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Good Afternoon. Co-chairs, Senator Darling and Representative Nygren, members of the Joint
Committee on Finance, staff, and members of the public assembled to hear about Wisconsin's
2017-19 Biennial Budget, as | begin, | offer my thanks to each member of the Committee for
finding time to meet with me prior to today so that | could present the concerns of our Courts
for your individual consideration and questions. | know that this is a very busy time for you all,
and | appreciate your interest in our Courts.

My comments today will be brief.

The Governor's budget provided the third branch of Wisconsin's government, our judicial
branch, with cost-to-continue funding. That cost is less than ¥ of 1% of the State budget. The
Governor's budget recognizes the critical services that our Courts provide to the people of
Wisconsin, and | thank the Governor for that.

On behalf of the Supremé Court, | ask for your consideration of only two modifications of the
Governor's budget: judicial compensation and his re-allocation of two independent agencies,
the Judicial Commission and the Judicial Council, to become departments of the Supreme
Court.

In regard to judicial compensation, Wisconsin's judicial salaries rank 43rd among 50 states,
according to the January 1, 2017 survey of the National Center for State Courts. 1 have attached
that survey to my comments for your review. In order to recruit and retain the judges we need
to decide the variety of claims that the people of Wisconsin are presenting to our Courts, we
need to raise judicial salaries.

The Governor's budget includes a compensation increase for the judicial branch in September
of 2018 and another in May of 2019. | ask you to allocate those compensation increases to our
judges.

The Supreme Court also requests that judicial compensation remain in the State's
compensation plan, with the compensation of all other elected officials, just as it is now.



It appears that the Governor's budget took judicial compensation out of the compensation plan
to create flexibility for the Supreme Court so that we could allocate funds into a newly created
program revenue account for judicial compensation. However, although this action recognizes
that Wisconsin's judicial compensation needs to be raised from the bottom of the 50 states,
and we do appreciate that, the plan does not work because of how state courts actually are
funded. For example, under the Governor's plan, the Supreme Court has the potential to
allocate funds into this new account from the pass-through by which the State participates in
funding the circuit courts. Currently, the State pays less than half of the costs of the circuit
courts, and the counties pay the balance.

We can't cut the pass-through for State assistance to the counties because that would have a
negative impact on circuit court ability to meet the needs of the people of Wisconsin. And, it is
the people of Wisconsin that we all were elected to serve, so taking funds away from the circuit
courts to increase judicial salaries is not a choice that we would make.

Please continue judicial compensation in the State compensation plan. Removing it will be of
no benefit.

In regard to the Judicial Commission and the Judicial Council, the Supreme Court recommends
that they remain independent agencies. Transferring the Judicial Commission into the Supreme
Court as a Supreme Court department creates the potential for conflicts of interest for the
Court, and it does not save money.

Repealing the statute by which the legislature created the Judicial Council also saves no money
and overlooks the significant work that the Council does for both the legislature and the courts.
The Judicial Commission and the Judicial Council are functioning effectively: the Supreme Court
recommends against the suggested changes.

There is one budget action whose impact on our courts is uncertain: the elimination of the
Labor & Industry Review Commission. Currently, 4-5% of LIRC's annual decisions are reviewed
by circuit courts. We do not know whether the elimination of LIRC will increase that number or
affect our courts in some other ways; therefore, the Supreme Court takes no position on this
budget action.

In sum, only the legislature can establish judicial salaries. | am asking you to raise judicial
salaries up from Wisconsin's current position of 43rd among 50 states and to continue judicial
salaries in the State compensation plan. We recommend no changes be made to the
independence of the Judicial Commission and the judicial Council.



SURVEY OF

Judicial Salaries

States have devised a number of different ways for changing judicial

salaries. Whatever the method for implementing changes, the desired

system for both judges and the taxpaying public strives to be predictable,

reasonable, and easily assessed. When considering judicial salary

increases, states with compensation commissions are tasked by statute

with considering a variety of factors, including:

» Overall economic climate of the state and rate of inflation;

« Levels of compensation earmned by judges in other states and the
federal judiciary;

» State’s interest in attracting highly qualified and expetienced attorneys
to serve as judges; .

» Consideration of adjustments received by other state employees; and

+ The state’s overall ability to fund increases in compensation.

While some states have compensation commissions, roughly half the
states do not. The states with compensation commissions implement
changes in four different ways, which are detailed below,

1. Advisory: The commission presents a salary report that serves as a
recommendation for legislative action.

2. Binding unless overridden by legislature: The commission’s salary
report goes into effect unless changed or overridden by the legislature.
The threshold can be a simple majority or as high as two-thirds.

3. Binding unless overridden by voters.

4, Binding cannot he overridden: The commission’s salary report goes
into effect and cannot be changed or overridden by the legislature,
This appears to be limited to the newly formed Independent Citizens
Commission of Arkansas, which sets salaries for state elected officials
in all three branches.

The map shown on the right highlights states that use commissions and
‘the different ways in which they make changes detailed above. For more
information on the specific makeup of state salary commissions, statutory
authority, and processes, visit our website at www.nesc.org/salarytracker.
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Salaries and Ranlkings for Appellate and General-Jurisdiction Judges - Listed Alphabetically by State Nanze

The table below lists the salaries and rankings for associate justices of the courts of last reson, associate judges of intermediate

appellate courts, and judges of generaljurisdiction trial courts (actual salaries and cost-of-living-adjusted salaries as of January
1, 2017). Where possible, the salary figures are actual salaries. In jurisdictions where some judges receive supplements, the

figures are the most representative available—either the base salary, the midpoint of a range between the lowest and highest
supplemented salaries, or the median. Salaries are ranked from highest to lowest, with the highest salary for each position

having a rank of "1.” The lowest salary has a rank of "51” except for intermediate appellate courts, which exist in only 40 states.
The mean, median, and salary range for each of the positions ‘are also shown.
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Using the C2ER .Cost-of-Living index. The Council for Community and Economic Research—C2ER-is the most widely accepted U.S.
source for cost-of-livirg indices, with nearly 400 reporting jurisdictions across America, The cost-of-living indices used in this report were

developed by C2ER using afobust, multivariable model, which incorporates the costs of goods and services within a reporting jurisdiction
along with seven additional variables to greatly improve predicted, statewide average C2ER factors. The seven vaziables are; community
population, population density, income, grawth rate, utility rates, efficiency of the government sector, and iocation of the region.

More detailed information can be found at www.c2er.org.
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Salaries and Rankings for Appellate and General-Jurisdiction Judges - Listed in Crder of State Rank

The table below lists the salaries and rankings for associate justices of the courts of last resort, associate judges of intermediate
appellate courts, and judges of general-jurisdiction trial courts (actual salaries and cost-of-living-adjusted salaries as of January
1, 2017). Where possible, the salary figures are actual salaries. In jurisdictions where some judges receive supplements, the
figures are the mast representative available--either the base salary, the midpoint of a range between the lowest and highest
supplemented salaries, or the median. Salaries are ranked from highest to fowest, with the highest salary for each position
having a rank of “1,” The lowest salary has a rank of “51" except for intermediate appellate courts, which exist in only 40 states.
The mean, median, and salary range for each of the pasitions are alsg shown,
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Information in this Survey is collected from designated representatives in each state, The National Center for State Courts has protocols in
place to help ensure the accuracy of the data that are coliected analyzed, and ultimately reported.
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Methodology

The Survey of Judicial Salaries, pubiished for nearty 30
years hy the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) -
with the support of state court-administrative offices
across the United States, serves as the primary record
of compensation for state judicial officers-and staie court
administrators.

This issue of the Survey of Judicial Salaries reports salary
data as of January 1, 2017. This cutoff date is important
because states implement salary changes at various points
during the year. However, a standard and unchanging
cutoff date must be established to publish salary data in

a timely and predictable fashion. Due to recent changes
in data-collection protocols and analytics, the NCSC is
now able to report changes in state salaries more quickly.
This will give policymakers who are considering changes
in judicial compensation the most up-to-date salary
information at the national level.

This Survey was prepared by the Knowledge and
Information Services (KIS) Office of the National Center for
Staie Courts.
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