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	File Minutes:
	Speaker:
	Comments:

	0:00
	Chair

Johnson 
	Welcomes the Commission to the meeting (Saathoff is participating by conference call) and turns the floor over to Wilson who will be presenting data on the fiscal impact of their recommendations.  

	0:19
	Sue Wilson
	Explains the fiscal impact spreadsheet which has been developed with help from both the Budget Management Office in the Department of Administrative Services and the Judicial Department (EXHIBIT A).  The sheet takes the amount of the tentative salaries and includes them in the 2009-2011 budget and figures in any other additional costs that need to be budgeted for. 

For the executive and legislative branches the total is $838,000.  The judicial branch is $8.2 million.  In total the amount is $9,120,837

Wilson then explains that there is a column on the far right which is labeled “current annual expense allowance”.  In the past the Commission has been made aware of the fact that the Governor receives a $1,000 a month and the other elected officials of the executive branch receive $250 a month as an expense allowance.  
This expense amount is actually processed through the payroll system.  The receiving official pays taxes on that money and it counts towards social security but not towards the Public Employees Retirement System (PERS).  The current law has within it statutes which say here is the salary and here is the expense allowance which has now been repealed and will take effect next year.  She comments that the Commission can do something if they chose to or they can also chose not to do something.  

If the expense allowance is included in their recommended salary it reduces the fiscal impact.


	4:45
	Scott

Dawson 
	Questions if part of the salary increase will go into the expense allowance.


	5:02
	Wilson
	Comments that is an option.  The expense allowance will not continue unless the group chooses to do something.

	5:17
	MardiLyn Saathoff
	Asks if the expense allowance can be used for anything other then state expenses.  She then asks if the elected officials are accountable for how they spend it during the month.


	5:40
	Wilson 
	Answers no. Explains it is an un-vouchered amount that is given every month in the form of a check.

There is no requirement for how it is spent and they get the check every month.

  

	6:06
	Saathoff
	Asks that in addition to the expense allowance if the elected officials are reimbursed for expenses that fall with certain categories.

  

	6: 16
	Wilson 
	Explains that is the case but the money is also used to cover expenses which might not be reimbursed.


	6:30
	Saathoff
	Explains that was her point, the money may be used for expenses and for things which are not reimbursed.  



	6:45
	Wilson 
	Answers that’s right and explains if the Governor wants to take someone for a business lunch he will not be reimbursed for that.


	6:53
	Saathoff
	Explains the difference between those things that would be covered by an expense account and the things which are reimbursed.  Generally an elected official would get reimbursed for mileage when they go to a conference, and pay out of pocket for food.  The state is limiting about what it pays for.



	8:13
	Dawson 
	Asks who makes that decision about the expense allowance.


	8:17
	Wilson 
	Explains that before the decision was set in law, but now it has been repealed.


	8:34
	Saathoff
	Explains that the current salary for the Governor is $93,600 but there is the separate, un-vouchered expense amount of $12,000.  We’re increasing the salary to $130,000 which will either include the expense amount in it or they will have to add an expense amount.  Her opinion is that since it is un-vouchered, it should be treated as salary.  



	10:12
	Wilson 
	Reminds the Commission that when they were originally looking for comparator states for the executive branch they did not include that amount as salary.


	10:32
	Richard Scherer 
	Questions if that money is not determined by the Legislature.


	10:41
	Wilson 
	Explains that it was set by the Legislature in the past, now the Legislature has asked the Commission to set the salaries and they can also make recommendation on the expense amount.  



	10:59
	Saathoff 
	Comments that they can’t change what the State is willing to reimburse. 
 

	11:42
	Dawson 
	Comments that for the Governor, who has the largest expense account, that this is proportionately a bigger deal.  



	12:03
	John

Hemann 
	Comments on the statutory authority of the Commission which bestows on them the power to make recommendations on annual salary.  He believes that the only way they have the right to comment on the expense amount is if they consider it as a part of salary.  The expense allowance will end with the coming on the new biennial budget unless the Legislature votes to restore it.  Hemann explains he has a hard time trying to link the expense amount into the work of the Commission.


	13:09
	Anna

Mehrer
	Questions if un-vouchered expenses are taxed. 



	13;13
	Wilson 
	Wilson had recently received clarification that the amount is taxed and goes through the payroll system.

 

	13:40
	Saathoff
	Comments that to her the expense account is salary.  It doesn’t mean that elected officials are getting enough salary.  We could exclude it if there are no good comparatives.


	14:28
	Jan

Dean 
	Argues that it is not a part of salary.  The Legislature will have an opportunity to address the expense allowance whether they choose to recommend it or they chose to exclude it. 



	15:09
	Scherer 
	Agrees with Dean.  Recommends asking what that money is used for.  Suggest they leave it alone.


	16;18
	Mehrer
	Comments that they are considering total compensation so they should consider it.  


	16:37
	Saathoff 
	Agrees.  If they don’t consider it how do they answer questions about the new salary?  If they add the expense amount of $1,000 a month it is an extra $12,000 a year.  The average person does not have $1,000 to use as they wish and the commission will have to answer to that issue.
  

	17:48
	Hemann 
	Comments the expense amount ends in 2009 and then the Commission’s recommendations will be started.  They could state that they are aware of that amount but they could not validly set it as that goes beyond their duties in a footnote in their report. 
Questions if they start making recommendations about expense allowances then why not start making recommendations about other fringe benefits.


	19:07
	Saathoff
	Responds that is because those other benefits are not taxable.  She then comments that these recommendations are going to be hard for the Legislature to pass.  If the Commission makes a recommendation of a salary of $130,000 for the Governor the Legislature will not add an expense amount to that.  .   
 

	19:54
	Barbara

Fredericks 
	Reads from the law that created the Commission and the repealed law that had set the salary of the Governor before. Comments that she is not sure if that expense amount is considered a benefit.  

Saathoff comments that it is a benefit.

Fredericks comments if it is a benefit then it is something they need to consider.  

	21:53
	Saathoff
	Comments that they can stay with $130,000 but say that the expense amount is included in that.


	22:16
	Swadener 
	Doesn’t believe that they can predict what the Legislature will do about the expense amount.


	22:41
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments that whether the expense account goes away or not they are still recommending the $130,000, that amount was not based on the existence of an expense allowance.


	23:04
	Mehrer
	Wonders what the Legislature is considering doing with that amount.


	23:50 
	Wilson 
	Questions if the Commissioners want this discussion included in the report. Do they want to comment on the fact that the expense amount is going away?


	24:07
	Chair

Johnson 
	Recommends that they included a footnote that states they are aware of the expense amount and that it is going away July 9th of 2009.  She asks if everyone is in agreement with that.   



	24:26
	Dawson 
	Comments that if they do that they are not taking a stand though.


	24:33
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments that it confirms that they were aware of the expense account and took it into consideration but that Dawson is right, it doesn’t make a significant difference.


	24:54
	Dawson 
	Comments that if we don’t renew it then the expense amount is coming out of the elected officials’ salaries.  Comments that philosophically salary and an expense amount are two different things.  They should consider a stronger statement, that the expanse amount be continued or it will affect the salary increases they are recommending.


	25:49
	Hemann 
	Agrees with Dawson’s statement.


	26:20
	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks if there is agreement on the fact they should add into the report that they are aware of the expense amount and the fact that it is ending, and that they recommend it be continued. 
 

	27:10
	Mehrer
	Questions why make that distinction.  The Commission does not know if it will be renewed or not.  



	27:28
	Chair

Johnson 
	Answers because they don’t know and that is why they are recommending it, so that amount is not taken from the recommended salaries.  If the expense amount goes away it would have a direct impact on the salary increases they are recommending.  
She asks if someone wants to make a motion.  

Wilson will enter something into the draft report about the issue and then they can change it later.  They can make their recommendation contingent upon the expense amount and have it adjusted if the expense amount is canceled.  



	29:33
	Mehrer
	Questions if it would be possible to make their recommendation contingent upon what ever expense amount the legislature approves.



	30:12
	Fredericks 
	Comments that would be passing the buck and not dealing with their responsibilities.  



	30:50
	Mehrer
	Comments that it is actually a taxable discretionary fund.  Argues that they need to look at it.  



	31:08
	Saathoff
	Comments that taxable money which is given to the elected officials for their use is a benefit; the State confuses it by calling it an expense account.  She explains the differences between both.  She explains it is a benefit because it is a $1,000 free and clear to spend how ever they want, although there are expectations that it will be spent on certain things.  



	32:28
	Chair

Johnson
	Comments that the commission would like to see the expense allowance as a vouchered expense allowance.



	32:40
	Saathoff 
	Comments that she is fine with the direction the commission is going with this.  



	32:58
	Fredericks
	Comments that if the expense amount is ended it diminishes their recommendations.



	33:17
	Mehrer
	Comments that the elected officials are still getting an increase.

	33:20

	Saathoff 
	Comments it will diminish all their salaries though.

	33:44
	Dawson 
	Comments that the expense accounts are even more important now because no one can buy them anything, such as dinner or lunch. 

 

	33:52
	Saathoff 
	Agrees they should include a stronger foot note. 



	34:32
	Chair

Johnson
	Asks Wilson if everything is set on the issue of the expense account.  Asks if it is okay to move onto the commission’s draft report.



	35:03
	Wilson 
	The draft report has been handed out before the beginning of the meeting (EXHIBIT B), but now the commissioners turn their attention to it.  Wilson comments that the latest version is a little different from the ones the commissioners received in the mail.  The commissioners start to make suggestions both on content and format as to what should be changed or added.  



	35:22
	Hemann 
	Asks if in the future they can receive executive editions with red lines to track changes.



	35:50
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments that page numbers need to be added. 



	35:53
	Wilson 
	Asks Johnson for directions.  Asks the Commission what types of things they want to talk about.  Explains that later they will address editing and wordsmithing.  Asks if there are things that are not in there that need to be included.   



	37:18
	Saathoff 
	Asks if they will put together a working group before they leave today to work on the draft report.  



	37:29
	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks if they need 6 people, a quorum for the work group.  Members of the Commission answer “no”.   



	38:28
	Wilson 
	Comments she would like to get feedback to give to the working group.



	38:34
	Hemann 
	Starts a discussion on the stylistic layout of the report.  He comments that he would like to see the recommendations at the end and a history that outlines the sad state of the current salaries before it.

Swadener comments that he prefers results first.

Saathoff comments that they should not hide their recommendations at the end of the report, that would give the impression that they are uncomfortable with what they are recommending.

Johnson comments that one of the hallmarks of a good technical report is that the meat is right upfront and followed by the supporting data.  



	41:02
	Dean 
	Comments that Hemann makes two points, where is the meat and also giving some history to the recommendations.  She believes they should beef up the history.  



	41:42
	Fredericks 
	Comments that on the table of recommendations they have listed the Senate President and The Speaker of the House.  The statue does not allow them to set those salaries, so should they be included in the chart in the report?

Saathoff suggest they add a footnote.

Fredericks explains the Commission does not set salaries for these two positions.  



	43:00
	Swadener 
	Explains he was hoping for a column for percentage increase but now thinks it should not be included.  



	44:50

	Saathoff
	Suggest they address the lack of a cost of living increase and that could be a place were they include the percentage increases.


	45:08
	Dean  
	Comments that the report mentions that the Commission heard from administrative officials but that does not capture the scope of their education.  If she had not been a part of this group she would not understand the number of presentations given and what they learned before coming to their recommendations.  

 

	46:15
	Fredericks  
	Suggests there be an appendix that lists the people they talked to.  



	46:40
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments that if they make changes based on what is presented at the public hearing they included the fact that those changes are due to the public hearing.

She then asks if there is anything else on the first few pages of the report which needs to be addressed.



	47:33
	Dawson
	Starts a discussion about what information should be included in the recommended salary tables.  He comments that if someone is just looking at it there is no relative context for the numbers.  He recommends the national ranking for those positions be added.  They should add 2 columns to the table after the salary increases: the current national rank and then the new national rank.

Swadener argues that should not be included in the table because was not the main reason for the salary increases.

Dean comments that the issue is less about ranking and if they add an appendix that might address Dawson’s concerns.

Swadener agrees with Dean’s suggestion.

Hemann agrees with Dawson.  Might sway some people.

Dawson comments that the whole of their work has been condensed to 2/3 a page which does not tell the story of what they did.

Swadener still disagrees with Dawson. 



	50:56
	Wilson 
	Comments that if they want to include the national ranking she will have to think where the other comparable states will be in 2009 - 2011. 

Dawson suggests that maybe they only include the current information then.  He is thinking of a table that includes the ranking for all the states.  
Wilson recommends including that information in the appendix.  



	52:39
	Dawson 
	Comments that all he is saying is with out that information their recommendations are meaningless.  Oregon has some of the lowest salaries for elected officials in the country.  
 

	52:50
	Swadener
	Comments that the table does not have to address everything they did.

 

	53:01
	Dawson 
	Agrees with Hemann’s point that most people will not look at the entire report, just a small portion of it.  



	53:12
	Hemann 
	Explains he is not trying to hide their recommendations but wants to define the problem that led to their recommendations.  If they define the problem they can capture more peoples’ attention.

 

	54:26
	Dawson
	Recommends a compromise.  Two tables, one with the current salary and corresponding rank and another with the current salary and the recommended salary.
 

	54:42
	Mehrer
	Recommends they add a column for current rank. 


	55:14
	Dawson 
	Questions what if there is a separate section that defines the problem.

Dean, Hemann and Swadener comment that they like that idea.  

	55:40 
	Wilson 
	Asks for clarification.  There will be two tables and there will also be an executive summary of the problem.  



	56:10 
	Chair

Johnson 


	Asks if there is a consensus and the Commissioners agree to the suggestion to add a section with the national ranking and address the problem of the low salaries.

The Commissioners discuss the idea of adding the percentage increase and rank and what influenced their recommendations.  There are then questions about what states will be in the table.  There is a suggestion to have both all 50 states and the states used as comparables.  Johnson asks if everyone is in agreement with that suggestion and then she asks if the Commissioners are ready for a break.  

She comments she is ready for a break.
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	0:00
	Swadener 
	Brings up the issue of formatting the table of recommendations again.  

Johnson comments if certain information is not included in that table then the recommendations lack perspective.  

Swadener replies that data is supplementary.

Johnson calls for discussion on taking the current salary out of the recommendation table.

 

	1:03
	Dawson 
	Starts the discussion by making the comment if you take out one number you have nothing to compare the other number against.  It takes the recommendations out of context.
Scherer moves they do as Dawson suggested.

Johnson comments they don’t need a motion and also recommends that both numbers be kept in the table.  

Fredericks comments people are guessing the salaries for elected officials are higher than they really are.

Mehrer comments they are recommending an increase so they need to address an increase from what.

Swadener comments they are recommending a salary not an increase.

Fredericks comments the fiscal impact addresses what the increase is.  

	3:39
	Chair

Johnson 
	Suggests the Commission move onto discussing the fiscal impact.

	4:07
	Wilson 
	Explains there is only bare bones data for the fiscal impact. Questions if the Commission wants more of an explanation of how fiscal impact was determined and its impact on state budget.


	4:35
	Saathoff
	Comments the table by itself does not help the average person understand what it is.  There needs to be more explanation.   

	4:58
	Duncan 
	Comments they need to include the number of people involved for each category of individuals who will be getting the salary increases.


	5:18
	Fredericks 
	Comments she would like to know what percent of the State Budget will be used to cover the recommended salary increases.  Saathoff agrees.

 

	5:40
	Dean
	Comments they are supposed to consider the State Budget for their recommendations.  They can put contextual pieces in the report.  Their recommendations are a small number in the whole of the budget.  



	7:08
	Saathoff 
	Explains they can look at the cost of labor and what that labor is responsible for.  One metric is what this is in relation to the entire budget.  They can also address cost of administration, leadership, labor, ect.  



	8:16 
	Scherer
	Comments the salary recommendations of the Commission will be submitted to the Legislature which will have to vote on the proposed salaries. 



	9:03
	Dean 
	Comments salary is a sensitive issue.  As an executive leader you have to support your work force and pay people fairly, especially at a time when the state is dealing with economic issues.  The Commission should explain they understand the issues at hand but believe it is important to pay people fairly.  
  

	10:43
	Swadener 
	Agrees with Dean.  Comments the fiscal impact is the change, not the total bill for the recommendations.
  

	11:49
	Dawson 
	Suggests adding two columns, one for the range of increase and another for the three different categories and include an appendix for the spreadsheets.


	12:4
	Wilson 
	Asks if that would be for the range of salary increase and not the budget change.

	12:52
	Swadener 
	Raises objections to Dawson’s idea.


	13:12
	Dawson 
	Explains he is suggesting a column for each branch of government that has the range of increase for each.   



	13:30
	Dean 
	Comments she is concerned about including a range as it could be confusing to others.  


	13:53
	Wilson 
	Questions if the Commission wants the percentage increase by branch.

  

	14:20
	Dean 
	Comments the judicial branch’s budget is smaller but more people are included in it.  If people are unaware of this fact it could negatively skew peoples’ perceptions. 


	14:50 
	Fredericks
	Comments she agrees with what Dean has said.  

She also agrees with the suggestion to include a column that lists the number of people involved in each recommendation.  


	15:04
	Chair

Johnson 
	Questions if the Commission agrees to including a column in their recommendation to address the number of people covered in each salary recommendation.  

Some Commissioners voice their agreement.  

She then asks if the Commission wants to include the column for percentage increase by branch. 
Mehrer suggest that go into the appendix instead of the recommendation table.   
 

	15:30
	Dawson 
	Comments that is fine as long as the complete explanation of the details is available somewhere in the report.  
Dean asks for clarification and Dawson explains how he expects that column would look.
Duncan wants to know what that column would really tell people.

Dawson explains the table by itself does not give the details for the large dollar amounts on it.  It would be nice to include information on that table that explains those amounts. 


	17:36
	Chair

Johnson 
	Explains they will include a column on the table with the number of those receiving the salary increases for each position.  The information on the range of increase for each branch will be available in the appendix.  Announces they will move on to compensation and analysis.

 

	18:05
	Wilson 
	Asks if the Commission is suggesting they want background information included and an explanation of how they arrived at the comparable states they chose.  Questions what additional information on the comparable states they want included. 
The Commissioners begin to make editing suggestions about the part of the report that explains how they chose their comparable states. 

Johnson comments the explanation of the criteria they used has to be clearer.  

Hemann points out a passage he thinks is unclear.  



	21:00
	Saathoff 
	Remarks this section of the report seems defensive. The approach the Commission seems to be taking is that they are only trying to fairly compensate the elected officials.  While that is true, they also have the goal of attracting the most qualified people to public service.  

Both Fredericks and Swadener agree with her statement.



	23:00
	Dawson 
	Comments he does not see it as being defensive but as building a good argument.

 

	23:09
	Saathoff 
	Agrees but she believes they should also stress the good government angle too.  She doesn’t want people to argue what is fair compensation.  



	24:05
	Chair

Johnson
	Asks if there is anything else the Commission wants to add.


	24:39
	Dean 


	Comments about the chapter titled “Compensation Background”.  She recommends separating the compensation information from the methodology of what they did.  

Johnson asks if she is suggesting they change the heading or change the content under it.

Dean explains she would do a little of both. People need to be briefed on the process the Commission went through to learn about compensation and there should be a section on that.  Also, the information from the State Economist and the data provided by him which led to the selection of comparable states also needs to be examined.  
 

	30:24
	Swadener 
	Comments they saw the final report for a similar Commission in Washington which was only a couple of pages.  If they send something too big to the legislators they might not read it.  

	30:42
	Dean 
	Comments she thinks there are a number of different audiences for the report and a large group of people will be interested in this. She wants the average citizen to be able to read their final report. 



	31:24
	Fredericks
	Remarks the Washington Commission sets salary, this Commission makes recommendations.  Their audience is the Legislature but since there is an open government, everyone needs to be able to understand it.  

This leads to discussion about how to make the report concise, accessible and easy to understand for all the audiences who will see the report.  



	33:43
	Stephen

Munkers 
	Asks how other Commissions deal with the fact that their audience consists of both the Legislature and the public.



	33:50
	Wilson 
	Explains how the Legislature is a representative form of government and the possibility their report may be passed on from a Legislator to the public. 
 

	34:28
	Duncan
	Recommends creating an executive summary.
 

	34:43
	Chair

Johnson
	Comments that is an idea the Commission is considering.


	35:29
	Wilson 
	Comments the Commission has discussed the compensation background and methodology parts of the report.  To her it sounds like they want more of an explanation of how they came up with the comparable states and maybe even why.

 

	36:01
	Dean 
	Comments there was a lot of thought that went into the choices of each group of comparator states.  The Commission needs to lay out that information and the complexity of that information.

 

	36:36
	Wilson 
	Asks how the report should be balanced.  Should there be discussion on specific comparators, the comparators for each group, or comparators as an overriding topic.  



	37:02
	Scherer 
	Comments on how hard the Commission worked before they could make their recommendations.  



	38:07
	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks if he is suggesting they summarize for all the branches of government then address each individually in other sections.
 

	38:37
	Hemann 
	Concurs with what Scherer said.  They should address in the report what they chose to consider and what they chose not to consider and why.  



	39:28
	Dean 
	Agrees with Hemann and believes that information could be useful to future Commissions.  She wants people to get an idea of what was in the binders the Commissioners had. 
Hemann offers the example of not choosing City Commissioners as a comparable group as something that would benefit future Commissions.


	41:05
	Chair

Johnson 
	Announces they will move on to the comparison methodology.



	41:18
	Wilson 
	Explains that chapter is basically the discussion on median.  We may need more explanation of why this is used.  

	41:49
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments she likes the rational for median over average and the statement that median is a recognized way of compensation determination.


	42:10
	Swadener 
	Comments that mean is not the same as average.


	42:44
	Fredericks


	Comments she understands what Swadener’s point is but the public may not understand the word “mean” in place for the word “average”.  Recommends they add a glossary to the report.

Swadener settles for having the term in parentheses.

She then comments on the information about the Superintendent of Public Instruction.  Dawson and Fredericks make suggestions about the layout of some of the tables in the report.  



	46:56
	Wilson 
	Explains for the judicial section she asterisked the median due to the exception they made in the peer group for the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.


	47:30 
	Duncan
	Comments the expense amount for the Governor only talks about entertaining and Duncan thinks it is probably used for more then that.


	47:56
	Dawson 
	Asks if the actual salaries from each of the comparable states will be listed in the report.
Wilson explains that information will be listed in the appendix.  

  

	48:22
	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks if the group is ready to break for lunch.  She explains they will take 30 minutes to eat and after that work on the draft of the frequently asked questions.
  

	48:59
	Saathoff 
	Explains she has a meeting in the afternoon so she won’t be able to participate.  Explains she wants to be on the work group for the final report.  



	49:23 
	Chair

Johnson 
	Confirms that Saathoff won’t be there in the afternoon for the rest of the meeting.  Explains she will get back to Saathoff about the working group later.  
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	0:00
	Chair

Johnson 
	Calls meeting to order. Explains the next thing the Commission will work on is making edits to the draft of the FAQ (EXHIBIT C).  



	0:18
	Wilson
	Explains that some sections have been moved around but it is the same document sent to the Commissioners earlier. There is general agreement among the Commission the FAQ is well written.    

She goes through the sections and waits for the Commissioners to make their recommendations. 

Fredericks brings up the issue of per diem.  She suggests there be an explanation to the reason why the Commission did not consider it as a part of total compensation. There are comments from other Commissioners on why per diem was not included. 

Mehrer suggests something be added stating the Commission does not set law but only makes recommendations the Legislature needs to approve.  

Dean suggested they explain what salary is and what it is not in the FAQs.

Wilson realizes that information for the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court and the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals needs to be added.  Information on the legislative leadership positions also needs to be included.  

The Governor’s expense amount is also mentioned again.  Mehrer suggests they include the fact the amount is taxable.  There is then mention of the Governor’s residence and security for the Governor.   

Hemann suggests they use different wording for the section titled “How the Raise was Calculated”. 

Duncan comments they should include something explaining all of Oregon was represented by the different Commissioners.

Johnson asks when the FAQs will be posted and Wilson answers that will happen soon. 

Swadener asks if the FAQs will be included in the Commission’s report.  

 

	40:39
	Chair

Johnson 
	Explains they will now return to the draft report and focus on the section about the judicial branch. 



	41:10
	Fredericks
	Explains she has forgotten how they determined the salary for the chief justice. 
Dean explains they went with the mid point between California and Hawaii as they have judicial systems which are similar to Oregon.  

Fredericks comments the Court of Appeals Judge’s salary seems to be $1,000 less then the actual median.  She asks for clarification on how they arrived at the salary for that position.  

Hemann explains the Commission decided to keep the salary of the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals the same as a Justice of the Supreme Court.  

Fredericks asks if that is the reason they bumped down the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeal salary a $1000.   
Hemann adds they also had to make the amount divisible by 12.

Fredericks thinks they need to explain that as they are deviating form the median. 



	46:00
	Wilson 
	Explains that salary amounts have been consistently rounded out in a number of cases, so this rounding of a thousand dollar is not significant. 



	46:24
	Fredericks
	Questions if they should explain the historical tradition of the Chief Judge receiving the same amount of salary as an Associate Justice of the Supreme Court. Also, should they mention the differential in pay between the Chief Judge and the other Judges of his court due to his additional administrative duties?  

 

	47:26
	Dawson 
	Wants more added to the explanation for the Tax Court Judge. Fredericks comments the Tax Court Judge is the only Judge for that court and has administrative duties on top of what he already does.   



	50:17
	Hemann 
	Explains they need to address why the 13 western states are the accepted comparators for the Judicial Branch.


	50:41
	Wilson 
	Answers those are the states the Judges themselves presented to the Legislature and historically they have been accepted.  Those comparisons also have been accepted by the State Legislature. 



	52:15
	Chair

Johnson 
	Moves on to address the part of the report dealing with the Legislative Branch.  



	52:19
	Dawson 
	Thinks they should add the fact that the median from the comparator group they used (same as the Executive Branch) and the median for the National Conference of State Legislature’s white state were really close. 

There are more comments on that paragraph.
  

	53:14
	Fredericks 
	Reads form the working draft. She mentions the data they reviewed on the Oregon median wage.  She also comments on the designation of the job of a Legislator being only 2/3 of a fulltime job.  She then brings up a wording issue and how she would change a specific section of the report.  

Fredericks comments about the time commitment of the position of a Legislator.  She refers to her notes from the day three State Legislators spoke to the Commission. One thing they discussed was the amount of time their job duties consumed. 
She worries the recommended salary amount of 
$25, 000 dollars is not enough for all the work they do.  She gives the example of two young Legislators she knows who quit due to the low pay.   



	1:00:30
	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks Fredericks if she is saying there should be more clarity on how they came up with their recommendations.


	1:00:37
	Fredericks 
	Answers the issue is that the number is too low and she wants to open the floor up to reassess their recommendations.

 

	1:00:50
	Dean 
	Comments they should finish addressing the report and then deal with that issue later.

Johnson agrees and explains they can deal with that after the public hearing.  



	1:02:25


	Chair

Johnson 


	Asks if there is anything more the Commissioners want to add to the section on the Legislature.

Hemann brings up a wording issue where it seems staff and not the Commission is speaking. 

Johnson asks if there are any recommendations for the section on other points raised by the Commission.  

 

	1:03:50
	Dawson 
	Questions if the Commission has stated they will consider a system enacted for future pay raises.  


	1:04:03
	Wilson 
	Explains that section is just a discussion on other points raised by the Commission and it is the Commission’s decision if they want to include these things in the report or not.  Wilson asks if they want those points included in the report.


	01:04:59
	Dawson 
	Asks if the lack of a Cost Of Living Adjustment (COLA) is addressed in the report.


	01:05:42
	Wilson 
	Explains she will sit down with the working group and they can add that if they want.   

There is talk about making it a recommendation to future Commissions.

Duncan recommends making a recommendation to the Legislature to create a system for a COLA.  

There is continued conversation to adding a COLA system.  Wilson explains the Legislature is still tied to a COLA system but the other elected officials do not have any sort of COLA.  

Swadener objects to including a recommendation to future Commissions for a COLA in the report and Johnson agrees with him.

 

	01:09:41
	Chair

Johnson 
	Address the issue of the work group.  At this point the work group consists of Johnson, Wilson, Saathoff, Fredericks, Swadener and with Scherer as an alternate.  

Explains they will now look at the timeline (EXHIBIT D).  There will be a public hearing on the 18th.  The Commissioners will meet an hour before for discussion.  They will not meet on October 1st.  The work group for the Commission’s report will meet and then the Commission will have its regular meeting.  By statute the Commission must turn its final report in by November 10th.  There will be one more meeting after the public hearing.  
 

	1:14:33
	Wilson 
	Explains the public hearing will be at the State Library and staff will be emailing directions and parking passes to the Commissioners before the hearing. 


	1:14:58
	Chair

Johnson 
	Explains about hearing public testimony.  She explains you don’t respond to public testimony you just listen to it.



	1:16:04
	Wilson 
	Explains the procedure.  There will be a sign in sheet for people making presentations.  Also, the public can submit written testimony which will be given to the Commission.   They have asked presenters to bring extra printed copies of their testimony.  There will be a formalized procedure where people are supposed to address the Chair.  The Commissioners can ask clarifying questions through the Chair.  People are allowed to express their opinions but it is not a debate with the Commission.  There should be respect shown to the people giving their testimony. The public hearing has been set up but can be extended if need be.  It will go at least 2 hours as that is what the agenda will say.  

Asks about written materials for the public.  Should the FAQ and a summary of tentative recommendations be available for the public?  It is agreed that those materials will be made available.    



	1:20:14
	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks what people will be commenting on.  Asks if the only information available to the public is what has been covered in the media.


	1:20:23
	Wilson 
	Answers that information is available on the website about the Commission.


	1:20:57

	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks if the public hearing will be announced. 

	1:21:06
	Wilson 
	Explains that information on the public hearing will be posted and sent out just as the agendas are.  Also, information on the hearing will also be released to the media.   


	1:21:30
	Mehrer
	Asks if the public hearing will be televised. 

	1:21:32
	Wilson 
	Explains it will not be televised but the hearing will be digitally recorded and posted to the website.


	1:22:13
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments if there are no more questions the Commission is adjourned for the day.  
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