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ASSEMBL Y, No. 1073 

STATE OF NEW ERSEY
 
• 

INTRODUCED FEBRUARY 11, 1980
 

By Assemblymen BATE and HERMAN
 

Referred to Committee on Judiciary, Law, Public Safety and Defense
 

AN ACT concerning fees in civil cases in the Su~erior Court, amepd­

ing sections22A:2-6, 22A:2-12 and 22'A:2-15 of the New Jersey 

Statutes and repealing N. J. S. 2A:B~16and N. J. S. 2A:34-17. 

1 BE IT ENACTED by the Senate and General Assembly of the State 

2 of New Jersey: 

1 1. N. J. S. 22JA:2-6 is amended to read as follows: 

2 22A :2-6. Upon the filing or entering of the first paper or pro­

3 ceeding in any action or proceeding in the Law Division of the 

4 Superior Court, the plaintiff shall pay to the clerk [$60.00] $75.00 

5 for the first paper :fi.led by him, which shall cover all fees payable 

6 therein down to, and including entry of final judgment, taxation 

7 of costs, copy ,of cos/ts and the issuance and recording of final 

8 process, except such as may be otherwise provided herein, or pro­

9 vided by law, or the rules of court. Of the [$60.001 $75.00 paid to 

10 the clerk, $25.00 shall be paid over by him to the treasurer of the 

11 county in which venue is laid for the use of the county. *Any per­

12 son filing an anSWB?" setting forth a counterclaim or a ,third party 
." • J 

13 claim in such cause shall pay to the clerk $75.00 for the first paper 

14 filed by him.* Any person other than the plaintiff filing any other 

15 paper in any such cause shall pay to the clerk *[$30.00]* *$40.00 

16 for the first paper :fi.led by him. 

1 2. N. J. S. 22A :2-121 is amended to read as follows: 

2 22A:2-12. Upon the :fi.ling of the first paper in ,any action or 

3 proceeding in the Chancery Division of the Superior Gourt, there 

4 shall be paid to the clerk of the court, for the use of the State, the 

5 following fees, which, except as hereinafter provided, shall consti­

6 tute the entire fees to be collected by the clerk for the use of the 

7 State, down to the final disposition of the cause: 

8 Receivership and partition, $60.00. 
EXPLANATION-Matter enclosed in bold-faced brackets [thus] in the above bill 

is not enacted and is intended to be omitted in the law. 
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9 For withdrawal of surplus and other moneys deposited with the 

10 court where the sum to be withdrawn is less than $100.00, no fee: 

11 where the sum is $100.00 or more but less than $1,000.00, a fee of 

12 $2.00: where such sum is $1,000.00 or more, a fee of $5.00. 

13 Application for permanent alimony: for \"ithdrawal of mort­

14 gages and other applications for relief filed subsequent to final 

15 judgment $5.00. 

16 All other actions and proceedings except in probate cases 

17 [$60.00] $75.00. 

1 3. N. J. S. 22'A :2-15 is amended to read as follows: 

2 22A :2-15. For performing services in all probate proceedings 

3 in the Superior Court, Chancery Division, there shall be paid to 

4 the clerk of the court for the use of the State the following fees 

5 which, except as hereinafter provided, shall constitute the entire 

6 fees to be collected by the clerk for thl" use of the State, down to 

7 the final disposition of the cause: 

8 Each action upon the filing of the first paper in the action, 

9 [$60.00] $75.00. 

10 Application for relief filed subsequent to final judgment, upon 

11 the filing of the first paper, $10.00. 

ACCOUNTING 

12 Auditing, stating, reporting and recording accounts of executors,
 

13 administrators, guardians, trustees, assignees, as follows:
 

14 In estates up to and including $2,000.00, $30.00;
 

15 In estates from $2,000.00 to and including $10,000.00, $50.00;
 

16 In estates from $10,000.00 to and including $30,000.00, $65.00;
 

17 In estates from $30,000.00 to and including $65,000.00, $85.00;
 

18 In estates from $65,001.00 to $200,000.00-3/20 of 1%;
 
19 In estates exceeding $200,000.00-1/10 of 1%, but not less than
 

20 $300.00.
 

21 For each page of accounting, in excess of one, $2.00.
 

22 In computing the amount of an estate for the purpose of fixing
 

23 the fees of the Clerk of the Superior Court, for auditing and report­


24 ing the account, the balance from the prior account shall be
 

25 excluded.
 

26 No fees herein allowed shall be charged against the recipient of
 

27 any pension, bounty or allowance for services of the Clerk of the
 

28 Superior Court, the Chancery Division of the Superior Court in
 

29 respect thereof, pursuant to N. J. S. 3A :29-1 to 3A :29-4.
 

COMMISSIONS ON DEPOSITS 

30 On commissions on deposits, including any deposit made pur­

31 suant to sections 31 and 32 of chapter 67, of the laws of 1948, if 
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32 under $100.00, 112 of 1% of it; if over $100.00 and under $1,000.00,
 

33 *' of 1% on such excess; if over $1,000.00, lh of 1% of such excess.
 

MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES 

34 Filing an exemplified copy of a will or administration proceeding 

35 from a foreign state, $5.00; 

36 Filing a caveat not in a pending cause, $2.00; 

37 Certificates, each $1.00; 

38 Subpenas, each $1.00; 

39 Minimum charge for all other papers or services by the clerk, 

40 $1.00. 

1 4. N. J. S. 2A:34-16 and N. J. S. 2A:34-17 are repealed. 

1 5. This act shall take effect 30 days after enactment. 
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MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES 

34 Filing an exemplified copy of a "till or administration proceeding 

35 from a foreign state, $5.00; 

36 Filing a caveat not in a pending cause. $2.00; 

37 Certificates, each $1.00; 

38 Subpenas, each $1.00; 

39 Minimum charge for all other paperR or services by the clerk, 

40 $1.00. 

1 4. N. J. S. 2A:34-16 and N. J. S. 2A:34-17 are repealed. 

1 5. This act shall take effect BO days after enactment. 

STATEMENT 

These proposed amendments to the Now .Jersey court fee system 

would serve two purposes. First, they would eliminate the approval 

fee required in matrimonial cases before the Superior Oourt­

currently, these fees are $50.00 in uncontested cases and $60.00 ill 

contested cases. Secondly, this legislation would increase the gen­

eral fee for the filing of all civil complaints from $60.00 to $75.00. 

In the past, the $50.00 or $60.00 differential required for matri ­

monial cases was justified by an additional review provided in such 

cases by a Standing Master who determined whether or not the 

matter was fit for trial. Today, no similar review exists to justify 

any such differential in fees. As a result, these approval fees for 

matrimonial cases have been questioned as an unreasonable classi­

fication in an action pending before the Federal district court. 

The elimination of these fees would thus serve to eliminate an 

anachronism from the court's fee structure. 

The simultaneouR increase in the general filing fee for all civil 

complaints, from $60.00 to $75.00, is a neceRsary increase in court 

revenues to adjust for the elimination of the matrimonial fees and 

to compensate for inflationary pressures. 

III 0 7 3 ( I <'j fvJ 
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DATED: MARCH 24,1980 

These proposed amendments to the New Jersey court fee system 

would serve two purposes. First, they would eliminate the approval 

fee required in matrimonial cases before the Superior Court-currently, 

these fees are $50.00 in uncontested cases and $60.00 in contested cases. 

Secondly, this legislation would increase the general fee for the filing 

of all civil complaints from $60.00 to $75.00, and Assembly .Tudiciary, 

Law, Public Safety and Defense Committee amendments would raise 

the filing fee for counterclaims and third-party claims from $30.00 to 

$75.00, and for all other answers from $30.00 to $40.00. 

In the past, the $50.00 or $60.00 differential required for matrimonial 

cases was justified by an additional review provided in such cases by a 

standing master who determined whether or not the matter was fit for 

trial. Today, no similar review exists to justify any such differential 

in fees. As a result, these approval fees for matrimonial cases have 

been questioned as an unreasonable classification in an action pending 

before the Federal district court. The elimination of these fees would 

thus serve to eliminate an anachronism from the court's fee structure. ' 

The simultaneous increase in the general filing fee for all civil com­

plaints, from $60.00 to $75.00, is a necessary increase in court revenues 

to adjust for the elimination of the matrimonial fees and to compensate 

for inflationary pressures. 

r:I.'he Assembly Judiciary, Law, Public Safety and Defense Committee 

amendments would provide additional revenue for new JUdiciary pro­

grams and would adjust these fees consistent with other fees and court 

costs. 

The last time answer fees were raised was in 1970, which was also 

the last time Law Division complaint fees were raised. Raising the 

fee for counterclaims and third-party claims to be equal to that of 

complaints is justified by the essentially equal amount of work which 

each action causes the court. Increasing answers to $40.00 should raise 

an estimated extra $547,490. Increasing counterclaims and third-party 

claims to $75.00 should raise an estimated extra $659,655. 
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ASSEMBL Y, No. 1073 
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----.-----­

Under present N. J. S. 21 :34-16, a special trial fee is levied in matri­

monial actiolls. The fee is $50.00 in Ullc011tested cases and $()Q.OO in 

contested cases. r:L'his special trial fee results in revenues a little in 

excess of $1.2 million annually. 

In the past this special fee ill matrim.mial cases was justified by all 

additional review provided by a standiJlg master who determined 

whether or not the matter was fit for trial. However, since the 1971 

divorce law revision, this review by a standing master has been dis­

continued. As a result, these apllroval fees for matrimonial have been 

challenged cOllstitutiollally as an ullreasrmable classification ill an 

action, MU'rillov. Bantbrick, now pending before the U. S. District 

Court. There are strong illdicatiolls that the fee will be declared un­

constitutional. 

Assembly Bill No. 1073 would eliminate the approval fee required in 

matrimonial cases. r:L'0 compensate for the revenue losses resulting 

from the elimination of this fee, Assembly Bill No. 1073 would raise 

the complaint fee for law, matrimonial, foreclosure, general equity amI 

probate matters from $60.00 to $75.00. This would bring an estimater] 

$1.6 million in new revenue according to figures provided by the 

Superior Court Clerk's Office. 

Under amendments adopted by the Assembly Judiciary Committee, 

the fee for filing counterclaims amI third party complaints ill the Law 

Division were raised from $30.00 to $75.00 and the filing fee for answers 

in the Law Division from $30.00 to $40.00. This would raise, again ac­

cording to the Superior Court Clerk's Office, approximately $750,000.00 

in additional revenue. 

In total, enactment of Assembly Bill No. 1073 would bring to the 

State an increase in revenues of approximately $1 million. 



• FRON TIlE OFFICE OF THE GOVER-~OlZ 

FOR n-fJ"1t:DL\TE RELEASE FOR FURTHER INFORHATION 

AUGUST 1, 1930 I'ATRICK SHEENEY 

Acti:J.s G;)vernor Joseph P..NerJ.ino today, in a public ceremony, signed 

A-1073 in :~2 Governor's Outer Office. 

The b=-~~, co-sponsored by Assemblymen Hi11iem J. Bate CD-Passaic) and 

Nartin .-\. ::er:uan (D-Gloucester), increases certain fees in civil cases in 

the Superio~ Court. 

I 
Unde:::- L::~e former 1m", in order to pursue a matricnonial cause, the 

plaintiff had to pay either $50 (uncontested) or $60 (contested) more thaD 

in other cases. This difference may have beeLl justified in the past, Hhen 

a Standic.g l'las ter revie,"ed all cases for certification for trial, but not 

now that suc~ procedure has been discontinued. 

Tnis ':J~ll eliminates the matrimonial fee differential. In addition, 

it increases the general fee for the filing of all civil complaints from 

$60 to $75. 

The bill is effective thirty clays after enactment (September 1), \vhich 

coincides with the new court year, making it administratively easier to 

adjust the fee collection procedure. 

II If /,1 If II fI 
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~GISLATIVE A..'ID ADHINISTR..4.TIVE RECO}J}lENDATIONS 

A. LEGISLATI E RECO~lliNDATIONS 

1. Hatrimonial Trial Approval Fees 

There has been persistent and growing dissatisfaction with the 

special trial fee ,,,hich is levied only in matrimonial actions. This 

fee of $50.00 or ~60.00 set forth in~. 4:79-2 reflects the statutory 

mandate of N.J.S.A. 2.\:34-16. Various proposals have been submitted 

concerning t1e elimination of the matrimonial trial fee which is 

an anachronism relating back to the functions of the Standing da'ter's 

Office prior to the divorce la," r vision in 1971 of careful scrutin­

izing of all divorce complaints to protect the State's interest in the 

preservation of marriage. 

It is recognized that this matrimonial trial fee generates sub­

stantial revenue \"hich redounds to the general benefit of the New Jersey 

treasury. Nevertheless, it is deemed inequitable to levy a special 

charge on a particular class of litigants. Consequently, the Con~ittee 

endorses the concept of increasing filing fees for all civil complaints 

by amendments to N.J.S.A. 22A:2-6, -12, -13 and -15 in order to replace 

to some extent the revenues which would be lost by eliminating the 

matrimonial trial fee. Any such amendment should necessarily be accom­

panied by a repeal of N.J.S.A. 2A:34-l6. 

\~ile considering the general question of filing fees, the Con~ittee 

also endorses the concept that it is inequitable for a defendant to be 

c arged a filing fee merely to be able to defend himself i court. The 

COm:r.:J.ittee recommends the elimination of the answer fee and the imposition 

of a filing fee, equ 1 to the fee charged for all complaints, only £o~ 

23 



pleadings vlhich request affirmative relief. The Committee further 

supports the concept that the initial filing fee should be the 

exclusive fee throughout all aspects of the litigation and recommends 

elimination of post-judgment fees. Elimination of post-judgment fees 

will have a dual benefit in that: (1) it will suspend fees which are 

only sporadically enforced and (2) it will simplify and facilitate 

fiscal administration in the Superior Court Clerk's Office. 

During the past year, the ldministrative Office of the Courts 

conducted a sample survey of the types of filings in all Superior Court 

Civil dockets for the 1976-77 court year. The dockets surveyed included 

civil, la,v, matrimonial, general equity, probate and foreclosure actions. 

As a result of that survey, it was concluded that an increase in all 

filing fees for first pleadings and other requests for affirmative 

relief to $~O.OO would maintain the present revenue. The initial 

filing charge shall be made for all complaints or other initial pleadings, 

counter claims and cross-claims. With the imposition of this charge, 

the present fee for matrimonial trial approvals, general ans,vers ,vhich 

do not assert claims for affirmative relief and post-judgment fees shall 

be eliminated. 

Accordingly, the Civil Practice Committee concurs ,.,rith the position 

of the ~futrimonial Judges' Association and the Family Law Section of 

the New Jersey State Bar Association and recommends to the Supreme Court 

that appropriate statutory amendments be submitted to the Legislature. 

2. State Rules of Court Reviel'l Commission; N.J.S.A. 2A:84A-39.l 

N.J.?A. 2A:84A-39.l creates a permanent State Rules of Court
 

Review COllL~ission consisting of ten members. The Commission is charged
 

~ith studying and revie,.,ring any proposed rules of evidence which may be
 



that the !'1otion of the ex-husband to reduce pav'"'ent~3 could only 
be made in the county of vonue vihere, in the normal case, the 
cix-wife still lives. t 

I 

In Sabini v. Sabini, 159 N.J. Super. 93 
(A.pp. Div. 1973) the Court held that the motion to amend the 
jUdgment could be brought in the county where the payments 
were being made. This creates a problem. The judge in that 
county does not have a file. He does not know anything about 
the background of the case. It rec.luires the ex-wife, vJho 

usuall v h - s less resources than the ex-hus0and, to trav,.l out 
of her county to the county where the payments are bein0 made. 
It was felt by the Civil Pract.ice COIllJ11ittee that the situation ·• . 
\·las unfair t.o the ex-\\"ife and._did not lead to the most efficient 
disposition of the motion. 

Accordingly, \ve have recommended the adoption of 
R. 4:79-9C to provide for consolidated enforcement and 
P\odification proceedings. 'ilhere a motion is made to reduce 
payments, it will be made in the county of venue. Where a motion f 
is pending for enforcement of the judgment in a county other ~.
 
than the county of venue, both motions will be heard in the
 
county of venue.
 

Before t.ransferring the motion for enforcement ,
to the county of venuc, the Court in the county where the •l

.\payDcnts are being made which haS before it the motion to 
t,.enforce will fix the arrearages either by certiFication of the 

probation office or, if the amount is contested, by a hearing 
l ...in \"hich the amount is determined. Thereafter, both motions ,'0 

wi 1 be heard in the county of venue by a judge who has before 
i 

him the entire file and who probably has knowledge of the 
bac~ground of the case. 

By this provision we believe the litiqants will I­
r.receive a decision by a court better info;:med of the ~ackgrollnd 

of the case and therefore more apt to be just. It would be 
I' 

possible to transfer venue from the original county of venue 
to the collection county_ However, in the majority of cases 
the eX--\'.'ife is still residing in the county of vccnue. She has 
tile right to apply to increase payments or to recccive other 
relief. £ venue were transferred to the collection county an 
undo e burden would be place0 u~on her to travel to the 
collection county. She normally is not in as good a financial 
co:td~tion th(~ ex-husbcll:d is in. \:ye did not feel it fair to 
~lace this tr2vel burden upon her. 

In addition, even if the venue were transferred, 
tllcre \,,-ould be no chance of: hcJving the motions corne before a 
j udqe \'IItO knE:\v the backeJround 0 f UlC case. For a number of 
years the complaint has been made that maLrimonial actions are 
un':::airly trcatec1 because -he fees are higher th n in other 
civil actions. The fi_iwJ fee _In a civil action is sixty 
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dollars. This applies to mctrimonial a tions. In addition to 
thi, sixty dollars, N.J.S.,\. 2;\:34--JG provides tlli:l.t bel.:ore any 
TnCltri:nonial action i.e> approved Cor trial, the pliJ.intiff or 
counterclaimant mu~t pay to the Clerk of the Superior Court for 
t.he use o:f: the st:ate Cln additional fifty dollars and where the 
action is contested an additional sixty dollars. We think thi:l.t 
fair minded persons can agree that tllis is an unfair tax on the 
matrimonial litigants. 

An important prob10~ caused by the requirement 
of a hearing fee is that cases are not li:ted for trial until 
the -fee is pai". The rnatr inoni.al judges do not have any cases 
in their inventory for which a fee has not been paid. We 
sus?ect that on occasion a fee~is purposely not paid for 
tactical reasons. This creates an interference with the prompt 
disposition of the matrimonial cause. The additiollal fee was 
justified when the statute ~as passed to support the Standing 
r'Iaster's Office \..;hich,. at that time! wa", a vi tal elerHent in the 
approval of matrimonial actions for lrial. The Standing Master's 
Office has now been abolished and matrinlonial cases are approved 
pro forma by the Clerk of the Superior Court upon the payment 
of the additional fee. 

~atrimonial fees, that is the additiona] fee in 
fiscal year 1977, produced for the State one million one hundred 
and twenty-nine thousand five hun~red and sixty dollars. The 
C·.'lil Practice Conu'Tlittee received a report from the Clerk which 
outlined the amount of monies received for all filing fees. As 
I read the .figures, this amount is about eight and a half million 
dollars. Of that amount,. over two million dollars was recei~ed 

frOI'll the thirty dollar fee for f i 1 ing an anSh'er. 
In considering the additional fee for matrimonial 

cases, the CODmittee also considered the filing fee for answers 
wI e~e a litigant merely wishes to de~end against the claim m~de. 

It seemed to us that a litigant should not be charged merely to 
defend himself. We felt, ho~ever. that where a litigant is sued 
and \'lshes to assert a re~uest for affirmative relief either by 
wa of counterclaim, cross-claim, clainl for contribution or 
third party complaint, that litigant s110uld pay the same filing 
fee as the plaintiff had to pay. W- reali' ed that provision 
would have to be made to raise approximately the same amount of 
T".oney for ·the St.ate by filing Eces as is no\',' raised when an 
extra fee is charged for matrimonial actions and a fee is cll0rged 
for all anS\"lers. 

JI..f:ter reviewi -CJ the figures pI' ·paJ~ed by Ule Clerk, 
\";e ceme to the conclusion that to create the same amount of 
money for the state and yet not unduly burden matrimonial 
litiCJants or person WllO merely w~nt to ~cfend themselves: 
legislation should be adopted changing the filinCj fees to provjc1e 
tl1at for filin.g a cQ!,lplaint in a civil action and (or ~iLi.nCJ an 



a:nswer contaj.ning requ~st for affirmative relief, the filing 
fee should be nin~ty dollars. This fee \ould not apply to t 

(.
special proceedings such as Probate, change of name and alike. t 

I'f a defendant files an anS,:ler containing a r quest for 
affirmative relief in the fon of a counterclaim and pays the 
ninety dollar fee, he could thereaft~r file a cross-claim or 
third party complaint without paying an additional fee. 

In short, both plaintiff and defendant seeking 
affirmative relief pay the same amount.. The amount. which W~ 

sU09~st should create for the stat.e the same r~venu~s that. the ,­ .
State no~ ~eceives for answ~rs wher~ th~re is no requ st for 

~ 

affirmativ~ relief and for the additional fee in Platrimonial r.. 
actions. 

~e urge that the legislature be requested to 
adopt leCJisln.tion to implement the Con1ITlittee's suggestion. 
\'7c~ ask support for these recommendations. 

Thank you, Judge Clapp. 

JUDGE CLAPP: 7hank you, Judge Lane, for a very 
excellent presentation. 

Larry Cutler, you were going to speak in 
oprosi tion to the change in sum.tr,ary judgments by divorce I for 
divorce, and I'm going to ask if you wiJ.l also state in few 
words our proposal and the alleged reasons for it and then 
state your reasons against it. Thank you. 

MR. CUTLER: Thank you, Judge Clapp. 
The proposal that is b2fore the SuprcJYw Court nO\v 

lS for a new Rule 4:79-12 which would permit divorce by 
2ffidavit on summary judgment in a limit.ed number of cases. In 
those cases in which there were no children, A: 8, there were no 
claims for alimony or equitable distribution of property and C, 
those cases in which there was no agreement sought to be 
incorporated in the judgment of divorce. 

Now, I think if you think about th6se limitations 
thev are really quite limited because it really eliminates the 
poor because they usually have children and it really eliminates 
the rich because they usually have money. 'The only other people 
t~at are left, really, are kids in their tv'enties, m~ybe, who 
have an apartment, who have two cars, who hdve two jobs and have 
modern America mlscellalleous furniture and they are just going 
to go their eparate ';-Jays. 'The rule represents a drastic chancre 
in the proctice. 

The case of l'Janion. which I think was decided by 
JudSe S\ISSer basically reiterated the standard and th~ method 
t~2t we have used since the beginning in New Jersey and that 
is by requiring ~ffirmative testimonial proof. 

It s~ems to ~e that by limiting the Ulvorce by 
,".f-cic1avit to such il . mall qrou::;, W2 are ]10\'1 drastically chc.nqing 
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(?e/orf f7z;,m 117? Jt/dtCIt( / COY7~&1ce. 
3. . 4:64-7. In Rem Tax Foreclosure 

The Committee recently received a request to review 

R. 4:64-7 for recommendation of further amendment. This 

matter as been carried to the ComIai ttee' s agenda for next 

year. , 

4. Matri onial Trial App .. oval Fees 

There has been per~ist_nt a d growing dissatisfaction 

with the special trial fee which is levied only in matri­

manial actions. This fee of $50 or $60, set forth in R. 4:79-2 v 

reflects the statutory mandate of N.J.S.A. 2A:34-l6. Various 

propo als ha e been submitted concerning the elimination of 

the matrimonial trial fee which, today, is actually an anach­

ronism relating back to the fu ctions of the Standing Master's 

office prior to our divorce law revision in 1971, wherein 

careful scrutiny of 11 divorce complaints was required in 

order to protect the State's interest in the preservation of 

marriage. 

It is recognized that this matrimonial trial fee gene­

rates substantial revenue which redounds to the general bene­

fit of the New Jersey pop~lace. Nevertheless, it is deemed 

inequitable to levy a special charge on a particular class 

of litigants. Consequently, the Committee endorses the con­

cept of increasing filing fees for all civil complaints by 

amend.ent to N.J.S.A. 22A:2-6, -12, -13 and -15 'n or er to 

replace, to 50...13 extent I the revenu which would be lost,.. by 

eliminating the matrimonial trial fee. l\llY such amendment 

should necessarily be accompanJ, d by a repeal of N.J.S.A. 

2l\:34-16. 

i
I
L 

I
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,... .. 
~nlile considering the general question of filing fees, 

the Comilli ttee also endorsed the concept that it is inequitable 

for a defendant to be charged a filing fee merely to be able 

to defend himself in court. The Committee recommends the 

elimination of the ans er fee and the imposition of a filing 

fee, equal to the fee charged for complaints, only for plead­

ings which request affirmative relief. 

It should be noted that the above proposals have also 

received the endorsement of the New Jersey Matrimonial Trial 

Judges' Association. 

Since this matter will require in-depth analysis of 

the fees presently generated by civil litigation, it has 

been continued for further consideration ne t year. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Peter A. Buchsbaum 
Robert Carter 
Clive S. Cum..mis 
Laurence J. Cutler 
David D. Furman 
Geoffrey Gaulkin 
David L. Hack 
Cynthia M. Jacob 
Joseph H. Kenney 
Merritt Lane, Jr. 
Paul A. Lowengrub 
Edward S. Miller 
Florence R. Peskoe 
James J. Petrella 
Sylvia B. Pressler 
Morris M. Schnitzer 
George Y. Schoch 
John P. Sheridan, Jr. 
Stephen L. Skillman 
Robert H. Steedle 
Howard Stern 
Richard H. Thiele, Jr. 

DATED: April 7, 1978 Alfred C. Clapp, CHAIRMAN 
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