
NEW YORK STATE

Unified Court System

Annual Report 2010



STATE OF NEW YORK

Report of the Chief Administrator of the Courts

FOR THE CALENDAR YEAR JANUARY 1 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2010

COURT  OF  APPEALS

Jonathan Lippman Chief Judge

Carmen Beauchamp Ciparick

Victoria A. Graffeo

Susan Phillips Read

Robert S. Smith

Eugene F. Pigott, Jr

Theodore T. Jones

CH I E F  ADMIN I STRATOR  OF  TH E  COURTS

Ann Pfau

ADMIN I STRAT IVE  BOARD  OF  TH E  COURTS

Jonathan Lippman Chair

Anthony V. Cardona

A. Gail Prudenti

Henry J. Scudder

Luis A. Gonzalez



TH E N EW YOR K STATE U N I FI ED COU RT SYSTEM
Annual Report 2010

ii

NEW YORK STATE UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM 2010

Fern Fisher Deputy Chief Administrative Judge, New York City Courts

Michael V. coccoMa Deputy Chief Administrative Judge, Courts Outside NYC

Juanita Bing newton Dean of The New York State Judicial Institute

Judy harris Kluger Chief of Policy and Planning

lawrence K. MarKs Administrative Director, Office of Court Administration

ronald P. younKins Chief of Operations, Office of Court Administration

ADMINISTRATIvE JUDgES - NEW YORK CITY

Barry salMan Bronx County Supreme Court-Civil

eFrain alVarado Bronx County Supreme Court-Criminal

sylVia hinds-radix Kings County Supreme Court-Civil

Barry KaMins Kings County Supreme Court-Criminal 

sherry Klein heitler New York County Supreme Court-Civil

Michael J. oBus New York County Supreme Court-Criminal

JereMy weinstein Queens County Supreme Court-Civil

Fernando caMacho Queens County Supreme Court-Criminal

PhiliP g. Minardo Richmond County Supreme Court

edwina richardson-Mendelson New York City Family Court

ADMINISTRATIvE JUDgES - OUTSIDE NEW YORK CITY

george B. ceresia, Jr. Third Judicial District

Vito c. caruso Fourth Judicial District

JaMes c. torMey Fifth Judicial District

roBert c. MulVey Sixth Judicial District

thoMas Van strydoncK Seventh Judicial District

Paula l. Feroleto Eighth Judicial District

alan d. scheinKMan Ninth Judicial District

anthony Marano Tenth Judicial District (Nassau County)

h. PatricK leis iii Tenth Judicial District (Suffolk County)

ADMINISTRATIvE JUDgE - STATEWIDE

richard e. sise Presiding Judge, Court of Claims



TH E N EW YOR K STATE U N I FI ED COU RT SYSTEM
Annual Report 2010

iii

t
he ongoing recession droVe More Business the courts’ way in 2010—

with foreclosure, consumer debt and other filings remaining on an upward spi-

ral—as the Judiciary continued, in another year of tough fiscal choices, to face the

daunting challenge of fulfilling its constitutional duty to provide fair and timely justice

to all New Yorkers. 

Among the steps taken this year by the courts to reduce spending were extension

of a hiring freeze on administrative vacancies and expansion of numerous other cost-cutting measures, in-

cluding stringent limits on travel, overtime and equipment purchases. Technology also played a key role

in trimming operating costs—and improving productivity and public access—as the court system con-

tinued to enhance automated case management systems, launched a statewide online attorney registration

program and extended the use of web-based self-help tools for unrepresented litigants, in addition to other

efforts.

On the topic of unrepresented litigants, there has been a surge in recent years in the number of New

Yorkers who, unable to afford a lawyer, find themselves in court fighting for life’s basic necessities. With

our uncertain economy forcing civil legal service providers to turn away more and more low- and moder-

ate-income litigants, the Chief Judge held public hearings around the state in 2010 to shine a light on

New York’s burgeoning civil legal services crisis, also appointing a special task force to develop immediate

steps as well as ongoing measures to help close this justice gap. 

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, which also includes information about the structure of

our courts, data on the year’s caseload activity and legislative updates.

This 2010 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.

MESSAgE FROM ThE ChIEF ADMINISTRATIvE JUDgE

Sincerely,

ann PFau
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Foreclosure, consuMer credit and other recession-related cases flooded our courts in
2010, with the number of litigants unable to afford legal counsel on the rise. While defendants in crim-

inal cases have a constitutional right to counsel, litigants in civil cases—except for indigent parties in certain
family matters—do not.  In the past year alone, over 2.3 million people attempted to navigate our state’s
complex civil justice system without a lawyer, prompting the formation of a special task force to support ef-
forts to ensure adequate legal representation in civil proceedings involving the basic needs of low-income
New Yorkers. We begin our Year in Review with highlights of this and other initiatives that aim to make
meaningful legal representation a reality for all New Yorkers, regardless of their station in life. 

EFFORTS AROUND THE STATE HELP ENHANCE ACCESS TO JUSTICE

Task Force Seeks to Ensure Legal Representation in Civil Cases for New Yorkers in Need

the weaK econoMy continued to exacerBate the legal needs oF low-incoMe new yorKers

and decimate legal aid program budgets, spurring the creation in June of a special task force to address this
critical problem. Made up of statewide representatives from the courts, civil legal services, bar associations,
government, law schools, business and not-for-profit organizations, the Task Force to Expand Civil Legal
Services has been charged with identifying more reliable civil legal services funding streams, removing barriers
to justice and otherwise helping ensure low and moderate-income New Yorkers access to adequate legal rep-
resentation in civil legal proceedings involving housing, family safety and other basic needs. 

In addition, the Chief Judge convened public hearings in each of the state’s four Appellate Departments
in fall 2010 to assess the extent and nature of unmet civil legal services for low-income New Yorkers in which
their basic human needs are at stake, with the task force incorporating findings from these hearings into its
first report. Issued in November 2010, the report stated that “this crisis of the unrepresented adversely
impacts everyone in our state … For those on the other side of the unrepresented—landlords, banks and
other businesses—litigation and other costs are higher, and the opportunity to avoid disputes through me-
diation and settlement often is lost. Because judges and court personnel must spend tens of thousands of
hours trying to assist the unrepresented in navigating our complex court system, our courts have become
less efficient and the quality of justice has suffered for every New Yorker, including in cases between repre-
sented parties.”  According to the report, the state loses hundreds of millions of dollars because many un-
represented New Yorkers give up their right to obtain veterans’, disability and other federal benefits, with
state and local government having to step in to combat homelessness and other ensuing problems. The task
force calculated that for every dollar spent to support civil legal services, the state receives nearly five dollars.

Acknowledging New York’s current fiscal woes, the report sets forth incremental reforms that begin to
address the civil legal services crisis, including the provision of modest, additional funding for civil legal as-
sistance to the indigent and working poor in matters such as housing, family safety and other basic needs;
enhanced use of technology and expansion of community legal education; and simplification of forms and
procedures, particularly in family law, consumer credit, landlord-tenant and foreclosure matters. The task
force will continue to study the issues surrounding New York’s civil legal services crisis, collaborating with

ThE YEAR IN REvIEW: 

A SUMMARY OF 2010 hIghLIghTS
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the courts’ Access to Justice Program (see entry at bottom of this page) to develop, improve and expand pro
bono, self-help and other programs. 

To view the task force’s full report visit www.nycourts.gov/ip/access-civil-legal-services. 

New Attorney Affirmation Requirement Aims to Prevent Wrongful Foreclosures

in early 2010, hoMe Foreclosure Filings continued at record Pace in courts throughout the
state. Beginning in August, major mortgage lenders and other authorities reported the existence of widespread
insufficiencies in the documents required to file foreclosure cases. In response, the New York State court sys-
tem implemented a new filing requirement in residential foreclosure cases, mandating plaintiff ’s counsel to
file an affirmation certifying that counsel has taken reasonable steps—including inquiry to banks and lenders
and careful review of the papers filed in the case—to verify the accuracy of any support documents. The af-
firmation requirement, which went into effect in October, will play a vital role in ensuring that the docu-
ments judges rely on will be thoroughly examined, accurate and error-free before any judge is asked to take
the drastic step of foreclosure. The affirmation form is available online at 
www.nycourts.gov/attorneys/foreclosures/affirmation-foreclosure.pdf.

Statewide Initiative Strives to Enhance Access to Justice  

the new yorK state courts’ access to Justice PrograM continued to forge and strengthen its
partnerships with nonprofit organizations, law schools, government agencies and bar associations statewide
in an effort to ensure access to justice in civil and criminal matters for New Yorkers of all incomes, back-
grounds and special needs. Following are some of the program’s key accomplishments in 2010. 

Court Help Centers

court helP centers were estaBlished By the access to Justice PrograM to help accom-
modate the growing number of unrepresented litigants appearing in our courts in recent years. Located in
certain courthouses around the state and staffed by court employees, these centers provide free legal and
procedural information, with instructional packets, court forms and access to online self-help tools available
to visitors. The help centers also offer referrals to low-cost legal service providers, alternative dispute resolution
and other services.  In 2010, two new help centers opened: one in Queens County Family Court and one
in New York County Family Court, each providing free legal and procedural information on child custody,
paternity and other family matters. Also this year, the Access to Justice Program partnered with the New
York Legal Assistance Group (NYLAG), a not-for-profit legal services provider, to develop a mobile help
center, expected to be operational sometime next year. The mobile center, donated by NYLAG and designed
to replicate the resources found at the courthouse help centers, will travel to neighborhoods that are geo-
graphically remote from their local courthouse. 

For a list of Court Help Centers by county, visit www.nycourthelp.gov/helpcenters.html.

Online Self-Help Tools Prove Effective in Aiding the Growing Ranks of Unrepresented Litigants

in the 2009 edition oF this rePort, we announced the Access to Justice Program’s new interactive,
online programs, which guide litigants to prepare court forms that are ready to serve and file. A variety of
forms required by the court in landlord-tenant, child support, paternity and other matters are now available
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via this online do-it-yourself (DIY) initiative, with some 55,000 court forms generated by DIY users in
2010—more than double that of last year. The Access to Justice Program also surveyed over 4,500 DIY
users, collecting vital demographic data on this population. Among the findings: seventy-seven percent of
DIY users are between the ages of 18 and 44; twenty-two percent of litigants who used the DIY programs
said they do not have at-home access to the internet; seventy-two percent of survey respondents, including
those who have internet access at home, said they used DIY programs in a court facility; more than three-
quarters of DIY users earn less than $50,000 annually, with 39 percent of DIY users earning under $20,000
a year and 22 percent earning between $20,000 and $35,000 per year.  

The Access to Justice Program continued this year to maintain CourtHelp (www.nycourthelp.gov),
the courts’ statewide website for unrepresented litigants, which had over 600,000 unique visits in 2010.
Also, with more and more people turning to social media sites for information, the Access to Justice Program
joined the growing number of government agencies to communicate to the public this way, launching
YouTube and Twitter sites in 2010. Twitter was used to post information about legal education seminars,
pro bono events and DIY programs and will be used more frequently in 2011, with new content also being
added to the YouTube site next year. 

Access to Justice Pro Bono Efforts

the access to Justice PrograM oVersees a Variety of in-courthouse pro bono programs. For
example, the Volunteer Lawyer for the Day Consumer Debt Program, launched last year to provide lim-
ited-scope legal representation to low-income litigants in consumer debt cases in New York City Civil Court,
assisted some 2,150 litigants in 2010; the Volunteer Lawyer for the Day Housing Program, another in-cour-
thouse program which assists unrepresented tenants and owners in non-payment cases in New York City
Housing Court, trained and supervised recent City University of New York Law School graduates and New
York Law School Public Interest Graduate Fellows as volunteers, providing help to hundreds of Housing
Court litigants in Manhattan and Brooklyn over the past year. 

The Access to Justice Program continued to facilitate ProBono NY, the court system’s statewide initiative
to boost volunteer attorney efforts. ProBono NY committees, made up of local judges, non-judicial court
personnel, attorneys, law school faculty, and representatives of bar associations and legal service providers,
are active in the Third, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, Ninth and Tenth Judicial Districts. Thanks to their
combined efforts, some 18,000 hours of voluntary legal services—from limited to full legal representation—
were provided on landlord-tenant, bankruptcy, foreclosure, veteran’s rights and other critical civil legal mat-
ters, with an estimated 6,100 cases handled/clients served. 

Attorney Emeritus Program Fosters Pro Bono by NY’s Most Experienced Lawyers

in January 2010, the chieF Judge announced a new Pro Bono initiatiVe targeting retired lawyers
in good standing who are at least 55 and have practiced law for a minimum of 10 years. Under amended 
attorney registration rules, qualified lawyers who participate in the new Attorney Emeritus Program are 
not subject to the state’s mandatory continuing legal education requirements and biennial attorney registration
fee if they pledge to provide at least 30 hours annually of unpaid legal assistance to low and moderate-
income clients in various civil and family matters. Attorney Emeritus Program participants must work 
with a qualified volunteer program that provides malpractice coverage and access to offices and staff, as 
well as any necessary training. 
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Many senior lawyers, eager to use their retirement years in productive ways that promote the public
good, have responded enthusiastically to this new initiative. Building on this momentum, the Chief Judge
established the Attorney Emeritus Advisory Council—a distinguished group representative of New York’s
private bar, court system, law school community, legal services and nonprofit sectors—to monitor the At-
torney Emeritus Program, among other things, ensuring that volunteers provide high quality legal services
to clients and that participating attorneys find their volunteer experiences rewarding. In October, the Attor-
ney Emeritus Program, which received a prestigious “Bright Ideas Award” from Harvard’s John F. Kennedy
School of Government, was expanded to include non-retired lawyers who otherwise meet its age and expe-
rience requirements. By year’s end, about 200 volunteers were linked to some 50 participating legal services
and pro bono programs around the state. 

For more information, visit www.nycourts.gov/attorneys/volunteer/emeritus/index.shtml. 

Interpreting Services Enhance Court Access for Non-English Speakers and the Hearing-Impaired

while Federal courts and Many state Judiciaries ProVide interPreters to non-English speaking
and hearing-impaired criminal defendants, the New York State court system also offers interpreting services
to parties in civil cases, witnesses and crime victims who have a language or hearing barrier. In 2010, the
Unified Court System provided court interpreting services in 105 languages in some 54,000 cases, including
remote interpreting—by video or teleconference—when an on-site interpreter was not available. 

Ongoing Improvements to Town and Village Courts Enhance Access to Justice

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 adequately support their justice courts.
In 2006, the Office of Court Administration developed a comprehensive plan that focused on streamlining
Justice Court operations; updating courthouse technology, facilities and security; 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. 

Implementation of the action plan moved ahead in 2010, with administrative, training and other Justice
Court functions now centralized within the court system’s Office of Justice Court Support. Since the plan
was launched, new computers, printers, digital recorders and other equipment have been installed in Justice
Courts across the state; all Justice Court judges and staff have been incorporated into the court system’s
email system; training programs for judges and clerks have been continually revamped and improved; free
online access to legal databases has been made available to Justice Court judges; and numerous, substantial
enhancements made to court facilities.

Since 1999, the Justice Court Assistance Program (JCAP) has provided small grants to New York’s town
and village courts to fund basic expenses such as computers. Under the action plan, JCAP funding was sub-
stantially increased in both total amount and the funds available per court, allowing it to be used for expanded
purposes, security and facility upgrades in particular.  
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PROGRAMS SEEK TO IMPROVE OUTCOMES FOR AT-RISK FAMILIES

the additional challenges Brought on By the econoMic downturn are pushing many already
fragile families over the edge, with Family Court filings up 32 percent since 2006. Throughout 2010, the court
system strived to develop, implement and refine case management and other practices in an effort to reduce
delays and improve outcomes for at-risk children and families, as outlined in this part of our Year in Review. 

Federally Funded Project Promotes Safety, Permanency of Neglected Youngsters

the child welFare court iMProVeMent ProJect (cwciP) is a federally funded program that sup-
ports the Family Court’s mandate to promote the safety, permanency and well-being of abused and neglected
children. In 2010, the CWCIP continued its work to improve legal and judicial practices in child welfare
proceedings, convening interdisciplinary groups comprising members of the court system and its 
child welfare partners to develop measurable goals toward this effort, and administering relevant training to
judges, attorneys and child welfare professionals, among other initiatives. For more information, visit 
www.nycourts.gov/ip/cwcip.

Statewide Commission Focuses Efforts on At-Risk Youngsters

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 initially focused mostly on
infants and younger children, much of its recent work targets adolescents involved with the foster case and/or
juvenile justice systems.

Last year, the Commission and the Family Court Rules and Advisory Committee sponsored “safety net”
legislation to permit youngsters between 18 and 21 who were discharged from foster care within the past
two years (because of a prior refusal to consent to continued care) to make an application to the Family
Court to return voluntarily to foster care when no reasonable alternative exists. This legislation was signed
into law in 2010.  

As a member of the Governor’s Children’s Cabinet Subcommittee on Disconnected Youth, the com-
mission participated in efforts this year aimed at determining a fair and just age of criminal responsibility
for youth in New York State. While most states treat 16- and 17-year olds as juveniles, New York treats all
16- and 17-year olds as adults for criminal responsibility. Recent research indicates that prosecuting juveniles
as adults is not a deterrent to crime and that juveniles sentenced as adults are more likely to re-offend sooner
and commit more serious offenses than those who have remained in the juvenile justice system, where reha-
bilitative services have been shown to help youngsters turn their lives around. 

In 2010, the commission also took part in legislative and other efforts to improve educational outcomes
for court-involved children, co-sponsoring a “NYC School-Justice Partnership: Keeping Kids in School and
Out of Court” symposium, and continuing its work to highlight the benefits of engaging teens in their per-
manency hearings. 

For more information visit www.nycourts.gov/ip/justiceforchildren/index.shtml. 
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COURT TECHNOLOGY ENHANCES OPERATIONS, PUBLIC ACCESS 

Further Improvements Made to Courts’ Automated Case Management Systems 

uPgrades to and exPansion oF the uniVersal case ManageMent systeM (UCMS), the courts’
automated case processing system, continued throughout 2010, including modifications to the UCMS-
Family Court component to accommodate rule changes affecting the calculation of Family Court standards
and goals and numerous improvements to the UCMS-Supreme (Civil) application. As of December 2010,
the UCMS-local Civil application is up and running in 55 courts, and the UCMS-Surrogate’s application
is operational in 60 courts, among other expansion efforts.

NYS Courts’ Electronic Filing System Saves Time, Travel

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). NYSCEF’s expansion is ongoing, with nearly
285,000 cases e-filed and 21,434 users registered since its launch in 2000. In accordance with recent legis-
lation, mandatory e-filing was implemented this year in New York County Supreme Court for commercial
cases, to be extended to certain other courts and types of cases.  

High-Speed Network Supports Court System’s Diverse Needs

the courts’ high-sPeed networK (courtnet), which supports the broadcast of cable TV news and
live, on-demand events to jury assembly rooms and other court facilities, is an integral training and public
outreach tool for the courts, with 64 events broadcast via CourtNet TV in 2010. Once again this year,
CourtNet was used to conduct video inmate appearances and other court proceedings, with 16,000 video-
conference proceedings held, resulting in cost savings and other benefits.

E-Filing, Data-Sharing Expedite Processing of Child Protective Petitions

to exPedite the Processing oF child ProtectiVe Petitions, the New York City Family Court and
New York City Administration for Children’s Services (ACS) successfully launched electronic filing in early
2010, the first such effort by a large, urban jurisdiction in the U.S. Over 12,000 of these cases are filed annually
with the New York City Family Court. Electronic petition filing is the first in a series of steps intended to
promote better communication between the Family Court and ACS; the expanded amount of data available
to all parties can facilitate more informed decision-making among all the parties associated with the case. 

Online Program Makes Attorney Registration More Convenient

in 2010, we coMPleted deVeloPMent oF our attorney online serVices-attorney registration.

Launched on a limited basis in October, Attorney Online Services-Attorney Registration gives lawyers the
option to electronically file their biennial New York State attorney registration forms; forms sent to attorneys
after December 2010 will include instructions on how to establish an Attorney Online Services account.

Electronic Case-Tracking System Offers Access to Public Records 

in 2007, the court systeM launched etracK, a free, electronic case-tracking system. Last year, eTrack
was expanded to include WebCrims, which provides online access to pending criminal cases. The number
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of eTrack subscribers grew to over 30,000 in 2010, with the system sending out some 10,000 case updates
daily to subscribers, including reminders of pending court appearances and notifications of other case activity. 

PROGRAMS AID PARTIES TO RESOLVE DISPUTES OUT OF COURT 

our statewide oFFice oF alternate disPute resolution (adr) oversees a variety of mediation
and other ADR programs to assist litigants in settling their cases—from contentious child custody disputes
to complex commercial matters—out of court. The office made great strides this year to expand ADR serv-
ices, with divorce mediation programs now available in Supreme Court in Erie, Nassau, New York, Queens
and Westchester counties. Specially trained mediators provide 90 minutes of free mediation to divorcing
couples, after which the parties may opt to continue these services at affordable rates. Thousands of couples
averted protracted litigation in 2010 by engaging in mediation to resolve their child custody and visitation
disputes, saving time, money and most important, protecting their children from the harmful effects of ad-
versarial custody battles. 

Statewide Network of Local Providers Serves Thousands

the courts’ networK oF local, not-For-ProFit coMMunity disPute resolution centers

(cdrcs) continued this year to provide free or low-cost mediation and other ADR services in each of 
New York’s 62 counties in small claims, custody and other matters, assisting over 97,000 individuals in
36,591 cases statewide, with a settlement rate of 75 percent. For more information about the centers, visit 
www.nycourts.gov/ip/adr/cdrc.shtml.

Collaborative Family Law Center Aids Divorcing Spouses

The Collaborative Family Law Center was launched in fall 2009 to provide free or reduced fee collaborative
divorce services and mediation to eligible couples in New York City’s five boroughs. Under collaborative
law, each spouse agrees not to litigate and hires a specially trained lawyer. The couple and their lawyers work
to resolve all 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 court proceedings. 

In 2010, the center partnered with Cardozo Law School to provide free divorce mediation to eligible
families, serving approximately eight families weekly. The center also provided resources and referrals to over
100 new families per week as well as collaborative family law and mediation training to legal aid attorneys.  

For more information, visit www.nycourts.gov/collablaw.  

PROBLEM-SOLVING APPROACHES HELP STOP REVOLVING DOOR OF JUSTICE

oVer the Past decade the court system has implemented a variety of problem-solving court models in
an effort to improve outcomes for victims, communities and defendants. Included among these court models
are drug courts, domestic violence courts, community courts and mental health courts, with these tribunals
incorporating features such as specially trained judges and staff, intensive judicial monitoring of offenders,
and coordination with outside services and agencies.   
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As of December 2010, 8,143 New Yorkers were enrolled in the state’s 179 drug treatment courts; 2,981
individuals successfully completed drug treatment court programs; New York’s 37 domestic violence courts
took on 23,800 new cases, while the state’s 46 integrated domestic violence courts—where a single judge
hears all related criminal, family and divorce matters—handled 17,300 new cases; Schuyler and Tioga coun-
ties in the Sixth Judicial District adapted the IDV model (using a model that does not involve the transfer
of the various domestic violence matters to one court so that the cases remain where they are); and 
New York’s 25 mental health courts, which target cases involving offenders who suffer from mental illness,
handled more than 1,100 cases.  For more information about New York’s problem-solving courts, visit 
www.nycourts.gov/courts/problem_solving.

Court-Community Partnerships Help Make Neighborhoods Safer

The Center for Court Innovation, a private-public partnership, tests new strategies designed to improve ju-
dicial responses to juvenile delinquency, quality-of-life crime and other problems, developing pilot projects
that rely on strong partnerships with local stakeholders. Among other efforts this year, the center opened a
respite program on Staten Island to provide counseling and other services to families with pending delin-
quency cases in New York City Family Court. 

To learn more about the center’s projects and studies visit www.courtinnovation.org.

COMMERCIAL DIVISION SPECIALIZES IN COMPLEX BUSINESS LITIGATION

with new yorK a huB oF international coMMerce, the Unified Court System established the Com-
mercial Division of the Supreme Court over 15 years ago to offer businesses a place to bring their disputes
for efficient, effective resolution. Operating in 10 jurisdictions around the state, the division incorporates
cutting-edge technology and other resources, receiving praise from lawyers, clients and judges throughout
New York and the nation. The division’s Law Report, published several times a year, highlights key cases. 

For more information and to view the Law Report, visit www.nycourts.gov/comdiv/.

ONGOING IMPROVEMENTS MAKE JURY SERVICE MORE CONVENIENT 

a leader in the nation’s Jury reForM MoVeMent, the New York State Unified Court System has im-
plemented numerous jury service improvements since the 1990s, making jury pools more representative
and terms of service shorter and less frequent, among other enhancements. Automation has played a key
part in making jury service more convenient for the thousands of New Yorkers who serve annually, with the
court system this year expanding its online juror qualification program to enable individuals in any of New
York’s 62 counties who receive a juror qualification questionnaire but do not meet the state’s juror eligibility
requirements to submit their responses online.  

For more information about jury service in New York, visit www.nyjuror.gov.

COURT PROGRAMS PROMOTE DIVERSITY, GENDER FAIRNESS

the new yorK state uniFied court systeM celeBrates diVersity and has a longstanding com-
mitment to equal employment 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. 
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The New York State Judicial Commission on Minorities works to foster racial diversity and cultural
sensitivity in the courts and throughout the legal profession. In 2010, the commission hosted a conference
at New York Law School to explore such issues as minority law school admissions, judicial diversity and the
over-representation of minorities in our foster care and criminal justice systems. Also this year, the commis-
sion held a reception honoring Governor David Paterson for his commitment to judicial diversity 
and met with each of New York’s four Appellate Department presiding justices to discuss efforts to 
promote judicial diversity at the appellate level. To learn more about the commission’s work, 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 collaborated
with the Lawyers Committee Against Domestic Violence to present a continuing legal education program
at Fordham Law School titled “When Strategies Collide: The Intersection of Domestic Violence with Mul-
tiple Legal Practices”; published a manual for judges and lawyers on human trafficking; provided assistance
to the courts’ statewide network of gender fairness committees on Domestic Violence Awareness Month
and Women’s History Month programs; and responded to litigants’ complaints. 

Visit the committee online at www.nycourts.gov/ip/womeninthecourts/index.shtml.

OUTREACH EFFORTS FOSTER UNDERSTANDING OF JUDICIAL SYSTEM

once again this year, the court systeM ParticiPated in outreach initiatiVes to raise awareness
about the benefits of mediation and other forms of alternative dispute resolution in appropriate cases, taking
part in the Media Settlement Day events traditionally held in October. Other 2010 court system outreach
efforts included a judicial panel presented at the Benjamin Cardozo School of Law to familiarize law students
and attorneys with the workings of New York’s domestic violence and IDV courts (p.7), and a court-theme
film festival held in Buffalo to spark minority students’ interest in the law and public service. For more 
information about the courts’ outreach initiatives, 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 ju-
dicial candidates and informs the public about judicial elections in New York State. In 2010, the center
fielded over 200 ethics-related inquiries from judicial candidates, conducted judicial campaign ethics training
for 200-plus candidates and updated the Judicial Campaign Ethics Handbook (available at
www.nycourts.gov/ip/jcec). The center’s 2010 online Judicial Candidate Voter Guide contained biogra-
phical information on more than 70 candidates for state-paid elective judicial office, receiving over 17,000
visitors in the period leading up to Election Day 2010. 

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. In 2010, the institute expanded its distance learning programming, with over 100 
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continuing judicial and legal education programs and related materials now available on the institute’s in-
tranet site. This year, for the first time, the annual judicial summer seminars were broadcast live online and
also recorded for later viewing on the internet. The institute also hosted several programs in 2010, including
a seminar on medicine for judges, part of a National Institutes of Health grant program, and kept up its
participation in the Advanced Science and Technology Adjudication Resource Program, a national initiative
funded by the U.S. Department of Justice to help prepare judges preside over cases involving complex sci-
entific issues. This marked the fourth year of the institute’s New York Legal Education Opportunity (LEO)
summer program, which guides minority and low-income college graduates toward success in law school.
Eighteen students completed the LEO program, entering law school in fall 2010. 

Visit the Judicial Institute online at www.nycourts.gov/ip/judicialinstitute/index.shtml.    

EMPLOYEE PROGRAMS OFFER PROFESSIONAL, PERSONAL GROWTH

in 2010, 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 super-
visors and managers, also offering computer training and other professional and personal development pro-
grams to all non-judicial employees. In addition, the New York State Court Officers Academy provided
in-service and weapons requalification training for the courts’ uniformed and non-uniformed officers.

OFFICE COORDINATES TRAINING, OTHER SERVICES FOR 

GUARDIANS, FIDUCIARIES

the oFFice oF guardian and Fiduciary serVices (gFs) continued its work as an educational and
informational resource to judges, attorneys, other professionals and lay people in the areas of guardianship
practice under Article 81 of the Mental Hygiene Law and court fiduciary appointments under Part 36 of
the Rules of the Chief Judge. In 2010, workshops were held in Kings, Queens, Nassau and New York counties
to teach lay guardians how to prepare the annual reports required by the court and obtain benefits for inca-
pacitated persons, with plans to extend these classes to more counties. Training for fiduciary clerks, guardian-
ship clerks and court appointees has been ongoing, with the GFS website updated to include news of
legislative developments, training opportunities and other information as well as a link to the Guardian As-
sistance Network, which offers training and other support to relatives and friends appointed by the court as
guardians under Article 81 of the New York State Mental Hygiene Law. 

For more information, visit www.nycourts.gov/ip/gfs/index.shtml. 

CONSTRUCTION, RENOVATION PROJECTS 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 financial assistance and guidance to local governments to help them
meet their facilities-related responsibilities. Amendments to the act have enhanced the state’s role, increasing
financial assistance to municipalities to build new courthouses and renovate existing ones. Among the projects
completed in 2010 were the multi-phase renovation of New York City Family Court in Manhattan; upgrades
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to the interior of the historic Franklin County Courthouse that include a new courtroom and elevator;
restoration of the historic Greene County courthouse, with updates that include a new entrance and elevator.
Progress continued on construction of the new Supreme and Criminal courthouse facility on Staten Island,
scheduled for completion in 2013, and on renovations to expand Kings County Supreme-Civil Court, Kings
County Criminal Court, Bronx County Supreme-Civil Court and Bronx County Family Court. Multi-
phase renovation projects at the historic Suffolk County Courthouse and Albany County Courthouse neared
completion this year, with work started on a new addition to the historic Alleghany County Courthouse.
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article Vi oF the state constitution specifies the organization and jurisdiction of the courts, es-
tablishes the methods for the selection and removal of judges and provides for administrative supervision

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 2010 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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New York’s highest court, the Court of Appeals 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 – 2010

County Courts acting as appellate tribunals; establishing rules governing attorney conduct; conducting proceedings 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 Justices are designated for five-year terms or the
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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 appeals
from civil and criminal cases originating in New York City’s Civil and Criminal Courts. In the Second De-
partment, 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 – 2010

TABLE 3 CASELOAD ACTIVITY IN THE APPELLATE TERMS – 2010
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FIGURE A TRIAL COURT FILINGS BY CASE TYPE – 2010

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

TRIAL COURTS

In 2010, 4,532,513 cases were filed statewide in the trial courts. Excluding parking tickets, filings 
totaled 4,381,709 — 40 percent of which were criminal filings, 40 percent civil filings, 17 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
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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 2010 there were 474,440 civil filings in Supreme Court, including 196,262 new cases, 232,560
ex parte applications and 45,618 uncontested matrimonial cases. A total of 461,519 matters reached dis-
position. 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).

FIGURE B SUPREME CIVIL DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION – 2010
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TABLE 5 SUPREME CRIMINAL & COUNTY COURT  – FELONY CASES 2010
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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. 

The performance standard for Family Court cases is disposition within 180 days of the commencement
of the proceeding, excluding periods when a case is not within the active management control of the court.
During the year, 92 percent of dispositions statewide were reached within the standard. 

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

TABLE 6 SURROGATE’S COURT FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS: 
PROCEEDINGS BY CASE TYPE – 2010 

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 2010, 1,561 claims were filed and 1,434 cases decided.
surrogate’s courts, located in every county of the state, hear 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 2010 filings and dispositions by
case type.

FaMily courts, located in every county of the state, hear matters involving children and families, in-
cluding adoption, guardianship, foster care approval and review, juvenile delinquency, family violence, child
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
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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
proceedings. They are appointed by the Mayor to 10-year terms. 

During 2010, 74 percent of the arrests were misdemeanors with 46 percent of all cases reaching dispo-
sition by plea. Another 37 percent were dismissed; 3 percent were sent to the grand jury; 13 percent were

TABLE 7 FAMILY & SUPREME COURT (IDV) a FILINGS & DISPOSITIONSb

BY TYPE OF PETITION – 2010 

TABLE 8 NEW YORK CITY CIVIL COURT: 
FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS BY CASE TYPE AND COUNTY – 2010 22,917
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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 in-
volving 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 2010 there were a total of 1,243,712 filings and 1,157,915 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. 

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

TABLE 9 NEW YORK CITY CRIMINAL COURT: 

FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS BY CASE TYPE AND COUNTY – 2010 

FIGURE C CITY & DISTRICT COURT FILINGS BY CASE TYPE – 2010
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TABLE 10 CITY AND DISTRICT COURTS: FILINGS BY CASE TYPE – 2010 

* Landlord-Tenant

*

total Filings 1,243,712



TH E N EW YOR K STATE U N I FI ED COU RT SYSTEM
Annual Report 2010

22

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 adMinis-

tration (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 serV-

ices purchases goods and services, procures contracts, processes revenues and manages accounts; the diVision

oF court oPerations provides support and guidance to trial court operations including 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 administrators in identifying grant
opportunities relating to the operational needs of the courts, also coordinating the submission of grant pro-
posals; the diVision oF huMan resources is responsible for personnel administration and the delivery
of professional development programs for non-judicial employees, also overseeing negotiations with the
court system’s labor unions and managing the courts’ workforce diversity program; the diVision oF tech-

nology 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 uni-
form policies and procedures to ensure the safety and accessibility of our state courthouses; counsel’s oF-

Fice 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 lo-
calities 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 at-
tainment 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 coordi-
nates communications and public education programs with other governmental entities, the public and the
bar. 
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FISCAL OvERvIEW

UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM 2010-2011 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, and then transmitted to the Governor for sub-
mission to the Legislature in accordance with Article VII, Section 1, of the State Constitution. 

Appropriations of $ 2.65 billion were approved by the Legislature for the State Judiciary for the 2010-
2011 fiscal year. 

REVENUES COLLECTED FOR THE YEAR 2010

in 2010 the court systeM collected Fines and Fees totaling aPProxiMately $517.1 Million.

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 convictions
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 $55 fee per name and date of
birth search (raised to $65 effective July 1, 2010). The revenue generated from each search request is allocated
as follows: $16 to the Office of Court Administration’s Judiciary Data Processing Offset Fund; $35 to the
Indigent Legal Services Fund; $9 to the Legal Services Fund; and $5 to the General Fund. In calendar year
2010, the Criminal History Search Unit received  $70,529,745 for criminal history record searches.

Under Section 468-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 $350 fee (raised to $375
effective September 1, 2010), 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 As-
sistance Funds; and the balance to the Attorney Licensing Fund to cover the cost of the Appellate Division
attorney admission and disciplinary programs. In calendar year 2010, the court system collected $45,071,926
in attorney registration fees. 



TH E N EW YOR K STATE U N I FI ED COU RT SYSTEM
Annual Report 2010

24

the oFFice oF counsel is the PrinciPal rePresentatiVe of the Unified Court System in the leg-
islative process, responsible for developing the Judiciary’s legislative program and providing the legislative

and executive branches with analyses and recommendations concerning legislative measures that may have
an impact on the courts and their administrative operations.  

The office drafts legislative measures to implement recommendations made by the Chief Judge in the
State of the Judiciary message as well as measures required by the Unified 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 staffs the Chief
Administrative Judge’s advisory committees on civil practice; criminal law and procedure; family law; estates
and trusts; and the local courts, which formulate legislative proposals in their respective areas.

During the 2010 legislative session, and with the assistance of the advisory committees, the Office of
Counsel prepared and submitted 32 measures for legislative consideration. Of these measures and measures
introduced in 2009 but not enacted into law that year, 17 were enacted into law. The office also furnished
Governor’s counsel with analyses and recommendations on 61 measures awaiting executive action.

MEASURES ENACTED INTO LAW IN 2010

chaPter 29 (Senate 4256/Assembly 8316) Adds a new section 3119 to the CPLR and amends section
3102 of such statute in relation to disclosure in New York in an action pending in another jurisdiction.  
Effective 1/1/11

chaPter 41 (Senate 5461-B/Assembly 7805-B)  Amends various provisions of the Consolidated Laws
in relation to the representation of children, principally by replacing the term “law guardian” with the term
“attorney for the child.”  Effective 4/14/10

chaPter 51 (Senate 6601-A/Assembly 9701-B)  Enacts the 2010-11 Judiciary Budget.  
Effective 4/1/10

chaPter 58 (Senate 6608-B/Assembly 9708-C)  Part F enacts the kinship guardianship assistance pro-
gram.  Effective 7/2/10

chaPter 64 (Senate 3682-A/Assembly 7899-A)  Amends section 4-1.2 of the Estates, Powers and Trusts
Law to clarify the way a non-marital child can establish status to inherit from his or her father.  Effective
4/28/10  

chaPter 65 (Senate 3680-A/Assembly 8394)  Amends the New York City Civil Court Act, the Uniform
District Court Act, the Uniform City Court Act and the Uniform Justice Court Act to grant jurisdiction in
those courts to entertain a declaratory judgment action commenced by a party aggrieved by an arbitration
award rendered solely pursuant to the fee dispute resolution program.  Effective 1/1/11

chaPter 179 (Senate 5963/Assembly 7961)  Amends section 390.20 of the CPL in relation to the filing
of a probation report for certain misdemeanor cases.  Effective 7/15/10

LEgISLATIvE UPDATE



TH E N EW YOR K STATE U N I FI ED COU RT SYSTEM
Annual Report 2010

25

chaPter 182 (Senate 5570-A/Assembly 8952)  Amends the Tax Law, Family Court Act, Domestic Re-
lations Law and Social Services Law to modify child support orders, employer reporting of new hires and
quarterly earnings, work experience programs and noncustodial earned income tax credit.  Effective 8/16/10

chaPter 329 (Senate 4532-A/Assembly 7569-A)  Amends the Domestic Relations Law in relation to
the payment of counsel and expert fees in matrimonial actions.  Effective 12/11/10

chaPter 342 (Senate 4388/Assembly 8504)  Amends the Family Court Act and the Social Services Law
in relation to trial discharges of youth in foster care and voluntary replacements of older adolescents in foster
care, to extend trial discharges at permanency hearings for successive periods of up to six months until youth
reach the age of 21, and to allow youth between 18-21 who have been discharged within 24 months to seek
leave to return voluntarily to foster care.  Effective 11/11/10

chaPter 343 (Senate 3868-A/Assembly 8524)  Amends provisions of the Family Court Act and the
Social Services Law to provide a process for a petition to restore previously terminated birth parents’ parental
rights under certain circumstances.  Effective 11/11/10

chaPter 421 (Senate 5421/Assembly 8505)  Amends section 352.3 of the Family Court Act to authorize
Family Court to issue orders of protection for the protection of witnesses. 
Effective 11/28/10

chaPter 427 (Senate 4536/Assembly 6922)  Amends section 5203 of the CPLR in relation to the en-
forcement of state court judgments.  Effective 8/30/10

chaPter 446 (Senate 8058/Assembly 11100)  Amends the Family Court Act and Domestic Relations
Law in relation to service of orders of protection, including applications to extend and petitions for violations
of orders of protection and temporary orders of protection in Family Court.  Effective 8/30/10

chaPter 510 (Senate 2852/Assembly 10773)  Amends section 17 of the Public Officers Law to entitle
persons who serve in the New York City Civil Court Housing Part’s guardian ad litem program to defense
and indemnification.  Effective 9/17/10

chaPter 511 (Senate 3681/Assembly 6786)  Amends section 5-1705 of the General Obligations Law in
relation to the procedure for obtaining court approval for the transfer of a structured settlement.  Effective
1/1/2011

chaPter 528 (Senate 7806-A/Assembly 10987-B)  Continues and expands New York’s program for use
of electronic means for the filing of certain papers in civil litigation in Supreme Court and other courts.  Ef-
fective retroactively to 9/1/09
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RULES OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR (CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE) ADDED

OR AMENDED DURING 2010

section 100.6(B)(5) of the rules goVerning Judicial conduct was added, effective March 24, 2010,
to clarify the scope of practice by partners and associates of part-time judges temporarily assigned to serve
in another court.

sections 118.1 (e) and 118.1 (g) of the rules oF the chieF adMinistrator oF the courts were
amended to alter the contents of the attorney registration form in several respects.

section 118.1(g) of the rules oF the chieF adMinistrator was amended, effective 
September 1, 2010, to increase the biennial attorney registration fee to $375.

sections 127.4; 202.16; 205.4; 205.5; 205.16; 205.17; 205.26; 205.28; 205.49; 205.50; 205.52;

205.53; 205.64; 205.67; 205.80; and 205.81 of the rules oF the chieF adMinistratiVe Judge were
amended, effective October 5, 2010, to substitute the term “attorney for the child” in place of “law guardian.”

section 127.7 of the rules oF the chieF adMinistrator oF the courts was promulgated, effective
April 1, 2010, to set forth the workload requirements of attorneys and law offices providing representation
to indigent clients in criminal matters pursuant to Article 18-B of the County Law in New York City.

section 150.5(F) of the rules oF the chieF adMinistrator oF the courts, and a new Section (C)
of Appendix A to Part 150 of the Rules of the Chief Administrator of the Courts, were promulgated, effective
March 24, 2010, to permit use of a “highly qualified” ranking by Independent Judicial Election Qualification
Commissions in the Fourth Judicial Department.

section 202.5(d) of the uniForM ciVil rules For the suPreMe and county courts was added,
effective January 12, 2010, to set forth the circumstances under which clerks may refuse to accept papers
presented for filing in civil actions and proceedings. 

section 202.5-B of the Uniform rules For the suPreMe and county courts was amended, effective
April 26, 2010, to describe various aspects of consensual electronic filing in the Supreme Court.

section 202.5-BB of the uniForM rules For the suPreMe and county courts was adopted, ef-
fective April 26, 2010, to describe requirements of mandatory electronic filing of actions in the Supreme
Court.

section 202.12 (B) of the uniForM rules For the new yorK state trial courts was amended,
effective July 27, 2010, to require an understanding by counsel, at a preliminary conference, of their client’s
technological systems for purposes of addressing electronic discovery.

section 202.12-a of the uniForM ciVil rules For the suPreMe and county courts was amended,
effective February 13. 2010, addressing various aspects of settlement conferences in residential mortgage
foreclosure actions. 
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section 202.12-a(F) of the uniForM rules For the new yorK state trial courts was added, ef-
fective December 17, 2010, to provide for the filing of affidavits and affirmations confirming the accuracy
of papers filed in residential mortgage foreclosure actions.

section 202.16-a of the uniForM ciVil rules oF the suPreMe and county courts was amended,
effective September 1, 2009, nunc pro tunc, to provide for continued receipt of payments from pension
plans and other retirement accounts under automatic orders in matrimonial actions. 

section 202.16(K) of the uniForM rules oF the suPreMe and county courts was amended, ef-
fective October 5, 2010, to address required allegations in motions for alimony, maintenance, counsel fees
pendente lite, and child support.

section 202.70(a) of the uniForM ciVil rules oF the suPreMe and county courts was amended,
effective July 1, 2010, to increase the monetary threshold for actions before the Commercial Division of the
Supreme Court, Westchester County, to $100,000.

rule 1 oF section 202.70 (g) of the uniForM rules For the new yorK state trial courts

(Rules of Practice for the Commercial Division) was amended, effective July 27, 2010, to require an under-
standing by counsel, at a preliminary conference, of their client’s technological systems for purposes of ad-
dressing electronic discovery.

sections 206.21(c)-(J) of the uniForM rules oF the court oF claiMs were amended and renum-
bered, effective April 23, 2010, to address requirements of expert reports in appropriation claims.

section 206.1(d)(2) of the uniForM rules oF the court oF claiMs was amended, effective April
23, 2010, to change the mailing address of the office of the clerk. 
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