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Salary Review Commission  
Regular Meeting and Public Hearing 
February 17, 2016 
3:30 pm 
City Hall Building, 2nd Floor, Birch Room 
 
 

I. Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order by Chair Barry Hemphill at 3:35 p.m. 
 
Members present: Barry Hemphill, Stan Girt, Thomas Hackett, MarCine Miles, Magan 
Reed.  
Staff present: Aline Babine, Classification/Compensation Analyst, Alexis Bafus, Human 
Resources Assistant, Brent Boger, Assistant City Attorney 
 

II. Approval of Minutes – Meeting of February 1, 2016 
Chair Hemphill opened the floor for commission members to bring forward any 
changes, edits or modifications for the minutes of the February 1 meeting.   
 
Seeing none, Mr. Hemphill made a motion for their approval.  Motion seconded by 
Ms. Reed and passed unanimously. 
 

III. Communications 
a. Public Comments/Hearing 
 
Mr. Hemphill opened the meeting for public comments and public hearing. Seeing no 
public present, and no new correspondence received from the public for consideration, 
public hearing was closed. 

 
IV. New Business 

a. Review information on comparable Washington cities 
 
Mr. Hemphill started discussion regarding research conducted comparing Vancouver to 
other large cities in Washington in relation to what elected officials are paid.   
 
Ms. Babine provided the commission with a recap of the comparables.  Cities included 
in the comparison include: Spokane, Kent, Tacoma, Bellevue, Federal Way, Yakima, 
Spokane Valley, Bellingham, Renton, Kirkland, Kennewick, Lakewood, Olympia, Pasco, 
Richland and Shoreline.  She explained that the last commission requested extended 

MINUTES 



and expanded comparables to include cities that was not limited to city manager 
forms of government.  
 
Of the cities included in the survey, only Bellevue, Yakima, Spokane Valley, Kirkland, 
Kennewick, Lakewood, Olympia, Pasco, Richland and Shoreline are city manager 
forms of government, and therefore, the closest comparables.  The Mayor of 
Vancouver currently receives $2,300 a month and Councilmembers receive $1,800.  
The average salary for a Mayor in a city with a city manager form of government is 
$1,413, with the average Councilmember salary being $1,467.  Vancouver is 163% 
above the average for Mayors and 123% for Councilmembers. 
 
Ms. Reed asked for confirmation that Bellevue is the closest in population to Vancouver 
for cities with city manager forms of government and noted that we are the only large 
city in Washington that doesn’t have a strong mayor form of government. 
 
Ms. Babine informed the commission that both Bellevue and Yakima operate under a 
rotating, not direct-elect mayor system, where the mayor is elected as a 
councilmember and chosen to serve as mayor by the rest of council.   
 
 
b. Review internal data 
 
Mr. Hemphill asked for clarification on the City of Vancouver salary increases sheet 
regarding different unions and non-union salary increases.   
 
Ms. Babine gave an overview of the breakdown between of the increases, and noted 
that in 2015  AFSCME, OPEIU, and the Joint Coalition union salary tables were 
reviewed and compared against the market, so there was no standard percentage 
adjustment, and classifications were evaluated and brought up to appropriate market 
rate.  Some classifications were on target, some slightly below market, and some much 
further behind market.  Non-union positions received a 2.5% across the board increase    
 
Ms. Reed asked about the Boards and Commissions page that lists which boards and 
commissions each councilmember sits on, asking if attendance and participation were 
mandatory as representatives of the City of Vancouver. Ms. Bafus confirmed that City 
of Vancouver participation is required. Ms. Babine added that an additional board is 
being added for 2016, The Strategic Plan Oversight Committee, which would be 
chaired by Mayor Pro Tem McEnerny-Ogle, and it’s absence from the spreadsheet 
was because the Committee hasn’t been established yet. 
 
Mr. Hemphill asked for clarification regarding council on the pension boards, and Ms. 
Babine and Mr. Boger said that Councilmember Turlay participated on those boards, 
but wasn’t sure about Mayor Pro Tem participation, as indicated on the spreadsheet. 
That will be reviewed and reported back. 
 
Ms. Miles asked about the budget spreadsheet, and Ms. Babine pointed out the travel 
budget for council this year is significantly larger this year than what is typical, due in 
part to a best practices trip that is being planned for 2016.  The travel budget for 
council in 2016 is $44,500, and it is typically half.  Ms. Miles asked if the extra 



allotment for best practices was to allow council to attend conferences and exchange 
ideas.  Ms. Bafus explained the trip this year was to give council an opportunity to 
travel to research, experience and gain information from cities that have successfully 
implements projects or programs similar to those being considered by council.  It was 
also explained that this is not a typical travel year for council, and these funds, as well 
as previous and future travel budget is a pool for council to split among themselves in 
whatever way they deem appropriate.      

 
c. Review old Council questionnaire 

 
Mr. Hemphill turned the conversation to the council questionnaire, asking if the form 
was the same questionnaire presented to the commission for review in 2014, and it 
was confirmed to be the same form, presented to this commission for edits and 
additional questions.  A completed and updated questionnaire was to be sent to 
council February 19, 2016. 
 
Noting that in 2014, the only returns on the questionnaire came from Councilmembers 
Jack Burkman, Anne McEnerny-Ogle, and a delayed response from then Mayor Pro 
Tem Larry Smith, with Councilmembers Hansen and Councilmember McEnery-Ogle 
attending a meeting to testify in person. 
 
Ms. Babine said she was ready to send the questionnaire out whenever the commission 
was comfortable with the format.  
 
Ms. Reed suggested they include a question about how much the compensation was a 
factor in deciding to run for office.  
 
Mr. Hemphill said he wasn’t convinced it was necessary to ask how much they spend in 
their role as a councilmember, that the position lent itself to personal discretion, 
allowing each person to spend as much or as little time as they wanted in their role.  
Ms. Miles said it was a question that she would like to see remain, that it would be 
good information to have. Mr. Hemphill said he was agreeable, as long as it was kept 
in mind that the idea is to review the position, not the person. 
 
Ms. Reed asked if there could be a clause in the questionnaire that allowed council to 
come speak to the commission as well, and Ms. Babine said they were given that 
option and that they could be invited to the next meeting if it was the desire of 
commission. That invitation was agreed to be a good idea, so councilmembers were 
invited to attend the commission meeting March 2, 2016.   
 
Mr. Hackett raised the question regarding the value in the questionnaire and whether 
the returning members of the commission felt that they were going to get valuable 
answers, to which Mr. Hemphill said no, and that they were more likely to get better 
responses from seeing the councilmembers in person. 
 
Ms. Babine reminded the commission that each councilmember might have a different 
perspective on what other positions’ value was, and Ms. Miles asked if that was a 
question that could be included.It was determined after discussion that there would be 



questions that addressed all three positions of councilmember, mayor and mayor pro 
tem. 
 
Mr. Hackett reiterated that during his conversation with Mr. Angelo, there was concern, 
in particular for the mayor, that time and adequate compensation were not being 
addressed.  Mr. Angelo is of the idea that the position of mayor has been something 
that has evolved over the years, and that it has become something that is actually full 
time between meetings and community events, and therefore, the mayor should be 
compensated as such, but that what council earns remains appropriate. 
 
Mr. Hemphill and Mr. Girt said there was similar conversation during the last 
commission session.  Currently council makes 87% of the mayoral salary, up from 42% 
in 1983, but the reasoning for the gap closure wasn’t clearly documented anywhere. 
 
Ms. Babine, clarifying what the questionnaire would include, asked how they wanted 
the questions presented. Ms. Miles said she was concerned about not addressing the 
additional work from the mayor pro tem, and wanted to make sure it was included.  It 
was discussed and decided that it would be sure to be included, and there would be 
three categories of consideration: councilmembers, mayor pro tem and mayor. There 
would also be a question of whether compensation was a consideration in the decision 
to run for office. 
 
There was discussion about whether there needed to be a question about mileage, 
parking and reimbursements for travel and meetings, but it determined to not be 
included.  This conversation led to the question about whether there was something that 
could allow for council and the mayor to park for free when downtown on city 
business. Mr. Boger said that was something already under consideration by the 
Parking Advisory Committee, and it was outside the purview of the Salary Review 
Commission to grant free parking, but they could make that recommendation to 
Parking. 
 
Mr. Hackett said he believed that the questionnaire would be more valuable with only 
three or four questions as opposed the current seven. After discussion, Ms. Babine 
clarified that the commission wanted to make sure they asked how many hours each 
position required each week, how much time the councilmembers believed their 
collegues spent on council business each week, and do they think they are adequately 
compensated to attract a diverse pool of candidates.  Discussion followed regarding 
what diverse meant and what that could be construed to mean, leading to the question 
being reworded to remove diverse.  Ms. Babine said she would put the questionnaire 
together to ask the questions she thought they wanted to ask, and she would send it 
out to the commission for review, asking that they only respond to her to avoid a serial 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Hackett then drew attention back to the idea that the mayor should get 
significantly more than the other members since most people view the mayor as the 
head of the city and that that position was the one that was asked to attend events 
and participate in economic development and surrounding growth.  He said that in 
order for someone to provide for their family and devote the appropriate amount of 
time that they needed to be paid a full time rate, or they would really be unable to 



participate in the way that has come to be expected from the mayor.  Mr. Girt and 
Mr. Hemphill disagreed, saying it was really more of a volunteer position, and if 
someone wanted to be mayor, they would find a way to make it happen, and in fact, 
the opposite could happen and you might get someone who gets paid more but 
doesn’t actually do more work.  The question was also brought up that if we paid 
someone more, would that mean we would set an expectation of how much time 
someone spent in the mayoral role, and if so, would we be expecting them to make 
arrangements with their place of primary employment to accommodate their city 
duties, which would really be an issue for the charter.  Mr. Hemphill also reminded the 
commission that the Council is a legislative body, not administration, which is why we 
have a city manager and staff.  Mr. Hackett stated again that it was his belief that the 
mayor should receive a significant bump.   

  
The commission discussed whether it would be a good idea to contact councilmembers 
individually, but it was determined that it wouldn’t be a good idea and might lead to 
unintentional serial meetings. 
  
d. Discussion 

 
Mr. Hackett said that after having conversations with former mayor Royce Pollard and 
Craig Angelo that it was his thought that the mayor was not being compensated at the 
appropriate level for the amount of time and work that goes into being the mayor of 
Vancouver.  He said he learned during the course of his conversations that the City of 
Vancouver used to compensate council and the mayor to correct the financial deficit 
created by local travel, time away from work, and wear and tear on vehicles and that 
Mr. Pollards overall view was that people ran for mayor with the understanding that it 
was largely volunteer service. Mr. Hackett also said there was conversation about 
council receiving city credit cards to pay for incidentals when they were meeting away 
from city hall. Ms. Bafus clarified that the city credit cards were no longer issued to 
council, with the exception of the mayor, and that certain meal and travel polices had 
been updated to exclude the purchases of coffee and lunches while meeting locally 
for city business, with few exceptions.  It was further explained that council would be 
compensated for mileage, meals and travel when traveling outside the area. Mr. 
Boger added that council has an obligation to report certain costs and items over 
$50.00 to the IRS and Public Disclosure Commission depending on what was spent and 
how.  Ms. Miles asked for a clarification on what the city is able to pay for, and if that 
includes community events and fundraisers, to which Ms. Bafus said that community 
events were typically paid for by the city unless it was an event that was excluded, 
usually including events that were alcohol based, though that was not the only 
exclusion. 
 
Mr. Boger suggested that since there is little information to compare to Vancouver in 
the local area, that other cities outside of Washington be considered.  Cities that are 
roughly the same size, share a comparable cost-of-living, and have the same form of 
government.  The idea was approved by the commission for inclusion at the next 
meeting. 
 
 

V. Adjournment 



There being no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned by Chair Hemphill at 
4:59 p.m. 

 
 
 
 


