THE JUDICIARY
INTRODUCTION
THE UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM
The Judiciary is one of the three branches of New York State Government. Article VI of
the State Constitution establishes a Unified Court System, defines the organization and
jurisdiction of the courts and provides for the administrative supervision of the courts by a
Chief Administrator on behalf of the Chief Judge of the State of New York.
The objectives of the Judiciary are to: (1) provide a forum for the peaceful, fair and prompt
resolution of civil claims and family disputes, criminal charges and charges of juvenile
delinquency, disputes between citizens and their government, and challenges to government
actions; (2) supervise the administration of estates of decedents, consider adoption petitions,
and preside over matters involving the dissolution of marriages; (3) provide legal protection
for children, mentally ill persons and others entitled by law to the special protection of the
courts; and (4) regulate the admission of lawyers to the Bar and their conduct and discipline.
The New York State court system is one of the largest and busiest in the Western World.
It consists of over 1,200 state-paid judges, 2,200 town and village justices and nearly 15,000
nonjudicial employees. Pursuant to the Unified Court Budget Act, the cost of operating the
Unified Court System, excluding town and village courts, is borne by the State.

STRUCTURE AND JURISDICTION OF THE COURTS
The Unified Court System is structured as follows:

APPELLATE COURTS

TRIAL COURTS
OF SUPERIOR
JURISDICTION

TRIAL COURTS
OF LIMITED
JURISDICTION

Court of Appeals
Appellate Divisions of the Supreme Court
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Court
County Courts (acting as appellate courts)
Statewide:
Supreme Court
Court of Claims
Family Court
Surrogate’s Court
Outside New York City:
County Court
New York City:
Criminal Court
Civil Court
Outside New York City:
City Courts
District Courts
Town Courts*
Village Courts*
*Locally funded courts
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The jurisdiction of each court is established by Article VI of the Constitution or by statute.
The courts of original jurisdiction, or trial courts, hear cases in the first instance, and the
appellate courts hear and determine appeals from the decisions of the trial courts.
The Court of Appeals, the State’s highest court, hears cases on appeal from the other
appellate courts and, in some instances, from the courts of original jurisdiction. In most
cases, its review is limited to questions of law. The Court also reviews determinations of the
Commission on Judicial Conduct.
There are four Appellate Divisions of the Supreme Court, one in each of the State’s four
judicial departments. The Appellate Divisions hear appeals concerning civil and criminal
cases. In the First and Second Departments, Appellate Terms have been established to hear
appeals in criminal and civil cases determined in the Criminal and Civil Courts of the City of
New York and civil and criminal cases determined in district, city, town, and village courts
outside the City. In the Third and Fourth Departments, appeals from city, town and village
courts are heard initially in the appropriate County Court.
The Supreme Court, which functions in each of the State’s 12 judicial districts, is a trial
court of unlimited, original jurisdiction, but it generally hears cases outside the jurisdiction of
other courts. It exercises its civil jurisdiction statewide; in the City of New York and some
other parts of the State, it also exercises jurisdiction over felony charges.
The Court of Claims is a statewide court having jurisdiction over claims for money
damages against the State. Certain Judges of the Court of Claims; i.e., Judges appointed
pursuant to paragraphs (b), (d), and (e) of subdivision 2 of section 2 of the Court of Claims
Act, are assigned temporarily to the Supreme Court, primarily as trial justices in the criminal
terms.
There are three county-level superior courts. The County Court is established in each
county outside the City of New York. It is authorized to handle the prosecution of crimes
committed within the county, although in practice, arraignments and other preliminary
proceedings on felonies, misdemeanors and minor offenses are handled by courts of limited
jurisdiction while the County Court presides over felony trials and supervises the Grand Jury.
The County Court also has limited jurisdiction in civil cases, with authority to entertain those
involving amounts up to $25,000.
The Family Court is established in each county and in the City of New York. It has
jurisdiction over matters involving children and families. Its caseload consists largely of
proceedings involving support of dependent relatives, juvenile delinquency, child protection,
persons in need of supervision, review and approval of foster-care placements, paternity
determinations, and family offenses.
The Surrogate’s Court is established in every county and hears cases involving the affairs
of decedents, including the probate of wills and the administration of estates. Family Court
and Surrogate’s Court have concurrent jurisdiction in adoption proceedings.
The Civil Court of the City of New York tries civil cases involving amounts up to $25,000
and other civil matters referred to it by the Supreme Court (pursuant to section 325 of the
CPLR). It includes a Housing Part for landlord-tenant matters and housing code violations. It
also includes a Small Claims Part and a Commercial Small Claims Part for matters not
exceeding $3,000. The Criminal Court of the City of New York has jurisdiction over
misdemeanors and violations. Judges of the Criminal Court also act as arraigning
magistrates and conduct preliminary hearings in felony cases.
There are four kinds of courts of limited jurisdiction outside the City of New York: District
(established in Nassau County and in the five western towns of Suffolk County), City, Town
and Village Courts. All have jurisdiction over minor criminal matters. They also have
jurisdiction over minor civil matters, including small claims and summary proceedings,
although their monetary ceilings vary: $15,000 in District and City Courts, and $3,000 in
Town and Village Courts.
The civil courts of limited jurisdiction in 31 counties are making use of compulsory
arbitration with lawyer arbitrators to resolve minor civil disputes, that is, civil actions where the
amount sought is $6,000 or less in courts outside the City of New York and $10,000 or less in
courts in the City.
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ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE OF THE UNIFIED COURT
SYSTEM
Section 28 of Article VI of the State Constitution provides that the Chief Judge of the Court
of Appeals is the Chief Judge of the State and its chief judicial officer. The Chief Judge
appoints a Chief Administrator of the Courts (who is called the Chief Administrative Judge of
the Courts if the appointee is a judge) with the advice and consent of the Administrative
Board of the Courts. The Administrative Board consists of the Chief Judge, as chair, and the
Presiding Justices of the four Appellate Divisions of the Supreme Court.
The Chief Judge establishes statewide standards and administrative policies after
consultation with the Administrative Board of the Courts and promulgates them after approval
by the Court of Appeals.
The Chief Administrative Judge, on behalf of the Chief Judge, is responsible for
supervising the administration and operation of the trial courts and for establishing and
directing an administrative office for the courts, called the Office of Court Administration
(OCA). In this task, the Chief Administrative Judge is assisted by two Deputy Chief
Administrative Judges, who supervise the day-to-day operations of the trial courts in New
York City and in the rest of the State, respectively; a Deputy Chief Administrative Judge for
Justice Initiatives, a Deputy Chief Administrative Judge for Management Support, who
supervises the operations of the units that compose the Office of Management Support; a
Deputy Chief Administrative Judge for Court Operations and Planning, and a Counsel, who
directs the legal and legislative work of the Counsel’s Office.
The Office of Management Support consists of eight operational divisions, with overall
policy guidance and management directed by the Chief Administrative Judge, assisted by the
Deputy Chief Administrative Judge for Management Support. The Division of Human
Resources is responsible for the administration of the Unified Court System’s workforce
diversity programs; labor management relations; career development services; employee
benefits administration; and a broad range of personnel services dealing with job
classification, compensation and examination issues. The Division of Financial Management
coordinates the preparation and implementation of the Judiciary budget and is responsible for
payroll processing as well as for promulgation of fiscal policies and procedures; revenue and
expenditure monitoring, control and reporting; and the coordination of the fiscal aspects of the
Court Facilities Aid Program. The Division of Technology is responsible for the development,
implementation and oversight of all central and local automation and telecommunication
services which support court operations and administrative functions. The Division of Legal
Information and Records Management is responsible for overseeing all of the Judiciary’s
automated and printed media legal reference services and for coordination of records
retention and management programs. The Division of Court Operations provides centralized
support for day-to-day court operations through its oversight of streamlining initiatives,
procedural manual development and training programs, and alternative dispute resolution
programs.
The services provided by these operational divisions are further supplemented by a
Public Affairs Office which coordinates communications with other governmental entities, the
press, public and bar. The Office of Court Research compiles UCS workload statistics for the
courts, management and the public and conducts operational improvement studies. The
Administrative Services Office provides a broad range of general support services to the
courts including, but not limited to, central accounting and revenue management; attorney
registration administration, centralized procurement, supply and printing, and professional
development. The Education and Training Office administers educational programs and
oversees the operation of the Judicial Training Institute at Pace University. The Office of
Public Safety administers the Judiciary’s court security and disaster preparedness activities.
Finally, an Office of Internal Affairs, reporting directly to the Chief Administrative Judge,
conducts internal audits and investigations to support the attainment of management’s long
term goals and priorities.
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Counsel’s Office prepares and analyzes legislation, represents the Unified Court System
in litigation, and provides various other forms of legal assistance to the Chief Administrative
Judge.
Responsibility for on-site management of the trial courts and agencies is vested with the
Administrative Judges. Upstate, in each of the eight judicial districts established outside the
City of New York, there is a District Administrative Judge who is responsible for all courts and
agencies operating within the judicial district. In the City of New York, Administrative Judges
supervise each of the major trial courts, and the Deputy Chief Administrative Judge provides
for management of the complex of courts and court agencies within the City. The
Administrative Judges manage not only court caseload, but are responsible as well for
general administrative functions including personnel and budget administration and all fiscal
procedures.
The Appellate Divisions are responsible for the administration and management of their
respective courts, and of the several Appellate Auxiliary Operations: Candidate Fitness,
Attorney Discipline, Assigned Counsel, Law Guardians, and Mental Hygiene Legal Service.

Unified Court System
Administrative Structure
CHIEF JUDGE OF THE
STATE OF NEW YORK

COURT OF APPEALS

ADMINISTRATIVE
BOARD

COUNSEL
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE
JUDGE OF THE COURTS

INSPECTOR
GENERAL

PRESIDING
JUSTICES

INTERNAL
AFFAIRS

DEPUTY CHIEF
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE
FOR
JUSTICE INITIATIVES

DEPUTY CHIEF
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE
FOR COURTS
WITHIN NEW YORK CITY

DEPUTY CHIEF
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE
FOR COURTS
OUTSIDE NEW YORK CITY

ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGES

ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGES

CIVIL COURT
CRIMINAL COURT
FAMILY COURT
SUPREME COURTS
-NY CIVIL TERM
-NY CRIMINAL TERM
-2ND DISTRICT
-11TH DISTRICT
-12TH DISTRICT
SURROGATE COURTS
NYC COUNTY CLERKS
LAW LIBRARIES
COMMUNITY COURTS
DRUG TREATMENT COURTS

COURT OF CLAIMS
3RD DISTRICT
4TH DISTRICT
5TH DISTRICT
6TH DISTRICT
7TH DISTRICT
8TH DISTRICT
9TH DISTRICT
10TH NASSAU COUNTY
10TH SUFFOLK COUNTY
JURY COMMISSIONERS
LAW LIBRARIES
CITY, TOWN AND VILLAGE
RESOURCE CENTER
DRUG TREATMENT COURTS

DEPUTY CHIEF
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE
FOR
MANAGEMENT SUPPORT
COURT OPERATIONS
-LEGAL RESOURCES
-RECORDS MANAGEMENT
-ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE
RESOLUTION
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
-BUDGET AND FINANCE
-PAYROLL SERVICES
HUMAN RESOURCES
-EMPLOYEE RELATIONS
-JUDICIARY BENEFITS
-PERSONNEL
-PROFESSIONAL DEVELOP.
-WORKFORCE DIVERSITY
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
COMMUNICATIONS
COURT FACILITIES
COURT RESEARCH
EDUCATION AND TRAINING
PUBLIC AFFAIRS
PUBLIC SAFETY
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
THE COURT SYSTEM’S RESPONSE TO THE STATE’S FISCAL
CHALLENGES
The Judiciary’s budget request for fiscal year 2004-2005 carefully and appropriately
balances the courts’ need for the resources necessary to fulfill their Constitutional mandate
and the need to respond to the State’s precarious economic condition. Recognizing the
State’s continuing fiscal problems, this budget – like the budget for 2003-2004 – seeks no
additional nonjudicial positions. Moreover, the proposed budget seeks no funding for half of
the positions left vacant from the early retirement program of last year, and leaves unfunded
more than 500 positions that the court system is authorized to fill.
The request for Court Operations-General Fund is $1.36 billion, an increase of 1.26
percent, following a year in which the court system’s ever increasing caseload rose by 4.8
percent. The increase is less than statutory and other mandated increases. This modest
increase is made possible by the cost savings actions and case management improvements
that courts across the State have implemented. The most substantial savings come from
reduced salary costs, the result of a strict vacancy control program that for the past 23
months has carefully monitored the level of nonjudicial staffing. In addition, the courts have
reduced overtime expenditures and significantly limited equipment, travel and other operating
costs.
As a result of these and other cost savings measures, the court system will be able to
attain a cost savings of approximately $20 million for 2004-2005. These savings will allow the
Judiciary to offset much of the mandated increased costs for fiscal year 2004-05. Absorbing
these mandated cost increases through operational efficiencies represents a commitment by
the court system to meet the challenges posed by the State’s fiscal condition while still
providing timely and fair justice to the public.

COURT SYSTEM INNOVATIONS – IMPROVED JUSTICE, SAFER
SOCIETY, LOWER COSTS
The New York Judiciary has earned a reputation as a national leader in developing
improved and more effective means of providing justice. Over the past decade, the court
system has implemented case processing innovations in civil, criminal and family courts, and
established specialized drug treatment courts, domestic violence courts, and community
courts throughout the State.
Experience has proven that these problem-solving courts provide better results on a
case-by-case basis. There is now also empirical evidence that these courts generate
significant savings to governments at all levels by addressing the underlying social, health
and other problems that generate much of the court system’s workload.

DRUG TREATMENT COURTS
A recently-released study of New York’s Drug Treatment Court Program proves the
success of the problem-solving approach. In drug courts, non-violent, drug-addicted
offenders participate in judicially-monitored drug treatment, as an alternative to incarceration.
Since 1995, specialized drug court parts have grown from only a few in NYC and major
upstate urban courts to over 100 court programs that now serve urban and rural
communities in nearly every county. Next year the court system will complete the
implementation of the statewide drug court initiative, with a treatment court program available
to provide services in every county. The goal is to end drug dependence and the resulting
cycle of addiction and criminal activity.
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An exhaustive study, funded by the U.S. Department of Justice and produced by the
Center for Court Innovation, demonstrates that Drug Treatment Courts work. Specifically, the
study found that these courts reduced the post-program recidivism rate by an average of 32
percent during the one year period after completion of the program. Research also showed
that for the six oldest programs in New York, participation in drug courts reduced recidivism in
all locations as compared to conventional case processing. The study also showed a direct
correlation between the seriousness of the charge and drug court retention – defendants
facing more serious charges (and, therefore, longer prison terms) were shown to be more
likely to remain in the drug court program. The study also showed that graduates of drug
treatment programs are less likely to recidivate, and that judge-supervised treatment
programs produce higher retention and graduation rates than traditional treatment programs.
The study thus vindicates the main premise of drug treatment courts – court-supervised
intervention greatly increases the chances that an addict will remain in and successfully
complete treatment – demonstrating the effectiveness of drug courts in breaking the cycle of
criminality and addiction. With over 18,000 individuals in New York having participated in
drug court programs since its inception, the sharp reduction in recidivism will save many
millions of dollars just in reduced incarceration costs. There are, in addition, other significant
cost savings when an addict is rehabilitated, including foster care, public assistance and other
social services costs.
The court system budget seeks to continue this problem-solving approach to resolving
disputes and to integrate successful programs into the mainstream of court operations.
Among the other successful problem-solving programs continued in this budget plan are:

COMMUNITY COURTS
Community Courts work closely with members of communities affected by crime on the
local level and feature restitution and treatment programs that seek to address the needs of
victims, offenders and the community. Community Courts use a variety of mechanisms for
involving the community in the criminal justice process, including public restitution projects,
community mediation, victim-offender panels, use of treatment and social service
interventions and input from neighborhood leaders through advisory panels and other
participatory processes.
There are three community courts operating in New York City, and community court
programs operate in the Nassau District Court and Syracuse City Court. In New York City,
the Midtown Community Court provides supervised community service sanctions and
resources for defendants to end the cycle of criminal behavior. The community court in the
Red Hook Justice Center is a multi-jurisdictional court handling Criminal, Family and Housing
matters and providing an array of services to restore community safety and quality of life. The
third court, the Harlem Community Justice Center, offers a coordinated response to youth
crime and housing issues.

INTEGRATED DOMESTIC VIOLENCE (IDV) COURTS
IDV Courts follow the “one Family, one Judge” model, in which one judge presides over
all Criminal, Family, and Supreme Court matters involving the same parties. This
administrative response to the complex trial court structure in New York State allows one
judge to address related family problems in a comprehensive manner. The IDV courts not
only eliminate artificial jurisdictional barriers, thereby simplifying the process for litigants, but
they also lower court operational costs by eliminating overlap and delay among related cases
that IDV courts handle together. The new IDV division has developed case-management
and community-service coordination methods that enhance protection of victims of domestic
violence and increase offender accountability.
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IDV Courts operate in six counties. By the end of 2003, five new model IDV Courts will
begin operation: Richmond (2nd JD), Clinton, Franklin, and Essex Counties (4th JD), Tompkins
County: City of Ithaca (6th JD), Erie County: City of Buffalo (8th JD), and Queens County (11th
JD). Additional sites will be added next fiscal year to achieve the goal of at least one IDV
court in each judicial district of the state by the end of 2004.

COURT RESTRUCTURING
The innovations discussed above are administrative attempts to work within the confines
of the existing trial court structure. Simplification of this structure through Constitutional
amendment remains the highest priority for the court system.
The New York State Constitution provides for one of the most complex court system
structures in the nation. New York’s trial court system consists of eleven separate courts –
the Supreme Court, the Court of Claims, the County Court, the Family Court, the Surrogate’s
Court, the New York City Civil and Criminal Courts, the District Courts on Long Island, the
City Courts outside of New York City and the Town and Village Justice Courts. This complex
structure produces many inefficiencies. The complexity of the current court structure is also
confusing to litigants and can be a barrier to ensuring access to justice and promoting trust
and confidence in the judicial system.
The Unified Court System’s restructuring proposal addresses these problems by
reconfiguring the nine State-funded trial courts (i.e., all trial courts except the Town and
Village Courts) into a three-tiered structure, consisting of a Supreme Court, a Surrogate’s
Court and a District Court. In addition, the Court System’s proposal gives the Supreme Court
responsibility for presiding over most domestic violence cases, and enhances the Court’s
ability to hear these cases along with matrimonial and other related cases involving the
parties.
A simplified and consolidated structure will also result in substantial savings for the
taxpayers of the State of New York because it is more efficient and less expensive to run a
court system with three trial courts than a system with nine courts. Savings will be realized by
the public and litigants from streamlined courts that try related cases before a single judge in
a single court. An analysis, which considered both the savings and costs of restructuring the
trial courts, identifies a cost savings potential of $131 million in the first five years of trial court
operation under the new organizational structure.

SAFETY AND SECURITY
Like all public entities, the New York State courts are aware of the importance of meeting
safety and security needs of the public. Security-related expenses now account for over
$300 million, or about 20 percent, of the Judiciary budget.
Over the past year, the court system has continued to systematically upgrade court
security and improve emergency preparedness. Improvements have been made through
reallocated and increased levels of security staffing and through the use of enhanced
equipment and technology. At many courthouses additional magnetometer and x-ray
scanning systems and other electronic security systems have been installed. These staffing
and equipment improvements, combined with new policies and procedures, are ensuring
thorough and careful screening of those entering court facilities. The court system also is
implementing changes to court facility access and design standards to accommodate new
building safety and security requirements. Additionally, each court has developed
comprehensive emergency preparedness and recovery plans. Such plans are essential for
the protection of the public and the courts and to ensure the continuation of crucial functions
in times of crisis.
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OTHER PRIORITIES
The proposed Judiciary budget also continues funding to support a number of other court
system priorities including:

ACCESS TO JUSTICE
The Unified Court System has developed a statewide strategy to improve access to
justice. Access efforts reflect numerous actions and initiatives ranging from enlarging jury
pools to providing assistance to self-represented litigants. Access also means making sure
that people receive fair and equal treatment by the justice system regardless of their
economic status. Too often those with limited resources do not have access to the justice
system. Thus, the court system remains committed to providing services at convenient times
in the community, with satellite courts, night court parts to meet the needs of working families,
expanded mediation and alternative dispute resolution programs, and services to selfrepresented litigants within the courthouses. The court system has also created an Access to
Justice Center to concentrate on promoting ideas to improve the delivery of services and on
identifying permanent funding sources, programs and legislation that will ensure meaningful
access to justice for all civil litigants.
A major impediment to access to justice has been removed with passage of new hourly
rates for New York’s court-appointed attorneys. The provisions of Chapter 62 of the Laws of
2003 increased the rates of compensation to $75 per hour for representation of criminal
defendants charged with a felony and for representation of indigent adults and children in
Family Court to $60 per hour for non-felony criminal representation. The new law also
necessitated the creation of the Indigent Legal Services Fund, through which the UCS and
local governments will be reimbursed for the increased representation costs. These new
hourly rates take effect on January 1, 2004. The adoption of these rate increases, especially
in this difficult fiscal climate, is an acknowledgment of the critical importance of adequate
compensation for legal representation in Criminal and Family matters.
Community education and outreach is also a central component of the Judiciary’s access
to justice efforts. Outreach to the public has involved a variety of programs and educational
efforts, including development of the court system’s new Web site that has been created to
provide 24-hour access to vital court information.
The redesigned site –
http://www.nycourts.gov – also features a Court Help page with easy to understand
information for the self-represented about the courts. The new Web site also acts as a portal
linking the public to web pages of individual courts and to information about court programs,
jury service, career opportunities and attorney registration. Important diversity initiatives also
will continue in the coming fiscal year to improve access to justice and are included in the
Judiciary’s budget request. One of the key diversity initiatives for the coming year is the yearlong fellowship program for law school graduates interested in pursuing careers in court
system public service. Also, the court system will continue its Justiceworks program which
specifies the various resources and services available to court users and outlines a strategy
for eliminating barriers to justice in New York.

CIVIL JUSTICE
The Comprehensive Civil Justice Program was initiated to move civil cases through the
system more efficiently by means of more active court management of cases. This program
has been instrumental in reducing the pending inventory of trial-ready cases to the lowest
level in many years. Efforts continue on greater attention to getting cases ready for trial,
ensuring case milestones are met in a timely fashion. The program features technological
innovations, including pilot locations for the electronic filing of court papers.
Designating cases as expedited, standard or complex and active standards and goals
compliance monitoring by the court also plays an important role in ensuring timely case
processing. For Supreme Court civil matters, three standards are used to measure the length
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of time from case filing to disposition. The first, or “pre-note” standard, measures the time
from filing the Request for Judicial Intervention to filing the trial note of issue. The second, or
“note” standard, measures the time from filing the trial note of issue to disposition. The third,
or “overall” standard, covers the entire period from filing of the RJI to disposition.
Expedited cases must meet the first standard within 8 months, the second within 15
months and the third within 23 months. Standard cases (which include most tort and contract
matters) must meet the first standard within 12 months, the second within 15 months, and the
third within 27 months. Complex cases (e.g., medical malpractice cases) must meet the first
standard within 15 months, the second within an additional 15 months, and the third within 30
months.
Specialized parts for specific case types have proven successful, including commercial
parts, matrimonial parts, motor vehicle parts, and dedicated parts for cases in which New
York City is a defendant. The use of specialized parts will continue with appropriate support.
In matrimonial parts, for example, the addition of social workers to assist families in
addressing related custody and visitation disputes has improved the quality and the
timeliness of the case resolution. For commercial cases, the Commercial Division operates in
Albany, New York, Erie, Monroe, Nassau, Suffolk and Westchester County Supreme Courts.

COURT TECHNOLOGY
Technology continues to play a central role in allowing the Judiciary to effectively manage
and process its high-volume caseloads and in improving public access to court information.
The Statewide intranet (CourtNet) provides the technology, intranet web-based information
and applications that support automated case management, administrative functions and
internal communications through e-mail and video-conferencing. The court system has also
used its technology network to facilitate Internet access by the public to vital court information.
The court system’s automation program will continue investments in a number of ongoing
projects to upgrade and modernize centralized computer operations and to replace basic
office and courtroom technology such as desktop computers, servers, network devices,
storage systems and printers. This budget request also reflects annual funding for these
projects and new State supported bond funding authorization to finance certain hardware
and software equipment replacements and upgrades. This combination of base budget and
State supported bond funding will ensure the reliability and efficiency of operations statewide.
Among the critical automation services that will be maintained through the resources
proposed in this budget are the maintenance of CourtNet, the court system’s statewide
intranet system; continued development of the court system’s Universal Case Management
System to replace existing automated and manual case processing applications; and design
of a case management application for the 2,300 Town and Village Courts and for specialized
drug treatment courts, domestic violence courts and community courts.
As part of the court system’s automation program, efforts also will continue to streamline
and improve human resource information applications and processes. The budget request
continues funding for the human resource and timekeeping applications that were
recommended as part of the recently completed comprehensive human resource business
process analysis. The uniform automated timekeeping system, now in the implementation
phase, will streamline time and leave functions. Funding will also support work to design and
implement new automated systems to support various other personnel functions including
position management, employee histories, leave management and regulatory records
requirements.

TOWN AND VILLAGE COURTS
The Justice Court Assistance Program, enacted by the Legislature during the 1999
session, provides financial assistance for various purposes, including automation, training for
judges and court staff, purchasing of legal reference materials, and improvement of court
facilities. Magistrates Associations, which represent town and village justices, also may apply
for funds to be used toward judicial training programs. In the current fiscal year, the Unified
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Court System will disburse $500,000 in grants to these local courts across the state. Funding
for grants will be capped at a maximum of $20,000 for any one court or association. The
grants being made available under the program will supplement local funding to address
specific needs, such as automation and training of court personnel. This initiative is intended
to increase the efficiency of Town and Village Court operations and enhance the
administration of justice on a local level. The proposed budget for the Judiciary continues
funding for this program of grant assistance at the current year level.

COURT SYSTEM WORKLOAD
The court system is handling record level caseloads. In 2002, there were 3,568,074 new
cases filed in the trial courts of the Unified Court System, excluding traffic and parking cases,
an increase of over 850,000 filings, or 32 percent, since 1993.
Filings and dispositions in 2002, by case type, were as follows:

Trial Court Filings
by Case Type - 2002

Family
20%
Superior Criminal
1%

Lower Criminal
31%

Surrogate's
4%

Supreme Civil/
Court of Claims
14%
Lower Civil, Small and
Commercial Claims
30%

440

JUDICIARY
CRIMINAL CASES
Criminal Term of Supreme and County Courts
●
●

Felony Filings - 53,274
Felony Dispositions - 56,127

Felony Dispositions
by Type of Disposition - 2002

Other
1%
Dismissals
7%

Guilty Pleas
87%

Verdicts
5%

Criminal Court of the City of New York
●
●
●
●

Filings (arrest cases) - 324,679
Dispositions (arrest cases) - 325,193
Filings (summons cases) - 473,748
Dispositions (summons cases) - 339,792

City and District Courts Outside New York City
●
●

Filings - 289,982
Dispositions - 281,461
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CIVIL CASES
Civil Term of Supreme Court
Civil Actions
●
●

Filings - 422,022
Dispositions - 432,136

Small Claims Assessment Review Program (SCAR)
●
●

Filings - 51,218
Dispositions - 66,656

Supreme Civil New Case Filings
by Case Type - 2002
Motor Vehicle
24%
Other
31%

Medical Malpractice
2%

Tax Certiorari
8%
Contested
Matrimonials
9%

Other Tort
17%

Contract
9%
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NYC Civil Court Filings
by Case Type - 2002
Commercial Claims
1%

Small Claims
5%

Civil Actions
44%

Housing
50%

Civil Court of the City of New York
Civil Actions
●
●

Filings - 339,564
Dispositions - 150,114

Small Claims/Commercial Claims
●
●

Filings - 45,520
Dispositions - 47,097

Housing Court
●
●

Filings - 385,593
Dispositions - 304,546

City and District Courts Outside New York City
Civil Actions
●
●

Filings - 153,013
Dispositions - 116,676

Small Claims/Commercial Claims
●
●

Filings - 49,729
Dispositions - 50,114
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Landlord/Tenant
●
●

Filings - 80,682
Dispositions - 77,527

County Courts
●
●

Filings - 25,978
Dispositions - 26,124

Court of Claims
●
●

Filings - 1,826
Dispositions - 2,000

Arbitration Program
●
●

Filings - 18,622
Dispositions - 17,397

Family Court Filings
by Case Type - 2002
JD/DF
3%

Other*
2%

Custody
24%

Support Related
49%
PINS
2%
Child Protective
9%
Termination of
Parental Rights
2%

Family Offense
8%

Adoption
1%

*Includes Guardianship, Foster Care, Physically Handicapped, Consent to Marry, and Other.

Family Courts
●
●

Filings - 712,726
Dispositions - 708,131
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Surrogate’s Courts
●
●

Filings - 158,520
Dispositions - 127,816

Surrogate’s Court Filings
Proceedings by Case Type - 2002
Adoption
2%

Estate Tax
1%

Guardian/Conser.
17%

Probate
30%

Miscellaneous
9%

Administration
10%
Accounting/
Inter Vivos Trust
20%

Voluntary Admin.
11%
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2004-05 JUDICIARY BUDGET REQUEST
The budget request for the Judiciary General Fund Court and Agency Operations for
fiscal year 2004-2005 is $1.36 billion, a 1.26 percent increase over the current year. The All
Funds Court and Agency portion of the request, including the General Fund as well as
Special Revenue and Federal Funds, is $1.45 billion, a 2.7 percent increase over the current
year fiscal appropriation of $1.41 billion.
The Unified Court System continues to strive for efficiencies and economies in all aspects
of court and agency operations. These initiatives are manifested in this budget request in the
form of real savings to offset much of the increase in costs mandated for fiscal 2004-05. The
$16.9 million General Fund Operations increase is actually far less than the mandatory
increases of more than $28 million for next fiscal year; in fact, the cost for the continuation of
salary increments as required by statute alone ($17.4 million) exceeds the overall requested
increase. This is possible by attaining real savings of almost $20 million from the continuation
of a strict vacancy control and position management program, elimination of all but essential
travel, consolidation of sites for required judicial and nonjudicial training, restrictions on
purchasing, and using the resultant savings to offset a significant portion of the mandated
costs.
The budget request includes full funding for all authorized judicial positions and funding for
targeted nonjudicial positions. The personal service request also includes funding for salary
increments for eligible nonjudicial employees pursuant to statute. Adjustments are also
reflected for certificated justices and staff changes and annualization of costs for security and
drug treatment court positions that were partially funded in the current year. In nonpersonal
service, funds provide for jury per diem payments consistent with projected workload levels;
legal reference materials and electronic research services at contractually agreed to rates;
contractual security services with increases related to collective bargaining agreements for
locally provided security; judicial hearing officer support, and other requisite per diem
payments for trial-related services; finance payments for prior year equipment financing
programs; and other necessary support for basic costs such as office supplies, telephones,
space and equipment rentals associated with the day-to-day operations of the courts and
court-related agencies. Judicial education and training programs for court administrators and
employees are also continued to improve the quality of justice.

RECOMMENDED DEFICIENCY REQUEST
The fiscal 2003-2004 Judiciary budget request included a pension payment to the New
York State Retirement System in the amount of $51 million based on the estimate provided
by the State Comptroller’s Office in October 2002. The actual amount for which the Unified
Court System was ultimately billed was $64.4 million in September 2003. At that time, only
$51 million of the total obligation was paid, consistent with the amount requested and
appropriated. Accordingly, a fiscal 2003-04 deficiency in the amount of $13.95 million is
recommended allowing payment in full of the September billing and avoiding additional late
payment interest charges. In addition, legislation enacted during the 2003 legislative session
provides for a long overdue increase to the assigned counsel and law guardian rates,
effective January 1, 2004. While the legislation designated the Indigent Legal Services Fund
as the source of such payments, no appropriation authority for the Judiciary to begin payment
of the higher rates to state paid Law Guardians was included. Accordingly, a deficiency
request in the amount of $6.25 million is recommended from the Indigent Legal Services
Fund.
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ANALYSIS OF CHANGE
The Judiciary’s 2004-05 Court and Agency Operations - General Fund budget increase
totals $16.9 million. The major components of the General Fund Operations change include:
● $17.4 million for salary increments for eligible nonjudicial employees in accordance
with collective bargaining contracts and administrative provision.
● $.7 million for certificated justices and staff on 1/1/2004 and 1/1/2005 - a net increase
of 2 justices pursuant to section 115 of the Judiciary Law.
● $1.2 million for the continued operations of the Drug Treatment Courts.
● $2.1 million in security enhancements including the establishment of previously
authorized lines for increased coverage necessitated with the opening of new and
rehabilitated court facilities.
● $.2 million for expansion of night court sessions in the New York City Family Court.
● $2.6 million in savings efficiencies associated with overtime expenses.
● $10.7 million in personal service savings attributable to the continuation of a strict
vacancy control and position management program.
● $3.5 million for the annualization of contractual security enhancements approved in
the current year and for collective bargaining changes that will take effect in the
coming year.
● $3.3 million for Law Guardian Program increases for Legal Aid contracts and panel
usage to address increases in law guardian assignments and contractual obligations.
● $1.0 million attributable to the transfer of Information Technology funding to the
General Fund from the Judicial Data Processing Offset Fund.
● $.3 million for jury per diem costs including $75,000 associated with the rate increase
for Town and Village courts.
● $.2 million for a modest expansion of the CASA program.
● $.1 million for increases in the Alternate Dispute Resolution program.
● $3.1 million for legal reference increases (automation and print).
● $3.3 million for replacement security equipment and furnishings necessitated by the
lack of funding in several previous years.
● $6.2 million in nonpersonal service efficiency savings.
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THE JUDICIARY BUDGET - 2004-2005
The following is a Summary of the 2004-2005 fiscal requirements of the Judiciary
including the financial plan in support of the budget proposals.
UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM
2004-05 BUDGET REQUEST
ALL FUNDS APPROPRIATION REQUIREMENTS
MAJOR PURPOSE/FUND SUMMARY
(dollars)
2003-2004
Available

2004-2005
Requested

Court and Agency Operations:
Courts of Original Jurisdiction
Court of Appeals
Appellate Court Operations
Appellate Auxiliary Operations
Administration and General Support
Judiciary Wide Maintenance Undistributed

1,164,438,029
13,251,535
59,121,171
76,947,019
18,563,864
8,895,227

1,175,237,583
13,256,293
60,437,947
81,490,784
18,860,299
8,837,678

10,799,554
4,758
1,316,776
4,543,765
296,435
(57,549)

Court and Agency Operations – General Fund Total

1,341,216,845

1,358,120,584

16,903,739

6,500,000

10,500,000

4,000,000

18,476,447
12,933,484
3,000,000
19,785,734
6,250,000
2,183,275

18,389,928
12,015,501
2,500,000
19,849,980
25,000,000
2,083,451

(86,519)
(917,983)
(500,000)
64,246
18,750,000
(99,824)

1,410,345,785

1,448,459,444

38,113,659

Lawyers’ Fund for Client Protection
Lawyers’ Fund for Client Protection

9,776,788

9,798,180

21,392

Lawyers’ Fund for Client Protection –Total

9,776,788

9,798,180

21,392

Aid to Localities
General Fund-Courts of Original Jurisdiction
Court Facilities Incentive Aid Fund

500,000
87,095,749

500,000
88,164,224

0
1,068,475

Aid to Localities – All Funds Total

87,595,749

88,664,224

1,068,475

Category/Fund/Major Purpose

Special Revenue Fund-Federal
Special Revenue Fund-Other
NYC County Clerks Operations Offset Fund
Judiciary Data Processing Offset Fund
Miscellaneous Special Revenue Fund
Attorney Licensing Fund
Indigent Legal services Fund
Court Facilities Incentive Aid Fund
Court and Agency Operations – All Funds Total
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UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM
2004-05 BUDGET REQUEST
ALL FUNDS APPROPRIATION REQUIREMENTS
MAJOR PURPOSE/FUND SUMMARY
(FUND DETAIL)
(dollars)
2003-2004
Available

2004-2005
Requested

1,164,313,029
41,442,098
1,205,755,127

1,175,237,583
43,969,902
1,219,207,485

10,924,554
2,527,804
13,452,358

Court of Appeals
General Fund
Special Revenue Funds
Total – All Funds

13,251,535
0
13,251,535

13,256,293
0
13,256,293

4,758
0
4,758

Appellate Court Operations
General Fund
Special Revenue Funds
Total – All Funds

59,121,171
0
59,121,171

60,437,947
0
60,437,947

1,316,776
0
1,316,776

77,072,019
23,601,094
100,673,113

81,490,784
42,164,722
123,655,506

4,418,765
18,563,628
22,982,393

Administration and General Support
General Fund
Special Revenue Funds
Total – All Funds

18,563,864
2,698,798
21,262,662

18,860,299
2,666,707
21,527,006

296,435
(32,091)
264,344

Judiciary Wide Maintenance Undistributed
General Fund
Special Revenue Funds
Total – All Funds

8,895,227
1,386,950
10,282,177

8,837,678
1,537,529
10,375,207

(57,549)
150,579
93,030

1,341,216,845
69,128,940
1,410,345,785

1,358,120,584
90,338,860
1,448,459,444

16,903,739
21,209,920
38,113,659

0
9,776,788
9,776,788

0
9,798,180
9,798,180

0
21,392
21,392

500,000
87,095,749
87,595,749

500,000
88,164,224
88,664,224

0
1,068,475
1,068,475

Category/Fund/Major Purpose
Court and Agency Operations:
Courts of Original Jurisdiction
General Fund
Special Revenue Funds
Total – All Funds

Appellate Auxiliary Operations
General Fund
Special Revenue Funds
Total – All Funds

Court and Agency Operations – Total
General Fund
Special Revenue Funds
Total – All Funds
Lawyer’s Fund for Client Protection
General Fund
Special Revenue Funds
Total – All Funds
Aid to Localities
General Funds
Special Revenue Funds
Total – All Funds
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UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM
2004-05 BUDGET REQUEST
ALL FUNDS DISBURSEMENT REQUIREMENTS
(millions of dollars)
2003-2004
Projected

2004-2005
Projected

1,310.6

1,310.5

7.2

7.7

0.5

17.2
11.3
3.0
20.8
2.1

17.5
11.5
25.0
21.1
2.1

0.3
0.2
22.0
0.3
0.0

1,372.2

1,395.4

23.2

Lawyers’ Fund for Client Protection
Lawyers’ Fund for Client Protection

7.7

9.3

1.6

Lawyers’ Fund for Client Protection –Total

7.7

9.3

1.6

Aid to Localities
General Fund - Courts of Original Jurisdiction
Court Facilities Incentive Aid Fund

0.5
94.2

0.5
100.9

0.0
6.7

Aid to Localities – All Funds Total

94.7

101.4

6.7

Capital Projects
Courthouse Improvements

15.7

3.5

(12.2)

Capital Construction – All Funds Total

15.7

3.5

(12.2)

Category/Fund

Change

Court and Agency Operations:
General Fund
Special Revenue Funds-Federal
Special Revenue Funds-Other
NYC County Clerks Operations Offset Fund
Judiciary Data Processing Offset Fund
Indigent Legal Services Fund
Miscellaneous Special Revenue
Court Facilities Incentive Aid Fund
Court and Agency Operations – All Funds Total
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