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ASSEMBLYMAN PETER J. BARNES III (Chair):

First, I

want to announce the hearing, ACR-88.
MS. BAVATI (Committee Aide):

This hearing on ACR-88

concerns a resolution that was reported from this Committee on October
15. Today is the public hearing on this resolution that is required by the
Constitution and the rules.
The ACR would propose a constitutional amendment removing
the gubernatorial appointment power for certain municipal court judges.
ASSEMBLYMAN BARNES: Dan Phillips, AOC.
D A N I E L

P H I L L I P S: Good morning. Dan Phillips from the

Administrative Office of the Courts.
I signed up this morning-- Actually, we’re neutral on this bill;
we’ll defer to the Legislature and the electorate on determining the method
of appointing judges for joint municipal courts and central municipal
courts. But I do want to give you some information to help you with that
decision, and then some of the recent information on consolidation of our
municipal courts.
This same ballot question was on the ballot in the general
election in 2008 and failed by a margin of 55 percent to 45 percent -- a
rather close vote. But many people believe there was confusion caused by
the reporting in the media and the narrative of the ballot question that
caused the failure of the constitutional question. And this, of course, deals
with how a judge is selected in a joint municipal court and a central
municipal court.
And let me review for you very quickly the types of municipal
courts we have in this State. Under Title II-B every municipality is required
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to have a municipal court; and by far the majority of municipal courts in
the State are stand-alone, single municipal courts with a court administrator
and a municipal court judge.
In those courts, the judge is appointed by the mayor with the
advice and consent of the council or, if it’s not a mayoral council form of
government, it’s done by the governing body in the municipality. Those
judges serve for a term of three years, as do all municipal court judges.
The next form we have is a shared municipal court, again
authorized under Title II-B. This is where we have, perhaps, courts A, B,
and C in different municipalities agreeing to share facilities, security
arrangements, supplies -- things like that -- but maintain their autonomy as
separate courts. And in that form of court, each mayor or governing body
selects their own judge and administrator. So they are still an autonomous
court, they’re just sharing facilities and supplies. The problem with that
form of court is, as we share services, the more municipalities we have the
efficiencies go down. It’s more difficult to manage them.
The third type of court we have is a joint municipal court,
which is a court really set up for a larger number of municipalities. This is
where we have, perhaps, courts A, B, and C forming court D. They each
lose their autonomy and they create a separate court.

That judge is

nominated and appointed by the Governor with the advice and the consent
of the Senate, as provided in the Constitution. And that’s one of the courts
this bill is about.
The fourth type of court -- and there’s only one in the state -- is
a central municipal court. It’s for counties of the first class: Bergen County
has a central municipal court where they hear consumer affairs matters,
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matters from their park police, and any other types of matters that are
signed by the Assignment Judge.

In that form of court, again, it’s the

nomination and appointment by the Governor, with advice and consent of
the Senate.
This bill would change the method of appointment for the joint
municipal courts and the central municipal courts to allow the Legislature
to enact a new statute providing for some other form of appointment other
than advice and consent by the Senate and gubernatorial appointment.
I will tell you that today we probably have more municipal
courts than we had two or three years ago. You read in the newspapers,
you’ll hear that Princeton and Princeton Township are considering
consolidation. At the same time, we have many courts that are disbanding
their consolidations. And what we heard anecdotally is that is because of
the authority of the municipality to appoint the judge. The municipalities
want to appoint their own judges and court administrators; so those that
have formed joint courts disband and maybe form a shared court, when
they can do that, or they go back to a sole municipal court.
We have, today, 530 municipal courts in the State of New
Jersey, with 328 judges -- that’s as of today.

We have 23 joint courts

formed by 77 municipalities, and 51 shared courts formed by 111
municipalities.
There are-- As I said, anecdotally we have heard that the
consolidation of municipal courts -- the barrier is often the appointment of
a municipal court judge. They don’t want to cede that to the Governor, so
they either file a joint court and they lose the efficiencies, or they stay a sole
court.
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So in conclusion, this bill, ACR-88, if it’s enacted through the
Constitution and the election, may promote consolidation in municipal
courts which, of course, would be a good thing. It’s easier for us to manage
in the courts. It would also save municipalities money.
So I’d be glad to answer any questions you may have.
ASSEMBLYMAN BARNES:

Any questions for Dan? (no

response)
Matthew Weng, League of Municipalities -- in favor, no need to
testify.
Anybody else at this hearing who would like to testify? (no
response)
ASSEMBLYMAN CARROLL: I move that we close it.
ASSEMBLYMAN BARNES: We don’t need any-Okay, motion.
We don’t need any vote on this, so a motion to close.
ASSEMBLYWOMAN SCHEPISI: Second.
ASSEMBLYMAN

BARNES:

All

in

responses)
Meeting adjourned.

(MEETING CONCLUDED)
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favor?

(affirmative
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