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Salary Review Commission 
Monday, February 1, 2016 
2:00 p.m. 
City Hall, Beech Conference Room 
 
 

I. Call to Order 
 
Meeting was called to order February 1, 2016 at 2:07 p.m.by Aline Babine in the Beech Conference 
Room at City Hall.  
 
Members Present: Barry Hemphill, Magan Reed, MarCine Miles, Thomas Hackett, Stan Girt 
Staff Present: Brent Boger, Assistant City Attorney, Aline Babine, Classification/Compensation Analyst, 
Debby Watts, Benefits Analyst, Alexis Bafus, Human Resources Assistant 
 
Public: George Francisco  
 
Ms. Babine opened the meeting by going around the room and asking everyone to introduce 
themselves. In addition to staff and commission members, attending the meeting was George 
Francisco wishing to speak during the public hearing about mayor and council salary. 
 
Prior to the oath, Mr. Boger provided an overview of the Salary Review Commission’s role and 
purpose as it is defined in the City of Vancouver charter.  He explained the commission was formed 
to prevent elected officials from having to vote on and approve their own salaries.  He gave the 
commission members a copy of “Knowing the Territory” which outlines legal guidelines for special 
purpose officials.   

 
II. Oath of Office 

 
Mr. Boger administered the Oath of Office for the three new members of the commission, Magan 
Reed, Thomas Hackett and MarCine Miles.  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. 
 

III. New Business 
 
a. Discussion of Open Public Meetings Act (OPMA) 
 
Mr. Boger continued his overview of the OPMA and potential violations, including serial meetings, 
unintentional deliberations and quorums in a social situation.  Mr. Hackett asked if calling multiple 
commission members to share one idea but not discussing what other said would be a serial meeting. 
Mr. Boger advised that it was an unclear situation, but that is would be something he would advise 
against.  Mr. Boger also summarized that while it’s not legally clear, social media is something that 
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could create violations if a quorum of members comment on the same article or thread on social 
media. Mr. Hemphill said violations would be avoided if all salary review discussion was limited to 
the meetings only because in the end, everything could be brought forward under OPMA and public 
records.   
 
The discussion then turned toward Open Government, Public Record and Privacy when Ms. Reed 
indicated that emails and texts would be subject to public records requests. 
 
b. Discussion of Open Government, Public Record, and Privacy 

 
Mr. Boger indicated that emails, texts, and personal notes taken during meetings and items 
posted to social media would be subject to public disclosure requests.  This would also include any 
information relating to Salary Review Commission business sent to a personal email address.  Ms. 
Babine suggested that if it hadn’t been done already, that the commission members should set up 
a separate email address specifically dedicated to commission business to avoid any public 
disclosure request issues in the future. Mr. Boger clarified that while items would likely be 
redacted if they weren’t related to official business, things like agendas, calendars and other 
items could still be subject to scrutiny.  Possible exceptions to public disclosure could include 
executive session, but it was unlikely to apply to the commission.  Mr. Boger also said violations of 
OPMA and public disclosure rules would result in violations, which in turn could potentially nullify 
any decisions made by the commission. Mr. Hackett asked if they needed to preserve any notes 
that they took during meetings, with Mr. Boger confirming that yes, they needed to keep them.  
He said they could transfer their notes to something electronic, but there needed to be a record of 
notes made at the meeting.  Ms. Reed and Mr. Boger also reinforced that while it’s unclear and 
always applicable, voicemails and texts could become subject to public disclosure so they needed 
to be kept for 60 days under the current law.  

 
c. Select a chairperson for the committee 

 
Mr. Hemphill suggested the commission select a Chairperson.  The previous chair of the commission 
no longer serving, Mr. Hackett nominated Mr. Hemphill.  There being no need for a second, the 
commission unanimously approved Mr. Hemphill to serve as Chair.  Mr. Hemphill thanked the 
commission and said he was not going to act under formalities, preferring collegiate conversation.  
He reiterated that it was his desire to keep commission discussions to the scheduled meetings, in 
order to avoid potential violations. Ms. Babine said that if there was anything that needed to be 
distributed to the group that she would be the contact point and would send everything out to 
everyone.  
 

IV. Communications 
 
a. Public hearing 

 
Mr. Hemphill opened the public hearing portion of the meeting and called for testimony.   

 
The floor was turned the floor over to Mr. George Francisco for comment. Mr. Francisco said he 
was present to talk about the current salary Vancouver elected officials receive.  He conducted 
research and handed out information to the commission on the nine largest cities in Washington, 
breaking down the salaries of the mayors in each of the cities. The salaries ranged from 
$183,000 in Seattle to $160,000 in Renton. He then divided the population in to their salaries to 
come up with a per person cost.  In Vancouver, the mayor’s salary breaks down to $.16 per 
person at the current annual salary of $27,600.  He believes that as the fourth largest city in the 
state, and with all the growth and economic development taking place that it was time to increase 
the salary of our elected officials in order to keep attracting quality leaders to run for office.  He 
pointed out that the mayor is frequently called to Olympia and Oregon for business and that 
often he is called away from his duties at his full-time job to perform his duties as mayor for 



Vancouver.  He said we are fortunate to have and to have had single or retired people serving 
as mayor in the past and that we can’t expect that to always be the case.  Mr. Francisco said it is 
his belief that in order to keep attracting quality candidates that salary should accurately reflect 
the amount of time that is necessary to conduct business as mayor or councilmember. As such, his 
suggestion is that we move the mayor’s salary to $.60 per person. 
 
Mr. Boger, reviewing the information handed out by Mr. Francisco, pointed out that the 
information wasn’t entirely comparable since most of the cities on the list were strong mayor cities, 
not city manager or city administrator cities.  This means the mayor doesn’t have administrative 
powers and can’t technically give orders to staff.  Administrative duties at the City belong to the 
city manager.  Strong mayor cities, which is the case for most cities in Washington, give those 
administrative duties to the mayor.  Mr. Boger used Washougal as an example stating that the 
city is a strong mayor form of government and their mayor, while serving a smaller city, still is 
compensated less than the mayor of Vancouver. 
 
Mr. Hackett asked if Seattle, Spokane and Tacoma were all strong mayor cities. Mr. Boger 
clarified that Tacoma isn’t, but Seattle and Spokane are. Mr. Hemphill said Renton was a strong 
mayor city as well. Mr. Boger said that most cities in Washington are strong mayor cities and, in 
Clark County, Vancouver, Battle Ground and Ridgefield were the only City Manager cities. 
 
Mr. Girt asked if changing the form of government to strong mayor was to take place, if that 
would need to be a charter change, and Mr. Francisco clarified that he’s not suggesting the form 
of government be changed. Mr. Hemphill said that while he related to the reality that the mayor 
and councilmembers work outside typical part time hours, and that we are a large and growing 
city, that a charter change would have to be made to make the position full time before they 
could compare the salaries in the research. 
 
Mr. Hackett clarified that it sounds more like Mr. Francisco was suggesting our mayoral 
commitments are bordering full time and it might be appropriate to consider a bump in salary to 
match the amount of work that is required, as to not limit those who might be interested in serving. 
 
Mr. Hemphill said it was an interesting discussion that if you’re an elected official and you have 
no job description you could potentially put in as much time as you wanted, so long as the 
minimum requirements were met.  Some would go above and beyond and others would come to 
meetings, and that would be the end of their service.  He doesn’t like the idea of attaching the 
amount of time spent on a job to the compensation.  In this case, they know the job, they know 
what it pays, and they can decide if it is something they want to do.  Acknowledging that 
$27,600 isn’t a lot of money, the official can decide how much they want to put in to the office. 
 
Ms. Reed said that while there is truth to the idea that salary could impact what kind of candidate 
is attracted to the position, that Vancouver is poised to have some significant development and 
that a lot of things are happening and will happen in the future, and that this will also play a 
factor in the type of person that might run, given the history of previous mayors. 
 
Ms. Miles agreed with Mr. Francisco and said we have been lucky with the quality of people 
we’ve had in the past and that we won’t always be able to count on a single mayor. Mr. Francisco 
clarified that he wasn’t here on behalf of the current mayor but rather using him as an example 
based on what he’s seen of the mayor’s activities on social media and in the news, and he said 
that if he were the mayor’s employer it would be grinding.  He also said that it’s not just the 
mayor and that all the councilmembers often put in more than part time hours, with all of them just 
attending an all-day retreat, with the exception of Councilmember Hansen, who had to leave 
shortly after arriving. 
 



Mr. Girt said that we have been fortunate to have the quality of mayor’s that we have had over 
the last 30 plus years.  He recalled that most of them have had jobs, with the exception of Mayor 
Pollard. 
 
Mr. Francisco thanked the commission for their time, and reminded the commission that the 
research he did reflected numbers from 2013. 
 
Mr. Boger then said it might be prudent for a more apples to apples comparison in this situation, 
comparing city manager – elected mayor cities.  A lot of cities have a council who elects the 
mayor that rotates, but they should be able to find direct elected mayor cities to use as 
comparisons.  He said during his career he worked for a city in California where they moved from 
a city manager city to strong mayor and at that time they doubled the mayor’s salary. 
 
Mr. Girt said he would like to have another comparison similar to the one in 2014, and said he 
believed that Vancouver was one of the higher paid salaries.   
 
Mr. Hackett asked if the commission was looking at other strong mayor or city manager cities and 
directly vs. rotating mayor cities, and if that was something they were able to ask for when 
looking at comparisons. 
 
Ms. Babine then gave out examples of what the commission used in 2014 for comparables with 
breakdowns on compensation, such as salary and healthcare benefits. 

 
Ms. Babine noted there was a letter submitted to the commission for consideration. 
 
The commission received one letter from Craig Angelo thanking them for their service and asking 
the commission to consider increasing the amount that the mayor and councilmembers received in 
compensation each year, citing that the city has grown in size, and the mayor and councilmembers 
are often called upon outside regular working hours, taking considerably more time to serve than 
the part time description, with meetings, events, community activities and appointments to boards 
and committees all over the region. For these reasons, quality candidates might be discouraged 
from running, given that they would likely not be able to live on current compensation while fully 
engaging in council business and also keeping other work. 
 
Mr. Hackett asked about whether they could see copies of Mayor Leavitt’s calendar for review to 
see how much time was spent on city business. 
 
Mr. Boger said it was public record and something they would be able to provide to the 
commission. 
 
Ms. Babine also gave examples of previous research requests, and indicated that if they wanted 
to close the public hearing, she could give them all of the previous commission’s research and get 
a list of what the commission would want for this year. 
 
Mr. Hemphill, receiving no further comment, closed the public hearing. 

 
  

b. Commission 
 

i. Schedule next meetings 
 

Meetings for the Salary Review Commission decided on setting four additional meetings to the 
first and were set as every other Wednesday.   
Commission meetings are scheduled as follows: 
 



Wednesday, February 17, 3:30 pm 
Wednesday, March 2, 3:30 p.m. 
Wednesday, March 16, 3:30 p.m. 
Wednesday, March 30, 3:30 p.m. 
 
Meetings will be held at City Hall, in the Birch or Aspen Conference rooms unless otherwise noted.   
 
Ms. Babine confirmed that meetings will be advertised on the city website, as well as social media 
and The Columbian. 
 

ii. Research/information requests 
 
Ms. Miles confirmed that the commission was reviewing the mayor, mayor pro tempore and 
councilmembers salaries, since they had really only referenced the mayor during the meeting. 
 
Mr. Hemphill noted that there isn’t an incumbent for mayor pro tem, and that that position has 
been making more than other councilmembers.  He explained that the mayor pro tempore is a 
position that is appointed to one councilmember by the others and confirmed by vote.  He went on 
to clarify that the job is the same, with some exceptions, such as presiding over meetings when the 
mayor is absent and attending more events when the mayor is unavailable. 
 
Mr. Hackett asked if the council received an extra stipend beyond their salary when they 
attended meetings or conducted additional business.  It was clarified that council didn’t receive an 
additional stipend, but that they did receive per diem when they traveled on official business to 
cover expenses while in travel. 
 
Ms. Hemphill asked the commission if they had any specific research requests, at which time, Ms. 
Babine gave out other examples of what the last commission asked for. 
 
The commission, after discussion, requested equitable comprables, including border towns similar 
to Vancouver-Portland, and comparable salaries for direct elect and rotating mayors, formatted 
into excel.  The commission also requested information on what the city has provided for 
employees as well for the last couple years, reflecting benefits and pay increases.  They also 
requested updated budgets for training and travel, broken down into line items. 
 
Mr. Hemphill asked if they would be inviting councilmembers to attend meetings as before.  
 
Mr. Hackett said he would like to have conversations with each of the councilmembers to get their 
take on the volume of work versus the compensation they receive, as well as get a better idea of 
how their elected office impacts their work, family and other commitments. 
 
Mr. Hemphill and Mr. Girt explained that during the last session the council was almost unanimous 
in saying they didn’t want to receive additional compensation, but the commission made a decision 
to round up their pay.  The argument from council was that employees hadn’t received much over 
the last few years, and they didn’t want the perception to be that while employees sacrificed, 
elected officials would be getting raises. 
 
Ms. Babine said there was a questionnaire that has been used in the past that the commission 
could edit and send out again to get a reading on the desire of the council.  Ms. Miles clarified 
that they could add to the questionnaire if they needed to, with Ms. Babine confirming that they 
could. 
 
Mr. Hackett also asked if they could have copies of what the previous commissions have done, 
requesting minutes from previous meetings.  He also requested supplemental materials from 
previous commissions. 



 
Ms. Babine said most of the information was available on the website, but that she would send out 
the supplemental information, as that is not posted.  She said she would also send a copy of the 
questionnaire so it could be discussed at the next meeting. 
 
Mr. Hackett asked if Mr. Hemphill and Mr. Girt would be open to sharing more about their 
experience from their previous service on the commission.   
 
Mr. Girt and Mr. Hemphill said they received pushback from council when they proposed to 
increase salaries, and the council didn’t want it because of the perception it created.  The increase 
was negligible, mostly rounding up to even out numbers.  There was only one councilmember who 
sent a negative letter, the mayor pro tempore at that time, as there was a suggestion to reduce 
the mayor pro tempore salary. The mayor pro tempore felt he did a lot in his role on council, but 
the commission was focused on the salary and job, not the person serving in that role. 
 
At 3:17 p.m., the commission was moved to the Birch conference room.  Ms. Babine said meetings 
would be held in the Birch or Aspen conference room in the future to accommodate citizens who 
would like to attend. 
 
Mr. Hackett asked that Mr. Hemphill and Mr. Girt continue to share their experience from their 
previous commission experience. 
 
Mr. Hemphill said the commission had dialog about salaries and if they should be reduced, stay 
the same, or be increased, and that they listened to citizens and each other.  They had to make a 
decision about the mayor, mayor pro tempore and councilmember’s salary, and they were the 
final authority, emphasizing that the Salary Review Commission has a lot of authority within the 
framework of the charter. 
 
Mr. Girt said there was also an issue of the Salary Review Commission conflicting with the Charter 
Review Committee at the time, and that created a problem because the Charter Review 
Committee was considering a proposal to disband the Salary Review Commission, and that the 
members of the Charter Review were proposing that council have the authority to vote on their 
own salaries.  He said he was nominated to go speak with them, and after discussion, the Charter 
Review Committee decided not to move forward with that recommendation.   
 
Mr. Hackett raised the question from the letter the commission received during the public hearing, 
which was raising the salary enough to attract a higher quality candidate.  Mr. Hemphill and Mr. 
Girt said they didn’t think that was the case, at least in their last experience on the commission, 
and that they have never had an issue attracting quality people to run for office.  Mr. Hemphill 
said he believed that people who run, run to serve, not to get paid.  They are invested in their 
community and want to make a difference.  Mr. Hackett asked if they thought that increasing 
salary would still attract those who want to make a difference, but also open it up to more 
people who would be able to serve if they were paid more because they wouldn’t have to worry 
about whether they could afford to serve.  Mr. Boger intervened and said that most local and 
state elected officials are part time and are paid as such.  Mr. Hackett asked if that kind of 
research had been done and what kind of data was available.  Mr. Girt stated that paying more 
could potentially create a situation where a high salary also attracts a candidate that isn’t as 
interested in public service as they would be the money that could be made. 
 
Mr. Girt and Mr. Hemphill said the commission had continued discussions about the items on the 
agenda; they came to consensus and took a vote to increase salaries. 
 
Ms. Miles then said the reception in the community to the previous commission’s decisions was 
mixed, and that there was concern about the council being compensated fairly for the work they 
do. 



 
Mr. Girt and Mr. Hemphill said that was to be expected, and there was probably mixed review 
even within the commission itself, but that again, those who ran knew what the job was and what 
they would be getting paid.  They received input from those serving saying they were 
compensated enough and that the purpose of the office was to serve.  The commission’s decisions 
would carry for two years, at which point a new commission is formed to set the salary for the 
next two years. 
 
Ms. Reed asked what kind of public outreach and advertising was being done to let the public 
know that the commission was meeting, so that the public had an opportunity to provide their 
input. Ms. Babine responded by sharing with the commission that the announcements, agendas and 
minutes were all posted online, that meetings were announced in The Columbian and shared 
through the City’s communications department.  Ms. Reed asked if she could share via social 
media about the meetings, to which Mr. Boger replied that she could, but that conversation could 
be subject to public disclosure and responses from the commission could potentially violate OPMA. 
 
Mr. Hackett asked if the questionnaire could be sent to other municipalities and elected officials to 
get a more robust idea of what others were getting paid and how they felt about their 
compensation.  Ms. Babine said she could send the questionnaire to anyone the commission 
wanted it sent to. 
 
Ms. Babine, citing time, asked for a summary of what research the commission would like to have 
for their next meetings.  She said there would be a budget update, questionnaire for review, and 
comparable data sheets.   
 
Mr. Hackett asked whether or not any decisions would be made at any of the meetings, in the 
event someone had to miss one.  Ms. Babine said the commission wouldn’t be making any decisions 
until April, and that if it was determined the commission needed more meetings beyond what had 
already been decided, that they had some room to add more before a decision was due in May.  
She also indicated that in the event that someone wasn’t able to attend, they would have the 
option of calling in. 
   

V. Adjournment 
 
There being no further discussion, Mr. Hemphill adjourned the meeting at 3:55 p.m. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


