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Criminal Justice Reform

1. Criminal Justice Reform law authorized by Constitutional amendment and implemented under
P.L.2014, c.31 took effect Statewide on January 1, 2017. The program provides for pretrial release for
certain criminal defendants, establishes non-monetary bail alternatives for release, and authorizes the
Judiciary to increase certain fines. To evaluate a defendant's risk and to reach a pretrial release
decision, the courts use an evidence-based risk assessment called the Public Safety Risk Assessment
and its accompanying Decision-Making Framework.

The Criminal Justice Reform law has since been amended several times. First, in 2022, the Criminal
Justice law was amended to require Pretrial Services to deny release to defendants accused of specific
gun offenses under the Graves Act. Later, in 2023, based on the recommendations in a 2023 Report of
the Reconvened Joint Committee on Criminal Justice, the Criminal Justice Reform law was amended
to require pretrial detention for certain automobile theft offenses (P.L.2023, c.103). More recently,
pursuant to P.L.2025, ¢.256, the Criminal Justice Reform law was amended to permit extension of
pretrial hearing decisions for gun offenders beyond the statutorily mandated 48 hours to allow for
pending ballistic analysis. Separately from the Criminal Justice Reform law, P.L.2023, c.101 established
crimes of theft of a motor vehicle and receiving a stolen motor vehicle as separate statutory provisions
and provided for extended sentences for persistent offenders, while P.L.2024, .83 established home
invasion and residential burglary as crimes.
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. Questions: What is the Judiciary’s perspective on Criminal Justice Reform nearly ten

years after it became effective and does the Judiciary see a clear and less bumpy path
forward now that the start-up years and the Pandemic are at least six years in the past? Does
the Judiciary recommend further amendments to the Criminal Justice Reform law that would
be beneficial to the justice system? Please describe issues that need to be addressed to create
effective and probable solutions.

RESPONSE:

The goal of Criminal Justice Reform (CJR) was to create a fairer system which
considered both public safety and constitutional protections in making pretrial
detention decisions. The Judiciary believes that the Criminal Justice Reform Act
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(CJRA) continues to meet these important objectives. Under the CJRA, decisions
regarding pretrial detention are now based on clear risk factors, such as whether
someone might present a risk of flight or pose a danger to the community, rather than
whether a defendant can simply afford bail.

The best way to evaluate the success of CJR is by looking at community safety and
defendant court appearance data. To this end, the Judiciary’s data indicates that the
number of defendants who commit serious crimes after being released pending trial
remains low. For example, the percentage of defendants who committed either a
“No Early Release Act (NERA)” crime or a crime related to the Graves Act was
1.5% in 2021 and 2022, and dropped to 1% in 2023. The rate of new criminal
activity for more serious charges was a little above 20% from 2020 to 2022, but it
fell to 17.6% in 2023. Moreover, the Judiciary’s data also shows that most
defendants continue to show up for court, with over 90% appearing each year from
2021 to 2023.

Further, since the implementation of the CJRA, the number of people in jail for
serious crimes has remained high. This is because dangerous defendants are no
longer able to pay for release pending trial through the use of cash bail. Similarly,
the number of people in jail who are unable to pay for release for lower-level
offenses, i.e., those held on bail of $2,500 or less, is much lower.

While CJR has created a more fair and equitable system, one in which public safety
is also safeguarded, no system is perfect. For CJR to continue working well, there
needs to be sufficient funding. Right now, the budget for the Pretrial Services
Program (PSP) does not allow for full staffing, which requires staff to handle more
cases. In addition, PSP does not have adequate funding to provide for much needed
services which provide support for social, medical, or substance abuse problems.
Helping with these issues can lower crime rates, but PSP cannot provide access to
these services without proper funding.

o How confident is the Judiciary that the Public Safety Risk Assessment tool is performing as
needed? Are there areas where the tool could be improved to assess public safety risk and
therefore make more accurate pretrial release and detention decisions? Please provide data
or metrics to measure the efficacy of this tool. What is the accuracy rate of the Public Safety
risk Assessment tool?
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RESPONSE:

The Judiciary’s internal research team conducts periodic reviews of the Public
Safety Assessment tool (PSA). The team’s most recent review found that the PSA
1s operating as designed and accurately classifies defendants’ risk levels, noting that
as PSA risk scores increased, the defendants’ actual failure rates (i.e., new criminal
activity and failure to appear) also increased.!

The PSA is designed to give each defendant a risk score ranging from 1 to 6 on two
separate scales:

e new criminal activity (NCA)
e failure to appear in court (FTA)

A score of “1” signifies the lowest risk level, while a score of “6” indicates the
highest. The PSA also includes a flag to indicate whether the defendant presents an
elevated risk of being charged with committing a new violent offense while on
pretrial release. Defendants with higher risk scores had higher failure rates, an
indication that the PSA is working appropriately. The following examples are
illustrative:

e For those defendants who received an NCA score of “1” and who were
released pretrial during court years 2021, 2022, and 2023, on average, less
than 12 percent were charged with a new offense while on pretrial release.

e During that the same time period, on average, more than 61 percent of
defendants with an NCA score of “6,” were charged with a new offense while
on pretrial release.

e Similarly, defendants who were flagged as at a higher risk of violent new
criminal activity on pretrial release were, in fact, more likely to be rearrested
for new violent criminal activity. Again, for the court years noted above, on
average more than 17 percent of flagged defendants were charged with a new

! This review can be found in the “Judiciary’s Annual Report on Criminal Justice Reform to the
Governor and Legislature” on the Judiciary’s Internet Webpage at
https://www.njcourts.gov/sites/default/files/courts/criminal/criminal-justice-reform/cjr-report-

2022-2024.pdf.



https://www.njcourts.gov/sites/default/files/courts/criminal/criminal-justice-reform/cjr-report-2022-2024.pdf
https://www.njcourts.gov/sites/default/files/courts/criminal/criminal-justice-reform/cjr-report-2022-2024.pdf
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violent offense, compared to approximately 8 percent of unflagged defendants
for the same time period.

While the PSA assists judges in making informed release decisions, it does not
replace judicial discretion or the need for judges to render a release decision that is
tailored to the individual defendant. Judges must also consider information provided
by the prosecutor and defense attorney.

. What is the judiciary’s perspective with regard to the efficacy of each of the amendments to
the Criminal Justice Reform law and the resulting impact on the system?

RESPONSE:

There are no known metrics that would measure the efficacy of each statutory
amendment.

. What has the Judiciary observed so far in terms of changes to the law regarding ballistic

analysis? Please provide data and the costs for detaining defendants for longer than the 48-
hour timeframe.

RESPONSE:

L. 2025, c. 256, which permits the court to take additional time to consider a
prosecutor’s request for pretrial detention when a firearm offense is involved,
became effective on January 12, 2026. To implement and track changes made by
the new law, the Judiciary’s automated systems required technical revisions. These
modifications were completed on March 6, 2026. Given this short time frame for
tracking relevant information, it is too early to produce meaningful data regarding
the impact of L. 2025, c. 256.

. Since 2023, how many defendants were charged with firearm offenses under the Graves Act
amendments and thus denied pretrial release under the Criminal Justice Reform law?

RESPONSE:

Some clarification regarding the statutory framework for making pretrial
release/detention decisions may be helpful here. The CJRA establishes a multi-step
process for making such determinations through which several factors come into
consideration. Accordingly, a decision to detain a defendant pending trial is not
based solely on the specific type of statutory offense for which a defendant has been
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charged. Because of this, the Judiciary does not specifically track data regarding
pretrial release or detention decisions based solely on statutory charges and as such
does not have reliable, accurate data readily available to provide in response to this
question.

Pursuant to the CJRA, judges—not the PSP—are vested with the authority to decide
whether someone accused of a crime should be released or held in jail pending trial.
Additionally, the court may only hold someone in jail if the State asks for this to be
done through a motion for pretrial detention. If the State does not make this motion
request, then the law requires the defendant be released.

The recent legislative changes to the CJRA, such as those relating to certain Graves
Act offenses, did not change these requirements. Accordingly, being charged with a
Graves Act offense does not mean that a defendant is automatically detained pending
trial. Instead, the amendments to the CJRA require that the Pretrial Services
Program recommend that certain defendants not be released. The final decision to
release or detain remains with the judge after an appropriate motion has been made
by the State.

As explained above, because there are many factors which impact a pretrial
release/detention determination and because the Judiciary does not specifically track
data regarding pretrial release or detention decisions based solely on statutory
charges, the Judiciary does not have reliable data readily available indicating the
number of defendants who were detained based solely on the fact that they were
charged with a particular offense. However, the following table shows the number
of gun-related charges for the statutes listed.

CHARGES PROMIS GAVEL DATA FOR COURT YEAR 2025
GUN STATUTES 2C:39-3; 2C:39-5;2C:39-7, 2C:39-9
AS OF MARCH 23 2026

COURT YEAR 2025
STATUTE 7/1/2024- 6/30/2025
2C:39-3b PROHIBITED WEAPONS AND DEVICES - SAWED-OFF SHOTGUN 14
2C:39-5a UNLAWFUL POSS WEAP- MACHINE GUN 34
2C:39-5f UNLAWFUL POSSESSION OF WEAPONS - ASSAULT FIREARM 65
2C:39-7b(2) CERTAIN PERSONS NOT TO HAVE WEAPONS PRIOR DP DV 12
2C:39-7b(3) CERTAIN PERSONS NOT TO HAVE WEAP-PROHIBITED BY DVA 1991 24
2C:39-9a WEAPONS-MANU/TRANSPORT/DISP/DEFACEMENT- MACHINE GUN 0
2C:39-9b WEAPONS-MANU/TRANSPO/DISP/DEFACEMENT-SAWED OFF SHOTGUN 3
2C:39-9e WEAPONS-MANU/TRANSP/DISP/DEFACEMENT-DEF DEFACED FIREARM 10
2C:39-9g WEAPONS-MANU/TRANSPO/DISP/DEFACEMENT-ASSAULT FIREARMS 0 2

2 In an effort to provide a preliminary response to this question, the Judiciary was able to pull data
which indicates that of the 162 charges reported in the table, 16 of these charges were issued on a
complaint-summons and thus, were not eligible for detention. Of the remaining 146 charges issued

5
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J Please provide data for each year since 2017 illustrating the number of defendants by crime
that were granted pretrial release and of those who received pretrial monitoring, and the
number of defendants that received detention.

RESPONSE:

As noted above, because there are many factors which impact a pretrial
release/detention determination and because the Judiciary does not specifically track
data regarding pretrial release or detention decisions based solely on statutory
charges, the Judiciary does not have data readily available indicating the number of
defendants who were detained based solely on the fact that they were charged with
a particular offense. However, the following charts indicate the number of
defendants granted pretrial release and the number detained pretrial since 2017.

ChartA
Initial Release Decisions for Criminal Justice Reform Eligible Defendants
January 1 - December 31, 2017
Preliminary Statistical Report

Addressed Prior
lo Initial Release
Decision Defendants Ordered to Pretrial Monitoring System Other Matters Pending Resolution
(i.e., Remand ar Monitoring Level Datention
Defendants Dismissal) ROR PML1 PMLZ PML3 PML3+ Detention Motions Pending Other Pending
# # % # k] # % # % # k) # % # % # % # %
Atlantic 1,146 28 2.4% 118 10.3% 163 14.2% 144 12.6% 155 13.5% 121 10.6%| 417 36.4% o 0.0% o 0.0%
Bergen 1,889 48 25% 473 25.0% 564 29.9% 208 11.0% 294 15.6% 171 9.1%| 131 6.9% o 0.0% (1} 0.0%
i n 2,283 48 2.1% 194 8.5% 393 17.2% 266 11.7% 831 36.4% 104 4.6%,| 446 19.5% 1 0.0% 0 0.0%
Camden 4,973 158 3.2% 501 10.1% 536 10.8% 206 16.2% 1,707 34.3% 65 12.8% 635 12.8% o 0.0% [} 0.0%
Cape May 723 318 5.3% 85 11.8% 154 21.3% a2 11.3% 145 20.1% a6 6.4%, 173 23.9% o 0.0% o 0.0%
Cumberland 1,234] 35 2.8% 52 4.2% 191 15.6% 157 12.7% 399 32.3% 65 5.3%| 333 27.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0%
Essex 6,427] 234 3.6% 102 16% 1,013 15.8% 1119 17.4% 2,188 34.0% 554 B.6%,| 1,215:[ 18.9% 1 0.0% [} 0.0%
Gloucester 1,497] 30 2.0% 105 7.0% 228 15.2% 269 18.0% 500 33.4% 73 5.3%| 286 19.1% o 0.0% o 0.0%
Hudson 4,314 563 13.1% 468 10.8% 893 20.7% 634 14.7% 1,038 24.1% 242 5.6%| 476 11.0% 1] 0.0% 1] 0.0%
Hunterdan 315 6 1.9%) 18 5.7% 103 32.T% 50 15.9% 74 23.5% 5 1.6%,| 59 18.7% o 0.0% [} 0.0%
Mercer 3,279 102 3.1% 404 12.3% BB 26.5% 500 15.2% 974 29.7% 35 1.1%| 396 12.1% o 0.0% o 0.0%
Middlesex 2,240 73 3.3% 98 4.4% 518 23.1% 261 11.7% 459 20.5% 413 18.4% 418 18.7% o 0.0% 0 0.0%
Monmouth 2,858 92 3.1% 121 4.1% 683 23.1% 418 14.1% 782 26.4% 521 17.6% 341 115% o 0.0% [} 0.0%
Morris 1,018] &0 5.9% 47 4.6% 213 20.9% 183 18.0% 0 19.7% 43 4.2% 271 26.6% o 0.0% [} 0.0%
Ocean 2,202 23 3.8% 2 3.3% 491 22.3% 352 16.0% 630 28.6% B7 4.0%;| 487 22.1% o 0.0% 1] 0.0%
Passaic 3,448 394 11.4% 154 4.5% 892 25.9% 482 14.0% 416 12.1% 13 3.3%| 997 28.9% o 0.0% [} 0.0%
Salem 346 9 2.6% 22 6.4% 438 13.9% E) 11.3% 75 21.7% 23 6.6%,| 129 37.3% 1 03% [} 0.0%
Somerset 707 13 1.8% 49 65.9% 207 29.3% 23 12.4% 154 21.8% 12 1.7%| 184 26.0% o 0.0% 1] 0.0%
Sussex 314 13 4.1% - 25% 41 13.1% 50 15.9% 73 23.2% 42 13.4% 87 27.7% o 0.0% [} 0.0%
Union 1,644 44 2.7% 260 15.8% 412 25.1% 116 7.1% 363 22.1% 39 2.4%,| 410 24.9% o 0.0% [} 0.0%
(Warren 437 8 1.8% 22 5.0% 120 27.5% 91 20.8% 107 24.5% 7 1.6%| 82 18.8% o 0.0% o 0.0%
State 43,399 2,079 4.8% 3,373 7.8% 8,733 20.1% 6,315 14.6% 11,565 16.6% 3,357 7. 7% 7,974 18.4% 3 0.0% 1] 0.0%
Note: This report is based on defendant which is defined as a Criminal Justice Reform eligible defendant with COR2 warrants filed within three days
of each other for the defendant.

on a complaint-warrant, 74 charges (or 50.7%) were associated with defendants who received
detention. However, we are unclear from this initial data pull: 1) if and/or how many motions to
detain were filed by the State, and 2) if multiple charges can be associated with one or more
defendants.
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January 1, 2018 - December 31, 2018

Chart A
Initial Release Decisions for Criminal Justice Reform Eligible Defendants

Addressed Prior Other Matters
to Initial Release Pending
Decisian Defendants Ordered 1o Pretrial Monitoring System Resolution
(i.e., Remand ar Manitoring Level Datention
Defendants Dismissal) ROR PML1 PMLZ PML3 PML3+ Detention Malions Other Pending
# # % # % # % # % # % # ) # % # % # %
Atlantic 1,084 32 3.0% a1 7.5% 164 15.1% 172 15.9% 160 14.8% 7 2.5%) 448 413% 0 00% o0 0.0%
Bergen 1,877 52 1.8% 556 29.6% 3ra 19.9% 199 10.6% 342 18.2% 138 7.4%) 216 11.5% 0 00% 0 0.0%
Burlington 1,937] 52 1.7% 161 8.3% 306 15.8% 365 18.8% 550 28.4% 67 3.5%) 435 22.5% 1 01% 0 0.0%
Camden 4,647 115 1.5% 174 7% 555 11.9% 710 15.3% 2,020 43.5% 425 9.1% 647 13.9% 1 00% 0 0%
Cape May S80) 25 4.3% 62 10.7% 86 14.8% 65 11.2% 168 29.0% 5 0.9% 168 29.0% 1 02% 0 0%
Cumberland 1,345 43 31.7% 118 2.8% ikl 15.7% 248 18.5% Ex 17.6% 11 0.8% 341 35.4% 0 00% 0 0.0%
Escex 6,654 57 1.9% 72 1.1% 782 11.8% 1,464 22.0% 1951 29.3% 526 7.9%| 1,600 24.0% 1 0.0% 0 0.0%
Gloucester 1,505 12 15% 17z 7.8% 284 18.9% 316 21.7% 435 12.1% 20 1.3%| 251 16.7% o 0.0% 0 0.0%
Hudson 4,858 544 11.2% 627 12.9% 634 14.3% 293 18.4% 1,603 33.0% 74 1.5%) 421 B.7% 1 0.0% 0 0.0%
Hunterdan 314 10 312% 24 7.6% 113 36.0% 37 11.8% 68 1% 5 1.6%) 57 18.2% 0 00% 0 0.0%
Mercer 3,541 122 3.4% 430 13.6% 634 19.6% 504 14.2% 1,154 32.6% 185 5.2%) 401 11.3% 1 00% o0 0.0%
Middlesex 2,360) 74 3.1% 180 7.6% 513 21.7% 341 14.4% 540 22.9% 252 10.7%| 458 19.4% 1 0.0% 0 0.0%
Monmouth 2,289) 79 35% 121 5.3% 518 22.6% 298 13.0% 599 26.2% 267 11.7%) 407 17.8% 0 00% 0 0.0%
Morris 990| 74 1.5% 99 10.0% 200 20.2% 172 17.4% 72 17.4% 20 2.0%| 252 25.5% 1 0% 0 0%
Ocean 2,419 72 3.0% 181 7.5% 328 13.6% 516 21.3% 616 25.5% 107 4.4% 598 24.7% 1 0.0% 0 0.0%
Passaic 3,752 486 13.0% 365 9.7% 6EE 18.3% 524 14.0% 476 12.7% 95 2.5%) 1116 29.7% 1 0% 0 00%
Salem 297 17 5.7% 2 7.4% 31 10.4% 45 15.2% 77 25.9% 3 1.0%| 102 34.3% o 0.0% 0 0.0%
Somerset 796| 13 1.6% 38 12.3% 173 21.7% 93 11.7% 133 13.0% 7 0.9% pri] 28.8% 0 00% 0 0.0%
Sussex 308| 3 16% 17 5.5% 7 12.0% &7 21.8% 36 17.9% 7 2.3%) :13 7.9% 0 00% 0 0.0%
Union 1,686 37 13% 236 14.0% 338 20.0% 03 12.0% 38 14.1% 161 9.5% 471 8.0% 1 0% o0 0.0%
Warren A06| 22 5.4% 37 9.1% 73 18.0% 72 17.7% 109 26.8% 3 0.7% S0 22.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
State 43,645 2,156 4.9% 3,828 8.8% 7,162 16.4% 7,315 16.8% 11,968 27.4% 2,405 5.5%) 8,797 20.2% 14 0.0% 0 0.0%
Note: This report is based on defendant which is defined as a Criminal Justice Reform eligible defendant with COR2 warrants filed within three days
of each other for the defendant.
Chart A - Warrants
Initial Release Decisions for Criminal Justice Reform Eligible Defendants
January 1, 2019 - December 31, 2019
Addressed Prior Other Matters
to Inilial Release Panding
Decision Defendants Ordered to Pretrial Monitoring System Resolution
(i.e., Remand or Monitoring Level Detention
D Dismissal) ROR PML1 PML2 PML3 PML3+ Detantion Mations Other Pending
# # %] # B3 # % # % # % # %) # % # % # %]
Atlantic 939 25 2.7%) as 4.8% 137 146% 163 17.4% 124 13.2% 28 3.0% 415 44.2%] 2 0.2% 0 0.0%
Bergen 1827 38 2.1%) 367 20.1%| 352 19.3% 258 14.1% 456 25.0% 152 B.3%| 201 11.0%) 3 0.2%| a 0.0%]
Burlington 1852 a5 2.4%) 98 5.3% 259 14.0% 37 1.7% 559 30.2% 101 5.5% 463 25.0%| 0 0.0%) 0 0.0%)
Camden 4278 123 3.0%) 219 5.1% 434 10.1% 593 14.0% 2125 49.7% 285 6.7%| 475 11.1% 10 0.2%| 2 0.0%}
Cape May 548 20 3.6%) n 5.7% 1m 1B.4% 78 14.2% 161 29.4% 1 2.0%)| 146 26.6%)| 0 0.0 a 0.0%]
cumberland 1213] 31 2.6%) 57 8.0% 210 17.3% 290 23.9% 303 25.0% 29 2.4% 250 T 20.6%) 3 02% 0 0.0%)
Essex BETE| 248 3.6%) 137 2.0% 781 11.5% 1794 26.1% 1928 28.0% 430 7.1%)| 1483 21.6%)| 5 0.1%| 2 0.0%]
Gloucester 1394 22 1.6%) 20 6.5% 282 20.2% 362 26.0% 442 31.7% 13 0.9%| 182 13.1% 1 0.1%| a 0.0%]
Hudson 5428] 333 6.1%) 754 13.9%| #36  154% 897  16.5% 1887 34.8% 248 4.6% 465 8.6% 8 0.1%) 0 0.0%
Hunterdon 225 1 0.4%] 15 B.7% 74 32.9% 28 12.4% &3 28.0% ] 3.6%)| 36 16.0%)| 0 0.0%| a 0.0%]
Mercer 3299 7 2.3%) 630 13.1%| 817 24.8% 426 12.9% 730 23.9% 243 7.5%)| 307 9.3%| 2 0.1%| 1 0.0%]
Middlesex 2372 75 3.2%) 250 10.5%) 558  23.5% 287 12.1% 633 26.7% 187 7.9% 379 16.0%) 2 01% 1 0.0%)
Monmouth 2084 28 1.3%) &3 4.3% 473 23.0% 282 13.5% 576 27.6% 338 16.1%| 287 13.8%) 7 0.3%| a 0.0%]
Morris 502 23 2.5%) 78 B.6% 183 20.3% 146 16.2% 184 20.4% 65 7.2%)| 221 24.5% 2 0.2%| a 0.0%]
Ocean 2268] 23 1.0%) 197 B.7% 323 14% 529 233% 580 25.6% 119 5.2% 493 21.7%| 4 0.2%) 0 0.0%)
Passaic 3462 171 4.9%] 273 8.1% 734 22.9% 700 20.2% 466 13.5% 243 7.2%)| 802 23.2%) 1 0.0%| a 0.0%]
Salem 304 6 2.0%) 15 4.9% 38 12.5% 61 20.1% a3 27.3% 17 5.6%) 84 27.6%| 0 0.0 a 0.0%]
Somerset 7344 13 1.8%)| 108 14.7%| 154 21.0% 93 12.7% 170 23.2% i 1.1%)| 186 25.3%)| 2 0.3% a 0.0%}
Sussex 301 5 1.7%)| 13 4.3% EE] 11.0% 81 26.9% 84 27.9% 4q 1.3%)| 81 26.9%)| 0 0.0%| a 0.0%]
Union 1650| 35 2.1%) 177 10.7%| 270 16.4% 232 14.1% 280 17.0% 217 13.2%) 438 26.5%| 1 0.1%| a 0.0%]
Warren 385 ] 2.1%)| 27 7.0% 79 20.5% 51 13.2% 133 34.5% 24 6.2%)| 62 16.1%)| 1 0.3% a 0.0%}
State 42,343 1,356 3.2%)| 3,716 8.8% 7.204 17.0% 7,684 18.1% 12,027 28.4% 2,840 E.?%I 7,456 17.6%)| 54 0.1%| 6 0.0%}
Mote: This report is based on defendant which is defined as a Criminal Justice Reform eligible defendant with CDR2 warrants filed within three days of each ather for the defendant.
Effective September 2019, this report uses improved data from the Order Module implemented in April 2019. This may cause discrepancies from reports that were run against the previous data sources.
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Chart A - Warrants
ial Release Decisions for Criminal Justice Reform Eligible Defendants
January 1, 2020 - December 31, 2020

Addressed Prior Other Matters

10 Initial Release Pending

Decision Defendants Ordered to Pretrial Monitoring Systam Resolution
(i.e., Remand or Mornitoring Level Detention
Defendants Dismissal) ROR PMLT PMLZ FML3 FhLa+ Detention Motions Other Pending
#] # % # % # % # % [ % # % # %] 8 % # %)
Atlantic 840) 7 0.8% 21 2.5%] 101 12.0% 123 10.6% 154 183% 16 1.9%] 413 49.2%] 4 0.5% 1 0.1%]
Bergen 1306) EL] 3.0% 178 13.6% 28 175% 215 165% 365 27.9% 21 6.2%] 188 15.2% 1 01% 1 0.1%)
Burlington 1262 38 3.0% 54 4.3%] 144 11.4% 181 15.1% 365 28.9% 62 4.9%) 407 32.3%] 1 0.1% 0 0.0%
Camden 3,141 102 3.2% 60 1.9%] 240 7.6% 357 11.4% 1567 49.9% 210 6.7%] 593 18.9%] 11 0.4% 1 0.0%
Cape May 463 12 2.6% 13 2.8%] a2 9.1% 60 13.0% 170 367% 6 1.3%) 160 34.6% 0.0% 0 0.0%
Cumberland 909 29 3.2% 42 4.6%] 130 14.3% 163 17.9% 204 224% 2 0.2%) 337 37.1%) 2 0.2% 0 0.0%
Essex 6466] 177 2.7% 144 2.2%] 1636  25.3% 1345 20.8% 1556  24.1% 529 8.2%) 1068 16.5% 701% 4 0.1%
Glaucester 916 16 1.7%] EL] 4.1%) 139 15.2% 183 200% 343 37.4% 5 0.5%) 190 20.7% 2 0.2% 0 0.0%
Hudson 3842 178 4.6% 510 13.3%] SE0 15.1% 471 12.3% 1230 32.0% 289 7.5%] 573 14.9%] 7 0.2% 4 0.1%
Hunterdon 154 7 4.5% 7 4.5%] 3B 2T% 16 10.4% 53 34.4% 1 0.6%) 31 20.1%] 1 0.6% 0 0.0%
Mercer 2533 84 3.3% 472 16.7%] 463 183% 34 12.0% 612 242% 345 13.8%) 290 11.4%] 8 0.3% 1 0.0%
Middlesex 1777] 57 3.2% 214 12.0%] 351  19.83% 223 125% 503 283% 184 10.4%) 233 13.1%] 10 0.6% 2 0.1%
Manmauth 1657] 18 1.1%) a3 2.6%] 315 19.0% 234 141% 416 25.1% 313 185%] 311 18.8%] 7T 0.4% 0 0.0%
Marris 598| 17 2.8% a7 6.2%] 120 201% 2 15.4% 134 22.4% 22 3.7%) 176 29.4% 0.0% 0 0.0%
Ocean 1696] 15 0.9% 87 5.1%) 233 141% 360 21.2% 472 27.8% 153 9.0%) 369 21.8%] 1 0.1% 0 0.0%
Passaic 2765 68 2.5% 102 3.7%] B12  29.4% 779 2B.2% 387 14.0% 82 3.0%) 530 19.2%] 3 01% 2 0.1%
Salem 246 24 9.8% 15 6.1%) 2B 114% 3 10.2% 67  27.2% 0 0.0%| 84 34.1%] 3 L% 0 0.0%
somerset 583 9 1.5%] a1 7.0%] 110 18.9% 9  16.5% 180 30.9% 23 3.9%] 124 21.3% 0.0% 0 0.0%
Sussex 166| 3 1.8%] 2 2.4%] 2 133% 30 181% 53 319% 2 1.2%] 52 31.3%] 0.0% 0 0.0%
Union 1311 s 1.9%) 108 8.2%] 31 17.6% 45 1L1% 3] 19.7% 155 1L.8%| 410 313%] 4 0.3% 1 0.1%]
Warren 265 8 3.0% 12 4.5%] 52 19.6% 37 14.0% 101 381% 0 0.0%) 55 20.8%] 0.0% 0 0.0%
State 32,596] 933 zan|  21s2 65%] 6021  183% 5449  166% 9164  27.9% 2484 76% 6604 20.1% 72 0.2% 17 0.1%]
Note: This report is based on defendant which is defined as a Criminal lustice Reform eligible defendant with CDR2 warrants filed within three days of each other for the defendant.
Chart A - Warrants
Initial Release Decisions for Criminal Justice Reform Eligible Defendants
January 1, 2021 - December 31, 2021
Addressed Prior Other Matters
1o Initial Release Pending
Decision Defendants Ordered to Pretrial Monitoring System Resolution
(i.e., Remand or Monitoring Lewel Detention
Defendants Dismissal) ROR PML1 PML2 PML3 PML3+ Detention Motions Other Pending
#] # ) ¥ ) ¥ ) ¥ % # % # T # Y ¥ % # %

[Atlantic 898 13 L4% 35 3.9%) 76 8.5% 111 124% 154 17.1% 13 L4% 492 54.8% 4 0.4%] 0 00%
Bergen 1,344 0 22% 136 10.1%) 199 14.8% 215 159% 443 32.9% 73 5.4% 243 18.5%| 2 0.1%| 1 01%|
Burlington 1,234 ED) 2.4% EH 2.8%) 193 15.6% 268 2L7% 334 7% 69 5.6% 302 24.5%] 3 0.2%] 0 0.0%]
Camden 3,549 103 29% 59 1.7%) 211 5.9% 325 9.2% 1915 54.0% 249 7.0% 678 19.1%] 4 0.1%] 5 01%
Cape May 528 1 21% 8 1.5%] E 6.8% 49 9.3% 222 420% 2 0.4% 2 37.9% 0 0.0%] 0 oo%
Cumberland 974 43 5.0% 36 3.7%) 143 147% 126 12.9% 243 24.9% 3 0.6% 3ig 37.9% 2 0.2%] 0 0.0%
Essex 5,349 374 63% 82 1.4%] 1482 24.9% 850  14.3% 1843 3L0% 351 5.9% 956 16.1% 3 0.1%] 4 01%
Gloucester 860 17 20% 64 7.4%) 154 17.9% 194 226% /2 305% 16 1.9% 152 17.7%| 0 0.0%] 1 01%
Hudson 3,419 101 3.0% 393 11.5%] 560 17.3% 526 15.4% 972 28.4% 235 6.9% 578 16.9%| 13 0.4% 1 0.3%
Hunterdan 116 1 0.5% 3 2.6%) 4 207% 16 138% 47 405% 2 17% 1 181% 2 LT 0 00%
Mercer 2,551 56 23% 433 17.0%) 412 162% 280  11.0% I3 27.6% 341 13.4% 317 12.4%| 2 0.3%] 1 0.0%
Middlesex 1,579 58 2.9% 191 9.7%) 354 17.9% 245 12.4% 572 29.0% 205 10.4%] 341 17.3%] 9 0.5%] 0 0.0%]
Monmouth 1,569 7 17% 47 3.0%) 315 200% 252 16.1% 542 34.5% &0 3.8% 323 20.6%| 3 0.2%) 0 0.0%]
Morris 535 10 19% 24 4.5%) 91 17.0% 76 14.2% 71 32.0% 3 11% 156 29.2%| 1 0.2%) 0 00%
Ocean 1,564 11 0.7% 74 2.7%) 196 12.5% 314 20.0% 581 37.1% 95 5.3% 291 18.6%| 2 0.1%| 0 0.0%]
Passaic 2,857 53 19% 49 1.7%) 783 27.4% 743 260% 500 17.5% 67 23% 654 22.9%] 2 0.3%] 0 0.0%]
salem 277 B 1001% 2 7.9%) 2 116% 5 9.0% 82 296% 3 11% 85 30.7% 0 0.0%] 0 oo%
Somerset 625 11 1.8% 31 5.0%) 115 184% 95  153% 07 331% 12 1.9% 153 24.5%] 1 0.2%] 0 00%
Sussex 171 2 12% 1 0.6%] 14 8.2% 33 218% 67 39.2% 1 0.6% 47 27.5% 0 0.0%] 0 00%
Unian 1495 24 16% 113 7.6%) 329 220% 223 149% W2 17.5% 135 9.0% 404 27.0% 5 0.3%] 0 00%
Warren 386 5 1.3% 3 0.8%) 50 233% 43 12.7% 187 48.4% 1 0.3% 49 12.7% 2 0.5%] 0 0.0%
State 32,580] 1,014 3a%] 1839 s6%| 5839 178% 5021 153% 10309 314% L1946 so%] 6817 207w 72 0.2% 23 0.1%]

Note: This report is based on defendant which is defined as a Criminal Justice Reform eligible defendant with CDR2 warrants filed within three days of each other for the defendant
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Chart A - Warrants
Initial Release Decisions for Criminal Justice Reform Eligible Defendants
January 1, 2022 - December 31, 2022

Addressed Prior Other Matters
to Initial Release Pending
Decision Defendants Ordered to Pretrial Monitoring System Resolution
(i.e., Remand er Monitoring Level Detention
Defendants Dismissal) ROR PML1 PMLZ PML3 PML3+ Detention Motions Other Pending
# # %) # % # % # £ # % # Y| # %) # E # %

Atlantic 1111 28 2.5%| 31 2.8% 130 11.7% 133 12.0% 221 13.9% & 0.7%| 554 49.9%) & 0.5%| ] 0.0%
Bergen 1,512 3z 2.1%| 158 10.4% 231 15.3% 272 18.0% 446 28.5% 71 A4.7%| 30m 19.9%) 1 0.1%| ] 0.0%
Burlington 1321 26 2.0%| 42 3.2% 223 16.9% 243 18.4% 416 31.5% 39 3.0% 332 25.1%) o 0.0%| 0 0.0%
Camden 3493 93 2.7%| 51 15% 215 6.2% 465 13.3% 1883 53.9% 183 5.2% B 17.2%) 1 0.0%| ] 0.0%
Cape May 483 17 3.4%| 9 18% 54 11.0% 46 9.3% 185 335% 2 0.4%| Lz 40.4%| 1 0.2%| ] 0.0%
Cumberland 1,033 41 4.0%| 30 2.9% 163 15.8% 129 12.5% 305 29.5% ] 0.6%| 355 34.4%) 4 0.4%| 0 0.0%
Essex 5,923 412 6.9%| 111 19% 1585 26.4% 703 11.9% 1847 31.2% 285 4.8%| 976 16.5%) 13 0.3%| 11 0.2%
Gloucester 1,020 15 1.5% 70 6.9% 187 19.3% 205 20.1% 316 31.0% 17 1.7% 159 19.5%) o 0.0%| 1 0.1%
Hudson 3,883 38 2.5%| 383 9.9% 792 20.4% 632 16.3% 1267 32.6% 165 4.2%| 528 13.6%) 8 0.2%| 10 0.3%
Hunterdan 214 5 2.3%| 5 23% 43 22.9% 43 20.1% 72 33.6% 1 0.5%| 39 18.2%) o 0.0%| ] 0.0%
Mercer 2,528 72 2.8%| 270 10.7% 551 21.8% 292 11.6% 726 28.7% 297 11.7% 310 12.3%) 10 0.4%| ] 0.0%
Middlesex 2,118 50 4.2%, 183 8.6% 457 216% 260 12.3% 604 28.5% 119 5.6% 385 18.2%) 19 0.9% 1 00%
Monmouth 1717 25 1.5%)| 47 2.7% 384 22.9% 258 15.0% 643 37.8% 7 0.4%| 325 18.9%) 11 0.6%| 1 0.1%
Marris 580 25 4.2%| 22 3.7% 119 20.2% 80 13.6% 155 26.3% 3 0.5%| 179 30.3% & 1.0%| 1 0.2%
Ocean 1,872 16 0.5% 639 3.7% 324 17.3% 466 24.9% 634 36.5% 79 4.2% 238 12.5%) 0 0.0%) 0 00%
Passaic 2,831 47 L.7%)| 46 16% 836 29.5% 635 22.4% 564 15.9% 57 2.0% 636 22.5%) 9 0.3%| 1 0.0%
Salem 208 11 3.6%| 16 5.2% 44 14.2% 38 12.6% 85 30.7% 4 1.3% 100 32.4%) o 0.0%| ] 0.0%
somerset 646 9 1.4% 33 5.1% 162 25.1% 103 15.9% 205 3L7% 7 1.1% 127 19.7%) 0 0.0%) 0 00%
Sussex 130 4 2.2%| 7 39% 22 12.2% 7 20.6% 50 27.8% 5 2.8% 55 30.6%) o 0.0%| ] 0.0%
Union 1,568 22 1.4%)| 61 39% 373 23.8% 186 11.9% 346 22.1% 116 7.4% 460 29.3% 4 0.3%| ] 0.0%
warren 410 3 0.7% 8 2.0% 51 12.4% 84 205% 191 46.6% 1} 0.0% 70 17.1%) 1 02% 2 05%
State 34,778 1,091 3.1%| 1,652 4.8% 6,952 20.0% 5311 15.3% 11,207 32.2% 1,471 4.2%| 6,966 20.0% 100 0.3%| 28 0.1%
Mote: This report is based on defendant which is defined as a Criminal Justice Reform eligible defendant with CDR2 warrants filed within three days of each ather for the defendant.
The number of complaints presented in Charts A, D, and E do not include some complaints that may have been expunged during the time period covered in this decument.
Counts of detained defendants includes motions to revoke release.

Chart A - Warrants
Initial Release Decisions for Criminal Justice Reform Eligible Defendants
January 1, 2023 - December 31, 2023

Addressed Prior Other Matters
to Initial Release Pending
Decision Defendants Ordered lo Pretrial Monitoring System Resolution
(i.e., Remand or Monitoring Level Detention
Defendants Dismissal) ROR PML1 PML2 PML3 PML3+ Detention Mations Other Pending
# # ) # % # % # % # k) # | # i) # % # %)

Atlantic 1,349 27 2.0% EE] 2.4%| 127 9.4% 198 14.7% 268 19.9% 5 0.4% 686 50.9%| 2 01% 3 02%
Bergen 1,784 EL 2.2% 344 19.3%| 215 12.1% 250 16.3% 512 28.7% 47 2.6%| 329 18.4%| 4 0.2% 4 0.2%|
Burlington 1,354 34 2.5%| 86 6.4%| 204 15.1% 120 13.3% 539 39.8% 12 0.9%| 288 22.0%| 1 0.1% 0 0.0%|
Camden 3,603 116 3.2%) 225 6.2%) 257 7.1% 512 14.2% 1,681 46.7% 156 4.3%, [ 17.8%| 9 0.2% 4 0.1%
Cape May 602 5 a.2% 12 2.0% 77 12.8% 73 121% 149 24.8% 2 03% 1631.[ 43.7%) 1 0% 0 00%
Cumberland 1,159 69 6.0% 29 2.5% 211 18.2% 128 11.0% 272 23.5% 2 0.2% 447 38.6%| 0 0.0% 1 01%|
Essex 6,043 360 6.0% 122 2.0%,| 1,866 30.9% 642 10.6% 1742 28.8% 267 4.4%| 1,030 17.0%| El 0.1% 5 0.1%|
| Gloucester 1,182 15 1.3% 93 7.9%, 242 20.5% 231 19.5% 352 29.8% 9 0.8% 239 20.2%) 1 01% 0 00%
Hudson 3,601 98 2.7% 488 13.6%| 710 19.7% 532 14.8% 1,111 30.9% 178 4.9% 473 13.1%| 9 0.2% 2 0.1%
Hunterdon 261 7 2.7%| 7 2.7%| 84 32.2% 38 14.6% 93 35.6% 3 L.1%| 29 11.1%| ] 0.0% o 0.0%|
Mercer 2,574 55 2.1%| 156 6.1%| 636 24.7% 350 13.6% 797 31.0% 281 10.9%| 250 11.3%| 6 0.2% 3 0.1%|
Middlesex 2,338 62 2.7% 215 9.2%) 513 21.9% 304 13.0% 709 30.3% 139 5.9% 385 16.5%) 3 0.3% 3 D1%
Manmouth 1,841 34 1.8% 177 9.6%) 354 19.2% 233 12.7% 734 39.9% a 0.2% 299 16.2%] 5 0.3% 1 01%|
Mo 778 46 5.9%| 30 3.9%| 171 22.0% 106 13.6% 208 26.7% 1 1A% 206 26.5%| ] 0.0% o 0.0%|
Ocean 1,913 9 0.5% 28 1.5%| 417 21.7% 376 19.6% 676 35.2% 95 5.0%| 317 16.5%| 1 0.1% 0 0.0%|
Passaic 2,684 38 1a%, ] 2.6%| 922 34.4% 613 22.8% 481 18.3% 58 2.2%) 487 18.1%] 5 0.2% 1 0.0%|
Salem 273 3 11% 15 5.5% 40 14.7% 52 19.0% 82 30.0% 1 0.4% 280 29.3%| 0 00% 0 00%
Somerset 594 ] 1.3% 25 4.2%, 153 25.8% 29 15.0% 186 31.3% 5 0.8% 126 21.2%] 2 03% 0 00%
Sussex 182 2 1.1%| B 4.4%| 18 9.9% 33 18.1% 67 36.8% 1 0.5%| 53 29.1%| ] 0.0% [} 0.0%|
Union 1,592 21 13% 58 3.7%, 462 29.0% 215 135% 261 16.4% 17a 10.9%) 396 24.9%) 3 0% 1 01%
[warren 434 13 3.0% 6 1.4%, 72 16.6% 73 16.8% 190 43.8% 1 0.2% 77 17.7%] 2 05% 0 00%
State 36,147 1,081 3.0%| 2,227 6.2%| 7,751 21.4% 5,268 14.6% 11,120 30.8% 1451 4.0 7,153 19.8%| B8 0.2% 28 0.1%|
Note: This report is based on defendant which is defined as a Criminal Justice Reform eligible defendant with COR2 warrants filed within three days of each other for the defendant.
[The number of complaints presented in Charts A, D, and E do not include some complaints that may have been expunged during the time period covered in this document.
Counts of detained defendants includes motions to revoke release.
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Chart A - Warrants
Initial Release Decisions for Criminal Justice Reform Eligible Defendants
January 1, 2024 - December 31, 2024

Addressed Prior Other Matters
to Initial Release Pending
Decision Defendants Ordered to Pretrial Monitoring System Resolution
(i.e., Remand or Monitoring Level Detention Other
Defendants Dismissal) ROR PML1 PML2 PML3 PML3+ Detention Motions Pending
# H o # Yal # £ # Ya # % # ] # Ya # ) # %l
Atlantic 1,549 52 34% 34 2.2%) 163 10.5% 227 14.7% 345 22.3% 8 0.5%) T4 46.1% 4 03% 2 0.1%l
Bergen 1,773 29 1.6% 351 19.8% 255 14.4% 238 13.4% 477 26.9% 55 3.1% 360 20.3% & 05% 0 0.0%|
Burlington 1,356 29 2.1% 101 7.4% 229 16.9% 142 10.5% 561 41.4% 13 1.0% 278 20.5% 2 0.1% 1 0.1%)]
(Camden 4,171 125 3.0% 458 11.0% 230 5.5% 5200 12.5% 2,010 48.2% 169 4.1% 631 15.6% 5 0.1% 3 0.1%l
(Cape May 587 12 2.0% 18 3.1% 81 13.8% 74 12.6% 155 26.4% 4 0.7%)] 259 40.7% 2 03% 2 0.3%l
(Cumberland 1161 56 4.8% 64 5.5%)| 191 16.5% 144 12.4% 238 20.5% 0 0.0%)] 463 39.9%)| 3 03% 2 0.2%
Essex 6,621 275 42% 330 5.0%| L795 27.1% 960 14.5% 1,733 26.2% 315 48%] L1190 18.0% 13 02% 10 0.2%)
(Gloucester 1,174 22 1.9% 98  B.3% 200 17.1% 209 17.8% 317 27.0% 3 03% 321 27.3%, 0 0.0% 3 0.3%
Hudson 2408 62  2.6% 440 18.3% 528 21.9% 326 13.5% 641 26.6% 92 3.8% 314 13.0% 5 0.2% 0 0.0%|
Hunterdon 242 7 29% 7 29% 87 36.0% 32 132% 77 318% 2 0.8%) 30 124% 0 0 0.0%|
Mercer 2,646 66 2.5% 112 4.2% 830 31.4% 270 10.2% 799 30.2% 232 BE% 324 12.2% 13 0 0.0%|
Middlesex 2,515 68 2.7% 295 11.7% 541 21.5% 307 12.2% 638 25.4% 104 4.1% 556 22.1% [ 0 0.0%]
Monmouth 2,124 31 1.5% 245 11.5% 446 21.0% 342 16.1% 735 34.6% 21 1.0% 293 13.8% 10 1 0.0%)
Morris 942 25 27 17 1.8% 211 22.4% 160 17.0% 230 24.4% 7 0.7%)| 292 31.0%)| 0 0 0.0%|
(Ocean 1,924 18 0.9% 8 04% 426 22.1% 457 23.8% 539 28.0% 82  4.3% 392 20.4% 0 2 0.1%
Passaic 2,652 38 1.4% 175 6.6%| L1027 38.7% 426 16.1% 441 16.6% 36 1.4% 503 19.0% 5 1 0.0%)
Salem 257 7 2% 13 5.1% 38 14.8% 32 12.5% 70 27.2% 2 0.8%) 95 37.0% 0 0 0.0%|
Somerset 644 8 1.2% 46 7.1%) 184 28.6% 76 11.8% 173 26.9% 5 0.8%) 149 23.1%)| 3 0 0.0%|
Sussex 207 2 1.0% 8  3.9% 31 15.0% 33 15.9% 73 353% 3 14% 57 27.5% 0 0 0.0%|
Union 1,743 23 1.3% 39 2.2%) 483 27.7% 227 13.0% 259 14.9% 165 9.5% 538 30.9% 9 0 0.0%|
[Warren 482 15 3.1% 12 2.5% 94 19.5% 100 20.7% 183 38.0% 2 0.4%) 73 15.1% 2 1 0.2%)]
State 37.178 970 2.6%| 2871 7.7%| B.071 21.7% 5302 143% 10,694 288% 1,320 3.6%| 7.832 2L1%| 90 28 0.1%)
[Note: This report is based on defendant which is defined as a Criminal Justice Reform eligible defendant with CDR2 warrants filed within three days of each other for the defendant.
[The number of complaints presented in Charts A, D, and E do not include some complaints that may have been expunged during the time period covered in this document.
ICounts of detained defendants includes motions to revoke release.
Chart A - Warrants
Initial Release Decisions for Criminal Justice Reform Eligible Defendants
Jamuary 1, 2025 - December 31, 2025
Addressed Prior Other Matters
to Initial Release Pending
Decision Defendants Ordered to Pretrial Monitoring System Resolution
(i.e., Remand or Monitoring Level Detention Other
Defendants| Dismissal) ROR PML1 PML2 PML3 PML3+ Detention Motions Pending
# # % # Yol # Y # Yo # Yo # Yo # %a # Yo # Yl

(Atlantic Lol4 23 14% 25 1.5%| 205 12.7% 246 152% 310 19.2% 7 04% 791 49.0%, 4 02% 3 0.2%
Bergen 1,824 49 2.7% 384 21.1%)| 242 13.3% 214 11.7% 531 29.1% 40 22% 361 19.8% 2 0.1% I 0.1%
Burlington 1,386 30 2.2% 69 5.0%) 228 16.5% 137 9.9% 537 38.7% 12 09% 370 26.7%| 2 0.1% 1 0.1%)]
(Camden 4.255 117 2.7% 623 14.6% 211 5.0% 524 123% 1,827 42.9% 272 6.4% 674 15.8% 4 0.1% 3 0.1%l
(Cape May 551 15 2.7% 22 4.0%) 63 11.4% 65 11.8% 129 23.4% 5 09% b2 45.7%) 0 0.0% 0 0.0%|
(Cumberland 1,260 55 4.4% 80 6.3%) 209 16.6% 137 10.9% 289 22.9% 0 0.0% 487 38.7% 3 0.2% 0 0.0%]
Essex 6.268 291 4.6% 517 8.2%| 1460 23.3% 899 143% 1,703 27.2% 325 52%| 1049 16.7% 17 0.3% T 0.1%l
(Gloucester 1,300 18 1.4% 109 B.4%) 247 19.0% 247 19.0% 334 25.7% I 0.1% 338 26.0% 3 02% 3 0.2%
Hudson 2,206 24 1.1% 569 25.8% 379 17.2% 273 124% 646 29.3% 76 34% 225 10.2% 13 0.6% 1 0.0%)]
Hunterdon 288 4 1.4%| 6 5.6% 107 37.2% 39 13.5% 97 33.7% 0 0.0% 24 B.3% 0 0.0% 1 0.3%)
Mercer 2,555 39 1.5% 75 2.9%) 733 28.7% 269 10.5% 894  35.0% 189  7.4% 351 13.7% 4 0.2% 1 0.0%)
Middlesex 2,560 63 2.5% 368 14.4%) 518 20.2% 266 10.4% 615 24.0% 127 5.0% 594 23.2% 9 0. 0 0.0%|
Monmouth 2.401 58 24% 217 9.0% 568 23.7% 357 14.9% 818 34.1% 13 05% 361 15.0% 7 0.3% 2 0.1%
Morris 904 20 2.2% 9 L0%) 219 24.2% 143 15.8% 185 20.5% 5 0.6% 321 35.5% 1 0.1% 1 0.1%)
(Ocean 2,045 17 0.8% 13 0.6% 490 24.0% 400 19.6% 603 29.5% 78 3.8% 443 21.7% 1 0.0% 0 0.0%]
Passaic 3.006 34 1.1% 51 L7%| LI177 39.2% 507 16.9% 672 22.4% 23 0.8% 535 17.8% 6 0.2% 1 0.0%)
Salem 270 5 1.9% 8 3.0% 44 16.3% 43 159% 78 28.9% I 04% 91 33.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%|
Somerset 686 7 1.0% 84 12.2%| 207 30.2% 70 10.2% 159 23.2% 11 1.6% 148 21.6%) 0 0.0% 0 0.0%|
Sussex 196 6 3.1%) 10 5.1% 32 16.3% 41 20.9% 58 29.6% I 0.5% 47 24.0% 1 0.5% 0 0.0%|
Union 2,199 27 1.2% 28 L.3%| 567 25.8% 308 14.0% 373 17.0% 237 10.8% 649  29.5%, 10 0.5% 0 0.0%|
‘Warren 465 14 3.0% 6 L.3%) 121 26.0% 87 18.7% 168 36.1% 3 0.6% 65 14.0% 1 02% 0 0.0%|
State 38,239 916 2.4%| 3,283  B.6%| 8,027 21.0% 5272 13.8% 11,026 288% 1426 3.7%| 8176 21.4%| 88 02% 25 0.1%)
Note: This report is based on defendant which is defined as a Criminal Justice Reform eligible defendant with CDR2 warrants filed within three days of each other for the defendant.
The number of complaints presented in Charts A, D, and E do not include some complaints that may have been expunged during the time period covered in this document.
(Counts of detained defendants includes motions to revoke release.
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Pretrial Services Program

2a. The Pretrial Services Program, which directs defendants into detention in county jails or
monitored release of the defendant, has been an important component of Criminal Justice Reform.
However, a steady increase in the number of defendants on pretrial monitoring has created some
challenges for the Judiciary, including persistently high caseloads; inadequate staffing levels; and
insufficient funds to provide those on pretrial release with services such as substance use treatment,
mental health treatment, housing assistance, or transportation assistance. From 2018 to 2025, there
has been a 144 percent increase in the number of defendants on pretrial monitoring.

Number of Defendants on Pretrial Monitoring

————
46,201 45,386 45,794

18,741

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Source: Administrative Office of the Courts

To address these challenges, the Judiciary implemented a backlog reduction plan to reduce the
number of cases to Pre-Pandemic levels within in three years. In addition, in September 2024 the
Supreme Court issued an order amending Rule 3:26-2(c)-Modification of Release Conditions, which is
intended to alleviate caseloads by reducing compliant defendants’ monitoring levels which in turn
reduces required court contact with pretrial monitoring staff, i.e., court workload.

J Questions: Please provide an analysis of the effects of these two initiatives. The analysis
should address the Judiciary’s perspective of the performance to date of the backlog
reduction plan and the effect of the rule change on monitoring levels and whether the
initiatives are saving the desired outcomes. Has the rule change resulted in any fiscal impact
or any savings to the Judiciary? What efficiencies would the Judiciary have to realize to be
able to fund other pretrial services such as substance use treatment, mental health
treatment, housing assistance, or transportation assistance? Excluding the backlog, is
program funding for pretrial service programs sufficient to meet the known demand for
services? Including the backlog, what are the budgetary needs? What are the resource and
capacity constraints of the Pretrial Services program?

RESPONSE:

As the staffing and caseload chart provided below indicates, the number of
defendants on pretrial monitoring has not changed since introduction of these two
initiatives. It is important to note, however, that the backlog reduction plan aims to
lower the total number of criminal cases, which includes both released and detained
defendants, with special attention to cases involving defendants who are detained

11
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and have speedy trial deadlines approaching. Further, the compliance review rule
change does not remove defendants from pretrial monitoring; rather this change
reduces the level of monitoring for those defendants who have followed their release
conditions. This practice helps to lessen the number of pretrial contacts required.

Additionally, the Judiciary does not have any data which would indicate that either
initiative has resulted in cost savings for the Judiciary. Right now, the Pretrial
Services Program (PSP) does not receive sufficient funding to be fully staffed, nor
does it receive funding to provide for additional services. As noted in more detail
below, without additional funding, the Judiciary cannot fund other pretrial services
such as treatment, housing assistance, or transportation assistance.

From January 2020 to February 2023, New Jersey saw a 58.3 percent increase in the
number of defendants on pretrial monitoring, growing from just under 30,000 to
more than 46,000 people. Since 2023, this number has remained relatively stable at
roughly 46,000 defendants on monitoring. Although these numbers have stabilized,
they do not show signs of decreasing.

This steady volume of pretrial defendants likely reflects two main factors: longer
monitoring periods as defendants await case resolution and a rise in the number of
eligible defendants charged by complaint-warrant, which appears to be returning to
pre-pandemic levels. In 2020, only 32,896 defendants qualified for pretrial
monitoring—a decrease of about 10,000 compared to the pre-pandemic average. In
calendar year 2024, eligibility rose to over 37,000 defendants, and in 2025 over
38,000 defendants qualified for pretrial monitoring.

Although the number of authorized PSP staff has seen a small increase since 2020,
this increase does not match the rising volume of pretrial defendants on monitoring.
As a result, staff now face higher caseloads. To address this, the Judiciary has
requested an additional $12.4 million to expand the PSP staff and bolster monitoring
of release conditions for more than 46,000 defendants. Moreover, although the PSP
continues to pursue engagement with clients which would help identify unmet needs
and provide services to address those needs, both of which may reduce recidivism
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and future system involvement, without additional funding and staff these strategies
cannot be fully implemented or realized.?

Based on projected needs ($12.4m) above our annual Pretrial Services Program
appropriation:

e 93.7% of this total or $11.619m is attributed to salaries/increases
e 6.3% of this total or $781k is attributed to OE*

Finally, a clarification regarding the PSP’s role in “directing defendants into
detention in county jails or monitored release of the defendant™ as noted at the outset
of this question, may be helpful here. The PSP does not decide which defendants
are directed to jail and which are released with monitoring pending trial. Rather,
law enforcement makes the initial decision as to whether to charge someone with a
complaint-summons or a complaint-warrant. Thereafter, only defendants who are
charged with a complaint-warrant are eligible for detention and monitoring under
the CJRA. Additionally, the prosecutor must file a motion for pretrial detention for
those defendants who are charged with a complaint-warrant before the defendant
can be legally detained. If the prosecutor does not file this motion, the defendant
must be released. If and when such a motion is filed, the court holds a hearing to
decide if the defendant should be released or detained. In light of this statutorily
required process, Pretrial Services does not have control over the number of
defendants who are ultimately placed on pretrial monitoring.

2b. To complicate caseload backlog matters, the Judiciary pointed out in a response to a FY 2026
Discussion Point that while the number of criminal complaints has declined, the percentage of
complaints issued as complaint warrants has increased, which means that while fewer people are
entering the system, a higher percentage of those who do enter the system are accused of more
serious or repeat offenses requiring pretrial detention or pretrial monitoring thereby placing greater
workload pressure on pretrial services to monitor these defendants.

3 The additional $12.4 million requested would allow the New Jersey Judiciary to fully fund the
PSP program at 100% staffing. It would not permit the Judiciary to pay for ancillary services for
clients on pretrial monitoring.

# Other “Operating Expenses.”
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o Questions: What does this mean for the operation of the courts and public safety? What
is the trend of the percentage of defendants charged with more serious crimes as a
percentage of total crimes? Please provide data on the number of complaints summonses
versus complaint warrants issued, defendants under pretrial monitoring versus pretrial
detention, and the number of pretrial services staff for the last five years. What factors
explain the rise in issuance of complaint warrants?

RESPONSE:

Public safety data indicates that the number of defendants charged with serious
crimes while on pretrial release has been low since the start of CJR and has remained
low in the years since. The following chart is illustrative.

Fig. 4. Percentage of Defendants Charged with NERA or Non-NERA Graves Crimes While On
Pretrial Release

2017
m2018
2019
2020
2021
2022

1.1%
2023
0.8%
0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.7%
.6% .6%
0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
0.3% 0.3% 0.3%

NERA Non-NERA Graves

Additionally, the chart below--which captures data for defendants in jail on the first
Wednesday of October for each year going back to 2018--shows that the primary
charge for those in jail at that time was a serious crime. This is an indication that
CJR is working as intended because most of those detained pretrial were high risk
defendants with serious charges.
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Fig. 14. Primary Charge by Category for all Defendants in Jail
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The number of warrants and summonses issued is summarized as follows by year.
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Chart D (Summons or Warrant)
Pretrial Detention Decisions
January 1, 2017 - December 31, 2017

Total number of 141,743
defendants charged charged with
January 1, 2017 to SUMMonSs or
December 31, 2017 arrant

A total of 69.4 % of

defendants were issued a 43,399 charged on 498,544 released
summeons and released a warrant 0N SUMIMoNSs
until court date
Of those receiving a 17 981 detention 25,415 resolved
warrant, 58.6 % were motions filzd by a or released after 3 matters
resolved or released after e first court pending**
first court appearance appearance®
In all, 5.6 % of defendants R 5 457 detention 4,5‘:‘;1:;?121"!5“
who received a warrant or ey mmutl;f e:ﬂE withdrawn or
summons were detained dismissed

. Detention Pretrial Release* Pending
Summary Statistics

(Warrant and 5.6% 94.4% 0.0%
Summons Cases)

*  this Includes cases that were addressed prior to release decisions (2,079)
*= asof lanuary 8, 2020
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Chart D (Summons or Warrant)

Pretrial Detention Decisions
January 1, 2018 - December 31, 2018

Total number of 134,271
defendants charged charged with
January 1, 2018 to SUMMOons or
December 31, 2018 ant
A total of 67.5% of
defendants were issued a 43,645 charged on 90,626 released
summons and released a warrant on summons
until court date
of o e 21,422 detention 22,209 resolved or
warrant, 50.9% were : 14 matters
RIS F motions filed by a released after first DU
first or o eased prosecutor court appearance* pending
In all, 6.6% of defendants 8,012 detention 4,613 detention
Sk ;ec S (R e Or 8,797 detention S orE R motions
motions granted ey withdrawn or
summons were detained b dismissed
" Detention Pretrial Release* Pending
Summary Statistics
(Warrant and
6.6% 93.4% <0.1%

Summons Cases)

<+ asof January 8, 2020.

* this includes cases that were addressed prior to release decisions (2,156)
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Total number of
defendants charged
January 1, 2019 to
December 31, 2019

A total of 67.8% of
defendants were issued a
summons and released
until court date

Of those receiving a
warrant, 53.8 % were
resolved or released after
first court appearance

In all, 5.7 % of defendants
who received a warrant or
summons were detained

Chart D (Summons or Warrant)

Pretrial Detention Decisions
January 1, 2019 - December 31, 2019

131,326

charged with
summons or

ant

42343 charged on
4 warrant

BB, 983 released

On SUmimsoins

19 4E7 detention
motions filed by a
prosecutor

22,796 resolved
or released after
first court
appearance®

60 matters
pending™*

7,436 detention
maotions granted

7,577 detention
motions were
denied

4,454 deténtion

motions

withdrawn or
dismissed

Summary Statistics
{Warrant and
Summons Cases)

*=* as of lanuary 15, 2020

Detention

C.7%

Pretrial Release*

094.3%

[+ this includes cases that were addressed prior to release decisions (1,356)

Pending

0.05%
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Chart D (Summons or Warrant)
Pretrial Detention Decisions
January 1, 2020 - December 31, 2020

Total Number of defendants
charged January 1, 2020 to
December 31, 2020

A total of 65.5% of defendants
were issued a summons and
released until court date

In all, 6.9% of defendants
who received a warrant or

summons were detained

Of those who received a
warrant, 53.3% were resolved
or released after first court
appearance

Summary Statistics Detention Pretrial Release* Pending
(warrant and Summons Cases) 6.9% 93.0% 0.1%

* this includes cases that were addressed prior to release decisions (933)

** as of January 15, 2021
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Chart D (Summons or Warrant)
Pretrial Detention Decisions
January 1, 2021 - December 31, 2021

Total Number of defendants
charged January 1, 2021 to
December 31, 2021

A total of 55.9% of defendants
were issued a summons and
released until court date

Of those who received a
warrant, 52. were resolved
or released after first court
appearance

In all, 9.2% of defendants
who received a warrant or

summons were detained

Summary Statistics Detention Pretrial Release* Pending
(Warrant and Summons Cases) 9.2% 90.7% 0.1%

* this includes cases that were addressed prior to release decisions (1,014)

** as of January 14th, 2022
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Chart D (Summons or Warrant)
Pretrial Detention Decisions
January 1, 2022 - December 31, 2022

Total Number of defendants
charged January 1, 2022 to
December 31, 2022

A total of 54.7% of defendants
were issued a summons and
released until court date

Of those who received a
warrant, 56.6% were resolved
or released after first court

dppearance

In all, 9.1% of defendants -

who received a warrant or
summons were detained

Summary Statistics Detention Pretrial Release* Pending
(Warrant and Summons Cases) 9.1% 90.8% 0.2%

* this includes cases that were addressed prior to release decisions (1,091)

** as of January 17th, 2023

Percentage do not sum up to 100 due to rounding.
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Chart D (Summons or Warrant)
Pretrial Detention Decisions
January 1, 2023 - December 31, 2023

Total Number of defendants
charged January 1, 2023 to
December 31, 2023

A total of 55.8% of defendants
were issued a summons and
released until court date

Of those who received a

warrant, 57.4% were resolved
or released after first court

dppearance

In all, 8.8% of defendants
who received a warrant or
summons were detained

Summary Statistics Detention Pretrial Release* ¥
(Warrant and Summons Cases) 8.8% 91.1%

* this includes cases that were addressed prior to release decisions (1,081)

** as of January 15th, 2024

Pending
0.1%

Percentage do not sum up to 100 due to rounding.
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Chart D (Summons or Warrant)
Pretrial Detention Decisions
January 1, 2024 - December 31, 2024

Total Number of defendants

charged January 1, 2024 to

December 31, 202

A total of 55.3% of defendants
were issued a summons and
released until court date

Of those who received a

warrant, 56.8% were resolved

ed after first court

appearance

In all, 9.4% of defendants

who received a warrant or

summons were detained

Summary Statistics Detention Pretrial Release* Pending
Warrant and Summons Cases) 9.4% 90.4% 0.1%

* this includes cases that were addressed prior to release decisions (970)

** as of January 15th, 2025
Percentage do not sum up to 100 due to rounding.
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Total Number of defendants
charged January 1, 2025 to
December 31, 2025

A total of 53.5% of defendants
were issued a summons and

released until court date

Of those who received a
warrant, 57.5% were resolved
or released after first court
appearance

of defendants

In all, 9.
who received a warrant or

summons were detained

Chart D (Summons or Warrant)
Pretrial Detention Decisions
January 1, 2025 - December 31, 2025

win

Summary Statistics

(Warrant and Summons Cases)
* this includes cases that were addressed prior to release decisions (916)
** as of January 15th, 2026

Detention

9.9%

Pretrial Release*

89.9%

Pending
0.1%

Percentages do not sum up to 100 due to rounding.

The number of defendants on pretrial release, the number of PSP filled positions and
the number of defendants per PSP staff person is shown below as measured on each
date noted in the table. Accordingly, for January 2025, there were 45,794 defendants

on pretrial monitoring, 398 PSP staff positions filled resulting 115 defendants to be

monitored per PSP staff member at that time.

Defendants on PTM and Pretrial Services Staff in 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022, 2023, 2024, 2025

Tetal Defendants an PTM Filled Positions Defendants per Staff
Jan/Feb
Uan 11,2018 lan 17,2019 Jan22, 2020 Feb17,2021 Jan19,2022 Feb§, 2023 Jan 10,2024 kan9, 2025Jan 16,2018 Jan 14,2019 Jan 20,2020 Jan 18,2021 lan 17,2022 Feb 14,2023 Jan 16,2024 Jan3l,2025)Jan 2018 Jan2019  Jan2020 2021 1an 2022 Feb 2023 Jan 2024 Jan 2025
|AelfCap 79 3 1045 1387 157 1657 1586 187 1n 1 u 1 bE] 12 12 15 &% 0 % 126 m 188 120 1
Bergen 845 1121 1,509 1855 1926 1,935 232 2294 1 1 bE] 14 bt} 14 20 21 n 102 16 33 143 143 e 109
Burlington 99 a7 1,301 1482 1750 1934 1827 184 13 14 16 15 15 17 17 18 7% 67 81 9 17 114 107 101
|Camden 2492 1362 350 4199 4526 4891 5019 5178 5 7 £ 3 E<) 34 36 41 100 53 % 27 140 144 139 s
Essex 3ne 23% 4778 7318 8154 8557 820 818 35 45 L] a1 % 38 Lot 61 - 64 106 173 m ns 01 134
Hudson 1758 2,080 3178 4,155 470 4979 5148 5241 pLl 26 % 32 31 38 27 34 126 80 2 130 152 1B1 191 154
Mercer 1651 1858 2,600 3420 3787 EX 3302 384 1n 20 1 i) 20 21 21 il 150 s bEY m 139 185 186 132
Middleses: 131 1380 2,160 2519 2550 3081 2315 2948 12 18 13 18 19 L 20 25 103 77 14 140 139 m 148 1us
Monmouth 990 9% 137 1,802 2145 2199 2,005 205 16 15 3 14 18 21 23 19 (23 23 103 129 19 105 & 108
Mor/Sus. 381 490 218 243 260 943 83 R:1) 6 7 7 8 g 5 10 10 & n 17 05 108 189 8 “
Passaic 1,068 123 1817 2819 344 3704 323 3130 1 18 7 16 2 19 32 35 ™ n ue 173 m 195 0 £
Union R 986 L176 1,489 1720 172 1865 2,097 9 9 15 15 17 15 16 19 8% o b 9 101 14 u7 uo
[Samy/Hun/War 517 540 869 1,086 1314 1581 1420 1513 7 8 1 8 10 12 13 13 R 68 7 137 1B1 1u3 109 k2
|Ocean 1,003 913 1355 1643 1841 2,108 153% 185 9 16 16 14 16 14 24 2 m 57 s u7 1s 151 81 8
|cum/Gin/sal 1,099 1275 1,934 2,459 2645 2933 3033 2916 16 17 1 19 15 19 13 31 =] 7 102 129 176 157 L")
[Total 18,741 19,479 29,187 38516 43,128 46,201 45,386 45,784 209 m m 73 2% 29 332 3% %0 n 105 139 147 155 137 us
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As the above chart indicates, the number of pretrial positions filled in January 2025

was 398, an increase from the year prior. While this lowered caseloads, they remain
high at 115 cases per pretrial staff member.

Finally, as the decision to charge someone on a complaint summons versus a
complaint warrant lies with law enforcement, the Judiciary cannot speak to the
factors that would explain the rise in the issuance of complaint-warrants.

. What is the Judiciary observing in terms of staffing issues? Has the Judiciary been able to
resolve the staffing shortages previously reported?

RESPONSE:

The Judiciary has been unable to resolve the previously identified staffing shortages
in the Pretrial Services Program as it has not been provided the necessary budget to
fully fund the program.

Diversion Programs

3. The courts administer several diversionary programs, typically offered to first-time, non-
violent offenders, including but not limited to the following:

Program Description

PreTrial Intervention Pre-conviction diversionary program for first-time
offenders.

Recovery Court Post-conviction program for participants with substance
abuse disorders.

Intensive Supervision Program Post-conviction program for offenders serving
incarceration in State prisons.

Conditional Dismissal Program A one-year probationary municipal court program for

drug offenses.

Gun Violence Reduction Program | A probationary program for certain gun offenses.
Mental Health Diversion Program | Mental health services provided to defendants with
mental health issues.

Veterans Diversion Program A prosecutor-led program to divert eligible military
service members into mental health programs and other
services.

The Prison Policy Initiative, in its February 2026 report entitled “Specialty Courts: A Disappointing Form
of Diversion,” notes that despite the widespread popularity of diversionary programs, evidence
suggests that some courts show only short-term improvements in public safety or public health
measures. Longer-term outcomes (after three years) appear to be no different for specialty court
participants than for people in the traditional court system. Further, the report notes that participants
are often “cherry-picked” based on the perceived likelihood that they will meet the program goals.

25



The Judiciary FY 2026-2027

The report notes that charge-based carve-outs exclude individuals with more serious criminal history
who could benefit more from diversionary programs. The report suggests that these carve-outs may
result in racial disparities due to Black and Latinx people being offered diversion less often.

. Questions: Is the Judiciary observing similar diversion program outcomes and trends as
presented in the Initiative’s report? Please explain. According to the Judiciary, what are the
key successes and failures of diversionary programs? Are there any aspects of these
programs that the Judiciary would recommend changing? Are there lessons and best
practices that the Judiciary can or wants to incorporate from other states? Which
diversionary programs in New Jersey are the most and the least effective?

RESPONSE:

The Initiative’s Report claims that, after three years following completion of
diversionary programs, there is little difference in recidivism rates between
participants and non-participants. However, New Jersey Judiciary’s Probation
Division, by law (N.J.S.A. 2C:45-6), tracks recidivism rates for three years after an
initial probation sentence. Therefore, the Judiciary can't provide data or conclusions
about recidivism beyond this three-year period as referenced in the Initiative’s
Report.

Moreover, the Initiative’s report provides data for Baltimore, Maryland, and
Maricopa County, Arizona, indicating that drug court participants in those
jurisdictions showed almost no difference in rearrest rates when compared to a
control group. This has not been the experience in New Jersey. As noted in the
Judiciary’s Annual Probation Recidivism Report,” compared to 43 percent of those
under general probation supervision in New Jersey, only 14.2% of New Jersey’s
Recovery Court graduates were re-arrested for new indicatable crimes. Overall, the
majority of clients on diversionary programs in New Jersey experience positive
outcomes. New Jersey’s Recovery Court program, as well as its Intensive
Supervision Program/Juvenile Intensive Supervision Program (ISP/JISP) are some
the State’s most effective diversionary programs.

A key to the success of New Jersey’s diversionary programs has been the ability to
keep the number of cases per probation officer low. This allows probation officers
in those programs to work closely with clientele instilling evidence-based practices

> This report is available on the Judiciary’s internet  website  at
https://www.njcourts.gov/sites/default/files/public/2025-recidivism-report.pdf
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and employment-focused interventions which address criminogenic needs and
support long-term stability.

New Jersey routinely participates in State and national conferences, such All Rise
and American Probation and Parole Association (APPA), to evaluate new and
innovative best practices from other jurisdictions. New Jersey is also consistently
called upon by these organizations to present our State’s best practices. Finally, the
Initiative’s report makes several suggestions on improving diversionary programs.
Many of the report’s suggestions, such as medication-assisted treatment (MAT),
adherence to harm reduction principles, and expanded screenings, have already been
implemented in New Jersey.

. What diversionary programs does the court offer to offenders with a more serious criminal
history?
RESPONSE:

The ISP/JISP and the Gun Violence Reduction Initiative (GVRI) programs permit
clientele with more serious criminal histories. The GVRI is offered to clients with
firearms or other weapons related offenses. In some instances, it is also offered to
clients whose records indicate a propensity for violence. ISP is also offered to
offenders with more serious offenses and more serious criminal histories as that
program serves clients who were sentenced to state prison terms.

Admissions criteria for Recovery Court, the Veteran’s Diversion Program and
Pretrial Intervention are statutorily established and not controlled by the Judiciary.
Generally speaking, these programs are limited to non-violent offenses which are
drug-related or crimes committed to support an addiction. In addition, the Veteran’s
Diversion Program and the Pretrial Intervention Program are prosecutor led
programs requiring the prosecutor to approve admission.

J Please provide the number of participants for each diversion program as well as a breakdown
of the number of graduates, dropouts, type of penalty (such as jail time, incarceration,
monetary fines etc.) for non-compliant participants, and the race and ethnicity of the
participant for the last five years. What is the re-offense or recidivism rate for each of these
programs? Does the Judiciary track participants beyond a three-year period to analyze re-
offense or recidivism rate?
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RESPONSE:

Veterans Diversion and PTI Programs

The Judiciary does not collect re-offense or recidivism rates for the Veterans
Diversion or PTI programs. More specifically, the Judiciary does not have accurate
cumulative data for admissions into nor re-offense or recidivism rates regarding the
PTI program because successful completion of this program results in an
expungement for those defendants who are eligible. Also, because the Veteran’s
Diversion program is prosecutor-led, the Judiciary does not maintain data regarding
re-offense or recidivism rates for that program.

As of February 5, 2026, there have been 182 defendants admitted to the Veterans
Diversion program at the Superior Court level statewide, and 14 admitted at the
Municipal Court level. Of these, 56 participants have completed the program, and 2
have been terminated. While the Judiciary does not have cumulative data for PTI
due to expungement of successful completions, there were 6,531 PTI admissions
during the last court year (July 2024—June 2025).

Conditional Discharge/Dismissal Programs

The Conditional Discharge program is a statutory diversionary option for first time
defendants charged with drug crimes in the Municipal Courts, N.J.S.A. 2C:36A-1,
et. seq. Under this program, the Judiciary’s Probation Division monitors clients with
conditional discharges. If the client remains arrest-free during their period of
diversion, Probation notifies the Municipal Court that the client satisfactorily
completed the terms of their Conditional Discharge. If conditions are ordered in
relation to the Conditional Discharge, Probation links the client to the appropriate
services and/or resources to complete these conditions. If fines/fees are ordered,
they are collected through the Municipal Court.

The Conditional Dismissal program is a municipal court diversion program created
under N.J.S.A. 2C:43-13.1 et. al., for individuals charged with a petty disorderly
persons (PDP) or disorderly persons (DP) offense who have not previously been
convicted of a PDP or DP offense, for charges that are not in an exclusionary
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category, and who have not previously participated in a conditional discharge,
supervisory treatment, or previous conditional dismissal. If a client successfully
completes the conditions of a Conditional Dismissal, the Municipal Court will
dismiss all applicable charges at the end of the term. The Municipal Court is
responsible for determining client eligibility. Similar to the Municipal Discharge
Program, Probation monitors Conditional Dismissals and will refer clients to the
appropriate services if there are any special conditions ordered by court. Any
fines/fees are also collected by the Municipal Court.

The following charts provide data on the Conditional Discharge/Dismissal
programs. The first chart shows Conditional Discharges/Dismissals over the past 5
years broken down by race. The blue line across the top shows the total clients. The
second chart shows successful completion of Conditional Discharges/Dismissals.

Conditional Discharge/Dismissal Clients

3500
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2500 0 2523
2000 38
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1000 746 823845 693785 852763
518 465497 473
, H ll
2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
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Successful Completion of CD's
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The above chart shows successful completion of Conditional Discharges/Dismissals.
Most clients for 2025 are still on their conditional discharge as the program typically
lasts one year, leading to a reflection of lower successful discharges. The Judiciary
does not track re-offense or recidivism rates for Conditional Discharges/Dismissals.
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Recovery Court

Please see below for data related to New Jersey’s Recovery Court Program.

Total number of participants enrolled in the New Jersey adult recovery court program since 4/1/02 32,303
Number of current (active, non fugitive) participants in recovery court 4,628
Number of participants who have successfully commenced and are currently in the final phase of the program 727
Number of participants successfully graduated from all phases of the program’ 11,634
There have been 4467 Graduates that have successfully had their Criminal Records Expunged after completing their term. 4,467
Statewide One-Year Participant Retention Rate 79.4%
Statewide Program: (4/1/02 to present) Cumulative Retention Rate 53.1%
Since 4/1/02, percentage of African-American participants: 40%
Caucasian: 53%
Hispanic/Latino: 5%
Other: 2%
Percentage of current active participants who are full-time employed 75%
Percentage of participants employad at the time of graduation 88%
Percentage of participants with education improvement at the time of graduation 17%
Percentage with a Drivers License At Graduation 73%
Percentage with Medical Benefits At Graduation 64%
Percentage of negative drug tests (12 mo period) (over 9,000 test conducted per month) 91%
Number of drug free babies born to recovery court participants (Total of 839 including pilot program statistics) 877
Number of parents who regainad custody of their minor children due to their participation in recovery court (Total -
of 244 children including pilot program statistics)
Recovery court Graduates w/in 3 years of graduation *
Current rate of re-arrest in NJ for new indictable crimes 14.2%
Current rate of re-conviction in NJ for new indictable crimes 5.0%
Current rate of new sentences to NJ state prison 2.0%
Armnount of Court Fees Paid by Recovery Court Graduates (mils) 20.97

Pilot Recovery Court Programs were operating before 4/1/02 in Camden, Essex, Mercer, Passaic and Union Counties.
SOURCE: Administrative Office of the Courts, Recovery Court Unit, Trenton, MJ, 08625. For more information call 609-815-29300 x55316

“Court records may differ from Probation due to fee collection and entry time parameters. Graduation count may be higher than reported above.
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Intensive Supervision Program (ISP)

Data is provided below for New Jersey’s Intensive Supervision Program (ISP) for
FY2022 through FY2027. It should be noted, however, that ISP is not a one-year
program, as such, the number of total participants on ISP in a given year will not
directly correlate to the number of successful completions and/or returns to state
prison. In addition, multiple sanctions can be issued for a single client in response
to a violation. Therefore, the total number of sanctions per year may appear to be
inflated.

ISP Fiscal Year2022

Total Number of Participants on ISP 919

Demographics (Total ISP Participants) | African American 44.50%
Hispanic/Latino 18.82%
Other 4.24%
White 32.43%

Successful Completions within Fiscal 254

Year

Penalties for Non-Compliance Return to State Prison: 135
Curfew Reduction: 245
Home Detention: 33
Increased Community Service: 2
Referrals/Treatment: 52
Warrant Issued: 254
Electronic Monitoring: 39
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ISP Fiscal Year 2023

Total Number of Participants on ISP 756

Demographics (Total ISP Participants) | African American 43.92%
Hispanic/Latino 22.09%
Other 2.38%
White 31.61%

Successful Completions within Fiscal 175

Year

Penalties for Non-Compliance Return to State Prison: 151
Curfew Reduction: 201
Home Detention: 22
Increased Community Service: 53
Referrals/Treatment: 53
Warrant Issued: 274
Electronic Monitoring: 37

ISP Fiscal Year 2024

Total Number of Participants on ISP 686

Demographics (Total ISP Participants) | African American 45.63%
Hispanic/Latino 23.76%
Other 1.9%
White 28.72%

Successful Completions within Fiscal 134

Year

Penalties for Non-Compliance Return to State Prison: 105
Curfew Reduction: 207
Home Detention: 6
Increased Community Service: 76
Referrals/Treatment: 39
Warrant Issued: 193
Electronic Monitoring: 57
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ISP Fiscal Year 2025

Total Number of Participants on ISP 664

Demographics (Total ISP Participants) | African American 45.10%
Hispanic/Latino 24.60%
Other 1.17%
White 26.35%

Successful Completions within Fiscal 118

Year

Penalties for Non-Compliance Return to State Prison: 114
Curfew Reduction: 167
Home Detention: 5
Increased Community Service: 32
Referrals/Treatment: 28
Warrant Issued: 163
Electronic Monitoring: 18

ISP Fiscal Year 2025

Total Number of Participants on ISP 664

Demographics (Total ISP Participants) | African American 46.39%
Hispanic/Latino 25.30%
Other 1.20%
White 27.11%

Successful Completions within Fiscal 120

Year

Penalties for Non-Compliance Return to State Prison: 79
Curfew Reduction: 130
Home Detention: 10
Increased Community Service: 22
Referrals/Treatment: 40
Warrant Issued: 142
Electronic Monitoring: 27

Gun Violence Reduction (GVRI) Program

Please see below data related to New Jersey’s GVRI Program.

Information is

provided for years 2023-2025 as this program started in 2023. Penalties for non-
compliance are the same as those for non-compliance under general supervision and
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include increased reporting, community service, administrative review meetings
with a supervisor or manager, and an official Violation of Probation (VOP).

2023:
486 total clients:
e 52 successful completions; 2 unsuccessful
o African American: 220
White:64
Hispanic: 22
Asian: 6
Other: 4

O O O O

2024:
688 total clients:
e 134 successful completions; 9 unsuccessful
o African American: 373
o White: 93
o Hispanic: 48
o Other: 9

2025:
483 total clients:
e 185 successful completions; 24 unsuccessful
o African American: 352
o White: 117
o Hispanic: 4
o Other: 13

Mental Health Diversion Program

Mental Health Diversion Program data is currently available for the period of April
2024 through January 2026 across five counties (Atlantic, Camden, Middlesex,
Morris and Sussex). During this timeframe, prosecutors admitted 192 individuals
with 20 participants successfully completing the program and 29 participants
terminated due to non-compliance or other factors. 148 cases remain active as of
January 2026.

¢ Please note: The data collection for racial identification as to the Gun Violence Reduction
Program since 2025 is more comprehensive, having built on ongoing enhancements in data
collection since 2023.
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At this time, a detailed breakdown of penalties (such as incarceration, jail time, or
monetary fines) imposed on non-compliant participants or reasons for application
denials is not systematically tracked within the program’s reporting structure.
Similarly, race and ethnicity data for participants is not currently available for
reporting. Due to the program’s recent implementation, five-year historical data is
not yet available.

. Is program funding for diversionary programs sufficient to meet the known demand for
services? If not, what are the budgetary needs? Are there waitlists of applicants for
diversionary programs and are any applicants turned away due to resource and capacity
constraints?

RESPONSE:

Funding for court-administered diversionary programs is generally insufficient to
meet the known demand for services. While these programs are recognized as cost-
effective alternatives to incarceration, in some cases saving thousands of dollars per
participant—they frequently face significant resource gaps that limit their
reach. The funding required depends heavily on the type of program and the specific
services they provide.

Moreover, although the Judiciary utilizes existing resources to support core
operations for diversionary programs, gaps remain in the availability of critical
services, including housing support, behavioral health treatment, medication access
and care coordination. Expansion of justice-involved resources and services, such
as supportive housing (subsidies), increased funding for mental health and substance
use disorder treatment (especially for the uninsured), enhanced clinical case
management, peer forensic navigation, supportive employment and educational
opportunities for clients are essential for re-entry.

With regard to mental health programs, recent funding reductions have prevented
DHS from adequately addressing workforce needs, including pay disparities and
ongoing specialized training in areas such as motivational interviewing, recovery-
oriented cognitive-behavioral therapy, trauma treatment and clinical supervision. To
adequately meet client demand, additional State funding is necessary to expand
service capacity, including supportive housing, transportation, the integration of peer
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recovery specialists, system navigators, clinical case managers and ongoing support
for trained behavioral health professionals.

Additionally, for the JISP, there has been an 85% increase in program participation
over the last four fiscal years. A reduction in detention centers and residential beds,
resulting in youth who typically would be in detention, or sentenced to a residential
program, now being placed on JISP, has contributed to this increase. However, in
spite of the 85% increase in participants, the JISP budget has not changed, leading
to budget shortfalls relative to the level of supervision and support these youth
require. Without adequate resources, it becomes more difficult to provide the
supervision and services that are necessary to help these young people stabilize and
succeed. The Judiciary has requested an additional $3.5 million appropriation for
FY 2027 for the Juvenile Intensive Supervision Program to ensure the continued
effective service to New Jersey’s youth.

Juvenile Delinquency

4. P.L.2023, c.101 established crimes of theft of a motor vehicle and receiving a stolen motor
vehicle as separate statutory provisions and provided extended sentences for certain persistent
offenders. Specifically, under the enactment, use of a juvenile in an automobile theft is a 2™ degree
crime. Data made available in the FY 2026 Governor’s Budget indicates an estimated 19 percent
increase in juvenile delinquency caseload from FY 2023 to FY 2026.

In response to a FY 2026 Discussion Point, the Judiciary noted that the most frequently charged
juvenile offenses include burglary, simple assault, conspiracy, and receiving a stolen vehicle.

Juvenile Delinquency (by Court Year)

30,886 29,510

27,697
25,396
23,818 22,243
18,565
14,889
11741 13,214
, 10,834 I I

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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J Questions: Is the slight uptick in juvenile delinquencies in fiscal years 2023 and 2024 2024
due to the new crimes established under P.L.2023, c.101? What is the Judiciary observing with
regard to crimes committed by juveniles and the circumstances of the crime? Please provide
updated statistics on juvenile crimes, including information on each type of crime
committed. What has the Judiciary observed in terms of the influence of social media on
juvenile criminal behavior? Please explain.

RESPONSE:

There were 13,098 juvenile case filings in Court Year 2025. The table below
demonstrates the top ten juvenile charges for Calendar Year 2025.

Top 10 Charges - Juvenile - Charges in the Calendar Year 2025
Statute Description Degree Count
2C:12-1A(1) Simple Assault-Purposely/Knowingly Cause Bod. Injury D 788
2C:20-10.2A Receiving A Stolen Vehicle Value < $75,000 3 613
2C:39-5B(1) Unlawful Poss Weapon-Handguns Without Permit 2 570
2C:18-2A(1) Burglary-Entering Structure Etc-No Bi/Unarmed 3 531
2C:39-5D Unlawful Poss Weap - Other Weapons 4 453
2C:394D Poss Of Weapon For Unlawful Purpose-Other Weapon 3 421
2C:29-2A(2) Resist Arr/Elud-Flight Prevents Arrest-Risk Of Injury 4 407
2C:17-3A(1) Criminal Mischief-Damage Property $500-$2000 4 371
2C:5-2A(1) Conspiracy - Agree/Engage In Conduct Consitute A Crime 3 360
2C:39-4A(1) Poss Of Weapon For Unlawful Purpose-Firearm-Anyone 2 337
TOTAL 4,851

As the above table indicates, receiving a stolen vehicle, N.J.S.A. 2C:10-2A, one of
the charges established under P.L.2023, c.101, was included in this “top ten” list of
juvenile charges, with 613 charges for Calendar Year 2025.

Although the Judiciary cannot speak to the correlation between social media use and
youth committing juvenile offenses, our Probation Division, which monitors
juveniles in the JISP and other probationary programs designed for youth, notes a
need for education on the healthy use of social media for youth and their parents,
guardians and family. Helpful information as part of such an educational component
could include how to stay safe online, the long-term impact of posting information
publicly, how to handle inappropriate content someone may send to you, how social
media is designed to be addictive and can impact brain development, specifically by
changing the parts of the brain that control rewards and punishment. Parents may
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also benefit from education on how to keep their youth safe, setting time limits for
use and warning signs of when social media is negatively impacting their child.

Backlogs and Judicial Vacancies

5. During the peak of the COVID-19 pandemic, criminal indictments declined sharply and criminal
jury trials were paused. The Judiciary notes in its 2025 Annual Report on Criminal Justice Reform that
the average length of the pretrial period has been slow to decline as courts continue to dig their way
out of the pandemic-related backlog from 346 days in 2021 to 337 days for 2023, on average.
Additionally, the Judiciary operated with an increasingly high number of judicial vacancies, which by
January 1, 2023, was at 66. Therefore, the case disposition rates were doubly impacted. As of March
17, 2026, the Judiciary reported a total of 17 vacancies, a historic two decade low. The Judiciary, in the
past, has noted that the reducing vacancies between 25 and 30 vacant Superior Court seats would
have the greatest impact on reducing backlog of cases. Meanwhile, in FY 2024, the Judiciary employed
86 recall judges with a total expenditure of $3.4 million.

. Questions: What is the Judiciary observing in terms of case disposition in more recent
years? By when does the Judiciary anticipate catching up to resolve the COVID-19 related
backlog?

RESPONSE:

Please see information and data provided below.

. How will a vacancy rate of 17 judges affect the backlog, the rate of the backlog reduction, and
the time to normalize operations? Please discuss. Please provide the number of recall judges
employed and the associated costs for FY 2025, estimated for FY 2026, and projected for FY
2027. What is the current average length of the pretrial period?

RESPONSE:

Case resolutions have steadily increased since the pandemic. There were 811,275
case resolutions in Court Year 2025.

JUL19-JUN 20{JUL 20- JUN 21|JUL 21- JUN 22|JUL 22 - JUN 23|JUL 23- JUN 24(JUL 24 - JUN 25
Dispositions in the Trial Courts 659,091 457,581 554,623 628,657 699,194 811,275
*Criminal Pre-Indictment counts are excluded.
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As of January 31, 2026, the size of the backlog was 63,556 cases, including criminal
pre-indictment and Track 4 multi-county litigation matters. This marks a decline of
11.5 percent of cases compared to January 31, 2025. Progress is being made to
return to the size of the backlog before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Backlog
Percent Reduction
Change needed to
from return to
6/30/2019 1/31/2024 1/31/2025 1/31/2026{1/31/2025  6/30/19

Criminal Pre-Indictment 7,975 18,077 16,662 14,430 -13.4% -6,455
Criminal Post-Indictment 5,795 13,554 11,866 11,224 -5.4% -5,429
Municipal Appeals 66 83 91 101 11.0% -35
Post-Conviction Relief 92 184 154 144 -6.5% -52
General Equity 264 380 378 395 4.5% -131
Civil

Track 1 350 965 754 765 1.5% -415
Track 2 7,586 13,255 11,234 10,935 2.7% -3,349
Track 3 1,230 3,567 3,315 3,093 -6.7% -1,863
Track 4 365 603 518 487 -6.0% -122
Multi-County Litigation 14,141 11,749 11,810 10,097 -14.5% -
Special Civil

Auto Neg 11 60 51 291 -43.1% -18
Contract 136 911 1,270 1,187 -6.5% -1,051
Other 18 179 215 196 -8.8% -178
Small Claims 11 348 352 360 2.3% -349
Tenancy 30 3,966 1,427 5111 -64.2% -481
Probate 77 165 172 214 24.4% -137
Dissolution 815 5,329 4,111 3,558] -13.5% -2,743
Juvenile Delinquency 114 1,413 1,062 989 -6.9% -875
Non-Dissolution 141 4,089 4,039 3,138 -22.3% -2,997
Domestic Violence 27 1,532 1,510 1,186 -21.5% -1,159
Abuse/Neglect 19 84 87 87 0.0% -68
Child Placement Review 1 37 28 13 -53.6% -12
Juvenile/Family Crisis 0 5 9 71 -22.2% -7
Kinship 0 18 11 4 -63.6% -4
Termination of Parental Rights 38 83 86 78 -9.3% -40
Criminal/Quasi-Criminal 21 779 607 328]  -46.0% -307
Total 39,323 81,415 71,819 63,556 -11.5% -24,233
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Recall judges employed, with associated costs and future projections, are contained
in the table below.

THE JUDICIARY
TOTAL RECALL JUDGES

VICINAGE/PROGRAM FY 2025 FY 2026* FY 2027**
ATLANTIC/CAPE MAY 3 3 3
BERGEN 6 4 4
BURLINGTON 6 7 7
CAMDEN 4 4 4
ESSEX 5 6 6
HUDSON 2 1 1
MERCER 4 4 4
MIDDLESEX 4 2 2
MONMOUTH 4 5 5
MORRIS/SUSSEX 8 7 7
PASSAIC 5 3 3
UNION 2 2 2
SOMERSET/HUNTERDON/WARREN 4 2 2
OCEAN 5 5 5
CUMBERLAND/GLOUCESTER/SALEM 7 6 6

TOTAL VICINAGE JUDGES 69 61 61

TOTAL NON VICINAGE PROGRAMS *** 17 14 14

GRAND TOTAL RECALL JUDGE COUNT 86 75 75
GRAND TOTAL RECALL EXPENSES $ 3,551,244 3,264,267 $ 3,329,552
AVERAGE COST PER RECALL JUDGE $ 41,294 S 43,524 $ 44,394

* Projected 12 months based on expenses through Feb'26

** Projected 12 months based on 12 month projected FY26 expenses plus 2% added to account for Judges Salary Raises
*** Non Vicinage includes other recall judge

programs for Appellate, Tax Court, NJ

Sexually Violent Predator Act (SVPA),

Intensive Supervision Program (ISP) & Office

of Attorney Ethics (OAE), Criminal Justice

Reform (CJR), Affordable Housing Dispute

Resolution (AHDR)

Domestic Violence

6. P.L.2023, c.230, which came into effect in 2024, added “coercive control” to the definition of
domestic violence. Meanwhile, P.L.2025, ¢.328 brought about changes in sentencing of defendants
who were victims of domestic violence by establishing a new mitigating factor, reduced sentencing,
or resentencing if the defendant was a victim of domestic violence at the time of the offense or was
otherwise subjected to substantial abuse and the domestic violence or the abuse contributed to the
crime. In its 2023 report, the Criminal Sentencing and Disposition Commission noted that out of the
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total female inmate population in the Edna Mahan Correctional Facility, approximately 72 percent of
the incarcerated women who were first time offenders and convicted of violent crimes were abused
by the victim of the crime, for which they were serving their sentences. Separately, bipartisan
legislation establishing a four-year pilot program in Ocean County that uses electronic monitoring to
protect victims of domestic violence when restraining orders are violated was signed into law in
January 2026.

Inresponse to a FY 2026 Assembly Budget Committee question, the Judiciary noted that the costs for
electronic monitoring have decreased significantly to $4.19 per defendant per day, resulting in a more
than 90 percent decrease in total expenditures of $784,017 in 2017 to $61,172in 2024.

J Questions: Why have electronic monitoring costs fallen to $4.19 per defendant per day?
Has electronic monitoring proved beneficial in protecting victims, and can it be expanded to
other areas? Please provide findings, if any.

o What is the Judiciary observing regarding the behavior of people committing crimes of
domestic violence as result of new laws and programs being established? Please provide
data on temporary restraining orders and final retraining orders issued in the last five years.
What is the Judiciary’s perspective on the resentencing of defendants who have been victims
of domestic violence and the impact it will have on judicial caseloads?

RESPONSE:

At the outset, the $4.19 figure is not specific to defendants on electronic monitoring
for charges associated with domestic violence. This cost applies to any CJR-eligible
defendant on electronic monitoring during the pretrial period. Further, the $4.19
cost has remained consistent, but the number of defendants on monitoring has
decreased, accounting for the lower cost. In addition, the $4.19 cost represents the
cost of the technology, but not the actual human cost of monitoring.

The data below shows, over time, the number of domestic violence restraining order
applications filed each year, as well as the number of temporary and final restraining
orders issued

2020

In calendar year 2020, there were 29,895 requests for restraining orders. Of those,
26,217 temporary restraining orders were granted, and from those, 3,453 final
restraining orders were issued.

New Complaints Filed: 29,895
TROs Issued: 26,217
FROs Issued: 3,453
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2021

In calendar year 2021, there were 35,166 requests for restraining orders. Of those,
30,657 temporary restraining orders were granted, and from those, 4,253 final
restraining orders were issued.

New Complaints Filed: 35,166
TROs Issued: 30,857

FROs Issued: 4,253

2022

In calendar year 2022, there were 38,401 requests for restraining orders. Of those,
33,280 temporary restraining orders were granted, and from those, 4,809 final
restraining orders were issued.

New Complaints Filed: 38,401
TRO=s Isz=zued: 33,280
FROz Issued: 4,809

In calendar year 2023, there were 40,393 requests for restraining orders. Of those,
34,590 temporary restraining orders were granted, and from those, 5,038 final
restraining orders were issued.

New Complaimnts Filed: 40.393
TROs Issued: 34.590
FROs Issued: 5,038

In calendar year 2024, there were 39,651 requests for restraining orders. Of those,
33,679 temporary restraining orders were granted, and from those, 4,860 final
restraining orders were issued.

New Complamts Filed: 39.651
TROs Issued: 33.679
FROs Issued: 4 860

At this time there is insufficient data to determine the impact that the resentencing
of defendants who have been victims of domestic violence will have on judicial
caseloads.
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Expungements

7. P.L.2019, c.269 revised the expungement eligibility procedures and established a “clean slate”
process to clear a person’s criminal history through an automated process. The Clean Slate
expungements process was rolled out in a phased manner:initially handled by way of an expungement
petition, followed by an electronic submission of a petition that initiates the electronic process, with
the final goal to be a petition-less system that is completely automated.

In response to a FY 2026 Discussion Point, the Judiciary noted that the number of expungement
petitions has increased with the broadening of expungement eligibility and the implementation of the
electronic expungement system. The Judiciary added that this increase along with the complexity of
expungement eligibility requirements, has resulted in judges devoting additional bench time to
expungements, diverting time away from other matters.

Number of Expungement Petitions

75,384
66,615
57,901
50,942
I I m
2021 2022 2023 2024 2025(Jan to Mar)

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
. Questions: What actions did the Judiciary take to simplify the expungement process and

reduce judges’ bench time related to expungements? Was there an electronic solution
through software enhancements? Were guidelines revised to simplify the expungement
eligibility requirements?

RESPONSE:

The Judiciary launched the eCourts Expungement system in 2020 and continually
enhances the system to automate and streamline expungement case management and
processing. The system automates notifications to parties and agencies, tracks order
status, and allows for electronic responses, reducing manual intervention and
paperwork. The automation of hearing date scheduling and rescheduling by court
staff, along with built-in notification and tracking features reduces administrative
work. Court History reports are generated electronically and attached to petitions,
facilitating faster and clearer review of records without manual compilation. Judicial
decisions, orders (granted, denied, amended, vacated), and other actions are
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generated electronically, with a preview option and electronic signatures, reducing
the need for in-person bench time. Attorneys can electronically associate themselves
or substitute for expungement cases; this reduces administrative work for judges to
oversee representation. Court staff and judges can electronically delete erroneously
uploaded documents (with judicial authorization), streamlining document control in
case jackets. The system prevents duplicate expedited expungements eliminating
the need for cleaning up erroneous orders.

The electronic expungement portal simplifies the expungement process for all
parties. Prior to the portal, filing an expungement petition, noticing all law
enforcement agencies involved in each instance of arrest, and distributing
expungement orders to those agencies, was labor intensive and expensive. The
expungement portal makes filing easier by automatically pulling the petitioner’s
New Jersey criminal records that are identified in the court’s electronic systems,
providing notice to all the relevant agencies required, and distributing the order to
those agencies once finalized. While this is primarily for the benefit of the parties,
it also makes the process more efficient for judges by placing all expungement
petitions that are ready for review in one electronic work basket. These include the
petitions, draft orders, all submitted attachments, and more, in the case jacket for
each petition. More recently, system enhancements were made to more easily amend
expungement petitions and orders to prevent having to withdraw petitions and orders
out of the system to be refiled.

Expungement eligibility requirements are set by statutes. However, the Judiciary
updated the Expungement Portal website to make it more user friendly and to help
users determine their eligibility status. Among the changes:

e Each expungement type was more clearly defined to aid in users selecting the
correct expungement type when filing a petition.

e “Expungement Eligibility” was added as a link at the top of the webpage that
directs the user to a section that connects to the Legal Services of New Jersey’s
website, which hosts an Expungement Wizard tool. This tool asks a series of
detailed questions to determine whether the petitioner is eligible for an
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expungement and which type of expungement. It does not provide legal
advice but is a helpful tool for users.

e Finally, a direct link was added to connect to the State Police’s own
Expungement Portal website, along with a paragraph explaining that the user
can check on the status of the removal of the person’s record from the State
Police criminal record system.

Planned enhancements for 2026 will strengthen validation for cases included in
petitions and orders, reduce data discrepancies, and improve overall data quality. As
a result, court staff and judges will spend less time on corrections and amended
orders.

Finally, in municipal courts, expedited expungements are available for disorderly
persons offenses, petty disorderly persons offenses, and local ordinance charges
when the charge is resolved by way of a dismissal, acquittal, or is otherwise
discharged without a finding of guilt.

. What is the Judiciary currently observing regarding its expungement-related caseload?
Please provide an update on the most recent number of expungement petitions filed. Were
there any recall judges employed specifically for the purposes of expungement petitions? If
yes, please provide the number of recall judges employed and the associated costs.

RESPONSE:

There were 76,484 expungement petitions filed in 2025.”

Municipal court judges are authorized to order an expedited expungement on cases
adjudicated in their court. The party 1s no longer required to apply for an
expungement of these matters because the court is required to order an expungement
of all records and information at the time of the dismissal, acquittal, or discharge
without conviction. Municipal matters are processed through an expungement portal
- an automated mechanism for the order to be filed, reviewed, and processed by court
staff and judges.

7 Please Note: The 2025 bar in the bar chart included in the question above contains the count of
expungement petitions filed from 1/1/2025 to 3/1/2025, not 1/1/2025 to 3/31/2025.
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In recent years, while the Judiciary has used recall judges to help reduce backlog,
including expungements, no recall judges were specifically employed for the
purpose of handling expungement petitions.

. What progress is being made towards implementing a fully automated Clean Slate
expungement system and when will it be available to the public?

RESPONSE:

Several system enhancements have been implemented to make filing petitions
easier. The system now automatically retrieves criminal history information and
validates data integrity to ensure accuracy throughout the expungement process. It
generates a Party Court History (PCH) report, which consolidates comprehensive
court history and provides critical information to help determine expungement
eligibility. Additionally, the system automates the scheduling of hearings and sends
notifications to involved parties and agencies, streamlining communication and
reducing manual intervention by court staff and judges.

Equity and Fairness

8. In 2020, the Supreme Court of New Jersey established its Action Plan for Equal Justice as part
of its commitment to enhanced fairness, with additional initiatives announced in subsequent years to
ensure equal justice by reforming court procedures, improving language access, and reducing financial
obligations including fines, fees, and penalties. In 2025, the Judiciary updated its initiatives by ordering
a reduction of Drug Enforcement and Demand Reduction penalties for 305 individuals who completed
court-ordered drug treatment or counseling. The Judiciary also initiated the collection of data on
consumer debt cases involving medical debt and reviewing statistics regarding those filings, which
total more than 38,000 since December 2023. Finally, under the 2025 initiatives, the courts continue
to mediate challenges to municipal housing obligations and fair share plans under the Affordable
Housing Dispute Resolution Program.

Meanwhile the Criminal Sentencing and Disposition Commission in its 2024 report reiterated its
recommendation to allow for greater discretion of the trial court to adjust, reduce, or waive any
mandatory statutory fines, fees, penalties, assessments or other legal financial obligations. The
Judiciary has previously noted that the assessments ordered in the Superior Court are mostly
mandatory with little or no opportunity for judicial discretion. In contrast, the Municipal Court judges
have significant flexibility to reduce or vacate financial obligations.

J Questions: Is the Judiciary observing that the action plan is leveling the playing field?

Please provide a breakdown of the fines, fees, and penalties imposed in the last five years
and the percentage collected by the Superior Court and by Municipal Courts.
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RESPONSE:

Yes. The goals advanced under the Court’s Action Plans are leveling the playing
field for court users. Improvements in language services and court facilities have
enhanced court access. The implementation of a new Court Rule regarding the
exercise of peremptory challenges has enabled individuals who otherwise would
have been excluded to remain on juries. In addition, Action Plan and related
initiatives have removed barriers associated with old, unpaid fines and warrants,
including for juveniles with minor offenses and individuals subject to probation
supervision.

The chart below shows probation’s collections over the past five fiscal years.

TOTAL ELIGIBLE ESTIMATED

TOIAL ~ ELIGBIE COLLECTED  COLLECTED

FY  VcCA  DEDR FLF FINES SNSF SUPERFEES oiEsz LEOTEF TRFE‘;S REST OTHER  COLLECTED COLLECTED THRUCEP  THRUCEP
2021 | 550359270 | $3.750209.30 | $202,112.86 | $383.881.49 | $1.155341.36 | SL041281.99 | $272.868.82 | $221.181.26 | §209.220.00 | $11.557.250.82 | $651.989.09 | $20.248.929.69 | $740123050 | $7502,13650 | 52040481801
22 | $81220563 | $2267475.11 | S13367091 | $349.579.57 | $1.08938143 | $70238235 | S28.,627.75 | $181.207.53 | SI187,576.00| $9.621,298.19 | $62065184 | $16.196,096.26 | 536238707 | $5.40585728 | 81631241257
N3 | S§75439.97 | $2419.14771 | 14454676 | $376.942.78 | SLITLR8747| 75731753 | SM6058.15 | $194636.73 | $203384.00 | $10061.806.55 | $670329.91 | $17322,497.56 | $5.756,143.17 | $5.802,836.88 | $17447.11629
024 | $921,105.07 | $2353,70663 | $136,85832 | $347.588.46 | $L5134117 | 856849871 | $242396.61 | $196,082.28 | S198.217.50 | $12,193.999.99 | §576935:33 | $18.986,730.07 | $5.560.714.74 | $5.685.4692 | $19.26025L.16
05 | 94004863 | $2.012.24490 | $120,068.02 | $321.85023 | $1.272535.91 | 58117043 | S248.71881 | $186,312.36 | §191,29050| $10,722,10737 | $530200.94 | $17.126,659.10 | $5,183,507.78 | $5.279,701.04 | 81743051644

Note: The Probation Division’s total assessments include only cases sentenced to
probation for collections and/or supervision.

The Administrative Office of the Courts is authorized to deduct up to 25% of all
monies collected through the comprehensive enforcement program (excluding
victim restitution and Victims of Crime Compensation Board assessments) for
deposit in the “Comprehensive Enforcement Fund” (section 3 of P.L.1995, c.9
(C.2B:19-3)). These funds support the comprehensive enforcement program, the
CAPS computer system, enforced community service, and other initiatives used to
collect court-ordered financial obligations.
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. How would a reduction in fines, fees, and penalties affect municipal courts?

RESPONSE:

Pursuant to N.J.S.A. 2B:12-1, every municipality shall establish a municipal court.
Municipal court consolidation is permitted, providing municipalities with flexibility
to fully merge services to identify under a joint court structure or by sharing
resources while remaining independent.

Municipal courts are funded by the municipality, or municipalities in the case of a
joint or shared court arrangement, to include compensation for judge and staff
salaries, facilities, and other operating expenses. Accordingly, a reduction in fines,
fees and penalties may impact a municipality’s ability to satisfy these financial
obligations.

o What percentage of the collections is spent on collection mechanisms and associated
infrastructure? Does the Judiciary support complete discretion in reducing fines and fees and
the elimination of statutorily mandated fees and fines?

RESPONSE:

While the Judiciary does not maintain information setting forth the percentage spent
on collection mechanism and associated infrastructure, legal financial obligations
collected by municipal courts include fines for offenses, court costs, and surcharges.

e Penalties for state offenses are generally governed by state statutes, with state
law setting an exact amount or range for a fine.

e Disorderly persons offenses, petty disorderly persons offenses, and local
ordinances, including most parking offenses, are fines distributed to the
municipality.

e Traffic offenses, in most instances, result in one-half of the fines going to the
municipality and the other half going to the county. Otherwise, the collected
money is forwarded to the state.
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e Municipalities may set their own fine amounts or ranges with the statutory
maximum (as established by N.J.S.A. 40:49-5) for local ordinance violations.
All fines collected go to the municipality.

e Individual statutes have been created to collect amounts to be distributed to
specific funds where appropriate.

Municipal court judges have flexibility to reduce or vacate financial obligations after
default based on an individual’s inability to pay. N.J.S.A. 2C:46-2(a)(3)(b) provides
that “in the case of a fine, if the court finds that the circumstances that warranted the
fine have changed or that it would be unjust to require payment, the court may revoke
or suspend the fine or the unpaid portion of the fine...” Additionally, N.J.S.A.
2B:12-23.1a(1) and N.J.SA. 39:4-203.1 provide for the reduction or suspension of a
penalty or modification of the installment plan. N.J.S.A. 2B:12-23a provides that a
sentence may be modified with a defendant’s consent. However, certain mandatory
assessments may not be vacated, e.g., N.J.S.A. 2C:43-3.1 ($50 VCCB); see State v.
Malia, 287 N.J. Super. 198, 208 (App. Div 1996).

o What are the court’s findings on its collection of data on consumer debt cases involving
medical debt?

RESPONSE:

The Judiciary’s medical debt data collection efforts began in December 2023. In
calendar year 2024, 22,706 debt collection cases were filed. Ninety-nine percent
(99%) of these cases were filed in the Special Civil Part (DC docket) of the Law
Division where the monetary limit is capped at $20,000. The remaining 238 cases
were filed in Civil Part of the Law Division where there is no monetary limit. In
calendar year 2025, debt collection filings increased to 31,050.

. Please provide an update on the Affordable Housing Dispute Resolution Program and how it
has impacted the judicial caseload? Were there any recall judges employed specifically for
the purposes of dispute resolution? If yes, please provide the number of recall judges
employed and the associated costs.

RESPONSE:

P.L. 2024, c. 2 abolished the Council on Affordable Housing and created the
Affordable Housing Dispute Resolution Program (the “Program’) within the
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Judiciary. There were 451 cases filed pursuant to the new law. Of the 451 cases,
challenges to municipal present and prospective need numbers were filed in 159
cases. The Program heard 238 challenges in those 159 cases in the one-month
statutory time period, settling 74% of the cases. Thereafter, municipalities filed their
Housing Elements and Fair Share Plans (HEFSP). In 418 of the 451 cases, there
were challenges to the HEFSPs. A total of 724 challenges were filed. The Program
heard 234 cases, settling 65% of the cases. All matters that went through the
Program are now being handled by the Mount Laurel Judge in each vicinage.

As provided by the law, in May 2024, the Administrative Director appointed seven
(7) retired judges to serve as members of the Program. Three of the 7 judges are on
recall. As of March 4, 2026, the associated costs for the Program members was
$399,200. Of that amount, $131,400 was for the 3 recall judges.

Artificial Intelligence

0. According to the 2025 Trends in State Courts report issued by the National Center for State
Courts, artificial intelligence (Al) powered practices are emerging as a “game-changing” tool for legal
services organizations serving low-income individuals. For instance, Legal Aid of North Carolina built
an Al chatbot focusing on cases involving domestic violence, child custody, and landlord-tenant
disputes for self-represented individuals; New York’s Housing Court has a tool helping tenants
advocate for repairs; and California’s The Innocence Center uses Al-powered tools to accelerate case
reviews for wrongfully convicted individuals.

o Questions: What changes does the Judiciary anticipate regarding technology and
artificial intelligence? What new innovations does the Judiciary anticipate investing in?

RESPONSE:?

The Judiciary is currently pilot testing an enhanced Al-powered chatbot for our
public website. This tool aims to provide improved services for court users, such as
answering questions in multiple languages, connecting individuals with court forms
and resources, and facilitating communication with human attendants during court
hours. The Judiciary is also exploring ways to use Al to develop self-guided forms,
allowing users to supply necessary information by responding to straightforward
questions, with integrated translation capabilities where appropriate. Additionally,

¥ Please note: the document we received listed 9 questions, with multiple subparts. However, on
our review, we noted that there were actually 10 questions and that the number 8 was used twice.
To avoid any confusion, we renumbered them to indicate a total of 10 questions.
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the Judiciary is investigating the use of Al to translate court forms into more
languages than currently required by law and to accelerate the availability of
translated resources.

Looking ahead, it is expected that the careful integration of advanced Al, including
agentic Al, will help speed up critical initiatives such as modernizing legacy
systems. In practical terms, this means transitioning to more modern, reliable, and
interconnected platforms, which will enhance the user experience. In addition, the
Judiciary anticipates that using multiple Al models to power our secure, internal
tools will enable judges, technicians, and staff at all levels to work more effectively.

. How are the courts evaluating artificial intelligence? What artificial intelligence technologies
are most needed, and will have the greatest benefits and least harm? How are the courts
measuring the performance of artificial intelligence tools to ensure they meet the courts’
needs before implementation, and the ability to make adjustments and improvements as
needed?

RESPONSE:

The New Jersey Courts approach Al — including generative and agentic Al — with
cautious optimism, carefully weighing both its potential benefits and risks. The
Judiciary’s evaluation process focuses on meeting the specific needs of court users,
as guided by the Supreme Court’s January 2024 Statement of Principles on the
Judiciary’s Use of AI. The Judiciary does not automatically adopt the newest or
most sophisticated market offerings, nor does it purchase the first available vendor
products. In multiple cases, the Judiciary has found it safer, more secure, and more
cost-effective to build our own solutions, which also allows for greater adaptability
over time.

For internal tools, the Judiciary has incorporated feedback mechanisms after each
user interaction with Al, as well as periodic surveys to evaluate accuracy,
comprehensiveness, and responsiveness. User feedback directly informs ongoing
revisions to our system, ensuring that outputs are closely aligned with official
resources, that responses provide specific citations, and that transparency and clarity
remain top priorities.

52



The Judiciary FY 2026-2027

o How is the Judiciary ensuring that lawyers and other court users know how to use Al safely
and ethically with regard to legal research and authentication of evidence?

RESPONSE:

In January 2024, the Supreme Court issued Preliminary Guidelines for NJ Lawyers
Regarding the Use of Al, outlining the ethical considerations for using Al under
relevant professional conduct rules. Through the Supreme Court Committee on Al
and the Law, in partnership with the NJSBA Al Committee, the Judiciary has
provided two free CLE programs for lawyers on Al and ethics, including the risks
of Al-generated errors (“hallucinations™). A third free, virtual CLE — for guidance
on avoiding and responding to Al-generated, erroneous legal content — will be
offered on April 21. More educational programs are planned in the coming months.

Additionally, the Supreme Court has just published a Notice to the Bar’ encouraging,
but not requiring, attorneys to adopt an Al Use Policy, supplying a simple template
to help legal professionals establish practical safeguards and avoid Al-related
mistakes.

Bridging Immigration-related Deficits Experienced Nationwide (BIDEN) Reimbursement Fund

10. The federal One Big Beautiful Bill Act appropriated $3.5 billion to the United States Department
of Justice for the Bridging Immigration-related Deficits Experienced Nationwide (BIDEN)
Reimbursement Fund. The funds are to be made available as grants to State and local governments
for the following purposes:

(1) Locating and apprehending aliens who have committed a crime under Federal, State, or local
law, in addition to being unlawfully present in the United States.
(2) Collection and analysis of law enforcement investigative information within the United States
to counter gang or other criminal activity.
(3) Investigating and prosecution —

(a) crimes committed by aliens within the United States; and

(b) drug and human trafficking crimes committed within the United States.
(4) Court operations related to the prosecution of —

(a) crimes committed by aliens; and
(b) drug and human trafficking crimes.
(5) Temporary criminal detention of aliens.

(6) Transporting aliens described in paragraph (1) within the United States to locations related to
the apprehension, detention, and prosecution of such aliens.

The Notice to the Bar is available at:
https://www.njcourts.gov/sites/default/files/notices/2026/03/n260330c.pdf?cb=9f76daef
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@ Vehicle maintenance, logistics, transportation, and other support provided to law
enforcement agencies by a State agency to enhance the ability to locate and apprehend aliens who
have committed crimes under Federal, State, or local law, in addition to being unlawfully present in
the United States.

. Questions: Does the Judiciary plan to apply for any funding under the Bridging
Immigration-related Deficits Experienced Nationwide Reimbursement Fund? What amount
of expenditures by the Judiciary would be eligible for reimbursement from the federal
reimbursement fund? If the Judiciary does not intend to submit a cost reimbursement claim
to the federal government, please explain the reasons for not intending to do so.

RESPONSE:

As of March 2026, there has not been any Notice of Available Funds posted for this
grant. Based on the information in the One Big Beautiful Bill regarding this grant
opportunity, it does not appear that the Judiciary would be eligible to apply, as the
funding seems geared toward law enforcement agencies or, potentially, prosecutor
offices. As such, this does not appear to be a viable funding source for the Judiciary.
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