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STATE OF NEW YORK

9022

| N SENATE

January 22, 2026

Introduced by Sen. FAHY -- read tw ce and ordered printed, and when
printed to be conmitted to the Commttee on Judiciary

AN ACT to anmend the judiciary law, in relation to elinmnating the wth-
holding of state aid as an enforcenent nechanismfor court facility
conmpliance, and establishing an appeal process for proposed court
facility plans; and to repeal certain provisions of such law relating
thereto

The People of the State of New York, represented in Senate and Assem
bly, do enact as foll ows:

Section 1. Legislative findings and intent. The |egislature hereby
finds and declares that:

The unified court systemis a core function of state government, and
the state has a constitutional obligation to ensure that courts are
safe, accessible, and capable of <carrying out the adnmnistration of
justice.

Pursuant to sections 39 and 39-b of the judiciary law, cities are
responsi bl e for providing suitable and sufficient court facilities, and
the chief admnistrator of the courts is authorized to establish and
enforce m ni mum standards for such facilities.

The | egislature further finds that the w thholding or seizure of unre-
stricted state aid has becone the primary enforcenent nechanism for
court facility conpliance, notwithstanding the absence of a forma
appeal process or independent review of proposed court facility plans.

The legislature finds that this enforcement structure may conpel muni -
cipalities to accept capital plans w thout neaningful opportunity to
chal | enge scope, sequencing, or feasibility, and may underni ne |oca
fiscal stability and essential nunicipal services.

It is therefore the intent of the legislature to elimnate the wth-
holding of state aid as an enforcenent nmechanismfor court facility
conpliance, while preserving court facility standards and establishing a
fair, transparent, and independent process for reviewing and resolving
di sputes regardi ng proposed court facility plans.

§ 2. Subdivision 4 of section 39-b of the judiciary | aw is REPEALED
and three new subdivisions 4, 5 and 6 are added to read as foll ows:

4. Notwi t hstanding any other provision of law, the chief adm nistrator
of the courts shall not w thhold, reduce, suspend, seize, or otherw se
intercept any state aid, assistance, or paynent otherw se payable to a

EXPLANATI ON--Matter in italics (underscored) is new, matter in brackets
[-] is old law to be onitted
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city for the purpose of enforcing conpliance with the requirenents of
this section or section thirty-nine of this article.

5. (a) Any witten deternmination, directive, requirenent, or proposed
court facility conpliance plan issued by the chief administrator of the
courts that identifies deficiencies, nmandates corrective action, or
requires a city to undertake capital inprovenents or other renedial
neasures shall be subject to appeal pursuant to this subdivision.

(b) A city may file an appeal within sixty days of receipt of such
determination, directive, or proposed plan. The filing of an appeal
shall stay any enforcenent action pending final resolution.

(c) Appeals shall be heard by an independent court facilities review
panel ., which shall be established for the purpose of reviewing the
scope, reasonableness, feasibility, and proportionality of proposed
court facility plans. The court facilities review panel shall consist
of :

(i) the director of the division of the budget, or their designee;

(ii) the state conptroller, or their designee

(iii) the chief administrator of the courts, or their designee; and

(iv) two nmenbers, respectively appointed by the tenporary president of
the senate and the speaker of the assenbly., with denpnstrated expertise
in municipal finance, public construction, or infrastructure planning.

(d) The court facilities review panel shall consider, at a mninum

(i) whether the proposed plan is necessary to achieve conpliance wth
applicable court facility standards;

(ii) whether alternative scopes, phasing, locations, or tinelines
woul d reasonably achi eve conpliance

(iii) whether the proposed plan would require borrowing that violates
or approaches linmtations inposed by the local finance law, the state
constitution, or any other applicable |aw

(iv) whether the proposed plan appropriately balances court opera-
tional needs with nunicipal fiscal and operational constraints; and

(v) whether the proposed plan reflects a reasonable exercise of adm n-
istrative discretion.

(e) Wthin ninety days of receipt of an appeal, the court facilities
review panel may affirmthe proposed plan., nodify the plan, or renand
the plan to the office of court adninistration for revision consistent
with such panel's findings.

6. (a) Upon the issuance of a final determ nation by the court facili-
ties review panel pursuant to subdivision five of this section, the city
and the office of court admnistration shall enter into a witten court
facility conpliance plan consistent with such determ nation.

(b) The chief admnistrator of the courts may enforce conpliance with
an _approved plan through reasonable adnministrative neasures, provided
that such enforcenent shall not include the w thholding, reduction,
suspension, or seizure of state aid.

(c) Nothing in this subdivision shall be construed to relieve any city
of its obligation to provide suitable and sufficient court facilities.

§ 3. If any clause, sentence, paragraph, subdivision, section, or part
of this act shall be adjudged by any court of conpetent jurisdiction to
be invalid, such judgnment shall not affect, inpair, or invalidate the
remai nder thereof, but shall be confined in its operation to the clause,
sentence, paragraph, subdivision, section, or part thereof directly
involved in the controversy in which such judgnent shall have been
r ender ed.

8 4. This act shall take effect imediately.




