
CBNrnn r", JaotcrAl AccouNTABrLrry, NC.
Post Office Box 8101
White Plains, New York 10602

Jannary 15,2014

TO:

FROM:

RE:

Thank you.

TeL Q1$45s-4s7s

Justin C. Levin, Records Access Officer/Governor Andrew M. Cuomo
Alan Lebowitz, Records Access Officer/Division of the Budget

Elena Ruth Sassower, Director
Center for Judicial Accountability, Inc. (CJA)

FOIL REOUEST: Have New York Governors never furnished the Legislature with
"Commentary" or "recommendations" on the Legislature's proposed budgets

pursuant to Article VII, $1 of the New York State Constitution?

E-Mail: cia@iudeewatch.ors
Websile: www.iudgewstch.ors

Pursuant to Article Vtr, $ 1 ofthe New York State Constitution, the Govemor is required to transmit
to the Legislature, as part of his proposed state budget, the certified"itemized estimates" of the

Judiciary and Legislature "without revision but with such recommendations as the governor may

deem proper."

Accessible from the Division of the Budget's website, www.budget.ny.gov, are the Governor's
proposed budgets for 15 fiscal years: from 1999-2000 to 2013-2014. For each ofthese 15 fiscal
years, there is a 

o'Commentary of the Governor on the Judiciary" - and copies are enclosed for your
convenience. However, there is not a single "Commentary of the Govemor on the Legislature".

Pursuant to FOIL, request is made for such Governor's o'Commentary" or "recommendations" onthe
Legislature's proposed budgets for these 15 fiscal years, ifany.

Ifyou find none, please continue your search back through as many fiscal year budgets as you have

trntil you find when, if ever, the Governor gave "Commenta4r" or 'orecomrnendations" on a proposed

Legislative budget.

To assist you, a comparable request is being made to the Secretary of the Senate, pursuant to Senate

Rule XV, 'oFreedom of lnformation", and to the Assembly Public lnformation Office, pursuant to
Assembly Rule VIII, "Public Access to Records".

&-ts€L
Governor Andrew M. Cuomo
Budget Director Robert L. Megna
Secretary of the Senate

Assembly Public lnformation Office
Committee on Open Government

ATT: Robert Freeman, Executive Director
The Public & The Press
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COMMENIARY OF THE GOYERIVOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

h accordarpe withArticb Vll, Section Ore of fle State Corntit"ttion, larn ffarcmittitg
herewlth the appropriatiom requested by the Judiciary forfiscal year 19@-2000- As
reqrired by the Consfitution, I am presentirg the Judiciary bdget as tt has heen stbmifted
hy the Offi ce of Court Adrni nistration.

The Judiciart's All Funds spendi16 request is $1.3,6 billion, a $68.9 million, or 5.3
percent irmrease overffe cunent year- Of ttis amount, $1.26 billion is requested trom
the State tax dolhrsrpported Gereral Frfid. lf fulfy enacted, General Ftmd support for
tle Judiciary will ircrmse in fiscal year 1 999-2000 by $62.9 milfion or 5-3 percent orer
1 998-99. Tli s conn pares with a recom m erd ed increase for tlie Executhre hra nch of s I g hUy

over one perceff.
While mr,rrh oftlre reqrcsted increase reflects flre cmt of contintirg cwrent operialions,

discretiomry initiatircs to(aErg $7.9 miflion (218 rew positions) are inch.ded. ln addition,
a rew proposed grant prograrn for bcaljrctice coub hcks specificiff ard flas the potential
fur signifrcant growth in future years-

The GeneralFund increase includm:

- $26.4 million lor a 21 percent salary incrmse for judges;

- $9.6 rnillion for regotiated salary increments;

- $7.9 rniltiontorir{tiatives sueh as specialized cowt parts, affiomation and court
secui$;

- $X2.5 million for annualization of previous and curent year initiatircs;

- $9.9 million forvarious workload and inflalionary increases;

- $6.2 miltion for irpreased fringe benefit costs;

- $3.5 miltion tor 17 new certificated judges;

- $1.3 millionfor new judgeships mtahlisted in 1998;and

- $500,000 for a rcw grant pmgram forTown and Village CourE.
These increases are partially oftset by $14.9 rnillion in non-recuning cosb.
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COMMENTARY OF THE GOYERfVOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

h accordance with Article Vll, Section One of tl€ State Constitution, I am trarsmitting
herewith tk appropriafiors reqr-ested by tl'e Judiciary for fiscal year 200041 . As reqtdred
by the Comtifi,rtion, I am presentirq tlre JMiciary hdget as it has been srbmitted by the
Office of Court Adrniriskaiion.

The Judicia$sAllFurds sperding requestis $1.44 billion, a $59.7 rnillion, or4-3 percent
increase cnrer tfe current year. Of tlfs amolrnt, $1 .33 billion ls requested frorn the State
tax dollarsrpported GereralFund. lf fullyenacted, GereralFwd srpportforthe Judiciary
will increase in fiscal year 2000{1 by $SA.A million cr 4.6 percent arer f 999-2000.

While mrch of tlre requested increase reflects the cost of conlintirg cunent prognafils,
discretionary operatirg initiatives totalirq $7.2 million (173 new positiors) are incllded.

The GercralFund increase ircludes:

- $10.7 million for negotiated salary increments;

- $7 -2 mil$on for new initiatives such as specializd court parts, autornation and
cou,rt security;

- $12.9 nnillion for annualization of current initiatircs,

- $8-5 million for various workload and i nflatiomry i rcreases;

- $13.3 miltion for increased frirge berefit costs;

- $7.8 rnillion for plese one of a p ropct to remvate aM expard tlre Court of Appeab
building in Albany,

- $l5-Arnillonforeefiificated jrdgesto brirg to 94tfetotalnffilberofjNgeswoti<it6
beyord relirernent age (up frorn 70 in 1999-2000);

- $800,000 for costs associated with capital case transcript production;and

- $500,000 for new judgeships established in 1999.
These irpreases are partiallyotrset by$8.2 milfion in nrnrecuning cmb. The request

also proposes a 1999-2000 Gerenal Furd deficiercy appropriation of $12 rnillion for
urmnlicipated cmts forGereralState Charges, prinnari$ lmlth itsurarre costs. ln addition,
tlr Jdiciary proposes a $9.6 millon deficierrcy appropriation for the Court FaciEties lrcerfive
AidFLnd- Thisfurd,whichproridesinterestsr.^hsidiesforcourtcorctnntionandreimburses
localties fr oper:atiqg mairferance ard upkeep of cowt facitities, lus ircwred higherthan
anticipated ma i ntelu rce expenses.
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CQMMENTARY OF THE GOYERruOR
Ofi' THE JUDICIARY

i''. ln accordarrce witrr Article Vll, Section One of the State Constitution, I am transmitting
frereir/ih tre appropriatiors requested by fie Judiciary for fiscal year 2001-02. As required
by the Constifutlon, I am presenting ihe Judiciary budget as it has been submitted by
the Qffice of Court Administration.

The Judiciary's All Funds appropriation request ls $1.68 hillion, a $1 19.5 rnillion, or
7.7 percent increase over the cunent year. Of this amount, $1-53 billion is requested
frorn the State tax dollar supported General Fund, an increase of $90.6 million or 6.3
percent over 2000-01.

The General Fund increase includes:

- $49.4 rnillion for negotiated salary inerements and base level increases;

- $28 mlfior for the renovation and expansion of the Court of Appeals and Justice
huildings in Albany;

- $17.5 rnf,lion for annualization of current year inltiatives, including $4.1 rnilllon for
drug courts;

- $15 million for increased fringe benefit eosts;

- $7.9 rnfrion for ne,v inilialive orexpansion of the Chief Judge's prionty areas euch
as the Clvil Justice, Family Justice, Domestlc Molence and Gourt Security
Programs (1 56 new positions);

- $6.2 million forvarious lnflationary increases;

- $2 rnillion for 14 certificated judges;

- $t.6 million for increased costs for the Law Guardian Prograrn; and

- $800,000 for new judgeships established in 2000.
These increases are partially offset hy a $34.7 milllon decrease in non-recurring

collectiye bargaining costs, a $2.2 rnillion decrease due to early retirement and attrition
and $900,000 in rniscellaneous savings.

TheAl nnnds appropriation growth also reflects a $25.5 million increase in the Court
Facilities lncentive Aid Fund which provides financial assistance to cities and counties
for"fre constnictim, renovation, operation and rnaintenance of court facilities. Major new
costs fsr the Fund include interest payments associated wlth the ongoing construcfion
of courtfacilities in New York City and the scheduled increase - per existing legislation

- of the State's share of local court operating and maintenance costs from 75 percent
in 2000-01 to 100 percent in 2001-02.
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COMMENTARY OF THE GOYERNOR
OAJ THE JUDICIARY

ln accordance wit'r ArtideVll, $ection One of the Shte Constifution, I am transrnitting
hersroith the appropriations requested by the Judiciary forfiscal year2002-i03. As required by
the C;onstitulion, I am presenting the Judiciary budget as it has been submitted by fie Offce
of Court Ad min istration.

The Judiciarfs All Funds appropri#ion request is $1.74 billim, a $55 rnillion, or 3.3
peroent Incrmse cnrerthe cunentyear. Of this amcilnt, $1-57 billiorr is reques'ted frorn the
State tax ddlar supported Generd Fund, an increase of $42.5 mf,lion or 2.8 percent over
2001{2.

\&hile the ffice of CourtAdrninistfiation in its budget subrnission cites a numberof steps
being taken to constmin budget gro,vth in 2W243, the requested increase neverthdess
exceeds that of fte Executive hrancfr and the Legislature. Given the State s difficuE financial
conditiryt, I call upon the Chief ..h.rdge to assidusrsly nronitor erpenditures and to take all
possible management adions to furher reduce spending.

The General Fund increase cunently called furincludes:
e $48.9 millbn for negotiated salary increments and hase level increases;
. $32.9 million forincreased fringe benefitcmts;

' $7.4 milllon fnr annuallzation of cunent year initiattves, includlng $5 rnlllion ifor ns,v
noniud icial positions and fon contr;act ral security en hancem ents;

. $3.2 millimr for 19 eertificated judgm and salary increases for Housing Ccurt Judges
established in the 2001 Legislative session;

. $1.5 rnilliqr br additional resources for city ccxrrts as a result of a bill passed in the
Legislative sesslan; and

| $9.2 mlllion for merry needs Induding incrmsed security {$5.4 rnlllion), a nav jury
initiativeand mntinued expansion ofthe kug Treatment Gourt Program ($1.7million)
and increased costs forthe La,v Guardian Program ($2.1 million).

Thme increases are partially offset by recuning mvings initiatives totding $24.7 mlllion,
including a hiring freeze to begin January 1, 2ff,2, and mvings trorn early rdirement
ilncentlves ($11 rnlttion); reductions in overfirne and temporary service ($3.8 million); a
decrease in equiprnent purchasm for2002{3 ($1.8 nnillion); ofier nonpersonal service
savings fcrlqal reference and jury per dierns ($4.1 million); and a transfer of lnfurmation
Technology Services to special revenue tund support ($4 million). Fuffier, sine fie &diciary
is not requesting any na,v capital prc{ects for 2A0283, fiere is a yearto-year appropriation
reduction of $35.8 rnillion tur capltal prc{ects.

The All Funds appropriation grorth reflects an increase of $6.1 million for the Data
Procmsing Oftset Fund to provide case information seMces to attomeys for a small fee, M.2
million to support the Manhafran Felony Treatment Court, and $800,000 fcrthe La,vyefs
Fund for CIient Protection.
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ON THE JUDICIARY

ln accordancewitr ArticleVll, Section One of the $tate CmstiLttlon, lam transmilting
herewiththeappropriationsrequestedbytheJudiciaryforfsmlyear2003{4. Asrequiredby
the Csrstitution, I am presenting the Judiciary budget as it has been gtbmitted by fie Office
of Cou rt Adrni n istrati on.

TheJudiciarfsAll Fundsapproprialion requet is$1.8 bf,llion, a $56 million, or3.2 percent
increase over the cu:nent year. Of thls amount $1.63 billlon is requmted frorn fie State tax
ddlarupported Gerreral Fund, an increase of $62.8 million or4 percentover20O2{3.

Wtrile the Ofice of Court Administration has clearly taken steps to constrain spending
grcnuth ln he Judiciary, nonetheless, its budget request for 2003&t reflects a substantial
lnerease. ln light of the magnitude of the fiscal crisis facing ffie State, and the econorniqs
etfected by the re$ of State gwernment, I call upon the Chief Judge to exercise additional
fiscal restraint and strive foryear-to-year reductions in spendi,ng and statfing.

The General Fund incrmse eunently called for includes:
r $18.5 million for negotiated salary incrernents and base level inereases;
. $37 2 million for increasd ftinge benefit costs;

' $5 million for annualization of cr.rnent year initiatives, including an increase in
nonjudicial security posifions ($2.9 mf,lion) and contractLral security enhancements
($2"1 million);

r $2.7 million fpr 16 certifcated judges and $1.5 million for narv city court judges and
stafre$ablidied in the 2001 Legislalive session;

' $3.4 million for conkacfual and fixed cost increases, includlng the Law Guardian
Prngram ($1.1 million), legal reference ($1.1 nnlllion), Alternative Dispute contr:acb
($300,0001and pmtal mte increases ($S0,000); and

. $10 million for ns,v needs, including overtirne expenses rdated to enhanced security
measures ($3.9 million), continued expansion of Drug Treatnent Courts ($1.7
million), a shift of lnformation Tecfrndogy tunding to the General Fund tom the Data
Processing Fund ($3 rnillion), jury initiatives ($500,000), continuing education and
training inltiatives [oriudges and legal staff ($500,080) and the eshhllshrnent of a
cornmunity murt In Queens ($400,000).

These increases are pafiially offset by recuring savings totaling $15-5 million, including
personalservice savings resulting from fte hiring treeze and savings from early retirement
incentiyes ($8.6 rnillion) a reduction in financing costs ($2.2 million);and dhernonperconal
servlre reductions fortnavd and non-recuning oontracfual services ($4.7 milllon).

The All Funds appropriation gronrth reflects an Increase of $5.8 million .forthe l-auyefs
Fund for Climt Protectiwr, $700,0ffiforthe NYC County Clerks' Operations Oftset Fund and
a $2.5 milllon increase in Federal funding for Drug Treatment Cotrts.
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COMfrilENTARY OF THE GOYERTVOR
OIIJ THE JUDICIARY

ln accodance witr Artlcle Vll, $ection One of the State Constitttion, I am transrnitting
herec,viththeappropriations requested bytheJudiciaryforf,scalyear2004{5. As required by
the C.onstitutim, I am presenting the Judiciary budget as it has been sbmitted hy fte Office
of Gou rt Administration.

The Judiciary's All Funds appropriation reque$ is $'t.9 billbn, a $117 million, or 6.5
perent Incrcase orerthe cunent year. Of fiis arns:nrt, $1.7 hlllion is requested flom the
State tax dollarsupported General Fund, an increase of $86.9 million or5-35 percent over
200$04. The Judiciary is smking 200$04 defeienry appropriations in the amount of $20.2
million. \&hen the deficiency apprryriations are considered, the All Funds increase is 5.3
percent and he State tax ddlarsupported Generd Fund increme is 4.5 percent.

The requested General Furnd increase includm:
r $70 rnillion .fur increased fringe beneft cosb;
r $17.4 rnillion frornegotiated salary increments;
. $7.zmillion forconfacts and otrerfxed co* increases, including legal reftrence and

the Law Guardlan Prograrn;

' $5.9 million for annualization of curent year inttiaiives, primarily for security
enhancernents; and

" $5.9 nnillion fur new or expanded actMtlm, including security equipment, contlnued
expansion of Drug Trmtment Courts and n(;ht murt in Netry York City, a shifr of
information techndogytunding to he General Fund fom the Data Processing Fund,
and forthe CourtAppointed Specid Advocates Program.

These Genenal Fund increases are partlally oftset hy recurulng savings totaling $19.5
million fronr personalservice and non4ersonalseMce, resultlng in a net nncrmse of $86.9
million.

The All Funds appropriation growth reflects a new appropriation of $25 million for the
increase in reirnbursement riates for law guardians pursuant to Chapter 62 of the Laws of
2003 and a $4 millim increase in Federalfunding torproblem sdving courts.

F,rom 2000S1 to 2002{3, Gsreral Fund-State Operatlons spending forthe Judiciary
lncrmsed by 7.9 percent. ln that same period, the General Fund-State Operations spending
for Executive branch agencies decreased by 1-2 pereent. ln addition, &e Judhiary's
workforee has gruwn by 3.8 percent since 2001 , compared to an Executive braneh workforce
decline of 3-7 percent forthat period-

ln llght of the magnitude of the fiscal crisis taclng the State, and the econornies effected
hy fte re$ of State govemment, I mll Lrpon the Chlef Judge to take all possihle steps to
reduce both spending and stafing levds.
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COMMENTARY AF THE GOYERN'OR
Off THE JUT)ICIARY

ln acccrdance witr Article Vll, Section One of the State Constit-rtimr, I am transrnltting
hererrriththeappmpriatiursrequesledbytheJudiciaryforiscalyear2005{6- Asrequiredby
the Constitttion, I am prcsenting the Judiciary budget as it has been sbmitted by fte ffice
of Court Administration.

The Judiciary's All Funds apprryriation request is $2.1 billion, a $1m rnfllion, or 6.5
percentincrmse overthe cunent year, as adjusled forthe impactof he2004{5 payblll. Of
tFris amount neaily $1.9 blllion is requested from the State tax dollar supported General
Fund, refleding an increase of $108 million o16.2 percent over2004-05.

The requested General Fund increase ineludes:o $!Q.f rnlllion fornegotiated sdary increments forState stafi. $52 mlltion forincreased tringe henefit cosb;
. $4.5 million forcontracb and ofierfxd mst increases, nnduding legal refu'ence and

the Law Guardian Program;
r $12.5 rniltion for annualization of cunent year initiatives, prirnarily for security

enhancements; and
r $12.3 million forneur orexpanded activities, including secudty equhrnent, continued

expanslon of Drug Trmtment Coc;fts and nlgfrt court in New York Gity and torthe
Court Appointed Speclal Advocates Prograrn.

Theseincreasesarepartiallyoftsetbyrecuning savingstotding $18millim resulting in a
net General Fund increase of $108 million. TheAll Funds apprupriation groutth refl*ts an
additiond $16.4 million forthe Coufi Facilities lncentiye Aid Fund.
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ON THE JUDICIARY

In aecordalee wiflr Artiele VII, S ection One of the S tate Constifution, I am transmittiag
herewith the appropriations requested by the Judicimy for fiscal year 2006-07. As required
by the Constitution, I am presenting the Judiciary budget as it has been submitted by the
Office of Court Administation.

The Judiciary, rmder the direction of Chief Judge Kaye continues to implernent several
initiatives desig.ned to make the courts rnore responsive to the people ofNew York:. Problem solving courts that address drugs, aleohol, mental illness, and domestic

violence.
. Experimertal reorganization of the courts of criminal jurisdiction in the Bronx.
. Offices for the Self-Represented that provide legal and procedural information to

self-represented litiganb.
The Judiciary has roguested appropriations totaling nearly $2.3 billion - an increase of

$228 million, or 1 1. I percent over the current year. More than 98 pereent of this increase
would support Court operations. Included in the inerease is $13.2 million for security
equipnoe,nt, conkacb md personnel to ensure the safety ofNew York's courb - a priority of
the Chief Judge, withwhich I concur.

Another $136-2 million is athibuted to contoashral salay increases, higher eosts of
employee fringe benefits, the annualized costs of 2l new judgeships, Family Court
permanency plsnning initiatives, Court Facilities Ineative Aid, the impaet ofinflation, md
unavoidable fixed cost increases.

In additiou, therequest advancedby the ChiefJudge alsoincludes an increase injudicial
saluies. The increase would be rehoactive to April 1, 2005, at an estirnated cost of $69.5
millioa-

I too zupport ajudicial salary increase. Last year, I proposed a bill that would provide
New York State judges with a fair and reasonable compensation package. My proposal
would cost the State S28 milliot annually and provide that an increase be made on a
prospective basis only. I recornmend that the Legisiafure ryprave my proposal to ensure that
the State continue to athact and retain the finest jurists in the counky.

Finaliy, whilelrecognizethatthe Officeof CourtAdrniaistoationhas manyworthwhite
proposals, in the aggregate, its budget submission provides for a signifiemt firnding increase.
I urge the Legislature to joir me, the Chief Judge and the Office of Court Administuation to
explore alternative approaches that reduce the impact on the State's Financial Plm.
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ON THE JUDICIARY

In accordmce with Artiele VII, Section One ofthe S tate Constitution, I am transmittiug
herewiih the appropriations requested by the Judiciary for fiscal year 2007-08. As required
by the Constitution, I am presenting the Judiciary budget as it has been submitted by the
Office of Court Admiaistation.

The Judiciary has requested apprnpriations totaling nearly $2.4 billion - an increase of
$47 million, or 2.0 percent overthe current year. This incrmse includes unounts necesstry
to provide salay increases to judges, retroactive to April 1, 2005,

Judicial salaries have remainedunchanged since 1999, md achieving agreemeut onosw
compensation levels for judges is a high priority of the Chief Judge. In recognition of the
irnportance of this issue, and in support of the Chief Judgg the Executive Budget advances
Article Yll legislation to provide for a judicial salry increase to the level recornrnolded by
the Chief Jufue. I urge fte Legislature to take action on this proposal, which has lmguished
too iong.

In addition, I cornrnend the Chief Judge for her Action Plan for Town md Village
Courts, whicft will provide training, technology, md secmiry for these courts. A total of $10
million is requested, as a first installment in what will be a multi-year plan to stuengthen this
part of our justice system, Ensuring that justice is fairly done wi&in these small, community
courts is alaudabie goal which I strongly endorse.

Finally, I arn very pleased to support the Chief Judge's recoramendation to increase
support for civil lEgal services for low incomeNew Yorkers. A modest increase of eight
dollars in the criminal history fee allows this initiative to be accommodated within the Legal
Services Assistance Fun4 without impairing current support for criminal defense and
prosecution services. Funding for civil lqal services has bee.n neglected by the Stat4 andl
join with the Chief Judge in recornm.enrling that the State assume a greater role in ensuring
ihe adequacy of these seryices statewide.
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ON THE JUDICIARY

In accordmce ,fi.ith Article VII, Sectioa i of &e State Constitution, I arn trmsmitting
hsewift tle rypropriations requestedby the Judicimy for fiscal yer 2008-09- As required
by the Constitution, I m presenting the Judiciary budget as it has been sr:bmitted by the
ChiefJudge.

The Judiciry has requested appropriations totaling nearly S2.5 billion. This includes
arnotmts necesstry to provide salay increases to judges. When adjusted for $106 rnillion
in retroaetive judicial salay payments and aon<esurring capital appropriations in the
current year, the increase over the current- year is $90 million, or 3.8 perce.nt

The budget request submitted by the Chief Judge reflec'ts a salary increase of 21 percent
rekoaetive for tkee yeals, to April 1, 2005. futrore recenfly, the Chief Judge proposed new
legislation provrding fot pry increases retooactive to April 1, 2005, wi& additional
incre*ses tid to the salries of fbderal court judges, and a quadrennial salary commission.

Judicial salaries have rem.ained unchanged since L999, and establishing new
compensation levels for judges is ahigh pridty of the Chief Judge. In reognitioar of the
importmce of tlds issue, which has larEuished too 1ong, and in support of the Chief Judge,

ttre Executive Budget includes Article VII legislation to provide for a judieial salm-y

lnclease.
The Artieie Vtr legislation I mtr submitting includes a judicial pay iacrease retoactive

to April 1, 2006, at the same level recornmended by fte Chief Judge. In addition, my bill
rvould inerease salries mother 2.5 percent on April 1, 2008, in recogaition that judicial
salaries at the Federal level were raised by that amount on January 1, 2008. I strongly urge
&e Legislahue to take action on this proposal.

I also srryport the Chief Jr.ldge's Action P1m for Town and Village Courts, which will
provide traiuing, teclmology, and security for these cowts. A total of Sl7 roillion is
provided to support a multi-year plara to streogtheo this prt of orr jratice system. Ensr"ning

that justiee is fairly done within these small, community eoruts is a laudable goal md I am
pleased to see it remain a top priority of the Chief Judge.
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COf,IJTfE,IITARY OF THE GOYERffOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

In accordmce widr Artile Ytr, Section 1 ofthe State CorsttrtrbrU I am, trarsmitting
trerewith the rypropriatiorrs reqrrested by ttle fudiciary for ftcal year 2009-10. As
reqr:ied by ihe Cor.stirffon, { am presenting t}e Jrrdisiary br.dget as it has been
submtted by the ChbfJudge.

The fuCieiary has reqr:ested appropriaticns totalirg over S2.5 billioa Thi refhts a

clrmge of $2.3 mil-li"vn forn the prbr year, after adjrsting for the elimina,tion of rnn-'
refi.rring colkc{ive bargartring costs. This "no growth" br:dget is mifttfirl offf:e Stde's
frne"rcial cotrdition, ad respornive in night ofmy caI- for all Executive Brarrch agencies
to restrair spe,rrding.

The Judnriay will frce twin chaltenges in dre coming year - an austere budget,
coupled wittr growig casehads. The economic dowrfurn is akady fr1ffeasiqg cases

retrated to mor@age frrechsr:res, coilsumer debt, evietilrrs ard fuib/ matters. To meet
flris artricipated growdr ir the courts' worttroad ttr Chbf Judge m:st carefi.rXly rnffiage
existing resources.

Despite tlrese pressures, I am phased to rnte that ihe Judiciary's proposed budget
reflrcb a contiruring comrrrifuent to the improvement of tlre Justice Cor.:rts, m integral
part of tte detrivery of jr"uti:e ir or.lr conrmr:ri{ies actross f}e Sfate. In additiorg ttre

Judiciary is forcreasing its retrimce on tectrnotrogy, e.g. ebctronic filing, vileo
appeartrEes, rercte trerning, rd acceptaree ofonline credil card palmerrts frr fees and

fines, thereby both reducing cosb and demrutrating a cornmifuerf to ernrirorrrental
responsibflity.

To is credit, ttrc Jr.ldiciary has sr;bmftted a reguest that does not appeatrfor an forerease

&r rmources, but mther seeks to better utilize existfug frinding to meet is core
constihtionatrmirsiorr Notably, tre proposed budget orrce again seeks to address judicial
salay compersation, brf does so within azaihbtre appropriations, inchding a reappro-
priation of2008-09 fimdiflg enaeted forthis purpose.

The Chief Judge rt to be corrcrded frr her thougtrtfiilness ir preparhg this
proposal rd I wihher well irher firfirre erdeanors.
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COMMENTARY OF THE GOYERTUOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

In accordance with Article VII, Section I of the State Constitution, I am transmitting
herewith the rypropriations requested by the Judiciary for fiscal year 2010-11, As
required by the Constitution, I am presenting the Judiciary hudget as it has been
submitted by the Chief Judge.

The Judieiary has requested appropriations totaling ovq 82-7 billion, which reflects
an increase of 5183.5 million, or 7.3 percent, from fte prior year. A portion of this
growth is athibutable to an S84.6 raillion increase in the Judiciry's conh'ibution to the
State's persion fund. However, even after excluding this iucrease that is arguably
beyond the control ofthe Judiciary, support for eourt operations is still projecied to grow
by 3-9 percent. This increase stards in conkast to the recommended overall budget
inerease for State Funds of 1.8 percent.

The Judiciry advances at least three new initiatives that result in iecreased costs.

First, the proposed budget mntains language arthorizrng an increase in judicial
salaries rekoactive to April 1, 2005. Under the proposal, judicial salmies would increase
by approximately 31 percent in &e coming fiseal yea at an annual cost of $48 million.
IMhile it is regrettable &at judges have not received a salary increase since 1999, &e size

of the increase is guite luge given the current economic clirnate.
Second the Chief Judge has doubled the amount judges receive annually frorn the

Judicial Supplemoental Support Fund as a supplemmt to their saiaries. Under this
proposal, each judge reoeives $10,000 to compensate for the cost of goods and services
purchased '1n the perforrnance of their judicial responsibilities"- There rypears to be

little reskiction on how these funds are spent
Third, the proposed budget iucludes a new $15 miltion subsidy for civd legal

services, a prograrn for wh:ich the Judiciary has no direct responsibility. While I have
long been a staunch supporter of adequate funding for civil legal services, I believe it is
inrypropriate to include this firnding as ptrt of the Judiciary budget. lndeed I reguested

ttrat the Juficiary not include it, as I believe the action runs contrry to the Executive
tsudget process as ouflined in the State Constitution.

I recoguize that the economic climate has severely reduced &e interest earnings upon
which this program relies. Thereforg after much consideration, I have chosen to subntit
legislation to increase certain court fees. tsy increasing fes chmged at the initiation of a
case or a motion, sufficient revenue is generated to support not only the S15 ndllion
subsidy for civil tegal services contained in this rquest, but a $10 million investment in
improving indigent legal services as well. The fees are designed to provide disiacentives
for the fi.ling of frivolous cases and motions, while not ereating access to justice conc€rfts.
It is my hope that the proposed fee skuchre will assist in redueing the backlog ill oir
courB, while also funding legal sewices for those to whom justice might otherwise be
denied.

Aside from these three specific initiatives, the Judiciary budget appears to iack
initiatives 1s lestrain spending or consolidate operations. Admittedly, the operation of the
courh md their reform is no simple matta; but it must also be adcnowledged that the

$2.7 billion Judiciary trudget is a signiflcant part of the overall State budget. The

Judieiary must accept tlat eaeh braneh of government can no longer conduct'business as

usual", md that all branches shre an obligation to tsxpayers to restucture gove.rument in
light of the State's new fiscal reality. For exarnple, adherffice by the Judiciay to rny
proposed spending cap wouldhavegeaerated savings of $132 million.
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COMfrTIENTARY

Given &e serious fiseal situation in which the State finds itself, I ml trmsmitting the
Judiciary's b"dg"f submission along with a stuong charge to the Legislature to evatruatre

this reguest carefirlly. I also call upon the Chief Judge to revisit this request and olfer
suggestions fcr how it may be reduced. Although the court's workload has indeed
increased, my Executive branch agencies ue facing similar challenges to maintaio or
improve the quality of their services - and must do so with budgets that ae smaller than
they were a year ago.
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COf,f,l{EJUfARY OF THE GOYERN0R
ON THE JUDICIARY

In accordance wih Artick VII, Section I of tte State Corctiffiiorl I trarsmit
terewith fle rypropriatbrs reqrrested by tt" Judiciary for &cal year 2011-12. As
required by tr" Constitr:tiorq I preserrt fte Jr-rdiciary br.ltlget as it has been sutnrified by
dre ChiefJudge.

The Judicialy has reqr.rested appropriations ttlat total over $2.7 billiorr This reflects
an increased approprhti:n of 1.9 percer:t, or $50 m:Uiofi, from last year. Ttre proposed
Judiciary budget also reflects, on a cash basis, a spending increase of 5.3 percenf or $140
milliorr

In thi ecoltorrly? New York Stafe govermrrrt mustrecalibrate, redeign ard rebuild.
We ctrnnt affird sperdir€ increases. Indeed, tlre State ru:st redr-rce spendrg. I trave

proposed a te,n percerrt General Fr.ud reductfon frr alL s fate agency operatiom fom 20 I 0-

l1; the Corytro1br trd ttle Affiorney Gerreratrhave proposed t-lre same redrrctfon ir trrefo

spendrrg.
In order to address the fiscal realities eonfronting ttre State, I respectfir$ ask the

JudicialBrmch to redtce its spading wlulle continuirg to serve those who seekjustice.
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coMMENTARY oF THE GoyERJvoR
ON THE JUDICIARY

Inaccordarce wilhArticle vII, section 1 ofthe Stde constihdbn,I transmitherewith flr appropriatons .q*r,"il, 
ry H* * for fiscal year 20 12_ t3 . AsftH:ff#cor,'tt*tar5l;;; H. i,rdi'i*.iG;;;ft has beeir sub*lm.a uy

The Jr:dii*, has requested appropdatbns of$2.54 biltt Across a*fid t5rpes,thi reflects * erofih to*-Ir.t r*,"i# o"n u", 
"-J;;;*"f$3.9 milriol in Gerreral5#ffi ?'-'fi ilffiff ff iffi #r*rosearucrcianyuuagd.n*ilIpr,ai,e

The br-rdget sr:broittea uy *o dir*g- recognires the-ongorrg budgetarypressures tlr State frces, adaresshg fi";.*6b,;;f; sdp.*_ rtre eor:rtu, abilitytowt*Id flreir constirrtio*ld"ry- fi.;G"t as sr:bmined Loa r*t t* the sa'irrgsachi'azed l*t,o,c and-holds ri; fr;""#* spe,ndrqg. r 
"ormrerrr 

th Jtrdiciaryfor
ffi.ffirarions "ru 

r"r *"il*ig io ,""r.'io -#r*r," court slntem work



COMMENTARY OF THE GOVERruOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

In accor.dance with Article YIX, Section 1 of the State Constitution, I kansmit
herewith the appro,priations requested by th* Judiciary for fiscal year 2013-14. As
required by the Constitutio4 I present fte Judiciary budget as it has been submitted by
the Chief ftidge.

The Judiciary has requested appropriations of $1.97 billioa for court operations,
exclusive of the cost of eryloyee beaefits. fuclusive of eruployee benefits, the budgst for
the Judiciary is reqnested at $2.6 billion. In the General Frmd this reflects no grow&
from the prioryear.

The hrdget submitted by the Chief Judge recognizes the ongoing bufuetary
prcsflres the State faces, especially as the State recovers from sr,perstorm Sandy. This
budget hotds the line on spending, yet ensures the courts have the resources necessary to
rphold their constitutioml &ty. I commend the Judiciary for their continrdng efforh to
meet the State's fiscal goals by rethinking how the courts do business, and for their
continuing partruship with the Executive Bransh.


