
CITY OF VANCOUVER SALARY REVIEW COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING 

THURSDAY, March 27, 2014 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

On March 27, 2014, Ms. Marousek called the meeting to order at 5:01 pm in the Aspen Room at City 
Hall, 415 W 6th Street.  The members present were Ben De Lozier, Lyle Coblentz, Candace Jameson, 
Barry Hemphill and Stan Girt.  Support staff present were Linda Marousek – Assistant City Attorney, 
Debby Watts – Human Resources Supervisor, and Aline Babine – Classification/Compensation Analyst. 

 

2. OATH OF OFFICE 
 

Ms. Marousek administered the Oath of Office to the three new members since last commission, Barry 
Hemphill, Stan Girt, and Candace Jameson.   Each new member also signed and submitted a written 
copy of the oath for the City Clerk’s Office as required by City Charter sections 11.10 and 11.11. 

 

3. NEW BUSINESS 
A. Select a chairperson for the committee. 

 
Ms. Marousek opened the meeting by saying that a chairperson must be chosen from the committee 
members.  She noted that it is usually someone who has already served on the Salary Review 
Commission but that it doesn’t necessarily have to be.  Mr. Coblentz nominated Ben De Lozier who 
declined the nomination.  Mr. De Lozier then nominated Mr. Coblentz for chairperson.  Mr. Coblentz 
accepted and the motion was seconded.  The committee unanimously voted Lyle Coblentz as the 2014 
Salary Review Commission chairperson. 
 

B. Discussion of commission’s role. 
 
Ms. Marousek brought the commission’s attention to the packet they all received upon arriving at the 
meeting which included a copy of Charter 2.18 which established the Salary Review Committee (SRC). 
Ms. Marousek explained that Vancouver City Charter establishes the role and rules surrounding the SRC 
including, but not limited to, who can serve, how the board is set up, if committee members can be 
dismissed, and what the rules are for the commission.  She noted that it is subsection A that will be most 
important to the members as it states that the commission is charged with studying the relationship of 
salaries to the duties of the mayor and city councilmembers and to fix a salary for each such position by 
a vote of not less than the majority.  In the case of this commission, at least three out of the five 
members will need to be in agreement.  Ms. Marousek indicated that the staff, herself, Ms. Watts, and 
Ms. Babine, act as resources to the commission and get them the information they need to make the 
determination. 
 



She also explained that the commission’s final decision will be filed as an ordinance with the City Clerk 
and it must be filed by May 1, 2014 for the 2015/2016 budget years.  The committee is also required to 
have at least two public hearings. 
 

C. Discussion of the Open Public Meetings Act.  
Ms. Marousek then brought the commission’s attention to the City Council email policy and the Open 
Public Meetings act.  She explained to the SRC that meeting by email, phone, or any other forum outside 
of the public meeting would be in violation of the Open Public Meetings Act.  Member’s should not 
discuss and conduct the business of the meeting outside of this setting.  Additionally, Ms. Marousek 
explained to the commission that any emails related to this process are subject to disclosure under the 
Public Disclosure Act.  If this is a concern for any of the members, she suggested creating a second email 
account specifically for commission business. 
 

D. Discussion of Open Government, Public Records and Privacy. 
 
Ms. Marousek then segued into the discussion of the document “Public Hearings: When and How to 
Hold Them.”  It was a short introduction to how public hearings differ from public meetings and the 
procedures associated with them. She also states that there are two types of public hearings, quasi-
judicial and legislative.  The SRC is a subject to the rules of legislative public hearing requirements.   
 
Ms. Marousek then referenced the next item, “Knowing the Territory.”  Page 36 of this packet refers to 
the Open Public Meetings Act and restated the necessity that all deliberations and discussions related to 
this commission must happen in a meeting format, not by phone/email/in person/etc. Conducting 
meetings or business of these meetings by any of those methods would be violation of the act. She also 
reinforced that Washington has a very strong public records disclosure law and that all document 
generated are public records. 
 
She then drew the commission’s attention to the Table of Contents at the front of the packet, explaining 
that these are all things that the people whose salaries the commission is deliberating on must know 
and adhere to to do their jobs. The whole document is provided so that the SRC can get a sense of the 
scope of duties for those who have been elected to the council.   
 

 

4. COMMUNICATIONS 
A. Public Hearing. 

 
Mr. Coblentz, as commission chairperson, opened the public meeting and called for testimony. 
 
Mr. Bill Turlay, a City councilmember, was the first to speak.  He addressed the SRC on the importance of 
the job that they are undertaking.  He noted that it is not just about the money itself, but the 
seriousness of the work and the importance to the citizens of the City of Vancouver.  He cited examples 
of improper council raises in other jurisdictions and emphasized that disclosure and transparency are of 
paramount importance in these decisions.  He is confident that the SRC will arrive at an equitable, 
sustainable, and well thought out decision.   
 



Mr. Turlay then presented the idea of mileage reimbursement to the SRC.  He stated that the council 
members are expected to show up to a lot of City functions/events in addition to their meetings.  This 
has meant a lot of driving for members.  He believes that some sort of car allowance or mileage 
allowance could help alleviate some of the costs associated with going to those meetings and events.  
He also stated that he had mentioned this at a previous SRC and it did not come about. 
 
A committee member then asked Mr. Turlay to confirm that he is not reimbursed for mileage right now.  
Mr. Turlay reiterated that they do not.  They receive a flat monthly salary. He indicated that money is 
not the reason they run for office. 
 
Mr. Coblentz asked Mr. Turlay how much time he spends on City business in a week. Mr. Turlay stated 
that it really depends on the week. He personally is on five committees right now.  There are committee 
assignments handed out by the Mayor as well as other public involvement.  Additionally, he (and other 
council members) often takes it upon themselves to join groups that they have a personal interest in.  
He stated that differences in schedules and job status among the councilmembers means that some 
members can go to more than others.  He indicated that as a retiree, he has more time to devote to 
representing the council and that, in addition to events and meetings, they receive lots of email traffic, 
letters, and phone calls. He could have as many as 5-6 meetings in a day or sometimes none. It all 
depends on scheduling. 
 
Ms. Jameson asked Mr. Turlay how much time he spends in City Hall.  Mr. Turlay said that he 
occasionally spends time there.  There are two, three man teams that interview people for committees 
such as the Airport Noise Committee and make recommendations to the council.  He indicated that 
those interviews, individual meetings with the City Manager, workshops and City Council Meetings are 
when he’d usually be at City Hall.  He stated that “We’re [the council] like a board of directors in a 
corporation.” The council makes policy decisions, passes ordinances, and needs to be well informed on 
issues so they can be handled appropriately.  Mr. Turlay also clarified that it is the City Manager who 
owns the budget.  The councilmembers do not have line item veto but rather must approve the budget 
as a whole.  Members are only in the budget process insofar as they give policy guidance and assist in 
setting priorities for the City.  He also stated that the budget is the biggest thing they will work on this 
year. They are now working on the 2015/2016 budget and as they get closer to the December 1st 
submission deadline, more time will be devoted to that process.   
 
Mr. Coblentz thanked Mr. Turlay for his service and opened the floor for any more questions for Mr. 
Turlay.  There were no more questions and the floor was turned over to Ms. Esther Schrader. 
 
Ms. Schrader identified herself as a Vancouver resident and a member of the City’s Charter Review 
Committee.  She stated that she is not at the meeting as a representative of that committee but instead 
to express how each committee affects the other.  The SRC is a good example of what the review 
committee will be looking at and Ms. Schrader believed it to be important to see what the commission 
does.  She also invited the SRC members to the next meetings on April 10th and April 17th at 6:00pm in 
the City Hall Aspen Room.  The Charter Review Committee is a 15 person committee appointed by the 
Mayor to review the City Charter every four years.  She opened the discussion for any questions 
members may have.  There were no questions for Ms. Schrader. 
 
A committee member moved to close the public hearing.  The motion was seconded and the public 
hearing was closed. 
 



B. Commission.  
 
Mr. De Lozier then asked for a confirmation that the SRC was dealing with the 2015/2016 budget and 
that those monies would come from the general fund.  He also asked if the commission could receive a 
projection of the general fund for the coming years.  He also asked if mileage allowances were within 
the purview of the committee. 
 
Ms. Watts confirmed the budget cycle and general fund.  She also stated that she could get that 
information for the SRC. Ms. Marousek addressed the mileage allowance question. She stated that it is 
something the previous SRCs have had a lot of discussion about and referenced a March 11, 2014 
opinion from the City Attorney attached to a 1990 opinion from the Deputy City Attorney stating that 
mileage is not salary but that the commission can consider testimony like Councilmember Turlay’s in 
deciding whether the salary should be increased.  She added that the reimbursements have to do with 
the finance department and the IRS but if they do decide that the council should be further 
compensated that can be a factor. 
 
 
Mr. Girt asked if that statement included the discussion of the total package including health insurance.  
Mr. Marousek indicated that it was a similar issue. That it is beyond the purview of the SRC to allow or 
deny benefits but that it can be taken into account when deciding the salary.  A committee member 
asked if they could give the council the option of an additional stipend if they declined health insurance.  
Ms. Watts responded that she did not believe that was within the purview of the committee.  
Councilmembers can opt out of the insurance if they have other group coverage and they would 
normally receive a stipend like any other city employee. However, all council members who have 
declined the insurance have also declined the stipend.  Those councilmembers that do take the 
insurance pay the same rates as all other employees. 
 
Ms. Jameson asked if there was information on what other jurisdictions have done regarding mileage 
allowances.  Ms. Watts stated that that can be looked into further and she believed that Mr. Turlay 
could get reimbursed through Finance.  Ms. Marousek then indicated that he could only be reimbursed 
for non-local travel.  Ms. Watts then said that the staff would find out what was reimbursable and not 
and research other jurisdictions for the commission. 
 
Mr. Girt then asked if they only got to approve or not approve a raise, or if they also were able to set the 
rates.  Ms. Marousek replied that they would have to decide how much the salary would be as well.   
 
Mr. Hemphill asked what duties the Mayor Pro Tempore had that were in addition to or different from 
the other council members.  Ms. Marousek said she believed that that was defined by charter but she 
would confirm.  The council noted that a separate salary for the Mayor Pro Tempore only began in 2009.  
Ms. Watts stated that that was the first time the Mayor Pro Tempore was paid additional compensation. 
 
Ms. Jameson asked if they could get a spreadsheet on what other jurisdictions do.  Ms. Watts drew their 
attention to the last sheets in their packet, one of which was the last version of comparable cities that 
was created for the 2012 SRC.  She told the committee that we could look at different comparables if 
the commission would like but that these were the jurisdictions usually settled on based on population 
and like government.  She explained that there are no Oregon jurisdictions because it has been found in 
the past that Oregon doesn’t pay and Portland is a strong mayor form of government.  The council also 
requested that Ms. Watts ask the jurisdictions when the last raise was.  Ms. Watts stated that that could 



be included and the information on that sheet would be updated. She then drew the commission’s 
attention to the last sheet which was a history of salary increases for City employees.  Ms. Jameson 
asked what the Coalition was and where exempt employees fell on the chart.  Ms. Watts said that it was 
the AFSCME, OPEIU, Teamsters, and Plumbers and Steamfitters unions and that non-union employees 
generally follow the Coalition for pay increases. Ms. Jameson also asked if any other cities may be 
comparables. Ms. Watts replied that Bellingham and Spokane Valley had been recently added to our 
market study and that those could be checked. 
 

a. Schedule next meetings. 
 
Mr. Coblentz asked Ms. Watts and Ms. Marousek how long they would need for these requests.  Ms. 
Watts indicated that it would take approximately two weeks.  The commission decided that the next 
meeting would be April 10th.  Ms. Marousek explained that the commission may want to consider when 
they would like to invite the City Council members to the meetings to give them a chance to ask 
questions.  As the ordinance needs to be filed by May 1st, the SRC decided that the next meetings would 
be April 10th and April 17th at 4:30 and the council would be invited to those two meetings.  A fourth 
meeting was scheduled for April 24th at 4:30 and the last meeting would be April 30th to finalize the 
commission’s decisions. 
 
 

b. Research/information requests. 
 
Ms. Jameson asked if the commission usually looked at geographic differentials.  Ms. Watts stated that 
they have not been but that a second version can be created with differentials.   
 
Ms. Watts restated that the deliverables for the next meeting would be an updated comparables chart, 
our policy of mileage reimbursement, the definition of Mayor Pro Tempore, and a projection of the 
general fund. 
 
5. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no other business to conduct, a motion was made to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was 
seconded and the meeting was adjourned. 

 

 

 


