 7,226 66,547 80,848 2,581 2,872 1,269  -- %%6,722
AGO

* Data differ from cases pending August 31, 1980 as reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report, because of

recounts by the counties resulting from their periodic physical inventories and the discovery of other
reporting errors by the counties during the course of the year.

**% Az reported in the 1979-80 Annual Re
August 31, 1980.

184

port. Subsequent recounts amounted to +175 cases pending as of

DISTRICT COURTS — CIVIL COMPLAINTS

DISPOSITIONS

FOR THE PERIOD September 1, 1980 to August 31, 1981

COMPL. . TOTAL TOTAL
PEND. COMPL. COMPLAINTS DISPOSED OF: PEND- PEND~
COUNTY AS OF ADDED, BY TRIAL . WITHOUT TRIAL TOTAL ING ING

* FILED, NON-  TOTAL BY SETTL.,DIS- END LAST
9/1/80 RESTOR. JURY .JURY TRIED DEFAULT ETC., POSED MONTH YEAR

ATLANTIC 787 9,636 5 1,215 1,220 6,246 1,846 9,312 1,111 787
CAPE MAY 516 2,386 0 316 316 2,046 570 2,932 470 516
CUMBERLAND 1,225 5,320 2 2,046 2,048 2,221 2,392 6,661 884 1,225
SALEM 331 3,363 12 47 59 1,933 1,380 3,372 322 331
VIC. TOT. 2,859 22,205 19 3,624 3,643 12,446 6,188 22,277 2,787 2,859
BERGEN 6,312 33,333 98 5,822 5,920 13,180 14,983 34,083 5,562 6,312
BURLINGTON * 2,295 13,008 10 885 895 7,405 4,863 13,163 2,140 4,198
OCEAN 2,376 14,565 17 2,069 2,08 6,110 6,561 14,757 2,184 2,376
VIC. TOT. * 4,671 27,573 27 2,954 2,981 13,515 11,424 27,920 4,324 6,574
CAMDEN * 1,847 21,717 6 923 929 12,023 9,606 22,558 1,006 1,852
GLOUCESTER * 1,478 7,275 18 276 284 3,915 2,767 6,976 1,777 1,561
ViC. TOT. x 3,325 28,992 24 1,199 1,223 15,938 12,373 29,534 2,783 3,413
ESSEX 6,150 72,867 38 11,133 11,171 22,012 39,766 72,949 6,068 6,150
HUDSON 4,257 34,241 12 13,128 13,140 9,980 11,817 34,937 3,561 4,257
HUNTERDON 683 2,476 9 208 217 1,063 1,398 2,678 481 683
MERCER * 2,902 17,484 57 2,289 2,346 8,427 8,202 18,975 1,411 2,261
SOMERSET * 1,280 7,308 3 1,030 1,033 2,445 4,062 7,540 1,048 703
VIC. TOT. * 4,865 27,268 69 3,527 3,596 11,935 13,662 29,193 2,940 3,647
MIDDLESEX & 4,224 22,935 21 8,772 8,793 6,665 7,706 23,164 3,995 2,301

MONMOUTH * 6,636 21,517 130 5,345 5,475 7,044 10,423 22,942 5,211 2,120

MORRIS 1,168 13,663 13 942 955 6,741 6,050 13,746 1,085 1,168
SUSSEX 876 4,300 10 280 290 2,340 1,864 4,494 682 876
WARREN 159 2,252 2 255 257 1,222 679 2,158 253 159
VIC. TOT. 2,203 20,215 25 1,477 1,502 10,303 8,593 20,398 2,020 2,203
PASSAIC 3,108 27,681 23 5,176 5,199 5,881 17,094 28,174 2,615 3,108
UNION 3,755 22,114 13 1,571 1,584 10,702 9,998 22,284 3,585 3,755
TOTAL* 52365 360941 499 63728 64227 139601 164027 367855 45451  —-
TOTALS n
1 YEAR#* 58503 353917 490 59951 60441 139258 166022 365721 —  *¥46699

AGO

* Data differ from cases pending August 31, 1980 as reported in 1979-80 Annual
Report , because of recounts by the counties resulting from their periodic
physical inventories and the discovery of other reporting errors by the
counties during the course of the year.

**% As reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report. Subsequent recounts amounted to
+5,666 cases pending as of August 31, 1980.
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DISTRICT COURTS

AGES OF ACTIVE COMPLAINTS PENDING

As of August 31, 1981

UNDER 6 TO 1+ TO 1 1/24 OVER Z
6 12 C11/2 TO 2 2 TOTAL OVE
COUNTY MONTHS MONTHS YEARS YEARS YEARS 6
NON- NON- NON- NON- NON- NON- MONTHS
JURY JURY JURY _JURY JURY JURY JURY JURY JURY JURY JURY JURY TOTAL OLD
ATLANTIC 25 1,045 11 15 11 0 4 0 0 0 51 1,060 1,111 3.69%
CAPE MAY 5 336 6 81 3 32 0 3 0 4 14 456 470 27.45%
CUMBERLAND 12 792 10 64 3 3 0 0 0 0 25 859 884 9,05%
SALEM 4 298 3 13 0 2 0 2 o] 0 7 315 322 6.21%
VIiC. TOT. 46 2,471 30 173 17 37 4 5 o 4 97 2,690 2,787 9.69%
BERGEN 244 5,054 160 93 11 0 g 0 0 g 415 5,147 5,562 4.75%
BURLINGTON 40 2,055 10 26 1 6 0 0 0 2 51 2,089 2,140 2.10%
OCEAN 56 2,055 16 57 0 0 0 o] 0 4] 72 2,112 2,184 3.34%
VIC. TOT. 96 4,110 26 83 1 6 0 0 0 2 123 4,201 4,324 2.73%
CAMDEN 35 645 46 128 13 108 2 23 3 3 99 907 1,006 32.41%
GLOUCESTER 27 1,362 28 261 23 29 24 8 9 6 111 1,666 1,777 21.83%
Vic, TOT. 62 2,007 74 389 36 137 26 31 12 9 210 2,573 2,783 = 25.66%
ESSEX 133 5,454 49 184 24 79 8 35 13 89 227 5,841 6,068 7.93%
HUDSON 88 3,252 59 159 1 2 o 0 o 0 148 3,413 3,561 6.21%
HUNTERDON 8 337 4 108 1 22 1 o] ] 0 14 467 481  28.27%
MERCER 28 1,274 16 93 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 1,367 1,411 7.73%
SOMERSET 45 980 4 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 49 999 1,048 2.19%
vic. 10T. 81 2,591 24 220 1 22 1 [ o o 107 2,833 2,940 9.12%
MIDDLESEX 58 3,775 18 132 0 12 0 0 0 0 76 3,919 3,995 4.067%
MONMOUTH 75 4,906 86 101 11 24 1 3 2 2 175 5,036 5,211 4.41%
MORRIS 51 1,005 11 16 2 0 0 0 0 0 64 1,021 1,085 2.,67%
BUSSEX 15 625 8 22 o] 4 2 3 0 3 25 657 682 6.16%
WARREN 7 218 3 25 0 0 0 0 o] 0 10 243 253  11.07%
VIiC. TOT. 73 1,848 22 63 2 4 2 3 0 3 99 1,921 2,020 4,907
PASSAIC 122 2,491 2 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 124 2,491 2,615 .08%
UNION 74 3,492 0 19 0 9 g 0 0 9 74 3,511 3,585 .53%
TOTAL 1,152 41,451 550 1,616 104 323 42 77 27 109 1,875 43,576 45,451 6.27%
TOTALS
1 YEAR ¥ 1,329 41,542 653 2,359 205 3n 52 84 31 73 2,270 44,429 46,699 8.19%
AGO
* As reported in the 1979-80 Annual Report. ‘a -
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STATUS AND NUMBER OF MUNICIPAL COURT AND JUDGES

AS OF AUGUST 31, 1981

TOTAL # OF # OF MUNICIPAL JUDGES

COURTS NOT # OF MUNICIPAL§ ON*

INCLUDING JOINT COVERED B
COQUNTY DIST. CT. COURTS JOINT COURTS LAWYERS LAWYERS TOTAL
Atlantic 20 1 3 12 8 ;2
Bergen TL 0 2 i6 > >
Burlington 38 2 1 . 1
Camden 36 0 0 0 22
Cape May 16 0 0 2 : :
Cumberland 13 0] 0 3 o0
Essex 22 0 0 29 > 2
Gloucester 23 1 2 12 : "
Hudson 12 0 0 2 0 2
Hunterdon 11 L 19 ¥ 0 2
Mercer 13 0 0 - 0 >
Middlesex 25 0 0 . 0 .
Monmouth 52 1 2 o 0 o
Morris 39 0 0 o o
Ocean 33 0 0 12 0 2
Passaic 16 0 0 1 0 ¢
Salem 15 0] 0 13 " ih
Somerset 21 0 0 8 0 p
Sussex 17 b 10 0 .
Union 21 0 0 19 . ;
Warren 15 2 6 7
TOTAL 529 15 L6 360 L 36k

*¥ By statue, a municipal court judge must be an attorn?y at law of tgls
State or have held the office of municipal court maglstrate,'recor er%
police judge or justice of the peace on January 1, 1952. While gli.ohed
these offices, except that of municipal court judge,.h%ve been abolis ’
non-attorneys continue to serve as Judges ?f the municipal courtz
because they held one of the specified offices on January 1, 1952.
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PROCEEDINGS IN THE MUNICIPAL COURTS"

COUNTY TOTALS

TRAFFIC CASES (NON-PARKING), PARKING CASES AND CRIMINAL CASES
SEPTEMBER 1, 1980 TO AUGUST 31, 1987

" > g .
a B . Fi z| 4 g u
> g _|lwa o 5 < S| 8>ruw 3 @ . b
- o g om§~ o _ 18 ug@ a et g|Zka a L -~ 93>
o |BE £ |[gsE2 Bt € |uBESizecr| 22 |B3fgeseE| £ |8g  Se | 10 B
Co2 0588 o x |[E=£EQ SWEl o< Lrea12003 P Bk = & >583 <
< CHe0 nZn « wl w,0C|u3d>3 ZhE <tk rZo| ve,n leS5u0s 4 14
-4 |s€rZzEFE| & g2fE |Eocd [ESES 848 |q52u[q988| Eo2%E |3R82-8¢ 28 | 533 |5:2:| 2B
[ LTTAL 0T 7% g fwz IFCg 2229 EYS |gdoz|soFe| 2885 [8mge4°5 &9 6ok |EU®3 o
=J JXTW |W3g3 3 b3l Sor|iazs] 21 |59@% 55| SEE2 |Swgsd 58| 9F 28k 19288} =5
] XI5k |PE 8a &8 0Z8s [awellewdol Shz 222 4%hig! £8<s |geizSd .| g fiom {£20 WH
S Lrz=z< IEZ03 W 8209 |ZC3Z 3L | 228 |2 X Egif) 43 |UQ2BREHd BE 28 [543y [
C° 2829 |8828] OF |2:°% |B3EB2)35%2) 83% |ABCE|8S5z| §8%3 |f.583p3 85 |E0F |25sE)| 23
ATLAN&IG COUNTIY TOTAL3 - (No Mayters Hea¥d In Copnty Digtrict Codrt on Qoncurredt Jurisdidtion)
TRAF 2,137 i} 62,558 0 115 0 | 14,101 o] 3,669 L7,238|% 2,342,209 80 15[ 1,751 638
PARK 9k (4} 74,899 0 1 0 563 ol 3,953 50,959 407,187 3 3} 3 455
CRIM 2,3k9 263 20,393 6,132 85 7 5,569 442 | 6,881 L2t 686,338 Bk kiz o} 1,121
TOTAL 4,580 263| 157,850 6,132 201 7 | 20,233 kh2 t 14,503 98,6244 3,435,734 527 kar| 1,754y 2,214
BERGEN COUNTY MUNICIPAL COURT ONLY
TRAF 5,336 o 106,261 0 88 0 | 24,151 o] 5,748 64,654 15 3,187,477 82 73| 2,245 556
PARK 850 0| 364,927 ] 9 [} 4,751 o| h,097] 287,B%1{$ 1,919,131 0 1 17 L33
CRIM 4,861 186 27,208 5,376 224 29 9,839 Log 7,475 2,225 1,019,668 1,014 825 9 1,313
TOTAL] 11,047 186| 498,396 5,376 321 29 38,741 k9o | 17,320 354,720 6,126,.76 1,096 899 | 2,271 2,302
BERGEH COUNTY DISTRICT COURT
TRAF 182 1} 21,L4hs 0 s} [ 1,991 [+] 571 15,692 623,774 1 0 138 21
PARK 0 <} 2,298 0 0 [ 19 [} 13 1,991 3,973 o 0 Q 3
CRIM 226 0 2,253 593 9 519 117 57 3kk 1,058 39,172 18 36 1 23
TOTAL| h1s 0 25,996 593 9 519 2,127 57 988 18,7h1 666,919 19 36 139 EX
BERGEN COUNTY [TOTALS
TRAF 5,525 o 127,708 0 88 0®| 26,142 ol 6,319 80,346 {$ 3,811,251 83 731 2,383 577
PARK 850 ol 367,225 0 9 0 4,770 0] 4,170] =289,8321% 1,923,104 0 1 17 436
CRIM 5,087 186 29,462 5,969 233 548 9,956 556 | 7,819 3,283(|% 1,058,840 | 1,032 861 6] 1,336
TOTAL| 11,462 186 | 524,392 5,969 330 548 | 40,868 556 | 18,308| 373,461(% 6,793,195 | 1,115 935 | 2,4k10| 2,349
BURLINGTON COUNTY TOTALS (No Matlters Heard In Coynty Diftrict Coyrt on Concurreft Jurisdidtion)
TRAF 3,185 0 88,012 [} 159 o | 19,896 0| 4,612 60,176|% 3,093,398 687 10f 1,866 852
PARK 91 0 19,759 0 0 831 0 453 17,104{$ 135,680 1 [} 0 215
CRIM 2,324 126 19,090 3,817 96 T1 7,699 635 | 4,578 1,955{% 1,053,521 %83 290 1 807
TOTAL| 5,600 126 | 126,861 3,817 255 71 | 28,k26 635 9,643 79,235{$ 4,282,599 1,171 300 1,867 1,87h
CAMDEN COUNTY [OTALS (No Matterd Heard In County |Distridt Court dn Conculrrent Jhrisdiction)
TRAF 2,549 0 78,236 o 58 o [ 19,7Th o 6,94h 41,625 (% 2,273,868 302 214 2,179| 2,540
PARK 221 0 83,079 0 2 0 2,269 o{ 1,890 67,264 651,694 19 0 98 322
CRIM 2,71h 439 27,377 8,688 98 15 6,689 | 2,859 | 6,253 180 663,020 813 610 L] 1,586
TOTAL| 5,484 439 | 188,692 8,688 158 15 | 28,732 | 2,859 | 15,087 109,069 |$ 3,588,582 | 1,134 631 2,281 L,kiB
CAPE WAY COUNTE TOTALS| (No Mattegrs Heard |In Countly Distiict Courd on Conkurrent]Jurisdiction) g
TRAF 1,036 0 22,314 ol .18 0 6,296 o} 1,07k 14,432 829,700 50 6 652 48
PARK 180 0 55,483 0 0 0 421 o] 1,226 36,951 308,035 ] [} A 25
CRIM 1,479 28 10,652 1,961 297 78 3,823 3751 2,148 1,14% 495,071 117 105 L] 282
TOTAL| 2,695 28 88,kuy 1,961 31% 78 10,540 375 L,448 52,527 1,632,806 167 111 652 355
CUMBERLAMD COUNTY TOTALS (No Matlters Headd In Coﬁntg Digtrict Court on Chncurreht Jurisdidtion)
TRAF 1,052 [ 21,715 4 35 0 9,058 o} 2,225 10,460 |§ 1,005,651 187 19| 1,072 1,032
PARK 20 0 . 0 0 5} 292 i} 63 6,145 47,231 5 [} [} 18
CRIM 1,089 27 | + 13,288 3,382 346 22 5,322 67 3,348 k6 393,885 529 208 0 562
TOTAL} 2,161 27 41,651 3,382 381 22 | 1,672 67| 5,636 17,065 |$ 1,446,767 721 227] 1,072 1,612
’
ESSEX| COUNTY TPTALS (HE Matters Pgard In {County Districli Court of Concurfrent Jugisdiction
TRAF 2,961 1} 90,284 [1} 51 o | 22,791 0] h,b72 56,576 % 2,583,200 164 }a,%02] 1,336 1,230
PARK 1,049 0| 549,197 [ 5 o ! 25,645 0] 9,357 h4ihk,841([$ hW,511,267 $9 558 27 6,051
CRIM 8,893 926 56,1871 14,273} 1,240 |1,165 | 15,572 1,906 12,875 1,259 1% 1,124,486 | 2,291 | 2,012 3 ,587
TOTAL| 12,903 926 | 695,668 | 1L,273] 1,296 |1,165 | 6,007 1,906} 26,704 472,676% 8,218,953 | 2,554 13,972 1,600] 11,868
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COUNTY TOTALS
PROCEEDINGS IN THE MUNICIPAL COURTS"
TRAFFIC CASES (NON-PARKING), PARKING CASES AND CRIMINAL CASES
SEPTEMBER 1, 7980 TO AUGUST 31, 7981

g 3|
it = o
o . 2 z| A o} @« w
a < + T ., Ol8>uw 2 P Y as
z 8 sibg% 2 8 k= . E|Eh5 2 25 g [
[d w 8 joC =g W 4 =12 . o z Ffa8z 2 2 8 o
o |3E ¢|z8B2 BE T|uBESI8sgr) 22 |FEEE|o3e5| F . |S8p %k |.e |. e|BSgs| =
2 2P 3 |155%E " bzl a9E8la388 92, (2208 2rzdl oot ESEEES | 2o p_ T |2888 Lo
Su | gEEE 2222l £ SEERIE0a[2285| 843 |9825( 9928 E08% (358 58¢: g8 | 285 |2.5E) BY
o = = - Z =z = 4 ] z 8. b} i
ES |23k 83530 5. |Re33|3noi|35zq| GrS |Bosc|Biuf| 3853 |oB%t2.% 28 |28k (U8 ik
S. | #E2% 8s3s| og |BE8Y|cBECIZBOL Shp (Sondfolg) Rl |60 8pEY FE.£98 |SB7e) b
85 | bg8s 5558 87 |24eE(5532|8552 834 |Z8BF Be5z| 8382 [F.388pF| K0T |84k |458F| a8
GLOUCHSTER COUNTY TOTALS (No Matters Heatd In Cognty DigFrict Coujrt on Canurrent Jurisdicftion)
TRAF 1,416 [ 37,109 o 28 0 9,649 o 2,927 21,179 {§ 1,252,773 112 12 1.hhg 332
PARK " 0 9,481 0 0 0 2zl A géz 7323 s 223,526 R 0 2
22 2,812 35 31 2,899 B ,
FOTAL ;:$g§ ;t égzglz 2.812 83 31 |i2,772 282 | 6.307| 28,850 b 1,575,229 285 | 20k | 1,448 603
HUDSOJ COUNTY MUNICIPAL COURT ONLY
2 753 662
0 1 o |11,1k5 o| k,628 31,136 | 1,314,337 31
giﬁi 1‘35? . agi:§§3 0 i o | k985 o| 6122 | u06,252 3,368,223 L 713 23 §’§§§
CRIM 7,478 1 2,447 36,830 U, k29 139 173 | 12,146 665 | 12,235 525 530,651 L glz L5 | P
TOTA 9:708 2,447 | 902,260 L, 429 211 173 1 28,276 665 {22,985} 437,913 [ 5,213,511 s
HUDSOY COUNTY DPISTRICT COURT . .
0 0 1 3
F BY 0 0 0 1,01k 0 148 934 66,519
gigi 1;? g 321337 0 o o 232 8 gg 17,323 211,232 g g g 17§
L 0 0 [ 1 .
gg$XL égg g 3h,365 0 0 o 1,373 0 254 18,891 291,529 3 0 41 209
HUDSON COUNTY FOTALS o
2 T94 9
1} 1 o |12,159 o 4,716 32,070 [ 1,380,856 31
AT S R gt R o 150 AN TP
y 4,429 139 173 {12,282 5 . f 038
ggéﬁL 13:238 gzhh; 93;1155 b, k429 211 173 29:6h9 665 {23,239 | 456,804 [§ 5,505,040 | 1,01k 720 820 | 6,18
HUNTEHDON COUNTY TOTALS (No Mattdrs Heard in Counjty Distirict Courft on Cohcurrent| Jurisdictiion)
TRAF 888 [\ 2k,029 [ 27 [\ 4,335 0 704 18,262 175,126 zg g hog h?
PARK 26 0 8,041 0 0 o 132 0 113 5,639 37,3ks W2 K 2 "
CRIM 42k 13 3,382 821 36 0 1,153 68 559 bl [$ 120.552 ¢E 1 ey 85
TOTAL | 1,338 13 35,452 821 63 0 5,620 68 | 1,376 2h,3k2 [§ 933,45
MERCER COUNTY TOTALS (Mo Matters |[Heard In County [Districk Court op Concuprent Jufrisdiction|)
TRAF 2,988 [+} 82,868 0 27 o |19,849 0| 5,908 48,918 2,258,993 313 12 1,2hg igg
pae | 162 R R I IR ol 2 el | ol i) "LAGE S| el 1o 5| 123
,3hko 39 . » ,02
gg;ﬁn 2:233 hgg 222236% h,gho 423 35 | 34,164 243 {20,374 | 139,316 3,399,068 | 1,289 785 | 1,259 | 1,19
MIDDLHSEX COUNTY TOTALS {No Mattdrs Heard| In Counlsy Distiict Courk on Cohcurrent Jurisdicgkgp)
1
TRAF I, bgh 0] 131,301 0 31 o | 28,747 ol 5,659 90,245 3,601.812 102 6% 2,2ai ﬁgg
e 362 7 135:955 K35 a 93 3502 693 %’372 93’;33 ?ig:gés 556 | 587 29 8u7
1 435 153 s K
SoTaL g:ggi gg; 2331307 g,u:s 211 90 |38.668 690 |13.947 | 184,178 B 5,136,997 ges | 6ug | 2,311 | 2,287
MUNMOULH counTt TOTALS| (Ho Matterns Heard [in Countl Distriict Court|on Congpurreént Iurisdiccian)_
60 | 2,954 675
18 o 29,501 o | 6,563 70,807 [§ 3,529,984 207
e | 3t o 1321;3% 9 ¢ NS o 1,648 | 67,975 b 6111324 PR ! e
CRIM | 1,310 305 | 31,951 | 4,826 | 332 | @52 (10,316 |3,000 [ 7,001 BRI R LD L Bmu i aur | 2,061 | 20390
TOTAL 9:182 305 222:361 4,826 527 252 | h2,31h 1,000 | 15,212 § 142,851 {§ 5,173,92 .
MORRIS| COUNTY YOTALS {Ne Matters jeard In| County [District Court oph Concuprent Julrisdiction]) \
TRAF 3,525 o 81,134 0 102 o {19,053 ol 3,138 59,448 |$ 9,70h,7§g 152 33 2,2§g 3;9
pang | aid 0| gz 81 1oy | o3 | €133 | ued | 538 K Ganides | w3 ! s 3| 378
2 6,720 2,91 1 '
3§$KL 2:?§§ 33 130.;50 2:318 286 25 | 27,189 w26 | 7.201 | 128,349 [§ 3,78k ,B38 561 . h36 | 2,241 795
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COUNTY TOTALS

PROCEEDINGS IN THE MUNICIPAL COURTS" '
TRAFFIC CASES (NON-PARKING), PARKING CASES AND CRIMINAL CASES
SEPTEMBEK 1, 7980 TO AUGUST 31, 7987

COUNTY TOTALS

PROCEEDINGS IN THE MUNICIPAL COURTS"”
TRAFFIC CASES (NON-PARKING), PARKING CASES AND CRIMINAL CASES

g i 3 g g . SEPTEMBER 1, 7980 TO AUGUST 31, 198/
- o g (68%, 8 § . = . 827w g © u :
zE T )<ES [ I} NEIR-T &, gl 2h 2 bu - a0 il
g |85 zfEib- 4 =l psEEdgch gz (Bipplidfy R 82 B | . s
H = i i et >
w |Ehp3|Jetk| ¢ |, 5 53580358 sB. (%:0E(20z3| pull |ESEREE | pP e £ 28R 2 i g i 4 & .2 HEE AR 4
m2 | 2= [2%2 2 gEEE | boag |22 &8 |95zd «5%8| Ed95 1523253 58 Ezz [2d8 « B s 9 =883 & S ug§ s, 2l 2R 8 & Ly = 88
25 | Sr#p 18353 S §n55|208F 223s 228 1285232821 208% (3EUE58: 28 | 288 |oagE] BE 1 ol zE BioLzs sE olagk|345F 32 EEubiiddzl £ 80 DG 235
3 Wi Ja EESBI S-S S5z ©»0 |80g%Fvco| SEET (OWB22 33| 32 dai IEBE3) 28 it o 5z glgul” ge Tlucals|glas bt FZEO aBEE e o ) o - Saz =
Su | 225% |FLal Suw 6288 |aBke|ad@ol| 352 |28 18082 F85F |wx<=3540 £ us {28881 2§ i = af SiSIES ou TsED|SZuE 2 Lo Zz0F 3 Fon |EdBLmE ) LR w E|>z88 e
S5 18885 |53%3| g7 |Socf|5583(skcn| 53F |Zsna|agis| s%oc geJupgEdl i5a Go3 |Zg30] RE i 1 =, |supg|zeZR; & wi, &l p069 g2 2UE (52294 Zpz3l pbyef |ESBEEZ | Lo | Bz [gBol| on
= 2|ocoZ| 3806 |60BF|5262| 855n |Cwanll23 BUS | UFE |235F RE i : = | 2, =ziz Z BEEE | z0e3 (2286 Fag |(J2<B|l2ZE zZp8T jopUrSo% 26 200 ...;35"‘: us
F5 ows | 0&a |230F @ b i f\ o <t ITab g2~ < <02 IFEOg g = ) 20 (xgazlzFel SEpg {oWEES 3l a2 S0k huad ag
| | 53 | 2:38\8543| 2o |GE3E|cpEb|spdn| Shy |BaByBtsg| 285E |gitasdsl el | 283|352, B
i b 5. |g2ff|ehn| B9 B2B8 GEe(RRiy 23§ |280%\5gif| Bhok |fvalEsd bre|biR (i8gY| Bg
3‘ © | RP88E |28:8 O 2708 |85%2(3352| 83385 |398E|52bz2| 86353 |F=a¥2P5| d6S | can 246K 2 h
; !
OCEAN] COUNTY MbHICIPAI COURT ONLIY 1
TRAF 2,843 o 368 ;
mEloeml ol omig| g el oglemmrl ol el wamlemunel vol o) el e ‘ smasal soorst huusosels, couss o
M »375 301 20,597 3,305 175 53 5,875 546 » s ’ X 7 :
’ s N 5,556 4,981 !
TOTAL| 5,376 301| 140,378 | 3,305 218 53 | 20,383 546 9,??1 921836 g 3,23513?2 ?gg 233 1,86% 1 223 ‘ ARE 526 o a2 K H S| 38 ° 2% 1560 ? S o K > ™ e
* i ARK 9 0 11,085 o 0 [} 35 0 2 10,060 59,11 0 [1] o &
) | CRIM 692 21 4,086 940 61 93 1,h12 19 762 132($ 127,372 56 L5 [ 43
QCEAN| COUNTY DESTRICT [COURT ; coranl 1,597 21] 32,436 9hy 66 93 | 5,126 79| 1,603| 23,739|% 871,695 68 48 651 67
TRAF 0 ¢ 0 i
PARK X 0 0 : 9 ° : ° : : g : 0 0 0 0 . WARREY COUNTY bISTRICY COURT
0 225 Bl 0 29 103 9 [} !
Q 22,6 i
TOTAL 56 o 225 5 o 29 103 9 0 0 2 a2 622 33 Z 2 32 g3 TRAF 38 0 1,430 9 1 0 228 0 27 1,069 [$ k1,895 0 o 29 0
' 3 i PARK 2 0 héz o 0 0 0 0 g 7(3$ 670 0 o o o
i CRIN 3 0 5 817l 3 Q 325 17 12 101$ 11,675 3 [} [} 2
OCEAN| COUNTY TPTALS }s TOTAL 7? 0 1,927 87 7 0 553 7 155 1,086|%  53,6k40 3 0 29 2
TRAFI| 2,843 ol 59,368 0 ¥z 0 B
» 13,677 [} [s] b
A I I B B B - e B B e |
, : ; ! 2 | 5,978 555 | 5,556  b,98 ) : i
T s 981 755,199 54 484 : H
OTALf 5,432 301 ) 140,603 3,310 218 82 | 20,486 5551 9,751 92.836{$ 3,605,661 Th; 595 1‘553 1 ggg ! ;{ TRAF 874 o 18,695 o v [ 3,586 0 602 14,616 727 .10b 12 3 674 18
! : ﬁ; PARK 69 0 11,097 o 60 o 356 Q 266 10,067 g 59,184 [+ l’o g b6
, i CRIM 126 21 u,571 | 1,027 b 93 | 1,137 96 ag0 142 139,047 59 5 5
PASSAFC COUNTY| TOTALS |(No Matteris Heard |in County Distrilet Court lon Conchrrent durisdictidn) d I TOTAL| 1,669 21l 3u}363| 1,027 73 93 | 5.679 96| 1.758| 24,B25)% 925,335 7 48 660 69
TRAF 1,74k o 54,293 o 158 0 1
14,363 0| 2,541 36,240($ 1,64 !
PARK 530 0| 135.565 o 1363 ) s ,642,182 48 19| 1,612 191 | j n
gRIM 2,087 260 33 e 5. 250 5hg zg 1;,3;2 38? $,g§g 9%,31; g?g,gég s o &5 180 5 i STATE|TOTALS -| NUNICIAL COURT dNLY
’ ’ . N N 3 { H
OTAL| 4,741 | 260 | 213303 | 5.258 709 | =21 | 40.985 381 | 12,349 | 120,760|$ 3,407,630 gaa| 28| 1es3] 1052 | | IRAF | 50,902 011,210,693 9 .30 o (306,980 RS N chiE e SAE S e I AR e
! i PARK 5,600 . 0}2,829,k 0 59 o] 70,722 0 38711,937,817|$16,636,789 199 0 261 11,
sALEM| counzy Thrazs (sb ® ! : CRIM | 59,01k | 6,341 'koo.9Bo| 85,685 4,858 | 2,27h (139,618 |12,772 104 .228) 26,094 |$12,336.898 | 11,873 8,752 163 | 20,950
atters [Heard InjCounty District] Court onl Concurfent Judisdiction : i TOTAL| 115,525 | 6.341 |4,510,087 | 85,885 6,224 | 2,274 [517,320 [12,772 [224,199}2,789,409 (869,546,607 15,116(11,301 | 31,260 | kk,633
TRAF 512 a 18 ; i
PARK 16 0 b:ggg g 12 3 “‘523 3 5?5 1%’;;; 62?’983 26 e 563 125 | | STATE| TOTALS -| COUNTY |DISTRICT QOURTS ON| CONCURRENT JURISDICTION
CRIM 387 12 4,108 666 35 15 1 s »19 0 0 0 2 : ! e 54 A
, . 780 116 759 56 278,731 61 ; i
TOTAL 915 12 27,055 666 51 15 6,34k 116 | 1,408 16,068 935:915 87 $ 55g 12; ' | THA™ 3hh 0 2,959 0 y <} 3,245 [} th6 17,695(4% 736,772 1 [ 208 5%
| ! PARK h35 0 34 ,7hT . 0| g hg éuz Bo tsa 19,8h5 g 2%1,568 Gg 0 0 125
] ; CRIM 73 0 3,391 95 1 5 91 3 98 1,201 3,377 37 1 H
S0 *
MERSET COUNT{ TOTALS| (Mo Matteks HeardjIn County Distrlict Court|on ConL;urrent Purisdiction} }, TOLAL 852 0 63,097 695| 18 548 4,178 837 1,397 38:7‘41 $ 1,0k1,727 69 37 208 29k
TR,
FAQE 2»22? 0 gé,;ag 0 2g 0 1%,2?3 0| 2,158 35,359 $ 1,773,904 62 114 1,303 533 i REW JbRSEY ToThLs - MUNICIPAL CQURTS AND| COUNTY [DISTRICT COURTS }N CONCURRENT JYRISDICTIO!
c i »111 0 802 | 24,351)8 196,939 0 0 0 i ;
Tg;ﬂL ;.g:g gg 88,913 103 h7 6 3,303 220 | 2,303 1,644f8  376,07h 236 152 1 ggg | i TRAF | 51,246 0|1,295,652 o 1,31 0 310,225 o| 72,330] B8k42,293|$41,300,782 | 3,045] 1,989 31,044 | 12,392
f 7,19 10 73 6 {16,697 220 | 5,263 62,354 |$ 2,347,007 298 163 | 21,3041 1,048 ; i PARK 5,644 0 |2,864,161 0 59 o | 70,96 o| 48,540}1,957,662($16,858,357 199 560 261 | 11,520
’ ' | j CRIM | 59,487 | 6,341 413,371| 86,380 4,872/ 2,822 |1ho,309 {12,855 104,726 28,195 |$12,420,275 {11,941| 8,789 164 { 21,015
SUSSEX COUNTY WuNICIPAL COURT oONLY TOTAL}116.37T | 6.341 |4,573,184 | 86,380 &,2h2! 2,822 |521,k08 |12,855 |aa5,596|2,828,150($70,588,141h 15,185|11,338 | 31,469 | 44,927
TRAF 2,054 0 19,669 4} 32 [} b,y i
JUTh 0 22 2 )
‘I;ARK 26 0 U:lTS 0 0 0 108 0 115 15,3'?3 2 agi'gli ﬁ'{ 1?) 883 2,2 ; : (1) Includes proceedings in the County District Courts of Bergen, Hudson, Ocean, Sussex and Warren Counties which exerclsed concurrent jurisdiction
Tg'f'ZL 2 g;’i gg gg'gzg %»g;g 72 35 1,954 8% | 1,155 '865 $ 1.98’289 157 106 2 le i during the court year. Also includes proceedings in the Palisades Interstate Park Police Court in Bergen County.
, ; , 10 35 | 61536 84 | 11993 | 18,77k : i
: i PTTHIS 1,056,272 233 125 852 198 i (2) "Hours on Bench" are reported monthly to the nearest hour, therefore the yearly total in some courts may be "O" if no full hours vere reported
: for any month.
SUSBEX COUNTY bIsTRICT|COURT i
TRAF : (3) If the offense charged constitutes a minor neighboxiood or domestic dispute, a notice may issue to the person or persons. charged, req\l::tinz
PARK 2 0 0 [4 0 0 iz o 0 of$ 4,584 ° o | their nppearance before the court, or such person designated by the court and approved bty the Assignment Judge, in order to determine vhether
CRIM g g 82 0 o 0 0 0 [+] 013 ! 0 0 0 g g % or not » complaint should issue or other appropriate sctioh be taken. Rule T13-2. Not applicable in trafflc cases.
10 2 o 10 0 0
TOTAL 7 4 84 10 2 o 22 0 0 g; 2 2‘3?; i : g : ! (4) Rule 7:2: The Provisfons of R. 3:2 (complaint), R. 3:3 {varrant or summons upon complaint) and R. 3:l-1, 3:4-2, 3:4-3, and 3:4-5 (prgceedir}gs
: ! ¢ 0 i before the committing Judge) Bre applicable to the minicipal and county district courts in respect of indictable offenses; the provisions o
o 33k d Uy h uit Law.
SUSSEY COUNTY {OTALS . R. 3:4-l are applicable to such courts in progeedings under the Uniform Fresh Purs
T (5) N.J.S.A. 2A:8-22 confers juriniictlon on the minicipal courts to try specific cases involving crimes occurring within their territorial
Pﬁg; 2’032 g 1,9’6% 0 32 0 4,486 0 722 13,930($ 827,656 57 19 889 22 jurisdiction provided defendant first executes in writing a waiver of indictment and trial by Jury.
51 0 0 o 108 0 116 , .
gg?;:r_, 2 g;g gg 22’332 i.g:g 18 35 1,964 8y 1,155 3‘%% i 2?)3%%% 1;% 109{ g 17§ (6) Dismissals under Rule 3:28 (Pn)etral Intervention Programs) and N.J.S.A. 21:21-27{b) (Dismissals after conditional discharge - controlled
» . 5 110 35 6,558 84 1,993 18,7971% 1,063,251 256 126 dangerous substance abuse only).
’ » : 891 198
UNIONICOUNTY TOTALS (N M L{ (7) Defendants placed on probation in accordasce with Rule 3:32-7. Does not include suspended dispositions or conditional discharges under N.J.S.A.
) atters Heard In|County Histrict|Court on|Concurgent Jurlsdiction 24:21-27 or Pretrinl Intervention Programs, R. 3:24.
TRAP 2,963 [t} 3 . Motor Vehicles, but does include revocatlons and suspensions
N IR I B I I I N A 6o e S Y I A O e e oot ion s rovsoes s,
CRIN 1226 101 | 23,149 | 5,187| 258 58 | 8,051 : ' 3 ; o
1,18
TOTAL| 7,713 101 255:530 5:167 288 58 26’835 1'183 1?’1’3;3 176 l{ég i 3 2;933'13,20 160 397 91 1,084 (9) Does not include conditional discharges in cases involving controlled dangerous subgtance gbuse, N.J.8.A. 24:21-27(b), or Pretrial I“ce""enfi""
i ’ ’ ’ b ¥.329,h27 are 39 | 1,365 2,437 s Programs, R. 3:28, The count here is the number of sentences suspended, irrespective of the number of persons, complatnts, or charges involved.
i Source: Monthly Reports from the Miunicipal Courts and the Clerks of the County District Courts exercising concurrent Jurisdiction and the
Palisades Interstate Park Police Court in Bergen County. 191
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COUNTY TOTALS
SEPTEMBER 1, 1980 to AUGUST 31, 1981
_ MUNICTPAL COURT DEFENDANTS STATUS REPURT DEFTS REP BY
COMP/SUBMONSES FILED  COMP/WARRANTS FILEC BAIL/JAIL STATUS DF DEFTS AT BEGIN OF TRIAL*  ASGND COUNSEL DEFTS REFRRD
INDICT.  NON=INOIC INDICT.  NON-INDIC REL.ON REL ON BAIL, IN JAIL IN JAIL  OR REF PUB DEF TO Pu8. DEF
CFFENSES OFFENSES OFFENSES OFFENSES RECCG.#% SURETY»ETC. 2 TO & D. > & DAYS - (NON=INDICT.) CINDICT.)
ATLANTIC TOTALS 1
3,517 10,005 3,152 2,128 1,462 2,864 177 129 15184 952
BERGEN TOTALS
1,569 14,242 45565 2,603 3,255 3,061 436 125 1,172 251
BURLING TON TOTALS
1,202 8,260 2,700 1,855 2,103 2,811 353 217 349 261 |
CAMDEN . TOTALS
15397 11,265 65694 5,169 2,030 45956 325 343 626 ‘ 670
CAPE MAY . TOTALS
487 3,532 820 978 250 1478 37 86 116 404
CUKBERLANG ToTALS
904 5,951 2,768 1,891 2,321 1,118 531 140 212 961
ESSEX TOTALS
6s211 15,168 16,538 5,531 75355 65040 459 448 3,371 4r4BT
GLIUCESTER TOTALS
935 55663 1r741 97¢e 846 730 123 48 268 540
HUDSON TOTALS _ ‘
1,399 9,934 74726 6,732 1,585 42966 450 374 3,367 2,420 , ‘
HUNTERCCN TOTALS
276 1,770 566 912 127 152 9 12 20 2
MERCER TOraLs
1.03%6 12,040 1,394 1,583 1.095 55654 37 4 1,052 195 X
MIODLESEX TOTALS
1,204 12,625 4r160 3,129 2,112 1674 196 . 76 292 15034

¥ Defendants whose municipal court trials
were completed this year - Status at commencement of trisal. i ’
Columns 3 et seq deal with Municipal Court trials vwhereas columns 1 & 3 also include indictable offenses. i

Reporting instructions specify that thi
redognisenen” soaction siooet an execut:digzrgoshould also include only defendants who were released after a

re the person authorized to tak .
reporting imstructions may not have been followed in all instances. whe bedl T0 is spparent that the
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COMP/SUMMONSES FILED

tﬁtilt)‘ttﬁiititti'ttttl‘kﬁttktit*tﬁttitt*tt*ttt***tkﬁttt*

NEW JERSEY TOTALS 1 YEAR AGO

19,712

143,733

72,745

COMP/WARRANTS FILEL

62,043

COUNTY TOTALS

SEPTEMBER 1, 1980 to AUGUST 31, 1981

34,704

56,763

MUNICIPAL COURY DEFENDANTS STATUS REPORY
BAIL/JAIL STATUS OF DEFTS AT BEGIN CF TRIAL#
IN JAIL

4,639

ﬁkittktﬁﬁ'ki!ttl’t*t*kkttttﬁk.tﬁﬂtt't*l’i.tktk

4,411

DEFTS REP BY
ASGND COUNSEL DEFTS REFRRD
OR REF PUB CEF TC FUB. DEF

INCICT.  NGN=INDIC INDICT.  NON-INDIC REL.ON REL ON BAIL,  IN JAIL
CFFENSES OFFENSES OFFENSES OFFENSES RECOG.%% SURETY»ETC. 2-TO & D > & DAYS  C(NOW=INDICT.) CINOICT.}
MG ¥MOUTH TOTALS
15964 14,002 3,740 Z,73C 45554 3,023 408 393 676 1,197
HORRIS TOTALS
745 7,818 1,916 733 1,089 738 154 107 204 222
CCEAN TOTALS
1,883 3,028 1,815 1,354 1,100 1,314 137 31 560 380
PASSAIC TOTALS
311 10,227 5,634 2,621 20904 4682 126 469 525 1,564
SALEM TOTALS ‘
243 2,419 433 583 330 528 30 62 27 171
s SCMERSET TOTALS
3 4 45985 49 216 517 1,736 56 62 289 17
SUSSEX TOTALS
307 2,507 s2e 255 182 264 30 35 62 33
UNION TOTALS
3,538 10,462 Ly 604 2s541 2,638 4e512 156 627 501. 1,633
WARREN 10TALS '
188 2r667 735 126 146 180 9 25 64 5
NEW JERSEY TOTALS
29,326 1735550 TurET8 47,825 385001 52,481 4,249 30864 15,137 17,380
P Y2323 22228222 2 R R 23] [(ZX3 XT3 2 2 %3

13,883 18,837

* gefendants whose municipael court trials were completed this year - Status at commencement of trial.
olumns 5 et sw¢gq deal with Municipal Court trials whereas columns 1 & 3 also include indictable offenses.

*#%# Reporting instructions specify thet this item should also include only defendants who were released after &
recognizange form was signed and executed before the person authorized to take bail. It is epparent that the
reporting instructions may not have been followed in all instances. .
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