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MESSAGE FROM THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

This 2011 edition of the Annual Report of the 
Chief Administrator of the Courts has been 
submitted to the Governor and Legislature in 
accordance with Section 212 of the Judiciary Law. 

Sincerely,

A. GAIL PRUDENTI

THIS HAS BEEN A YEAR MARKED BY UNPRECEDENTED CHALLENGES

AND HARD CHOICES. Faced with severe budgetary constraints, the Unified Court
System implemented many difficult measures to reduce spending, including reductions
to our non-judicial workforce, shortened court hours and cutbacks to vital court system
programs.  

Regrettably, we lost over 400 non-judicial employees to layoffs in 2011, compounded
by the early retirement last year of hundreds of highly experienced non-judicial staff

whose positions remain largely unfilled due to the precarious fiscal climate. At the same time, the persistent
effects of the economic downturn have exacerbated the legal needs of numerous individuals and families
across our state, with many New Yorkers looking to the courts to resolve legal matters involving their most
basic needs. Striving, in this era of diminished resources and formidable caseloads, to fulfill our constitutional
mandate to deliver fair and timely justice, the court system continued to explore more efficient and creative
ways to do business. 

Included among such efforts in 2011 were:

the expansion of online programs to guide unrepresented litigants in preparing court forms that are
ready to print, serve and file; 

the launch of an innovative court part in Buffalo that, supported by a grant from the New York State
Health Foundation, replicates a highly lauded pilot program initiated in Bronx County Supreme Court
to promote early settlements in medical malpractice suits, reduce the high litigation costs associated
with these cases and ensure fair resolutions for all parties; 

the implementation of a new pro bono effort in New York City, dubbed “Bridge the Gap,”  offering
free training to recent law graduates and newly admitted attorneys––to be applied toward fulfillment
of New York’s mandatory continuing legal education requirements––in exchange for their volunteer
service on behalf of low-income litigants seeking resolution of matters involving life’s essentials.

I invite you to read more about these and other court system initiatives in this edition of the Annual
Report of the Chief Administrator of the Courts, where you will also find an overview of the Unified Court
System’s structure as well as caseload activity data and legislative updates for calendar year 2011.
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EVEN IN THE BEST OF ECONOMIC TIMES, fulfilling the Judiciary’s mandate to provide fair and
timely justice for all New Yorkers is difficult given the volume and complexity of cases that make their

way to our state courts. This mission has become an even greater challenge as the weak economy continues
to strain judicial budgets and diminish legal resources, at the same time exacerbating the legal needs of many
across our state, with more and more families and individuals turning to the courts to resolve legal problems
involving their most basic needs. 

We begin our 2011 Year in Review with highlights of initiatives that, compatible with today’s fiscal re-
alities, strive to more effectively respond to the urgent civil legal needs of New Yorkers who come to our
courts seeking justice.  

INITIATIVES AIMED AT CLOSING NY’S ACCESS TO JUSTICE GAP

Task Force Focuses on Funding, Other Solutions to Narrow NY’s Access to Justice Gap 

IN OUR 2010 ANNUAL REPORT, WE DISCUSSED THE RISE IN THE NUMBER of litigants unable to afford
legal representation, an unfortunate trend that continued throughout 2011 as New Yorkers, faced with fore-
closure, consumer debt and other pressing legal matters, attempted to navigate New York’s complex civil
justice system on their own. 

According to the Task Force to Expand Access to Civil Legal Services in New York—a distinguished
panel appointed last year by the Chief Judge to identify more reliable funding streams for civil legal services
providers and otherwise seek ways to narrow the state’s access to justice gap—80 percent of the legal needs
of low-income families and individuals currently go unmet met because of a lack of funding to support civil
legal services providers. 

In its second report to the Chief Judge, released in November 2011, the task force stated that “63 percent
of New Yorkers are unrepresented at statutorily required settlement conferences in foreclosure cases, and 90
percent of the reports of civil legal services providers in New York documented that they had to turn away
the same number or even more potential clients than they did just one year ago.” 

Civil legal services providers have traditionally relied on monies from the Interest on Lawyers Account
Fund of New York State (IOLA), with these revenues plummeting in recent years in response to shrinking
interest rates. In its initial report last year, the task force, acknowledging the state’s unyielding fiscal problems,
proposed a series of incremental reforms to address the civil legal services crisis, including a four-year plan
to allocate additional funding within the Judiciary’s budget for civil legal assistance to low-income New
Yorkers in matters involving their housing, family safety, access to health care and other basic needs. 

In April 2011, the Judiciary allocated $12.5 million in grants to civil legal services providers, with their
services thus far helping thousands of families and individuals across the state facing eviction, foreclosure,
consumer debt and other serious legal problems. Investing in civil legal services actually saves the state money
in the long run because meaningful legal assistance can help avert foreclosures and evictions, reduce the need
for social services, keep families together, and protect litigants’ rights to veterans’ and other benefits.

In addition to its efforts to build more reliable funding streams for New York’s civil legal services
providers, the task force issued non-monetary recommendations in 2011 to help address the access to justice

THE YEAR IN REVIEW: A SUMMARY OF 2011 HIGHLIGHTS  
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gap. Among other measures, the task force has called for increasing the available pro bono assistance provided
by private lawyers and law student resources; simplifying court forms and expanding and improving self-
help tools to aid unrepresented litigants navigate the court system without legal assistance; and averting or
reducing litigation by prioritizing the provision of early intervention and preventive civil legal services. 

The task force will continue its study of the issues surrounding New York’s civil legal crisis, working
with the court system’s justice partners and Access to Justice Program (see below) to develop, improve
and expand pro bono services, self-help tools and other programs aimed at eliminating the state’s access
to justice gap.

For more information, visit www.nycourts.gov/ip/access-civil-legal-services/ 

STATEWIDE PROGRAM ADDRESSES URGENT JUSTICE NEEDS OF NEW YORKERS 

THE COURTS’ STATEWIDE ACCESS TO JUSTICE PROGRAM continued to partner with not-for-profit or-
ganizations, law schools, government agencies and bar associations in carrying out its mission to ensure
access to justice in civil and criminal matters for New Yorkers of all incomes, backgrounds and special needs.

Pro Bono Efforts 

The Access to Justice Program oversees a variety of in-house voluntary attorney programs, several of
which collaborated this year to launch the “Bridge the Gap” initiative. This new program offers law school
graduates and newly minted attorneys free training—toward fulfillment of the state’s mandatory continuing
legal education (CLE) requirements—in exchange for a 50-hour pro bono commitment within six months
of their training. Participants earn 16 CLE credits, providing 50 hours of supervised pro bono service assisting
New York City Civil Court and Supreme Court litigants with housing, consumer debt and uncontested di-
vorce matters. 

The initial Bridge the Gap training sessions were held over a four-day period during National Pro Bono
Celebration Week in October 2011. This first-time initiative was oversubscribed, with some 150 recent law
graduates and newly admitted attorneys participating and plans now under way to make the program a
twice-a-year event. 

Online Self-Help Programs Aid Unrepresented Litigants 

With educational seminars aimed at unrepresented litigants curtailed this year due to budget cuts—and
public demand for online legal and court information on the rise—the Access to Justice Program continued
to look to technology-based tools and resources to help individuals without legal representation navigate
the justice system. 

In previous annual reports, we highlighted the Access to Justice Program’s interactive, online Do-It-
Yourself (DIY) Form programs, which guide litigants to prepare ready-to-file court forms in landlord-ten-
ant, child support, paternity and other matters. This self-help initiative, already available to litigants in
Family, Supreme, Surrogate’s, New York City Civil and New York City Housing Courts, was expanded in
2011 with the roll-out of the first DIY Form programs for the state’s city, district and local town and vil-
lage courts. (For a current list of DIY Form programs, visit: 
www.nycourts.gov/ip/nyarj/diyforms.shtml# availableprograms.) 
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DIY programs are accessible via Courthelp, our website for unrepresented litigants, which is maintained
by the Access to Justice Program and received over 740,000 visits this year, a 23 percent increase over 2010. 

For more information about these and other Access to Justice Program initiatives, see the program’s
2011 annual report, available at: www.nycourts.gov/ip/nya2j/pdfs/NYA2J_2011report.pdf.

Enhancing Court Access for Non-English Speakers and the Hearing Impaired

New York remains a leader among the state court systems in meeting the needs of persons with limited
English language proficiency and hearing disabilities. Our court interpreting program is larger in scope and
more generous in its provision of services than in any other judiciary in the nation. 

In 2011, the Unified Court System provided court interpreters in 99 different languages in more than
52,000 civil and criminal cases, including remote interpreting—by video or teleconference—when an on-
site interpreter was not available. In addition, more than 600 candidates participated in language-skills
screening exams, with 108 new interpreters added to the per diem roster, and 150 staff and per diem inter-
preters attended mandatory training programs.  

For more information, visit the courts’ Office of Court Interpreting Services online: 
www.nycourts.gov/courtinterpreter.

Enhancements to Town and Village Courts Improve Operations, Access  

New York’s 1,200-plus justice courts serve towns and villages in the 57 counties outside New York City,
handling a range of civil matters; trying misdemeanors, minor offenses and violations; conducting felony
arraignments and preliminary hearings; and collecting millions of dollars a year in statutory fines, fees and
surcharges. Annually, these courts handle close to two million cases. 

While constitutionally part of the Unified Court System, New York’s justice courts are supported mostly
through local funding, with many localities in recent years lacking the financial and other resources to ade-
quately support their Justice Courts. In 2006, the Office of Court Administration developed a comprehensive
plan that focused on improving justice court operations; updating courthouse technology, facilities and se-
curity; and stepping up training for justice court judges—approximately two-thirds of whom are non-
lawyers—and staff to ensure these courts are fully prepared to meet their myriad responsibilities. The plan
was devised to provide immediate assistance and resources to the state’s justice courts within the existing
legal framework. 

Since the plan was launched, new computers, printers, digital recorders, credit card machines, hand-
held and walk-through metal detectors and other equipment have been installed in justice courts across the
state. In addition, justice court judges and staff have been incorporated into the court system’s e-mail system
and justice courts provided with access to law libraries and online legal research databases such as Lexis and
Westlaw.

Implementation of the Action Plan forged ahead in 2011, with administrative, training and other justice
court functions now centralized within the court system’s Office of Justice Court Support. Most recently,
the court system implemented online registration for training programs conducted by the Office of Justice
Support to make the process more convenient and eliminate postage, printing and other costs associated
with mail-in registration.  

Since 1999, the Justice Court Assistance Program (JCAP) has provided small grants to New York’s justice
courts to fund basic expenses such as computers and printers. Under the Action Plan, JCAP funding has ex-
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panded to include financial support for security needs as well as facility upgrades. This year, a more stream-
lined, user-friendly JCAP online application was introduced to facilitate the grant application process.  

IMPROVING OUTCOMES FOR AT-RISK FAMILIES

FAMILY COURT FILINGS IN NEW YORK’S 62 COUNTIES EXCEEDED 715,000 in 2011, with the court system
and its partners working to further develop and refine case management practices and other strategies that
aim to reduce case delays and improve outcomes for at-risk children and families. Highlights of some of
these initiatives are outlined in this section of our Year in Review.

Federally Funded Program Promotes Safety, Permanency of Neglected Children 

The Child Welfare Court Improvement Project (CWCIP) is a federally funded initiative that supports
the Family Court’s mandate to promote the safety, permanency and well-being of children who are the
subject of abuse, neglect, foster care, termination of parental rights and adoption proceedings.

During 2011, the CWCIP partnered with the state Office of Children and Family Services to develop
and implement a “continuous quality improvement” (CQI) initiative, an interdisciplinary legal system-child
welfare system approach that incorporates shared measurement systems, continuous communication and
other elements to improve the processing of child welfare matters and help achieve better outcomes in these
cases. For more information, visit www.nycourts.gov/ip/cwcip. 

On-Site Centers Offer Drop-In Child Care to At-Risk Families

The courts’ Children’s Centers Program oversees a statewide network of drop-in child care centers that
offer free, quality child care to youngsters while their parents are in court. Operated by local service providers,
the centers promote literacy through story-telling and other activities, also linking families to health, edu-
cation and other essential services. 

Regrettably, this year’s judicial budget cuts led to service reductions at children’s centers statewide, forcing
the closure of several sites, with the centers serving fewer children in 2011—approximately 39,000 young-
sters—than in previous years. Center staffers worked diligently this year to help ensure that families were
linked to vital services, a task that has become increasingly more challenging with these services being di-
minished in communities across our state due to the fiscal crisis. To learn more about the Children’s Centers,
visit www.nycourts.gov/ip/childrenscenter.

Statewide Commission Focuses Efforts on At-Risk Youth

The Permanent Commission on Justice for Children was established in 1988 to improve the lives of
children involved with the New York State courts. While the commission’s earlier focus was on infants and
younger children, much of its recent work targets teens in New York’s foster case and juvenile justice systems.

Throughout 2011, the commission worked to underscore the value of engaging youth in their perma-
nency hearings, improve educational outcomes for court-involved children and address problems typically
encountered by children of incarcerated parents, with some of this year’s efforts centered on the launch of
two new initiatives: the facilitation of a New York City school-justice partnership; and the planning of the
first National Leadership Summit on School-Justice Partnerships, titled “Keeping Kids in School and Out
of Court.” 
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The summit, scheduled for March 2012, will bring together academics, child advocates, educators, ju-
dicial leaders, juvenile justice experts, legislators, policymakers, public health specialists, researchers and
other experts to examine practices and policies designed to prevent or reduce children’s involvement in the
justice system and help them thrive in school. Summit partners include the American Association of School
Administrators, American Bar Association’s Commission on Youth at Risk, Conference of Chief Justices,
National Alliance of Pupil Services Organizations, National Association of State Boards of Education, 
National Center for State Courts, National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, National Center
for State Courts, and U.S. Department of Education, with support provided by various foundations, the
law firm of Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom LLP and the U.S. Department of Justice.

Also this year, with funding from The Atlantic Philanthropies, the commission collaborated with Ad-
vocates for Children to convene a multi-disciplinary task force that has been charged with examining school
disciplinary policies and practices and making recommendations for reform. The task force will review al-
ternative practices that incorporate a less punitive approach in promoting safe, supportive learning environ-
ments. The group will issue its findings in a comprehensive report scheduled for release in 2013. For more
information, visit the Permanent Commission on Justice for Children online at 
www.nycourts.gov/ip/justice forchildren/index.shtml. 

ONGOING UPGRADES TO TECHNOLOGY YIELD GREATER EFFICIENCY, 
EASIER ACCESS TO THE COURTS 

Further Enhancements Made to Courts’ Automated Case Management Systems 

THE COURT SYSTEM CONTINUED TO UPGRADE AND EXPAND its automated case processing systems
throughout 2011, including enhancements to Surrogate’s Court and Family Court applications. Among
other improvements, progress was made on the development of automated record-keeping and cashiering
systems scheduled for installation in New York City’s county clerks’ offices.

E-Filing Systems Save Time, Travel

In 1999, at the request of the Unified Court System, legislation was enacted that established a pilot pro-
gram to test the utility of e-filing of court documents in certain civil cases. Subsequently, a series of amend-
ments was established by the Legislature to expand e-filing to include more courts and case types. Over the
years, e-filing has proven reliable, efficient, convenient and secure, allowing court papers to be filed and
served at any time and from anywhere, minimizing the need to travel to the courthouse and reducing record
storage, retrieval and reproduction costs. 

Attorneys and self-represented litigants may electronically file documents with the court and county
clerk and electronically serve those documents upon participating parties and counsel via the New York State
Courts Electronic Filing System (NYSCEF). 

In May 2010, mandatory e-filing began in the New York County Supreme Court in newly filed com-
mercial cases. Beginning in February 2011, mandatory e-filing of commercial and tort cases was introduced
incrementally in Westchester County Supreme Court; and in June, mandatory e-filing was initiated in Rock-
land County Supreme Court for all case types except those expressly excluded by statute. 

As of December 2011, over 360,000 cases have been e-filed and more than 23,000 users registered with
the NYSCEF system. 
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For more information, please refer to the report, “eFiling in the New York State Courts,” available at:
www.nycourts.gov/whatsnew/pdf/eFiling-Report_6-2011

High-Speed Network Supports Court System’s Wide-Ranging Needs

Once again this year, video inmate appearances and other court proceedings were conducted via the
courts’ high-speed network, CourtNet, which also served as an integral training and public outreach tool
for the court system, broadcasting judicial seminars, courthouse ceremonies and other events. 

Online Program Makes Attorney Registration More Convenient

Last year, the court system introduced an online attorney registration pilot program. This program was
expanded in June 2011, offering lawyers throughout the state the option to electronically file their biennial
New York State registration forms.

PROGRAMS HELP PARTIES TO RESOLVE DISPUTES OUT OF COURT

THE COURT SYSTEM’S OFFICE OF ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION (ADR) and Court Improvement
Programs oversees a variety of mediation and other ADR programs to help parties settle their disputes out
of court, including court- and community-based programs to facilitate the resolution of pending commercial,
divorce and family cases and community-based services that aim to prevent disputes from turning into court
cases. Additionally, the ADR office coordinates educational programs for mediators, attorneys, judges, non-
judicial court employees and members of the public. For more information, visit 
www.nycourts.gov/ip/adr/index.shtml.  

Statewide Network of Providers Serves Thousands

The Unified Court System oversees a statewide network of not-for-profit community dispute resolution
centers (CDRCs) that offer mediation, conciliation, arbitration and other dispute resolution services on a
wide range of disputes that might otherwise become civil, family and criminal court cases, with the grant
program administered and monitored by the courts’ Office of Alternative Dispute Resolution and Court
Improvement Programs. 

CDRCs provide mediation in housing disputes and family matters such as child custody and visitation,
while matters referred for arbitration include consumer-merchant disputes, issues involving the division of
matrimonial property and automobile Lemon Law cases. Cases are referred by the courts and community-
based agencies and organizations, including local police and county-based departments of social services and
probation.

The CDRCs experienced significant budget cuts in 2011, resulting in staff and other reductions. Thanks
to the outstanding professionalism and dedication of CDRC staff members and volunteer mediators
statewide, the centers were able to handle a substantial caseload in spite of this year’s financial difficulties.
In 2011, CDRCs served 80,177 people, facilitating the resolution of 75 percent of the 17,514 cases referred
for dispute resolution services this year, with family matters, including child custody, visitation and support,
accounting for 34 percent of this caseload.   
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Collaborative Family Law Center Works to Reduce Trauma of Divorce

The court-sponsored Collaborative Family Law Center was launched in late 2009 to provide free or re-
duced-fee alternative dispute resolution services to eligible couples in New York City to help reduce the pain,
trauma and expense of divorce on families. The Center promotes child-centered, needs-based processes such
as collaborative law and mediation services.

Under collaborative law, each spouse agrees not to litigate and hires a specially trained lawyer, with the
couple and their respective attorneys working to resolve divorce-related disputes, mutually deciding on such
issues as child custody and finances. If the negotiations break down and the parties decide to take their case
to court, the collaborative process ends and each spouse proceeds with new counsel. Communications made
during the collaborative process are confidential and cannot be used against either party in subsequent hear-
ings.

In 2011, the Collaborative Family Law Center provided divorce-related assistance and information to
approximately 75 families per week. Cases mediated via this process had a 95 percent settlement rate. For
more information, visit www.nycourts.gov/ip/collablaw.

PROBLEM-SOLVING APPROACHES HELP STOP REVOLVING DOOR OF JUSTICE

FOR MORE THAN A DECADE, the court system has implemented a variety of problem-solving court models
to address drug addiction and other underlying problems that often bring people into the criminal justice
system in an effort to improve outcomes for victims, communities and defendants. These problem-solving
tribunals, which include drug courts, domestic violence courts, mental health courts and community courts,
incorporate such features as specially trained judges and staff, intensive judicial monitoring of offenders,
and coordination with outside services and agencies. 

The first of these problem-solving models to emerge in New York were drug courts. There are now 166
drug courts in operation statewide—combining family, criminal, juvenile and town and village treatment
courts in New York’s 13 judicial districts—and more in the planning, with nearly 29,000 individuals suc-
cessfully completing drug court treatment programs and 764 babies born drug-free since their inception.
To learn more about New York’s drug treatment and other problem-solving courts visit 
www.nycourts.gov/problem_solving.  

Pilot Courts Offer Nonviolent Teen Offenders A Chance to Lead Law-Abiding, Productive
Lives 

Between 40,000 and 50,000 16- and 17-year olds are arrested in New York each year and prosecuted as
adults. While only a small percentage of these cases involve serious crimes, these offenders face criminal con-
victions that can adversely affect their ability to finish school, obtain future employment and pursue a range
of other important life goals. 

The age of criminal responsibility was set arbitrarily in New York in 1962, with the understanding that
the issue would be revisited. Today, New York remains one of only two states to automatically charge 16-
year olds like adults even as clinical evidence shows the adolescent brain is not fully matured and studies in-
dicate this approach neither improves public safety nor enhances quality of life in our communities. 

This fall, the Chief Judge called on the state’s sentencing commission to propose new legislation that
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would increase the age of criminal responsibility in New York State. In the meantime, the Chief Judge an-
nounced the establishment of experimental courts––Adolescent Diversion Parts (ADPs)––that will steer
cases of nonviolent offenders ages 16 and 17 to specially trained criminal court judges who understand the
legal and psycho-social issues involving troubled adolescents and who are familiar with the broad range of
age-appropriate services and interventions specifically intended to meet the needs and risks of this population.

By 2012, ADPs will be launched in Bronx, Erie, Kings, Onondaga, Nassau, New York, Richmond,
Queens and Westchester counties, with each of these new parts utilizing existing local resources and personnel. 

Under the new program, participating judges will have access to new sentencing options, typically com-
bining community service with short-term social service interventions designed to promote accountability
and build concrete life skills. In general, the program will seek to use short-term interventions as a spring-
board for voluntary engagement in longer-term services. Defendants who comply with the probation and
other conditions of the ADPs may qualify to have their records sealed, a measure that will enable those who
continue to avert criminal behavior as adults to obtain employment, college aid and other benefits to assist
in their transition into productive citizens. Cases of non-compliant offenders will be returned to the court
for further action. 

Court-Community Partnerships Help Make Neighborhoods Safer   

The Center for Court Innovation is a private-public partnership that tests new strategies designed to
improve judicial responses to juvenile delinquency, quality of life crime and other problems, devising pilot
projects that rely on collaborative relationships with local stakeholders. 

Among other efforts this year, the center coordinated with the court system, the Brooklyn D.A.’s Office,
the New York City Department of Probation and other partners on the development of a community court
to open in Brownsville. The Brownsville Community Justice Center will address crime by providing educa-
tional, occupational and other services and support that local residents need to become productive members
of society. The goal of the center is to not only reduce crime but also the use of incarceration. To learn more
about Center for Court Innovation projects and studies visit www.courtinnovation.org.

COMMERCIAL DIVISION SPECIALIZES IN COMPLEX BUSINESS DISPUTES

WITH NEW YORK A HUB OF INTERNATIONAL COMMERCE, the Unified Court System established the Com-
mercial Division of the Supreme Court 17 years ago to offer businesses a forum in which to bring their dis-
putes for efficient, effective resolution. Operating in ten jurisdictions around the state and incorporating
cutting-edge technology and other resources, the Commercial Division is lauded by lawyers, clients and
judges throughout New York and the nation. The Commercial Division Law Report, published several times
a year, highlights key cases. For more information about the Commercial Division and to review its Law
Report, visit www.nycourts.gov/comdiv/.

PROGRAM AIMS TO REDUCE HIGH COST OF MEDICAL MALPRACTICE SUITS 

A COURT PROGRAM DEVOTED TO THE HANDLING OF MEDICAL MALPRACTICE LAWSUITS was launched
in Erie County Supreme Court in September, taking a novel approach to help reduce the high costs associated
with medical liability litigation and ensure fair and appropriate resolutions for all parties. 
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The Erie County Medical Liability Reform Model, supported by a grant from the New York State Health
Foundation, incorporates a method coined “judge-directed negotiations,” with cases assigned to a dedicated
judge who has special training in medical terminology, malpractice patterns, patient safety, mediation and
negotiation techniques. Judges hold regular conferences early on to encourage pre-trial settlement, where
appropriate. The court, which will eventually handle all medical malpractice suits filed in Erie County, cur-
rently handles malpractice cases in which hospitals affiliated with the Catholic and Kaleida Health Systems
and the Erie County Medical Center Corporation are named as defendants. 

The new Buffalo court replicates a program originating in Bronx County Supreme Court that gained
national prominence in June 2010, when the New York State Unified Court System was awarded a $3
million federal grant from the Agency for Healthcare Research Quality, a division of the United States De-
partment of Health and Human Services. The federal initiative, aimed at enhancing patient safety and trim-
ming medical malpractice overhead, awarded 21 grants nationwide. 

While most of these grants were awarded to hospitals and hospital systems, the court system grant was
the only one to include a court component. The federal grant expanded the original Bronx model, which
had been limited to public hospitals, to five private hospitals located in the Bronx, Brooklyn and Manhattan. 

ONGOING IMPROVEMENTS MAKE JURY SERVICE MORE CONVENIENT

A LEADER IN THE NATION’S JURY REFORM MOVEMENT, the Unified Court System has implemented nu-
merous jury service improvements over the past two decades, making jury pools more representative and
terms of service shorter and less frequent, among other enhancements. This year, following the court system’s
intense monitoring of juror utilization patterns across the state, summoning procedures were modified to
improve juror utilization rates, leading to a more rewarding jury experience for many New Yorkers and re-
sulting in substantial savings—$2.8 million—in juror fees.  

For more information, visit www.nyjuror.gov.

COURT PROGRAMS PROMOTE DIVERSITY, GENDER FAIRNESS

THE UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM CELEBRATES DIVERSITY and has a longstanding commitment to equal em-
ployment opportunity, the elimination of under-representation of minorities and women in the workforce,
and the fair and equal treatment of minorities and women within the court system. 

The New York State Judicial Commission on Minorities, which marked its 20-year anniversary in 2011,
works to foster racial diversity and cultural sensitivity in the courts and throughout the legal profession. This
year, the commission engaged in multiple efforts to increase the pool of qualified candidates of color applying
for judgeships, holding meetings with University of Buffalo School of Law and New York Law School officials
and legal writing faculty members to discuss strategies aimed at boosting the number of minority judicial
candidates; and corresponding with legislative and other state leaders, encouraging them to consider diversity
as a priority when making appointments to the panels that screen candidates for Appellate Division, Court
of Claims and Court of Appeals judgeships. 

Also in 2011, the commission co-sponsored the Bronx Family Court’s Disproportionate Minority Repre-
sentation Committee conference, “Transforming Child Welfare Practice to Promote Racial Equity for Children
and Families,” and continued to oversee a mentor program that pairs newly minted minority attorneys with
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judges. For more information about the commission, visit www.nycourts.gov/ip/minorities /index.shtml.  
The New York State Judicial Committee on Women in the Courts is dedicated to achieving gender fair-

ness in the court system and greater community. Among its efforts this year, the committee, in celebration
of its 25-year anniversary, organized a day-long symposium on gender-related issues at New York University
School of Law; solicited and wrote articles for a volume of the New York University Review of Law and
Social Change dedicated to the symposium; collaborated with the Lawyers Committee Against Domestic
Violence to present a two-day continuing legal education program at Fordham University School of Law ti-
tled “Healing or Hurting: Hopes and Hazards of Mixing Mental Health and the Courts”; published and
distributed “The Lawyer’s Manual on Human Trafficking: Pursuing Justice for Victims”; provided assistance
to the courts’ statewide network of gender fairness committees on Domestic Violence Awareness Month
and Women’s History Month events; and responded to litigants’ complaints. For more information, visit
the committee online at: www.nycourts.gov/ip/womeninthecourts/index.shtml.

OUTREACH EFFORTS FOSTER PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING OF THE COURTS 

IN 2011, THE COURT SYSTEM ENGAGED IN A VARIETY OF OUTREACH ACTIVITIES to foster public under-
standing of the New York State Judiciary and raise awareness about court programs, including efforts to
highlight the benefits of mediation in appropriate cases, familiarize young people with the workings of the
courts, and promote the courts’ online Judicial Voter Guide—which this year had the highest number of
visitors (see below)—and e-filing programs (see page 10). To learn more about the courts’ outreach efforts,
visit www.nycourts.gov/admin/publicaffairs/index.shtml. 

CENTER PROMOTES INFORMED VOTER PARTICIPATION IN JUDICIAL ELECTIONS   

THE JUDICIAL CAMPAIGN ETHICS CENTER serves as a central resource on campaign ethics for judicial can-
didates and informs the public about judicial elections in New York State. In 2011, the center fielded over
300 ethics-related inquiries from judicial candidates. 

For the first time this year, the center offered mandatory judicial campaign ethics training exclusively
by online video, consistent with the courts’ budgetary constraints and green initiative. Over 180 judicial
candidates, including all candidates for state-paid elective judicial office who appeared on the ballot in the
general election, completed ethics training. The center also revised its “frequently asked questions” web page
to address questions specific to town and village justice court candidates. The center’s online Judicial Can-
didate Voter Guide contained biographical information on 100 candidates for state-paid elective judicial of-
fice, receiving over 20,000 visitors in the period leading up to Election Day 2011. For more information
about the center, visit www.nycourts.gov/ip/jcec.   

TRAINING INSTITUTE FOSTERS JUDICIAL EXCELLENCE

THE JUDICIAL INSTITUTE, LOCATED ON THE PACE UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF LAW campus in Westchester
County, is a year-round center for education and scholarship designed to enhance the quality of the courts
and ensure judicial excellence. 
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In 2011, the institute expanded access to its distance-learning programs, making them available to judges
and court attorneys via the internet as well as the court system’s intranet. In addition to conducting seminars
for new judges, the institute also provided programming and technical assistance for other court-related ed-
ucation programs, including the Mental Hygiene Legal Services-sponsored court attorney program. 

Also this year, the institute co-sponsored several educational programs, including “Public Health Science
and the Law,” funded by the Public Health Law Program of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention;
“Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Issues in the Courts”; “Technologies for the Detection of Environ-
mental Crimes,” funded by the U.S. Department of Justice; and “Bankruptcy Law for New York State
Judges,” a three-part series videotaped before live audiences.

The institute also co-sponsored a symposium on environmental courts that was attended by judges from
around the world, including Australia, Brazil and the Philippines, and published a digital edition of the
Journal of Court Innovation, which focused on these courts.   

PERSONNEL PROGRAMS OFFER PROFESSIONAL, PERSONAL GROWTH

IN 2011, THE COURT SYSTEM PROVIDED TRAINING WORKSHOPS specific to the needs of employees in
the Court Clerk, Court Interpreter and certain other non-judicial job titles as well as programs for new su-
pervisors and managers. In addition, computer training and professional and personal development programs
were made available to all non-judicial employees; and the New York State Court Officers Academy provided
in-service and weapons re-qualification training for the courts’ uniformed and non-uniformed officers. 

OFFICE OF GUARDIAN AND FIDUCIARY SERVICES PROVIDES TRAINING, SUPPORT

THE OFFICE OF GUARDIAN AND FIDUCIARY SERVICES (GFS) provides training and other support services
to judges, non-judicial court employees, attorneys and other professionals in the areas of the guardianship
practice under Article 81 of the Mental Hygiene Law and fiduciary appointments under Part 36 of the Rules
of the Chief Judge.   

GFS also coordinates training-related assistance for lay guardians—including family members and friends
of the incapacitated person—via the Guardian Assistance Network (GAN), which since 2006 has provided
live training in accordance with statutory requirements to over 1,000 lay guardians in the metropolitan New
York area. In April, GAN launched a free online video training program designed exclusively for lay
guardians, with over 300 lay guardians statewide completing online training as of the end of this year. Visit
GFS online at www.nycourts.gov/ip/gfs/index.shtml.

UPGRADES TO FACILITIES ADDRESS COURTS’ EVOLVING NEEDS  

NEW YORK COURT FACILITIES ARE PROVIDED AND MAINTAINED by the cities and counties they serve.
Since the Court Facilities Act was passed in 1987—in response to inadequacies in many court facilities—
the Unified Court System has extended technical and financial support to local governments statewide for
the maintenance, renovation and construction of court facilities. 

In 2011, among the various projects under way, two major undertakings reached completion: the Albany
County Courthouse, a complex, multi-phase renovation and restoration of an occupied courthouse; and
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the Allegany County Courthouse, a two-phase plan involving the construction of a courthouse addition fol-
lowed by the renovation of the county’s historic courthouse. 

In New York City, work continued this year on multiple projects, including construction on the new
Richmond County Supreme-Criminal court facility; expansion of and upgrades to the Kings County
Supreme-Civil Courthouse; upgrades to Kings County Criminal Court; and renovations to the Bronx
County Supreme-Civil Court facility and the county’s Family-Criminal Court facility. In addition, progress
was made on the latest phase of a multi-year renovation of Suffolk County’s Riverhead court facilities.  
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ARTICLE VI OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION specifies the organization and jurisdiction of the courts,
establishes the methods for the selection and removal of judges and provides for administrative super-

vision of the courts. The responsibility and authority of the New York State Unified Court System (UCS) is
vested in the Chief Judge, who also serves as Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals, New York’s highest court.

The UCS is made up of 11 separate trial courts: New York City Civil, New York City Criminal, City,
District, town and village Justice, Supreme, County, Family and Surrogate’s Courts and the Court of Claims;
the intermediate Appellate Terms and Appellate Divisions; and the Court of Appeals. This chapter describes
the jurisdiction of these courts and provides an overview of their 2011 caseload activity as well as a summary
description of the Office of Court Administration (OCA), the court system’s administrative arm. 

APPELLATE COURTS

THE COURT OF APPEALS—New York’s highest court—hears civil and criminal appeals. In most cases, the
court’s authority is limited to the review of questions of law. Depending on the issue, some matters may be
appealed as of right and some only by leave or permission from the court or the Appellate Division. The
Court of Appeals also presides over appeals of decisions reached by the State Commission on Judicial Con-
duct (which reviews allegations of misconduct brought against judges) and sets rules governing the admission
of attorneys to the bar. The Court of Appeals consists of the Chief Judge and six Associate Judges appointed
by the Governor, with the advice and consent of the Senate, to 14-year terms. Five members of the court
constitute a quorum, with the agreement of four required for a decision. The court’s caseload activity is re-
ported in TABLE 1.

There are four APPELLATE DIVISIONS OF THE SUPREME COURT, one in each judicial department (see
chart). Their responsibilities include resolving appeals from judgments or orders of the superior courts of
original jurisdiction in civil and criminal cases; reviewing civil appeals taken from the Appellate Terms and

COURT STRUCTURE AND CASELOAD ACTIVITY

First Dept.
Bronx
New York 
(Manhattan)

Second Dept.
Dutchess
Kings
Nassau
Orange
Putnam
Queens
Richmond
Rockland
Suffolk
Westchester

Third Dept.
Albany
Broome
Chemung
Chenango
Clinton
Columbia
Cortland
Delaware
Essex
Franklin
Fulton
Greene
Hamilton
Madison

Montgomery
Otsego
Rensselaer
St. Lawrence
Saratoga
Schenectady
Schoharie
Schuyler
Sullivan
Tioga
Tompkins
Ulster
Warren
Washington

Fourth Dept.
Allegany
Cattaraugus
Cayuga
Chautauqua
Erie
Genesee
Herkimer
Jefferson
Lewis
Livingston
Monroe
Niagara
Oneida
Onondaga

Ontario
Oswego
Seneca
Steuben
Wayne
Wyoming
Yates

FOR ADMINISTRATIVE PURPOSES, THE NEW YORK STATE APPELLATE DIVISION IS 
DIVIDED INTO FOUR JUDICIAL DEPARTMENTS, AS FOLLOWS: 

JUDICIAL DEPARTMENTS BY COUNTY  
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The Court of Appeals, New York’s highest court, hears civil and criminal appeals. 
The court also presides over appeals of decisions reached by the State Commission on Judicial Conduct 

and sets rules governing the admission of attorneys to the bar.

TABLE 1 CASELOAD ACTIVITY IN THE COURT OF APPEALS – 2011

County Courts acting as appellate tribunals; establishing rules governing attorney conduct; conducting pro-
ceedings to admit, suspend or disbar attorneys. Presiding and Associate Justices of each division are selected
from the Supreme Court by the Governor. Presiding Justices serve for the remainder of their term; Associate
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Justices are designated for five-year terms or the remainder of their unexpired terms of office, if less than
five years. The Appellate Divisions’ caseload activity is listed in TABLE 2.

APPELLATE TERMS OF THE SUPREME COURT IN THE FIRST AND SECOND DEPARTMENTS hear ap-
peals from civil and criminal cases originating in New York City’s Civil and Criminal Courts. In the Second
Department, the Appellate Terms also hear appeals from civil and criminal cases originating in District,
City, and town and village Justice Courts. Justices are selected by the Chief Administrator, upon approval
of the Presiding Justice of the appropriate Appellate Division. The Appellate Terms’ caseload activity is listed
in TABLE 3. 

TABLE 2 CASELOAD ACTIVITY IN THE APPELLATE DIVISION – 2011

TABLE 3 CASELOAD ACTIVITY IN THE APPELLATE TERMS – 2011
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FIGURE A TRIAL COURT FILINGS BY CASE TYPE – 2011

TABLE 4 FILINGS IN THE TRIAL COURTS: FIVE-YEAR COMPARISON

TRIAL COURTS

IN 2011, 4,221,246 cases were filed statewide in the trial courts. Excluding parking tickets, filings totaled
4,055,065 — 41 percent of which were criminal filings, 38 percent civil filings, 18 percent Family Court 
filings and 3 percent Surrogate’s Court filings. As TABLE 4 shows, total filings remained high. FIGURE A
shows the percentage of filings by case type. 

THE SUPREME COURT generally handles cases outside the authority of the lower courts such as civil
matters beyond the monetary limits of the lower courts’ jurisdiction; divorce, separation and annulment
proceedings; equity suits, such as mortgage foreclosures and injunctions; and criminal prosecutions of
felonies. THE COMMERCIAL DIVISION, which is devoted exclusively to complex business litigation, is part
of the Supreme Court. Supreme Court justices are elected by judicial district to 14-year terms. 



CIVIL CASES

DURING 2011 there were 440,026 civil filings in Supreme Court, including 168,551 new cases, 221,690 ex
parte applications and 49,785 uncontested matrimonial cases. A total of 441,301 matters reached disposi-
tion. Three standard-and-goal periods measure the length of time from filing a civil action to disposition.
The first or “pre-note” standard measures the time from filing a request for judicial intervention (RJI)–when
parties first seek some form of judicial relief–to filing the trial note of issue, indicating readiness for trial.
The second or “note” standard measures the time from filing the note of issue to disposition. The third stan-
dard covers the entire period from filing the RJI to disposition. The respective time frames are 8-15-23
months for expedited cases; 12-15-27 months for standard cases; and 15-15-30 months for complex cases.
In matrimonial cases, the standards are 6-6-12 months; in tax certiorari cases, 48-15-63 months. FIGURE B
shows the breakdown of cases by manner of disposition. 

COUNTY COURTS, located in each county outside New York City, handle criminal prosecutions of
felonies and misdemeanors committed within the county, although in practice most minor offenses are han-
dled by lower courts. County Courts also have limited jurisdiction over civil lawsuits, generally involving
claims up to $25,000. County Courts in the Third and Fourth Departments, while primarily trial courts,
hear appeals from cases originating in the city, town and village courts. County Court judges are elected to
10-year terms. The statistical data for the County Courts’ felony caseload are reported in combination with

the felony caseload data for Supreme Court in TABLE 5. 
THE COURT OF CLAIMS is a statewide court with exclusive authority over lawsuits involving monetary

claims against the State of New York or certain other state-related entities such as the New York State
Thruway Authority, the City University of New York and the New York State Power Authority (claims for
the appropriation of real property only).

The court hears cases at nine locations around the state. Cases are heard without juries. Court of Claims
judges are appointed by the Governor, with the advice and consent of the Senate, to nine-year terms.

During 2011, 1,505 claims were filed and 1,403 cases decided.
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FIGURE B SUPREME CIVIL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION – 2011



TABLE 5 SUPREME CRIMINAL & COUNTY COURT  – FELONY CASES 2011
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abuse and neglect, custody and visitation, and child support. Family Court judges in New York City are ap-
pointed to 10-year terms by the Mayor. Family Court judges serving outside New York City are elected to
10-year terms. See TABLE 7 for a breakdown of Family Court filings and dispositions. This table also contains
filings and dispositions for the state’s Integrated Domestic Violence (IDV) Courts. 

TRIAL COURTS OF LIMITED JURISDICTION WITHIN NEW YORK CITY

THE CIVIL COURT OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK has jurisdiction over civil cases involving amounts up to
$25,000. It includes small claims and commercial claims parts for the informal resolution of matters involving
amounts up to $5,000, and a housing part for landlord-tenant proceedings. New York City Civil Court
judges are elected to 10-year terms; housing judges are appointed by the Chief Administrator to five-year
terms. TABLE 8 shows the breakdown of filings and dispositions by case type and county.

THE CRIMINAL COURT OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK handles misdemeanors and violations. New York
City Criminal Court judges also conduct felony arraignments and other preliminary (pre-indictment) felony

TABLE 6 SURROGATE’S COURT FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS: 
PROCEEDINGS BY CASE TYPE – 2011

SURROGATE’S COURT, located in every county of the state, hears cases involving the affairs of the de-
ceased, including the validity of wills and the administration of estates. These courts are also authorized to
handle adoptions. Surrogate’s Court judges are elected to 10-year terms in each county outside New York
City and to 14-year terms in all New York City counties. See TABLE 6 for 2011 filings and dispositions by
case type.

FAMILY COURT, located in every county of the state, hears matters involving children and families, in-
cluding adoption, guardianship, foster care approval and review, juvenile delinquency, family violence, child



proceedings. They are appointed by the Mayor to 10-year terms. 
During 2011, 73 percent of the arrests were misdemeanors with 44 percent of all cases reaching dispo-

sition by plea. Another 37 percent were dismissed; 3 percent were sent to the grand jury; 15 percent were
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TABLE 7 FAMILY & SUPREME COURT (IDV)a FILINGS & DISPOSITIONSb

BY TYPE OF PETITION – 2011 

TABLE 8 NEW YORK CITY CIVIL COURT: 
FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS BY CASE TYPE AND COUNTY – 2011
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disposed of by other means; and 1 percent pled to a superior court information. TABLE 9 shows filings and
dispositions by county for both arrest cases and summons cases (cases in which an appearance ticket, re-
turnable in court, is issued to the defendant). 

TRIAL COURTS OF LIMITED JURISDICTION OUTSIDE NEW YORK CITY 

CITY COURTS ARRAIGN FELONIES AND HANDLE MISDEMEANORS AND LESSER OFFENSES as well as
civil lawsuits involving claims up to $15,000. Some City Courts have small claims parts for the informal
disposition of matters involving claims up to $5,000 and/or housing parts to handle landlord-tenant matters
and housing violations. City Court judges are either elected or appointed, depending on the city, with 
full-time City Court judges serving 10-year terms and part-time City Court judges serving six-year terms.
DISTRICT COURTS, located in Nassau County and the five western towns of Suffolk County, arraign felonies
and handle misdemeanors and lesser offenses as well as civil lawsuits involving claims up to $15,000. District
Court judges are elected to six-year terms. 

In 2011 there were a total of 1,183,162 filings and 1,098,153 dispositions in the City and District Courts.
FIGURE C shows filings by case type; TABLE 10 contains a breakdown of filings by location and case type. 

TABLE 9 NEW YORK CITY CRIMINAL COURT: 
FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS BY CASE TYPE AND COUNTY – 2011

FIGURE C CITY & DISTRICT COURT FILINGS BY CASE TYPE – 2011
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TABLE 10 CITY AND DISTRICT COURTS: FILINGS BY CASE TYPE – 2011

* Landlord-Tenant

*
Total Filings 1,183,162
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TOWN AND VILLAGE JUSTICE COURTS handle misdemeanors and lesser offenses as well as civil lawsuits
involving claims up to $3,000 (including small claims cases not exceeding $3,000). While the majority of
cases handled by these courts are minor traffic offenses, drunk-driving cases and zoning violations, town
and village Justice Court judges also conduct preliminary felony proceedings. There are approximately 1,277
Justice Courts and 2,200 town and village justices. Town and village justices are elected to four-year terms.
Most are not attorneys; non-attorney justices must complete a certification course and participate in ongoing
judicial education.

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

THE NEW YORK STATE UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM is administered by the Office of Court Administration
(OCA) under the authority of the Chief Judge. OCA provides financial management, automation, public
safety, personnel management and other essential services to support day-to-day court operations.

The Office of Court Administration comprises six divisions: the DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES purchases goods and services, procures contracts, processes revenues and manages accounts; the 
DIVISION OF TRIAL AND SUPPORT SERVICES provides support and guidance to trial court operations in-
cluding alternative dispute resolution and court improvement programs, court interpreting services, legal
information, parent education programs, records management and operational issues related to the American
Disabilities Act; the DIVISION OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT prepares the judiciary budget and formulates
and implements fiscal policies; the DIVISION OF GRANTS AND PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT assists court ad-
ministrators in identifying grant opportunities relating to the operational needs of the courts, also coordi-
nating the submission of grant proposals; the DIVISION OF HUMAN RESOURCES is responsible for personnel
administration and the delivery of professional development programs for non-judicial employees, also over-
seeing negotiations with the court system’s labor unions and managing the courts’ workforce diversity pro-
gram; the Division of Technology provides automation and telecommunications services to all courts and
agencies, including oversight of the statewide Domestic Violence Registry and the courts’ technical support
center. 

In addition, the DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY is responsible for developing and implementing
uniform policies and procedures to ensure the safety and accessibility of our state courthouses; COUNSEL’S
OFFICE prepares and analyzes legislation and represents the UCS in litigation; the INSPECTOR GENERAL’S
OFFICE is responsible for the investigation and elimination of infractions of discipline standards, conflicts
of interest and criminal activities on the part of non-judicial employees and individuals or corporations
doing business with the courts; the OFFICE OF COURT FACILITIES MANAGEMENT provides oversight to
localities in relation to the maintenance, renovation and construction of court facilities; the OFFICE OF
COURT RESEARCH provides caseload activity statistics, jury system support and operations research to all
UCS courts; the OFFICE OF INTERNAL AFFAIRS conducts internal audits and investigations to support
the attainment of long-term UCS goals; the OFFICE OF JUSTICE COURT SUPPORT provides oversight to
local town and village Justice Courts; the COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE serves as the courts’ liaison to the
media, responding to press inquiries, issuing news advisories and releases; the OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS
coordinates communications and public education programs with other governmental entities, the public
and the bar. 
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FISCAL OVERVIEW

UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM 2011-2012 BUDGET

THE UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM IS BASED UPON A FISCAL YEAR that runs from April 1 through March 31.
The budget is presented by the Chief Administrator (Chief Administrative Judge) to the Court of Appeals
for approval and certification by the Chief Judge, then transmitted to the Governor for submission to the
Legislature in accordance with Article VII, Section 1, of the State Constitution.

Appropriations of $2.3 billion were approved by the Legislature for the State Judiciary for the 2011-
2012 fiscal year. 

REVENUES COLLECTED FOR THE YEAR 2011

IN 2011, THE UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM COLLECTED FINES AND FEES totaling approximately $535.7 mil-
lion. These monies include fees for services provided by the courts’ Criminal History Search Unit, which
since 2003 has sold statewide criminal history public records that include felony and misdemeanor convic-
tions from all 62 New York counties.

By law, the Office of Court Administration is solely responsible for the sale of such records produced
by a search of its electronic database, charging a $65 fee per name and date of birth searched. The revenue
generated from each search request is allocated as follows: $16 to the Office of Court Administration’s Ju-
diciary Data Processing Offset Fund; $35 to the Indigent Legal Services Fund; $9 to the Legal Services Fund;
and $5 to the General Fund. In 2011, the Criminal History Search Unit received $81,844,945 for criminal
history record searches. 

Under Section 486-a of the Judiciary Law and the Rules of the Chief Administrator (22 NYCRR Part
118) every attorney admitted to practice in New York must file a biennial registration form. Attorneys
actively practicing law in New York State or elsewhere must, upon registering, pay a $375 fee, allocated as
follows: $60 to the Lawyers’ Fund for Client Protection to support programs providing restitution to clients
of dishonest attorneys; $50 to the Indigent Legal Services Fund to cover fees of lawyers serving on 18-b
panels representing indigent defendants; $25 to the Legal Services Assistance Funds; and the balance to the
Attorney Licensing Fund to cover the cost of the Appellate Division attorney admission and disciplinary
programs. In 2011, the court system collected $37,590,450 in attorney registration fees.
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LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

THE OFFICE OF COUNSEL IS THE PRINCIPAL REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM in the
legislative process, responsible for developing the Judiciary’s legislative program and for providing the leg-
islative and executive branches with analyses and recommendations concerning legislative measures that may
have an impact on the courts and their administrative operations.

The office staffs the Chief Administrative Judge’s advisory committees on civil practice, criminal law
and procedure, family law, estates and trusts, and the local courts.  Annually, these committees formulate
legislative proposals in their respective areas of concern and expertise for submission to the Chief Adminis-
trative Judge. When approved by the latter, they are transmitted to the Legislature, in bill form, for sponsors
and legislative consideration. 

The Office of Counsel is also responsible for drafting legislative measures to implement recommenda-
tions made by the Chief Judge in the State of the Judiciary message, as well as measures required by the Uni-
fied Court System, including budget requests, adjustments in judicial compensation and measures to
implement collective bargaining agreements negotiated with court employee unions pursuant to the Taylor
Law.  In addition, the office analyzes other legislative measures that have potential impact on the adminis-
trative operation of the courts and makes recommendations to the Legislature and the Executive.

During the 2011 legislative session and with the assistance of the Chief Administrative Judge’s advisory
committees, the Office of Counsel prepared and submitted 55 measures for legislative consideration—of
which 16 measures were enacted into law—also furnishing the Governor’s counsel with analyses and rec-
ommendations on 53 measures awaiting executive action.

MEASURES ENACTED INTO LAW IN 2011

CHAPTER 51 (Senate 2801-A/Assembly 4001-A)   
Enacts the 2011-12 Judiciary Budget.  Effective 4/1/11

CHAPTER 179 (Senate 5449/Assembly 8007)   
Amends the Judiciary Law to provide that any grant or gift of money to the Unified Court System shall be
disposed of by the Chief Administrator of the Courts in the manner provided by the State Finance Law.  Ef-
fective 7/20/11

CHAPTER 284 (Senate 4594/Assembly 6836)  
Amends the Uniform City Court Act in relation to an application for relief in aid of arbitration in a city
court.  Effective 9/2/11

CHAPTER 285 (Senate 4584/Assembly 6837)  
Amends the Estates, Powers and Trusts Law in relation to renunciation of interests in jointly held property.
Effective 8/3/11

LEGISLATIVE UPDATE
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CHAPTER 286 (Senate 4591-A/Assembly 6838-A)  
Amends the Estates, Powers and Trusts Law and the Surrogate’s Court Procedure Act in relation to probate
proceedings involving wills which contain a provision that disposition is conditioned upon the beneficiary
not contesting the will; clarifies the scope of disclosure authorized where a will contains a “no contest” clause.
Effective 8/3/11

CHAPTER 305 (Senate 3947/Assembly 7388)  
Amends the CPLR to add a further, more streamlined, way to determine the value of real property used in
a secured bail bond.  Effective 8/3/11

CHAPTER 307 (Senate 4586-A/Assembly 7465-A)  
Amends the CPLR to make clear that, in the absence of a patient’s authorization, a trial subpoena duces
tecum seeking the production of medical records may be issued under CPLR 2302(b) by a court, but not
an attorney, and that the CPLR 3122, requiring a patient’s authorization, applies only to subpoenas issued
during discovery.  Effective 8/3/11

CHAPTER 309 (Senate 4302-A/Assembly 7632)  
Amends the Family Court Act to add criminal obstruction of breathing or blood circulation and strangulation
to the list of actionable allegations in family offense petitions.  Effective 8/3/11

CHAPTER 436 (Senate 5582/Assembly 7520)  
Amends the Domestic Relations Law and the Family Court Act in relation to the child support obligation
of indigent non-custodial parents.  Effective 11/15/11.

CHAPTER 451 (Senate 5801/Assembly 8297-A)  
Amends the Estates, Powers and Trusts Law in relation to the exercise of a power of appointment and an au-
thorized trustee’s authority to invade trust principal.  Effective 8/17/11

CHAPTER 473 (Senate 4581/Assembly 7466) 
Amends the CPLR in relation to the time of service, the time in which a defect in form must be raised, a
copy of a proposed amended pleading and the time of voluntary discontinuances.  Effective 1/1/12

CHAPTER 529 (Senate 5519/Assembly 7729)  
Amends the Estates, Powers and Trusts Law to modify certain formulas construed to refer to the federal
estate and generation-skipping transfer tax on estates of decedents dying during 2010 (effective 9/23/11)
and deemed to have been in full force and effect on and after January 1, 2010; provisions of this act shall
apply to wills and trusts of decedents who died after December 31, 2009 and before January 1, 2011.

CHAPTER 543 (Senate 5635-B/Assembly 8368-A)  
Amends the CPLR to specify the courts and types of actions in which pilot programs will be authorized to
permit use of electronic means to commence an action or special proceeding.  Effective 9/23/11

CHAPTER 565 (Senate 4469/Assembly 7464)  
Amends the Criminal Procedure Law to create new procedures in relation to revocation of orders of recog-
nizance.  Effective 10/23/11



CHAPTER 566 (Senate 4577-A/Assembly 7519-A)  
Amends the CPLR in relation to the award of attorneys’ fees in class actions.  Effective 9/23/11

CHAPTER 592 (Senate 4091-B/Assembly 7794-A)  
Amends the Family Court Act and the Social Services Law in relation to orders for child support obligors
to seek employment or participate in job training, employment counseling or other available programs de-
signed to lead to employment.  Effective 1/12/12

CHAPTER 605 (Senate 5694-A/Assembly 7836-A)  
Amends the Family Court Act and the Social Services Law in relation to procedures for destitute children
in the Family Court, and to repeal section 1059 of the Family Court Act relating to abandoned children.
Effective 1/27/12

MEASURES NEWLY INTRODUCED IN THE 2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION AND 
NOT ENACTED INTO LAW  

SENATE 4576  

This measure would amend section 5-335 of the General Obligations Law to further facilitate resolution of
personal injury lawsuits.

SENATE 4578/ASSEMBLY 6835 

This measure would amend the CPLR in relation to service of papers; amend the definition of “mailing” to
allow mailing from outside of the state; provide that six days shall be added to a prescribed period when service
is made by mail from outside the state; require a stipulation prior to service by facsimile on an attorney.

SENATE 4579/ASSEMBLY 6697  

This measure would amend the CPLR in relation to the apportionment of liability for non-economic loss
in personal injury actions.

SENATE 4580  

This measure would add a new rule 2103-b to the CPLR to address the confidentiality of personal informa-
tion in the filing of papers in civil proceedings.

SENATE 4592  

This measure would amend section 3101 of the CPLR in relation to the time for disclosure of expert wit-
nesses’ information and broaden expert disclosure in commercial cases.

SENATE 4589  

This measure would amend the CPLR to: (1) authorize payment of prejudgment interest in personal injury
actions, and (2) change the legal rate of interest and make the interest rate for all actions uniform.

SENATE 4542  

This measure would amend the CPLR in relation to making service upon a financial institution of orders
of attachment and notices and orders in aid of enforcement of judgments effective upon any account as to
which the institution is a garnishee.
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SENATE 4588/ASSEMBLY 7797  

This measure would amend sections 5701 and 5704 of the CPLR in relation to appellate review of an ex
parte order or applications for provisional remedies.

SENATE 4459  

This measure would amend the CPLR in relation to the notice of medical, dental or podiatric malpractice
action.

SENATE 4585-A  

This measure would amend the CPLR in relation to the judgment lien on real property in an action upon
a money judgment.

SENATE 4595  

This measure would amend the CPLR in relation to the time for making a motion to dismiss for failure to
state a cause of action and motion for summary judgment.

SENATE 4590  

This measure would amend the CPLR in relation to the dismissal of abandoned cases in the Civil Court of
the city of New York.

SENATE 6675/ASSEMBLY 7796  

This measure would amend section 100.25 of the Criminal Procedure Law in relation to the issuance of a
supporting deposition.

SENATE 4051-A  

This measure would amend the Family Court Act and the Domestic Relations Law in relation to recoupment
of overpayments of child support in Family Court and Supreme Court.

SENATE 4090  

This measure would amend the Family Court Act and the Domestic Relations Law in relation to the au-
thority of the court to direct establishment of a trust or other designated account for the benefit of children
in matrimonial, child support and paternity cases.

SENATE 4519  

This measure would add a new section 40.20 to the Penal Law to codify the defense of agency in the Penal Law.

SENATE 4052-A/ASSEMBLY 7391 

This measure would amend section 720.35 of the Criminal Procedure Law to insure that a final order of
protection issued in connection with a youthful offender adjudication is not sealed for law enforcement pur-
poses.

SENATE 4631/ASSEMBLY 7354  

This measure would amend the Criminal Procedure Law to clarify that the mandatory school notification
provisions of the “Project SAVE, the Safe Schools Against Violence in Education Act,” apply only to cases
where the student is sentenced to a period of incarceration that will interfere with the student’s school at-
tendance.
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SENATE 4587-B  

This measure would amend the State Constitution to increase the mandatory retirement age for all judges
and justices of the Unified Court System, except for justices of town and village courts, from 70 to 74; and
permit justices of the Supreme Court and judges of the Court of Appeals to continue in service past the
mandatory retirement age for three two-year terms.

SENATE 4470/ASSEMBLY 7390  

This measure would amend the Criminal Procedure Law to authorize a court to dismiss any traffic infraction
that remains as the sole charge in an accusatory instrument the other charges of which were dismissed pur-
suant to CPL 30.30.

SENATE 4471/ASSEMBLY 7389  

This measure would amend the Criminal Procedure Law to authorize a court to unseal records, where justice
requires it, on notice both to the adverse party and the subject of the records.

SENATE 4472  

This measure would add a new section 450.65 to the Criminal Procedure Law to provide a statutory basis
to vacate a judgment of conviction on the ground of ineffective assistance of appellate counsel.

SENATE 4596-A/ASSEMBLY 7207-A  

This measure would amend the Uniform City Court Act and the Judiciary Law to increase the number of
City Court Judges in certain cities and sets forth the annual salary for such City Court Judges.

SENATE 4301  

This measure would amend the Family Court Act in relation to truancy allegations in persons in need of su-
pervision and child protective proceedings in Family Court; requires notification of the school district or
local educational agency when such district or agency is not the potential petitioner and where the petition
includes allegations of truancy and/or school misbehavior.

SENATE 4593  

This measure would amend the Family Court Act in relation to paternity testing and adjudications in child
protective proceedings in Family Court.

SENATE 4878-A  

This measure would amend the New York City Civil Court Act in relation to increasing the term of office
of Judges of the New York City Civil Court Housing Part to ten years upon reappointment after an initial
five year term.

SENATE 4852  

This measure would amend the Judiciary Law in relation to the designation of Housing Judges as Judicial
Hearing Officers.

SENATE 5456/ASEMBLY 7598  

This measure would amend the Family Court Act and the Social Services Law in relation to notice of indi-
cated reports of child maltreatment and changes of placement in child protective and voluntary foster care
placement and review proceedings.
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SENATE 5541/ASSEMBLY 7288  

This measure would add a new section 160.57 to the Criminal Procedure Law to authorize the sealing of
the court records relating to convictions for petty offenses.

SENATE 6678/ASSEMBLY 7639  

This measure would amend the Family Court Act in relation to adjournments in contemplation of dismissal
and suspended judgments in child protective proceedings in Family Court.

SENATE 6657/ASSEMBLY 8344-A  

This measure would amend the Estates, Powers and Trusts Law to include marketable securities within the
list of items considered family benefit exemptions and not included as assets of the estate.

ASSEMBLY 9624  

This measure would amend the Family Court Act and the Social Services Law in relation to orders for child
support obligors to seek employment or participate in job training, employment counseling or other pro-
grams.

MEASURE VETOED IN THE 2011 LEGLISLATIVE SESSION

SENATE 4050-B/ASSEMBLY 7599-A 

This measure would have amended sections 735 and 742 of the Family Court Act in relation to warrants
and orders of protection in persons in need of supervision cases.

RULES OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR (CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE) ADDED
OR AMENDED DURING 2011

SECTION 118.1(d) of the RULES OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR OF THE COURTS was amended, per-
mitting the online filing of attorney registration statements.

PART 118 of the RULES OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR OF THE COURTS was amended to add sections
118.3 and 118.4, addressing the registration of in-house counsel.

PART 122 of the RULES OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR OF THE COURTS was amended, addressing (a)
volunteer judicial hearing officers, and (b) practice restraints upon judicial hearing officers without assign-
ments.

PART 149 of the RULES OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR OF THE COURTS was added, relating to the op-
eration of Adolescent Diversion Parts.

SECTION 150.9(b) of the RULES OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR OF THE COURTS was amended to alter
the quorum requirements of the Independent Judicial Election Qualification Commissions. In addition,
Question 21 of the IJEQC Questionnaire was amended, relating to disciplinary complaints against candi-
dates.
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PART 151 of the RULES OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR OF THE COURTS was added, addressing the re-
assignment of cases involving contributors to judicial campaigns.

SECTIONS 202.5-b (consensual e-filing) and 202.5-bb (mandatory e-filing) of the UNIFORM CIVIL RULES
FOR THE SUPREME COURT AND THE COUNTY COURT were amended, implementing operational improve-
ments in e-filing practices. 

SECTION 202.6(b) of the UNIFORM CIVIL RULES FOR THE SUPREME COURT AND THE COUNTY COURT
and SECTIONS 202.70(d)(1) AND (2) of the UNIFORM CIVIL RULES FOR THE SUPREME COURT AND
THE COUNTY COURT were amended, relating to use of a revised request for judicial intervention (RJI) form.

SECTION 202.6(b) of the UNIFORM CIVIL RULES FOR THE SUPREME COURT AND THE COUNTY COURT
was amended, addressing no-fee filing of Request for Judicial Intervention in certain cases.

SECTION 202.16(f)(2) of the UNIFORM CIVIL RULES FOR THE SUPREME COURT AND THE COUNTY
COURT was amended, relating to a uniform preliminary conference order for use in matrimonial actions.

SECTION 202.58(h)(2) of the UNIFORM CIVIL RULES FOR THE SUPREME COURT ND THE COUNTY
COURT was amended, addressing judicial hearing officer compensation as small claims assessment review
hearing officers.

SECTIONS 205.7a, 205.12, and 205.29 of the UNIFORM RULES FOR THE FAMILY COURT were
amended, relating to (1) electronic transmission of orders of protection, (2) conferences, and (3) transfers
of documents by electronic means in juvenile delinquency cases transferred for disposition.

SECTION 207.4-a of the UNIFORM CIVIL RULES FOR THE SURROGATE’S COURT was amended, and
SECTION 207.4-aa of those rules was added, implementing operational improvements in e-filing practices
in the Surrogate’s Court.
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