
AOC’s Judge Grant addresses filing fees at board meeting  
 
Judge Glenn A. Grant, acting administrative director of the Administrative Office of 
the Courts, addressed the upcoming launch of criminal justice reform and the 
increased filing fees that will provide funding at the New Jersey State Bar 
Association’s Board of Trustees meeting on Oct. 14.  
 
The following is an overview of his report on those efforts, budget issues and the 
filing fee increases that have been implemented in conjunction with it:  
 
Grant kicked off discussing the structure of the funding program for ecourts and the 
criminal justice reform effort, which is composed of five key elements: replacing 
money bail with resource-based decision making; establishing a pre-trial services 
unit; reforming bail; a speedy trial component; and a technology element.  
 
The courts understand there are real limitations, given the fiscal realities they face, 
according to Grant.  
 
Even with the increased fees, there is a structural deficit, he said. While it is difficult 
to project with complete accuracy, there is a possibility that the 21st Century-
Pretrial Services account will have insufficient funds to meet all of its obligations 
during the second year of operation. The uncertainties are twofold: first, the 
instability in filings will potentially impact the revenue to support the costs of the 
program, and second, there is uncertainty regarding associated costs to support the 
program. 

  
Grant testified before the Legislature twice about the fragility of the funding stream 
in an effort to obtain new or alternate funding. The legislation limited the court to 
increases of no more than $50 for any one fee, which is why the increases were 
spread so widely across the fee structure.  
 
The two-year delay from the time the fees were launched to the upcoming Jan. 1 
implementation of the programs was intentional, since court officials knew there 
wouldn’t be enough funding. Court officials will employ technology to create 
economies and efficiencies in the system, he said. 
 
Grant further noted that two areas identified in the bill—mental health treatment 
and drug courts—did not receive any additional funding.  
 
To set the filing fees the courts used projections about case filings. Because the Civil 
Division has the most filings, it has the most fee increases. The court published a 
notice to the bar, and interested parties were given an opportunity to comment. The 
court also looked internally.  
 
Grant said funding for the courts is unique in New Jersey, compared to elsewhere. 
New Jersey’s Judiciary receives direct state service funding. The funding for fiscal 



year 2017 is direct state service of $724 million and federal funds of $125 million, 
for a total budget of $944 million. Most of those funds cover employee costs. Using 
fees to run court programs is rare in New Jersey, unlike states such as Florida, 
where 70 to 80 percent of the court budget comes from fees.  
 
The Judiciary continues to advocate that funding for the courts come from the 
general fund. However, “the two other partners dictate how the funding streams are 
appropriated and allocated for the Judiciary,” said Grant. He could not say if the 
Legislature had previously extended the power to the courts to set fees to generate 
income.  
 
Looking to the future, Grant said he does not believe additional fee increases are 
likely, noting in particular that the court’s authority to raise or change the fees now 
has expired, as the original legislation only gave the courts seven months to set fees. 
 
In the meantime, the attorney general is studying the separate cost to counties to 
implement criminal justice reform, and is expected to finalize a report at the end of 
the month.  
 
The AOC is accepting feedback about the fees. On specific fees that have been 
flagged, Grant offered the following insights:  
 
Motions in limine: Grant said, “There is a difference between a standard motion 
and a motion in limine. All motions filed on the eve of trial are not motions in limine. 
Many such applications are really summary judgment motions or discovery 
motions. And, those applications that are not true motions in limine will have a filing 
fee associated with it. We need to distinguish the difference between the two and 
accordingly the issue has been referred to the Civil Practice Committee for review 
and clarification. Likewise, the appropriate fee is required whenever answers and 
counterclaims are filed, regardless of who files the document.” 
 
Gold seal copies: Practitioners are entitled to one free copy.  With the start of a 
paperless system, the courts hope to phase out the gold seal. Pension plan and third-
party requirements for a raised seal will be addressed by court rule.  
 
Substitution of attorney: The court has the right to establish a new fee through the 
statute.  
 
Name changes: There is only a nominal charge if a firm member leaves. Nominal 
fees cover administrative costs to make necessary changes in the database.  
 
In rem foreclosure fees: The calculation was changed. “We argue the statute has 
changed under the Legislature’s action,” said Grant.  
 
On the inconsistencies being applied to some fees: “The frailty of human nature 
means some things are viewed differently,” said Grant.  



 
Public education on fee waivers: To address an inability to afford filing fees by 
indigents, Grant said the courts intend to increase education efforts about the 
availability of waivers in appropriate situations. 
 
Update on ecourts: It is proceeding “very well…I hope in the next two to two-and-
a-half years we will have a true ecourt system. It will truly be a paperless system,” 
said Grant. A new platform is available for special civil and foreclosure matters. An 
ecourt system in civil is being tested and is expected to be rolled out in the spring. 
Specifications are being designed for the Family Division.  
 
 
 
 
 
 


