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four years alter lLewis v. Harrig, 188 N.J. 415 (2006), and

three-and-one-half years after passage of the Civil Union Act,

37:1-28 to -36, |[they still are denied the “full rights

N.J.S.A.
and benefits enjoyed by heterosexual married couples” mandated
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unnecessary delay. Therefore, we would hope that the
proceedings in the Superipr Court will be conducted with all

deliberate speed.

CHIEF JUSTICE RABNER and JUSTICES RIVERA-SOTO and HOENS join in _
the Court’s Order. JUSTICE LONG dissents from the Order, jolmed
by JUSTICES LavVECCHIA and ALBIN.
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