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Salary Review Commission  
Regular Meeting and Public Hearing 
April 24, 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. 
 

II. Approval of Minutes – Meeting of April 17, 2014 
 

Mr. Coblentz opened the discussion of the approval of the previous meeting’s 
minutes.  He asked if there was a motion to adopt the minutes as printed.  Mr. 
Hemphill moved to approve the minutes as printed.  Ms. Jameson seconded the 
motion.   
 
Mr. Girt noted that on pg. 10, top paragraph, the minutes stated that council 
members required five years to vest in PERS retirement system, equivalent to two 
and a half terms in office.  Mr. Girt stated that if a council member term was four 
years, therefore five years to vest would be equivalent to one and a half terms in 
office. Ms. Watts concurred.  Mr. Coblentz asked for any other comments or a 
motion to correct the minutes.  Mr. Girt moved to correct the minutes.  Mr. Hemphill 
seconded the motion.  All commission members voted in favor of the correction. The 
SRC then voted on the adoption of the minutes led by Mr. Coblentz.  The minutes 
were adopted as correct. 
 

III. Communications 
a. Public Comments/Hearing 

 
Mr. Coblentz opened the public comments and hearing portion of the meeting.  
There were no public comments put forth. The public hearing was closed. 

 

MINUTES 

 
 
 
 
 



IV. New Business 
a. Discussion 

 
To begin new business, Mr. Coblentz requested that Mr. Girt report on the Charter 
Review Committee meeting he attended last Thursday, April 24th as a 
representative of the Salary Review Commission per the Charter Review 
Committee’s request.  
 
The Charter Review Committee asked Mr. Girt to give them an update on where the 
SRC was in their process and he provided the committee with that information.  Mr. 
Girt stated that the SRC was far down on the committee priorities as they are not 
considering a change in form of government and to affect the SRC that would be 
necessary.  Ms. Watts asked if the item was taken off of their priority list. Mr. Girt 
confirmed that the issue was off the table. 
 
Mr. Coblentz thanked Mr. Girt for representing the SRC and opened the floor for 
any questions on the issue.  There were no additional comments and Mr. Coblentz 
moved on to the discussion before the commission on the salaries of council 
members.   
 
Mr. Coblentz asked Ms. Marousek, in reference to previous conversations about the 
salary of the mayor pro tempore, if they are allowed to reduce salaries.  Ms. 
Marousek stated that an option for the council if they were inclined to reduce a 
salary would be to not give the mayor pro tempore a raise while increasing the 
other salaries.  Mr. Hemphill stated that he understood that they could not change a 
council salary mid-term but asked if the commission could set a salary to whatever 
they wanted after the current term expired for the next incumbent.  Ms. Marousek 
confirmed that that was correct. 
 
Mr. Hemphill remarked that his stance was not personal but rather philosophical.  
Ms. Jameson stated that for what she understood that job to be she did believe it 
was overly compensated.  Mr. Hemphill agreed and restated his belief that the 
second in command is another member of the council and does not do enough 
additional duties to warrant the difference in pay.  
 
Mr. Girt disagreed with Mr. Hemphill and Ms. Jameson.  He stated that the mayor 
pro tempore being elected by the council was no different than in any other level 
of government.  He remarked that it was unfortunate that they did not have a 
chance to hear from the mayor pro tempore but it is his understanding that that 
position is still at the behest of the mayor if the mayor cannot attend something so 
there are additional duties.  Mr. Hemphill noted that those duties are optional.   
Mr. Girt stated that he was in agreement that the differential between the mayor 
pro tempore and the council members was too high.  Mr. Coblentz stated that he 
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was of the opinion that the mayor pro tempore should be given additional salary 
but did also agree that the distance between the salaries are too wide.  He stated 
that he was in favor of increasing the councilmembers’ salaries and the mayor pro 
tempore but that the increase for the councilmembers would be more than the 
increase for the mayor pro tempore. The mayor would be even more.  He reminded 
the commission that in the last meeting they had discussed that the differential 
between the mayor and the councilmember’s salaries have shrunk over the years 
and they need to expand that differential a bit.   
 
Ms. Jameson stated that her concern over giving the council raises is that when they 
look historically at what has happened to City employees. Employees have had no 
raise or 2% raises and that has gone on for years. She stated that as good 
stewards of the City’s money and the money that is paid in taxes by the citizens she 
thinks that they need to be cautious about the percentage given. 
 
Mr. Hemphill stated that the three of the council members stated that they didn’t 
want raises, one was silent on the question, and three did not respond. He added 
that if the members are stating that they do not want raises, the commission should 
take their word for it and give a small increase perhaps, but nothing significant 
given the relatively insignificant raises given to the employees over the years.  He 
stated that the people that are working in the City are tied to the budget, revenues 
and other factors. He does not believe that the councilmembers should not in any 
way be tied to the revenues.   
 
Mr. Hemphill moved to set the council members’ salaries at $1,800 for the 
councilmembers and the mayor pro tempore and $2,300 for the mayor.  Mr. 
Coblentz asked if those were based on percentages.  Mr. Hemphill stated that he 
had deliberately stayed away from percentages. 
 
Mr. Coblentz stated that a 5% increase for the councilmembers would be $89.  He 
then gave his proposal that would be 5% increase for the council, a 2.5% increase 
for the mayor pro tempore, and a 7% increase for the mayor. Ms. Watts calculated 
that that would make the salaries $2,375 for mayor, $2,050 for the mayor pro 
tempore, and $1,870 for councilmembers.   
 
Ms. Jameson reiterated her belief that in order to be good stewards of City money 
the commission cannot treat councilmembers more favorably than City employees, 
particularly when data shows that they are adequately compensated. Ms. Jameson 
also stated her belief that the commission had already agreed somewhat that the 
mayor pro tempore salary should be closer to that of the councilmembers so she 
would not propose to give anything to that position.  She said that, if the commission 
gave raises to the councilmembers and did not give any increases to the mayor pro 

3 
 



tempore, over time the salaries would get closer together.  Mr. Coblentz noted that 
his proposal does bring the salaries closer together in percentage. 
 
Mr. Coblentz stated that the SRC has not given any raises to the city council since 
2009.  Mr. Hemphill then added that they are still some of the highest paid in the 
state and that they are at the top of comparable salaries.  As such, he stated that 
he would not want to increase the salaries substantially until the market increased 
as well and then it would be the time to adjust the salaries upward.   
 
In his proposal, Mr. Girt said that he was in agreement with the $1,800 for the 
salary, he would keep the mayor pro tempore where it currently stands, and that as 
council was going up $18 he would give the mayor $40 for a salary of $2,260.  
He noted that their proposals were close other than in regards to the mayor pro 
tempore.  Ms. Jameson stated that they couldn’t do anything about the mayor pro 
tempore now but that in the new cycle they could make the position a different rate. 
Mr. Hemphill indicated that there is no reasoning of why the increase to the mayor 
pro tempore happened four years and the step was inserted.   
 
Ms. Marousek stated that they had interviewed Pat Jollota, the mayor pro tempore 
at the time, in 2008 on what her duties were in addition to the council member 
duties.  She stated that there were a fair amount of discussion about it in the minutes 
and they raised the salary effective 2009.  Mr. Hemphill asked Ms. Marousek to 
confirm that the Salary Review Commission’s decisions would be effective 2015.  
Ms. Marousek confirmed. Ms. Jameson asked when the SRC would meet again. Ms. 
Watts stated that the commission would meet in 2016 for the 2017/2018 budget 
years. 
 
Mr. Coblentz reminded the commission that there was a motion on the floor and he 
had not heard a second to the motion. He said that if they did get a second for the 
motion it could be amended.  Mr. Hemphill restated the motion which would set the 
councilmember and mayor pro tempore salaries at $1,800 and the mayor’s salary 
at $2,300.  Ms. Jameson asked Ms. Watts what those amounts were in percentages.  
Ms. Watts replied that that would give the councilmembers a slightly over 1% 
increase, a decrease for the mayor pro tempore, and a 3.6% increase for the 
mayor.  Ms. Jameson asked if the City knew what would happen for employees in 
January.  Ms. Watts stated that they did not know and added that all contracts in 
the City would also be bargained this year.  Ms. Jameson asked to confirm that this 
year the general employees received 2%.  Ms. Watts confirmed. 
 
Ms. Jameson seconded Mr. Hemphill’s motion.  Mr. Coblentz then stated that the 
motion was open for amendment.  Mr. Girt moved to accept the proposal as it 
reads with the exception that the mayor pro tempore salary stay as it currently is.  
Mr. Hemphill seconded the motion.  Mr. Coblentz restated that the commission was 
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now discussing the councilmembers at $1,800, the mayor pro tempore at 2,000 and 
the mayor at $2,300.   
 
Mr. Coblentz asked for any additional discussion on it.  Mr. Hemphill stated that he 
believes that that amount for the mayor pro tempore is out of line with the duties 
and too far above the councilmembers. Mr. Hemphill added that the mayor pro 
tempore seemed to be based mostly on seniority. Mr. Coblentz disagreed, stating 
his belief that the mayor pro tempore does more work than the councilmembers do 
and therefore should be compensated accordingly.  Mr. Hemphill agreed that they 
did do more but not enough. Mr. Coblentz stated that he has seen the mayor pro 
tempore around the City more than he’s seen the mayor. Ms. Jameson asked who 
the mayor pro tempore currently was.  Ms. Watts stated that it was Larry Smith. 
 
Ms. Watts then provided the commission with information on hours worked which 
councilmembers had submitted in prior cycles. She stated that it was not exact as 
some members had not been clear about totals but that her information was as 
follows:  In 2008 the approximate hours per week were 30 hours for Harris, 20 
hours for Leavitt, 60 hours for Stewart, 30-60 hours for Pollard, and 30-40 hours 
for Smith.  In 2010 the approximate hours per week worked were 30-40 hours for 
Burkman, 35-40 hours per week for Smith (who was mayor pro tempore at that 
time), 40 hours for Harris, 23 hours for Hansen, and 20+ hours for Campbell.   
 
Ms. Jameson stated it wasn’t about the time they spent doing what they do but 
rather the difference in duties they are undertaking.  Mr. Hemphill agreed and 
stated that some people spent more time than others because they want to and 
others don’t but that the hours they spend are really optional.  Ms. Jameson said 
that based on everything she’s heard about the councilmembers and mayor pro 
tempore, she would suggest the mayor pro tempore should go to $1,900 rather 
than $1,800, a compromise to split the difference between the $1,800 put forth 
and $2,000 it is today.  Mr. Coblentz asked if they could lower the salary.  Ms. 
Marousek confirmed that she had said that they could but only after the current 
term is up.  Ms. Watts referred to Judy Zeider’s opinion in 2009 that stated that 
salary could be lowered but that it would not be effective until the next election 
cycle.  Mr. Girt then asked what if the same person was mayor pro tempore.  Ms. 
Marousek stated that every election set a new term.   
 
Mr. Hemphill asked how splitting the difference sounded to the commission.  Mr. Girt 
stated that he would be okay with that because he believes that the difference 
between the councilmembers and mayor pro tempore would still be too high if they 
kept the mayor pro tempore where it is now.  He stated that he had initially 
proposed to keep the mayor pro tempore salary the same in order to get 
incrementally closer to the councilmembers over the years.  
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Mr. Girt motioned to amend the amendment to change the mayor pro tempore’s 
salary to $1,900. Mr. Coblentz restated the new amendment in full that it would set 
the councilmembers salaries at $1,800, the mayor pro tempore salary at $1,900 
and the mayor at $2,300.  Mr. Coblentz then went on record to say that he was 
opposed to lowering the mayor pro tempore’s salary to $1,900 and he would vote 
against the amendment for that reason.   
 
Mr. Coblentz asked those in favor of the amendment.  Ms. Jameson, Mr. Hemphill, 
and Mr. Girt voted in favor of the amendment.  Mr. Coblentz voted no to the 
amendment. The amendment carried. 
 
Mr. Coblentz then stated that the motion now before the Salary Review Commission 
would set the councilmember salary at $1,800, the mayor pro tempore salary at 
$1,900 and the mayor’s salary at $2,300.   He opened the floor for any 
additional discussion.  There was no additional discussion. 
 
When put to vote, those in favor of the motion were Mr. Hemphill, Ms. Jameson, and 
Mr. Girt.  Opposed was Mr. Coblentz.  The motioned carried 3-1.  Mr. Ben De 
Lozier was absent from the meeting and therefore was unable to vote.   
 
Ms. Watts then referred to the draft final report distributed to the commission and 
stated that she would make the necessary amendments in rational for next week’s 
meeting and asked the commission if they agreed with the areas she had added to 
the document related to the parking concerns.  Mr. Coblentz asked if there was any 
way to put pressure on the council to pass the ordinance.  Ms. Marousek stated that 
someone from the commission could go to the meeting.  Ms. Watts asked if the 
ordinance would go to council.  Ms. Marousek stated that the ordinance would go to 
the Parking Committee now and then go to council.  She stated there is always a 
public hearing on the second reading of an ordinance.  Ms. Watts asked if the 
Parking Committee was open to the public.  Ms. Marousek stated that they were 
open to the public and the meetings are listed on the committee’s website. 
 
Mr. Coblentz stated that he felt that someone should champion the cause as that 
would be a big benefit to the council.  Mr. Hemphill and Ms. Jameson concurred. 
 
Mr. Coblentz thanked the staff for their assistance and reminded the commission 
that they would be meeting next Wednesday, April 30th to sign off on the final 
report and ordinance and that it would be a short meeting.  

 
V. Adjournment 

 
Mr. Hemphill motioned to adjourn the meeting.  Ms. Jameson seconded the motion. 
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