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June 2009 
New York State Bar Association 
 

Report of the 
Special Committee on  

Solo and Small Firm Practice 
 

I. Executive Summary  

On August 6, 2008, NYSBA President Bernice K. Leber appointed Past President Robert L. 
Ostertag to Chair a Special Committee on Solo and Small Firm Practice (the “Committee”) to 
research, consider and report on this important area of concern. Mr. Ostertag has extensive 
experience and involvement at state and national levels with issues of particular concern to solo and 
small firm practice. His committee comprised a select representative group from solo and small 
firm, academic and judicial settings, all well acquainted in one way or another with the unique 
problems that confront solos and small firms. 

Of the Association’s approximately 74,000 members from all areas of New York, every state 
in the nation and 108 countries, the majority of them—some 55%—practice in solo or small firms of 
fewer than 10 attorneys. If firms of up to 20 attorneys are included, that figure increases to 64%.1 
The concerns, interests and everyday challenges faced by this significant portion of our membership 
are of primary importance to this Association; their needs must comprehensively be addressed. 

A thorough consideration of NYSBA’s role in providing support to solo and small firm 
practitioners raises important questions: For example, what programs and services does NYSBA 
offer to its members? What programs and services does NYSBA offer that may not be familiar to its 
members? What initiatives can we undertake to improve NYSBA’s direct services? How can we 
better coordinate our activities and resources with other associations and the courts of our state, and 
perhaps other entities as well, to enhance the practice environment for solo and small firm 
practitioners?  

The mission of the Committee created by President Leber was to recommend ways by which 
NYSBA, alone or in collaboration with local bar associations, courts and other relevant entities, 
might better assist solo and small firm attorneys in meeting the practice and lifestyle challenges they 
face. To do so, the Committee was charged with making a comprehensive study of the particular 
issues and challenges that confront solo practitioners and small firms in New York State from 
whatever source; to review the quality, accessibility and level of awareness of existing NYSBA 
programs that are designed to assist solo practitioners and small firms; and to recommend new 

 
1 NYSBA Membership Profile Report November 2008. These figures are consistent with research conducted by the 
American Bar Foundation, which finds that approximately 56% of the lawyers in private practice are solos (38% of all 
lawyers). See Clara Carson, 2004 Lawyers Statistical Report (“ABF”). 
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programs, benefits, resources and services that should be developed to help such practitioners and 
their firms.  

Further, the Committee was charged with evaluating the Unified Court System’s 
implementation of recommendations proposed in 2006 by then Chief Judge Judith Kaye’s 
Commission on Solo and Small Firm Practice in New York, and with recommending further 
measures appropriate to the achievement of particular goals set forth therein. That assignment, 
together with a general assessment of current litigation issues affecting solo and small firms, was 
delegated to the first of our Committee’s four subcommittees. While the subcommittee undertook to 
address all such litigation issues, the Unified Court System’s Office of Court Administration 
(“OCA”) was preparing its own status report on the same issues. That Interim Report became 
available to us in late March 2009. Included in this Report are our comments responsive to those 
issues appearing in OCA’s Interim Report that we believe are most appropriate to problems of our 
constituency.  

A second subcommittee was charged with surveying a random sampling of solo and small 
firm practitioners (both NYSBA members and non-members) in New York State to identify their 
greatest challenges and concerns. Problems relating to finances or cash flow were reported as the 
most significant issues these practitioners face. Other important concerns expressed in the survey 
responses included marketing, time management, human resources and staffing. 

A third subcommittee focused its attention specifically on the level of NYSBA’s current 
support for solo and small firms. The subcommittee divided its efforts into five subject categories, 
viz., educational programs, publications, internet resources, member benefits and networking 
opportunities. It concluded that NYSBA currently offers a number of programs, resources or 
activities that should be better marketed or promoted successfully to reach a greater number of our 
solo and small firm practitioner members.  

A fourth subcommittee focused its attention on the activities and resources of other bar 
associations. The subcommittee found that NYSBA fares well when compared to many other state, 
local or national bar associations. However, several important resources were identified that are not 
currently offered by NYSBA, but that deserve review and consideration as they may provide useful 
benefits to solo and small firm practitioners. Further, its review of other bar associations revealed the 
need for NYSBA to create a focal point, such as within an existing section or committee of NYSBA, 
or a NYSBA staff-driven initiative, to address solo and small firm needs on an ongoing basis. 

As detailed in the concluding section of this Report, our Committee has identified a number 
of action items recommended either for direct action by the Executive Committee or for adoption by 
the House of Delegates. The Committee divided these recommendations into short-term, mid-term 
and long-term objectives.  

Short-term recommendations of the Committee focused on creating greater awareness of the 
issues detailed in this Report and permitting the Committee to continue its work in order to see 
through to completion many of the recommendations proposed herein. During this period the 
Committee also envisions the enhancement of the NYSBA web site to provide a wider range of, and 
greater access to, resources for solo and small firm practitioners; the creation of a permanent 
institutional home for the needs of these attorneys within the Association; and further development 
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of a variety of resources that will aid solo and small firm practitioners in their practices, including an 
annual symposium dedicated to this constituency and these issues. 

The Committee recommends implementing a number of mid-range initiatives, including the 
development of a membership plan that will significantly increase small firm membership over the 
next five years, and the coordination of better relationships with other bar associations with the goal 
of identifying opportunities for joint efforts to serve solo and small firm needs. Increased and 
improved educational programs and publications are envisioned, as well as the creation of greater 
access to high quality online legal research services for these lawyers.  

Long-term goals recommended by the Committee in this Report include a carefully 
considered strategic plan for supporting solo and small firm practitioners in 2014, together with a 
similar review and analysis each five years thereafter. These goals also include improved 
coordination of efforts between NYSBA and OCA in order to improve access to the courts for solo 
and small firm practitioners, both through technology resources as well as better designs for case 
management. 

The analysis of the Committee contained in this Report, and the recommendations that 
follow, are based on the recognition that the largest and fastest growing segment of NYSBA 
membership is that of solo and small firm practitioners. The Committee believes that its 
recommendations will enhance the professional and personal lives of these attorneys as well as 
ensure that NYSBA continues to be viewed as a vital, valuable, and necessary resource for the 
majority of practitioners. 

A. History: The General Practice Section 

Some thirty years ago, NYSBA’s then President, Anthony Palermo, authorized the 
appointment of a special committee to consider the creation of a General Practice Section to serve 
the particular interests of general practitioners. Then, as now, general practitioners composed a 
substantial majority of all private practitioners in New York State. American Bar Association 
surveys had found that general practitioners made up the majority of private practitioners even 
across the nation, and our own committee’s research disclosed that general practitioners practiced 
for the most part in solo or small firm settings of one to five attorneys.  

The American Bar Association and some state and local bars throughout the nation had 
already created sections or committees for similar purposes. In 1980 our own new General Practice 
Section was established and enthusiastically received, and in very short order it became one of the 
Association’s largest.  

In 1991, the Association conducted a very successful forum on small firm general practice. 
One hundred and seven very broadly selected solo and small firm general practitioners were invited, 
and from that meeting we learned much about their problems and concerns. In attendance was a 
representative of the American Bar Association. He urged the ABA to follow our lead, and within a 
year the ABA conducted its own solo and small firm forum in St. Louis. Thereafter a number of 
similar conferences were conducted throughout the nation at both state and local bar levels and from 
these emerged a consensus as to the nature of solo and small firm general practice and its unique 
place in our profession. Since then, the organized bar at virtually every level throughout the nation 
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has paid closer attention and made greater efforts toward meeting the needs of solo and small firm 
practitioners. Certainly that is so here in New York, where work on their issues is ongoing. 

In 2004, Chief Judge Judith S. Kaye created a Commission to Examine Solo and Small Firm 
Practice in New York. After extensive work the Commission issued a report in 2006 (the “Kaye 
Commission Report”2) that called on the courts, bar associations and other groups to address a 
variety of issues facing solo and small firm lawyers. Our Special Committee on Solo and Small Firm 
Practice was created to address not only those issues raised in the Kaye Commission Report, but 
additional issues confronting solo and small firm lawyers. 

B. The Mission of the Special Committee on Solo and Small Firm Practice 

As previously mentioned, the Committee’s charge was to undertake a comprehensive study 
of the particular issues and challenges that confront solo practitioners and small firms in New York 
State from whatever source, and to recommend ways in which the bar associations, the courts, and 
other relevant entities can assist attorneys in meeting those challenges and in achieving successful 
practices and balanced lives. The Committee was to review programs already undertaken by the 
New York State Bar Association to assist solo and small firms, to recommend ways by which those 
programs might be expanded or improved, and to recommend new programs, benefits, resources and 
services that should be developed to help such practitioners and their firms.  

C. The Committee’s Process 

In order to carry out these tasks, the Committee divided itself into four subcommittees, each 
assigned to focus on a particular area of the overall mission. The subcommittees and their respective 
missions were as follows. 

1. Subcommittee on the Report of the Kaye Commission to Examine Solo and Small Firm 
Practice 

Mission: In order more adequately to evaluate the United Court System’s implementation of 
systemic improvements proposed by the Kaye Commission’s 2006 Report on Solo and Small Firm 
Practice in New York this Subcommittee further undertook independently to examine the problems 
solo and small firm practitioners encounter today in relation to litigation practice, with special 
emphasis on judicial procedures and courthouse characteristics and practices. The goal was to make 
more economical and efficient the future use of practitioners’ time while at the courthouse and to 
provide a setting more conducive to service to clients and the dignified and private conduct of 
necessary litigation-related business outside the courtroom. The Subcommittee was chaired by 
David W. Meyers, Esq. 

2. Subcommittee on NYSBA Activities and Resource Center 

Mission: To review programs already undertaken by the New York State Bar Association to 
assist solos and small firms in their practices, including the resources already available at its Solo 
and Small Firms Resource Center and through its Law Practice Management Committee; to 
recommend ways by which those programs might be expanded or improved; and to recommend new 

 
2  The Kaye Commission Report is at www.nysba.org/solosmallcomm, See Appendix C for a listing of the materials. 
contained on the website. 
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programs, benefits, resources and services that should be developed to help such practitioners and 
their firms. This Subcommittee was chaired by Prof. Gary A. Munneke. 

3. Subcommittee to Survey Solos and Small Firms in New York 

Mission: To design, conduct and report on the results of a survey of solo and small firm 
practitioners in New York aimed at ascertaining the particular issues and challenges which confront 
them, and proposing ways by which NYSBA, other bar associations, the courts and other entities 
might better assist solo and small firm practitioners in meeting those challenges and in achieving 
successful practices and balanced lives. Edgar De Leon, Esq., chaired the Subcommittee. 

4. Subcommittee to Study the Activities of Other Bar Associations 

Mission: To gather information about the activities of other bar associations and related 
entities in New York and across the country having to do with the subject matter of our Committee; 
to gather from such sources any reports or studies on the subject; to catalog and summarize 
programs, services, and resources provided by such entities; and from the foregoing, to recommend 
ways by which NYSBA, the courts and other entities might adopt or adapt such programs, services 
or resources to assist solo and small firm practitioners in our state. David Rosenberg, Esq., was the 
Subcommittee’s chair. 

II. Review of the Report of Chief Judge Judith S. Kaye’s Commission to Examine 
Solo/Small Firm Practice 

A. Introduction 

To accomplish its mission, and after carefully reviewing the Kaye Commission’s Report, our 
Commission Report Review Subcommittee met with various judges and judicial and OCA staff 
personnel, including, among others, Hon. Jonathan Lippman, then-Presiding Justice of The 
Appellate Division, First Judicial Department, now Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals; Hon. Ann 
Pfau, New York’s Chief Administrative Judge; Hon. Abraham G. Gerges, Second Judicial District 
Interim Administrative Judge: Hon. George B. Ceresia, Jr., Third Judicial District Administrative 
Judge; Hon. Vito C. Caruso, Fourth Judicial District Administrative Judge; Hon. Francis A. Nicolai, 
Ninth Judicial District Administrative Judge; Hon. Anthony F. Marano, Tenth Judicial District 
Administrative Judge; Thomas R. Kilfoyle, Chief Clerk of the Supreme Court, Civil Term, Kings 
County; Joanne B. Haelen, Law Clerk to Hon. Vito C. Caruso; Ronald P. Younkins, Esq., OCA’s 
Chief of Operations; and Jeffrey Carucci, OCA’s Statewide Coordinator for Electronic Filing. 

The Subcommittee also drew upon the commentary of solo and small firm litigators, and it 
carefully reviewed the reports of others of our subcommittees to capture as complete an overall 
picture of the subject matter as possible. 

The Kaye Commission Report included a number of recommendations that the judiciary, 
OCA, the New York State Legislature, and bar associations might well adopt to help improve solo 
and small-firm practitioners’ law practices. (See Appendix A.) These recommendations are 
discussed in the following sections. 

1.  Streamlining Court Practice  

The Kaye Commission Report recites as its purpose an effort to address how the Judiciary 
“. . . can support solo and small firm lawyers in the practice of law. . . .” It states that solo and small 
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firm practitioners “. . . face daily challenges distinct from those of their larger firm colleagues and 
[that they] have developed valuable perspectives on how to improve the courts, the practice of law, 
and lawyer professionalism.” Clearly, Judge Kaye’s purpose was to draw insight from the unique 
experiences of solo and small firm practitioners and to direct or redirect the judiciary’s support for 
them. While we genuinely appreciate Judge Kaye’s attentiveness to the needs of that segment of the 
practicing bar, we also recognize that rule making cannot exclusively address each and all of its 
particular needs and preferences. We thus believe that the Kaye Commission struck a moderate 
balance in its treatment of the subject and we are in general harmony with its conclusions and 
recommendations. 

Among the subjects addressed in the Kaye Commission Report are those involving court 
conferencing and staggered calendar calls. This segment of our report concerns itself with those 
subject areas. 

In March 2009, OCA issued an Interim Report on the Implementation of the 2006 Kaye 
Commission Report. The interim Streamlining Court Practice report discusses in mostly general 
terms the various improvements OCA has initiated in response to the three-year-old Kaye 
Commission Report. Among the issues not directly discussed in OCA’s recent interim report, or 
discussed at all, are those involving court conferencing and “Staggered Calendar Calls.” The Kaye 
Commission report devoted the equivalent of almost eight pages to those subject areas alone, 
including some 4½ pages to staggered calendar calls, the longest single-subject treatment in the 
entire report.  

The Kaye Commission’s own observations about preliminary conferences included the 
burgeoning weight of their numbers, particularly downstate, their random scheduling, their 
ineffectiveness, their frequent adjournment due to scheduling conflicts, the time counsel must invest 
to appear and to participate in them, the frequent late arrival of counsel resulting in “second call” 
forgiveness of such tardiness, the participation of inexperienced attorneys who lack knowledge of 
the underlying facts and legal issues of cases as substitutes for senior and knowledgeable counsel, 
and the resulting failure in most cases to achieve realistic and worthwhile benefits. The Kaye 
Commission’s pointed observation was that preliminary conferences commonly amount to nothing 
more than an unnecessary exercise in the scheduling of discovery dates. Against that backdrop, the 
Kaye Commission recommended thirteen specific reforms, none of which appear to have been 
responsively addressed in OCA’s 2009 interim report. The Kaye Commission Report also described 
substantially the same general problem areas at the pre-trial conference stage in response to which it 
recommended additional specific reforms. They, too, are not addressed in OCA’s 2009 interim 
report. 

We recognize the reality that the practice of law varies somewhat throughout the state 
requiring in some instances varied solutions to unique procedural problems. There appears almost 
universal agreement, however, on what is perhaps the most long-standing and painful irritant to solo 
and small firm litigators in New York, viz., the loss of their, and frequently their clients’ time in 
courthouses throughout the state resulting primarily from the scheduling of preliminary, pre-trial and 
other conferences with the courts in multiple numbers at identical times. It is a constant problem; it 
has been with us for decades, and it is widespread. (A litigator once was heard to suggest that law 
schools ought to provide a course entitled “Hangin’ Around 101”—the hallways, the lobbies, 
chambers, lounges, adjacent sidewalks and similar locations within and without our courthouses.) 
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Currently, the problem appears particularly pronounced in our Family Courts. This is a serious and 
systemic problem that goes back a number of decades. Clearly, it needs to be addressed and 
resolved.  

It is Abraham Lincoln who is credited with having observed, two centuries ago, that a 
lawyer’s time and advice are his stock in trade. The message still resounds. The loss of significant 
periods of time spent waiting in courthouses is costly—for attorneys if they do not bill their clients 
out of sheer good conscience, or for their clients when their attorneys bill for those non-productive 
hours. Throughout the state, this waste is widely reported to be enormous—perhaps hundreds or 
thousands of hours daily adding up to thousands or perhaps tens of thousands of dollars or more. For 
attorneys, their clients and others, it is an imposition and a burden on their time and resources.  

We are aware of some judges’ desire, sometimes even regularly, to meet with counsel face-
to-face for, among other things, possible settlement discussions or the elimination of issues in 
controversy. Given the advances of modern communication, however, we believe such practices 
could and should be limited to necessary cases only, and that the courts and their staffs could make 
greater individual efforts to learn and utilize existing technology and thereby eliminate the waste of 
old methods wherever possible.  

Today, more specifically, most conferences involving the courts and counsel could readily be 
conducted by telephonic conference calls at pre-scheduled staggered intervals, or, if really 
necessary, in person but also at staggered intervals. Defaulting or late arriving counsel, without 
adequate excuses, could be warned of the prospect of automatic sanctions. Recidivists could 
summarily be monetarily or otherwise sanctioned by rules appropriately adopted. In person 
conferences could frequently be streamlined even if only by written or oral pre-conference agenda 
notices. We believe such efforts would drastically limit the problems or practices that result in such 
loss of time and money. We believe that some or all of the thirteen specific reforms proposed by 
Judge Kaye’s own Commission should be addressed and seriously considered. We strongly urge 
OCA to finally address this burdensome problem. We are hopeful that specific systemic 
improvements will appear in OCA’s next interim or final report or before.  

Finally, the Kaye Commission examined the subject of discovery management and 
recommended that discovery plans and schedules be agreed upon by counsel as soon as possible 
after commencement of an action, which agreements should be reduced to written form as between 
or among counsel, ultimately to be “so ordered” by the Court. That is a system adopted for use in the 
New York City Civil Court and, we understand, in some other courts around the state as well. The 
adoption of a uniform statewide rule would tend to eliminate the need for court appearances for 
discovery scheduling purposes except where requested by counsel. The Kaye Commission offered 
eight specific recommendations for improvement in the discovery management process, none of 
which, except for the adoption of statewide scheduling forms, teleconferencing and video 
conferencing, appear to have been put into widespread practice. We request that uniform 
implementation throughout the state be considered.  

2. Special Concerns in Litigation-Related Matters 

The recommendations of the Kaye Commission Report addressing various forms of 
alternative dispute resolution (“ADR”) are being implemented throughout the state both by OCA 
and the District Administrative Justices. The ADR programs highlighted by that report remain active 
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and have been expanded, particularly in the field of matrimonial and family law.3 For example, the 
New York State Parent Education and Awareness Program (“PEAP”), used in contested custody 
matters, has been expanded to cover every county in the state.4 In addition, a Model Custody Part 
and pilot mediation programs in family law have been implemented in various counties, including 
Nassau County Family and Supreme Courts.  

The ADR process is non-binding on the parties. Therefore, certain practitioners with clients 
of limited resources have expressed their concern that the ADR process merely adds another level of 
cost to the litigant. However, those practitioners also do not favor mandatory or binding ADR.  

The expansion of ADR programs within the court system will depend upon the continued 
efforts of OCA and/or the Departmental Administrative Justices. Where implemented, however, 
such programs often draw from the resources of the local bar associations either to provide qualified 
personnel to implement them (such as lawyer/mediators or lawyer/neutral evaluators) or to promote 
acceptance of such programs by local practitioners through newsletters or informational seminars. 

In 2008, NYSBA created the Dispute Resolution Section. The section recognizes the 
importance of negotiation, collaboration, mediation, neutral evaluation, arbitration and new and 
hybrid forms of dispute resolution in all areas of legal practice. The section is a forum for improving 
these processes and the understanding of dispute resolution alternatives, for enhancing the 
proficiency of practitioners and neutrals, and for increasing the knowledge and availability of party-
selected solutions. This section will be providing continuing legal education and training for 
practitioners and neutrals. 

Two other matters raised in OCA’s response to the Kaye Commission Report are summary 
jury trials and awards of counsel fees for non-monied spouses in matrimonial matters. OCA points 
out that summary jury trials not only reduce the cost of litigation by expediting the trial process 
itself, but can significantly reduce the time from note of issue to trial. OCA has made efforts to 
support the recommendations contained in the Kaye Commission’s Report. Specifically, they have 
provided training to the judges assigned to matrimonial cases, sought a legislative amendment to 
reverse a presumption in these cases (making it easier for the non-monied spouse to get an award) 
and developed a model order that has been shared with all matrimonial judges statewide, which sets 
out a number of days for counsel fees to be paid before a money judgment in favor of counsel is made. 

Both summary jury trials and awards of counsel fees for non-monied spouses would benefit 
solo practitioners and small firms. Summary jury trials would tend to reduce scheduling issues and 
allow cases to be resolved in a more timely way. This would help solo and small firm lawyers to 
manage their calendars more efficiently, and assure timely payment for legal work. The provision 
for interim and final awards of counsel fees for non-monied spouses would allow solo practitioners 
and small firms to take cases knowing that they will be compensated for their work in representing 
these clients. Our Committee encourages the judiciary to investigate other admin-istrative reforms 
designed to streamline the litigation process, because we believe that a more efficient judicial system 
benefits not only litigants, but lawyers, judges and the public as well.  

 
3  Kaye Commission Report at p. 40. 

4  Part 144 of the Rules of the Chief Administrative Judge. PEAP was established in 2005, prior to the issuance of the 
Kaye Commission Report. 
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3. Uniform Court Rules 

Most (but not all) of the individuals with whom the Commission Review Subcommittee met 
were opposed to the general notion of “uniform court rules.” The reasons varied. First, it was 
pointed out that the nature of the practice of law differs throughout the state. Most of the 
Administrative Judges interviewed were averse to mandating additional rules upon their judicial 
colleagues (and noted that some of their judicial colleagues would be very resistant to imposition of 
additional rules, because they are elected officials answerable to their constituents, not to OCA). 
Many felt that judges should be free to exercise their discretion in appropriate circumstances.5

Some individuals with whom the Commission Review Subcommittee met also pointed out 
that while the Kaye Commission recommended that the Chief Judge appoint a commission to 
determine whether local rules should be converted, incorporated or subsumed into one uniform set 
of rules (or eliminated entirely), if a uniform set of rules were put in place, it would likely have a 
disproportionately negative effect on the very portion of the bar it would seek to help, which has the 
least amount of time and ability to become familiar with new rules.6

Most members of the judiciary were sensitive to the effect that rule-making has on the solo 
and small firm practitioner. To the extent that rules are proposed by the Office of Chief 
Administrative Judge, there should be a mechanism by which such proposals are made available to 
solo and small firm practitioners for their comment.7 Notwithstanding the fact that solo and small 
firm practitioners may be disproportionately impacted by rule-making, most of the judiciary 
interviewed noted that some rules, as unpopular or cumbersome as they may be, are nonetheless 
absolutely necessary to protect the clients we serve and to elevate the profession (such as retainer 
agreements and fee arbitration). 

4. Expanded Use of the eFiling Program 

With an estimated 100 million pieces of paper being filed in the courts of New York each 
year, a similar amount being moved about the state in order to effect service on opposing parties,8 
and the resulting costs placed upon the court system, the case for broader implementation of the 
state’s electronic filing system (“eFiling” or the “eFiling Program”) is compelling. According to 
OCA, since the eFiling program was authorized in 1999 more than 8,500 attorneys have registered 
as users; more than 40,000 cases were expected to be filed electronically in 2008.9

Participation in the eFiling program is voluntary and is statutorily authorized in specified 
case types in 18 counties and in the Court of Claims. Notably, some counties limit the program to 

 
5  That said, there was some belief that some rules, such as discovery management, could be more uniformly 
implemented, if not state-wide, then perhaps on a district-wide basis. 

6  To the extent that individual judges had their own rules, the general consensus was that they should be made 
available on OCA’s Web site. 

7  Rule-making by the Office of the Chief Administrative Judge typically involves public feedback. On the other hand, 
rule-making by the Presiding Justices of the Appellate Divisions typically does not. 

8 Green Justice, An Environmental Action Plan for the New York State Court System, at http://www. 
nycourts.gov/whatsnew/pdf/NYCourts-GreenJustice11.2008.pdf. 

9  Id. 
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certain types of cases or those designated by the Administrative Judge. For example, in Erie County, 
eFiling is statutorily permitted for Surrogate’s Court filings, while any other case type must be 
designated by the Administrative Judge. In several counties, but by no means all, eFiling is available 
for commercial, tort and tax certiorari cases.  

While eFiling has undoubtedly become more widely used, there is clearly enormous potential 
to broaden its use. Consider that the eFiling of 40,000 cases still represents only about 1% of the 
estimated four million cases filed each year. Some of the reasons the program has not produced a 
greater volume of filings are clear. One reason is that this is a deliberate and intentional result of the 
fact that the program is not currently available for all types of filings in all counties, as noted above. 
OCA has itself observed that: 

The transition to a system-wide eFiling must be carefully planned, will take time, 
and should be the product of a close collaboration between the courts, county clerks 
and the bar.10

The system is deliberately constrained for the time being. But our examination of the reasons 
eFiling has not been wholeheartedly embraced by practitioners reveals other issues as well.11 First, 
because eFiling is not universally available to all attorneys for all case types, if a practitioner decides 
to use eFiling, he or she is often required to set up different office procedures for the management of 
some cases versus others, which, in a high-volume practice, becomes burdensome and may increase 
the risk of error. Likewise, because eFiling is only available in limited circumstances, many 
practitioners are simply unaware or unsure whether eFiling may be available in a given case. It 
would certainly be easier for practitioners if every case could be filed electronically. Thus, absent a 
mandatory eFiling requirement, it may simply be easier for many attorneys to stick with the tried-
and-true methods of filing by hard copy and remaining within their comfort zone. Moreover, high-
speed Internet access is not as readily available, if at all, to solo and small firm practitioners in some 
parts of the state as it is in others. 

On its face, for some practice areas at least, eFiling would appear to present a tremendous 
benefit to both practitioners and County Clerks, but the system has largely failed to be embraced. 
Tax certiorari was among the early pilot practice areas for which eFiling was thought to offer 
significant advantages, and it provides a useful example. This practice area is characterized by an 
extremely high volume of cases—hundreds of thousands of filings each year. These are filed at pre-
defined periods during the year, generally by small firms and solo practitioners, with respondents 
that do not ordinarily present service of process issues (local governments and school districts). Yet, 
many tax certiorari practitioners throughout the state, and particularly those outside the City of New 
York, refuse to use the eFiling program for a variety of reasons. Based on the information collected 
in interviews by the Subcommittee, the most significant is statutory. While the Legislature saw fit to 
amend the Civil Practice Law and Rules (CPLR) to accommodate filing and service by way of 
eFiling for other types of actions and proceedings, tax certiorari filing and service is largely 
governed by the Real Property Tax Law, which has not been amended to allow for eFiling. Many 
practitioners are unwilling to e-File—and then await the outcome of a motion to dismiss on technical 
grounds. Several other equally problematic obstacles, both legal and technological, have sharply 

 
10  Id. (footnote omitted). 

11  Some reasons are, admittedly, supported more by anecdotal information than empirical data. 
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limited the use of eFiling in the field of tax certiorari, which was, as noted, a pilot area for this 
program. 

Beyond those specific obstacles, the Subcommittee found other concerns with the program 
and its wider implementation. OCA has suggested that a move toward mandatory eFiling could be 
made. 

The Judiciary will present to the Legislature a plan for expanding e-Filing, including a pilot 
program of mandatory e-Filing in limited case types in a limited geographic area, with an eye toward 
the eventual transition to mandatory system-wide eFiling.12

However, while many share the notion that an effective solution would be to make eFiling 
mandatory, there is also a strong sense that some members of the state Legislature would try to 
prevent it—perhaps for parochial reasons or because a mandatory program would have the 
unintended effect of forcing into (early) retirement many of our older solo and perhaps small firm 
practitioners.13 Some also expressed concern that the eFiling system, both with respect to 
administration and technology, is not equipped to accommodate a mandatory program. 

While there seemed to be a general consensus that eFiling may never become mandatory, 
there also was the sense that the New York State Bar Association could, in conjunction with OCA, 
be a leader in educating the bar in the use of eFiling and promoting its wider adoption among 
practitioners. The State Bar Association’s Law Practice Management Committee has worked with 
OCA to promote the broader use of the program through offerings at the Bar Association’s Annual 
Meeting as well as providing free space for the eFiling program to promote itself at the Annual 
Meeting. The Law Practice Management Committee has taken the initiative of spearheading efforts 
to create a webcast eFiling tutorial in conjunction with OCA. 

5. Technology  

In addition to the issues described above with regard to eFiling, the Kaye Commission 
Report addressed a number of other technology-related initiatives. These were addressed both by our 
Committee and OCA, which commented on the recommendations of the Kaye Commission Report. 
These included: 

• On line calendar and case information; 

• On line forms; 

• Availability of court files on the Internet; 

• Improving navigation, search and accessibility of Uniform Court System Web site; 

• Wi-Fi access and digital evidence presentation; 

• Use of e-mail and facsimile to communicate with the courts; 

• Teleconferencing and videoconferencing. 
 

12  Id. 

13  It may be fair to assume, what with enforced retirement rules as prevalent as they are in large firms, that most aging 
lawyers in New York are long-term or recent solo or small firm practitioners at a ratio higher than the 55% attributable to 
all private practitioners of all ages in New York. 
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There seemed to be little opposition to the general concept of expanded use of technology in 
communications between attorneys and the judiciary. However, there remain a number of practical 
issues, which are discussed below: 

• There may be a generational hesitation among older practitioners and judges to the 
use of technology, so initiatives in this area should recognize these limitations; 

• If the technology is available, there should be no reason why signed Orders to Show 
Cause in New York cannot be faxed by Court personnel to counsel for the litigant 
bringing the Order to Show Cause (as opposed to the current practice of making 
counsel pick up the signed Order);14  

• Videoconferencing and teleconferencing should be implemented (or, at the very 
least, a pilot program set up to test its viability statewide), If there are any 
impediments, they are similar to those discussed in relation to eFiling and the 
availability of technology in our rural counties; 

• Although navigability of the Web site has increased and the number of forms 
available on the site has increased, the forms remain difficult to use. Anecdotally, the 
Special Committee heard that many forms were poorly scanned or unreadable; 

• Court files are not generally available on line, despite the fact that OCA has initiated 
pilot programs in New York and Broome County, and these programs will be 
evaluated later this year; and 

• Throughout the state technology is not consistently available from county to county 
and court to court, making it hard for small firm lawyers to know what support is 
available to them. 

Our Committee believes that significant progress has been made, and appreciates the efforts 
of OCA to enhance technology in the court system. Yet, much remains to be done, and New York 
lags behind other states in this area. Inasmuch as technology provides significant assistance to solo 
and small firm practitioners, our Committee urges OCA to continue these efforts. 

6. Pro Bono 

While no one disputed the need and desire for attorneys to provide voluntary pro bono legal 
services, few felt it will become mandatory given the intense pressure by the bar to avoid it. Also, to 
the extent the Kaye Commission noted there was “effectively” mandatory pro bono in some areas of 
the state,15 this is now being reviewed by the Chief Administrative Judge. We also must note that 
most, if not all, practitioners perform more involuntary pro bono service than OCA has ever 
suggested they do voluntarily, including much of it in courthouse hallways awaiting the call of their 
cases.  

 
14  Anecdotally, at least one subcommittee member expressed frustration that he had to travel to New York City on one 
day to have an Order to Show Cause filed, and had to travel back the very next day to argue it and pick it up.  

15  See Appendix A, Kaye Commission Report, at note 156. 
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7.  Continuity of Practice  

In the 2006 Kaye Commission Report there are recommendations under Part IV.B. 
concerning the need for attorneys, particularly sole practitioners, to make plans for the continuation 
of their practices in case of their sudden temporary or permanent absence from practice. There is no 
mention of progress on this front in OCA’s 2009 Interim Report. Years prior to the issuance of the 
Kaye Commission Report, NYSBA had taken action on the matter. In April of 2002, NYSBA’s 
Special Committee on Law Practice Continuity was appointed to address the need to ensure that 
clients whose solo practitioner lawyer dies, becomes disabled or disappears, can continue receiving 
legal counsel on pending and urgent matters, and that the affairs of that law practice can be taken 
care of in a proper fashion, recognizing that an attorney has an ethical obligation to ensure that his 
clients’ interests will be protected, even if the attorney becomes unable to represent them by reason 
of death, disability or other cause. Recently, in an effort to consolidate and reduce the overall 
number of NYSBA Committees, that Committee has become a subcommittee of NYSBA’s Law 
Practice Management Committee.  

Prior to that, however, the Law Practice Continuity Committee completed two important 
phases of its work: (1) the creation of a “Planning Ahead Guide” for sole practitioners who wish to 
prepare for the contingency of their sudden absence from practice, and (2) the preparation of a 
proposed rule for the appointment of a caretaker attorney to serve when a sole practitioner is 
suddenly absent from practice and has made no provisions for the handling of his/her clients’ needs.  

The “Planning Ahead Guide,” prepared by the Law Practice Continuity Committee, is 
available in print form and on the Web. The Guide contains checklists and sample forms to assist 
caretaker attorneys in such situations whether they are managing an absent attorney’s practice 
temporarily, or closing the practice because the absence is of a permanent nature. It also contains 
suggestions for attorneys in their estate planning, and in establishing their firm’s procedures, to 
make it easier for a caretaker attorney to effectively accomplish the tasks required.  

The proposed caretaker rule was presented at the summer meetings of the Executive 
Committee and House of Delegates in Cooperstown on June 24–25, 2005. There was a slight change 
to the proposed rule suggested at the Executive Committee meeting. That change pertained to 
postponing appellate proceedings, as well as trial proceedings, in the event of the sudden and 
unplanned absence of a sole practitioner from practice. The House of Delegates responded very 
favorably to the report and proposals and adopted a resolution to that effect. The proposal has been 
presented to the Administrative Board of the Courts, and their response has been to refer the 
proposal to the various Appellate Divisions for their respective consideration. We urge them to 
adopt a uniform rule. Currently, each Appellate Division has a different rule providing for the 
appointment of a receiver when a lawyer is disbarred or suspended for professional misconduct or, 
in some cases, when a lawyer is suspended for medical or mental incapacity.  

A uniform rule, or at least a similar rule in each Department, would provide a much needed 
mechanism for attorneys to help a fellow attorney—a sole practitioner—in such circumstances. 
There may be no allegations of professional misconduct, yet a caretaker attorney is often needed. 
For example, if a sole practitioner dies, another lawyer should be able to step in, with proper 
authorization, to wind down or sell that lawyer’s practice, collect outstanding fees, notify clients and 
disburse funds from an escrow account. Presently, no court rule permits appointment of another 
attorney for such purposes. Appointment of a caretaker attorney in a non-disciplinary setting, such as 
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when a sole practitioner becomes incapacitated, temporarily or permanently, will protect clients 
more effectively and will also better protect the disabled lawyer’s practice. This is important if the 
practice can be sold and also if the disabled lawyer is likely to return to practice after a recovery.  

B. The Role of NYSBA in Implementing Recommendations 

In our meetings with the Administrative Law Judges, they all stressed the importance of, and 
their reliance upon, input from local bar associations for feedback on the issues and 
recommendations set forth in the Kaye Commission Report. While none of the Judges rejected the 
idea of having State Bar input as well, it was clear that the State Bar would have to show how it 
would augment the Judges’ reliance on the local bar process.  

To become part of this discussion and feedback, therefore, the State Bar must improve its 
contact and involvement with local bar associations. Such contact should focus on ways by which 
the broad scope of its resources may best assist local practitioners, while not circumventing the 
benefits of local bar association membership. No doubt this will be a difficult line to walk.  

Currently, there is little formal structure to communications between the state and local bar 
associations. Although the President of the State Bar Association does meet annually with local bar 
leaders, there appears to be no process that provides for consistent contact thereafter. At least with 
respect to the mission of our Committee to promote the State Bar’s involvement in implementing the 
Kaye Commission Report recommendations, we must create a more effective and useful line of 
communication between the State Bar and local bar associations. 

We recommend, therefore, that State Bar representatives already assigned to particular 
judicial districts be assigned as point persons for facilitating such communications. That would 
require that each representative maintain contact with the various county bar associations within his 
or her particular district. Should that prove too difficult or time consuming for a single person, the 
State Bar might attempt to recruit a representative from each county in some locales to take on the 
responsibility of communicating with local bar leaders on the concerns of its solo and small firm 
practitioners. From our interviews with court administrators, it appears likely that input from local 
practitioners that is centrally coordinated, such as through NYSBA, would help advance 
consideration of many proposals that would otherwise receive insufficient attention from already 
overburdened Administrative Law Judges. 

Assuming that appropriate lines of communication could be established, it then would 
become incumbent upon the State Bar to set up a process whereby it could determine how State Bar 
resources could best be used to address local concerns without undermining the autonomy of local 
bars. In order to effectuate that process, it probably would be necessary for the State Bar to establish 
a standing Committee to coordinate the flow of communication between the state and local bars and 
to facilitate the delivery of State Bar resources at the local levels where appropriate. 

One of the most important functions of the State Bar is our ability to reach practitioners 
statewide with information that is collected by us from local, state and national resources. This is 
certainly invaluable at the local level. Indeed, when certain Subcommittee members were arranging 
meetings with the various Administrative Law Judges and other court personnel, they found that 
many in these courts were unaware of the Kaye Commission Report and its recommendations. When 
offered the opportunity to review the Report and its recommendations and meet with State Bar 
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representatives, the response was overwhelmingly positive. This type of informational exchange 
should be the hallmark of our outreach to local bar associations and the judiciary. 

An important part of the State Bar’s contact with the judiciary must include input into the 
decision-making process of both OCA and the Administrative Law Judges. It has become 
increasingly apparent that “rule making” by the Chief Administrative Judges and the Presiding 
Justices of the Appellate Divisions has become the preferred method of dealing with many issues 
which previously had been the domain of the Legislature. To the extent that this trend continues, it is 
imperative that the State Bar be heard in the formative stages on a consistent basis. 

III. NYSBA Activities and Resource Center 

The mission of the Subcommittee on NYSBA Activities and Resource Center was to (1) 
review programs already undertaken by the New York State Bar Association to assist solos and 
small firms, including resources available at its Solo and Small Firms Resource Center and through 
its Law Practice Management Committee; (2) recommend ways in which those programs can be 
expanded or improved; and (3) recommend new programs, benefits, resources and services that 
should be developed to help such practitioners and their firms. 

Because solos and small firms constitute a significant segment of NYSBA membership, the 
Association has for years provided a variety of programs and services aimed at these members. Any 
assessment of what further needs to be done should start with an examination of what is being done 
already. Recommendations for the future should address how to strengthen existing programs and 
eliminate ineffective programs, as well as suggesting new programs we might undertake. 

A. NYSBA Solo and Small Firm Resources 

NYSBA’s support for solos and small firms can be divided into five distinct categories: (1) 
educational programs (CLE); (2) publications; (3) Internet resources; (4) member benefits and 
services; and (5) networking opportunities. This section of the report addresses each of these areas. 

1. Educational Programs 

NYSBA currently offers continuing legal education programming in various formats. 
Discounts given to NYSBA members and current CLE pricing make it financially beneficial to join 
NYSBA. Lawyers who obtain the majority of their CLE credits through NYSBA’s live or recorded 
programs effectively receive free membership, as the cumulative discount applied to every program 
is more than the cost of membership during a twenty-four month period (the MCLE reporting cycle). 

Many programs offered through State Bar sections and committees are attended by solo and 
small firm lawyers. In addition, the Law Practice Management Committee produces programs 
specifically targeted to solos and small firms. These programs are offered at different geographic 
locations in the state, at live programs and through lunchtime teleconferences. 

Many of the programs are recorded, stored digitally, and made available online for 
download. These recorded CLE programs make it easier for solo and small firm practitioners to get 
their MCLE credits when it is convenient for them. The recorded programs currently include: 

• Avoiding and Defending Legal Malpractice Actions (2005)—4.0 Total MCLE 
Credits; 
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• Closing or Selling a Law Practice (2005)—4.0 Total MCLE Credits; 

• Lawyer as Employer (2007)—3.5 Total MCLE Credits; 

• Legal Malpractice Litigation and Risk Management (2007)—4.0 Total MCLE 
Credits; 

• Out the Door, But Not Over the Hill (2008)—2.5 Total MCLE Credits; 

• Quest for a Balanced Life (2005)—3.5 Total MCLE Credits; 

• Risk Management for Attorneys (2006)—3.5 Total MCLE Credits; 

• Starting Your Own Practice (2007)—7.5 Total MCLE Credits.  

The 2008 LPM Committee telephone seminars were specially designed to assist solo and 
small firm lawyers. Because of its success, the series is being expanded in 2009. The seminars are 
offered at lunchtime and are typically two hours in duration. This allows practitioners to get MCLE 
credits from the convenience of their desks; the brevity of the programs permits practitioners to 
participate without having to take a half or full day away from the office. The audience evaluation 
forms for last year’s programs emphasized how valuable and convenient participants found this 
format of CLE to be. While participants did comment on the quality of speakers and the topics, they 
reserved their overwhelming praise for the convenience of the forum and how much it saved them 
on gas and travel time. This format should be expanded for future CLE programs. 

2. Publications 

NYSBA provides a wealth of publications for its members, including the New York State 
Bar Association Journal; State Bar News; Section newsletters; books; printed CLE program 
materials; a commercial newsletter, The Complete Lawyer; and other resources. The Bar Association 
publishes more than seventy Section newsletters and journals each year which are written and edited 
by experts in their fields. They are provided as an exclusive benefit of Section membership. Over 35 
NYSBA books and supplements are produced each year. These include reference books, 
supplements, formbooks, and document assembly products. The primary markets for NYSBA 
publications are solo and small law firms. More than seventy titles are available to NYSBA 
members at exclusive discounts. In addition, a variety of other materials, such as committee reports 
and ethics opinions, are available to NYSBA members. 

Solos and small firms have access to NYSBA and committee materials generally, and to 
section materials if they are members of one or more sections. Even though many of these 
publications are not produced specifically for solos, to the extent that they provide information to 
practitioners in discrete practice areas, solos and small firms benefit from them. 

The Law Practice Management Committee is unique in having produced publications 
targeted to the specific needs of lawyers in solo practice and small firms. These publications include 
books and CLE materials. NYSBA offers the following books and CLE materials that address issues 
and needs of solo and small firm practitioners: 

• Model Partnership Agreements, by Peter Giuliani; 

• Attorney Escrow Accounts, edited by Peter V. Coffey and Anne Reynolds Copps; 

• Basic Technology Resource Guide, NYSBA staff; 
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• Marketing for Lawyers, by Christine Filip; 

• Starting Your Own Law Practice, CLE materials; 

• Risk Management for Solos and Small Firms, CLE materials; 

• Escrow Accounts, CLE materials; 

• New York Lawyer’s Deskbook and Formbook. 

The ABA permits state bars to market books produced by the ABA for the benefit of state 
bar members. The ABA pays a 40% royalty to state bars for each ABA book sold and handles all 
order fulfillment for purchases. Between the ABA’s Law Practice Management Section and General 
Practice, Solo and Small Firm Division, the ABA offers scores of titles that could benefit NYSBA 
solos and small firm members. The NYSBA Law Practice Management Committee is also 
developing New York–oriented materials to supplement some of the ABA books which tend to be 
more generic, that is, national in scope. Potential revenue from the sale of ABA publications could 
be used to provide more resources to solos and small firms. For example, if NYSBA generated 1,000 
sales of ABA publications @ $50 per book, this would generate $50,000, of which NYSBA would 
retain $20,000. ABA books of potential value to solos and small firms include: 

• How to Start and Build a Law Practice, by Jay Foonberg; 

• Flying Solo, edited by Mark Robertson and James Calloway; 

• The Lawyer’s Guide to Creating a Business Plan, by Linda Pinson; 

• The 2008 Solo and Small Firm Technology Guide, by Sharon D. Nelson, John W. 
Simek, and Michael C. Maschke; 

• The Business of Law, by Edward Poll. 

3. Internet Resources 

NYSBA put forth a major initiative in 2008 to become more relevant to solo/small firm 
practitioners. The Bar Association created an online Resource Center for Solo/Small Firms at 
www.nysba.org/solo. All of the resources useful to the solo/small firm practitioner that NYSBA 
presently offers were consolidated and put in one location in the State Bar’s Web site. As a result of 
this effort, NYSBA recognized that it already offered many resources and other materials for the 
solo/small firm practitioner, although these had not previously been available in one, easily found, 
location. 

Review by the Subcommittee and user feedback, however, suggest that many members still 
have difficulty locating the NYSBA’s solo/small firm resource webpage or find it inaccessible. 
Users have complained that the Web site is cumbersome and non-intuitive despite a recent redesign, 
and location of the solo pages further complicates the situation.  

The Solo and Small Firm Resource Center is located on NYSBA’s Web site; it is accessed by 
clicking on the “For Attorneys” link on the left-hand side of the home page and then clicking on the 
Law Practice Management link or the Solo/Small Firm Resource Center link. It takes several steps to 
reach the Resource Center (as well as the LPM Web site), which may make it difficult for 
practitioners to locate; neither seems to come up when typing the phrases into the search engine on 
NYSBA’s home page. Considering the relevancy of this material to the majority of the NYSBA 
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membership, it would be beneficial to create a prominent link on the homepage that would take the 
user directly to this material. 

NYSBA’s online Solo/Small Firm Resource Center contains a number of specific tools for 
lawyers, including: 

• Tools You Can Use—A compilation of forms that are located on the LPM Web site 
(Risk Management Section). These forms include sample intake sheets, sample e-
mail policy, sample engagement letters, sample non-engagement letters, a sample 
termination letter and a checklist for solo/small firms to use when purchasing 
professional liability insurance. These forms are a practical resource that all 
practitioners might use or consider using in their practice. Development of more 
forms that practitioners can download would be useful (i.e., creating a repository). 

• Law Practice Management Information—The Law Practice Management Web site 
was created in 2005 by the Law Practice Management Committee. The LPM 
Committee serves lawyers through a variety of delivery mechanisms. The Web site 
and electronic communications are among the primary resources provided and are 
cost-effective ways to communicate with members. The Web pages cover three 
distinct areas: 

1.  Managing a law firm (whatever the size); 

2.  Delivering legal work to clients in an efficient, timely and cost-effective 
way; and 

3.  Developing personal management skills that enhance competence and 
professionalism. 

The LPM Committee recognizes that many attorneys in larger firms may have resources 
internally available to them to assist in their practices, whereas solos and small firm practitioners do 
not. The LPM Committee has devoted a significant amount of time to creating materials and other 
resources for the solo and small firm practitioner, as follows: 

• Law Practice Management Committee quarterly E-Newsletter, with law practice 
news and interim updates, such as the recent warning about online scams that were 
victimizing New York lawyers; 

• Forms for Solo and Small Firm Practitioners—the site includes downloadable forms 
for solos and small firms that they can use in their practices; 

• Document Assembly Products—NYSBA offers members online access to document 
assembly products. Small firm lawyers are the most likely beneficiaries of this 
service; 

• Reference Books; 

• Solo and Small Firm Marketing Tips; 

• Solo and Small Firm Connections—These connections include some valuable 
resources that members should be made aware of. Solo and small firm practitioners 
may have some sense of isolation and need networking and information sharing 
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opportunities. Electronic or virtual forums to exchange ideas, share problems or get a 
question answered quickly are useful tools for solo and small firm practitioners. 
NYSBA has many listserves associated with particular Sections or committees. The 
General Practice Section listserve, which is promoted on the Solo/Small Resource 
Guide, has a variety of experts on tap and a practitioner can ask a question about any 
area of law or about practice in general and get several responses from such experts; 

• Professional Ethics—Members can ask an ethics question or law practice 
management question via e-mail. The site also mentions that a Solo/Small Firm Blog 
is under consideration and may later be established;  

• Free Downloadable Publications; 

1. Business Continuity Guide; 

2. Computer Guide for Lawyers; 

3. Planning Ahead: Establishing an Advance Exit Plan; 

• Links of Interest to Web Sites of other organizations (see Section V, infra, on 
resources available through other professional associations which can supplement the 
resources available directly through the State Bar Association). 

Through NYSBA’s partnership with Loislaw, NYSBA offers members free access to legal 
research in the following libraries: 

• New York Court of Appeals; 

• Appellate Division Reports; 

• Miscellaneous Reports; 

• U.S. Supreme Court; 

• 2nd Circuit Opinions; 

• NYSBA Ethics Opinions.  

These libraries are fully searchable, but include only the last several years’ opinions. 
Although these libraries do not provide an alternative to Lexis and Westlaw, Loislaw is a useful 
member benefit which needs increased marketing to make more of our members aware of its 
availability. NYSBA currently has an agreement with Loislaw that offers a 20% discount for 
NYSBA members. Loislaw also provides NYSBA with royalties on the sale of the online NYSBA 
books and the sale of primary law; NYSBA receives approximately $100,000–$125,000 each year in 
such royalties. When considering potential relationships with other electronic legal research 
providers, the substantial amount of content provided by, as well as the royalty income received 
from, Loislaw should be taken into account. 

NYSBA does not have a discount program with LexisNexis; however, NYSBA does publish 
four document assembly products on HotDocs, which is owned by LexisNexis. Sales of HotDoc 
products bring in substantial revenue to the Association (over $400,000 per year). 
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Also available to NYSBA members are: 

• NYSBA/Loislaw CaseAlert Service—A service which provides members with e-
mail notices (and links) of new cases that fit the search criteria for a particular 
practice area; 

• CasePrepPlus—a weekly e-mail advance sheet summarizing cases of significance in 
New York (with links to the full opinions); 

• For Section members, their respective newsletters and journals are available online, 
and a searchable index is provided. Past issues are available in PDF and in a 
searchable format with links to citations. The latter format is provided by Loislaw; 

• NYSBA Journal—Past issues of the NYSBA Journal are indexed and are available 
to all members. The Journal, starting in 2008, is also being e-mailed to NYSBA 
members. Through an agreement with HeinOnline, past issues of the NYSBA 
Journal from 1928 to the present are online and “searchable”; they are available to 
NYSBA members; 

• The State Bar News is also available online; 

• The NYS Law Digest, produced by Prof. Siegel, is e-mailed to NYSBA members. 

In one sense, it is apparent that the State Bar is devoting significant resources to its Web site. 
This is consistent with the trend of lawyers generally toward using online resources in preference to 
print resources. This trend is especially prevalent among younger lawyers, who have grown up with 
computer technology. The subject of what other bar and professional associations are doing to 
exploit this trend is covered in another section of this report, but it appears that NYSBA has more 
work to do if it wishes to be on the cutting edge in its use of available technology to deliver Internet 
services to its members, including solos and small firms. 

4. Member Services 

Health and Dental Insurance Benefits / Malpractice Benefits: In spring of 2008, the New 
York State Bar Association began offering health insurance to its members by partnering with USI 
Affinity (formerly Bertholon-Rowland) and MVP Health Care, a benefits provider throughout New 
York State. Solo and small firm practitioners need affordable health insurance. Many solo and small 
firm practitioners were forced to join other organizations to get a group discount rate on health 
insurance.  

The three comprehensive plan designs now available to New York State Bar Association 
members offer comprehensive group medical and prescription drug coverage at competitive rates. 
All three plan designs are available to both solo practitioners and small to mid-size firms; larger 
firms (50+) have increased options for plan customization. For a number of years, the most 
requested insurance benefit sought by Association members in solo and small to mid-sized firms has 
been group heath insurance for themselves and their associates and staff.16 Additionally dental 
benefits have been made available.  

 
16  2005 NYSBA Member and Lapsed Member Research Project: Phase One Focus Groups—Final Report (May 11, 
2005).
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USI Affinity has been an affinity partner of NYSBA for over 40 years. NYSBA members are 
able to purchase malpractice, life and disability insurance products from USI Affinity at a 
discounted group rate.  

Marketing: The majority of the above referenced resources would benefit substantially from 
additional marketing. The majority of practitioners are looking online to find the resources in a 
quick and easy-to-find format. Our resources could be bundled and packaged in a way that makes 
them attractive to solo and small firm practitioners.  

5.  Networking Opportunities  

One of the most important resources for solo and small firm practitioners is the opportunity 
to develop contacts with other similarly situated lawyers, not only because they develop professional 
contacts, but also to build ties that promote collaboration, mentoring and open discussion about legal 
issues. NYSBA offers opportunities to do this though continuing legal education, the annual 
meeting, section meetings and activities, as well as online discussions and services. This is likely to 
be an important value-driven component to NYSBA services for solo and small firm practitioners 
which should be nurtured in the coming years because solo and small firm practitioners will 
continue to need this support.  

B. Challenges Ahead 

For at least eighteen years, NYSBA has consistently articulated a commitment to serving 
solo and small firm lawyers who make up a majority of its membership. Yet many solos and small 
firm practitioners in the state choose not to join the New York State Bar, but instead seek practice 
assistance from other organizations. To the extent that NYSBA does not reach this non-member 
audience or reaches its member audience with less than effective services, the Association does not 
fulfill its commitment to solo and small firm lawyers. 

Some solutions, like targeting more publications and CLE toward the needs of solo and small 
firm practitioners, or improving access to the NYSBA Web site, are theoretically easy to 
accomplish. The Law Practice Management Committee and some other NYSBA entities currently 
serve the solo and small firm practitioner niche on a regular basis, while other groups within the 
Association serve solos and small firms less directly. In order to provide more programs, 
publications, internet services, and other services and resources to solos and small firms, NYSBA 
must better coordinate its efforts in this area, make this a higher priority for the organization, and 
perhaps dedicate additional resources. With greater resources targeted to meet the needs of solos and 
small firms, NYSBA can significantly expand its products and services to this important segment of 
the bar. In the long term, better services should translate into more members, which will help to 
offset the cost of devoting more resources to solo issues, but in the short term, NYSBA leadership 
must view the expenditure of funds as an investment, while it grows both dues and non-dues revenue 
over time 

NYSBA staff, who have varying degrees of contact, and who are engaged in various existing 
activities concerning solo and small firm issues, might be pulled together synergistically. They 
consist of the following: 

• Law Practice Management Department; 

• Lawyers in Transition Committee and Women and the Law;  
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• Lawyer Assistance Program; 

• Continuing Legal Education Department; 

• Membership; 

• Staff Liaison from the General Practice Section; 

• Marketing.  

For example, a working group of staff at the Bar Center could be established to meet 
regularly and coordinate their efforts to more effectively serve solos and small firms. Recognizing 
that resources may be scarce at this point in time, these are measures the Association might consider 
that do not produce additional costs.  

IV. Survey of Solos and Small Firms in New York 

The mission of the Subcommittee to Survey Solo and Small Firm Practitioners in New York 
was to design, conduct and report on the results of a survey of representative sampling of those 
practitioners to determine the particular issues and challenges that confront them. One objective was 
to ascertain ways by which NYSBA, other bar associations, the courts and other entities can assist 
solo and small firm practitioners in meeting those challenges and in achieving successful practices 
and balanced lives. 

The Subcommittee prepared an electronic survey that was e-mailed on November 12, 2008, 
to a random sampling of 10,000 NYSBA members and non-members in solo or small firms. 
Responses were collected until December 15, 2008. The complete survey is at www.nysba. 
org/solosmallcomm.

A majority of respondents identified problems relating to running a business as the primary 
concern of the survey’s respondents. They requested assistance with issues of time management, 
cash flow, the cost of association membership and continuing legal education requirements. The 
respondents overwhelmingly indicated that they needed daily help—with easy and quick access to 
forms and practical advice from other attorneys in real time via a listserve or mentoring bank. 

This report contains a detailed statistical analysis of the results of the survey titled 2008 
NYSBA Solo and Small Firm Survey. The analysis includes answers from all attorneys (some 
litigators, some not) who responded to the survey in the 33-day period from Wednesday, November 
12, 2008 to Monday, December 15, 2008. Out of 10,000 surveys sent, only 221 completed responses 
(i.e., 2%) were timely received—a disappointing number. 

The following section on Key Findings provides an overview of the survey results. It is 
important to point out that there is additional quantitative data in the main body of the report and 
there is much to be gained by reading the individual comments in the full survey. 

A. Key Findings and Implications  

1. What are some of the biggest issues/challenges you have as a solo/small firm member? 

Survey respondents report that finance—problems related to cash flow and finances—is the 
area of greatest concern. Marketing and acquiring new clients make up the second most mentioned 
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category, followed by time management, human resources/staffing, and staying current with 
information 

We received more than two hundred responses to this question. Cash flow and financing 
issues appeared in more than eighty responses. Specific comments referenced escrow accounts, 
rising costs, controlling expenses, financial resources, overhead and unpredictable income. 
Marketing—from client acquisition, advertising, client retention, to business expansion—was the 
second most-prevalent topic. Time management in all of its variations, including day-to-day 
scheduling, court calendaring, time for administrative duties and time off followed closely with 
more than fifty mentions. Human resources concerns were noted by more than 45 survey 
participants. Comments included the inability to hire a professional management firm, lack of 
qualified staff, problems retaining competent staff and managing staff, and employee benefits. 
Number 5 in the top five challenges faced by solo/small firm attorneys is the need for up-to-date 
information. This was referenced in more than 35 comments. Staying abreast of new developments 
in the law was a common theme. Other notable topics included health care/health insurance issues, 
CLE requirements, practice management, networking needs, communications with the courts and 
collection of fees. 

2. How can the Bar Association assist you in facing those issues or challenges you 
mentioned above? 

As the introduction to this report has pointed out, solo and small firm members are looking 
for practical solutions to the day-to-day challenges of operating a solo or small firm practice. This 
suggests that for solo practitioners and small firm managing partners, the Association should focus 
on practical benefits—those that save time and/or money, and that assist with the management of the 
practice. This focus is in contrast to some of the more typical, run-of-the-mill association offerings 
such as discounts on rental cars, flowers and clothing. 

One hundred eighty-five comments were received in response to this question. While 
respondents found it easier to express their concerns or challenges in response to the first question, 
many found it harder to offer solutions. Twenty-seven comments indicated “don’t know” in some 
form or other. Those suggestions that were offered are in sync with the overall need for practical 
solutions. The most frequent comments focused on discounts—for dues, CLE, products, research, 
insurance—even the annual meeting. Participants are looking to the Association to bring some cost 
relief, either by reducing its own fees for solo and small firm practitioners or by negotiating special 
discounts.  

Many comments made reference to CLE, often coupled with the words “discount” or “free.” 
A few respondents suggested more CLE focused on the specific needs of solo/small firm members; 
they indicated that many CLE programs are presented from the perspective of larger firms. The 
terms “networking” and “mentoring” appeared in twenty responses in the context of the need for a 
resource for asking and answering questions or sharing joint problems. Approximately sixteen 
responses suggested law practice management programs and resources targeted to the specific needs 
of solo and small firm practitioners. Finally, ten respondents asked for help in the area of insurance, 
most often in terms of lower costs. 
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One respondent put considerable thought into his/her comments and they are worth including 
here.  

The Bar Association has provided a wide ranging and extraordinary array of services 
(on the web and publications) not only to the solo [practitioner] but to the bar at 
large. The reasonably diligent solo practitioner/small firm is aided greatly to the 
extent that he/she avails oneself of the many services available. Since the practice of 
law in whatever area and degree, rarely affords sufficient time to do what one should 
do to be successful in one’s profession and private life, including the time to discover 
and USE the many services provided by the Association, I believe that a simple 
[publication] in a loose-leaf style format designed for the solo/small firm which 
synthesizes the broad range of material and how it might be used, might more readily 
fit the available time available to the solo/small firm member. Something, akin to the 
Nut Shell series of the ABA whereby specific areas of substantive law is set forth in 
a simple, condensed format, although not with elaborate discussion and length. Such 
a format as a desk type book (not the size of the Desk/Forms books) might be more 
readily accessed for guidance rather than the need to immediately go online. In 
addition to material made available in this fashion, the format could direct the 
attorney to the Assoc. Web sight for additional in depth assistance and current 
matter. As I draft this suggestion, I was reminded of my recent renewal of my 
membership where I renewed my Elder Law, Gen.Prac.Sect., Trusts & Ests. section 
memberships. A quick review of the One on One General Practice Section quarterly 
could be an ideal publication for this suggestion. However, One on One is only for 
those who join that section. Perhaps a strong push by the Assoc. and that Section 
could be made to those identified as solo/small firm practitioners to join that section, 
so long as that Section undertakes the task of implementing this suggestion. 

3. Which of the products, services or activities that NYSBA currently offers do you 
find valuable? Respondents were asked to rate each of fifteen products or services. 

The most valuable product or service as listed by 48.8% of the respondents was live CLE 
programming, followed by section newsletters at 31.7%. Three categories, “Malpractice Insurance,” 
“Recorded CLE Programs” and “Reference Books,” were tied for third, with mentions by 28% of the 
respondents. “Legislative Reports,” the New York Bar Journal and “Web Site Information” tied for 
fourth, with mentions in the 26% range. The Dental Insurance Program was deemed the least helpful 
product, with only 6.3% of survey participants rating it “Very Valuable.” The Annual Meeting 
received a score of 9.2% and Health Insurance received a score of 13.6%.  

4. Please describe how the Bar Association can improve its Solo and Small Firm 
services to better assist you in managing your practice. 

Once again, responses reflect the need for practical assistance, although at least twenty 
responses indicated “not sure,” “don’t know” or offered no opinion. A few comments complimented 
the Association on doing a good job for solo and small firm practitioners. 

Law Practice Management suggestions occurred most often with 23 mentions, including 
requests for consultants, software evaluations, practice evaluation forms, practice tips, escrow 
account tips and information on law firm transitioning. References to costs or discounts as they 
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relate to Association fees, insurance, CLE and software are found in nineteen responses. 
Recommendations specific to CLE—more programs, different times, speakers that follow the 
materials and allowance for self-study—were found in seventeen responses. Several responses 
suggested that the Association should more aggressively promote the services and products it offers 
to solo and small firm practices. Other responses included suggestions for better reference resources, 
sample forms, access to official court forms and computerized forms and smaller, more localized 
events.  

5. What does another bar association/entity offer to solo/small firm attorneys that you 
would like to see NYSBA offer? 

One hundred sixteen survey participants provided responses to this question, although more 
than forty responses were of the “unaware,” “don’t know” or “?” type of answers. Responses were 
consistent with earlier comments in that many made reference to discounted or free products and 
services. Also mentioned were access to libraries, more localized networking events, and various 
forms of support. 

This question seeks examples of notable bar association products or services, and on this 
basis a number of comments are worth highlighting. One respondent stated that the “Massachusetts 
Bar Assoc has vastly superior CLE offerings—more practical, more focused on non-big Law 
issues . . .” Other comments related to CLE include, “Higher quality more specialized CLE is 
offered by the ABCNY,” “Combining live CLE with vacation/cruise opportunities . . . ,” “Other 
CLE providers offer attorneys other than the one purchasing the CLE to use pre-recorded programs, 
pay a SMALL fee ($10), and get the CLE credits as well.” The Los Angeles County Bar Association 
offers CLE in a box. It consists of recorded CDs of CLE courses that took place within the year. 
“The box contains your entire CLE required hours. By completing all of the disks in the box you 
will complete our CLE requirements for the reporting period.” Other comments include “practical 
nuts and bolts information,” “lobby for electronic appearances across the state to reduce travel 
expense,” “placement service but a meaningful one,” “free conference room in NYC,” and “more 
practice books.” 

B. Other Research 

The Subcommittee reviewed two other items: (1) NYSBA’s 2005 Member and Lapsed 
Member Survey; and (2) a Research Report on Lawyers in Solo Practice presented to the American 
Bar Association Membership and Marketing Division and General Practice, Solo and Small Firm 
Division in January of 2007.  

1. 2005 NYSBA Member and Lapsed Member Survey 

The 2005 NYSBA Member and Lapsed Member Survey consisted of 251 phone interviews 
and 374 online responders for a total of 625 responses, drawn from current members. (This is 
available at www.nysba.org/solosmallcomm.) The Lapsed Member Survey consisted of 76 phone 
interviews and 115 online interviews for a total of 191 responses. The survey responses were broken 
down by the number of attorneys in the office, so it is a useful tool for the Subcommittee to see the 
responses of attorneys in solo or small firms (from two to nine attorneys). One portion of the survey 
particularly useful to the Subcommittee was the importance rating of NYSBA services. Attorneys 
were asked to rate each service listed as extremely/very important; reasonably important; or not 
too/not at all. Updates on the profession and law, resources for CLE, help for attorneys to improve 
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their professional skills and Web site access to legal resources were all rated as areas of importance 
for NYSBA members and lapsed members.  

2. ABA Lawyers in Solo Practice Report 

The ABA Lawyers in Solo Practice Report (at www.nysba.org/solosmallcomm) was 
presented to the American Bar Association Membership and Marketing Division and General 
Practice, Solo and Small Firm Division in January of 2007 and reflects many of the same findings as 
the New York surveys mentioned above.  

Professional Research, Inc., from Bethesda, Maryland, was retained to prepare an extensive 
report on solo practitioners for the American Bar Association. The research objectives were to 
understand how solos operate their practices; what tools and resources solos use to run their 
practices; perceptions of association membership practices in general, and perceptions of the 
American Bar Association; interest in possible products/services of the ABA; who solos turn to for 
assistance operating their practices and to answer their questions; and sources of professional 
satisfaction. This is helpful to NYSBA as many of the services the ABA offers to members are the 
same as or similar to NYSBA’s services.  

V. Subcommittee to Review the Activities of Other Bar Associations 

The Committee’s examination of the New York State Bar Association’s existing programs 
and resources to assist solos and small firms, as described in detail at Section II of this report, might 
suggest to the reader that the Association’s current efforts to serve its members in this regard are 
comprehensive and offer little room for augmentation. Since many members depend heavily on such 
resources, the Committee’s comprehensive approach demanded further research to discover 
additional opportunities to serve small law offices in New York. 

Moreover, a substantial number of solo and small firm practitioners who are not members of 
NYSBA might consider membership based on the enhancement of existing resources or the addition 
of other resources, particularly those that could help reduce overhead costs or build their practices. 

For these reasons, the Committee created a Subcommittee to look beyond our own 
organization, to the many other bar associations and related entities both in New York State and 
around the country that provide resources to solo attorneys and small firms. Given that mission, the 
Subcommittee examined the offerings of a great many of these organizations with the objective of 
creating a compendium of the programs, services and resources offered by other bar associations 
and, from that, discovering, evaluating and recommending ways in which NYSBA might better 
serve solo and small firm practitioners. 

In scanning New York State and our nation with these objectives in mind, it was heartening 
to observe that in a variety of ways, NYSBA is a national leader in the resources it offers to the 
lawyers who are the focus of this report. Nevertheless, the Subcommittee did discover ways that 
NYSBA might reshape certain existing programs and add new benefits and resources to ease some 
of the burdens and costs associated with running a small law office. 
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A. Bar Association Centers 

A number of bar associations maintain solo and small firm centers within their association 
buildings. The City Bar (formerly the Association of the Bar of the City of New York) maintains 
such a facility—the Small Law Firm Center—at its headquarters building at 42 West 44th Street in 
Midtown Manhattan, 

The City Bar’s Center offers members free legal research at the City Bar’s library, with 
limited free legal research accessible from members’ homes or offices. In addition, the Center 
provides free workspace and conference rooms. 

The Center also offers a luncheon series with discussions on topics such as: recruiting and 
hiring staff; effective use of technology; stress management; succession planning; and retirement 
programs. 

Other county, city and similar local associations offer some or more of these services, 
although they tend to be impractical for statewide bar associations, especially for states as large as 
New York. 

B. Online Legal Research Services 

A significant number of solo and small firm practitioners rely daily upon online legal 
services such as Westlaw, Lexis/Nexis and Loislaw. While the technologically savvy lawyer today 
may be able to locate much research material on the Internet at no cost, such material is in many 
cases unreliable or the sources providing the material do not offer the full functionality and depth 
available from paid servicers such as Westlaw and Lexis/Nexis. The result is that solo and small 
firm practitioners who cannot afford subscription services practice at a disadvantage to other 
lawyers, such as those at larger firms, who can. 

Currently, NYSBA offers its members the use of Loislaw. Loislaw provides free legal re-
search to NYSBA members. Members have access to recent cases in five libraries: New York Court 
of Appeals Reports, New York Appellate Division Reports, New York Miscellaneous Reports, U.S. 
Supreme Court Reports, and U.S. 2nd Circuit Court of Appeals Reports, as well as links to NYSBA 
Ethics Opinions. The service also provides Loislaw CaseAlerts to members in their selected areas of 
practice. Loislaw provides an indirect source of revenue to NYSBA in excess of $100,000 for 
royalty payments and subscriptions to NYSBA’s law library and primary law library. Loislaw, while 
attractive in cost, fails to offer essential research tools such as the ability to Shepardize case law. 

Both Westlaw and Lexis/Nexis are generally agreed to provide far greater functionality and 
depth of research than Loislaw, but are prohibitive in cost for many solo and small firm 
practitioners. As of this writing, NYSBA maintains no contractual relationship with either Westlaw 
or Lexis/ Nexis, though each are willing to offer discounted rates to NYSBA members. These 
discount programs appear to be very competitive and would be attractive to solo/small firm 
practitioners if offered to NYSBA members.  

However, the opportunity exists for NYSBA to take a far more proactive role in providing 
essential benefits to lawyers who require online services and, in so doing, to significantly increase 
the level of overall membership. The Pennsylvania Bar Association currently offers its members a 
free and substantial online Lexis/Nexis library as a major benefit of membership. A one-time annual 
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fee is paid by the Pennsylvania Bar Association to Lexis/Nexis and, in turn, a portion of each 
member’s annual dues are used to fund this contract so that members can obtain an otherwise free 
subscription to the service. Lexis/Nexis has offered a similar proposal to NYSBA. A lump-sum 
annual charge of $2.5 million (about $32 from each member’s current dues) would allow NYSBA 
members to have free use of Lexis/Nexis. It is likely that this offering would be of such significant 
benefit relative to cost that (a) current members would be far less likely to allow their membership to 
lapse, and (b) it would create a large incentive to the large proportion of non-member attorneys in 
New York. It is estimated that an increase of 10,000 members (out of the total 97,490 current non-
member New York attorneys) would completely cover the cost of this service. This figure assumes a 
NYSBA membership dues rate of approximately $250 per member. The current membership rate 
ranges from $50 to $250. 

The Interim Report of this Committee was submitted to the Executive Committee and the 
House of Delegates in April of 2009 and since that time the Executive Committee has appointed a 
member of the NYSBA’s Finance Committee to chair a committee to research the online legal 
research options available to NYSBA members.  

C. Listserves, Discussions Boards, Blogs 

The ABA and most state bar associations maintain listserves, discussions boards or blogs 
dedicated to small firm and solo practitioners. While many practitioners find them useful, others 
complain that they are burdensome, difficult to employ and less useful if they do not have a full-time 
editor (volunteer or paid) to sort through and categorize the issues. 

Separate small firm and solo practitioner sites, such as those dedicated to insurance issues, 
succession plans and the like, tend to be more useful, but obviously require greater effort to 
maintain. 

To the extent that many of the same issues confront small firm and solo practitioners 
throughout the country, it may be useful to offer such practitioners links to specific subject matter 
sites of interest. 

The California Bar Association, and some others, offer a “lawyer to lawyer network” in 
which experienced attorneys volunteer to answer specific questions raised by small firm and solo 
practitioners. 

A number of bar associations offer free downloadable forms for common, relatively simple 
transactions such as residential, store and office leases, real property contracts of sale, simple wills 
and similar agreements. Westlaw advertises that solo practitioners and attorneys in firms of fewer 
than 25 persons may access a database of Westlaw forms from their home or office computers. 

Some associations offer free or discounted online CLE programs and a number offer monthly 
or quarterly newsletters dedicated to topics of interest to small firm and solo practitioners, often 
including presentations or articles by representatives of companies providing service targeted to 
such attorneys. 

Some association small firm and solo practitioner Web sites offer free posting of: 
employment opportunities; attorneys seeking employment or affiliation; offices to rent or share; 
research; per diem coverage; equipment for sale and similar information. 
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D.  Law Office Auditing Services 

In many states a Practice Management Advisor (“PMA”) goes to law offices that need help, 
conducts management audits and makes recommendations to the firm. These services, while paid for 
by users, cost less than commercial consultants, and the services of PMAs are generally targeted to 
solos and small firms. NYSBA considered creating such a PMA a number of years ago, but decided 
not to do so because of the large number of lawyers in New York and the difficulty servicing such a 
large population. Since that time, about half the states in the United States have established a PMA 
office, including some large states like Florida and Texas. New York can learn from the experiences 
of these other states in order to build a program based on the needs of New York lawyers and the 
unique legal landscape of New York State.  

VI. Conclusion 

As a result of its work, our Committee has identified a number of action items, which follow, 
as recommendations either for direct action by the Executive Committee or adoption by the House 
of Delegates. These recommendations are divided into short-term (1-2 years), mid-term (3-5 years) 
and long-term (beyond 5 years), in order to capture the sequence of new programs and services for 
solo and small firm practitioners. 

A. Short-term Recommendations 

• This Report should be circulated widely within the state, and should be delivered 
electronically to all New York solo and small firm practitioners. 

• Our Committee should continue to work for another year, in order to implement the 
recommendations in this Report in accordance with the direction of NYSBA 
leadership and to fully respond to the comments by OCA regarding those 
recommendations concerning court procedures and practices. 

• The NYSBA Web site should be redesigned to provide greater and easier access to 
solo and small firm users, to offer a richer mix of information to assist these users, 
and to enhance networking and communication opportunities for users. This 
recommendation contemplates a greater use of listserves, blogs, social networking 
opportunities, and online continuing legal education offerings. 

• NYSBA should create a permanent institutional home for solo and small firm 
practitioners within the Association. This entity should be funded through NYSBA, 
as opposed to through dues, and should take the form of a coordinating council. This 
council should include representation in key areas: the General Practice Section, the 
Executive Committee, the Law Practice Management Committee, the Membership 
Committee, the Continuing Legal Education Committee, the Publications 
Department, as well as other NYSBA sections and committees offering programs 
and services for solos and small firms. Rather than creating a redundant set of 
programs and services, the solo and small firm coordinating council should work 
through existing NYSBA entities charged with carrying out programs beneficial to 
solo and small firm lawyers. This council should be funded to meet at least twice 
each year to provide oversight of solo and small firm programs and activities. 
Working closely in support of and in tandem with this council, there should be a 
working group or team of staff from the association representing such departments 
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as; Law Practice Management Department, CLE, Publications, Lawyers in 
Transition, Lawyer Assistance, Membership and Marketing, and a Liaison to the 
General Practice Section. who would work on developing programs and resources 
for solo and small firm practitioners.  

• The council should work with the Law Practice Management Committee to assemble 
an online bank of forms and checklists designed to assist solo and small firm 
practitioners in their daily practice. This should be done in a manner that does not 
conflict with or frustrate our efforts to market forms and other publications and 
probably should focus on solo and small firm practice management.  

• The council should work with the Law Practice Management Committee to develop 
and maintain a comprehensive database of print and online resources relevant to solo 
and small firm practice. These resources should be made available on an affordable 
basis or for free to solo and small firm practitioners, and archived to support future 
research into solo and small firm practice. 

• The council should work with the Law Practice Management Committee, to develop 
specific services to assist solo and small firm practitioners, including more robust 
practice risk management assessment services, technology support, and assistance in 
overall law practice efficiency. Over the course of the next year, the Committee 
should investigate and make recommendations regarding the need for a practice 
management assistance program, the alternative models available to provide such 
services, and funding options, including direct payment by users for such services. 

• The Council, should work with the Law Practice Management Committee to sponsor 
an annual two day Solo/Small Firm Practice Symposium, beginning in June 2010 
and each June thereafter. This Symposium should not only provide a showcase for 
educational programs for solos and small firms, but it should provide networking 
opportunities for these practitioners, and showcase the benefits of NYSBA 
membership to solo and small firm lawyers. 

B. Mid-term Recommendations 

• NYSBA should develop a membership plan, which increases solo and small firm 
membership. Such a plan should address ways to attract new members, ways to 
retain current members, and ways to maintain a dues structure that is attractive to 
solo and small firm practitioners 

• NYSBA should work with other bar associations, including local bars, specialty bars 
and the American Bar Association to identify opportunities for joint efforts to serve 
the needs of solo and small firm members. NYSBA should assume a leadership role 
in building mutually supportive relationships with these other organizations. 

• Over the next three to five years, NYSBA should increase the volume of educational 
programs and publications targeted to solo and small firm practitioners, in print, live 
CLE and online formats.  

• NYSBA should continue to investigate opportunities for discounted or free electronic 
research resources for solo and small firm practitioners. The current Loislaw 
program provides some assistance, but its limited features reduce its utility for users. 
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In addition to the libraries provided by Loislaw we should create a cafeteria of 
research services giving solo and small firm lawyers affordable access to the same 
resources that lawyers in larger firms have. 

C. Long-term Recommendations 

• The Executive Director should explore the opportunity to enhance staff support and 
other resources of the Association providing assistance to solo and small firm 
lawyers, in order to increase the level of support for this important segment of bar 
membership.  

• NYSBA should develop a long-term strategic plan for supporting solo and small firm 
practitioners. This strategic analysis should occur in 2014, following implementation 
of the foregoing short and mid term recommendations in this plan, in order to review 
the progress and assess the needs of solo and small firm practitioners at that time, 
and to make new recommendations, then and every five years thereafter. 

• NYSBA should adopt as a core institutional goal support for and assistance to solo 
and small firm practitioners. The Association should provide sufficient resources to 
permit this goal to be achieved. 

• OCA should continue to work with NYSBA to improve access to the courts for solo 
and small firm practitioners by enhancing online systems for e-Filing, calendar 
information, case tracking, forms and access to court files. In addition, the NYSBA 
should cooperate with OCA to enhance its Web site, Wi-Fi access, e-filing and fax 
communications with the courts, teleconferences and videoconferences, summary 
jury trials, effective alternative dispute resolution programs and other recommend-
dations of the Kay Commission Report discussed above. 

These recommendations contemplate a major shift in the quantity and quality of NYSBA 
programs and services to solo and small firm practitioners. The recommendations are not intended to 
diminish the value of existing programs and services. Rather, our Committee finds that given the 
number of solo and small firm practitioners and their critical importance to the long-term health of 
NYSBA, greater emphasis on this group’s needs should be provided. Our Committee notes that 
many of the recommendations require the allocation of resources in order to accomplish the 
identified objectives. Our Committee also notes that many of the problems solo and small firm 
lawyers face relate to the burdens they encounter in their dealings with the court system. Resolution 
of these problems will involve ongoing dialogue with the Office of Court Administration, as well as 
collaborative effort with local bar associations and courts.  

We thank President Bernice Leber for creating this Committee and providing it the 
opportunity to serve the New York State Bar Association to improve the lot of solo and small 
firm practitioners. We view this Report not as an ending, but as a renewal and redoubling of 
efforts to assist the solo and small firm lawyers of this state. 









































 





































 





 




