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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ON BEHALF OF THE NEW YORK STATE JUDICIARY, Chief Administrative Judge Ann Pfau makes this Sub-
mission to the 2011 Commission on Judicial Compensation to assist it in fulfilling its mandate,

pursuant to chapter 567 of the Laws of 2010, to establish appropriate levels of compensation for New
York State judges and justices for the four-year period commencing April 1, 2012.

The Commission represents the first opportunity in State history to adjust judicial salaries in
a transparent, nonpolitical manner on the basis of rational, objective and predictable criteria. The
Judiciary strongly recommends that four widely accepted fundamental principles inform this Com-
mission’s historic work:

Fairness                   Judges, like all public officers, should receive fair
compensation, determined in an equitable manner, that
maintains its economic value over time.

Objectivity             Compensation of judges should be based on criteria that are
objective and easily evaluated by the public. 

Regularity              A regular and predictable process must ensure that salaries,
once adjusted, remain adequate and do not lose ground to
inflation. 

Institutional          The structure of judicial compensation should promote
Integrity                  public confidence in the independence, neutrality, excellence

and diversity of the Judiciary, and promote the effective
management of courtrooms and staff.

The Judiciary presents the following facts for the Commission’s consideration in applying these
four core principles:

A strong Judiciary is vital to every aspect of a civil society, assuring protection of civic freedoms,
swift resolution of commercial and other civil disputes, and fair redress of criminal complaints.
The Judiciary has long played a central role in maintaining New York’s national and interna-
tional prominence in law and commerce. 

New York’s judges have gone without a cost-of-living adjustment or a salary increase since 
January 1999 — a pay freeze unprecedented in the modern history of any court system in the
nation.  By April 1, 2012 — the earliest date that this Commission’s work can take effect — ju-
dicial salaries in this State will have been frozen for more than 13 years. 

Since the last judicial pay adjustment, inflation has eroded the value of judicial salaries by 41%.
To date, an average judge serving throughout this period has lost more than $330,000 relative
to the cost of living.
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Since the last judicial pay adjustment, when the Legislature set New York Supreme Court1

salaries at $136,700 — then at par with U.S. District Court salaries — federal judicial salaries
have increased by 27.3%. To date, New York judges serving throughout this period have earned
approximately $292,000 less than their federal colleagues.

Since 2008, New York ranks 50th — dead last — in real purchasing power of judicial salaries
among the states. New York judges effectively earn less than half of what their counterparts
in Tennessee and Delaware earn, and barely half of what their judicial colleagues earn in Illinois
and Virginia. Never in New York’s modern history have judges been paid so little relative to
living costs or the real salaries of other judges nationwide.

Since the last judicial pay adjustment, New York caseloads have grown by 20% while the num-
ber of judgeships has grown by only 2.6%. As a result, New York judges are working harder than
ever, while earning far less in real terms.

Since the last judicial pay adjustment, collective bargaining agreements have caused the pay
of a typical non-judicial employee in the Unified Court System to rise by more than 40%, con-
sistent with salary adjustments for Executive branch personnel. For the first time in State his-
tory, many non-judicial employees now earn more than the judges they serve.

Since 1999, salaries of both public- and private-sector attorneys comprising the pool of eligible,
experienced and qualified candidates for judicial office in New York have risen steadily and
markedly.

Salary stagnation, salary compression and salary inversion have threatened to hamper the
State’s ability to retain and recruit judges, diminish public confidence in the quality of the Ju-
diciary, and impact adversely the Judiciary’s institutional well-being and governance.

The Judiciary submits that, upon consideration of these core principles and undisputed facts,
the Commission should direct an appropriately substantial increase in judicial compensation to take
effect in its entirety on April 1, 2012, together with cost-of-living adjustments in the years that follow.
This Submission does not recommend a specific compensation amount: instead, it presents the fac-
tors that we believe the Commission should consider in exercising its independent judgment and
discretion.  An adjustment consistent with the rationale set forth below would end the unfairness
and damage caused by a 13-year judicial salary freeze, establish pay levels consistent with the valuable
and complex work performed by judges, restore an appropriate relationship between judicial and
staff salaries in the courts, and prevent the recurrence of this serious problem. Such an adjustment
represents a balanced approach, correcting the most entrenched and universally recognized prob-
lems affecting the Judiciary, while remaining sensitive to the constraints of the State’s current fiscal
circumstances. 
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1 The Supreme Court is the trial court of general statewide civil and criminal jurisdiction in New York State. See
N.Y. Const., art. VI, § 7(a); Siegel, New York Practice (4th ed.), §12. For this reason, the salary of a Justice of the
Supreme Court will be used as the benchmark for State judicial salaries and statistical salary comparisons
throughout this Report. 



These factors lead to the following range of values as appropriate salary levels for the bench-
mark position of Justice of the Supreme Court: 

INFLATION: An adjustment designed to restore the purchasing power of judicial pay to its 1999
level consistent with the rate of inflation would result in a Supreme Court Justice salary of
$195,754 in April 2012.

STATE RANK: An adjustment designed to lift New York from 50th to 25th in rank among the
States on a cost-adjusted basis would result in a salary of $220,836 in April 2012.  A more modest
adjustment — from 50th to 40th national rank — would bring that salary to $194,068.

NON-JUDICIAL STAFF COMPENSATION: An adjustment designed to reestablish the 1999 salary
ratio between senior law clerks and the justices they serve would result in a salary of $192,218
in April 2012.

FEDERAL JUDICIAL SALARIES, ADJUSTED FOR INFLATION: An adjustment designed to calibrate
New York salaries to those of federal judges, with an adjustment for inflation since January
2006, would result in a Supreme Court salary of $193,813.

In urging an immediate adjustment in compensation, the Judiciary is keenly aware of the State’s
fiscal situation. We recognize that this is a period of shared sacrifice, of belt-tightening, of doing
more with less.  Over the last year, the court system has slashed expenditures, cut numerous pro-
grams, and substantially reduced its workforce in response to State budget constraints. Notwith-
standing these fiscal exigencies, judges deserve compensation no less commensurate with the
importance of their offices than do the thousands of other public officials, in the Executive and the
Judiciary and elsewhere, who consistently received pay increases during the last 12½ years. Any of
these adjustments would increase the State budget by less than 76 one-thousandths of one percent
annually. The establishment of appropriate judicial compensation is not now, and never has been,
a question of the State’s ability to pay. 

In sum, this Submission’s pay recommendations are prudent and responsible. They are rooted
as well in a fundamental premise: after such a lengthy pay freeze, the cost of the reform of past prac-
tices must not prevent this Commission from fulfilling its urgent mandate to provide appropriate
compensation to New York’s judges — a mandate critical to preserving the institutional strength of
our State government’s Third Branch. 
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I .  THE MANDATE OF THE COMMISSION ON 
JUDICIAL COMPENSATION

ON DECEMBER 10, 2010, the Governor signed into law chapter 567 of the Laws of 2010 (Supp. 2-3),2

providing for the creation of a Commission on Judicial Compensation. Composed of seven
members — three appointed by the Governor, two by the Chief Judge, and one each by the Tempo-
rary President of the Senate and the Speaker of the Assembly — the Commission has been charged
with the task of examining the adequacy of the salaries and benefits received by State-paid judges
and justices of the Unified Court System, and determining adjustments to those salaries. The statute
sets forth this mandate as follows:

(i) examine the prevailing adequacy of pay levels and non-salary benefits
received by the judges and justices of the state-paid courts of the uni-
fied court system and housing judges of the civil court of the city of
New York and determine whether any of such pay levels warrant ad-
justment; and

(ii) determine whether, for any of the four years commencing on the
first of April of such years, following the year in which the [C]om-
mission is established, the annual salaries for the judges and justices
of the state-paid courts of the unified court system and housing
judges of the civil court of the city of New York warrant adjustment.3

The statute further provides that, in discharging these duties, the Commission shall take into
account:

all appropriate factors including, but not limited to: the overall eco-
nomic climate; rates of inflation; changes in public-sector spending;
the levels of compensation and non-salary benefits received by
judges, executive branch officials and legislators of other states and
of the federal government; the levels of compensation and non-salary
benefits received by professionals in government, academia and pri-
vate and nonprofit enterprise; and the state’s ability to fund increases
in compensation and non-salary benefits.4

The statute requires the Commission to present its report within 150 days of April 1 in the year
in which it is established — for the present Commission, on or before August 29, 2011 — at which
time the Commission is deemed dissolved. The proposals of the Commission to adjust judicial com-
pensation will have the force of law, and will supersede inconsistent provisions of Judiciary Law
Article 7-A, unless modified or abrogated by law prior to April 1 of the year as to which such proposal
applies.
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2 Numbers in parentheses preceded by “Supp.” refer to pages in the Supplemental Appendix to this Submission.
3 L. 2010, c. 567, § 1(a).
4 Id.



II .  GUIDING PRINCIPLES

THE JUDICIARY IS A KEYSTONE OF SOCIETY. Since the founding of our Republic, it has been universally
understood that there can be neither liberty, justice, nor public security without an independent,

objective and vital judicial branch.5 New Yorkers turn to their courts by the millions each year to
secure fundamental freedoms, enforce rights and obligations, resolve commercial and other civil
disputes, protect the vulnerable and fairly adjudicate alleged crimes.  New York’s civil and criminal
justice systems, led by its Judiciary, are a fundament of the State’s national and international pre-
eminence in law, business, and civic life.6

Consistent with the Judiciary’s importance as a separate, non-partisan, and apolitical branch
of government, commentators have long recognized the core principles of fairness, objectivity, reg-
ularity, and preservation of institutional integrity as fundamental to the determination of appro-
priate compensation for judges.7 We believe that these principles should inform the Commission’s
work, and will briefly address each in turn.

A. FAIRNESS

In the general course of human nature, a power over a man’s subsistence

amounts to a power over his will. And we can never hope to see realized
in practice, the complete separation of the judicial from the legisla-
tive power, in any system which leaves the former dependent for 
pecuniary resources on the occasional grants of the latter. *** It will
be readily understood that the fluctuations in the value of money
and in the state of society rendered a fixed rate of [judicial] compen-
sation in the Constitution inadmissible. * * * It was therefore neces-
sary to leave it to the discretion of the [L]egislature to vary its
provisions in conformity to the variations in circumstances, yet
under such restrictions as to put it out of the power of that body to
change the condition of the individual for the worse.8

Careers in public service demand sacrifice, and those who join the
bench must be ready to forego the more lucrative compensation
available in the private sector. Nonetheless, judicial salaries should
be broadly comparable to the remuneration received by attorneys
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5 See e.g. Alexander Hamilton, “Federalist 78,” in The Federalist Papers, ed. Jacob E. Cooke (Middletown: Wesleyan
University Press, 1961), pp. 528-29; ed; Cardozo, B., “The Nature of the Judicial Process” (1921), at 90.

6 A detailed description of the courts that comprise the Unified Court System is included in the Supplemental
Appendix (Supp. 9-10).

7 See, e.g., National Center for State Courts, Judicial Compensation in New York (2007) (hereinafter “NCSC Re-
port”), at 5-6.

8 Hamilton, “Federalist 79,” The Federalist Papers, pp. 531-32 (emphasis in original).



taking similar career paths and by other public servants having com-
parable responsibility, training and experience.9

The principle of fairness in judicial compensation is rooted in three separate ideas. First and
foremost, it derives from the notion that an independent and dedicated judiciary requires protection
of the value of its compensation against significant erosion relative to living costs. This primary
principle of tripartite government, as articulated by our Framers in Federalist 79, seeks to maintain
the equity in judicial salaries over time, so that judges “may then be sure of the ground upon which
[they] stand[], and can never be deterred from [their] duty by the apprehension of being placed in a
less eligible situation.”10 Second, this equity principle speaks to the public interest: appropriate com-
pensation is crucial to attract and retain well-qualified attorneys for judicial service, insulate judges
against involvement in politics, avoid compromise of ethical duties, eschew personal wealth as a
qualification for judicial office, and assure an independent and excellent Judiciary. Third, the sepa-
ration of powers implies that the Judiciary not be targeted for disparately negative treatment vis-a-
vis other public officials,11 so as to give the impression — real or perceived — that judges individually
are subject to penalty or that the Judiciary as an institution is devalued.

As public servants, judges cannot expect to grow wealthy in State service. But fundamental 
equity requires that judicial salaries broadly maintain their value over time and not be allowed to
consistently shrink as the price exacted of judges for apolitical public service. Likewise, fairness di-
rects that judges not be singled out for special burdens, or compelled to make sacrifices in a manner
or duration not asked of other public professionals. Any other result would not only be unfair to
judges and the institutional Judiciary but, more importantly, to the public that they serve, and to
the cause of an excellent justice system playing its appropriate constitutional role.

B. OBJECTIVITY

Judicial compensation should be set and revised by reference to an
agreed-upon set of objective criteria that can be easily evaluated by
the public. The process also should be transparent to the public.12

The factors that the Legislature directed the Commission to consider (e.g. rates of inflation, ju-
dicial salaries in other states and the federal government) set a path toward objectivity long absent
in setting judicial compensation. Objectivity serves several purposes: it helps achieve a wise and
consistent result; it demystifies the salary-setting process and avoids the appearance of arbitrariness
or irrationality; and it allows the considered factors to be candidly assessed and debated. Honoring
this objectivity in these ways will promote public confidence in the rationale of the Commission’s
recommendation and the ultimate result.
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9 NCSC Report, at 5.
10 Federalist 79.
11 See generally, U.S. v. Hatter, 532 U.S. 557 (2001).
12 NCSC Report, at 5.



Such objectivity also is required by our Constitution to serve the public’s right to a “well-qual-
ified, functioning Judiciary.”13 As the Court of Appeals recently held, “whether the Judiciary is entitled
to a compensation increase must be based upon an objective assessment of the Judiciary’s needs if
it is to retain its functional and structural independence.”14 In this task, the setting of judicial com-
pensation must proceed in “good faith” to avoid rendering the Judiciary “unduly dependent” in either
reality or public perception.15 Objectivity as to both the process and the criteria the Commission
employs in its review will best serve these important constitutional and policy objectives.

C. REGULARITY

The real value of judicial compensation should be maintained
through adjustments that respond to inflation so that the salary a
judge accepts upon joining the bench is not eroded to the detriment
of his or her family. Equity is rarely possible in the absence of regular
reviews that respond to cost-of-living increases.16

As a corollary to fairness in fixing judicial salaries, there must be a predictable mechanism to
ensure that salaries, once adjusted, do not lose ground to inflationary erosion. This Commission’s
existence and the quadrennial process its authorizing statute requires serve this need for regularity,
but only in part. Regularity also requires that the Commission provide for prospective and automatic
adjustments gauged to economic forces that otherwise could erode judicial pay and render com-
pensation unpredictable for judges and their families in the future. 

D. INSTITUTIONAL INTEGRITY

The proper adjustment of salaries has implications far beyond fairness to individual judges.
In any large public institution such as the Judiciary, successful long-term governance requires ra-
tional salary distinctions commensurate with the relative authority and responsibility of office-
holders. Salary systems must calibrate appropriately between judicial and staff salaries, and between
non-judicial staff commensurate with their seniority, experience, authority, and responsibility.
This is particularly important in the court system, where the primary purpose of the institution is
the exercise of constitutionally-derived powers exclusively held by judicial officers. For similar rea-
sons, salaries must bear a rational relationship to compensation of others in the public and private
sector, in New York and elsewhere, who perform similar legal roles. Lastly, salaries have obvious
implications for judicial retention and recruitment: as the Court of Appeals recognized, the 
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13 Maron, et al. v. Silver, et al., Larabee, et al. v. Governor of the State of N.Y., Chief Judge of the State of N.Y., et al. v. Gover-
nor of the State of N.Y., et al., 14 N.Y.3d 230, 257, 260 (2009) (hereinafter “Chief Judge”), citing O’Donoghue v. U.S., 289
U.S. 516, 533 (1933).

14 Id., at 259.
15 Id., citing People ex rel. Burby v. Howland, 155 N.Y. 270, 282 (1898).
16 Id.



adequacy of salaries has an important impact on the diversity and quality of judges — the openness
of the judicial career path to qualified New Yorkers of all socioeconomic and experiential back-
grounds, and with it public confidence that the Judiciary will continue to reflect the full breadth of
the State.17

When these institutional standards are ignored — for example, when staff subordinates rou-
tinely earn more than the officers whom they serve — the capacity of the Judiciary to preserve its
authority, sustain its morale and perform its functions diminishes, perhaps irretrievably. Redressing
this threat, and preventing its recurrence, is a separate and vitally important goal that must inform
this Commission’s recommendations. 
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17 Chief Judge, 14 N.Y.3d at 263 (absent salaries sufficient to attract well-qualified individuals to judicial service,
“only those with means will be financially able to assume a judicial post, negatively impacting the diversity of
the Judiciary and discriminating against those who are well qualified and interested in serving, but nonetheless
unable to aspire to a career in the Judiciary because of financial hardship that results from stagnant compensa-
tion over the years”).



III . RECENT JUDICIAL SALARY STAGNATION IN NEW YORK—
ANALYSIS AND CONSEQUENCES

IN NEW YORK STATE OVER THE PAST 12½ YEARS, these fundamental judicial compensation principles of
fairness, objectivity, regularity, and institutional integrity have been repeatedly ignored. The last

salary adjustment for New York’s State-paid judges and justices was effective January 1, 1999.18 Since
then, New York judges have received neither cost-of-living adjustment nor pay increase,19 despite
steady inflation that has seriously eroded the real value of their compensation. No other state in the
nation has subjected its judges to such a lengthy period of stagnant compensation. All state and fed-
eral judges in the country have received one or more pay increases since 1999, with an average in-
crease of over 3.2% per year.  As a result, New York judges’ salaries — which once ranked first in the
nation — have fallen far behind those of their colleagues in other states, and currently rank last in
the nation when adjusted for living costs.20 During this same period, judges have been asked to
work harder than ever before: case filings in New York courts have increased 20%, while the number
of judgeships has increased by only 2.6% (Supp. 67-70).

New York State judges now earn considerably less than other professionals with comparable
education and experience, in both the public and the private sector. The list of public employees
earning substantially more than judges is lengthy and growing, and includes District Attorneys in
New York City, deans of New York’s public law schools, professors in the State and City University
systems, public school administrators, and many others. Many non-judicial employees in New York’s
judicial branch (including the law clerks that serve State judges), having received the same pay in-
creases as employees of the Executive branch over the past 12 years, now earn more than the judges
who supervise them. New York judicial salaries also lag well behind those who lead many not-for-
profit organizations or teach in public law schools. Unsurprisingly, the magnitude of the disparity
between judges and attorneys in law firms is even more striking.21

Given these trends and the importance of an independent and fairly compensated judiciary,
support for judicial pay reform has been virtually unanimous. Voices statewide from across 
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18 L. 1998, c. 630, § 16.
19 Commencing in State Fiscal Year 2008-2009, State judges have been eligible to receive disbursements or reim-

bursements from the Judicial Supplemental Support Fund for qualifying expenditures made in connection
with their official duties, including bar association dues, educational fees, reference materials,  and other re-
lated expenses.

20 See § III(B), infra.
21 At major New York law firms, first-year associates — new law school graduates, many of whom have not yet

passed the bar — now earn a $160,000 base salary, more than any New York State judge, including the Chief
Judge. Even at smaller firms in New York State, compensation far outstrips judicial salaries. A statewide study
released in 2004 by the New York State Bar Association found that the annual compensation of partners at
firms with 10 or more lawyers averaged $293,567, more than twice the pay of a Supreme Court Justice. 



government,22 the bar,23 the business community24  and government reform groups25— as well as
many editorial boards across the State26 — have advocated for an increase in judicial compensation
for nearly a decade: a compilation of their statements is included in the Supplemental Appendix
(Supp. 121 et seq.). Prior governors proposed judicial pay adjustments along the broad lines proposed
in this Submission,27 and both Houses of the Legislature separately passed adjustments along those
lines.28  Various lawsuits also addressed this subject.29 Common throughout has been a frank recog-
nition of the need both to raise judicial salaries to an appropriate level and to establish a fair process
for future salary adjustment.

In sum, measured by any factor relevant to the economic calculus of compensation — the 
consumer price index; judicial salaries in  other jurisdictions; compensation of non-judicial employ-
ees; or federal judicial salaries (adjusted for inflation) — the consequences of the failure to raise 
New York’s judicial salaries have been broadly recognized and profound. We now address those 
factors in greater detail.
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22 See, e.g., American Judges Association, Statement in Support (June 27, 2007); Conference of Chief Justices, Reso-
lution (Jan. 30, 2008); District Attorneys Association of the State of New York, Letter of Support (Supp. 189-196). 

23 See, e.g., New York State Bar Association, Letter of Support (March 19, 2008); Asian American Bar Association,
“Judges Have Waited Long Enough” N.Y. Law Journal (Mar. 21, 2008); Association of the Bar of the City of New
York, Letter of Support (Mar. 27, 2008), Kamins, “Increased Pay for Judges,” N.Y. Times, Mar. 18, 2007; Conference
of Columbian Lawyer Associations, resolution (May 2, 2005); New York State Bar Association, Letter to Gover-
nor (Mar. 29, 2008), Resolution (May 5, 2005); New York State Law School Deans, Letter to Governor and Legisla-
tive Leaders (Jun. 14, 2007); New York State Trial Lawyers Association, “An Open Letter to the Judiciary of the
State of New York,” New York Law Journal (Apr. 25, 2007) (Supp. 189-190; 208-221).

24 See, e.g., General Counsels of Major Corporations, Letter in Support (May 31, 2007); Partnership for New York
City, Statement in Support (Dec. 1, 2006) (Supp. 205-207; 229-230).

25 See, e.g., Brennan Center for Justice at NYU School of Law, Letter of Support (Oct. 5, 2006); Citizens Union of
the City of New York, Letter of Support (Apr. 24, 2007); The Committee for Modern Courts, Letter of Support
(Dec. 24, 2007); League of Women Voters of New York State, Letter of Support (Apr. 23, 2007) (Supp.224-228).

26 See e.g. Albany Times Union, “Injustice to Judges” (Feb. 7, 2008), “A Judge’s Pay” (Jan. 9, 2008), “Paying Judges,”
(Dec. 9, 2007), “Unjust Salaries” (Apr. 11, 2007), “An Overdue Raise” (Jun. 1, 2005); “A Judge’s Pay” (Feb. 10, 2005);
Batavia Daily News, “Judges Worthy of Hire” (May 5, 2007); Buffalo News, “Stopping the Pay Raises” (May 2, 2007);
Elmira Star-Gazette, “New York Judges Deserve a Bigger Paycheck” (Dec. 13, 2007); The Journal News, “Compensat-
ing for Mistakes” (Jan. 26, 2008); “The Cost of Justice” (Jun. 3, 2005); N.Y. Daily News, “An Injustice to Judges”
(Mar. 31, 2008); “Contempt of Courts” (Dec. 3, 2007); “Give the Judges a Raise” (Apr. 14, 2007); “Justice for Judges”
(Jun. 6, 2005); N.Y. Law Journal, “Bar Should Mobilize for Judicial Salary Hikes” (Apr. 11, 2007); N.Y. Times, “Fair
Pay for Judges” (Dec. 18, 2007); “Stop Stalling on Judicial Raises” (Dec. 11, 2007); Newsday, “State’s Judges Need
Fair Shake” (Dec. 7, 2007), “Find a Way to Up Judges’ Pay” (Apr. 4, 2007), “State Judges Deserve Raise” (Mar. 26,
2005); Poughkeepsie Journal, “State Judges Merit an Increase in Pay” (Dec. 8, 2007), “Support Judicial Pay Raise in
New York” (May 19, 2007); Rochester Democrat & Chronicle, “Bumbling and Fumbling” (May 3, 2007), “Judicial Pay
Equity (Apr. 13, 2007), “Judicial Sacrifice” (May 1, 2005); Staten Island Advance, “An Overdue Raise” (Dec. 5, 2007),
“Boost Judges’ Pay” (Apr. 19, 2007); Syracuse Post Standard, “Judges’ Pay” (Feb. 18, 2007); Troy Record, “Get Behind
Plan for Judges’ Raise” (May 2, 2007), “State Judges Long Overdue for Raises” (Apr. 16, 2007); Utica Observer Dis-
patch, “Overhaul Pay System for State Judges” (Dec. 16, 2007); Watertown Daily Times, “Judicial Pay” (Dec. 9,
2007), “Judicial Pay” (Apr. 11, 2007), “Judicial Salaries” (Oct. 25, 2005) (Supp.132-185).

27 See Governor’s Program Bill #18-2007 (Spitzer); Governor’s Program Bill #68-2005 (Pataki).
28 See Senate Bills 5313 and 6550 (2007); Assembly Bill 4306-B (2007).
29 See, e.g., Chief Judge, 14 N.Y.3d 230 (2009).  



A. INFLATIONARY EROSION OF JUDICIAL COMPENSATION

To calculate the impact of inflation upon judicial salaries, this Submission employs the Con-
sumer Price Index — Northeast Urban Region (“CPI-U”), constructed monthly by the U.S. Department
of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, which provides an official statistical measure of average price
change in a fixed market basket of goods and services for the Northeastern states. This standard
index’s weighting of core living expenses — such as food, housing, health care and transportation
— is widely recognized as an accurate sample-based price measure against which to calibrate salaries
and benefits for most Americans, including professionals and managers most comparable to judges
and attorneys eligible for judicial service.30

Since January 1, 1999, the CPI-U has risen 41%, with typical annual increases of between one
and four percent.  The following chart displays the impact of those increases upon the salaries of
Justices of the New York Supreme Court: 

In sum, the effect of inflation — or as the Framers described it, “fluctuations in the value of
money”31 — on the annual compensation of New York's Judiciary have been devastating. The cumu-
lative effect of inflation is even more substantial. Based on the CPI-U, each Supreme Court Justice
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30 See U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Consumer Price Index, Northeast,” available at
www.bls.gov/ro1/914.htm (accessed June 30, 2011).

31 Federalist 79.
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serving with a fixed salary during this full 12½ year period lost $332,583 in purchasing power — or
nearly 2.5 full years of current salary since 1999.32

B. COMPENSATION OF JUDGES IN OTHER STATES 

New York’s Judiciary has long been, and today continues to be, preeminent among the nation’s
court systems.  Historically, the salaries paid to New York’s judges reflected this status.33 But in light
of pay stagnation over the last 12½ years — the longest salary freeze of any judiciary in modern his-
tory — today they comprise the lowest judicial compensation in the nation.

Without taking regional living costs into account, judicial salaries in New York rank 20th among
states nationally — far behind such lower-cost and lower-population states as Delaware, Nevada,
Tennessee and Washington. Due to the protracted pay freeze, New York judges today earn the same
nominal salaries as judges in Arkansas and Louisiana, where living costs and dockets are markedly
lower. Compared to high-population states to which New York typically compares for policy pur-
poses, New York’s judicial pay is strikingly low: trial judges in Illinois earn $178,835 and in California
earn $178,789, or 31% more than their New York counterparts; in New Jersey and Pennsylvania, trial
judges earn $165,000 and $164,602, respectively, or 21% more than their New York colleagues just
across the state line.34

But nominal judicial pay is not a metric of equity: in light of New York’s considerably higher
living costs, the true extent of underpayment caused by the judicial pay freeze is far greater than
these nominal rankings indicate.   

One well-recognized measure of regional differences in living costs is the cost-of-living price
index of the Council for Community and Economic Research (“C2ER”), used by the nonpartisan Na-
tional Center for State Courts to compare judicial salaries across different jurisdictions.35 The C2ER
index examines average costs of goods and services for the latest four fiscal quarters in selected re-
porting jurisdictions across the nation. Based on the C2ER index, weighted for population density,
New York judges rank 50th — dead last — in real salary among the 50 state judiciaries. New York
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32 We recognize that chapter 567 does not expressly include retroactive relief within the scope of the Commis-
sion’s force-of-law salary adjustment.  However, this cumulative loss of purchasing power through inflation
constitutes the clearest measure of economic injury caused by the lack of timely past adjustments — injury
suffered both by incumbent judges, and by those who have retired and will not benefit from prospective meas-
ures.  If the Commission were to propose some means of providing retroactive relief for these losses, the Judi-
ciary would strongly support such a proposal.

33 In 1909, salaries of Supreme Court Justices in New York City were $17,500, the equivalent of over $400,000
today, and in 1936, in the middle of the Depression, they were $25,000, the equivalent of about $390,000 today
— both almost three times current salaries. In 1926, a Judge of the New York Court of Appeals received a salary
of $22,000 (see L. 1926, ch. 94), the equivalent of over $269,000 today; in 1952, that salary was $32,500 (see L. 1952,
ch. 88), over $265,000 in today’s dollars; in 1975, a Judge of the Court of Appeals earned $60,575 (see L. 1975, ch.
152), the equivalent of about $244,000 today.

34 See National Center for State Courts, “Survey of Judicial Salaries,” Vol. 34, No. 2.
35 See id., at 2. NCSC describes the C2ER index as “the most widely accepted U.S. source for cost-of-living indices.” Id.



judges effectively earn less than half of what their counterparts in Tennessee and Delaware earn,
and barely half of what their judicial colleagues earn in Illinois and Virginia.36

Our State’s place in the national ranking of judicial compensation is not a trivial statistic of
local pride. Such ranking speaks volumes about how our society values its  Judiciary and, by impli-
cation, how it values the rule of law that the Judiciary protects. It gauges the strength of our com-
mitment to attract the very best and brightest of legal minds into responsible roles of civic
governance. It measures our understanding, relative to that of other states, that exceptional judges
are not a luxury, but a necessity in a state of national and international prominence — whether to
maintain the constitutional checks and balances of vibrant government, to assure continued 
commercial excellence, to preserve the civil rights of our citizens, or to bring about the swift and
wise resolution of the myriad of private disputes that are the judiciary’s primary task. That New
York has fallen to last in the nation by this calculus is proof not only that our State has forgotten its
judges — but that it has forgotten, in some measure, an essential component of its greatness.

The following table presents the ranking of New York State in terms of both nominal  salary
paid and salary purchasing power in light of regional cost of living and illustrates the true depth to
which New York real judicial salaries have fallen. 
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36 See id.
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NATIONAL RANKING OF JUDICIAL SALARIES
BASED ON ACTUAL SALARY BASED ON ADJUSTED SALARY

STATE 2010 ACTUAL SALARY RANKING STATE 2010 ADJUSTED SALARY

Illinois $178,835 1 Tennessee $173,004
California $178,789 2 Delaware $163,298
Alaska $174,396 3 Illinois $160,103
Delaware $168,850 4 Virginia $158,134
New Jersey $165,000 5 Nevada $157,480
Pennsylvania $164,602 6 Georgia $153,665
Nevada $160,000 7 Arkansas $147,624
Virginia $158,134 8 Iowa $147,430
Tennessee $154,320 9 Nebraska $147,216
Washington $148,831 10 Alabama $144,944
Connecticut $146,780 11 Florida $144,784
Arizona $145,000 12 Pennsylvania $144,514
Rhode Island $144,861 13 Arizona $144,135
Georgia $144,752 14 Michigan $143,654
Florida $142,178 15 Louisiana $141,495
Maryland $140,352 16 Kentucky $139,709
Michigan $139,919 17 Indiana $138,836
Iowa $137,700 18 Washington $137,552
New Hampshire $137,084 19 Oklahoma $136,824
NEW YORK $136,700 20 Utah $135,123
Louisiana $136,543 21 Texas $134,989
Arkansas $136,257 22 North Carolina $133,567
Hawaii $136,127 23 Alaska $133,025
Alabama $134,943 24 South Carolina $132,431
Utah $132,150 25 Colorado $131,625
Nebraska $132,053 26 Kansas $130,475
South Carolina $130,312 27 California $129,934
Massachusetts $129,624 28 Missouri $129,275
Minnesota $129,124 29 Ohio $128,006
Wisconsin $128,600 30 Wisconsin $126,950
Colorado $128,598 31 Wyoming $126,083
North Carolina $127,957 32 New Jersey $126,050
Indiana $125,647 33 North Dakota $125,743
Wyoming $125,200 34 West Virginia $125,405
Texas $125,000 35 Minnesota $120,339
Kentucky $124,620 36 Idaho $117,692
Oklahoma $124,373 37 Rhode Island $117,487
Vermont $122,867 38 New Hampshire $117,366
Ohio $121,350 39 Maryland $115,802
Missouri $120,484 40 South Dakota $115,336
Kansas $120,037 41 New Mexico $114,026
North Dakota $119,330 42 Connecticut $112,734
West Virginia $116,000 43 Mississippi $110,233
Oregon $114,468 44 Montana $106,763
Idaho $112,043 45 Oregon $103,497
Maine $111,969 46 Massachusetts $102,713
New Mexico $111,631 47 Vermont $101,964
South Dakota $110,377 48 Maine $96,111
Montana $106,870 49 Hawaii $82,153
Mississippi $104,170 50 NEW YORK $81,710
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C. COMPENSATION OF NON-JUDICIAL PERSONNEL OF THE COURTS

A third objective criterion for sizing a proper judicial salary adjustment is derived by reference
to pay increases provided to a typical non-judicial employees over the past 12½ years, pursuant to
pay packages ratified by the Legislature and signed into law — packages based upon Judiciary col-
lective bargaining agreements closely modeled upon agreements negotiated by the Executive Branch
with its own employees.

These annual pay increases, which have averaged approximately 2.5% per year for most Executive
and Judicial branch employees, and have raised the typical salary of non-judicial staff by more than
40%, operate as a cost-of-living adjustment to insulate their pay against the effects of inflation for
nearly all New York State employees. However, the failure to provide similar cost-of-living adjust-
ments to judges over the last 12½ years has upended long-standing salary distinctions based on the
fundamental difference between judicial officers (who are constitutionally empowered to exercise
judicial authority) and non-judicial personnel (who assist in the exercise of that authority in subor-
dinate roles). For the first time in the history of the court system, hundreds of non-judicial staff now
earn more than judges and justices in the Unified Court System whom they serve. 

For example, at the time of the last judicial pay adjustment, judicial law clerks earned between
$70,435 and $100,414 depending on experience and seniority. This range, ratified by the Legislature
and consistent with percentage increases negotiated by the Executive branch for its employees, set
law clerk salaries at between 51.5% and 73.5% of the salary of the Justice to whom they reported. This
salary relationship appropriately balanced policy interests to promote staff-level professionalism
and retention, while reflecting the judge’s managerial authority over staff.With increases since 1999,
those more senior law clerks today earn $141,195 — 103.2% of their judges’ salaries. Similarly disturbing
salary compression and inversion trends exist between judges and other non-judicial staff. The fol-
lowing chart illustrates this trend for those senior law clerks. 
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Of course, the problems of salary compression and inversion are not unique to the Judiciary.
They occur as well in some Executive branch agencies where commissioners’ salaries, set by statute,
may be exceeded by those of a handful of senior deputies. Yet nowhere else in State government are
inversion and compression so widespread as in the Judiciary; nowhere is this problem worsening
so rapidly; nowhere is it as consequential.  In contrast to Executive agency heads, whose tenures are
typically brief and at-will, judicial officers are elected or appointed for substantial terms (typically
fourteen or ten years), designed to assure their indifference to outside influence.  Judges alone are
required to obtain a significant level of professional experience — education as attorneys and years
of service — to qualify for the offices that they hold. Judges alone serve a branch of government
that can neither vote for nor exercise veto over the budgets that determine their salaries.  In sum,
while salary compression and inversion is damaging in any organization or branch of government,
its impact upon the Judiciary is uniquely pervasive and damaging.   

D. THE STATE’S FISCAL CONDITION

No responsible analysis of the status of judicial pay in New York can be complete without a
frank assessment of the State’s fiscal condition. That condition is undeniably serious. As the Gover-
nor observed in his 2011 State of the State address37 and on numerous occasions since, the State is
facing a significant deficit and an urgent need to alter the manner and means by which government
delivers services. As a result, over the last year, the court system has slashed expenditures, cut numer-
ous programs, and substantially reduced its workforce.  It remains firmly committed to partnership
with the Executive and Legislative branches in addressing these serious fiscal issues.

Yet for three distinct reasons, the State’s fiscal condition should not prevent this Commission
from fulfilling its mandate to set forth an equitable adjustment of judicial salaries. Foremost is the
principle of fundamental procedural fairness. As we have noted, by April 2012 the Judiciary will have
waited more than 13 years without such an adjustment. Since the State last adjusted judicial salaries
in 1999, the State budget has grown by 81% — from $73.3 billion in fiscal 1999-2000 to $132.5 billion
in fiscal 2011-2012. During that period, including many years of relative plenty, the State repeatedly
chose to defer the issue of judicial pay.38 Had it instead acted in a timely manner, there now would
be no need for either a large catch-up adjustment or a discussion of ability to pay. Having argued
against and suffered through this inaction for years, judges should not be required to await better
economic times for remedy of such unjust treatment.

Moreover, while any increase in state expenses is consequential, the proposed adjustments to
judicial salaries will not threaten the State’s fisc. Indeed, every $10,000 statewide increase in judicial
salaries constitutes an increase in the State budget of only nine one-thousandths of one percent.
Even in these difficult fiscal times, resources do not pose an obstacle to reform of past practices.
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37 Cuomo, “New York at a Crossroads: A Transformation Plan for a New New York” (2011 State of the State), at 2-4.
38 One result of the State’s failure to adjust judicial salaries equitably over the last 12-1/2 years has been the saving

of several hundreds of millions of dollars for other State purposes. In light of such savings through past delay,
it defies all notions of fairness to claim that a current adjustment is too costly for the State to absorb.
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Finally, as we noted earlier in this Submission, the establishment of this Commission marks the
first opportunity to adjust judicial salaries in a transparent and non-political manner, on the basis of
rational, objective, and predictable criteria — a manner in stark contrast to the gridlock and ad hoc
convenience of past political practice. This mandate, we submit, epitomizes the standards of fair,
open and rational governance that the Governor and others have recommended as essential to New
York’s future. To decline to implement appropriate salary measures because they entail new costs
would not only perpetuate and worsen the ill effects of past practice: it would shrink the Commis-
sion’s historic mission by half, permitting identification of a longstanding problem, but not its cure. 

E. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND CRITERIA

1. Federal Judicial Salaries. An additional factor for consideration in appropriate adjustment of
New York judicial salaries — though no longer the best comparative metric — is compensation paid
to the federal bench. In 1998, when the Legislature last adjusted judicial salaries, it set the Supreme
Court Justice salary at $136,700, the salary then paid to U.S. District Court judges. Since that adjust-
ment, U.S. District Court judges have received nine salary increases, most recently in 2009, and today
earn $174,000.00 annually. 

Yet while parity with federal District Court judges may well have been appropriate in 1998, and
has been proposed by the Judiciary in the past, it is appropriate no longer. For several years, federal
court authorities have recognized the inadequacy of even these enhanced judicial salaries, and have
repeatedly sought higher compensation.39 Moreover, the real purchasing power of the federal District
Court salary has trailed CPI-U  inflation measures since 2006, and is now substantially less than it
was in 1999. Finally, while restoration of equality with federal judicial salaries reestablishes a facial
parity in compensation, it ignores a significant consequence of past differences: over the last 12
years, U.S. District Court judges have earned an accumulated total of approximately $292,000 more
than their State Supreme Court counterparts. Accordingly, federal judicial salaries provide an ap-
propriate standard for New York judicial compensation only when adjusted for inflation according
to the CPI-U since 2006 — the point at which federal salaries began to trail inflation. Such an ad-
justment would result in a Supreme Court Justice salary of $193,813 in April 2012.40 

39 See Roberts, C.J., “2008 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary,” at 7-8 (“I suspect many are tired of hearing it,
and I know I am tired of saying it, but I must make this plea again — Congress must provide judicial compen-
sation that keeps pace with inflation. Judges knew what the pay was when they answered the call of public
service. But they did not know that Congress would steadily erode that pay in real terms by repeatedly failing
over the years to provide even cost-of-living increases”); available at
http://www.supremecourt.gov/publicinfo/year-end/2008year-endreport.pdf (accessed May 25, 2011); Rehnquist, C.J.,
“2006 Year-End Report n the Federal Judiciary,” at 1 (the “failure to raise judicial pay” for federal judges “has
now reached the level of a constitutional crisis that threatens to undermine the strength and independence of
the federal judiciary”), available at http://www.supremecourt.gov/publicinfo/year-end/2006year-endreport.pdf
(accessed May 17, 2011).

40 The salaries of New York judges have exceeded federal judicial salaries at various times throughout the State’s
history — most recently between May 1985 and July 1987, and again between November 1987 and January 1990
(Supp. 57).



2. Other Statutory Factors. Chapter 567 directs the Commission to consider in the course of its
work  “the levels of compensation and non-salary benefits received by . . . executive branch officials
and legislators of other states and of the federal government” and “the levels of compensation and
non-salary benefits received by professionals in government, academia and private and nonprofit
enterprise.”41 To facilitate this review, the Supplemental Appendix to this Submission lists the com-
pensation of the executive and legislative branches of the federal government and sister state gov-
ernments, as well as salaries for comparable professionals in the private, public, academic and
nonprofit sectors  (Supp. 100-117, 545-609). We believe that these factors and statistics fully support
this Submission’s reasoning and recommendations.

3. Pay Parity Between Courts. In addition, another longstanding salary problem endured by New
York judges is the many pay disparities within and between trial courts throughout the State.42  Past
commissions and commentators have criticized these disparities as irrational and called for their
elimination.43 We agree.
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41 L. 2010, c. 567, § 1(a).
42 The Judiciary Law details numerous such disparities, many of which lack clear justification. For example,

judges of the Family and Surrogate’s Courts in Albany County earn $119,800, while County Court judges earn a
much higher $131,400; in neighboring Schenectady County — with comparable living costs — judges of the
County, Family and Surrogate’s Courts earn $119,800; in Broome County, judges of the County and Surrogate’s
Courts earn $119,800, while Family Court judges earn $125,600; in Dutchess County, judges of the County and
Family Courts earn $125,600, while the Surrogate earns $135,800. See also (Supp. 52-55).

43 See, e.g., Report of the Jones Commission I (1987) (calling for pay parity among judges of the major trial courts);
Report of the Jones Commission II (1992) (calling for further study and evaluation of the subject).
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IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD IMPLEMENT AN 
IMMEDIATE AND SUBSTANTIAL SALARY INCREASE

BASED ON THE FOREGOING FACTS, the Judiciary strongly recommends that the Commission implement
an immediate salary increase to restore the purchasing power of judicial compensation to its

level at the last adjustment in 1999.  That adjustment, we submit, should be derived from the factors
detailed above — inflation, judicial salaries in other States, non-judicial staff salaries, and federal
district court judicial salaries (adjusted for inflation). Using the 1999 and current salary of a Justice
of the Supreme Court ($136,700) as a benchmark,44 those factors establish the following values:

An adjustment consistent with the CPI-U measure of inflation (41%) would require a Supreme
Court salary of $195,754 in April 2012, to restore the purchasing power of judicial pay to its 1999
level.45

An adjustment sufficient to lift New York from 50th to 25th in rank among the States on the
C2ER cost-adjusted index would require a salary of $220,836.  An adjustment from 50th to 40th
national rank would bring the Supreme Court justice salary to $194,068 in April 2012.  Even at
40th in rank, New York cost-adjusted judicial salaries would still be significantly lower than
all large states to which New York typically compares for policy purposes (e.g. California,
Florida, Illinois, Michigan, Pennsylvania).

An adjustment sufficient to reestablish the 1999 ratio between senior law clerks and the
Supreme Court justices they serve would require an adjustment of 40.6%, resulting in a salary
of $192,218 in April 2012.

An adjustment sufficient to calibrate New York salaries to those of federal judges (with an ad-
justment for inflation since January 2006), would result in a Supreme Court salary of $193,813.

This spectrum of values — $192,000 to $220,000 — constitutes the appropriate range for judi-
cial salary adjustment in New York under the principles of fairness, objectivity, regularity and insti-
tutional integrity.  

As we have described above (infra, pp. 18-19), the current fiscal climate presents no valid justi-
fication for continued underpayment of the Judiciary, or half-measures in implementation of the
Commission’s mandate. While such measures might present an appearance of austerity, in reality
they would have a negligible impact, saving in their entirety eighteen one-thousandths of one per-

44 As noted supra, the salary of a Justice of the Supreme Court has been employed as a benchmark throughout this
Report. To the extent that judicial salaries of the judges or justices of appellate courts are greater than those of
Supreme Court Justices, those marginal distinctions should be preserved proportionately. See, e.g. Judiciary Law
§§ 221 (salary of Judges of the Court of Appeals), 221-a (salary of Justices of the Appellate Division of Supreme
Court). To the extent they are lower, we commend the Commission’s attention to section III(E)(3), infra.

45 This figure asumes an ongoing inflation rate of 2.7%, the average annual rate since 1999.



cent of the State’s budget over four years.46 On the other hand, further postponement of immediate
implementation of a fair salary  would needlessly perpetuate past economic injury; compound such
injury irreparably upon the significant number of judges who may be compelled by age or other 
circumstances to retire from the bench during the intervening period; and render the Commission’s
recommendations contingent upon political vagaries far in the future. After all that New York’s
judges have endured over the last 12½ years, further delay in remedy is neither necessary nor 
principled.    
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46 An immediate salary increase to offset inflation since 1999, or to achieve 40th place in the C2ER cost-adjusted
ranking, or to reestablish the 1999 ratio between senior law clerks and Supreme Court Justices would increase
the State budget by less than 55 one-thousandths of one percent annually.
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Finally, we urge the Commission to adopt cost-of-living adjustments to preserve judicial salaries
against future erosion. For decades, judicial compensation in New York has followed a familiar cycli-
cal pattern. After years of frozen pay, judges typically received a catch-up adjustment, restoring the
value of salaries in part, but eschewing retroactive payment to compensate for the significant eco-
nomic losses during the period of salary stagnation. Subject to the exigencies of politics, the adjusted
salary thereafter would remain fixed for another lengthy period, without cost-of-living adjustment
or other increase, until the cycle began anew.

This Commission has the power to break this pattern and establish a system in which judicial
salaries, once set, are regularly adjusted to maintain their value.   Implementation of an annual cost-
of-living adjustment, to take effect in April 2013, April 2014 and April 2015 (based on the average CPI-
U for the preceding two calendar years) would yield numerous benefits: it would eliminate the
conundrum of major catch-up adjustments, give judges a long-absent measure of salary predictabil-
ity, and permit rational budget planning by court administrators.  While not a cure for past judicial
salary inequities, we believe that provision of a cost-of-living adjustment is the simplest means of
ensuring that those inequities do not reoccur. 



V. CONCLUSION

AFTER SO MANY YEARS OF DECLINING REAL SALARIES for New York judges, we respectfully submit that this
Commission should fulfill its mandate in the manner urged by virtually all observers across gov-

ernment, the bar, academia, the business and civic sectors, the government reform community and
the press: New York judges must receive an immediate pay increase to restore the lost purchasing
power of their salaries, with future cost-of-living adjustment so that these reforms do not lose
ground to inflation. Fairness, rationality and the Judiciary’s institutional integrity as an independent
constitutional branch of government require nothing less. 
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 This Supplemental Appendix contains a compilation of data relevant to the deliberations 
of the Judicial Salary Commission established by chapter 567 of the Laws of 2010. In charging 
the Commission with the responsibility to examine judicial pay levels and determine where 
adjustment is appropriate, the Legislature directed that Commission members "take into account 
all appropriate factors including, but not limited to: the overall economic climate; rates of 
inflation; changes in public-sector spending; the levels of compensation and non-salary benefits 
received by judges, executive branch officials and legislators of other states and of the federal 
government; the levels of compensation and non-salary benefits received by professionals in 
government, academia and private and nonprofit enterprise; and the state's ability to fund 
increases in compensation and non-salary benefits."  This compilation seeks to provide 
information germane to each of the listed factors. 
 
 Also provided in this Supplemental Appendix are other resources that should prove 
useful to Commission members.  Included are: a copy of the enabling legislation and an analysis 
of the Commission's mandate under its terms; a salary chart showing present judicial pay levels; 
an extensive history of judicial salary developments in New York State; discussions of (i) 
constitutional imperatives bearing on the fixing of judicial salaries, and (ii) the particular 
problems associated with inter and intra-court pay disparity; and copies of each legislative, 
judicial and executive study of New York Judiciary pay undertaken in the last 35 years. 
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UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM

New York's Unified Court System now consists of 12 State-funded courts.  They include
three appellate courts— the Court of Appeals, the Appellate Divisions of the Supreme Court and
the Appellate Term of the Supreme Court—and nine trial courts—the Supreme Court, the Court
of Claims, County Court, Family Court, Surrogate's Court, the Civil and Criminal Courts of New
York City, the District Courts on Long Island and the City Courts outside New York City.  All
the Judges of these courts must be lawyers and, in most instances, they must have been admitted
to practice law in New York for at least ten years.

The Court of Appeals is the appellate court of final resort.  It consists of a Chief Judge,
now earning $156,000 annually, and six Associate Judges, each earning $151,200.  All seven
Judges are appointed by the Governor, with the Senate's advice and consent.

The Appellate Division of Supreme Court is the State's major intermediate appellate
court.  It is structured on a regional basis, with one court for each of the State's four judicial
departments.  Each of the four courts has a Presiding Justice earning $147,600 and five or more
Associate Justices, each earning $144,000.  Each Presiding Justice and Associate Justice is
designated by the Governor from among the Justices of the Supreme Court.

A second intermediate appellate court, the Appellate Term, has been established in the
First and Second Judicial Departments to hear appeals from lower courts in those jurisdictions. 
Like the Appellate Divisions, its members are drawn from among Justices of the Supreme Court. 
Each Justice of the Appellate Term earns $139,700, except that the Presiding Justices in each
Judicial District within the Departments in which the Appellate Terms have been established
each earn $142,700 annually.  

The Supreme Court is the statewide trial court of general original jurisdiction.  Justices
are elected in each of 12 Judicial Districts.  While approximately 60 Justices are designated for
service on the Appellate Divisions and Appellate Terms, some 280 Justices preside over trial
courts, and each receives an annual salary of $136,700.  

The Court of Claims is a special statewide court, devoted to the trial of claims against the
State.  Also, about two-thirds of its 72 members, all of whom are appointed by the Governor with
the Senate's advice and consent, serve by special assignment in the State's criminal courts. 
Judges of the Court of Claims earn $136,700 annually.  Its Presiding Judge earns $144,000.

Outside New York City, there are 71 Judges of the County Court, 79 Judges of the Family
Court, 24 Surrogates and 57 Judges, known as multi-bench county-level Judges, who are elected
to serve on two or more of those courts.  These Judges preside over major criminal prosecutions,
matters involving children and families, and probate and other estate proceedings, respectively. 
All are elected to their offices and their salaries range from $119,800 to $136,700.
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Also outside New York City, there are District Court Judges.  The District Court, which
serves as a court of limited jurisdiction and asa local criminal court, sits in Nassau County and
the five westernmost towns of Suffolk County.  In Nassau County, there are 26 elected District
Court Judges; in Suffolk County, 24.  Each earns $122,700 annually, except the two presiding
officers, who each earn $126,900.

In New York City, there are 120Judges elected to the Civil Court and six elected
Surrogates, as well as 107 Criminal Court Judges and 47 Family Court Judges appointed by the
Mayor.  The Civil Court serves as a court of limited civil jurisdiction; Surrogate's Court and
Family Court have the jurisdiction of their upstate counterparts; and Criminal Court is the local
criminal court for New York City.  The Surrogates and Family Court Judges each earn $136,700
annually; Civil and Criminal Court Judges each earn $125,600.  

In each of the 61 cities outside New York City, there are City Courts.  In some 33 of the
larger cities, City Courts function like District Courts.  They are served by 80 full-time Judges,
earning between $108,800 and $119,500 annually.  In the remaining smaller cities, the Judges
exercise like jurisdiction but serve part-time.  Part-time Judges earn between $5,800 and
$81,600.
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CURRENT JUDICIAL PAY LEVELS
(source:  Judiciary Law Art. 7-B)

STATEWIDE COURTS SALARY

Court of Appeals

Chief Judge $156,000

Associate Judge $151,200

Intermediate Appellate Courts

Presiding Justice, Appellate Division $147,600

Associate Justice, Appellate Division $144,000

Presiding Justice, Appellate Term $142,700

Associate Justice, Appellate Term $139,700

Supreme Court

Justice $136,700

Court of Claims

Presiding Judge $144,000

Judge $136,700

COUNTYWIDE & CITYWIDE
COURTS

Countywide Courts

Albany County Judge $131,400

Albany Family Court Judge $119,800

Albany Surrogate $119,800

Allegany County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800
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COUNTYWIDE & CITYWIDE
COURTS (cont) SALARY

Bronx Surrogate $136,700

Broome County Judge $125,600

Broome Family Court Judge $125,600

Broome Surrogate $125,600

Cattaraugus County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Cayuga County/Family Court Judge $122,700

Cayuga Surrogate $119,800

Chautauqua County Judge $119,800

Chautauqua Family Court Judge $119,800

Chautauqua Surrogate $119,800

Chemung County/Surrogate $119,800

Chemung Family Court Judge $119,800

Chenango County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Clinton County/Family Court Judge $121,200

Clinton County/Surrogate $121,200

Clinton Family Court Judge $121,200

Columbia County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Cortland County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Delaware County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Dutchess County Judge $125,600

Dutchess Family Court Judge $125,600

Dutchess Surrogate $135,800

Erie County Judge $125,600

Erie Family Court Judge $125,600

Erie Surrogate $129,900

Essex County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Franklin County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Fulton County/Surrogate $119,800

-2-
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COUNTYWIDE & CITYWIDE
COURTS (cont) SALARY

Genesee County/Surrogate $119,800

Genesee Family Court Judge $119,800

Greene County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Hamilton County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Herkimer County/Surrogate $119,800

Herkimer Family Court Judge $119,800

Jefferson County Judge $119,800

Jefferson Family Court Judge $119,800

Jefferson Surrogate $119,800

Kings Surrogate $136,700

Lewis County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Livingston County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Madison County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Monroe County Judge $125,600

Monroe Family Court Judge $125,600

Monroe Surrogate $125,600

Montgomery County Judge $119,800

Montgomery Family Court Judge $119,800

Montgomery Surrogate $119,800

Nassau County Judge $136,700

Nassau Family Court Judge $136,700

Nassau Surrogate $136,700

Nassau District Court Judge $122,700

Nassau District Court President Judge $126,900

New York Surrogate $136,700

Niagara County/Surrogate $119,800

Niagara Family Court Judge $119,800

Oneida County Judge $119,800

-3-
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COUNTYWIDE & CITYWIDE
COURTS (cont) SALARY

Oneida Family Court Judge $125,600

Oneida Surrogate $119,800

Onondaga County Judge $125,600

Onondaga Family Court Judge $125,600

Onondaga Surrogate $135,800

Ontario County/Family Court Judge $119,800

Ontario Surrogate $119,800

Orange County Judge $125,600

Orange Family Court Judge $125,600

Orange Surrogate $125,600

Orleans County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Oswego County Judge $119,800

Oswego Family Court Judge $119,800

Oswego Surrogate $119,800

Otsego County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Putnam County/Family Court/Surrogate $131,400

Queens Surrogate $136,700

Rensselaer County Judge $119,800

Rennselaer Family Court Judge $119,800

Rensselaer Surrogate $119,800

Richmond Surrogate $136,700

Rockland County Judge $125,600

Rockland Family Court Judge $125,600

Rockland Surrogate $125,600

Saratoga County Judge $119,800

Saratoga Family Court Judge $119,800

Saratoga Surrogate $119,800

Schuyler County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

-4-
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COUNTYWIDE & CITYWIDE
COURTS (cont) SALARY

Schoharie County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Schenectady County Judge $119,800

Schenectady Family Court Judge $119,800

Schenectady Surrogate $119,800

Seneca County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

St. Lawrence County Judge $119,800

St. Lawrence Family Court Judge $119,800

St. Lawrence Surrogate $119,800

Steuben County/Family Court Judge $119,800

Steuben Surrogate $119,800

Suffolk County Judge $136,700

Suffolk Family Court Judge $136,700

Suffolk Surrogate $136,700

Suffolk District Court Judge $122,700

Suffolk District Court President Judge $126,900

Sullivan County/Surrogate $127,000

Sullivan Family Court Judge $127,000

Tioga County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Tompkins County/Family Court/Surrogate $122,700

Ulster County Judge $131,400

Ulster Family Court Judge $127,000

Ulster Surrogate $119,800

Warren County/Surrogate $119,800

Warren Family Court Judge $119,800

Washington County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Wayne County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Westchester County Judge $136,700

Westchester Family Court Judge $136,700

-5-
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COUNTYWIDE & CITYWIDE
COURTS (cont) SALARY

Westchester Surrogate $136,700

Wyoming County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Yates County/Family Court/Surrogate $119,800

Citywide Courts

Albany City Court Judge $113,900

Albany City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Amsterdam City Court Judge $108,800

Amsterdam City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Auburn City Court Judge $108,800

Auburn City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Batavia City Court judge $108,800

Batavia City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Beacon City Court Judge $108,800

Beacon City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Binghamton City Court Judge $108,800

Binghamton City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Buffalo City Court Chief Judge $115,100

Buffalo City Court Judge $113,900

Canandaigua City Court judge $108,800

Canandaigua City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Cohoes City Court Judge $54,400

Corning City Court Judge $108,800

Corning City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Cortland City Court Judge $108,800

Cortland City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Dunkirk City Court Judge $108,800

Dunkirk City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

-6-
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COUNTYWIDE & CITYWIDE
COURTS (cont) SALARY

Elmira City Court Judge $108,800

Fulton City Court Judge $108,800

Fulton City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Geneva City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Geneva City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Glen Cove City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Glens Falls City Court Judge $108,800

Glens Falls City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Gloversville City Court Judge $108,800

Gloversville City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Hornell City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Hornell City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Hudson City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Hudson City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Ithaca City Court Judge $108,800

Ithaca City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Jamestown City Court Judge $108,800

Jamestown City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Johnstown City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Johnstown City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Kingston City Court Judge $108,800

Kingston City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Lackawanna City Court Judge $108,800

Lackawanna City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Little Falls City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Lockport City Court Judge $108,800

Lockport City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Long Beach City Court Judge $118,300

-7-
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COUNTYWIDE & CITYWIDE
COURTS (cont) SALARY

Mechanicville City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Middletown City Court Judge $108,800

Middletown City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Mount Vernon City Court Judge $118,300

Mount Vernon City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

New Rochelle City Court Judge $118,300

New Rochelle City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

New York City Civil Court Judge $125,600

New York City Housing Part Judge $115,400

New York City Criminal Court Judge $125,600

New York City Family Court Judge $136,700

Newburgh City Court Judge $108,800

Niagara Falls City Court Chief Judge $115,100

Niagara Falls City Court Judge $113,900

North Tonawanda City Court Judge $108,800

North Tonawanda City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Norwich City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Norwich City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Ogdensburg City Court Judge $108,800

Ogdensburg City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Olean City Court Judge $108,800

Olean City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Oneida City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Oneida City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Oneonta City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Oneonta City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Oswego City Court Judge $108,800

Oswego City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

-8-
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COUNTYWIDE & CITYWIDE
COURTS (cont) SALARY

Peekskill City Court Judge $108,800

Peekskill City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Plattsburgh City Court Judge $108,800

Plattsburgh City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Port Jervis City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Port Jervis City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Poughkeepsie City Court Judge $108,800

Rensselaer City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Rensselaer City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Rochester City Court Chief Judge $115,100

Rochester City Court Judge $113,900

Rome City Court Judge $113,900

Rome City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Rye City Court Judge $108,800

Rye City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Salamanca City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Saratoga Springs City Court Judge $108,800

Saratoga Springs City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Schenectady City Court Judge $108,800

Sherrill City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Syracuse City Court Chief Judge $115,100

Syracuse City Court Judge $113,900

Tonawanda City Court Judge $108,800

Tonawanda City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Troy City Court Judge $113,900

Troy City Court Judge (part-time) $81,600

Utica City Court Chief Judge $115,100

Utica City Court Judge $113,900

-9-

Supplemental Appendix — Page 20



COUNTYWIDE & CITYWIDE
COURTS (cont) SALARY

Watertown City Court Judge $108,800

Watertown City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

Watervliet City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Watervliet  City Court Judge (part-time) $27,200

White Plains City Court Judge $116,800

White Plains City Court Judge (part-time) $54,400

Yonkers City Court Chief Judge $119,500

Yonkers City Court Judge $118,300

-10-
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HISTORY OF JUDICIAL SALARY REFORM IN NEW YORK

New York State's Unified Court System consists of an appellate court of last

resort, the Court of Appeals; two intermediate appellate courts, the Appellate Division of

the Supreme Court, which sits in each of the State's four Judicial Departments, and the

Appellate Term of the Supreme Court, which sits in the First, Second, Ninth, Tenth,

Eleventh, Twelfth and Thirteenth Judicial Districts; and 11 separate trial courts, including

the Supreme Court, the Court of Claims, the County Court,  the Family Court, the1

Surrogate's Court, the New York City Civil Court, the New York City Criminal Court, the

District Court, the City Court outside of New York City, and the Town and Village

Justice Courts.

Prior to April 1, 1977, the State paid only the salaries of the judges of the Court of

Appeals, the justices of the Appellate Division and the Appellate Term, the justices of the

Supreme Court and the judges of the Court of Claims.  Judges of the other courts were

paid by local governments at salaries fixed by those local governments.2

As of April 1, 1977, however, the State assumed responsibility for paying the full

operational costs of all its courts except for the Town and Village Justice Courts.  See L.

1976, c. 966 [enacting the Unified Court Budget Act].  As a result, all judges except those

of the Justice Courts became State employees and were transferred to the State payroll at

the rates of pay established for them by local government.

Since the Unified Court Budget Act took effect in 1977, the State has borne full

responsibility for fixing levels of judicial compensation.  Over the past 34 years, the State

has acted six times to adjust these levels and, most recently (by L. 2010, c. 567, enacted

this past autumn), once to establish a continuing mechanism for future judicial salary

adjustment.

The following summarizes the background behind these adjustments.

The County Court also exercises intermediate appellate jurisdiction comparable to that of the1

Appellate Term in parts of the State in which the latter has not been established.

But see, footnotes 3-4, infra.2

1
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The Unified Court Budget Act

The Unified Court Budget Act (“UCBA”) provided that judges who formerly were

locally-paid would become State-paid, effective April 1, 1977, at the rates of

compensation to which they were entitled on August 4, 1976, while they were yet locally-

employed.   L. 1976, c. 966 [originally codified as Judiciary Law §220(6)].  Because,3

prior to 1977, some counties (and cities) had paid their judges higher rates of

compensation than had others, the result was that, in the wake of the UCBA and State

assumption of the Judiciary’s funding, there was a significant degree of disparity in the

salaries paid by the State to judges of the same court level.  This disparity has been the

source of much litigation since 1980.

As to Judges of the Court of Appeals, Justices of the Supreme Court (including

those of the Appellate Division), and Judges of the Court of Claims, all of whom had

been State-paid before enactment of the UCBA,  the UCBA had no impact upon their4

compensation.  At the time, that compensation was uniform statewide within each court

(except for comparatively small salary increments paid to the presiding judges for their

administrative responsibilities).

The 1979 Judicial Pay Raise

The first pay raise for judges following the effective date of the UCBA was

enacted in April of 1979.  See L. 1979, c. 55.  It was coupled with pay raises for

legislators and high-ranking officials of the Executive Branch.   For the judges, the pay5

Actually, the UCBA was not the first instance of State involvement in the payment of3

compensation to county-level and city-level judges.  Beginning in 1962, the State had conducted a
program of financial assistance to local governments in the payment of compensation to their judges.  See
[former] Judiciary Law §34 (subsequently renumbered as section 34-a and, ultimately, repealed in 1979). 
Under this program, counties and cities originally received fixed subsidies depending upon their size and,
in some instances, the number of their judges.  Later, the subsidies were keyed to local maintenance of
minimum salaries for county-level and city-level judges.  L. 1975, c. 150, §8.

Except that the Judiciary Law had long required counties to share in the burden of compensating4

Justices of the Supreme Court.  See [former] Judiciary Law §§142-146 (establishing a baseline salary to
be paid by the State to Justices of the Supreme Court and providing for supplemental compensation to be
paid by localities to such Justices).

The reference to “high-ranking officials of the Executive Branch” is to those commissioners,5

chairs, directors and executive directors of Executive agencies, commissions and boards whose salaries
are prescribed in section 169 of the Executive Law.  Hereafter, in this report, this group is referred to as
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raise consisted of a series of percentage increases, along with establishment of minimum

salaries for county-level and full-time city-level judges.  The percentage increases were

approximately 7%, effective retroactively to October 1, 1978; 7%, effective October 1,

1979; and approximately 3.39 %, effective October 1, 1980.  These percentages had been

part of recommendations made earlier by an Ad Hoc Panel on Executive, Legislative and

Judicial Compensation established by then-Governor Hugh Carey.  See McKinney’s Laws

of New York, 1979, p. 1764 (Gov.’s App. Msg. for L. 1979, c. 55).  Why these particular

percentages, and why three installments over two years is unclear.  The Ad Hoc Panel’s

report is not now available in print.6

The 1979 pay raise did not directly tackle the issue of judicial pay disparity.   In7

what quickly would become a pattern for future legislatures, the enactment paid lip

service to the issue by coupling the straight percentage increases to a direction that the

disparity issue be studied, and that a report with recommendations be produced for the

Governor, the Legislature and the Chief Judge.  In 1979, the Chief Administrative Judge

was made responsible for the study and a report:

“The chief administrator of the courts shall investigate

whether unreasonable disparity exists in the compensation of

judges of the same rank in different parts of the state.  On or

the “section 169 officers.”

Chapter 55 and its inaugural judicial pay raise also followed in the wake of the December 19786

report of the State Commission on Legislative and Judicial Salaries.  This Commission, known
informally as the Hand Commission after its chair, Westchester banker James Hand, was a continuing
body that had been established by the Legislature in 1972 (L. 1972, c. 875) to provide ongoing review of
the salaries paid judges and members of the Legislature.  In its 1978 report, the Commission
recommended 25% pay increases for judges and members of the Legislature, to offset increases in the
cost of living between 1973 and 1978.

The establishment of minimum salaries for county-level and city-level judges did, however,7

have the effect of reducing, to a small extent, the disparity between salaries of judges of the same court
level.  First, taking county-level judges as an example, all such judges earning salaries below $36,000 as
of the State takeover were deemed to be earning that salary as of September 30, 1979 and their salaries,
effective October 1, 1979, were calculated by applying the 7% increase to $36,000.  Second, those judges
then received an extra pay increase amounting to approximately 10.38% on April 1, 1979.  Also
receiving extra pay increases, albeit in proportionately smaller amounts, were judges whose salaries after
the October 1, 1979 pay increase were less than $42,520 (the amount judges who received the 10.38%
were to receive as of April 1, 1979).  The result of these adjustments was that the magnitude of the
disparity between top and bottom salaries for judges of the same courts was somewhat diminished.  No
effort was made, however, to establish relationships between salaries that reflected caseload levels,
population, demographics or other rational criteria.
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before December first, nineteen hundred seventy-nine, the

chief administrator shall prepare and transmit to the

legislature, [etc.,] ... a report of his findings, together with

appropriate legislative recommendations to eliminate

unreasonable disparity, if any, by April first, nineteen hundred

eighty-two.”  L. 1979, c. 55, §4.

The Evans Report

Then-Chief Administrative Judge Herbert Evans’ report concluded that there were

glaring inconsistencies in the salary levels of judges of county-level and city-level courts;

that those salary levels had never been subject to State standards; that the compensation

disparities were the result of the former system of court funding by local government; and

that continuation of these disparities after the UCBA was “neither necessary, desirable

nor equitable.”  See Evans’ Report, pp. 6-7.  These conclusions were accompanied by a

recommendation that the Constitution be amended to effectuate a trial court merger,

which, it was suggested, would solve most of the judicial pay disparity problem.  Absent

trial court merger, Judge Evans wrote, the salaries of County, Surrogate’s and Family

Court Judges, along with those of the New York City Civil and Criminal Court Judges,

should for the time being be equated with those of Justices of the Supreme Court;

proportionate salary schedules should be fixed for the judges of other State-paid trial

courts; prior to April 1, 1982, the Legislature should determine what differential in salary

should exist between county-level judges and Justices of the Supreme Court; and “the

Legislature should provide by law for automatic adjustments in judicial salaries related to

changes in the cost of living.”  See id., at p. 7.

The 1980 Judicial Pay Raise

The recommendations of the Evans’ Report, which was published on December 1,

1979, were not followed — although the Legislature, in fairly short order, gave the judges

another pay raise.  This pay raise, too, was coupled with pay raises for legislators and

high-ranking officials of the Executive Branch of government.  See L. 1980, c. 881.  It

was enacted during a special session of the Legislature held in the fall of 1980  and, for8

the judges, consisted of a straight five percent increase in salaries, effective January 1,

1981, to be followed by a straight seven percent increase, effective January 1, 1982.  See

This special session was not limited to salary matters, but dealt with a range of subjects of State8

interest.
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id., §14.  Also part of the legislation was introduction of a $2,000 pay increment for

administrative judges and provision for compensating judges assigned to travel status at

the rates of pay earned by judges in the court of assignment where the latter were more

highly paid.  See id., §§15 and 16.

The 1980 legislation, like its 1979 predecessor, paid deference to ongoing

concerns that the judicial salary schedule was unfair and filled with disparities, and, to

that end directed another study — this one to be conducted by a Temporary State

Commission on Judicial Compensation.  This Commission was to have seven members,

who were to be appointed by the Governor and the legislative leadership.   It was9

specifically charged:

“to examine, evaluate and make recommendations with

respect to (a) the issue of parity of compensation between

judges and justices in the unified court system, and (b)

determining adequate levels of compensation for such judges

and justices.

“Such commission shall review with particular care

whether fairness dictates that judges or justices in the unified

court system performing similar duties be compensated

uniformly.  In addition, the commission shall examine the

adequacy of pay received by the judiciary taking into account

the overall economic climate, the levels of salaries received

by other professionals in government and private enterprise

and the ability of the state to fund increases in compensation.” 

L. 1980, c. 881, §17.

The Commission was required to publish its report and recommendations by September 1,

1982.

The Dentzer Report

So named after its chair, William T. Dentzer, Jr.,  the 1982 report of the10

The Judiciary was given no representation on the Commission.9

The other members of the Temporary State Commission included: H. Douglas Barclay (Chair10

of the State Senate Judiciary Committee), Charles Desmond (former Chief Judge of the Court of
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Temporary State Commission on Judicial Compensation made several recommendations

for adjustment in judicial pay, effective January 1, 1983.  These recommendations were

premised upon two basic conclusions.  First, that, in determining appropriate levels of

judicial compensation, New York should embrace a “competitive adequacy” standard. 

That is:

“the judgment as to what level of pay is adequate should be

based on whether a reasonable supply of well-qualified

attorneys will make themselves available to become or remain

judges in the courts concerned.  The lowest pay which

produces an adequate supply of well-qualified candidates for

the various courts is the only pay level which is fair to State

taxpayers; any higher pay would require unnecessarily high

taxes.”  Dentzer Report, p. 5.

Second, that there are significant differences in the cost of living in various areas of the

State; and that it makes much more sense to adjust the salaries of judges who reside

where it is more expensive to live to reflect that fact, rather than to establish a single

salary for each office, which, while perhaps adequate in parts of the State, might be

inadequate or excessive elsewhere in the State.11

The Commission’s principal recommendation was for establishment of a two-

tiered salary schedule for each judicial office, the first tier to represent the base salary for

the office and the second to be the base salary increased by 16%.  All judges of courts

outside of New York City, and Westchester, Nassau and Suffolk Counties would receive

the base salary, which, for Justices of the Supreme Court, would reflect a 19.7% increase

over their January 1, 1982 salaries.  The rest of the judges (i.e., those in the New York

City metropolitan area and on Long Island) would receive this new base salary plus a

locational increment of 16% (or an increase of nearly 39% in their January 1, 1982

salaries).12

Appeals), D. Clinton Dominick (former Chair of the Temporary State Commission on the State Court
System), Bertram R. Gelfand, Anthony R. Palermo (former President of the State Bar Association), and
Deborah K. Smith.

In reaching its conclusions, the Temporary State Commission was aided by surveys conducted11

by consulting firms to assess the average compensation of litigators and the cost of living in various areas
of the State.

The percentage increases for judges of the lower trial courts were somewhat different, although12

all those working in New York City, the Island and Westchester County would enjoy the 16% locational
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The Commission also recommended increases in the salaries of the State’s

appellate judges, ranging from a 20% increase for the Associate Judges of the Court of

Appeals to a 17.7% increase for Associate Justices of the Appellate Divisions (boosted to

a 35% increase for those Justices eligible for the locational adjustment).  Just why these

particular percentages were selected is not entirely clear.

The Commission did not attempt to remedy the problems of pay disparity beyond

introducing the locational pay differential.  In proposing salaries for the judges of each

level of court, it did no more than set out a minimum salary and a minimum salary plus

16%.

The Commission was lukewarm on the subject of establishing a procedure for

periodic judicial pay review and adjustment.  It eschewed statutory linkage to some form

of inflation index, believing that the high inflation of the times was likely to end and not

soon be repeated, and that introduction of such a procedure would only stimulate costly

efforts to index other public sector salaries.

Finally, the Commission suggested that should the State not be disposed to follow

its recommendations for salary reform, consideration should be given to improving

judicial benefit programs as an indirect way of improving the compensation package.13

The 1984-85 Judicial Pay Raise

The Dentzer Report and its recommendations were not implemented. 

Consequently, there were no changes in the judicial salary structure in 1983 or 1984.  

Nor did the Legislature find occasion to revise its own salary structure or that of the

Commissioners and other high-level employees of the Executive Branch.  In December

1984, however, the Legislature did enact a measure providing pay increases for judges

and legislators, effective January 1, 1985, and for commissioners and other Executive

adjustment.  For judges of the County, Surrogate’s and Family Courts earning the minimum salary for
their respective positions, the amount of the increase would be about 24%.  For judges of the New York
City Civil and Criminal Courts, it would be only about 13.5%.  For judges of the District Courts, about
18%; and for full-time judges of the upstate City Courts, about 13.8%.

One suggested improvement was that the State’s retirement statutes be modified to provide13

enhanced retirement benefits for judges who retire from the bench after serving only one term.  This, it
was thought, would encourage able lawyers to consider capping their careers with a single term on the
bench.
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Branch officials, effective retroactive to July 1, 1984.   See L. 1984, c. 986.  The increase14

for the latter was especially noteworthy because it included a provision linking pay

increases for the section 169 officers during the 1985 and 1986 State fiscal years to pay

increases received by managerial/confidential employees in the Executive branch during

those years.  See Executive Law §169(2)(c).15

For most trial judges and for Associate Justices of the Appellate Division, chapter

986 provided between 24% and 27% increases in salary.  For Associate Judges of the

Court of Appeals, the increase was somewhat less — only about 14% — likely because of

an artificial cap set by the Governor’s salary.  Once again, the rationale for the

percentages applied has been lost to memory.  It appears, however, that for the first

decade following enactment of the UCBA judicial salary growth approximately tracked

that of the Consumer Price Index.

No effort was undertaken to correct judicial salary disparities among judges of the

major trial courts.  There were neither appropriate salary adjustments nor further

legislative directions to study the issue.16

Interestingly, while many have come to think of the practice of legislating pay raises for high14

level government officials during the months of November and December following legislative elections
(as a way of minimizing political flack, as well as to enable the soonest possible enjoyment of legislative
pay raises) as a time-honored one, the fact is that only three of the six statutes conferring pay raises upon
judges enacted since the UCBA became effective in 1977 have been enacted in such fashion (see L.
1980, c. 881; L. 1984, c. 986; and L. 1998, c. 630).  The other three were enacted during the spring or
summer of the year (see L. 1979, c. 55 [enacted April, 1979]; L. 1987, c. 263 [enacted July, 1987]; and L.
1993, c. 60 [enacted April, 1993]).

In the years following 1984, section 169 was amended several times to continue this linkage15

(i.e., for the 1987, 1988 and 1993 Fiscal Years).  In 1998, however, as part of the pay raise enacted in
that year for judges, members of the Legislature and section 169 officers of the Executive Branch, the
linkage was eliminated.  See L. 1998, c. 630, §6.

A modest effort was undertaken, however, at the level of the upstate City Courts.  The judges16

of those courts had long argued that they should enjoy salary parity with judges of the District Courts. 
Chapter 986 gave part-time City Court judges that parity.  Full-time judges, while not reaping exactly the
same benefit, did see the distance between their salaries and those of District Court judges reduced
somewhat; and, at the same time, they were told that full parity for them would be put into effect the next
time salaries were adjusted (a promise that, ultimately, was not kept).  To be sure, this limited pay parity
was short-lived.  See L. 1987, c. 263 [fixing a pay schedule for part-time City Court Judges pegged to the
minimum salary of a full-time City Court Judge].
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The 1987 Judicial Pay Raise

In the summer of 1987, responding to considerable pressure brought by rank and

file legislators, particularly those from New York City, the Legislature acted to increase

its own salaries, those of high Executive Branch officials, and those of the Judiciary.  L.

1987, c. 263.  The New York City legislative delegation was especially agitated at the

time because of sizeable pay increases then being adopted for members of the New York

City Council, City Commissioners and the City’s five District Attorneys.   Accordingly,17

the pay raises enacted by the Legislature were quite significant.

For the Judiciary, chapter 263 provided pay raises of 24% for Associate Judges of

the Court of Appeals, of 15.9% for Justices of the Supreme Court, of up to 20.6% for

County-level Judges, of 21% for Civil and Criminal Court Judges, and of 18.3% for full-

time City Court Judges upstate.

Not content with providing pay raises alone, the Legislature also directed that

another Temporary State Commission be established to inquire into salary matters — this

time not merely those of the Judiciary, as had been the mandate of the Dentzer

Commission in 1982, but those of the Executive and Legislature as well.  See L. 1987, c.

263, §17.  In relevant part, this new Commission’s  mandate was to:18

“examine the adequacy of pay received by the governor,

lieutenant governor, attorney general, comptroller, those state

officers referred to in section one hundred sixty-nine of the

executive law, members of the legislature and judges and

justices of the state-paid courts of the unified court system

taking into account the overall economic climate, the levels of

salaries received by other professionals in government and

private enterprise and the ability of the state to fund increases

in compensation.  The commission also shall formulate a

systematic and appropriate mechanism by which the state

shall regularly review and adjust levels of pay received by the

governor, lieutenant governor, attorney general, comptroller,

In the past, it was frequently the case that New York City’s changes in the salaries of its17

legislators and high-level officials precipitated State legislative action to change the salaries of
comparable State-level officials.  Recently, however, this has not been the case.

The full name of the Commission was to be the Temporary State Commission on Executive,18

Legislative and Judicial Compensation.  Its membership was to consist of representatives of the
Governor, the legislative leadership and the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals.
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those state officers referred to in section one hundred sixty-

nine of the executive law, members of the legislature and

judges and justices of the state-paid courts of the unified court

system.”

The Commission was directed to make its first report by the beginning of February, 1988;

and authorized to make further reports thereafter, as well.

The First Jones (“Jones (I)”) Report

Referred to as the Jones Report, after Judge Hugh R. Jones, the Chair of the

Temporary State Commission on Executive, Legislative and Judicial Compensation

mandated by chapter 263 of the Laws of 1987, the Commission’s Report was published in

June, 1988.   The Report found that:19

• Inflation over the past 20 years had significantly eroded the purchasing power of

the salaries of high-level Executive Branch officials and of State judges.  Legislators, too,

had seen the value of their salaries diminish, although somewhat less so.  See Jones (I)

Report, p. 4.

• Significant salary disparities existed among judges.  Id.

• Fringe benefits enjoyed by State officials (including judges) were competitive

with those provided by other state governments and the private sector.  Id.

• New York State officials were compensated at higher levels than their

counterparts in other states, but not as well as public officials in the Federal government

and in New York City — except that some State judges (i.e., Judges of the State Court of

Appeals and Justices of the State Supreme Court) were then (viz., in 1988) more highly

compensated than Federal judges.   Id.20

The other members of the Jones (I) Commission included: Barbara B. Blum (former19

Commissioner of the State Department of Social Services), Juanita M. Crabb (Mayor of Binghamton),
Paul Elisha (Executive Director of N.Y.S. Common Cause), Dr. Wilbert A. Tatum (Editor, Amsterdam
News), Cornelius McDougald, Fern Schair Sussman, Van C. Campbell, William M. Ellinghaus (member,
N.Y.S. Emergency Financial Control Board), Victor Gotbaum, Ruth G. Weintraub (Dean Emerita,
Hunter College), Robert B. McKay (former Dean, N.Y.U. Law School), and Louis L. Levine.

A relatively short-lived situation.  Within two years, the salaries of Federal judges would20

eclipse those of New York State judges.
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• New York State officials were compensated at levels significantly lower than

those of executives and other professionals in the private sector.  In fact, it was found that

a State judge could multiply his or her salary two, three or four times by leaving the bench

to take advantage of opportunities in private practice or in the corporate sector.  Id.

On the basis of these findings, the Jones (I) Commission made a series of

recommendations for salary reform in the three branches of State government.  For the

Judiciary, it specifically recommended: (1) a seven-year program of salary adjustment so

that salary levels would reflect 1967 values;  and (2) a three-year program of adjustment21

of salaries so that all trial judges would enjoy full pay parity with State Supreme Court

Justices.   See Jones (I) Report, p. 5.  The Jones Commission also recommended that22

judicial compensation be among the subjects of inquiry of a permanent State commission

on compensation.  This commission, the members of which would be appointed by the

Governor, the legislative leadership and the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals, would

be charged to review and periodically adjust the salary levels of high-level State

government officials.   It also would be responsible for development of a special salary23

system for the Judiciary that: (1) “rewards longevity on the court so that it can retain the

In justifying this recommendation, the Jones Commission wrote:21

“One legitimate way to measure the adequacy of state salaries is to
examine them historically.  Here, considering the impact of inflation, we
can determine whether state employees are earning the same in real
dollars as they had previously.  Here, we can assess the ability of state
employees to maintain a certain standard of living for themselves and
their families.  Such a measure of adequacy is . . . only fair and
appropriate . . .”  See Report of the State of New York Temporary
Commission on Executive, Legislative and Judicial Compensation,
6/29/88, p. 12.

1967 was viewed as a kind of base year, viz., the last year before which inflation began seriously to erode
the real value of the dollar, and therefore an appropriate point from which to measure decline in the value
of the judicial wage.

City Court Judges outside of New York City were excluded from this recommendation; but the22

Commission did recommend that those who were full-time should be given pay parity among themselves
over three years.  See Jones (I) Report, p. 5.

In conducting this review, the commission would consider “changes in the cost-of-living, the23

general economic condition of the state, the general content and context of state collective bargaining
agreements, modifications in the responsibilities of particular agencies or officials, changes in state
priorities and the degree of difficulty that the state has experienced in recruiting for particular
governmental positions.”  See Jones (I) Report, p. 6.
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services of its more experienced judges and justices”; and (2) includes “salary

differentials for judges that [are] sensitive to the extraordinary costs of living in certain

geographical areas of the state.”  Id., p. 6.  Commission recommendations for adjustment

would take effect within 90 days unless rejected by the Governor and the Legislature.  Id.

The Second Jones (“Jones (II)”) Report

For four years following publication of the first Jones Report, no steps were taken

to give effect to its recommendations relating to the Judiciary.  Nor were further pay

raises enacted for the Judiciary.  Late in 1992, therefore, then Governor Cuomo directed

establishment of yet another temporary state commission, this one to focus exclusively on

the Judiciary and to study and recommend with respect to:

• existing levels of compensation for judges and justices of the Unified Court

System and their adequacy, “taking into account the general economic condition of the

State and other benefits currently available to the judiciary”;

• whether “judges and justices performing the same or similar duties should be

compensated uniformly”;

• establishment of “a permanent process to ensure that judicial pay levels remain

adequate to retain and attract a supply of good candidates for all courts in the State at the

minimum total cost to the public”; and

• methods to “generate revenues to finance judicial pay increases in the future,

including productivity and cost-savings measures and revenue generation.”

Executive Order #161, 11/18/92.

The members of this commission, which also has come to be known as the Jones

Commission  — albeit the Jones “II” Commission, after its Chair, James R. Jones, Chair

of the American Stock Exchange — were all to be designated by the Governor.24

The Jones (II) Commission made its final report on January 15, 1993.  This report

In addition to Chair James R. Jones, the Commission's members included: Richard J. Bartlett24

(former Chief Administrative Judge), Tom Lewis (former Director of the Governor's Office of
Management and Productivity), Nancy Mackey Louden (former President, N.Y.S. Women's Bar
Association), and James F. Niehoff (former Associate Justice, Appellate Division, Second Department).
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called for adjustment of the salaries of all State-paid trial and appellate judges in amounts

varying from 8.7% for Associate Judges of the Court of Appeals, to 18.9% for Justices of

the Supreme Court, to up to 20.7% for county-level Judges, to 15.4% for full-time City

Court Judges outside New York City and Housing Judges of the Civil Court.  The

adjustments were to take place in four stages over a period of eighteen months, beginning

April, 1993.  See Jones (II) Report, pp. 9 - 10.  Further, the report suggested additional

study of the pay parity issue by a statutory Temporary Commission on Judicial

Compensation;  establishment of an executive director “to direct studies on other issues25

of importance to the Judiciary which may require legislative or policy changes”;26

creation of an independent audit commission “to perform management audits of OCA and

the Courts and to provide the public with audit reports;”  and adoption of a host of27

revenue and productivity proposals, ranging from increase in the biennial attorney

registration fee and creation of new litigation-related fees to elimination of mandatory

sequestration of deliberating juries in criminal cases, expansion in the use of electronic

recording, restoration of the Misdemeanor Trial Law, greater use of Judicial Hearing

Officers and other substantive initiatives.28

Not at all clear is the rationale for the particular salary adjustments settled upon by

the Commission.  The Commission’s report does not recite any justification for those

adjustments other than to acknowledge that “since 1987, inflation has seriously eroded the

In making this recommendation, the Jones (II) Commission wrote that establishment of such an25

ongoing commission “would ensure reasonable and regular salary adjustments; would eliminate the
uncertainty and confusion that results from large catch-up adjustments; and would ensure the integrity
and independence of the Judiciary.”  As conceived by the Jones (II) Commission, the statutory
commission would consist of members designated by the Governor, the legislative leadership and the
Chief Judge.  It would make “judicial compensation and related recommendations” to the Legislature
and the Governor by November 15th of each year, the idea being that they might thereby be available for
consideration in the context of the State Budget for the ensuing fiscal year.

Cited as examples were the matters of geographic pay differentials, court merger and parity,26

pay disparity, and judicial pensions and other benefits requiring actuarial analysis.  Jones (II) Report, p.
13.

The report described this recommendation as a means of providing “the most cost-effective27

approach to attaining the goals of independent management, performance and revenue audits of the
courts.”  Jones (II) Report, pp. 13-14.  It would insure that the Temporary Commission on Judicial
Compensation would be provided “with the body of reliable data necessary for the full understanding of
the structure, operations and finances of the Unified Court System as requested by the Governor,
Legislature, Comptroller, the bar and the citizenry.”  Id.

See Jones (II) Report, at pp. 15 - 17, for a complete listing of the revenue and productivity28

proposals.
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value of judges’ salaries; that the current levels of judicial compensation are therefore

inadequate; and, that prompt remedial action should be taken.”  See Jones (II) Report, p.

9.  Ironically, the salaries recommended by the Commission did not reflect inflation’s

effect since the Judiciary’s last pay raise.   Moreover, the Commission did not evaluate29

the principal recommendation of the Jones (I) Report, viz., that judicial salaries be

adjusted to reflect inflationary effects since 1967.  It did, however, expressly reject the

notion that somehow State and Federal judicial salaries were linked.  Id., p. 8.

Interestingly, although the Governor’s charge to the Commission invited its

consideration of “[m]ethods to generate revenues to finance judicial pay increases . . .”,

the Commission Report expressly indicated the members’ belief “that the Judiciary is a

separate, independent branch of government and . . . that the salaries of judges should not

be contingent upon adoption of specific proposals for fee or other revenue increases.” 

See Jones (II) Report, p. 3.  At the same time, however, the Commission proposed a host

of revenue-raising proposals.30

The 1993-1994 Judicial Pay Raises

In the spring of 1993, the Legislature enacted a new pay schedule for State-paid

judges and justices.  See L. 1993, c. 60.  With only slight changes in the salaries of New

York City Civil and Criminal Court Judges, and District Court Judges on Long Island, the

new pay schedule was precisely as had been recommended by the Jones (II) Commission.

Although most judges welcomed the 1993 pay raise, it was thought by some to be

very unfair.  In particular, judges of the upstate City Courts and Housing Court Judges of

the New York City Civil Court quickly complained of their treatment under chapter 60. 

They pointed to the fact that while judges of the other trial courts affected by the pay

raises were seeing their salaries increased by nearly 19% or more, City Court Judges and

Judges of the Civil Court’s Housing Part were seeing increases of only about 15%.

For example, were the salary of a Justice of the Supreme Court to have been adjusted to reflect29

inflation since October 1, 1987 (as measured by growth in the Consumer Price Index), the Commission
would have proposed a figure of approximately $117,500, rather than $113,000.

The Commission justified their inclusion in the following way: “[Our] mandate is not30

interpreted as implying that the Judiciary must generate revenues to finance judicial salary increases; but
rather that for the benefit of the State as a whole and like the two other branches of government, the
Judiciary must seek to explore revenue increases and productivity improvements to finance or reduce the
cost of government.”  See Jones (II), p. 3.
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No explanation for this disparity in treatment had been offered in the Jones (II)

Report.  Upon inquiry with the Commission staff, undertaken at the behest of the City

Court Judges Association, OCA officials were advised that the reason for the disparity lay

in the Commission’s belief that City Court Judges and Housing Judges were, essentially,

very low-level judges, the nature of whose adjudicative responsibilities required little in

the way of legal acumen.31

Even before enactment of the chapter 60 pay raise, the Judiciary began to urge the

Legislature that, if the recommendations of the Jones (II) Commission were to provide the

blueprint for a judicial salary increase, there should be a departure from those

recommendations at least insofar as they applied to City Court Judges and Housing Part

Judges.   The effort was unavailing and those recommendations were enacted without32

change.  In 1994, however, after enactment of chapter 60, a further effort was made to

revise these salaries to reflect more equitable treatment in light of what other trial judges

had received.  This effort was successful, with the result that the 1994 Legislature enacted

legislation boosting the pay raises received by City Court Judges and Housing Part Judges

to be commensurate with those received by the other judges under chapter 60.  L. 1994, c.

518.

The Judiciary Commission of 1997-98

For four years following the judicial pay raises of 1992-1993 there was no further

State action to adjust judicial compensation.  In the autumn of 1997, then-Chief Judge

Judith Kaye established a special Commission to Review the Compensation of New York

State Judges.   In her charge to the Commission, the Chief Judge wrote:33

On this inquiry, it was very apparent that the Commission’s staff did not have a clear31

understanding of the functions of these judges.

This position was taken by OCA and the New York State Association of City Court Judges32

because of a collective belief that jurisdictional allocation, caseload and policy militated against singling
out judges of these courts for appreciably smaller increases than their other colleagues on the trial bench. 
See Memorandum of the Office of Court Administration, McKinney’s 1994 Session Laws of New York, p.
3300.

The Commission was co-chaired by John R. Dunne, former State Senator and Chair of the33

Senate Judiciary Committee, and Milton Mollen, former Presiding Justice of the Appellate Division,
Second Judicial Department, and former New York City Deputy Mayor for Public Safety.  The other
members included:  Hon. Fritz W. Alexander, Hon. Richard J. Bartlett, Harvey B. Besunder, Philip M.
Damashek, John D. Feerick, Maryann Saccomondo Freedman, Robert L. Haig, Robert R. Kiley, Hon.
Joseph J. Kunzeman, Anthony R. Palermo, Fern Schair and Hon. Daniel B. Walsh.
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Judges are entitled, on an ongoing basis, to fair and adequate pay for the

critically important work they perform.  The failure of judicial salaries to

keep pace with changing economic conditions constitutes a major problem

for the future of the judiciary.

The Chief Judge proceeded to direct the members of the Commission to examine the

adequacy of pay then (i.e., in 1997) received by judges, taking into account the economy

and prevailing salary levels in the public and private sectors; to make recommendations

concerning appropriate judicial salary levels; and to formulate a mechanism by which the

State could make reasonable periodic adjustments in those salary levels.

In conducting its work, the Commission was aided by the William M. Mercer

Company — internationally renown for its work in the field of executive compensation. 

The Commission found that, as of 1997:

• Judicial salaries had seriously eroded in value over the past two decades,

having lagged well behind growth in the Consumer Price Index.

• The history of judicial salary adjustments in New York was marked by

long periods of no salary adjustment, interspersed between periodic catch-

ups that, in fact, failed to reflect economic inflation and only operated

prospectively (meaning that there was no make up for the loss of value

experienced during such adjustments as were enacted).

• There was a marked imbalance between State and Federal judicial salaries.

• Salary compression between judges and nonjudicial personnel — unfair to

judges, unhealthy from an administrative standpoint and unwise as a matter

of public policy — was a growing concern.

• Comparisons between the compensation of judges and that of lawyers in

the private sector showed troubling disparities, suggesting a growing

inability to recruit and retain capable lawyers to serve as judges.

On the basis of these findings, the Commission, in its final report to the Chief Judge,34

proposed a salary adjustment that would bring the salary of State Supreme Court Justices

approximately to the level of Federal District Court Judges, i.e., a 19.5% increase,

bringing Supreme Court salaries up to $135,500 (or just over $1,000 less than then-

This report was never formally released, although it was shared with select legislators and staff.34
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effective Federal District Court salaries).  For other trial and appellate judges, it proposed

the same 19.5% pay adjustment.35

The 1998-99 Judicial Pay Raise

In December of 1998, pay raise legislation was enacted affecting the Judiciary,

members of the Legislature and the section 169 officers of the Executive Branch.  See L.

1998, c. 630.  The apparent catalyst for this enactment was an agreement between then-

Governor Pataki and legislative leaders pursuant to which the former agreed to approve a

legislative (and judicial and executive) pay increase in return for passage of legislation

including:  (1) increase in the authorized number of charter schools in New York, and (2)

deferred payment of legislative salaries for such period as the State goes without an on-

time budget.

The pay increase approved for the Judiciary, which was effective January 1, 1999,

amounted to pay parity for State Supreme Court Justices with Federal District Court

Judges, together with proportionate pay increases for other State-paid judges.

The Chief Judge’s 2005 Judicial Salaries Report

During the six years following the 1999 judicial salary pay raise, there was no

further action either to increase judicial salaries yet again or to adopt a new methodology

for keeping such salaries current.  In 2005, prompted by concerns that the cost of living

had risen by over 18% since 1999, that regular (every three years) collectively-bargained

pay increases for nonjudicial personnel  were causing considerable salary compression36

within the courts (with many court employees attaining salary levels at or above those

paid judges) and that Federal District Court Judges salaries had been increased to

The Commission determined to bifurcate its study and its recommendations.  The first phase35

was to include review of economic, statistical and historical information for the purpose of formulating
an appropriate judicial salary schedule.  The second phase was to develop an appropriate mechanism for
providing ongoing adjustment of judicial salaries so as to prevent recurrence of the many problems
experienced as a result of the prevailing non-system for revising such salaries.  No formal report was ever
issued memorializing the Commission’s findings as to this second phase.

During the six-year period, those increases amounted to a minimum of 18.25%, which figure36

does not include the impact of tenure-based salary increases routinely received by many nonjudicial
employees.
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$162,100,  then- Chief Judge Judith Kaye published a special report on judicial salaries37

as part of her launch of a new campaign to achieve pay reform.  This report detailed the

history of judicial salaries in New York, set forth justifications for judicial pay reform and

provided a specific pay proposal calling for (1) restoration of pay parity between State

Supreme Court Justices and Federal District Court Judges; (2) proportionate adjustments

in the salaries of other State trial and appellate judges; (3) mitigation of longstanding

intra and inter-court pay disparities among the judges of New York’s many trial courts;

and (4) payment of automatic future cost-of-living adjustments to assure New York’s trial

judges of continuing pay parity with Federal District Court Judges.

Following publication of this report, the Judiciary mounted an unprecedented

effort to secure legislative approval of the salary proposal it provided.  Many judges

traveled personally to Albany to lobby their representatives and aggressive steps were

taken to secure strong editorial support in many of the State’s newspapers.  Also, the

Judiciary began, routinely, to include funding for a judicial pay increase in its annual

budget requests.  Notwithstanding these efforts, no pay reform legislation was enacted —

in 2005 or in any of the four succeeding years — although the Legislature began, in the

State’s 2006 fiscal year, to include an appropriation for a pay increase in the Judiciary

Budget.38

Supplementing the effort, then-Chief judge Judith Kaye, in 2007, asked the

National Center for State Courts to conduct a study of New York State judicial

compensation.  The National Center’s report,  published in May 2007, concluded that39

New York State needed to adjust its judicial salaries to fair and competitive levels

through a means insulated from the political process; and that Chief Judge Kaye’s

prevailing proposal calling for establishment of a permanent commission-based system

for regular adjustment of judicial salaries should be enacted.

Judicial Pay Litigation

As 2006 came to an end — marking two years of unsuccessful campaigning for a

pay raise, and nearly eight years with no judge receiving any pay adjustment — patience

Approximately an 18.6% increase since 1999, when State Justices of the Supreme Court were37

given pay parity with District Court Judges.

The appropriation language in the Judiciary’s budget was qualified through addition of a38

stipulation that the pay increase thereby to be funded should be “pursuant to a chapter of the laws of . . .”

See Attachment L, infra.39
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among some of the judges ran out.  Several of them proceeded to bring litigation against

the State challenging the legality of its persistent failure to provide a judicial pay

increase.   Inside of two more years, other lawsuits were brought, including a lawsuit by40

the Chief Judge of the State.   As these lawsuits made their way through the courts, the41

Legislature and Governor continued to stumble in their efforts to resolve the judicial pay

crisis.

In 2009, the various judicial pay lawsuits were consolidated for argument before

the Court of Appeals.  In February, 2010 the Court issued its ruling, holding, in effect,

that the Legislature violated the separation of powers by not giving independent

consideration to the merits of a judicial pay increase and that the Legislature must now

remedy this violation.  See Maron et al v. Silver et al, Larabee et al v. Governor et al,

Chief Judge of the State of New York et al v. Governor et al, 14 NY 3d 230 (2010). 

Notwithstanding this ruling, the Legislature proceeded through its 2010 regular session

without taking action on legislation affecting judicial salaries.

L. 2010, c. 567

As early as 1987, with enactment of a judicial, executive and legislative pay raise

in that year, the Legislature had shown an interest in finding a mechanism by which the

State might regularly review and adjust the adequacy of compensation paid high-level

State officials.  See L. 1987, c. 263, §17.  Over the ensuing years, there has been much

discussion of this matter; and, in the years since 2005 — when Chief Judge Kaye first

promoted establishment of a regular COLA to keep State judicial salaries abreast of those

of Federal Judges — several different approaches to regular and automatic judicial pay

Maron v. Silver, 4108-07.  Maron alleged that the inclusion of an appropriation for a judicial40

pay increase in the Judiciary budget was itself all that was needed to authorize that pay increase.  The
case also brought constitutional challenges — including assertions that judicial salaries must regularly be
revised to keep pace with changes in the cost of living; and that the failure to revise salaries raised equal
protection and separation of powers violations.

In September, 2007, more judges brought suit in Larabee v. Spitzer.  This litigation raised some41

of the same legal assertions that were made in Maron while raising a new one:  i.e., that coupling judicial
pay adjustment to the fate of legislative pay adjustment and other, unrelated public policy disputes
offended the separation of powers.  The following year saw commencement, by Chief Judge Kaye, of her
own lawsuit on behalf of the institutional Judiciary, challenging on constitutional grounds the Governor’s
and Legislature’s continuing failure to provide judicial pay reform.
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adjustment have been proposed albeit without success.   That is, until late this past42

autumn.

Perhaps motivated by the volume and durability of these proposals, or by the 2010

judicial salary litigation and the Court of Appeals’ decision, at a special session of the

Legislature called by the Governor for November 30, 2010 legislation was introduced and

quickly passed to establish a series of quadrennial commissions on compensation for the

Judiciary.   L. 2010, c. 567.  Under this legislation, a new commission would be43

established on April first of every fourth year, beginning April 1, 2011.  It would consist

of seven members (four appointed by the Governor; one each by the Assembly Speaker

and Senate President Pro Tem; and two by the Chief Judge of the State) and have 150

days in which to:

(i) examine the prevailing adequacy of pay levels and non-salary benefits received

by judges and determine whether any of such pay levels warrant adjustment; and

(ii) determine whether, for any of the four years following the Commission’s

establishment, the annual salaries paid judges warrant adjustment.

The Commission must report its findings, conclusions, determinations and

recommendations to the Governor, the Legislature and the Chief Judge within the 150-

day period allocated for its business (i.e., by August 28  of the year in which theth

Commission sits).   Each Commission recommendation concerning judicial pay44

adjustment will have the force of law and supersede inconsistent provisions of law unless

modified or abrogated by statute prior to April first of the year to which such

recommendation applies.

Some of these proposals attained bill status and were formally introduced in the Legislature. 42

Notably, in some, the effort to provide a means of conducting automatic review and adjustment of
salaries was expanded to include members of the Legislature and Executive Branch officials in addition
to judges.

Exactly why this legislation passed at this time is a question for political pundits and historians. 43

Most likely it is owing to a combination of circumstances, including the outgoing Governor’s interest in
burnishing his legacy, legislative concern that there be compliance with the spirit, if not the letter, of the
Court of Appeals’ ruling in the judicial pay cases and the aggressive advocacy of Chief Judge Lippman
for judicial pay reform.

The enabling statute contains no express provision governing the procedures to be followed by44

a Commission, nor does it provide for staffing or facilities.  The statute does, however, authorize the
Commission to request and receive assistance from State agency personnel.  Once a Commission makes
its report, the Commission ceases to exist.
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Notably, chapter 567 made no provision for consideration of the pay circumstances

of legislators, section 169 officers and other high-ranking Executive Branch officials.
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COMPARISON OF JUDICIAL SALARY GROWTH TO

GENERAL COST-OF-LIVING GROWTH (1999-2010)

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is a measure of the average change in prices over 

time in prices of food, clothing, shelter, and fuels, transportation fares, charges for

doctors' and dentists' services, drugs, and the other goods and services that people buy for

day-to-day living.  The Bureau of Labor Statistics publishes CPIs for two population

groups:  (1) a CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) which covers approximately 87

percent of the total population; and (2) a CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical

Workers (CPI-W) which covers 32 percent of the total population.  The CPI-U includes,

in addition to wage earners and clerical workers, groups such as professional, managerial,

and technical workers, the self-employed, short-term workers, the unemployed, and

retirees and others not in the labor force.  The shaded column on the following chart

shows the hypothetical growth of JSC salaries were they pegged to growth in the CPI-U

and adjusted accordingly at the end of the years listed.

Year CPI Growth for Year
Actual JSC Salary

on Date
JSC Salary were it Adjusted

by CPI Growth

1999 2.1 % $136,700 $139,514

2000 3.4 % $136,700 $144,259

2001 2.8 % $136,700 $148,279

2002 2.1 % $136,700 $151,335

2003 2.8 % $136,700 $155,597

2004 3.5 % $136,700 $160,984

2005 3.6 % $136,700 $166,854

2006 3.6 % $136,700 $172,885

2007 2.6 % $136,700 $177,318

2008 4 % $136,700 $184,389

2009 0.02 % $136,700 $184,419

2010 2 % $136,700 $188,057
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NATIONWIDE COMPARISON OF GOVERNOR’S SALARIES TO TRIAL
COURT JUDGE’S SALARIES AND JUDGE’S OF COURTS OF LAST

RESORT SALARIES

State 
(year of last Judicial

raise)

Governor’s Salary Trial Court Judge’s
Salary

Judge of Court of
Last Resort’s Salary 

Alabama (2008) $112,895 $134,943 $181,127

Alaska (2009) $125,000 $174,396 $188,604

Arizona (2008) $95,000 $145,000 $160,000

Arkansas (2009) $87,352 $136,257 $157,000

California (2007) $212,179 $178,789 $228,856

Colorado (2008) $90,000 $128,598 $142,708

Connecticut (2007) $150,000 $146,780 $175,645

Delaware (2007) $171,000 $168,850 $194,750

Florida (2009) $132,932 $142,178 $157,976

Georgia (2008) $139,339 $144,752 $167,210

Hawaii (2009) $123,480 $136,127 $156,727

Idaho (2008) $108,727 $112,043 $121,006

Illinois (2010) $177,500 $178,835 $207,066

Indiana (2008) $95,000 $125,647 $151,328

Iowa (2008) $130,000 $137,700 $170,850

Kansas (2008) $110,707 $120,037 $139,310

Kentucky (2009) $142,498 $124,620 $140,508

Louisiana (2010) $130,000 $136,543 $157,000

Maine (2008) $70,000 $111,969 $138,294

Maryland (2008) $150,000 $140,352 $181,352

Massachusetts $140,535 $129,624 $151,239
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NATIONWIDE COMPARISON OF GOVERNOR’S SALARIES TO TRIAL
COURT JUDGE’S SALARIES AND JUDGE’S OF COURTS OF LAST

RESORT SALARIES

Michigan (2007) $177,000 $139,919 $164,610

Minnesota (2008) $120,303 $129,124 $160,579

Mississippi (2007) $122,160 $104,170 $115,390

Missouri (2008) $133,821 $120,484 $139,534

Montana (2009) $100,121 $106,870 $115,160

Nebraska (2010) $105,000 $132,053 $139,278

Nevada (2009) $141,000 $160,000 $170,000

New Hampshire (2009) $113,834 $137,084 $151,447

New Jersey (2009) $175,000 $165,000 $192,705

New Mexico (2008) $110,000 $111,631 $125,691

New York (1999) $179,000 $136,700 $156,000

North Carolina (2008) $139,590 $127,957 $140,932

North Dakota (2009) $100,030 $119,330 $133,968

Ohio (2008) $144,269 $121,350 $150,850

Oklahoma (2008) $147,000 $124,373 $147,000

Oregon (2009) $93,600 $114,468 $128,556

Pennsylvania (2011) $174,914 $164,602 $195,138

Rhode Island (2009) $117,817 $144,861 $171,835

South Carolina (2008) $106,078 $130,312 $144,029

South Dakota (2008) $115,331 $110,377 $120,173

Tennessee (2008) $164,292 $154,320 $170,340

Texas (2007) $150,000 $125,000 $152,500

Utah (2008) $109,900 $132,150 $147,350

Vermont (2007) $142,542 $122,867 $135,421
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NATIONWIDE COMPARISON OF GOVERNOR’S SALARIES TO TRIAL
COURT JUDGE’S SALARIES AND JUDGE’S OF COURTS OF LAST

RESORT SALARIES

Virginia (2008) $175,000 $158,134 $195,000

Washington (2008) $166,891 $148,831 $164,221

West Virginia (2009) $95,000 $116,000 $121,000

Wisconsin (2009) $137,092 $128,600 $152,495

Wyoming (2008) $105,000 $125,200 $131,500

*In 43 States, Judges of Courts of Last Resort earn more than their Governor. 
*In 30 States, Trial Court Judges earn more than their Governor.
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THEY DESERVE BETTER
UNANIMOUS SUPPORT FOR JUDICIAL COMPENSATION REFORM

“New York’s judges...[t]hey deserve better” 
—NEW YORK NEWSDAY: “State Judges Need a Fair Shake” December 7, 2007

“[A] crisis in the state courts” 
—THE NEW YORK TIMES “Frayed Judicial Robes” November 11, 2007

“Eight years of talk and good intentions are enough. Now it’s time to act”
—ALBANY TIMES UNION: “Unjust Salaries” April 11, 2007

“[A] bitter embarrassment for Albany”  
—JOURNAL NEWS: “The Politics of Pay” April 15, 2007

“[D]isgraceful, shabby and infuriating treatment” 
—NEW YORK LAW JOURNAL: “Bar Should Mobilize for Judicial Salary Hikes” April 11, 2007

“[T]ake politics out of the process and help ensure the independence of the judiciary”
—WATERTOWN DAILY TIMES: “Judicial Salaries—Adopt proposal for independent commission” December 15, 2007 

“[M]ake sure the injustice to justice isn’t repeated in the future”
—UTICA OBSERVER DISPATCH: “Overhaul Pay System for State Judges” December 16, 2007 

“[A]n embarrassment to the Empire State and all of its citizens” 
—STATEN ISLAND ADVANCE: “An Overdue Raise” December 5, 2007

“This is no way to treat officials who are entrusted with power over the lives, liberty 
and property of New Yorkers” 

—NEW YORK DAILY NEWS: “Contempt of Courts” December 3, 2007

“New York’s chief judge shouldn’t have to file a lawsuit to get judges their first pay increase in nine years” 
—ROCHESTER DEMOCRAT AND CHRONICLE: “Give Judges Pay Hike” December 12, 2007

“[J]udges deserve adequate pay.  That’s justice” 
—SYRACUSE POST STANDARD: “Judges’ Pay” February 18, 2007

“[D]o the right thing and right the wrong dealt the judiciary” 
—TROY RECORD: “State Judges Long Overdue For Raises” April 16, 2007

“It’s time to get sensible about salary increases for the State’s top officials”  
—ELMIRA STAR-GAZETTE: “New York Judges Deserve a Bigger Paycheck” December 13, 2007

“State lawmakers shouldn’t wait another year to act” 
—POUGHKEEPSIE JOURNAL: “Support Judicial Pay Raise in N.Y.” May 19, 2007

“[O]ne of the most extreme examples of judicial pay erosion that [we have] observed over 
the past 33 years of studying state judicial compensation trends...[A]ny sound process for 
setting judicial salaries should meet four key criteria: equity, regularity, objectivity, and

separation from politics.  New York’s judicial compensation process fails on all four scores.”
—NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATE COURTS “Judicial Compensation in New York: A National Perspective” May 2007
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Judicial Compensation in New York State — Fact Sheet

A salary adjustment for NY’s judges is long overdue.

Of the 50 states, NY now has gone the longest without a judicial pay increase.

NY judges are in a record ninth year of a pay freeze.

NY judges have been shortchanged for decades:

• A judge serving since 1995, 12 years ago, has received only one pay increase (1999).

• A judge serving since 1988, 19 years ago, has received only two pay increases (1993 and 1999).

The value of judicial compensation in New York State has been seriously eroded since the
last salary increase. The cost of living has increased by over 26 percent since 1999.

Since 1999, the salaries of Federal judges, judges in other states, and nonjudicial employ-
ees of the courts, have been increased on a regular basis to keep pace with the rising
cost-of-living.

Since 1999, when the NY Legislature re-established the historic parity between Federal District Court
judges and NY’s Supreme Court justices, Federal judges have received seven annual salary increases.
NY’s judges and justices have received none.

The annual salary of a Federal District Court judge is nearly $30,000 greater than that earned by a
State Supreme Court justice.

Federal District Court judges now earn more than every NY judge, including the judges of the NYS
Court of Appeals.

Since the last salary increase, employees in both the Judiciary and the Executive Branch of state 
government have received salary increases aggregating 24%. For the many Judiciary and Executive
employees who earn tenure-based increments, these percentages are considerably higher.

New York State has lost considerable ground compared to other states.

Historically, NY was a leader among the states regarding judicial compensation.

Because of NY’s uniquely long and severe pay freeze compared to other states:

• NY is last among the ten most populous states in a cost-of-living adjusted ranking (behind
California, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Michigan, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas).

• NY ranks 38
th

nationwide when salaries are adjusted for state-wide cost-of-living. In reality, many
NY judges rank even lower than that because most judgeships are based in metropolitan areas
where the costs of living are even higher.

Since NY’s judges last received a pay increase, trial judges in the other 49 states have received pay
increases averaging 3.2% a year, for a cumulative increase of more than 24%.

A growing number of states have adopted mechanisms — e.g., automatic cost-of-living
adjustments, review commissions, linkage to adjustments accorded other groups — to
ensure that judicial compensation is reviewed regularly.

continued
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New York State Judges Earn Less Than Other Professionals in Significant Public Positions

The Deans of New York’s two public law schools earn substantially more than any New York State
Judge:

• Dean of the University of Buffalo Law School – $232,899

• Dean of the CUNY Law School – $215,000

• District Attorneys in New York City earn $190,000.

There are more than 1,350 professors in the State and City University systems who earn more than a
Justice of the New York State Supreme Court; over 1,000 earn more than $150,000.

There are more than 775 medical doctors employed by the State who earn more than a Justice of the
New York State Supreme Court. Moreover, these doctors, unlike judges, are permitted to engage in 
outside employment.

There are more than 1250 public school administrators, including elementary school principals, in New
York State who earn more than a Supreme Court Justice. Many earn substantially more:

• Rochester Superintendent of Schools – $230,000

• Albany Superintendent of Schools – $173,000

• Elmira Superintendent of Schools – $161,200

• Mahopac Superintendent of Schools – $208,889

• Levittown Superintendent of Schools – $292,642

• Plattsburgh Superintendent of Schools – $155,000

• Manhasset Elementary School Principal – $152,828

• White Plains Ass’t Superintendent for Business – $181,163 

April 2007
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EDITORIALS

C O N T E N T S

Albany Times Union, “...where’s the fairness?”, April 2, 2008

Albany Times Union, “Injustice to Judges”, February 7, 2008

Albany Times Union, “Paying Judges”, December 9, 2007

Albany Times Union, “The City Shows the Way”, December 13, 2007

Albany Times Union, “Now, Mr. Spitzer”, November 30, 2007

Albany Times Union, “Pay Raise Games”, June 7, 2007

Albany Times Union, “Pay-Raise Politics”, May 1, 2007

Albany Times Union, “Unjust Salaries”, April 11, 2007

Albany Times Union, “A Judge’s Pay”, January 9, 2008

Albany Times Union, “An Overdue Raise”, June 1, 2005

Albany Times Union, “A Judge’s Pay”, February 10, 2005

Batavia Daily News, “Judges Worthy of Hire”, May 5, 2007

Buffalo News, “Stopping the Pay Raises”, May 2, 2007

The Chief Leader, “Justices for Judges”, April 20, 2007

Elmira Star-Gazette, “New York Judges Deserve a Bigger Paycheck”, December 13, 2007

The Journal News, “Compensating for Mistakes”, January 26, 2008

The Journal News, “The Politics of Pay”, April 15, 2007

The Journal News, “Idea From the Bench”, March 10, 2006

The Journal News, “The Cost of Justice”, June 3, 2005

New York Daily News, “An Injustice to judges”, March 31, 2008

New York Daily News, “Contempt of Courts”, December 3, 2007

New York Daily News, “Do the Right Things”, October 21, 2007

New York Daily News, “Give the Judges a Raise”, April 14, 2007

New York Daily News, “An Order for the Courts”, April 24, 2006

New York Daily News, “Justice for Judges”, June 6, 2005
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EDITORIALS continued

The New York Times, “Fair Pay for Judges”, December 18, 2007

The New York Times, “Stop Stalling on Judicial Raises”, December 11, 2007  

The New York Times, “Frayed Judicial Robes”, November 11, 2007

The New York Times, “Justice On the Cheap”, April 8, 2007

The New York Times, “Rewarding the Good Ones”, May 15, 2005

Newsday, “State’s Judges Need Fair Shake”, December 7, 2007

Newsday, “Find a Way to Up Judges’ Pay”, April 4, 2007

Newsday, “State Judges Deserve Better”, May 2, 2007

Newsday, “State Judges Deserve Raise”, March 26, 2005

Poughkeepsie Journal, “State Judges Merit an Increase in Pay”, December 8, 2007

Poughkeepsie Journal, “Support Judicial Pay Raise in New York”, May 19, 2007

Poughkeepsie Journal, “Give Judges Pay Hike”, December 12, 2007 

Rochester Democrat & Chronicle, “Bundling and Fumbling”, May 3, 2007

Rochester Democrat & Chronicle, “Judicial Pay Equity”, April 13, 2007

Rochester Democrat & Chronicle, “Judicial Sacrifice”, May 1, 2005

Staten Island Advance, “Pay Hikes All Around?”, December 27, 2007

Staten Island Advance, “An Overdue Raise”, December 5, 2007

Staten Island Advance, “Boost Judges Pay”, April 19, 2007

Syracuse Post Standard, “Judges’ Pay”, February 18, 2007

Troy Record, “Get Behind Plan for Judges Raise”, May 2, 2007

Troy Record, “State Judges Long Overdue for Raises”, April 16, 2007 

Utica Observer Dispatch, “Overhaul Pay System for State Judges”, December 16, 2007

Watertown Daily Times, “Judicial Salaries”, December 15, 2007

Watertown Daily Times, “Judicial Pay”, December 9, 2007

Watertown Daily News, “Judicial Pay”, April 11, 2007

Watertown Daily News, “Judicial Salaries”, October 25, 2005

Watertown Daily News, “Judicial Pay”, April 9, 2005   
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THE LEGAL COMMUNITY

New York State Bar Association, Letter to Governor Paterson, March 19, 2008

Conference of Chief Justices, Resolution, January 30, 2008

American Judges Association, Statement in Support, June 27, 2007

New York State Law School Deans, Letter to Governor and Legislative Leaders,

June 14, 2007

District Attorneys Association of the State of New York, Letter of Support.

New York Law Journal, “Bar Should Mobilize for Judicial Salary Hikes”,

Editorial, April 11, 2007.

New York State Bar Association, Resolution, May 5, 2005

New York State Bar Association, “State Bar is in the Trenches With the Bench”, Letter of

Kathryn Grant Madigan, President, New York Law Journal, November 27, 2007.

New York State Bar Association, “Make judicial salaries a priority”, Guest Viewpoint by

Kathryn Grant Madigan, President, Binghamton Press & Sun Bulletin, October 30, 2007 .

New York State Bar Association, “Raising the Bench”, Op-Ed Article by Mark Alcott,

President, The New York Sun, February 23-25, 2007.

New York State Trial Lawyers Association, “An Open Letter to the Judiciary of the State of

New York”, Letter of Joseph P. Awad, President, New York Law Journal, April 25, 2007.

General Counsels of Major Corporations, Letter in Support, May 31, 2007.

Asian American Bar Association, “Judges Have Waited Long Enough”, Letter of Vincent T.

Chang, President, New York Law Journal, March 21, 2008.

Conference of Columbian Lawyer Associations, Resolution, May 2, 2005.

The Federation of Bar Associations of the Fourth Judicial District, Resolution,

April 29, 2005.

Monroe County Bar Association, Letter of Support, May 5, 2005.

Nassau County Bar Association, Letter of Support, April 18, 2005.
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New York City Bar Association, Letter of Support, March 27, 2008.

New York City Bar Association, “Increased Pay for Judges”, Letter of Barry Kamins,

President, New York Times, March 18, 2007.

New York City Bar Association, “Human Rights and Respect for Judges”, Article by Barry

Kamins, President of the Perspective, New York Law Journal, December 10, 2007.

New York County Lawyers’ Association, Resolution, April 11, 2005.

Queens County Bar Association, Letter of John R. Dietz, President,

New York Law Journal, April 16, 2007.

St. Lawrence County Bar Association, Resolution, May 6, 2005.

Suffolk County Bar Association, Letter of Support, March 24, 2005.

SECTION II: THE LEGAL COMMUNITY continued

CIVIC & BUSINESS ORGANIZATIONS

Brennan Center for Justice at NYU School of Law, Letter of Support, October 5, 2006

Citizens Union of the City of New York, Letter of Support, April 24, 2007

The Committee for Modern Courts, Letter of Support, December 24, 2007

League of Women Voters of New York State, Letter of Support, April 23, 2007

Partnership for New York City, Statement in Support, December 1, 2006
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UNANIMOUS SUPPORT FOR JUDICIAL COMPENSATION REFORM

EDITORIALS

Albany Times Union, “...where’s the fairness?”, April 2, 2008

Albany Times Union, “Injustice to Judges”, February 7, 2008

Albany Times Union, “Paying Judges”, December 9, 2007

Albany Times Union, “The City Shows the Way”, December 13, 2007

Albany Times Union, “Now, Mr. Spitzer”, November 30, 2007

Albany Times Union, “Pay Raise Games”, June 7, 2007

Albany Times Union, “Pay-Raise Politics”, May 1, 2007

Albany Times Union, “Unjust Salaries”, April 11, 2007

Albany Times Union, “A Judge’s Pay”, January 9, 2008

Albany Times Union, “An Overdue Raise”, June 1, 2005

Albany Times Union, “A Judge’s Pay”, February 10, 2005

Batavia Daily News, “Judges Worthy of Hire”, May 5, 2007

Buffalo News, “Stopping the Pay Raises”, May 2, 2007

The Chief Leader, “Justices for Judges”, April 20, 2007

Elmira Star-Gazette, “New York Judges Deserve a Bigger Paycheck”, December 13, 2007

The Journal News, “Compensating for Mistakes”, January 26, 2008

The Journal News, “The Politics of Pay”, April 15, 2007

The Journal News, “Idea From the Bench”, March 10, 2006

The Journal News, “The Cost of Justice”, June 3, 2005

New York Daily News, “An Injustice to judges”, March 31, 2008

New York Daily News, “Contempt of Courts”, December 3, 2007

New York Daily News, “Do the Right Things”, October 21, 2007

New York Daily News, “Give the Judges a Raise”, April 14, 2007

New York Daily News, “An Order for the Courts”, April 24, 2006

New York Daily News, “Justice for Judges”, June 6, 2005
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EDITORIALS  continued

The New York Times, “Fair Pay for Judges”, December 18, 2007

The New York Times, “Stop Stalling on Judicial Raises”, December 11, 2007  

The New York Times, “Frayed Judicial Robes”, November 11, 2007

The New York Times, “Justice On the Cheap”, April 8, 2007

The New York Times, “Rewarding the Good Ones”, May 15, 2005

Newsday, “State’s Judges Need Fair Shake”, December 7, 2007

Newsday, “Find a Way to Up Judges’ Pay”, April 4, 2007

Newsday, “State Judges Deserve Better”, May 2, 2007

Newsday, “State Judges Deserve Raise”, March 26, 2005

Poughkeepsie Journal, “State Judges Merit an Increase in Pay”, December 8, 2007

Poughkeepsie Journal, “Support Judicial Pay Raise in New York”, May 19, 2007

Poughkeepsie Journal, “Give Judges Pay Hike”, December 12, 2007 

Rochester Democrat & Chronicle, “Bundling and Fumbling”, May 3, 2007

Rochester Democrat & Chronicle, “Judicial Pay Equity”, April 13, 2007

Rochester Democrat & Chronicle, “Judicial Sacrifice”, May 1, 2005

Staten Island Advance, “Pay Hikes All Around?”, December 27, 2007

Staten Island Advance, “An Overdue Raise”, December 5, 2007

Staten Island Advance, “Boost Judges Pay”, April 19, 2007

Syracuse Post Standard, “Judges’ Pay”, February 18, 2007

Troy Record, “Get Behind Plan for Judges Raise”, May 2, 2007

Troy Record, “State Judges Long Overdue for Raises”, April 16, 2007 

Utica Observer Dispatch, “Overhaul Pay System for State Judges”, December 16, 2007

Watertown Daily Times, “Judicial Salaries”, December 15, 2007

Watertown Daily Times, “Judicial Pay”, December 9, 2007

Watertown Daily News, “Judicial Pay”, April 11, 2007

Watertown Daily News, “Judicial Salaries”, October 25, 2005

Watertown Daily News, “Judicial Pay”, April 9, 2005   
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ALBANY TIMES UNION
Thursday, Feb. 7, 2008
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ALBANY TIMES UNION
Sunday, Dec. 9, 2007
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ALBANY TIMES UNION
Thursday, Dec. 13, 2007 
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ALBANY TIMES UNION
Friday, Nov. 30, 2007
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ALBANY TIMES UNION
Thursday, June 7, 2007
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ALBANY TIMES UNION
Tuesday, May 1, 2007
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ALBANY TIMES UNION
Wednesday, April 11, 2007
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ALBANY TIMES UNION
Monday, Jan. 9, 2006
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ALBANY TIMES UNION
Wednesday, June 1, 2005
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BATAVIA DAILY NEWS
Saturday, May 5, 2007
p. A4, col. 1
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BUFFALO NEWS
Wednesday, May 2, 2007
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CHIEF LEADER
Friday, Apr. 20, 2007
p. 4, col. 1
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ELMIRA STAR-GAZETTE, Dec.13, 2007
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THE JOURNAL NEWS
Saturday, Jan. 26, 2008
p. B6, col. 1
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THE JOURNAL NEWS
Saturday, Jan. 26, 2008
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THE JOURNAL NEWS    Sunday, Apr. 15, 2007, p.B6, col.1

Editorial
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THE JOURNAL NEWS
Friday, Mar. 10, 2006
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THE JOURNAL NEWS
Friday, June 3, 2005
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THE NEW YORK DAILY NEWS
Monday, March 31, 2008

Editorial:
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NY DAILY NEWS
Monday, Dec. 3, 2007
p. 28, col. 1
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NY DAILY NEWS
Sunday, Oct. 21, 2007
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THE NEW YORK DAILY NEWS
Saturday, Apr. 14, 2007
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NY DAILY NEWS
Monday, Apr. 24, 2006
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NY DAILY NEWS
Monday, June 6, 2005
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THE NEW YORK TIMES
Tuesday, Dec. 18, 2007
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THE NEW YORK TIMES
Tuesday, Dec. 11, 2007
p. A32, col. 1
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THE NEW YORK TIMES
Sunday, Nov. 11, 2007
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NY TIMES
Sunday, April 8, 2007
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NEWSDAY
Friday, Dec. 7, 2007
p. A50, col. 1

Supplemental Appendix — Page 162



NEWSDAY
Wednesday, Apr. 4, 2007
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NEWSDAY
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NEWSDAY
Saturday, Mar. 26, 2005
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POUGHKEEPSIE JOURNAL
Saturday, Dec. 8, 2007
p. A4, col. 1

Supplemental Appendix — Page 166



POUGHKEEPSIE JOURNAL
Thursday, May 19, 2007
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POUGHKEEPSIE JOURNAL
Wednesday, Dec. 12, 2007
p. A14, col. 1
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ROCHESTER DEMOCRAT AND CHRONICLE
Thursday, May 3, 2007
p. A8, col. 1
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ROCHESTER DEMOCRAT AND CHRONICLE.com
Friday, Apr. 13, 2007
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ROCHESTER DEMOCRAT AND CHRONICLE
Sunday, May 1, 2005
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STATEN ISLAND ADVANCE
Thursday, Dec. 27, 2007
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Wednesday, Dec. 5, 2007
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STATEN ISLAND ADVANCE
Wednesday, Dec. 5, 2007
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SI ADVANCE
Tuesday, April 19, 2005
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SYRACUSE POST STANDARD
Wednesday, Feb. 18, 2007
p. A8, col. 1
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TROY RECORD
Wednesday, May 2, 2007
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TROY RECORD
Monday, Apr. 16, 2007

Editorial:

State judges long overdue for raises

Judges can be reserved, saving their remarks for the courtroom.
New York state's chief judge, Judith S. Kaye, however, is proclaiming loudly that if some

action isn't taken by June on giving all the state's judges a raise, she might have no recourse
but to sue the state.

And, frankly, we don't blame Judge Kaye, as judges haven't received so much as a cost-
of-living raise since1999. Every time the matter comes up, the state Legislature finds better
use for the money.

Granted it is difficult for many to empathize with people who make anywhere from an
average of $83,000 to the $136,700 a state Supreme Court Justice receives. It's easy to sit
back and say, "Hey, I wouldn't complain if I made that kind of money."

But think about it closely and you realize you would complain if you saw your salary
going down every year. That is what happens when you don't get even a cost-of-living raise.
Judges at the top level are making the equivalent of $110,000 when you factor in inflation.

And when you consider the demands of the job, it is not that much money. Indeed,
adjusted for inflation, New York state judges rank 37th in the nation on the salary side of
affairs, despite a crushingly heavy work load.

Judges work hard for their money, as do most of us, and for that work, they should get a
raise, just as most of us do on an annual basis.

Gov. Spitzer included $111 million in his budget this year for a retroactive raise, but leg-
islators tied acceptance to getting a raise of their own, so the raise was shelved. That is
unfortunate and unfair.

New Yorkers deserve the best judges available, but how do you attract the best when a
first-year lawyer at an established firm often makes more than the chief judge?
The legislature has received raises far more recently than the judiciary, and the members are
being greedy in denying what should be an automatic salary raise.
Should the iudges sue it would get very ugly and, in the long run. cost more than the raises
would. The legislature needs to do the right thing and right the wrong dealt the judiciary.
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Sunday, Dec.16, 2007
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UTICA OBSERVER DISPATCH
Sunday, Dec.16, 2007
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WATERTOWN DAILY TIMES
Sunday, Dec. 9, 2007
p. A8, col. 1
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WATERTOWN DAILY TIMES
Wednesday, April 11, 2007
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UNANIMOUS SUPPORT FOR JUDICIAL COMPENSATION REFORM

THE LEGAL COMMUNITY

New York State Bar Association, Letter to Governor Paterson, March 19, 2008

Conference of Chief Justices, Resolution, January 30, 2008

American Judges Association, Statement in Support, June 27, 2007

New York State Law School Deans, Letter to Governor and Legislative Leaders,

June 14, 2007

District Attorneys Association of the State of New York, Letter of Support.

New York Law Journal, “Bar Should Mobilize for Judicial Salary Hikes”,

Editorial, April 11, 2007.

New York State Bar Association, Resolution, May 5, 2005

New York State Bar Association, “State Bar is in the Trenches With the Bench”, Letter of

Kathryn Grant Madigan, President, New York Law Journal, November 27, 2007.

New York State Bar Association, “Make judicial salaries a priority”, Guest Viewpoint by

Kathryn Grant Madigan, President, Binghamton Press & Sun Bulletin, October 30, 2007 .

New York State Bar Association, “Raising the Bench”, Op-Ed Article by Mark Alcott,

President, The New York Sun, February 23-25, 2007.

New York State Trial Lawyers Association, “An Open Letter to the Judiciary of the State of

New York”, Letter of Joseph P. Awad, President, New York Law Journal, April 25, 2007.

General Counsels of Major Corporations, Letter in Support, May 31, 2007.

Asian American Bar Association, “Judges Have Waited Long Enough”, Letter of Vincent T.

Chang, President, New York Law Journal, March 21, 2008.

Conference of Columbian Lawyer Associations, Resolution, May 2, 2005.

The Federation of Bar Associations of the Fourth Judicial District, Resolution,

April 29, 2005.
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Monroe County Bar Association, Letter of Support, May 5, 2005.

Nassau County Bar Association, Letter of Support, April 18, 2005.

New York City Bar Association, Letter of Support, March 27, 2008.

New York City Bar Association, “Increased Pay for Judges”, Letter of Barry Kamins,

President, New York Times, March 18, 2007.

New York City Bar Association, “Human Rights and Respect for Judges”, Article by

Barry Kamins, President of the Perspective, New York Law Journal, December 10,

2007.

New York County Lawyers’ Association, Resolution, April 11, 2005.

Queens County Bar Association, Letter of John R. Dietz, President,

New York Law Journal, April 16, 2007.

St. Lawrence County Bar Association, Resolution, May 6, 2005.

Suffolk County Bar Association, Letter of Support, March 24, 2005.

UNANIMOUS SUPPORT FOR JUDICIAL COMPENSATION REFORM

THE LEGAL COMMUNITY continued
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The New York State Bar Association 
March 19, 2008
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American Judges Association 
June 27, 2007
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June 14, 2007 

Dear Governor Spitzer, Senator Bruno, and Speaker Silver,

We, the Deans of New York’s Law Schools, are compelled to speak out on the crisis in our

state’s Judiciary caused by the continuing failure, now in its ninth year, to provide adequate

compensation for judges. 

The merits are not at issue.  The need for a significant salary adjustment for judges in New York

has been fully acknowledged by the executive and legislative branches. Across the state, editori-

al boards, business leaders and good government groups have voiced their support for increased

judicial salaries. Yet nothing is done and judicial compensation remains frozen. 

We are deeply concerned that inadequate judicial salaries will have a lasting impact on both the

independence and the quality of New York’s bench.  As legal educators, we seek to imbue our

students with deep respect for the legal system; we want young lawyers to strive to become

judges. Yet the harsh reality is that few will be able to afford the luxury of what should be the

pinnacle of public service. 

As citizens, we are also aware that a system of judicial compensation that allows for just two

increases in 19 years threatens the core of our democracy the independence of the Judiciary.

Alexander Hamilton’s warning of the fragility of judicial independence cannot be ignored: “The 

LETTER OF THE DEANS 
OF THE NEW YORK STATE LAW SCHOOLS
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independence of the judges once destroyed, the constitution is gone, it is a dead letter.” 

We urgently call for an adjustment to judicial salaries to reflect the current cost of living and 

the establishment of an ongoing commission, so that the issue of salaries is taken out of 

the political arena. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Thomas F. Guernsey, Dean, Albany Law School

Joan G. Wexler, Dean, Brooklyn Law School 

R. Nils Olsen, Jr., Dean, State University of New York at Buffalo School of Law 

Michelle J. Anderson, Dean, City University of New York School of Law at Queens College

David M. Schizer, Dean, Columbia University School of Law 

Stewart J. Schwab, Dean, Cornell Law School 

William Michael Treanor, Dean, Fordham Law School 

Nora V. Demleitner, Interim Dean, Hofstra University School of Law 

Richard A. Matasar, Dean, New York Law School 

Richard L. Revesz, Dean, New York University School of Law 

Michelle S. Simon, Dean, Pace Law School 

Mary C. Daly, Dean, St. John’s University School of Law 

Hannah R. Arterian, Dean, Syracuse University College of Law 

Lawrence Raful, Dean, Touro College Jacob D. Fuchsberg Law Center 

David Rudenstine, Dean, Yeshiva University 

Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law 

Schools are listed only to identify affiliation, not to reflect the school’s official position. 

Letter of the Deans of the New York State Law Schools 
June 14, 2007
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NY LAW JOURNAL 
Wednesday, Apr. 11, 2007 
p. 1, col. 3

There are few issues that have
prompted an editorial in the Law
Journal's 120-year history. The failure
to raise the pay of New York's state
judges is one of those issues.

Disgraceful. Shabby. Infuriating.

Chief Judge Judith S. Kaye used
all those terms Monday in describing
the failure of the Legislature and the
executive to adopt a long-overdue pay
raise for the state's 1,200 judges.

All these adjectives are well cho-
sen, but the sting of Albany's inaction
should be felt by more than just the
judges. Every lawyer in New York
should share their outrage and aggres-
sively advocate the judiciary's position.
Bench and bar must be united in this
fight.

The irony is that no one questions
that a pay raise - the first in more than
eight years - would be justified. The
annual salary of federal district judges
is now $30,000 more than state
Supreme Court justices. Judicial com-
pensation in New York ranks 38th
among the states and last among the
eight most populous states, when
adjusted for cost of living.

After years of begging for a raise,
judges had every right to be optimistic
this year. Chief Judge Kaye, and Chief
Administrative Judge Jonathan
Lippman lobbied effectively for a pay
raise and Governor Eliot Spitzer even
set aside $111 million in his budget to
cover retroactive pay for judges.
Further, the chief judge coupled the
pay hike with an eminently rational
suggestion for an independent commis-
sion to consider future increases.

Thus, the disappointment was all
the more crushing and the judges, all
the more furious when Albany lawmak-
ers and the governor continued to hold
the judiciary - ostensibly a co-equal
branch of government - hostage to
other priorities.

As the chief judge lamented in her
eloquent statement Monday at a rare
Albany press conference, the judiciary
"has no seat at the bargaining table and
nothing to give, nothing to barter, in the
budget negotiation, nothing but the
merit of our cause. As we've learned,
that's just not sufficient capital in our
Capitol."

To her credit, given the extreme
provocation, the chief judge refused to
condone some of the more radical ideas
that have been proffered in response to
the absence of a pay raise, such as work
stoppages or closing courtrooms to leg-
islators and other litigants. If the judges
act irresponsibly, they will forfeit the
ethical and moral ground that is their
greatest strength.

Rather, she has suggested a series
of measured and practical steps well
calculated to get the judiciary's point
across, and an agreement in place,
before the Legislature adjourns in June.
With the patience of Job, the chief
judge pledges to continue to meet with
legislators and the executive, while she
investigates the possibility of unilateral
steps for implementing pay hikes.

But talk alone will not puncture
the disdain for the judiciary. The judici-
ary has stated its position over and over
again. To give its position bite, the bar
must step up.

To be sure, lawyers understand
more than any other citizens the impor-
tance of attracting and retaining the
most intelligent, dynamic is and inde-
pendent lawyers to the bench. Lawyers
also recognize that a reasonable salary
is essential to achieving that.
Unfortunately, however, with the
exception of statements from a few bar
groups, there has been no organized
effort to show support for the judiciary
in the pay fight.

At this critical juncture, lawyers
must exert their influence to give the
judiciary the political capital it needs.
Lawyers should take the lead in mobi-
lizing, through letters to the editor and
personal contacts, public support for
the judges in their communities. Each
should immediately send the most
pointed possible message to his or her
lawmakers and the governor that
demonstrates support for the chief
judge's proposals. And each should
withhold future political support if
active backing for a pay hike is not
forthcoming.

The bar cannot be complacent, for
this may be the last chance for common
sense to take hold.

Unless Albany relents and gives
the judges what they deserve, the judi-
ciary will have little choice but to file a
lawsuit against the governor and the
Legislature, sparking a constitutional
crisis with repercussions difficult to
predict. But, as Chief Judge Kaye says,
the judiciary must not remain docile in
the face of the disgraceful, shabby and
infuriating treatment it has received.

— The Editors

Editorial:

Bar Should Mobilize for Judicial Salary Hikes
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New York State Bar Association 
May 5, 2007
continued
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NY LAW JOURNAL 
Tuesday, Nov. 27, 2007 
p. 2, col. 5
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NY LAW JOURNAL 
Tuesday, Nov. 27, 2007 
p. 2, col. 5
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Binghamton Press & Sun Bulletin 
Tuesday, Oct. 30, 2007 
p. B2, col. 1
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NY SUN
Feb. 23–25, 2007
p. 9, col.2

Op-Ed:
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NEW YORK LAW JOURNAL
Wednesday, Apr. 25, 2007

JOSEPH P. AWAD
President

DANIEL L. FELDMAN
Executive Director and General Counsel

April 20, 2007
AN OPEN LETTER TO THE JUDICIARY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

The New York State Trial Lawyers Association continues to campaign to resolve the crisis created by the failure to enact a
pay raise for our judges, who have taken the equivalent of a 17% or $23,700 cut in pay, based on what their current salary is
worth today compared to when they first received it in 1999. In light of the fact that New York's 60% budget increase --
from $73 billion in 1999 to $120 billion in 2007 -- it is easy to understand why the best and brightest attorneys would be
discouraged from pursuing the formidable responsibilities of a judgeship.

On May 1, our 4000 consumer advocate attorneys will join in solidarity with our State Judiciary, protesting the failure
to date of New York State government to treat our judges decently in this regard, across the State in 62 counties where we
practice.

To date, NYSTLA has, in support of the judicial pay raise:

• conducted hundreds of legislative district office visits statewide;

• coordinated hundreds of legislative capital office visits in Albany;

• authorized my NYSTLA Presidential testimony advocating the clear public interest in achieving judicial pay raises when
I appeared before the State Senate on December 4, 2006, the Assembly Judiciary Committee on December 15, 2006,
and the Senate Judiciary Committee on January 8, 2007;

• directed its lobbyist teams, including Malkin & Ross, David Dudley & Associates, and Ken Riddett, to continue to press
this issue as a NYSTLA priority;

• run full-page ads in the Legislative Gazette publishing an open letter to Governor Spitzer, the Senate, and the Assembly,
which first appeared in the January 8, 2007 edition; and

• utilized NYSTLA past presidents to lobby the leaders of the legislature, and the Office of the Governor.

Failing to increase their pay not only does an injustice to the judges and their families, it does an injustice to every citi-
zen of New York State. As an organization that serves to protect consumers, the New York State Trial Lawyers Association
will continue its efforts until our judges are properly compensated, preserving for our citizens the quality of a judiciary that,
over the course of modern history, has created a body of jurisprudence that is second to none in the nation.

On May 14th, we will once again discuss the judicial pay raises as part of our association's annual Lobby Day in
Albany. Copies of our ads, of my Presidential testimony, and our memorandum in support can be found on our website or
by contacting NYSTLA offices.

Sincerely,

Joseph P. Awad
President
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May 31, 2007

Dear Governor Spitzer, Senator Bruno, and Speaker Silver,

As general counsels of major corporations doing business in New York, we write to address the

unprecedented crisis in our state's judiciary caused by the continuing failure, now in its ninth

year, to provide minimally adequate compensation for judges. 

Everyone editorial boards, good government groups, elected officials agrees that the merits are

not at issue. The need for a significant salary adjustment for judges in New York has been fully

acknowledged. 

We write to emphasize the importance of this issue to the business community and to the contin-

uing economic vitality of New York. A state's legal climate, including the quality of its judges,

can have a significant impact on a corporation's decisions about where to do business. As the

heart of the international business and financial community, New York must have judges with

the background and ability to handle complex commercial litigation in a just and efficient man-

ner. Under the Chief Judge's leadership, the New York courts have become a forum of choice

for business. We need to maintain that standard. With stagnating compensation, the harsh reality

is that few gifted lawyers will seek to become judges and seasoned judges will be forced to

leave the bench. Ultimately, New York' s business community, and all New Yorkers, will pay 

the price. 

We urge in the strongest possible way that there be an adjustment to judicial salaries to reflect

the current cost of living and the establishment of an ongoing commission, so that the issue of

salaries is taken out of the political arena, during this legislative session. This issue cannot wait. 

Sincerely yours,

LETTER OF GENERAL COUNSELS 
OF MAJOR CORPORATION 

TO THE GOVERNOR AND LEGISLATIVE LEADERS
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LETTER OF GENERAL COUNSELS
May 31, 2007
continued
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LETTER OF GENERAL COUNSELS
May 31, 2007
continued
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NY LAW JOURNAL 
Friday, Mar. 21, 2008 
p. 2, col. 5
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NY TIMES
Sunday, March 18, 2007
p. WE13, col. 3
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NY LAW JOURNAL 
Monday, Dec. 10, 2007 
p. 2, col. 3
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NY LAW JOURNAL 
Monday, Dec. 10, 2007 
p. 2, col. 3
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New York County Lawyers’ Association 
Apr. 11, 2005 
continued
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The officers, board of managers, and
members of the Queens County Bar
Association, commend the New York
Law Journal for its recent editorial.  The
fact that the NYLJ has only, on rare occa-
sions, shared its opinions with the legal
community underscores the two salient
points made by the editors: A judicial
salary hike is overdue, and that bar asso-
ciations must do even more to show the
governor and Legislature that the inde-
pendence of the judiciary is at stake.

The Queens County Bar Association,
even before the editorial, had decided to

continue its efforts on a county level. The
Queens bar will be providing opportuni-
ties for all of its members to express their
support for a salary increase to the
Queens legislative delegation, and will be
contacting other bar associations, within
and without Queens, in an effort to create
new initiative in support of Chief Judge
Judith S. Kaye and the salary increase.

John R. Dietz
The author is president 

of the Queens County Bar Association

NY Law Journal
Monday, April 16, 2007
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UNANIMOUS SUPPORT FOR JUDICIAL COMPENSATION REFORM

CIVIC & BUSINESS
ORGANIZATIONS

Brennan Center for Justice at NYU School of Law, Letter of Support, October 5, 2006

Citizens Union of the City of New York, Letter of Support, April 24, 2007

The Committee for Modern Courts, Letter of Support, December 24, 2007

League of Women Voters of New York State, Letter of Support, April 23, 2007

Partnership for New York City, Statement in Support, December 1, 2006

SECTION III
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Brennan Center for Justice
Oct. 5, 2006
Page 2 
continued
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Hon. Judith S. Kaye
Chief Judge of the State of New York
Court of Appeals Hall
20 Eagle Street
Albany, New York 12207

April 23, 2007

Dear Chief Judge Kaye:

The League of Women Voters of New York State could not agree with you more that a vibrant and independent
Judiciary is the bedrock of a free society and an effective state government. That is why the League strongly
endorses your plan to reform the compensation system forjudges and other high constitunonal officers.

As you've rightly noted for years, the current salary system mires the Judiciary in the politics of executive 
legislative relations, and that is the very last place the Judiciary should be. Compensation decisions must stand
on the own merit, not linked to other policy or other political debates of the day. That judges must beg even
modest cost-of-living adjustments from the very branches of government whose powers judges must police
tums the separation of powers on its ear. That those other branches continue to deny New York judges the
salary adjustments llterally all other judges in America have received is a disgrace and an outrage that, if
allowed to continue, will corrode the courts by dissuading the best lawyers from seeking or staying in judicial
service.

All three branches, and especially the courts, need a rational salary system shielded from politics—one that is
objective, transparent and nonpartisan, one that New Yorkers can trust to be fair. Your plan to give judges
immediate raises and let expert nonpartisan commissions make future pay decisions for all three branches —
as two dozen states now have done — is a breath of fresh air that is right for taxpayers and all the people of
our state.

Thank you for your leadership and vision in reforming New York government. The League stands with you.

Sincerely yours,

Kristen Hanson
Executive Director

The League of Women Voters of New York State

62 Grand Street, Albany, New York 12207

Tel: (518)465-4162 • Fax: (518)465-0812
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Statement by Partnership for New York City 
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Statement by Partnership for New York City 
continued
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The New York State Unified Court System

Supplemental Appendix — Page 231



ATTACHMENT 32

Return to 
Table of Contents

Fifty-State Analysis of Executive,
Legislative, and Judicial Salaries

Supplemental Appendix — Page 232



Supplemental Appendix — Page 233



Supplemental Appendix — Page 234



Supplemental Appendix — Page 235



Supplemental Appendix — Page 236



Supplemental Appendix — Page 237



Supplemental Appendix — Page 238



Supplemental Appendix — Page 239



Supplemental Appendix — Page 240



Supplemental Appendix — Page 241



Supplemental Appendix — Page 242



Supplemental Appendix — Page 243



Supplemental Appendix — Page 244



Supplemental Appendix — Page 245



Supplemental Appendix — Page 246



Supplemental Appendix — Page 247



Supplemental Appendix — Page 248



Supplemental Appendix — Page 249



Supplemental Appendix — Page 250



Supplemental Appendix — Page 251



Supplemental Appendix — Page 252



Supplemental Appendix — Page 253



Supplemental Appendix — Page 254



Supplemental Appendix — Page 255



Supplemental Appendix — Page 256



Supplemental Appendix — Page 257



Supplemental Appendix — Page 258



Supplemental Appendix — Page 259



Supplemental Appendix — Page 260



Supplemental Appendix — Page 261



Supplemental Appendix — Page 262



Supplemental Appendix — Page 263



Supplemental Appendix — Page 264



Supplemental Appendix — Page 265



Supplemental Appendix — Page 266



Supplemental Appendix — Page 267



Supplemental Appendix — Page 268



Supplemental Appendix — Page 269



Supplemental Appendix — Page 270



Supplemental Appendix — Page 271



Supplemental Appendix — Page 272



Supplemental Appendix — Page 273



Supplemental Appendix — Page 274



Supplemental Appendix — Page 275



Supplemental Appendix — Page 276



Supplemental Appendix — Page 277



Supplemental Appendix — Page 278



Supplemental Appendix — Page 279



Supplemental Appendix — Page 280



Supplemental Appendix — Page 281



Supplemental Appendix — Page 282



Supplemental Appendix — Page 283



Supplemental Appendix — Page 284



Supplemental Appendix — Page 285



Supplemental Appendix — Page 286



Supplemental Appendix — Page 287



Supplemental Appendix — Page 288



Supplemental Appendix — Page 289



Supplemental Appendix — Page 290



Supplemental Appendix — Page 291



Supplemental Appendix — Page 292



Supplemental Appendix — Page 293



Supplemental Appendix — Page 294



Supplemental Appendix — Page 295



Supplemental Appendix — Page 296



Supplemental Appendix — Page 297



Supplemental Appendix — Page 298



Supplemental Appendix — Page 299



Supplemental Appendix — Page 300



Supplemental Appendix — Page 301



Supplemental Appendix — Page 302



Supplemental Appendix — Page 303



Supplemental Appendix — Page 304



Supplemental Appendix — Page 305



Supplemental Appendix — Page 306



Supplemental Appendix — Page 307



Supplemental Appendix — Page 308



Supplemental Appendix — Page 309



Supplemental Appendix — Page 310



Supplemental Appendix — Page 311



Supplemental Appendix — Page 312



Supplemental Appendix — Page 313



Supplemental Appendix — Page 314



Supplemental Appendix — Page 315



Supplemental Appendix — Page 316



Supplemental Appendix — Page 317



Supplemental Appendix — Page 318



Supplemental Appendix — Page 319



Supplemental Appendix — Page 320



Supplemental Appendix — Page 321



Supplemental Appendix — Page 322



Supplemental Appendix — Page 323



Supplemental Appendix — Page 324



Supplemental Appendix — Page 325



Supplemental Appendix — Page 326



Supplemental Appendix — Page 327



Supplemental Appendix — Page 328



Supplemental Appendix — Page 329



Supplemental Appendix — Page 330



Supplemental Appendix — Page 331



Supplemental Appendix — Page 332



Supplemental Appendix — Page 333



Supplemental Appendix — Page 334



Supplemental Appendix — Page 335



Supplemental Appendix — Page 336



Supplemental Appendix — Page 337



Supplemental Appendix — Page 338



Supplemental Appendix — Page 339



Supplemental Appendix — Page 340



Supplemental Appendix — Page 341



Supplemental Appendix — Page 342



Supplemental Appendix — Page 343



Supplemental Appendix — Page 344



Supplemental Appendix — Page 345



Supplemental Appendix — Page 346



Supplemental Appendix — Page 347



Supplemental Appendix — Page 348



Supplemental Appendix — Page 349



Supplemental Appendix — Page 350



Supplemental Appendix — Page 351



Supplemental Appendix — Page 352



Supplemental Appendix — Page 353



Supplemental Appendix — Page 354



Supplemental Appendix — Page 355



Supplemental Appendix — Page 356



Supplemental Appendix — Page 357



Supplemental Appendix — Page 358



Supplemental Appendix — Page 359



Supplemental Appendix — Page 360



Supplemental Appendix — Page 361



Supplemental Appendix — Page 362



Supplemental Appendix — Page 363



Supplemental Appendix — Page 364



Supplemental Appendix — Page 365



Supplemental Appendix — Page 366



Supplemental Appendix — Page 367



Supplemental Appendix — Page 368



Supplemental Appendix — Page 369



Supplemental Appendix — Page 370



Supplemental Appendix — Page 371



Supplemental Appendix — Page 372



Supplemental Appendix — Page 373



Supplemental Appendix — Page 374



Supplemental Appendix — Page 375



Supplemental Appendix — Page 376



Supplemental Appendix — Page 377



Supplemental Appendix — Page 378



Supplemental Appendix — Page 379



Supplemental Appendix — Page 380



Supplemental Appendix — Page 381



Supplemental Appendix — Page 382



Supplemental Appendix — Page 383



Supplemental Appendix — Page 384



Supplemental Appendix — Page 385



Supplemental Appendix — Page 386



Supplemental Appendix — Page 387



Supplemental Appendix — Page 388



Supplemental Appendix — Page 389



Supplemental Appendix — Page 390



Supplemental Appendix — Page 391



Supplemental Appendix — Page 392



Supplemental Appendix — Page 393



Supplemental Appendix — Page 394



Supplemental Appendix — Page 395



Supplemental Appendix — Page 396



Supplemental Appendix — Page 397



Supplemental Appendix — Page 398



Supplemental Appendix — Page 399



Supplemental Appendix — Page 400



Supplemental Appendix — Page 401



Supplemental Appendix — Page 402



Supplemental Appendix — Page 403



Supplemental Appendix — Page 404



Supplemental Appendix — Page 405



Supplemental Appendix — Page 406



Supplemental Appendix — Page 407



Supplemental Appendix — Page 408



Supplemental Appendix — Page 409



Supplemental Appendix — Page 410



Supplemental Appendix — Page 411



Supplemental Appendix — Page 412



Supplemental Appendix — Page 413



Supplemental Appendix — Page 414



Supplemental Appendix — Page 415



Supplemental Appendix — Page 416



Supplemental Appendix — Page 417



Supplemental Appendix — Page 418



Supplemental Appendix — Page 419



Supplemental Appendix — Page 420



Supplemental Appendix — Page 421



Supplemental Appendix — Page 422



Supplemental Appendix — Page 423



Supplemental Appendix — Page 424



Supplemental Appendix — Page 425



Supplemental Appendix — Page 426



Supplemental Appendix — Page 427



Supplemental Appendix — Page 428



Supplemental Appendix — Page 429



Supplemental Appendix — Page 430



Supplemental Appendix — Page 431



Supplemental Appendix — Page 432



Supplemental Appendix — Page 433



Supplemental Appendix — Page 434



Supplemental Appendix — Page 435



Supplemental Appendix — Page 436



Supplemental Appendix — Page 437



Supplemental Appendix — Page 438



Supplemental Appendix — Page 439



Supplemental Appendix — Page 440



Supplemental Appendix — Page 441



Supplemental Appendix — Page 442



Supplemental Appendix — Page 443



Supplemental Appendix — Page 444



Supplemental Appendix — Page 445



Supplemental Appendix — Page 446



Supplemental Appendix — Page 447



Supplemental Appendix — Page 448



Supplemental Appendix — Page 449



Supplemental Appendix — Page 450



Supplemental Appendix — Page 451



Supplemental Appendix — Page 452



Supplemental Appendix — Page 453



Supplemental Appendix — Page 454



Supplemental Appendix — Page 455



Supplemental Appendix — Page 456



Supplemental Appendix — Page 457



Supplemental Appendix — Page 458



Supplemental Appendix — Page 459



Supplemental Appendix — Page 460



Supplemental Appendix — Page 461



Supplemental Appendix — Page 462



Supplemental Appendix — Page 463



Supplemental Appendix — Page 464



Supplemental Appendix — Page 465



Supplemental Appendix — Page 466



Supplemental Appendix — Page 467



Supplemental Appendix — Page 468



Supplemental Appendix — Page 469



Supplemental Appendix — Page 470



Supplemental Appendix — Page 471



Supplemental Appendix — Page 472



Supplemental Appendix — Page 473



Supplemental Appendix — Page 474



Supplemental Appendix — Page 475



Supplemental Appendix — Page 476



ATTACHMENT 33

Return to 
Table of Contents

Judicial Salaries in the United States —
January 1977 to July 2010 

(National Center for State Courts) 

Supplemental Appendix — Page 477



Supplemental Appendix — Page 478



Supplemental Appendix — Page 479



Supplemental Appendix — Page 480



Supplemental Appendix — Page 481



Supplemental Appendix — Page 482



Supplemental Appendix — Page 483



Supplemental Appendix — Page 484



Supplemental Appendix — Page 485



Supplemental Appendix — Page 486



Supplemental Appendix — Page 487



Supplemental Appendix — Page 488



Supplemental Appendix — Page 489



Supplemental Appendix — Page 490



Supplemental Appendix — Page 491



Supplemental Appendix — Page 492



Supplemental Appendix — Page 493



Supplemental Appendix — Page 494



Supplemental Appendix — Page 495



Supplemental Appendix — Page 496



Supplemental Appendix — Page 497



Supplemental Appendix — Page 498



Supplemental Appendix — Page 499



Supplemental Appendix — Page 500



Supplemental Appendix — Page 501



Supplemental Appendix — Page 502



Supplemental Appendix — Page 503



Supplemental Appendix — Page 504



Supplemental Appendix — Page 505



Supplemental Appendix — Page 506



Supplemental Appendix — Page 507



Supplemental Appendix — Page 508



Supplemental Appendix — Page 509



Supplemental Appendix — Page 510



Supplemental Appendix — Page 511



Supplemental Appendix — Page 512



Supplemental Appendix — Page 513



Supplemental Appendix — Page 514



Supplemental Appendix — Page 515



Supplemental Appendix — Page 516



Supplemental Appendix — Page 517



Supplemental Appendix — Page 518



Supplemental Appendix — Page 519



Supplemental Appendix — Page 520



Supplemental Appendix — Page 521



Supplemental Appendix — Page 522



Supplemental Appendix — Page 523



Supplemental Appendix — Page 524



Supplemental Appendix — Page 525



Supplemental Appendix — Page 526



Supplemental Appendix — Page 527



Supplemental Appendix — Page 528



Supplemental Appendix — Page 529



Supplemental Appendix — Page 530



Supplemental Appendix — Page 531



Supplemental Appendix — Page 532



Supplemental Appendix — Page 533



Supplemental Appendix — Page 534



Supplemental Appendix — Page 535



Supplemental Appendix — Page 536



Supplemental Appendix — Page 537



Supplemental Appendix — Page 538



Supplemental Appendix — Page 539



Supplemental Appendix — Page 540



Supplemental Appendix — Page 541



Supplemental Appendix — Page 542



Supplemental Appendix — Page 543



Supplemental Appendix — Page 544



ATTACHMENT 34

Return to 
Table of Contents

Top 500 ranked universities for
highest full time faculty salaries

Supplemental Appendix — Page 545



Supplemental Appendix — Page 546



Supplemental Appendix — Page 547



Supplemental Appendix — Page 548



Supplemental Appendix — Page 549



Supplemental Appendix — Page 550



Supplemental Appendix — Page 551



Supplemental Appendix — Page 552



Supplemental Appendix — Page 553



Supplemental Appendix — Page 554



Supplemental Appendix — Page 555



ATTACHMENT 35

Return to 
Table of Contents

2010-2011 Administrative Salary Report for
school districts in New York State

Supplemental Appendix — Page 556



Supplemental Appendix — Page 557



Supplemental Appendix — Page 558



Supplemental Appendix — Page 559



Supplemental Appendix — Page 560



Supplemental Appendix — Page 561



Supplemental Appendix — Page 562



Supplemental Appendix — Page 563



Supplemental Appendix — Page 564



Supplemental Appendix — Page 565



Supplemental Appendix — Page 566



Supplemental Appendix — Page 567



Supplemental Appendix — Page 568



Supplemental Appendix — Page 569



Supplemental Appendix — Page 570



Supplemental Appendix — Page 571



Supplemental Appendix — Page 572



Supplemental Appendix — Page 573



Supplemental Appendix — Page 574



Supplemental Appendix — Page 575



Supplemental Appendix — Page 576



Supplemental Appendix — Page 577



Supplemental Appendix — Page 578



Supplemental Appendix — Page 579



Supplemental Appendix — Page 580



Supplemental Appendix — Page 581



Supplemental Appendix — Page 582



Supplemental Appendix — Page 583



Supplemental Appendix — Page 584



Supplemental Appendix — Page 585



Supplemental Appendix — Page 586



Supplemental Appendix — Page 587



Supplemental Appendix — Page 588



Supplemental Appendix — Page 589



Supplemental Appendix — Page 590



Supplemental Appendix — Page 591



Supplemental Appendix — Page 592



Supplemental Appendix — Page 593



Supplemental Appendix — Page 594



Supplemental Appendix — Page 595



Supplemental Appendix — Page 596



Supplemental Appendix — Page 597



Supplemental Appendix — Page 598



Supplemental Appendix — Page 599



Supplemental Appendix — Page 600



Supplemental Appendix — Page 601



Supplemental Appendix — Page 602



Supplemental Appendix — Page 603



Supplemental Appendix — Page 604



Supplemental Appendix — Page 605



Supplemental Appendix — Page 606



Supplemental Appendix — Page 607



Supplemental Appendix — Page 608



Supplemental Appendix — Page 609



ATTACHMENT 36

Return to 
Table of Contents

Curriculum vitae (abridged) of Peter S. Bearman,
Jonathan Cole Professor of the Social Sciences, 

Columbia University, New York, New York 

Supplemental Appendix — Page 610



 

 

 PSB, June, 2011 

Curriculum Vitae (Abridged) 
 

Peter Shawn Bearman 
 
Address         

ISERP/PFL Center for the Social Sciences 
410 Riverside Drive #103 803/814 IAB 420 W 118th Street 
New York, New York 10025 Columbia University 
psb17@columbia.edu New York, New York 10027 
  v:(212) 854-3094; f: (212) 854-8925 

  
Current Positions 
 
2011 -- Director, Institute for Social and Economic Research and Policy, Columbia University 
2006 -  Jonathan Cole Professor of the Social Sciences, Columbia University 
2006 -  Director: Mellon Training Program in the Humanities and Social Sciences 
2005 -  External Faculty, Nuffield College, Oxford UK. 
2001 -  Co-Director, Robert Wood Johnson Health and Society Scholars Program 
1999 -  Director: Paul F. Lazarsfeld Center for the Social Sciences, Columbia University 
 
Previous Positions 
 
2000-08 Founding Director: Institute for Social and Economic Research and Policy, Columbia 

University 
2007-08 Chair, Department of Statistics. Columbia University 
2006 -09 Founding Co-Director, Global Health Research Center in Central Asia 
2001-05 Chair, Department of Sociology. Columbia University 
2002-03 Visiting Professor of Sociology, DISPOS. University of Genova, Genova Italy. 
1998-01 Adjunct Professor of Sociology. University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. 
1998-06 Professor of Sociology. Columbia University.  
1997      Eric Voegelin Guest Professor. University of Munich (LMU). Munich, Germany. 
1996-97 Professor of Sociology. University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 
1991-96 Associate Professor of Sociology.  University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 
1986-91 Assistant Professor of Sociology.  University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 
1985-86 Lecturer, Committee on Degrees in Social Studies.  Harvard University 
 
Education 
 
1982 -- 1985 Ph.D. in Sociology, Harvard University 
1980 – 1982 MA in Sociology, Harvard University 
1974 -- 1978 BA in Sociology, Magna Cum Laude, Brown University 
 
Honors 
 
2011 Friedson Award for best paper in Medical Sociology, 2010-2011 
2009 Top 10 Autism Discoveries, Autism Speaks 
2007 Award for best paper in Mathematical Sociology, 2006-2007 
2007 NIH Pioneer Award 
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2007 Elected, Fellow of the American Association of Arts and Sciences 
2004  Roger Gould Prize for the best article in the American Journal of Sociology, 2003-2004 
1997 Elected, Sociological Research Association 
 
Publications  
 
 Books 
 
2011 Clark, Mary Marshall, Peter Bearman, Kate Ellis, and Stephen Smith (eds). After the Fall: New 
 Yorkers Remember September, 2001. New Press. (Forthcoming) 
 
2011 Neckerman, Kathryn, Peter Bearman, and Lesley Wright (eds). After Tobacco: Assessing the 
 Impact of Tobacco Control Policy. Columbia University Press. New York. (Forthcoming) 
 
2009 Hedstrom, Peter and Peter Bearman (eds). Handbook of Analytical Sociology.  Oxford  
 University Press.  Oxford and New York. 
 
 Reviewed in: European Sociological Review (Symposium), JASS, Philosophy of the Social 
 Sciences. 
 
2005 Bearman, Peter. Doormen. University of Chicago Press. Chicago, Ill. 
  
 Reviewed in: New York Times, New Yorker, Philadelphia Inquirer, American Journal of 

Sociology, Contemporary Sociology, British Journal of Sociology, Administrative Science 
Quarterly, American Ethnologist, Canadian Journal of Sociology, Work and Occupations, and 
elsewhere. 

   
  Chapter 5, “The Bonus” reprinted in Ethnography in Context. Richard Hobbs (ed). Sage 

 Press, 2011. 
 
1993 Bearman, Peter.  Relations into Rhetorics:  Local Elite Social Structure in Norfolk, England:  

1540-1640.   Rutgers University Press.  American Sociological Association, Rose Monograph 
Series. New Brunswick NJ. 

 
 Reviewed in: American Journal of Sociology, Contemporary Sociology, Social Forces, English 
 Historical Review, American Historical Review, Albion. 
 
 Journals (special issues) 
 
2008 Bearman, Peter (ed). Exploring Genetics and Social Structure. American Journal of Sociology. 
 V0l.114S. 
  
 Reviewed in: The Chronicle of Higher Education, The Wilson Quarterly. 
 
Articles (peer reviewed):  
  
2011 Cheslack-Postava, Keely; Ka-Yuet Liu, and Peter S. Bearman. “Closely Spaced Pregnancies are 
 Associated with Increased Odds of Autism in Sibling Births”. Pediatrics. Vol 127. No2. 
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2011 King, Marrisa and Peter S. Bearman. “Socioeconomic Status and the Increased Prevalence of 
 Autism in California”. American Sociological Review. 76(2) 320–346. 
 
2011 Fountain, Christine and Peter S. Bearman. “Risk as Social Context:  Immigration Policy and 
 Autism in California”. Sociological Forum. V26.n2. 
 
2010 Shwed, Uri and Peter S. Bearman. “The Temporal Structure of Scientific Consensus 
 Formation”. American Sociological Review. 75: 817-840  
 
2010 Fountain, Christine, Marissa King, and Peter S. Bearman. “Age of Diagnosis for Autism:    
  Individual and Community Factors Across Ten Birth Cohorts”. International Journal of 
 Community Epidemiology and Health.  
 
2010 Bearman, Peter S. “Just So Stories: Vaccines, Autism, and the Single-Bullet Disorder”. Social 
 Psychological Quarterly.  73: 112-115. 
 
2010 Mazumdar, Soumya, Marissa King, Noam Zerubavel and Peter S. Bearman. “The Spatial 
 Structure of Autism”. Health and Place. 16.539-546. 
 
2010  Liu, Ka-Yuet, Noam Zerubavel, and Peter S. Bearman. “Demographic Change and the 
 Increasing Prevalence of Autism”. Demography. 47.2327-343. 
 
2010 Liu, Ka-Yuet, Marissa King and Peter S. Bearman. “Social Influence and the Autism 
 Epidemic”. American Journal of Sociology. 115.5.1387-1434 
  (Awarded Friedson Award for best paper in Medical Sociology, 2010-2011) 
 
2009 King, Marissa, Diana Dakhallalah, Christine Fountain, and Peter Bearman. ‘Parental Age  and the 
 Increased Prevalence of Autism”. American Journal of Public Health. Vol 99, No. 9. 1673-1679 
 
  Bearman, Peter S. and Marissa King. (2009)  “Reply: Estimating Risk is a Risky   
  Business”. American Journal of Public Health.  Vol 100, No. 3 390 
 
2009 King, Marissa and Peter Bearman. “Diagnostic Change and Increased Prevalence of Autism”. 

International Journal of Epidemiology. 38(5):1224-1234. 
     (Top Ten Autism Discoveries, 2009 – Autism Speaks) 
   
  Bearman, Peter S. and Marissa King. 2009. “Diagnostic Accretion: Response to  
  Commentary. International Journal of Epidemiology. 38(5):1243-1244.  
 
2008 Parigi, Paolo and Peter S. Bearman. “Spaghetti Politics: The Structure of the Italian Political 

System, 1986-2002”. Social Forces. Volume 87, Number 2, December 2008, pp. 623-64. 
 
2008 Bearman, Peter S. “The Long Twentieth Century in American Sociology or Back to The Future”. 

Sociological Forum. (July). Vol 23:2: 390-396. 
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2007 Baldassarri, Delia and Peter S. Bearman. ‘Dynamics of Political Polarization’. American 
Sociological Review. October. 72: 784-811. 

   (Awarded “Best Paper in Mathematical Sociology” Prize, ASA, 2007-08) 
 
2007 Weiss, Christopher and Peter S. Bearman. “Fresh Starts: School Form and Student 

 Outcomes”. American Journal of Education. 113:395-421. 
 
2006 Erickson, Emily and Peter S. Bearman. Emily Erickson and Peter Bearman.  “Malfeasance and 

the Foundations for Global Trade: The Structure of English Trade in the East Indies, 1601-1833.” 
American Journal of Sociology 112:195-230.  

 
2005 Brückner, Hannah and Peter S. Bearman.  “After the Promise: The STD Consequences of 

Adolescent Virginity Pledges”. Journal of Adolescent Health.36:271-278 
 

2004 Bearman, Peter S. and Paolo Parigi.  “Cloning Headless Frogs and Other Important Matters: 
Conversation Topics and Network Structure”. Social Forces. 83 (2): 535-557 

 
2004 Brückner, Hannah, Anne Martin and Peter S. Bearman.   “Ambivalence and Pregnancy: 

Adolescent Attitudes, Contraception, and Pregnancy”.  Perspectives on Sexual and Reproductive 
Health. 36 (6): 248-257  

 
2004 Bearman, Peter S, James Moody and Katherine Stovel. “Chains of Affection: The Structure of 

Adolescent Romantic and Sexual Networks”. American Journal of Sociology.  Vol. 110.44-91  
   (Awarded Roger V. Gould Prize; AJS 2004-05) 
 
2004 Bearman, Peter S, and James Moody. “Suicide and Friendships among American Adolescents”.   
 American Journal of Public Health. Vol 94, N1: 89-96. 
 
2002 Bearman, Peter S, James Moody and Robert Faris. “Networks and History”. Complexity. Vol.7, 

No.6. 59-74.  
 
2002 Bearman, Peter S, and Hannah Brückner. “Opposite-Sex Twins and Same-Sex Attraction”. 

American Journal of Sociology. Vol 107: No 5: 1179-1205. 
 
2001 Savage, Michael, Katherine Stovel, and Peter Bearman.  “Class Formation and Localism in an 

Emerging Bureaucracy:  British Bank Workers, 1880-1960.” International Journal of Urban and 
Regional Research. 25 (2): 284-306. 

 
2001 Bearman, Peter S. and Hannah  Brückner. “Promising the Future: Virginity Pledges and the 

Transition to First Intercourse.” American Journal of Sociology.  Vol. 106, N4 859-912.  
 
2000 Bearman, Peter S and Katherine Stovel. “Becoming a Nazi: Models for Narrative Networks.”  

Poetics 27:69-90 
 
1999 Bearman, Peter, Robert Faris and James Moody. “Blocking the Future: New Solutions for Old 
 Problems in Historical Social Science.” Social Science History. 23:4:501-533 
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1999 Ford, Carol, Peter S. Bearman and James Moody. “Health Care Utilization and Foregone Care 
Among Adolescents.” Journal of the American Medical Association. 282:2227-2236. 

 
  Ford CA, Peter S. Bearman, and James Moody. Access to Health Care for   
  Adolescents. Reply. Journal of the American Medical Association. 283: (16) 2101-2102  

  
1997 Resnick, Michael D, Peter S. Bearman, and Robert Wm. Blum et al. “Protecting Adolescents 

from Harm: Findings from the National Longitudinal Study on Adolescent Health.” Journal of 
the American Medical Association. 9.10:832-843 

 
1997 Bearman, Peter. “Generalized Exchange.” American Journal of Sociology. 102.5:1383-1415.   
 
1997 Kim, Hyojoung and Peter S. Bearman. “Who Counts in Collective Action? The Structure and 

Dynamics of Movement Participation.” American Sociological Review. 62:70-93. 
 
1996 Stovel, Katherine W, Michael Savage and Peter S. Bearman. “Ascription into Achievement: 

Models of Career Systems at Lloyds Bank, 1890-1970.” American Journal of Sociology. 
102:358-399. 

 
1993 Bearman, Peter S. and Kevin D. Everett. “The Structure of Social Protest: 1961-1983.” Social 

Networks.  15:171-200. 
 
1992 Bearman, Peter S. and Glenn Deane. “The Structure of Opportunity: Middle Class Mobility in 

England 1548-1689.” American Journal of Sociology.  98:30-66. 
 
1992 Bearman, Peter S. “Army Unit Solidarity, Group Norms and Desertion: Desertion as Localism in 

the U.S. Civil War.” Social Forces.  70:2-91. 
 
1991 Bearman, Peter S. “The Social Structure of Suicide.” Sociological Forum.  6:3-91. 
  
 Book chapters, technical reports, small articles, book reviews, etc. 
 
2011 Bearman, Peter S. “The Roots of the Vaccine Panic”. American Prospect. March   
 
2010 Bearman, Peter S. “Dante: The afterworlds are hell for sociologists”, in Rydrgren, Jens and 
 Christoph Edlings (eds). The Sociological Thought of Great Thinkers.   
 
2010 Lovasi, Gina .S., adams, jimi., Bearman, Peter.  "Social Support, Sex and Food: A Chapter on  
  Social  Networks and Health." Handbook for Medical Sociology, 6th Edition Ed. Bird, C.,  
  Fremont, A., Timmermans, S., and Conrad, P. Vanderbilt University Press. 
 
2008 Bearman, Peter S.  “Exploring Genetics and Social Structure”. American Journal of Sociology. 

Vol 114:S1:v-x. 
 
2008 Bearman, Peter S. “How I became an Historical Sociologist, Not”. Comparative Historical 

Sociology Newsletter. May. 
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2007 Bearman, Peter S. “Should Management be a Profession”? Q (v1:88-94). Yale School of 
Management. New Haven, CT 

 
2004 Bearman, Peter S, Katherine Stovel, James Moody, and Lisa Thalji. The Structure of Sexual 

Networks and the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health, in Network Epidemiology: 
A Handbook For Survey Design and Data Collection. Martina Morris (ed.). Oxford University 
Press.   

 
2003 Brückner, Hannah and Peter S. Bearman  “Dating Behavior and Sexual Activity Among Young 

Adolescents”, in Albert, W. S. Brown and C. Flanagan (eds) Fourteen and Younger: The Sexual 
Behavior of Young Adolescents.  National Campaign To Prevent Teen Pregnancy.  Washington,  

 
1999 Bearman, Peter S. and Hannah Brückner. Power in Numbers: Peer Effects on Adolescent Girls’ 

Sexual Debut and Pregnancy. National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy: Research 
Monographs. Washington, D.C. 

 
1999 Bearman, Peter S, and Hannah Brückner. “Peer Effects on Adolescent Girls’ Sexual Debut and 

Pregnancy:  An Analysis of a National Sample of Adolescent Girls”, in Peer Potential: Making 
the Most of How Teens Influence Each Other. National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy. 
Washington, D.C. 

 
1997 Bearman, Peter S. and Hannah Brückner. “Peer Effects on Adolescent Girls’ Sexual Debut and 

Pregnancy Risk”. PPFY Network, Vol2. No3. 
 
1998 Bearman, Peter S and Laura Burns. “Adolescents, Health and School: Early Findings From the 

National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health.” NASSP Bulletin. Vol. 82:601-23. 
 
1997 Udry, J. Richard and Peter S. Bearman. “New Methods for New Perspectives on Adolescent 

Sexual Behavior”. In Richard Jessor (ed). New Perspectives on Adolescent Sexual Behavior. 
Cambridge University Press.  

   
1997 Bearman, PS., J. Jones, and J. R. Udry. “Connections Count: Adolescent Health and the Design 

of the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health.” www.cpc.unc.edu/addhealth 
 
1997 Bearman, Peter S, James Moody, and Katherine Stovel. “The National Longitudinal Study of 

Adolescent Health: Social Networks Codebook.” (www.cpc.unc.edu/addhealth). 
 
1996 Bearman, Peter S and Katherine Stovel. “The Structure of Proportionality Review in NC Capital 

Cases”. North Carolina Legal Assistance. 
 
1996 Bearman, Peter S. “Freak Show.” By Joseph Bogdan. American Journal of Sociology. 
 
1995 Bearman, Peter S. “The Logics of Social Structure.” by K.M. Kontopoulos. Contemporary 

Sociology. 
 
1993 Bearman, Peter S. “Forecasting Prison Population in North Carolina.” North Carolina Prisoner’s 

Assistance. 
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1992  Bearman, Peter S. “Aids and Sociology”. Primis. McGraw Hill. 
 
1992 Bearman, Peter. S. “Issues and Alternatives in Comparative Social Research”. by Charles Ragin. 

Contemporary Sociology. 
 
1992 Bearman, Peter S. “The AIDS Disaster: The Failure of Organizations in New York and the 

Nation.” by Charles Perrow and Mauro F. Guillen. American Journal of Sociology. 
  
1991 Bearman, Peter S. “A Matter of Record: Documentary Sources in Social Research.” by John 

Scott. Contemporary Sociology. 
 
1989 Bearman, Peter S. “From Manor to Market: Structural Change in England, 1526-1640.” By 

Richard Lachmann. Contemporary Sociology. 
 
1989 Bearman, Peter. S. “Social Structures: A Network Approach.” By Wellman, B. and S. Berkowitz, 

ed. American Journal of Sociology. 
 
1988 Bearman, Peter S. “Social Organization of an Urban Grants Economy”. By J. Galaskiewicz. 

Social Forces. 
 
1988. Bearman, Peter S. “Emile Durkheim”, in the New Palgrave Encyclopedia of Economics. M. 

Milgate, ed. Oxford University Press. 
 
Papers Under Review and Working Papers: 
 
Balian, Hrag and Peter S. Bearman. “Pathways to Violence: Dynamics for the Continuation of Large 
 Scale Civil Violence”. American Journal of Sociology 
  
Fountain, Christine and Peter S. Bearman.  “Dynamic Trajectories of Children with Autism”. Pediatrics 
 
Mazumdar, Soumya, Ka-Yuet Liu, Ezra Susser and Peter S. Bearman. “The Disappearing Seasonality of 
 Autism Conceptions in California”.  Environmental Perspectives 
 
Keyes, Kerry, Ezra Susser, Keely Cheslak-Postava, Christine Fountain, Ka-Yuet Liu, Soumya Mazumdar, 
 and Peter Bearman. “Age, period, and cohort effects in autism incidence in California from 
 1994 to 2005”. International Journal of Epidemiology. 
 
Peter Bearman and Ryan Hagen. “Large scale civil conflict”.  Annual Review of Sociology. 
 
Makovi, Kinga, Christine Fountain, and Peter Bearman. “Stoppage effects on autism prevalence”. 
 
Grants and Contracts: 
 
2010-12 The Dynamics of Psychotropic Prescription Patterns in the United States. NIH. Principal  
  Investigator. 
 
2007-12 The Social Determinants of the Autism Epidemic. NIH PIONEER AWARD. Principal 

Investigator.  

Supplemental Appendix — Page 617



 

 

 PSB, June, 2011 

2007-13 Interdisciplinary Graduate Training in the Social Sciences.  Mellon Foundation. 
Principal Investigator 

 
2006-08 Healthy Adolescent Relationships: Temporal Dynamics, Normative Scripts and the 

Transition to Sex. Robert Wood Johnson Foundation Research Grant. Principal 
Investigator.  

 
2003-05 Transformations in Elite Recruitment Structures of the American Administrative State. 

National Science Foundation. Co-Principal Investigator. SES 03-21561.   
 
2001-11 Health and Society Scholars Program. Robert Woods Johnson Foundation. Co-Principal 

Investigator. 
 
2001-03 Narrative Networks: Oral Histories of the WTC Disaster. National Science Foundation. 

Co-Principal Investigator.   
 
2001-03 Narrative Networks: Oral Histories of the WTC Disaster. Rockefeller Foundation. Co-

Principal Investigator.   
 
1998  Peer Influence and Adolescent Pregnancy. National Campaign for the Prevention of Teen 

Pregnancy. Principal Investigator.   
 
1997  The Transition to First Intercourse. Office of Population Affairs. National Institutes of 

Health. Co-Principal Investigator.   
 
1993-97 The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health. Co-Investigator. National 

Institute for Child Health and Development. Co-Investigator.   
 
1993-97 Adolescent Social Networks and HIV Transmission. National Institute of Child Health 

and Development. Principal Investigator.   
 
1993  Demographic Response to a Changing Environment. National Institute of Child Health 

and Development.  Co-Investigator.   
 
1993  Modeling Life Histories.  University Research Council.  University of North Carolina at 

Chapel Hill.  Principal Investigator.   
 
1991  Risk Behaviors for AIDS and Pregnancy in Adolescence. National Institute of Child 

Health Development.  Co-Investigator.   
 
1991  The Sociology of AIDS. Lupton Opportunity Fund. Institute of Research for Social 

Science, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.   
 

Graduate Teaching Awards 
 
2004  Sociology Graduate Student Association Teaching Award. Columbia 
1992  Sociology Graduate Student Association Teaching Award. UNC – Chapel Hill. 
1990  Sociology Graduate Student Association Teaching Award. UNC – Chapel Hill  
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Undergraduate Teaching Awards 
 
1995  Finalist, Students’ Undergraduate Teaching Award.  UNC – Chapel Hill. 
1988  Tanner Award for Excellence in Undergraduate Teaching, UNC – Chapel Hill 
1985  Hoopes Prize for Senior Advising, Harvard University 
1984  Hoopes Prize for Senior Advising, Harvard University 
1982  Excellence in Teaching Citation, Harvard University 
1981  Excellence in Teaching Citation, Harvard University 
1980  Excellence in Teaching Citation, Harvard University 
 
Manuscript Reviewer (selected) 
 
American Journal of Sociology    Social Forces 
American Sociological Review    Sociological Forum 
Journal of Marriage and the Family   Social Networks 
Rose Monograph Series     Social Science History 
Family Planning Perspectives    Sociology of Education 
Sociological Theory     Political Science Review 
Journal of the American Medical Association  Polity 
Sociological Methodology    Journal of Adolescent Health 
American Journal of Public Health   New England Journal of Medicine 
Journal of Theoretical Biology    British Journal of Medicine 
Proc.Nat.Acad.Science 
 
Courses Taught  
 
Course Title Undergraduate Graduate 

Social Networks  UNC, Columbia 
Sociological Theory Harvard, Columbia UNC, Columbia 
Social Structure and Personality  UNC 
Social Movements UNC UNC 
Historical Sociology  UNC, Columbia 
Economy and Society UNC  
Structure and Action Harvard UNC, Columbia 
Designs of Social Research  Columbia 
Graduate Research Practicum  Columbia 
Senior Thesis Seminar Columbia  
Introduction to Sociology UNC, Columbia  
Urban Sociology Harvard  
The Social World Columbia  
Qualitative Research Design  Columbia 
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Editorial Boards 
 
2010 --   Sociologica (International Editor) 
2009 --   Annual Review of Sociology 
2008 --   Pathways (Stanford Center for the Study of Inequality and Poverty) 
1993-95; 2002 -- American Journal of Sociology   
1996-02  General Editor, Kinship, Networks, and History 
1994-99  Sociological Theory 
1986-98  Social Forces (Book Review Editor, 1996-1998) 
 
University Service  
  
2011 --  Executive Steering Committee, Columbia University Population Center 
2011 --  Chair, Policy and Planning Committee, Arts and Sciences 
2011 --   Executive Committee, Department of Epidemiology 
2011-  Search Committee, SMS Chair, School of Public Health 
2011 --  Search Committee, Director, Longevity Center, Columbia University 
2010   Policy and Planning Committee, Arts and Sciences 
2009-10 History Department Review (ARC) 
2008 --10 Executive Committees: ISERP, European Institute, SIG. 
2007 --  Co-Director, Global Health Research Center 
2007-08 Chair, Department of Statistics 
2006-07 Chair, Academic Review Committee 
2005-06 Chair, Economic and Political Development, Senior Search Committee, SIPA 
2004-05 Chair, Science and Technology Senior Search Committee, SIPA 
2004-06 Acting Director, Center for Historical Social Science 
2003-06 Academic Review Committee 
2003–06 Office for Responsible Conduct of Research, Advisory Committee 
2003-05 Columbia Travel Fellowship Committee 
2001- Executive Committees: Center for Social Intervention; Institute of Child Family 
  Policy. 
2001 School of Arts Tenure Review Committee 
2000- Executive Committee; School of International Affairs and Public Policy, Columbia 
2000- Multiple Search and Evaluation Committees, SIPA  
2000-02 C-STATT; Science and Technology 
2000-01 Committee on Faculty Size 
2000 University Search Committee – EVP for Libraries and Information Technology  
1998--   Multiple AD Hoc Tenure Committees  
1996  Dean’s Committee to Review External Review Process.  
1989-90 Chancellor’s Teaching Award Committee 
 
Department Service  
 
2010-11 Chair, Junior Faculty Recruitment Committee 
2009-10 Chair, Recruitment Committee, Admissions Committee 
2008-09 Chair, Graduate Admissions Committee 
2008-09 Chair, Senior Recruitment Committee 
2007-08 Advisory Committee 
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2006-07 Space Committee 
2006  Chair, Junior Faculty Recruitment Committee 
2005-06, 08 Senior Recruitment Committee 
2001-05 Chair 
2000-01, 03 Chair, Junior Faculty Search Committee 
2000  Chair, Admissions Committee; Undergraduate Program Design 
2000-01, 03 Comprehensive Examination Committee (chair off and on) 
1999-00 Chair, Graduate Program Design 
1999-05 Director: Pro-Seminar in Sociology  
1998-99, 03 Chair, Senior Recruitment Committee 
1996-97 Director, Honors Program 
1995-97 Chair, Graduate Instructor Teaching Award Committee 
1996-97 Strategic Planning Committee 
1994-97 Faculty Advisory Committee: General College 
1992-97 Director, Sociology Department Summer School 
1992-95, 97 Associate Chair, Department of Sociology 
1989-95 Executive Committee 
1989-95 Graduate Admissions Committee (Chair 1989, 1990) 
 
(very) Selected Professional Service (2000--) 
 
2011  Oxford University, Elector, Nuffield College and Sociology Chair Search 
2010  Oxford University, Sociology Department External Review 
2009 --  ARRA Reviewer, NIH Reviewer, NSF Reviewer 
2008 --  NIH Young Investigator Review Panel, NSF Reviewer 
2007  External Review: Department of Development Sociology, Cornell University 
2006  External Review: Social Science Research Center, University of Minnesota 
2006--2008 NSF Sociology Panels.  
2004  NSF Human Dynamics Panel: Social Networks 
2003--2006 National Advisory Panel, USS Constitution Museum 
2002--  SSRC: External Advisory Network, Population Health; CASA 
2000-  Miscellaneous Advisory Boards, Consultations, Assessments 
2000-  Grant reviewer for W.T. Grant Foundation, NSF; RWJ, NIH etc. 
 
1995--  Tenure and Promotion Reviews for: NYU, UC-San Diego, Yale, Carnegie-Mellon, 

Northwestern, University of Chicago, American Bar Foundation, UC-Irvine, Cornell, 
UC-Berkeley, Harvard, University of Arizona, Stanford, University of Michigan; 
Stanford Business School; Chicago Business School; Harvard Business School, 
University of Minnesota, Sloan School of Business, Notre Dame, University of 
Wisconsin, UCLA, Baruch College, Ohio State University, Kellogg School of Business, 
and many others. 

 
Selected Consulting Activities: 
 
2010 --  Culture and Community Initiative, Harvard Business School 
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Doctoral Dissertations (Chaired) 
 
Name    General Dissertation Topic  Year Current Position 
 
29.  Uri Shwed   The Structure of Scientific Consensus 2010! Ben Gurion 
28.  Hrag Balian  Dynamics of Large-Scale Violence 2010^ Yale, SOM 
27.  Mattias Smangs  Symbolic Violence   2010! Fordham 
26.  Frederic Godart  The Fashion System   2009! INSEAD 
25.  Marissa King  Social Determinants of Autism  2008! Yale, SOM 
24.  Paolo Parigi  Manufacturing Saints   2008! Stanford 
23.  Eric Johnson  Moving Pastors    2008^ Princeton 
22.  Denise Milstein  Art worlds and State Repression  2007! Columbia 
21.  Delia Baldassarri  Political Polarization   2007! Princeton 
20.  Emily Erickson  The Structure of the East India Trade 2006! Yale 
19.  Q. Van Doosselaere  Emergence of Markets    2006 BRegal 
18.  Vincent Lepinay  Financial Organization   2007! MIT 
17.  Tammy Smith  Narrative/Identity in Ethnic Conflict 2006 United Nations 
16.  Henning Hillmann  Models for Historical Change  2004* Mannheim 
15.  Jennifer Lena  The Social organization of Rap Music 2003! Barnard 
14.  Jorge Fontedevila  Rationalities of Risk and HIV  2002! UCSF 
13.  Jo Kim   Co-ethnicity and Globalization  2001^ Wellesley University 
12.  Hannah Brückner  Social Change and Gender Inequality 2000* Yale University 
11.  Matt Bothner  Market Structure and Product Price 2000+* ESMT 
10.  David Gibson  The Dynamics of Conversation  1999! Univ. Pennsylvania 
9.    Joseph Gerteis  The Knights of Labor in the US South 1999* Univ. Minnesota 
8.   James Moody  Adolescent Social Structure   1999+* Duke University 
7.   David Cunningham  The Structure of Repression  1999# Brandeis University 
6.   HyoJoung Kim  Dynamic Social Networks  1998#   UC-Long Beach 
5.   Katherine Stovel  Discretionary Judgment   1998#   Univ. Washington 
4.   Rory McVeigh  The KKK and the American Left 1997* Notre Dame  
3.   Kent Redding  Southern Farmers’ Alliance  1995* Wisconsin Milwaukee 
2.   Glenn Deane  The Demography of Inequality  1994* SUNY—Albany 
1.   Janet Hope   Adolescent Social Networks   1991* Trinity 
  
+= named chair, *=full professor, #=Associate Professor, !=Assistant Professor, ^=Post-
Doctoral/Lecturer 
 
Current Ph.D. Students: (Chair) General Topic  Completion Expected 
 
Rozz Redd   Academic Careers    2011 
Fabian Accommoneti  Art Worlds     2011 
Anna Mischele   Witch Trials     2012 
Alix Rule   Identifying skill     2013 
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Current and Past Collaborating Post-Doctoral Fellows 
 
Name   Project     Years  Current Position 
 
Jason Fletcher  RWJ/HSS     2010-2012  Yale 
Keely Cheslak-Postava NIH Pioneer Award – Autism  2009 --2011  Columbia 
Kerry Keyes  NIH Pioneer Award – Autism  2009 --2012  Columbia 
Kate Strully   NIH K-Award Mentee   2009 --   Albany 
Christine Fountain NIH Pioneer Award – Autism  2008 --2012  Columbia 
Marissa King  NIH Pioneer Award – Autism  2008 --2010  Yale SOM! 
Ka-Yuet Liu  NIH Pioneer Award – Autism  2008 -- 2012  Columbia 
Soumya Mazumdar NIH Pioneer Award – Autism  2008 --2011  Columbia 
Gina Lovasi  RWJ HSS    2007 – 2009   Columbia! 
Jimi Adams  RWJ HSS    2008 – 2009  Arizona State! 
Patrick Sharkey  RWJ HSS/ WT Grant Mentee  2008 – 2011  NYU! 
Mike Emch  RWJ HSS    2005 -- 2007  Chapel Hill * 
Sara Shostak  RWJ HSS    2005 -- 2007  Brandeis ! 
Molly Martin  RWJ HSS    2004 -- 2006  Penn State! 
 
! = Assistant Professor; * = Tenured 
 
(very) Selected Papers Presented at Professional Meetings and Invited Sessions: Past Decade 
 
2011 Keynote Address. Analytical Sociology Conference, Sorbonne, Paris. 
2011 The Science of Autism Epidemiology. Indiana University, Boston University, Brandeis 
 University, Bennington College, Centers for Disease Control, Milan, Michigan 
2010 Understanding the Autism Epidemic. American Philosophical Society, NYUAD 
2010 Social Networks and Health. Keynote Address, OBSSR CDC 
2010 Lectures on networks and design for social research: Tokyo University, Aoyama Business 
 School, Tokyo. 
2010 Social Influence and the Autism Epidemic. Kennedy School, Columbia Grand Rounds, Harvard 
 Sociology, PAA, University of Minnesota Population Center 
2009 Understanding the Increased Prevalence of Autism. Vancouver, Rutgers, Harvard, Mt Sinai 
 Hospital, Office of Behavioral and Social Science NIH, Stanford. 
2008 The Dynamics of Violence, Bologna, Oxford, Stanford, Yale, UCLA, Harvard (MERISH) 
2008 Understanding the Increased Prevalence of Autism, Columbia, Michigan, Harvard, NIH 
2007 Doormen (author meets critic, ASA); Brooklyn College, CUNY, Columbia, etc 
2007 The Social Determinants of the Autism Epidemic Princeton 
2006 Spaghetti Politics. Chicago Business School, NYU-Sociology, Juan March Institute, Spain 
2006 Malfeasance and Markets: Stanford Business School, Juan March Institute, Spain 
2006 Adolescent Sexual Behavior: Population Council, University of Connecticut 
2006 Author Meets Critic: Status Signals. Eastern Sociological Association, Boston MA 
2005 Routes into Networks:  Department Colloquium Series, Harvard, Yale, Princeton, ASA- 
 Philadelphia 
2004 Identity and Action: Narrative and Networks: Department Colloquium. Brandeis University 
2004 Rules, Roles, and Behaviors: Adolescent Sexual Behavior and STD Risk. Plenary Address. 

Centers for Disease Control National STD Conference, Philadelphia PA, March. 
2004 Sexual Networks and STD Diffusion Dynamics. Nuffield College. Oxford University.  
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2003 Seminars in “The New Historical Sociology” and “Social Network Analysis”. Department of 
Sociology. University of Stockholm. Stockholm, Sweden. May 1-8, 2003. 

 
2002 Approaches to History and Movements. Department of Sociology, University of Trento, Trento, 

Italy; New Paradigms for Sociology and Political Science, University of Genova, Genova, Italy. 
2002 Social Networks and Political Activism. University of Manchester, England. 
2002 Social Structure of Sexual Behavior. University of Reading. 
2001 Keynote Address: ACAPP, Phoenix, Arizona 
1999 PAIRS: Department of Sociology, SUNY-Albany, Yale University 
2000 Three Studies on Sexual Behavior CASA, NY; Center for HIV Research, Northwestern  
 University 
2000 Promising the Future. Chicago Business School, Princeton University 
2000 New Methods for Old Problems. Social Science Historical Association.  
1999  Blocking the Future. Distinguished Lecture, CCACC, Rutgers University; Yale University,  
1999 Promising the Future: Virginity Pledges and the Transition to first intercourse. American 

Sociological Association, Chicago, Ill. 
1999 Blocking the Future: Analytic Models for Casing Events and Sequences of Events in Historical 

Contexts. Chicago Business School, Stanford Business School, Princeton University, Cornell, 
University of Washington, and ASA Methodology Conference, Durham NC. 

. 
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