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FOIL REOUEST: Have New York Governors never furnished the Legislature with
"Commentary" ot "recommendations" on the Legislature's proposed budgets
pursuant to Article VII, $1 of the New York State Constitution?

Pursuant to Article VII, $ 1 of the 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 Govemor's
proposed budgets for 15 fiscal years: from T999-2000 to 2013-2014. For each ofthese 15 fiscal
years, there is a 

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

Pursuant to FOIL, request is made for such Govemor's "Commentary" or "recommendations" on the
Legislature's proposed budgets for these 15 fiscal years, if any.

If you find none, please continue your search back through as many fiscal year budgets as you have
until you find when, if ever, the Governor gave ooCommentary" or "recommendations" 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, "Freedom of Information", and to the Assembly Public Information Office, pursuant to
Assembly Rule VIII, "Public Access to Records".

Thank you.

cc: Governor Andrew M. Cuomo
Budget Director Robert L. Megna
Secretary of the Senate

Assembly Public Information Office
Committee on Open Government

ATT: Robert Freeman, Executive Director
The Public & The Press
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COMMENTARY OF THE GOYERNOR
O,\J THE JUDICIARY

h accordance with Artcle Vll, Section Ore of the State Consttntion, lam fansmittirg
herewith the appropnations requested by the Judiciary for fiscal year 1999-2000. As
required by tte Corctituhon, I am presentiry the Judiciary bMget as it has been submitted
by the Office of Court Administrafion.

The Judiciary/s All Funds spendirrg request is $1.36 billion, a $68.9 million, or 5.3
percent increase over the current year. Of ths amount, $1 .26 billion rs requested fom
the State tax dolhr suppofted General Fund. lf fully enacted, General Fund support for
the Judiciary willincrease in fiscal year 1999-2000 by $62.9 million or 5.3 percent over
1998-99. This com pares wth a recom mended rncrease for tlre Executive branch of s[ghtly
over one percerfr.

While much ofthe requested irrcrease reflects the cost of confinurp current operatons,
discretonary initatrves totalirE $7.9 milllon (218 new positions) are included. ln addition,
a new proposed grantprogram for localjmtjcecourts lacks specificityand has the potential
for significant growth in future years.

The General Fund increase rncludes:

- $26.4 million for a 21 percent salary irrcrease for judges;

- $9.6 million for negotiated salary increments;

- $7.9 million for initiatives such as specialized court parts. automation and court
security;

- $12.5 million for annualization of prevrous and current year initiatives;

- $9.9 million forvarious workload and inflationary increases;

- $6.2 million for increased fringe benefit eosts;

- $3.5 million for 17 new certificated judges;

- $1.3 millionfor new judEeships established in 1998;and

- $500,000 for a new grant program for Town and Village Courts.
These increases are partially offset by $t+.9 million in non-recunrng costs.
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COMMENTARY OF THE GOVERNOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

ln accordance with Afiicle Vll, Section One of the State Constitutton, I am transmitting
herewith the appmpriations requested by the Judiciary for fiscal year 2000-01 . As reqr.nred
by the Corutitution, lam presentirg the Judiciary budget as it l,las been submitted by the
Office of Courl Administration.

The Judiciatt'sAllFunds spendinE requestis $1 .44 billion, a $59.7 million, or4.3 percent
increase over the current year. Of thrs amount, S1 .33 billion is requested from the State
tax dollarsuppoded General Fund. lf fullyenacted, GeneralFund supporlforthe Judiciary
will rncrease in fiscal year 200041 by $SS.e million or 4.6 percent over 1999-2000.

While much of the requested increase reflects the cost of continut4g cunent proErams,
discretionaryoperating initiatives totaling $7.2 million (173 new positions)are inch.ded.

The General Fund irrcrease includes.

- $10.7 million for negotiated salary increments;

- $7.2 million for new initiatives such as specialized court parts, automation and
court security;

- $12.9 million for annualization of cunent initiatives;

- $8.5 million for vanous workload and inflationary increases;

- $13.3 million for increased fnrge benefit costs;

- $7.8 million for pfiase one of a propct to renovate and expand the Court of Appeais
building in Albany;

- $5.3 millon forcedificated judges to bri69 to 94 tl'n tokl nurnberof.iudges workirE
leyond retirement age {up from 70 in 1999-2000);

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

- $500,000 for new judgeships established in 1999.
These increases are partiallyoflset by$8.2 mjllion in nonrecurnng costs. The request

also proposes a '1999-2000 General Fund deficiency appropriation of $12 million for
unanticipated costs forGeneral State Charges, primarily health irnurarce costs. In addition,
the Jdiciary proposes a $9.6 million detciency appropnation for the Court Facil[ties lncentive
Aid Fund. fhisfund,whichpraridesinterestsubsidiesforcourtconstructronand reimburces
localities for operatrrg mairfrenance and upkeep of courl facilities, has incuned higher than
anticipated maintem nce experrses.
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CQMMENTARY OF THE GOVERNOR
OITI THE JUDICTARY

ln accordance wih Ailicle Vll, Section One of the State Constitution, I am transmitting
hersruih the appropriations requested by the Judiciary for fiscal year 2001-02" As required
by the Constitution, I am presenting the Judiclary budget as it has been submitted by
the Office of Court Administration.

The Judieiary's All Funds appropriation request is $1.68 billion, a $1 19.6 million, or
7.7 percent increase over the current year. Qf this amount, $1.53 billion is requested
from the State tax dollar supported General Fund, an increase of $90.6 million or 6.3
percent over 2000-01.

The General Fund increase lncludes.

- $49.4 million for negotiated salary increments and base level increases;

- $28 milion for the renovation and expansion of the Court of Appeals and Justice
buildings in Albany;

- $17.5 million for annualization of current year initiatives, including $4.1 million for
drug courts;

- $t 5 million for increased fringe benefit costs;

- $7.9 miflion for neui initiatives or expansion of the Chief Judge's priority areas such
as the Givil Justice, Family Justice, Domestic Violence and Court Securi$
Programs (156 new positions);

- $6,2 million for various inflationary increases;

- $2 million for 14 certificated judges;

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

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

collective bargaining costs, a $?.2 million decrease due to early retirement and attrition
and $900,000 in rniscellaneous savings.

TheAI Funds appropriation groMh also reflects a $25.5 million increase in the Court
Facilities lncentive Aid Fund vrlrich provides financial assistance to cities and counties
forthe construction, renovation, operation and mainteflance of court facilities, Major new
costs for the Fund include interest payments associated with the ongoing construction
of courtfacilities in New York City and the scheduled increase - per existlng 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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COfiNMENTARY OF THE GOYERTVOR
OA/ THE JUDICIARY

ln accordance vrith Article Vll, Section One of the State Constitution, I am transmitting
herer,vith the apprcpriations requested by the Judiciary forf scal year200243. As required by
the Constitution, I am presenting the Judiciary budget as it hasbeen submitted by the Officit
of Court Administration.

The Judiciary's All Funds appropriation request is $1.74 billion. a $55 million, or 3.3
percent increase over the cunent year. Of this amount, $1.57 billion is requested from the
plqte lax ddlar suppofied General Fund, an increase of $42.5 million or 2.8 percent over
2AA1-Q2.

Wtile the Office of Cout(Administration in its budget submission cites a nurnberof steps
being taken to constrain budget grovrth in 2002-03, the requested increase nevertheless
exceedsthatoftheExecutivebranchandtheLegislature. GiventheState'sdifficultfnancial
condition, lcall upon the Chief Judge to assiduoudy monitorexpenditures and to take all
possible management actions to fur1her reduce spending.

The General Fund increase currently called lor includes.. $48.9 millton for negotiated salary increments and base leyel increases;e $32.9 million fsr increased fringe benefit costs;r $7.4 million forannualization of current year initiatives, including $5 millisn for new
nonjudicial positions and for contractual security en hancements;. $3.2 million for 19 certifcated judges and salary increases for Housing Court Judges
established in the 2001 Legistative session,. $1.5 million for additional resources for cihT courts as a result of a bill passed in the
Leg islative session; andr $9.2 million for new needs induding increased secunty ($5.4 million), a new jury
initiative and continued expansion of tlre Drug Treatment Courl Progr:am ($1.7 mitfion)
and increased costs forthe Law Guardian Program ($2.1 million).

These increases are partially offset by recuning savings initiatives totaling $24.7 million,
including a !1ring freeze to begin Janriary 1. 2402. and savings from eErly retirement
incentives ($11 million); reductions in oveftime and temporary seruice ($3.i] million), a
decrease in equipment purchases lor 2002{3 ($1.8 million); 6tner nonpersonal service
eavlngs trr legal reference and jury per d iems ($4.1 million); and a transfer of lnformation
Technology Services to special revenue fund suppoft {$4 millron). Further, since the Judiciary
is not reque-sling any nar,r capital projects far 20A2-A3, there is a year-to-year appropriation
reduction of $35.8 million for capital projects.

The AII Funds appropriation grorivth reflects an increase of $6.1 million for the Data
Processing Ofhet Fund to provide case information seruices to attomeys for a small fee, $4.2
million to support the Manhattan Felony Treatment Cour1, and $800.000 for the Lawver's
Fund for Client Protection.
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COMMENTARY OF THE GOYERNOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

ln aecordance with Article Vll, Section One of the State Constitution, I am transmilting
herewith the appnrpnations requested bythe Judiciary forfscal year2003{4. As required b}
the Constitution, lam presenting the Judiciary budget as it has-been submitted by the Of[ce
of Court Administration.

TheJudiciary'sAll Fundsappropriation request is$1.8 bitlion, a $56 million ,or3.Zpercent
tncreaseoverthecunentyear, Of thisamount, $1.63 billion is requested from thesiatetax
dollarsuppoftt4 qeneral Fund, an increase of $62.8 rnillion or4 percentover2002-03.

\flrhile the Office of Court Administration has clearly taken steps to constrain spending
grot^rth in ffie Judiciary, nonetheless, its budget requebt for 2003{4 refiects a substantial
in-crease. ln light of the magnitude of the fiscal crisis facing the State, and the economies
etfected by lhe rest of State government, I call upon the Ch-ief Judge to exercise additional
fiscal restraint and strive for year-to-year reductions in spending and stafflng.

The General Fund increase cunently called for inctudes:r $18.5 million for negotiated salary increments and base levei increases,t $37.2 million for increased fringe benefit costs;

' $5 miilion for annualization of cunent year initiatives, including an increase in

ftlltludicial secunty positions ($2.9 million)and contractuai secunty enhancements
($2.1 million);. $2.7 million for 16 certilqqted judges and $1.5 million for nevr city court judges and
staff establi$red in the 2001 Lryislative session;r $3.4 million for contractilal and-f,xed cost increases, including the Law Guardian
T!gF[Jp1.1 million), legal reference ($1.t million), Altematiie Dispute contracts
($300,000) and postal rate increases ($900,000); ariO. $10 million for-ngw l.?edp, including overtime ex$enses related to enhanced security
measures {$_3.9, million), continufu expansion of Drug Treatment Courts ($1.7
million), a shift of lnformation Techndogy tunding to the General Fund from the bata
Preessing_ Fund ($3 million), jury initiaiives ($500,000), continuing education and
training initiatives for judges and legal staff ($500,000) and the esiabtishment of a
community coud in Queens ($400,000).

These increases are partially offset by recurring savings totaling $15.5 million, including
personal selilicS savings resulting from- tT e hiring 'ireeze and savin-gs from eady retiremen-'t
incentives ($8.6 rnillion); a reduction in f nancing iosts ($2.2 million)]and other rionpersonal
seruice reductions for travel and non-recurring 

-contractual 
servrces ($4.7 million). '

The All Funds approprrg!1o1 gpvrlth reflecls an increase of $5.9 miilion for thb Lawyefs
Fund for Client Protection, $700,000 forthe NYC County Clerks'Operations Ofbet Fundand
a $2.5 million increase in Federalfunding for Drug Treitment CourG.
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COMMENTARY OF THE GOYER'\'OR
OA' THE JUDICIARY

ln accordance with Article Vll, Section One of the State Constitution, I am transmitting
herewith the appropriations requested by the Judiciary forf scal year2004{5. As required by
the Constikttion, I am presenting the Judiciary budget as it has been submitted by tl're Office
of Court Admlnistration,

The Judiciary's All Funds appropriation request is $1.9 billion, a $117 million, or6.5
percent increase over the cunent year. Of this amount, $1.7 billion is requested from the
State tax dollar supporled General Fund, an increase of $86.9 million or 5.35 percent over
2003-04. The Jud iciary is seeking 2003-04 deficiency appropriations in the arnount of $20.2
million. \Mten the deficiency appropriations are considered, the All Funds increase is 5.3
percent and the State tax dollar suppoded General Fund increase is 4.5 percent.

The requested General Fund increase includes:. $70 million for increased fringe beneit costs;r $17.4 million for negotiated salary increments;. $7.2 milllon forcontracts and off'rerfixed cost inereases, including legal reference and
the Law Guardian Program;. $5.9 million for annualization of cunent year initiatives, primarily for secunty
enhancements; andr $5.9 miilion for new or expanded activities, including security equipment, continued
expansion of Drug Treatment Courls and nQht couft in New York City, a shifi of
information techndogy funding to the General Fund from the Data Processing Fund,
and for the CourtAppointed SpecialAdvocates Program.

These General Fund increases are partially offset by recurring savings totaling $19.5
million from personalservice and non-personalservice, resulting in a net increase ot$90.S
million.

The All Funds appropriation growth refiects a new appropriation of $25 million for the
increase in reimbursement rates for law guardians pursuant to Chapter 62 of the Laws of
2003 and a $4 mf,lion increase in Federal-funding for problem solving courts.

From 2000{1 to 200243, General Fund-State Operations spenOing for the Judiciary
increased by 7.9 percent. ln thatsame period. theGeneralFund-StateCp-erationsspending
for Executive branch agenctes decreased by 1.2 percent. In addition, the Judlciary's
workforce has grcnron by 3.8 percent since 2001, compared to an Executive branch wortfoice
decline of 3.7 percent for that period.

ln light of the maEnitude of the fiscal crisis facing the State, and the economies effected
by the les! of State government, I call upon the Chief Judge to take all possible steps to
reduce both spending and staffing levels.
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COMMENTARY OF THE GOYER,\TOR
Off THE JUDICIARY

ln accordance with Arlicle Vll, Section One of the State Constitution, I am transmitting
herewtth the apprcpriations requested by the Judiciary forf scal year2005{6. As required b}
the Constifution, Iam presenting the Judiciary budget as it has'been submitted by tl'ie Officb
of Court Administration.

The Judiciary's AII Funds appropriation request is $2.1 billion, a $126 miflion, or 6.8
percent increase ovel!h_e cqrrent year, as adjusted forthe impactof the2004{5 pay bill. Of
thisamo_unt, neafly $1.9 billion is requesled from the State tax dollarsupported Genenal
Fund, refiecting an increase of $108 million or 6.2 percent over 2004-05.

The requested General Fund increase includes:t $!,Q.f million for negotiated salary increments for State staff;. $52 million for increased fringe beneft costs;. $4.5 million forcontracts andbtherfixed cost increases, including legal reference and
the Law Guardian Program,r $12.5 million for annualization of cunent year initiaflves, primarily for security
enhancements; and. $12.3 million fornew orexpanded activities, including security equipment. continued
gxpansiotr of Drug Treatment Courts end night court in New York City and for the
Courl Appointed Special Advocates Program.

Theseincreases are partially gfbetby rectrrrihg savingstotaling $18 million resulting in a
net General Fund increase of $108 rnillion. The rut Fundt appropriation growth reflecis an
addltional $16.4 million for the Court Facilities lncentive Aid Fund.
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COMMET\TARY OF THE GOYER,\JOR
Oru THE JUDICIARY

ln accordance rvith Article VIi. Section One of the State Constrtution. I am transmitting
heret,ith the appropriations requested by the Jucliciar,"- tbr fiscal vear lff)6-07. As requreh
bv the Constitution. I am presenting the Judiciary budget as it has been submitted by the
Office of Court -tdministration.

The Judiciary, under the direction of Chief Jucige Ka1,-e continues to implement several
initiatives designed to rnake the courts rnore responsive to the people of Neu, York:

. Frotrlern solging courts that address drugs. alcohol. rnental illness. anci domestic
violence.

r Experimentai reorganizatron of the coufis of crrminai jurrsdiction in the Bron-x.
. Offices for the Self-Represented that provide legal and procedural infonnation to

seitlrepresented liti gants.
The Judiciary has requested appropnations totaiiag nearly 52.3 trillion - an increase of

5228 million. oi 1 1.1 peicant ot'"rih. *oent ,y-ear. I,lore tlran 98 percent of this increase
t'ouldsupportCourtoperations. Included in the increase is 513.2 rnillion for security
equipment, contratrts ffnd personnel to ensure the safety ofNerv York's courts - a priori$,- of
the Chief Judge , rvith q,hich I concur.

Atrother 5136.2 millian is attributEd to contracfual salary increases. higher costs of
emplo1,ee fringe benetits, the annualized costs of 21 new judgeshipi. family Court
pennanency planning iniiiaiir.es. CourtFaciiities Incentir.e Aid, the impaci ofinflation. and
unavoidable fixed cost increases.

In addition, the request advanced by the Chief Judge aiso includes at increase in judicral
salaries. The increase rvould be retroactive to April 1, 2005, at an estimated cost of 569.5
rnil1ion.

I tao support a judicial salary increase, Last year. I proposed a bill that rvould provide
J{erv York State judges rvith a fair and reasonable compeirsation package. trIy proposal
tould cost the State SfB million annually and provide that an increase be made on a
prospective basis only. I reccmmend that the Legislature appror.e my proposal tc ensure that
the State continue to attract and retaln the finest jurists in the counhy.

Finall,v. while I recognize that the Ot'fice of Court Administration has rnany rvorthrvhile
proposals- in the aggregate. its budget submission pro'i.ides for a sigmificant funding increase.
I urge the Legislafure to join me. the Chief Judge and the Office of Court Administration to
explore altematir.'e approaches that reduce the impact on the State's Financial Plan.
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COMMENTARY OF THE GOYER,\IOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

ln accordance n'ith Article VIi, Section One of the Skte Constrtution. I arn transrnitting
herervith the appropriations requested by the Judiciary for i'iscai year' 2007-08. As required
b-v the Constitution, tr am presentinr the Judiaary- budget as it has been submitted b.v the
OfEce of Court Administration.

The Judiciary has requested appropnations totaling nearly 52.4 trillion - an increase of
547 million, cr 2.0 percent over the current year. This increase includes arnounts necessataF

to provide salary increases to judges. retroactive to Aprii 1. 2005.
Judicial salaries have rernained unchanged since 1999- and achieving aureement on re\1r

compensaticn trer.els for judges is a high prioriti.'of the Chief Judge. In recognition cf the
importance of this issue. and in support of the Chief Judge, the Executive Budget advances
Articie VII legislation to provide tbr a judicial saiary increase to the ler.el recomrnended bv
the Chief Judge. I urae the Legislature to take action on thls proposal, ufuch has languished
too long.

In addition. I cammend the Chief Judge fbr her Action Plan for Tonn and Viilage
Courts. ivhich rvill provide trainins. technologl". and security tbr these courts. A total ofS10
miilion ts requested, as a first installment in s,hat rvill be a multi--vear plan to strengthen this
part of our justice system. Ensuring that justice is fairly done q.rthin ihese small, community
courts is a laudable soal nhich I strongly endorse.

Finaliy. I am 1.sry pleased to support the Chief Judge's recornrnendation to increase
support tbr civil legal sen'ices tbr lcrv income Neu' Yorkers. A modest increase of eigtrt
dollars in the criminal history fee allor,vs this ini[attr.e to be accommodated within the Legal
Sen'ices Assistance Fund. without impairing cuffellt support for criminal det'ense and
prosecution sen ices. Funding for cir.il legal sen ices has been neglected by the S tate. and I
join u,ith the Chief Judge in recommending that the 5 tate assurne a -Ereater role in ensuring
the adequacy of these senices statervide.
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COMMENTARY OF THE GOVER,VOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

In accordance w'ith Article VII. Section 1 of the State Constitution. I arn transrnittrng
herervith the apprapriations requested by the Judiciary for fiscai 1'ear' 2008-09. As requred
by the Constitution, I am presenting the Judrciaq, budget as it has been submitted by the
ChiefJudse.

The Judicimy has requested apprcpriations tctaling nearl.v S2.5 billion" This inclucles
amounts necrssary to provide salary increases to judges. l\hen adjusted tbr S106 rnillion
in retroactive judicial salar-v palrments and non-recurring capital appropriations in the
current vear. the increase orer the currant- year is 590 miilion. or 3.8 pereatt.

The budget request srilrrniuedbl'the Chief Judge reflects a salary. increase of 21 percent
rehoactive for ttree yeam. to April 1. 2005. I{ore recently. the Chief Jurlge proposd nerv
legislation providing for pay increases retroactive to Aprii 1.2005. rvith additional
increases tleri to the salaries of federal court judges. and a quadrennial saiary commission.

Judicial salaries har.e remainert unchanged since i999. and establishing ilel\r
compensation levels for judges is a high pnoflry of the Chief Judge. In recogrnition of the
irnirortance of this issue, rvluch lus langluished too long. and in support of the Chief Judge,
the Executtve Budget inciudes Article \rII legislation to provide for a judicial saiar)'
lncfease.

The Article VII legislaaon I am submitting inciudes a judrcial pay increase retroactive
to Apni 1, 2AA6, at the same ievel recommended by dre Chief Judge. In addition. my bill
rvouid incrcase saiaries anoiher 2.5 percent on April 1. 2008. in recognition that judicial
salaries at the Federal level rvere raised by that amount on January 1. 2008. I strongly urge
the Legislature to take action on this proposal.

I also support the Chief Judge's Action Plan for Totn and Village Courts. q,hich q,ill
provide training- technology. and security for these courts. A total of S17 million is
provided to suppolt a tnulti-year plan to strengthen this part of our justice system. Ensuring
that justice is fairly done rvithin these small. comrnunity courts is a iaudable goal and I arn
pleased to see it rmrain a top pnorit-v of the Chief Judge.



COMMENTARY OF THE GOYER,\,OR
ON THE JUDICIARY

In accordance rvith Arttle \rII, Section 1 ofttre State Corxtimicn, I am kansmittir4r
herervith the appropriations requested by the .Iudiciary tbr fical year 2009-10. As
required by the Colstitr-rtbrr, I am presentinu dre JLrdisiary buCget as it has been
sribrnitted by the ChbfJudge.

The Judiciary lras requested appropriaticrm totaling over S2.5 billion Thi refbcts a
change of S2.3 millirn forn tlrc prior year, affer adjusting for tlre elirnination of r:orr
rece.uriqg colbctive trargai:ir4r costs. Ttris 'ho -Srorvtir'' budget is nrirxlfi:lof the State's
fuancial conditio4 a*C resporxi're rn light of rry call for all Executive Brarrch agencies
to reskain spandir4l.

The Judiciary u.iIl fice trvin challenges in tire coming year - an austere budglet.
coupled rvith prorving casebads. Tlre econornic dowrtum is akeady inereasitg cases
related to trrcrtgage forechsures,. consurner debt. evfoti:rm ard furmlo lnatters. To nreet
tltis afficipated grorvth ir tiie courts' rvor{<load, tirc C}r#f Judge rnxt carefrrlly rnarmge
eristing resources.

Despite these pressures. I am pbased to note that the Judiciary's proposed budget
reflects a cottinuing comrnitrnent to tlre improveinent of the Justice Courts, an intepral
part of tlr delirery of jr:stite in aur corrurnrrities across the State. In addition- tlre
Judiciary is irrcreasing its reliance on teclurology. e.g. electronic filiilg- vileo
appeara[ces. rerpte learnine, and acceptance ofon]ine credit card payrnents ftir fees and
ftres, thereby both redrrcir:g casts and dernonstrating a conrmihnent to errvirorunerrtal
resporsi:f,itv.

To its credit, tlre Jtrliciary has subnrined a request fhat does rrot appealfor an irrcrease
in resources. but rathff seeks to better utilize eristirg fi*dnrg to lrrcet its core
constitt;tionalmissioa Notably. the proposed bud-eet once again seeks to address judicial
salary eornpemation bu does so rvitirin av'aihble appropriations, including a reappro-
priation of2008-09 fimdir:g eructed for this purpose.

The Chief Jud-se is to be corrnrrended for her tlroughtfirJness in preparing this
proposal, and I rvih her well ir her frtrxe enCeavors.
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COMMENTARY OF THE GOVERNOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

In accordance q'ith Article \rII. Section 1 of the State Constirution. I arn transrnitting
herervith the appropriations requested by the Judiciary for tiscal year 2010-11. As
required by the Constitution. I am presentine the Judiciarv budget as it has treen

submitted b,v the Chief Judse.
The Judioary has requested appropriations totalin-s over S2.7 billion. t hich ref'lects

an ingrease of 5183.5 rnillion. or 7.3 percent, from the prior year. A portrou of this
growth is attributable to an 584.6 rnillion increase in the Judiciary"s contribution to the

State's pension fund. Holl'ever, even after excluiling this increase that is arguably'

be.vond the control of the Judiciary. support tbr court operations is shll projected to grorl.

b,v 3.9 percent. This increase stands in contrast to the recommended overall budget

increase for State Funds of 1,8 percent.

The Judiciary adtances at least three nerv initiatives that result in increased costs.

First. the proposed budget contains language authorizing an increase in judiciai
salaries retroactive to April 1.2005. LTnder the proposal. judicial salaries rvouidincrease

by approximately 31 percent in the coming fiscal year at an annual cost of S48 million.
\lhile it is regrettable tirat judges have not receir.ed a salary increase since i999. the size

of the increase is quite large given the cun'ent econotnic clitnate.
Second. the Chief Judge has doubied the amount judges receive annuall,v fiom the

Judicial Supplemental Support Fund as a supplement to their saiaries" Under this
proposal. each judge receives 510.000 to compensate for the cost of goods and sen-ices

purchased "in the performance of their juclicial responsibilities". There appears to be

little restriction on horv these funds are spent.

Third. the proposed budget includes a ne\\r 5i5 million subsidy tbr civil legal
senices. a program for rvhich the Judiciar,r, has no direct responsibilit.v. \Vhile I have
long been a staunch supporter of adequate funding for cir.il legal sen'ices. I believe it is
inappropriate to include this funding as pari of the Judiciary trudget. Indeed. I requested

ttrat the Judiciary not include it. as i belier.e the action mrrs contrary to the Executive
Budget process as outlined in the State Constinrtion.

I recognize that the economic clirnate has ser.erely reduced the interest earnings upon
rrhich this program relies. Theretbre, after much consideration. I have chosen to submit
legislatron to increase certain court tbes. By increasing tbes char-sed at the inihation of a
case or a rnotion. sutlicient rel'enue is generated to support not onll'the 515 million
subsid.v for civil legai services contained in this request. but a S10 million investment in
irnproving indigent legal sen'ices as rvetrl. The fees are designed to provide disincentrr-es

for the filing of frivolous cases and motions. s'hile not creating access to justice concems.
It is rny hope that the proposed tbe sh'ucture rvill assist in reducing the lracklog in our
courts. rvhile also fundrng legal senices for those to rvhom justice rnight othanrise be
denied.

Aside from these three specific initiatives. the .iudicrary budget appears to iack
initiatives to restrain spending or consolidate operahons. Admittedly. the operation of the

courts and their refbrm is no simple matter: but it must also tre acknorvledged that the

S2.7 billion Judiciary budget is a signiticant part of the overall State budget. The
Judiciary must accept that each branch of government can no longer conduct 'tusiness as

usual". and that all branches share an obligation to taxpayers to restructure sovErrulent in
light of the State's new fiscal reality. For example. adherence by the Judiciary to my
proposed spending cap rvould have generated savings of S132 million.
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COMMENN

Given the fiscal situation in which &e State finds itself, I am trmsmitting the
Judiciary's
this request

submission along with a skong charge to tle Legislature to evaluate
. I also call upon the Chief Judge to revisit this request and offer

suggestions for it urry be reduced. Although the court's workload has indred
ive branch agencies ue facing similar challenges to maintain orincreased, my

improve the of their serviees - and must do so with budgets that re smaller than
they were a year
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m inpreasd

rrrilfion
In thi

We strmot

l1;t}te
sperdrg.

OfrTMENTARY OF THE GOYER,VOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

wth Articb VtrI, Section I of the State Constih-dbn, I trarrsmit

req-rired by lt"
flre ChiefJudge.

reqrrsted by tt* mdiciary for &cal year 20ll-12. As
I preserrt &e Judieirry trudget as it tras been sr:hnmitted by

The Judici has reql bd appropriatbns that total ovet 52.7 billbn This refuts
btbn of 1.9 percas, or $50 mfllixr, frcm last year. Ttle proposed

tudiciarybudget rdscts, fil a ffish basis, a spenr*irg irrrease of 5.3 percerd, ar $140

, New Yotk StatE governmerd mr-rst recalibrate, redesign ard rebuiH.
sperdirg irpreases. kdeed, the State rrnret redr-ffi sperdrE. I have

prroposed aten GercralFurd rredrrctinn frr all Sbte agerrcy operatbre fom 2010-
ild the Afiorrry Generalhave proposed fhe name redrrtirr ir ftreir

In order to
JudicialBrmck

ttn fiscal realities corGorrtig tlre State, I respecffirlly ask the
reduce its sperdirg whlle corrtiru.rir4g to serve those wlr sekjrxtice.
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better ad

OfrTiliENTARY OF THE GOVERilOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

wlhArtieh VII, Section I ofttr Stde Constih*bn, I trmsmit
herrenrithfr ions reqr.rested by t}rc Judiciary for fiscal year 2012- 13. As
requrired by ttr tr preserfr fte Judirieny budget as fr has been submitted by
the ChbfJuctge.

The Judi has rcqr:ested appropriatbns of$2.54 bitrbrr Across allfirruI t]?es,
thi reflects no from last yer, ad irctdes a dectsase af $3.9 million in General

. Ona cashbasis, ttr prroposed Judicimy hurlget reflects a spendirg
decrease of$19- mfllion (or 0.7 percer{)-

Ths sr:bmitted by tIre ChiefJudge recognires t}re ongcig hudgetary
frces, addressirg fiscalreality whitre sr-pporting dre courh' ability topressures tlr S

ryluld ttrir ibtiDnal ddy- Tlre brdget as sr.&mitted both sustairs the savirys
achie\red last ; rd holds the line on ne!il sperdirg. I mnmerd ttr Judiciary for
exminig their ard for oontirnrig to seek to make tlre cor:rt system.work



COMMENTARY OF THE GOVERruOR
ON THE JUDICIARY

fir accordance witli Article !-tr, Section I of the State Colstitution I transmit
herewith the alryropriations requested by the Judiciary lbr fiscal year 2013-14. As
reqnired by the Colrstihrtiol, I present the Judiciary budget as it has been subrnitted by
the Chief Judge.

The Judiciary has requested appropriations of $I.97 billion for court operations.
exclusive of the cost of enrployee benefits. Inchuive of eurployee benetits. the lnrdget for
the Judicialy is requested at $2,6 billion. In the General Fmd this reflects uo growth
froru the prior year.

The budget subnritted by flre Chief Judge recoprrizes tlre ongoing budgetary
prcssules the State faces. especially as the State lecovels frorr superstomr Sandy. This
budget holds the liue on spending, yet ensrues the cotuts have the resomes necessary to
uphold their colstihrtional dtfy. I co*lnend tlre Judiciary for their continuirrg eflbrts to
rneet the State's tiseal goals by rethinkilg how tlre courts do business, and for their
contiuuing parttership with the Executive Branch.


