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;,nnalnted experts"‘

State anu\ ndlcate ‘atibhe,fg

']court $hcu1d 1nc1ude any ¢ees for court-appolnted exnerbs as f‘

22A=2-9 rtates thatl

. A party to uhom costs are awarded‘or allowe
ﬁgby law or otherwise in any action, motion or ; i
' other proceeding...is entitled to include in his
. 'bill of costs his necessary disbursements...

. [including]...such other reasonable and necessary

. expenses as are taxable accordlng to the course

"and practice of the court or by express pro vision
}of law, or rule of court.;:;ﬁi : _‘,'”-

In addltlon, New Jersey Court Rule 4 42-8(a) manaa_es ,;,J°

that "[u]nless otherw1se prov1ded by law, these rules or




ave utlllzed,the servxces of court~app01nted experts 1n varlous ﬁt

Fellerman . Bradley, 191JV J Su:er 73 (Ch. Dlv. 1983)

i%court had power to appolnt accountant 1n matrlmonlal actlon

Jghd assess fees agalnst husband), State v. Lanza, 74 N J. Suger.qﬂT

g362 (Aop.Dlv. 1962), aff'd 39 N J.;393 (1963), cert denled, 373

S 431 (1964)(court appoxnted expert regardlng trees 11 con«j

'\emnatlon actlon),’ POlullCh v. J G. Schn1dt ToolLfDle 5 Stamg_gg;

lthat trlal ]udges could retalnjcourt—appolnted experts and

i7,fmasters 1n,Future Mt Laurel 11t1gatlon.‘ In 1ts dec1S1on, the

ff?Court clearly 1nd1cated that, 1f the court found 1t necessarY

kmioo app01nt masters, thelr fees were to be pald by the munC19311;75 f
 t1es. Wlth regard to compensatlon for court—aPPOlntEd experts,:   

v o;the Court was 1ess SpelelC and 1eft thelr compensatlon to the

dlscretlon o¢ the trlal court.f It dld 1nd1cate, however,~thatq;rF

, the outcome of the lltlgatlon could determlne the ultlmate'a




'1n llke manner as other costs."a Leésoné é6rp; v;°VértatBétk rxes, 
"feInc., 322 13 Supp. 1304 (S D.V Y 1981) (fees for court~app01nted

'ihexoerts may be assessed as taxable costs ina natent 1nfrlnqement actlon).g;.M"

_fThe New Jersey Appellate D1v1s10n has held that'f‘”the

a ccurL to appoxnt an accountant and award fees agalnst

ipower D;

‘:a party 1n a general equlty matter is a recognlzed practlce f ff



thls expert 1s retalned tc ala the court “n de e  n1ng whetherf

;;the mun;CLpal zonlng ordlnance is constl utlo al{f At the time>ﬁ~

fger trlal, there 13 no way of Know1ng the ultlmate outcome of f??

'Yﬁthe llulgatlen._ It 15,,thereéore, approprlate at that tlme

_Mfthat all partles snare, on an equal ba51s,zthe costs for the'{,;

'@e:vlces cL the court-app01 ted expert/

When a publlc lnterest ll;lgant such as‘the Grban League

k”[“fls the prevalllng partv, 1t is approprlate and necessary that

  1t recover all coszs prev1ouslv pald far the retentlon cf theyi
  court—apoo1nted expert.p:'\" L e 7 S

7 ThlS recoverv 1s apprbﬁflate énd necessary‘because of
'  'the Supreme Court of Yew Jersef s dlrectlon to tpe trlal court

n~'and 1n t%e 1nterests of promotlng the general wel are.‘,In




, nConStitut

'order to ellmlnate unconstltutlonal zcnlng ordlnances and

",_prevent mun1c1pallt1es from ;osterlng urban ghettos hor the
'ooar and settlng as, { decent hou81ng elsewheref;or ever}one jf‘

| else.<L 

In order to encourage publlc 1nterest lltlgants such as .

kuhe Urban Leaque to contlnue ltS actlons agalnst recalc1trant'?k






