
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

415 W. 6th St. • P.O. Box 1995 • Vancouver, WA 98668-1995 • www.cityofvancouver.us 

 
 

Salary Review Commission  
Regular Meeting and Public Hearing 
April 17, 2014 
4:30 pm 
City Hall Building, 2nd Floor, Birch Room 
 
 

I. Call to Order 
 
Mr. Coblentz called the meeting to order at 4:32 pm, April 17, 2014. 
 

II. Approval of Minutes – Meeting of April 10, 2014 
 
Mr. Coblentz referred to the previous meeting’s minutes and asked if there was a 
motion to adopt the minutes as printed. Mr. Hemphill motioned to adopt the minutes. 
Mr. De Lozier seconded the motion. Mr. Coblentz then asked if there was any 
discussion for the minutes.  There was no discussion and the minutes were 
unanimously adopted. 
 

III. Parking Information – Mike Merrill 
 

Mr. Coblentz introduced and welcomed Mike Merrill, the City of Vancouver Parking 
Manager. Mr. Merrill came to the meeting to inform the commission on the City 
parking policies and answer any questions the commission had. Ms. Marousek 
explained that Mr. Merrill originally wrote a memo to the commission but the 
situation would be easier to explain in person. 
 
Mr. Merrill introduced the subject of downtown parking.  He explained that 
downtown has parking meter zones that were initially set by City Council in the 
1940s and the zones have gotten larger over the years to regulate parking 
downtown.  He stated that the primary goal of the parking guidelines is to serve the 
patron that comes to do business in downtown Vancouver and that is why the 
commission will find a variety of parking time limits for on street parking; the goal is 
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to encourage turnover so a patron can have the most convenient parking spaces 
when they come to do business downtown.  He added, however, that there are 
always those competing interests between the patrons, employees, residents and 
others who work, live and do business downtown and because of that, the City of 
Vancouver has a variety of parking options.  He stated that in the downtown 
parking zones there are parking meters with various time limits and in the central 
core it is mostly one and two hour time limits to achieve the desired turnover.  He 
stated that as one moves out of the core they can find three, five, and ten hour time 
limits but that they might have to walk a little further to make it to their destination.   
 
Mr. Merrill said that the City also sells monthly street parking permits for areas 
further out in the annex and, more recently, some areas closer to the City core. He 
indicated that those are targeted mainly at employees who want to park on the 
street.  Mr. Merrill informed the commission that he had copies of the parking zones 
if they were interested in seeing them.  He also added that the City of Vancouver 
has several parking garages and lots in the downtown area; the largest is the 
Vancouver Center parking garage with over 750 parking spaces and allows 
parking beginning at 6am to 10pm on weekdays and on weekends until midnight.  
He stated that that parking garage serves residents not just in the Vancouver center 
residential areas but other residences downtown can also choose to purchase 
permits in that garage.  He said, however, that the garage mainly serves patrons 
who are coming to town for events and business downtown and that most of the 
parking lots downtown offer free parking but at a two hour time limit.  He gave the 
examples of the temporary parking lot at the library and the parking lot to the 
south of City Hall which both have free two hour parking.   
 
After completing the background information, Mr. Merrill turned to the question that 
had been posed to him on whether or not the Parking Manger, the City Manager or 
someone else could issue passes to park for free downtown.  He stated that under 
the current Municipal Code that would not be allowed; there are different types of 
permits that could be purchased and the Chief of Police has some authority to issue 
department heads loading or delivery permits but that a pass which would allow 
someone to park in a metered space for free is not currently authorized.  He added 
that that does not mean that the City Council couldn’t adopt other types of permits 
for parking in metered zones; that is something that they could pursue if they 
wanted to. 
 
Ms. Marousek asked Mr. Merrill what the current code says.  Mr. Merrill stated that 
in 9.68.110, there is the provision that authorizes the Chief of Police to issue 
parking permits to city department heads when they are loading or unloading their 
vehicles at any metered parking space for free. He also indicated that that was the 
closest the code gets to the type of permit the commission is inquiring about.  
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Ms. Marousek also asked what the controversy surrounding parking has been as she 
believed that there had been a history of such. Mr. Merrill agreed that there has 
been some controversy due to some of the permits issued by a past police chief. 
There was a state audit and it was determined that there needed to be a better 
accountability and audit trail for the permits issued because they couldn’t account 
for all the permits they had, where they may be and who had which permit.  At that 
time, Mr. Merrill met with Assistant Chief Sutter and City Attorney Alison Chin, and 
the chief at the time, Chief Cook, decided to discontinue that program as he did not 
feel he had the administrative staff necessary to adequately account for the 
program. Mr. Merrill stated that through attrition there should be only a few of 
those permits still outstanding. Ms. Marousek asked if there was a state audit 
finding. Mr. Merrill stated that he was not sure if there was an official finding but 
there was the concern that was raised. Ms. Marousek then asked if there were any 
other codes that authorized the issuance of parking permits. Mr. Merrill stated that 
he was not aware of any. 
 
Mr. De Lozier asked if there was any other alternative to a council action. Mr. 
Hemphill clarified that they would have to pass an ordinance. Mr. De Lozier noted 
that that would look self-serving. Mr. Hemphill agreed but questioned whether that 
was a problem for official business. Mr. Coblentz then asked if the SRC could refer 
that issue to the Charter Review Committee who would be meeting shortly.  Ms. 
Marousek replied that it would not be within the purview of the Charter Review 
Committee but that the council would have to pass an ordinance.  She added that if 
they recommended that course of action it could be inserted into the SRC’s final 
report. Mr. De Lozier then commented that the police chief had had this power 
before. Ms. Marousek corrected that the code only said that those passes were to 
be used for department heads for loading/unloading/delivery.  As a former 
employee, Mr. Girt noted that he had worked for the police department during that 
time and there had been wide use of those permits within the department for city 
vehicles.  Mr. De Lozier asked Mr. Girt why that went away and Mr. Girt noted that 
he had left the department by then so he did not know.  
 
Mr. Merrill reiterated that at the time parking enforcement had been trying to get 
a handle on the permits issued as they could not find any language in the code that 
authorized the use of the placards as they were being used at that time.  He 
restated that that was when the meeting with Asst. Chief Sutter occurred and 
parking was informed about the state audit that had occurred and that they would 
be discontinuing the use of the placards.  He added that the department had begun 
a parking code update/rewrite earlier in the month and they expect to be in front 
of City Council at the end of the year with a restructured parking code that will be 
easier to find and understand.  He stated that it could lead to the council requesting 
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that Parking Enforcement look at specific code provisions and that could be one of 
the provisions that they are asked to look at, whether it be that the Council get free 
parking at any meters or that it gives the City Manager some administrative 
authority to create other types of passes.  
 
Mr. Coblentz told the commission that he had written up a resolution that he would 
like in the minutes.  It stated: 
 

After an extensive discussion with “council members” their greatest need is to 
have relief from parking meters during their official business.  Therefore, the 
SRC strongly recommends to the City Manager that he direct the Vancouver 
Parking Authority to grant free parking permits to be issued to all council 
members and mayor.  These permits are valid throughout the City of 
Vancouver at all times.  These permits would expire at the end of each 
councilmembers term of office. 
 

Mr. Marousek stated that there was no reason that that statement could not be 
included in the SRC’s final report. Mr. Hemphill requested that the wording include 
the recommendation that the Council pass an ordinance to authorize the 
councilmembers and mayor to have free parking while on official business.   
 
Mr. Coblentz thanked Mr. Merrill for attending the meeting and sharing that 
information with the commission.  He then opened the floor for any questions for Mr. 
Merrill. Ms. Jameson asked if there are any controls that came out of the state 
audit.  Mr. Merrill stated that he didn’t know any more than what the Assistant Chief 
shared at that time. Mr. Girt added that the placards had been issued to the cars 
rather than individuals and that may have been part of the issue as that meant 
whoever was in the car had the placard and that lessened individual responsibility. 
Mr. Merrill then stated that they had also discovered that the placards were not just 
in the possession of police officers and department heads but in the possession of 
others as well.   
 
Mr. Hemphill asked the SRC if they were in agreement that the council members 
should be issued parking passes.  Mr. De Lozier asked how they get that into the 
record.  Mr. Hemphill said that part of the recommendation would be that the 
council pass an ordinance that parking permits be issued to councilmembers and the 
mayor when they are on official business.  Mr. Coblentz asked if Mr. Hemphill 
would like to make that a motion.  Mr. Hemphill said yes, he would. Mr. Coblentz 
then stated that his understanding was that the motion was to ask the council to pass 
an ordinance authorizing parking permits for council members while on official 
business. Mr. De Lozier seconded it. Mr. Coblentz asked if there was any more to 
discuss.  He also stated that the commission’s goal is to help council members with 



5 
 

parking as that appeared to be their greatest frustration. Mr. Hemphill added that 
it would not be a significant amount of money lost for the City and if only seven are 
issued there should not be an issue with tracking them. Mr. Coblentz called for a 
vote.  All commission members voted yes and the motion carried.  
 
Mr. Coblentz thanked Mr. Merrill. 
 
 

IV. Mayor/Council Testimony 
 
Mr. Coblentz then opened the Mayor/Council testimony portion of the meeting.  No 
council members were present.  However, Councilmember Jack Burkman submitted a 
written copy of his responses. Mr. Coblentz opened the floor for any comments and 
stated that it seemed that his answers were in line with the other council members 
who had spoken to the commission.  Mr. Coblentz also noted that he had been silent 
on the last question, whether or not the council/mayor should receive increases.  
 
There was no additional discussion and the Mayor/Council Testimony was closed. 

 
V. Communications 

a. Public Comments/Hearing 
 
Mr. Coblentz then opened the public hearing and comments portion of the meeting.  
 
Ms. Esther Schrader spoke, indicating that she was there as a representative of the 
Charter Review Committee which was meeting that evening at 6:00pm in the City 
Hall Aspen Conference room.  She stated that the first item on their agenda dealt 
with the Salary Review Commission and the calculation of mayor and council 
member salaries.  She stated that she was there to listen and learn and invite any 
of the members to attend the meeting even if they only attended that first portion.   
 
Mr. Coblentz thanked Ms. Schrader for her time. 
 
Paul Montague then introduced himself as a resident of Clark County.  He stated 
that over the past two years in particular he has had the opportunity to work with 
the mayor and the city councilmembers and other officials in Clark County and he 
had just learned of the Salary Review Commissions process.  He said that over the 
years he has considered running for mayor or council member in the City of 
Vancouver but the first thing that had been made clear to him was that he could not 
afford to work in any of those positions.  He indicated that he was aware that these 
are intended as part time positions but that as an individual and a father he could 
not afford to work at them without either another means of income or an employer 
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that would allow a great deal of flexibility in scheduling. He added that one of the 
things in his former role in Clark County that he worked on was how to develop a 
strong cadre of elected officials.  He stated that when they are discussing part-time 
legislatures it is difficult to get a good pool of candidates.  He expressed his belief 
that when Vancouver started this process as a city of 40,000 residents this type of 
legislature made sense but now the City is approximately 160,000, the fourth 
largest city in Washington and the second largest city in the metro area.  The 
question he wanted to ask the SRC and the Charter Review Commission was 
whether or not a part-time elected body is appropriate, and if it is, is it still 
appropriate to pay them at the level they are being paid at now.   
 
Mr. Montague stated that he has looked at the work that they do and he watches 
the mayor and the council members participate very effectively in other committees, 
joint committees, etc. and he would like to raise the question of whether this is really 
a part time job any longer.  He stated he is pleased with the work the City Council 
has done but knows that some of them struggle to make sure they put enough food 
on the table for their families and themselves.    
 
Mr. Coblentz asked if there were any questions for Mr. Montague.  There were no 
questions and the commission thanked Mr. Montague for his input and interest in the 
commission.   
 
Mr. Coblentz then asked if there were any more public comments.  There were no 
additional citizens to speak and Mr. Coblentz closed the public hearing. 

 
VI. New Business 

a. Discussion 
 
Mr. Coblentz opened the discussion on the issue before them, deciding the salaries 
of the mayor, mayor pro tempore, and councilmembers.  Mr. Coblentz agreed with 
Mr. Montague’s sentiment that the council’s work is impressive compared to what 
they are paid. Mr. Girt commented that he looked at the comparable cities and the 
City of Vancouver City Council commands higher salaries than many of the others.  
Mr. Hemphill added that except for strong mayor forms of government, the City 
salaries top the list of comparables.  Mr. Hemphill stated that he agrees with the 
sentiments of the councilmembers when they said that this was a public service but 
that it is also important to strike a balance. Ms. Jameson stated that the strong 
mayor forms of government that are running departments are also doing public 
service and they are also not paid what people in the private sector with similar 
jobs are being paid.  She stated that the City does not ask the mayor or city council 
members to lead departments or make those sorts of decision.  She stated that she 
believed it was informative that a councilmember had said that the job is like being 
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on a “board of directors” and that they are more of an oversight team to give 
policy direction.  
 
Mr. Hemphill concurred with Ms. Jameson and stated that that was why the City 
employs a City Manager to do the heavy lifting for the City.  Mr. Hemphill then 
addressed the rest of the commission to get a sense of what the other commission 
members believed they should do.  He noted that a decision must be reached next 
week. Mr. Coblentz added that the last pay raise for the council was in 2009 and 
he got the sense from the Ms. Ramras the previous week that the City’s financial 
footing has improved since then. 
 
Mr. De Lozier stated that after looking at the charts presented it appears that the 
revenues are up 8% which means that things are moving in the right direction.  He 
added that the commission hasn’t given the council an increase since 2009 and that 
it is now time to do something.  He believes that it will be harder to decide what to 
do if the commission does decide to give increases than if they do not.  He then 
requested that the SRC have a non-binding vote to see where members currently 
stood on the decision. He emphasized that he would like it to be non-binding as 
some members may believe that such a vote is premature. 
 
Mr. Hemphill then introduced the subject of Mayor Pro Tempore’s salary.  He stated 
that the mayor pro tempore was elected by the council, not by the people, and he 
does not believe that the mayor pro tempore should be paid additional monies for 
the position.  He said that the councilmembers made it clear that the public wants 
the mayor present, not a councilmember.  He stated that in his view all of the 
councilmembers, except for the mayor, should be paid the same amount.  Mr. 
Coblentz responded that the mayor pro tempore does have additional duties when 
the mayor is unable to attend events and meetings. 
 
Ms. Marousek requested that she be able to distribute minutes from the meeting in 
2008 when the commission decided to give a raise to the mayor pro tempore and 
believes that it will inform the commission members in their decision making.  She 
indicated it was in those pages that the 2008 SRC decided to implement a middle 
step for the position. Ms. Marousek made it clear that she was not advocating either 
way but rather that she believed it would be helpful in their discussion.  Mr. 
Coblentz stated that he viewed the additional monies as recognition that in the 
absence of the mayor, someone would have to step up and take on additional 
duties and responsibilities and that it was not a lot of money.  Ms. Marousek also 
informed the commission that in 2008 it was a 3-1-1 vote to create that middle 
mayor pro tempore step.   
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Mr. Hemphill added that in his experience with public boards, someone always 
stands in for the presiding official in their absence and that he has never 
encountered a situation in which there was an additional stipend for that.  He stated 
that he can see no overriding extra work over that of a councilmember. He also 
stated that it concerned him that the councilmembers chose the mayor pro tempore 
mostly on seniority and it is not a public vote.  He believes that they are simply a 
member of the council and they should be viewed the same way.   
 
Mr. Jameson asked Ms. Marousek if they had established a mayor pro tempore at 
a time that a mayor had been ill or unable to work. Ms. Marousek stated that the 
designation mayor pro tempore was part of the original City Charter.  Mr. Hemphill 
asked if the mayor resigns or cannot fulfill his duties if the mayor pro tempore 
would get the mayor’s salary. Ms. Marousek confirmed that that is how the charter 
is written.   
 
Ms. Jameson agreed with Mr. Hemphill’s point that on any committee, there is give 
and take to get things done and if somebody can’t make it someone else fills in and 
added that the mayor pro tem gets 12% more than the other council members and 
she does not believe that it is 12% harder of a job. Mr. Hemphill concurred. 
 
Mr. Girt asked if the commission chose to make the mayor pro tempore’s salary the 
same as the rest of the council, would the SRC have to raise the other council 
member’s salaries to that of the mayor pro tempore or lower the mayor pro 
tempore to the councilmember salary.  Ms. Marousek stated that they have had the 
question before if the commission can cut salaries.  She did not believe it has ever 
been done although it does get asked every so often.  Mr. Coblentz stated that he 
believed that they had asked that at the last commission and they were told that 
they could not cut salary. Mr. De Lozier added that they could not cut it now but 
they could make changes effective for the next elected cycle.  Ms. Watts asked 
how that would work as they are selected by the council. Ms. Marousek stated that 
the mayor pro tempore is selected after each election and remains in that position 
until the next election. She stated that if they were serious about a possible 
reduction, she would need to do more research on the subject.  Mr. Girt added that 
what the commission could do if they decided to give raises was to not give mayor 
pro tempore a raise and incrementally equal out the position salaries rather than 
deal with a reduction.   
 
Mr. Coblentz noted that he was considering a five percent salary increase. He 
indicated that he was not set on that but believed it would be a reasonable 
number. Ms. Jameson asked what the City was doing for employees.  Ms. Watts 
indicated that a sheet listing the raises given to city employees over the years had 
been included in the first packet given to the commission and she would need to 
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refer to that. She stated that in 2009/2010/2011 there were no increases, in 
2012 there was a 1.5% increase, in 2013 there was a1.5% and in 2014 there was 
a 2% increase to the general employee group. 
 
Mr. Hemphill stated if they drop the mayor pro tempore to the level of the council, 
move the council up a little to $1,800 and pay the mayor a little more at $2,300 
there could be a net change of six dollars a month in compensation but it would 
recognize the difference in the levels. He said that since the employees are getting 
minimal raises and some of the council members said they don’t want raises, he does 
believe they should be paid for this but that it is part time.  He stated that if they 
change the form of government that becomes a whole different story. He then 
added that the City has the highest salary of comparables and he does not feel 
that they should go too much further beyond that. He indicated again that he 
believed that the mayor pro tempore should be in line with the rest of the 
councilmembers.   
 
Mr. De Lozier stated that he had been looking for a trend in how the raises were 
given in the past. When he did that, he said he found that the councilmembers’ 
salaries have been growing at a much faster rate than that of the mayor. He 
indicated that he believes that there is some catching up that needs to be done.  Mr. 
Hemphill agreed and added that according to the chart, in 1997 the mayor made 
twice as much as a councilmember and now it is only 25% more; the councilmembers 
have been moving up much faster than the mayor and that is not right.  Mr. De 
Lozier said that he was considering an 8% increase as the revenues have gone up 
8%.  He stated that it sounds like a lot but when it’s put down on paper it would 
only be a small increase.  Mr. Hemphill also added that some of the members don’t 
take benefits but others do and that those benefits are worth something and that is 
still part of their compensation.  He continued that if they choose not to take it it’s 
their business but that is available to them.  Mr. De Lozier stated that he had asked 
Councilmember Turlay why he did not take the insurance and he had replied that he 
already had better insurance. 
 
Mr. Coblentz stated that he believed that the commission was in agreement that 
some sort of raise is warranted and the next step would be to decide what that 
percentage would be and how they flesh that decision out.  He stated that next 
meeting would be when they do that.   
 
Mr. Girt asked if the councilmembers are part of the PERS retirement system.  Ms. 
Watts replied that it is an option for them if they choose to take it and they pay the 
same rates as employees.  Mr. Girt clarified that that meant if a councilmember 
chose to participate in PERS they could draw retirement if they meet the 
requirements just as any other City employee.  Ms. Watts added that they also 
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have the option of going into the PERS 3 plan. Ms. Jameson then asked if they pay 
social security. Ms. Watts indicated yes.  Mr. Hemphill asked if they can participate 
in the 457 plan and Ms. Watts stated that they can put money in but there is no 
City match. Ms. Watts clarified that PERS requires five years to vest in the system, 
the equivalent of one and a half terms in council. 
 
Mr. Coblentz asked if there was any other discussion.  Ms. Marousek indicated that 
next week she would bring a blank ordinance with her for the commission.  Ms. 
Watts then asked how the motion made before on the ordinance gets to the right 
people. Ms. Marousek stated that it could be added to the final report and sent to 
Mr. Merrill as a recommendation as they are working on the parking ordinance.  
She stated they will workshop it with council and if council says no then that will be 
the end of it but if council supports it, it would not come into effect until the next 
cycle.  

 
Mr. Coblentz then asked if there was anything needed from staff.  Ms. Watts 
indicated she would draft the report and Ms. Marousek would bring the ordinance.  

 
VII. Adjournment 

 
Mr. Hemphill motioned to adjourn. Mr. Girt seconded the motion.  The meeting was 
adjourned. 
 
Action Items/Tasks: 
 
 


