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	POCC806081
	
	

	File Minutes:
	Speaker:
	Comments:
	

	0:00
	Chair 
Johnson
	Starts the meeting and asks the Commission if they have any comments about new information or the media.  The Commissioners talk about the media and recent news articles which have been somewhat negative.   Saathoff and Dean comment.  Johnson explains they will draft a Frequently Asked Questions Document (FAQ) during their working lunch.

	

	3:00
	Paul

Swadener
	Talks about speaking to his friends in Eugene about the Commission.  He has learned a lot from this experience. He was surprised to learn State Senators earned so little.  Speaks about a Register Guard article on the commission.  


	

	4:55
	Jan 

Dean
	Talks about hiring and a pool of candidates.  Comments it is not that there aren’t fabulous people in public service but that the recruiting pool is small.

	

	5:23
	Richard

Scherer
	Questions how do you relegate these governmental jobs to part time jobs?  The elected officials are on call to their constituents 24 hours a day.  He explains we have to have qualified people who know what they’re doing or we’re the ones who suffer.

	

	6:37
	Chair 

Johnson
	Explains they will resume their conversation during lunch.  Recaps the decisions from the last meetings.  The group agreed to use the median for the judicial salaries and asked for information on total compensation.  Wilson will share that data with them now.  

	

	7:40 
	Susan 

Wilson
	Talks about the new data that has been provided to the Commissioners which are the total compensation figures for the Judges (EXIBITS A, B, C, D, and E).  There is a slide projecting on the screen that has updated figures for all the judicial positions.  Explains they do not have comparable figures for retirement amounts due to the diverse options and differences between states.  Explains that comparables for health benefits have been added to the new figures.  She took the tentative proposal for the median number from the last meeting to the HR department of the Judicial Branch.  They suggested rounding out of numbers for internal equity and having the numbers divisible by 12 so salary payments would be the same every month.

She has made changes to the previous recommended salaries to reflect those suggestions.  Wilson explains for the Supreme Court the new salary recommendation is $139,800 and total compensation would be $151,113.

	

	10:36
	MardiLyn

Saathoff 
	Comments her sheet has $140,000 as that figure.  Wilson explains she has adjusted the figure down because of the recommendations made.  Asks if she can be given a baseline on the retirement figures.  Questions if in some states there are Judges who participate in some sort of public retirement system.  Wilson answers that some do and some don’t.  Sometimes there is a contribution from the state towards retirement and sometimes there is not.  Saathoff explains she has a hard time not looking at retirement as a part of total compensation.  She wants to look at states that offer retirement. In Oregon there is a contribution of 17% and that is a significant number. 

 
	

	12:35
	Wilson
	Continues to share the new figures for the Judicial Branch. Explains the Court of Appeals salary would be $138,000 with a total compensation figure of $149,313.
For the Trial Courts... 

Recording ends.

	

	
	Wilson
	For the trial courts the new salary would be $132,000 with total compensation at $143,313. 

The new salary for the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court would be $142,200 with total compensation at $153,513. 

The Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals would have a salary of $139,800 with total compensation at $151,113. 

There are no real comparables for the Oregon Tax Court; salary would be $135,000 with a total compensation of $146,313.

	

	POCC820082
	
	
	

	0:00
	Verne

Duncan 
	Asks about retirement and PERS.
	

	0:07
	Wilson 
	Directs the question to Kingsly Click.  Click and Deborah Tremblay come forward and sit at the presenters’ table.


	

	0:18
	Kingsly 

Click
	State Court Administrator.  Introduces self and Tremblay who is a Benefits Counselor.  Click explains Judges can no longer opt out of the PERS system.  Judges can not withdraw any funds until they are 65.

There is a discussion about private benefits but it is concluded that any private benefit program would have its own rules. 

	

	POCC820083
	
	
	

	0:00
	Swadener
	Asks what happens with the PERS system if a judge who has retired decides to return to the bench.  


	

	0: 17
	Click 
	Explains if they were age 65 and then returned their PERS payment would stop until that Judge retires again. 


	

	0:42
	Chair 

Johnson
	Explains it was her understanding that if someone reentered a PERS position not only would their retirement payments stop, but they would have to pay back what they had received.  


	

	1:04
	Wilson 
	Explains that depends on age.  It is possible to be collecting if one had a previous PERS job and then moved to a judgeship; Judicial PERS is separate from regular PERS.  One can draw from regular PERS potentially but not while they are a sitting Judge.  
Wilson returns to explaining the slide that outlines total compensation for the Judicial Branch based on the 13 Western States.


	

	2:41
	John

Hemann
	Asks if the purpose of rounding the recommended salaries is to make them divisible by 12.


	

	2:54
	Wilson 
	Explains there are two reasons.  One for more distinction between the different salary levels in the courts.  Sometimes there is only a $100 difference between some of the salaries so this was done to set up an internal equity piece.  Also, she took the dollar amounts and made them divisible by 12 for the sake of monthly salary.  


	

	4:18
	Saathoff
	Explains that even with Wilson’s adjustments they are still at the median for all the judicial positions except for the Chief Judge of the Appellate Court and the Tax Court Judge.  In those two cases their median is significantly above the median of the 13 states.  Saathoff asks if that is correct.  Wilson explains no.  She explains there are sheets for salary and sheets for total compensation; Saathoff is looking at the wrong sheet.  Wilson also explains the Judicial Branch requested the Chief Judge of the Appellate court be at the same salary level as the Supreme Court Justices.  

	

	6:11
	Chair

Johnson 
	Calls for discussion on the new information.
	

	6:16
	Barbara

Fredericks
	Questions if they will be making their tentative recommendations based on the total compensation data they have received today.

	

	6:39
	Wilson 
	Explains the Commission might want to make that recommendation based on salary.  That information is provided on a chart that has been given to the Commission.  

 
	

	6:56
	Fredericks
	Comments she is confused by all the numbers.
	

	7:10
	Chair

Johnson
	Requests the new salaries that reflect the rounding up and divisibility by 12 be added to a chart and print copies be given to the Commission.  Also before they finalize their recommendations, the information Saathoff requested needs to be gathered.  

	

	7:41
	Wilson 
	Asks Johnson if she wants to take a quick break so she can get the updated salaries printed out.

	

	7”47
	Chair 

Johnson
	Agrees.  The commission will take a 5 minute break so they can get that new information and finish with the Judicial Branch before the move on to the Legislative Branch. 


	

	POCC820084
	
	
	

	0:00
	Chair 

Johnson 
	Talks about the retirement information Wilson has gathered for the group.  


	

	0:09
	Saathoff
	Comments that out of the other 13 states they are comparing Oregon’s Judicial Branch to only 2 other states have similar retirement plans, where the employer makes a contribution.  

Saathoff explains unlike a traditional 401K plan the Judges’ retirement plan has nothing taken from their salaries to be put into a retirement fund.  The employer which is the State pays the whole contribution for the Judge.  The two other states that do the same thing are Nevada and Utah.  In all the other states money is deducted from the Judges’ salaries for retirement.  Saathoff wonders if that means anything.  Perhaps they should focus on Nevada and Utah more than other states.  Saathoff believes PERS will be an issue that many people will raise.  
Scherer questions if the PERS contribution was given in lieu of a pay increase and questions if it should continue to stay the way it is.  Saathoff answers that PERS is something the Commission can not change.  She explains her point was since the Commission is not considering PERS as a part of salary they should look carefully at the 2 states that have similar retirement systems.  Doing so will provide a way to gauge and defend their final salary recommendations.  They can also explain it was impossible to do an apples to apples comparison on retirement.  

	

	4:45
	Fredericks 
	Reads from a document given to the Commission by Circuit Court Judge Cramer as a part of his presentation 2 weeks ago.  Fredericks points out there is a table where the PERS pick up is 7%.  She also reminds the commission that Cramer suggested an actuarial study be done of the state retirement systems for Judges if they were being compared.  She continues to read: “In 2006 the Circuit Judges Association engaged a CPA firm, Jones and Roth CPAs, to compare Oregon retirement to other states.  When accounting for the value of Plan B service, the present value of the retirement ranked Oregon 12th of the 13 western states”.  

Saathoff answers they can not do an actuarial study.  What they do have is information about Nevada and Utah and they can use that to explain total compensation is similar to those two states.  


	

	6:11
	Hemann 
	Explains he has 3 questions which he addresses to Click.  What is the plan B retirement system and how does it work? Historically, why has the Chief Judge of the Appellate Court had the same salary as the Supreme Court Justices?  What are the administrative duties of the Chief Judge of the Appellate Court in comparison to those of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court?  

	

	7:28
	Click
	Comes forward from the audience to answer Hemann’s questions.  In answer to the first question she explains there are two retirement plans for Judges.  Plan A is a program where once a Judge retires, he is considered completely retired. It takes 28 years to achieve that and the cap on their benefits is set at 65%.  Then there is plan B.  The Plan B retirement option takes 24 years to achieve and the maximum cap for benefits is 75%.  As a part of that program a Judge has to work 35 days a year for 5 years for free.  The benefit to the state is that there is a fully trained Judge ready to step into service. 
 
	

	9:29
	Saathoff 
	Asks if a plan B Judge gets to retire, gets a pay out on their retirement but also gets to work and earn money during the year.

	

	9:48
	Click 
	Explains that is not correct.  Judges can only draw retirement once they are 65 years of age.  The work they do as plan B Judges is for free, they are not paid a wage.  Expenses, such as travel cost would be covered for them though.  Senior Judges who have completed their 5 years of free plan B service and then are called back to the bench are paid a daily wage.  

	

	10:50
	Saathoff
	Does a judge wait untill they’ve finished their service?  She comments that plan B is a positive thing for the State of Oregon.  From a compensation view, why is it a good thing for the Judge?  


	

	11:40
	Click 
	Answers that the Judge is allowed to retire with a 75% cap instead of a 65% cap if they complete their service in the program.  Also, it lets them remain active. 
Click asks to correct something she heard earlier which was wrong.  She explains that the retirement contribution rate of 17% is misleading.  She explains that is the OPE, what the Judicial Department pays every 2 years to keep the fund solvent.  Click states that the actual contribution rate is 7%.  

	

	13:04
	Saathoff
	States she was just using the information Wilson gave her.  

	

	13:13
	Wilson 
	Explains that amount is how much cash the state pays into retirement for an individual.  The 7% pick up for PERS is one thing, but the state also pays the employee portion which is another 7%.  That is 14%.  For the Executive Branch they used 17% because they were told that is the amount the state ends up paying for an individual in PERS.  Wilson explains that is the compensation figure they were given to use.  

	

	14:11
	Click 
	Explains there are different figures.  What the employer/agency pay to keep the amount solvent and what an individual member gets.


	

	14:36
	Saathoff
	Comments it doesn’t really matter anyway.  They are not looking at retirement numbers, just getting a Yes / No answer if other states offer retirement benefits.  


	

	14:48
	Click 
	Comments that Nevada and Utah had been mentioned and the salaries there are above the salaries the Commission is going to recommend.  Click returns to the question that Hemann asked before.  She explains in regards to his question about the difference in duties between the Chief Justice and the Chief Judge. 

	

	15:16 
	Hemann
	Questions why there is a disparity and how the disparity came about.  

	

	15:37
	Click 
	Answers that for 20 years there has been a differential between what the Supreme Court Chief  Justice and The Court of Appeals Chief Judge are paid in comparison to the rest of the members of their benches.  The main reason for this was the additional administration duties that both roles carry. This amount has been set at a 2.3% differential since the late 80’s.  

Click explains that Chief Judge is responsible for the administration of the Court of Appeals.  In addition he also bears responsibility for the budget, the policies and procedures of the court and additional external responsibilities.  The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court has management and administration duties related to that bench.  In addition he is also the head of the Judicial Branch and the Judicial Department, and responsible for a close to 4 million dollar budget.


	

	17:55
	Hemann 
	Asks if the Court of Appeals is also under that system. 
	

	18:01
	Click 
	Answers yes.  In the past The differential for both leadership positions has been around 2.3% for the last 15 years.  Click is unsure how that differential came about.  She did notice from the minutes from last time that the amount seems to have dropped to about 1%.  While the differential at this point may be symbol, Click recommends that it should be a bit more even if it is not an appropriate sum.  The differential for the Chief Judge has dropped to 1.4%.  Click comments she is aware it has been the methodology of the Commission to look at median.  Some states though do not provide a differential.  She talks about what states do have a differential. 


	

	20:53
	Duncan 
	Comments in this state that the Chief Justice runs the whole system.  Duncan comments that what they are paid is a pittance for their duties.  He thinks it is time to up the Chief Justice’s salary.  


	

	21:47
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments that is a policy question and Duncan’s recommendation clashes with past decision to use the median. 

	

	22:09
	Hemann
	Questions if it would be possible to look at other states with similar duties for the Chief Justice and the Chief Judge.

	

	22:33
	Click 
	Comments she is familiar with Utah and Nevada, our system requires more responsibilities of the Chief Justice. Most are not responsible for the entire unified justice system.  Washington is not a unified state court system, California is moving to a similar system.  


	

	23:36
	Wilson 
	Clarifies in the law where it has the salary amount it is expressed as a dollar amount, not a percentage differential.  It states the Chief Judge and Chief Justice will be paid x amount of money. 

Click agrees and explains they have done the math to get the percentages she mentioned for the past few years which have been approximately in the 2.3% range.  Right now there is a difference of $2,868 between what the Supreme Court Justice makes and what the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals makes. Under the new proposal the Chief Justice will make $142,000 and the Chief Judge will make $140,000.   

Wilson asks Click if currently the Chief Judge is paid the same salary as a Supreme Court Justice.   

Click answers yes, that has historically been the case.  

	

	25:04
	Saathoff
	Comments she is not disregarding the differential between the judges but if they keep with their rationale there is still room to adjust the Chief Justice’s salary up if they wanted to.  Asks if the current median is $152,000?


	

	25:50
	Wilson 
	Answers that is the figure for total compensation.  

Also, if they are just looking at salary then the median for the Chief Justice is $142, 708.


	

	26:07
	Saathoff
	Comments they are still right at the median then. They need only add $500 and they would be at the median.  

  
	

	26:13 
	Click 
	Comments the median is based on some getting a differential and some not getting one.  

	

	26:24
	Wilson 
	Answers that is correct and that differential would be included in the new Oregon salary.

 
	

	26:46
	Chair 

Johnson 
	Asks Saathoff if she is making a motion
	

	26:52
	Saathoff
	Explains she wants to stay with original rationale but it doesn’t get at the differential Click was speaking about.
  
	

	27:17
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments they are restricted by law.
	

	27:22
	Fredericks 
	Comments it bothers her to ignore the substantial duties of the Chief Justice. She wishes that last week she had asked Judge Balmer which states are similar in regards to the responsibilities of the Chief Justice and Chief Judge. 


	

	28:18
	Click 
	Commissioners ask which states are similar.  Click explains not Utah or Washington.  Minnesota has a similar system, Colorado is similar and California is going to that system. 


	

	29:18
	Hemann
	Questions who is responsible for the physical shape of the court facilities? 


	

	29:37
	Click
	Answers that the Counties are responsible 
	

	30:06
	Chair

Johnson 
	Questions if by using the median they are really taking into consideration the different levels of responsibilities? 


	

	30:18
	Saathoff
	Answers that is what she thinks they have done by choosing the median.  She explains it was the Judges who told them to use the 13 western states.  Saathoff comments that Click is saying those states are not comparable for the chief judges.
  
	

	30:50 
	Click
	Explains that historically there has been a higher difference.  The Chief Justice in Oregon has substantially more responsibility than his counterparts in other states.

	

	31:24
	Saathoff
	Explains their rational is that they have a peer group which are the 13 states suggested to them by the Judges.  The Commission has decided to take the median from that peer group.  Click is saying when considering the Chief Justice, either they need to adjust up or disregard the peer group and find states more comparable.  


	

	32:19
	Click 
	Adds they can also look at the 13 states and find those where the Chief Justice does have similar duties.  

	

	33:04
	Chair

 Johnson 
	Asks Click if she can tell them which states those are.  
	

	33:11

	Click 
	Explains she can do so from the 13 western states, not nationally. Hawaii and California are the same; Colorado and Utah have some similar responsibilities but not a unified plan.  Explains she can go back and make quick calls.  She continues explaining to the Commission why other states are different from Oregon’s system. For some of them the funding source is different.  

	

	34:35
	Saathoff
	Questions why the funding source would matter.  
	

	34:39
	Click 
	Answers it matters in regards to administering those funds and making policy decisions.  Also, representing to the Legislature in defense of the budget.  In this state the Chief Justice is responsible for determining what each individual court’s funds looks like.  


	

	35:37
	Duncan 
	Comments that in the past they have stayed clear of discussing workload, now they are being inconsistent.
While the issue is worthy of consideration they need to keep in mind they are making an exception. 


	

	36:51
	Hemann
	Explains he does not see it as inconsistent because the Chief Justice carries a case load and on top of that has significant administrative duties. 
 
	

	37:42
	Dean 
	Explains for her the differential in pay for the Chief Justice is less about quantity of workload and more about skill sets.  The Chief Justice must also be an administrator of a system, which involves a different skill set than those needed to be a Judge.  Someone could be good at one and not at another.  Must have skills and abilities to be both.  


	

	39:11
	Saathoff
	Asks Wilson what a 12% increase for the Chief Justice would be.  Saathoff explains currently their proposal is a 9.8% increase and she is curious to see what it would be if it was 12%.
John Hemann has a calculator and answers Saathoff’s question.  He answers that the increase would be $15,426.72; total salary would be $143,982.  
Saathoff explains if they took the 4 states Click mentioned, California, Colorado, Hawaii and Utah, Oregon would still be second to last in regards to the salary of the Chief Justice and close to their median rationale 

	

	40:53
	Wilson 
	Clarifies what Saathoff is showing is not a 12% differential but a 12% increase over the current salary.  

	

	40:59
	Saathoff
	Restates she is speaking of a 12% increase.  Explains she is just looking at increase across the board.

	

	41:20
	Wilson 
	Explains there are two different things.  There is the percentage on salary and the total compensation increase.  

Explains that on a past sheet of the salaries in the 13 Western states when they went with the median salary it resulted in an 11% increase in salary.  That is still lower though than any of the increases for the other Judges.  

  
	

	42:40
	Saathoff
	Asks Wilson for the other increases.

	

	42:44
	Wilson 
	Explains the figures are based strictly on median without any rounding.  

11.39% for Supreme Court Justice

11.44% for the Chief Judge

13.23 for a Court of Appeals Judge

15.5% for the a Circuit Court Judge

14.76 for the Tax Court Judge


	

	43:08
	Dean 
	Explains on the chart handed out today, 13 Western States: those figures are based on total compensation.  The figure Hemann came up with is salary only.  


	

	43:27
	Saathoff
	Explains Dean should look at another chart.  Looking at it they can see the Circuit Court Judge is getting a 15% increase in salary while the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court is only getting 11%.  Explains she is not sure if that is a rational they should use but she would like to see some numbers.  Asks what would be a 15.45 % increase on salary only for the Chief Justice.

Hemann uses a calculator to find the new sum. The increase would be $1,9861.90 bringing the salary up to $148,417. 90.  

Saathoff comments that at $148,400 they are over the median for the 13 states.  If they are looking at the retirement issue and the peer group is Utah and Nevada, Oregon would be over both.  Using the states Click suggested we are at the median. Saathoff explains she is uncomfortable though as they end up over Utah and Nevada which have similar retirement plans.   


	

	46:28
	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks do we want to deviate from policy for the Chief Justice.  Do we have a rationale for that? 

	

	46:42
	Saathoff
	Explains that the rationale is they used a subset peer group.  

	

	47:00
	Chair

Johnson
	Questions if anyone is uncomfortable with changing the Commission’s policy for only the Chief Justice.  

No one says anything.


	

	47:06
	Hemann 
	Requests Saathoff put her rationale in the form of a motion so they will know exactly what she is talking about and then they can have a discussion.

	

	47:19
	Saathoff
	Summarizes, purposes a salary of $148,417 for the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.  This proposal is based on a subset of 13 states peer group which includes California, Hawaii, Utah, and Colorado.  Those states were chosen because of Click’s testimony that those states have similar, statewide duties for the Chief Justice.  She asks if anyone disagrees.  Within that subset group of states $148,000 would be the median.  


	

	48: 53
	Wilson 
	Comments the salary of $148,000 is based on a 15.45% increase.


	

	48:59
	Saathoff
	Comments they did arrive at that number in that way but it is not a part of her motion.

	

	49:03
	Wilson 
	Comments they could come up with a median for the 4 states Saathoff mentioned. 

Saathoff asks for the median.  

Wilson figures out the median salary for the states of California, Colorado, Hawaii, Utah and Nevada.  Nevada is added to the peer group because of its similar retirement plan. The number is $147,350.  Saathoff comments she likes that number better because it offers the same rationale and a deviation from the 13 states based on function.    


	

	50:40
	Chair

Johnson
	Comments in the past Oregon was included in the figures for the median.
Wilson comments she is right.


	

	51:03
	Saathoff
	MOTION: To adjust the salary for Chief Justice based on the duties of his job.

	

	51:29
	Hemann 
	Seconds the motion.
	

	51:40 
	Scott

Dawson 
	Asks Saathoff if she is suggesting an amount beyond the differential that already exists.   

Saathoff comments as she understands it with the current recommendations the Chief Justice is getting a smaller salary increase than all the other judges. She asks Dawson if that is what he is referring to.  

Dawson answers no, at the moment the differential is about $2,000.  The numbers you are talking about are substantially bigger differentials. 

Hemann comments with the revised salary suggestion the differential is about $3,000.  


	

	52:37
	Saathoff
	Questions if Dawson is asking if the statewide administration duties of the Chief Justice are worth more then the $3,000 increase in salary.  


	

	53:52
	Dean 
	Comments if they go to today’s chart for total compensation for the 13 Western states it looks like there is a 9% increase for the Chief Justice and a 10% increase for the other Judges.   If they don’t do anything specific the recognition of the differential is lost.

	

	53:57
	Swadener 
	Comments he is in favor of the motion but it should be increased by those who made and seconded the motion to $147,360 so it will be divisible by 12.  


	

	54:13
	Saathoff
	Comments Dawson’s question is still on the table.  Should the differential for the Chief Justice be more then $3000 a year? 


	

	54:37
	Hemann 
	Comments the current disparity does not come close to compensating the Chief Justice for his extra duties.  Why anyone wants to deal with that for $3000, I don’t know.  Likes Saathoff’s approach for greater disparity as recognition for the extra work.  

There needs to be recognition.  The Chief Justice sets rules throughout the state, deals with Legislature and hires new Judges.  There are so many more duties.  Admits he is a friend of both the Chief Justice and The Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals.  He is for keeping the Chief Judge at the same level as a Justice on the Supreme Court.  


	

	57:29
	Saathoff
	Rationalizes you have a person who works in the same capacity as others but has extra Chair duties.  Similar to a Board of Directors, the Chair is the head administrator.  For a Chair of a Board of Directors they are usually paid 5-10 thousand dollars more. States the Chief Justice should get more, more than the other lead Judges.  Now the differential is $3,000.  States she would be comfortable with a differential of $5,000.


	

	59:06
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments there is a motion on floor.  

Saathoff replies she can take the motion back.  

	

	59:16
	Fredericks
	Comments they are dealing with all Judges individually.  No one else in the judicial system deals with the Legislature except the Chief Justice.  Leadership in the Legislature gets higher salaries.  


	

	1:01:06
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments the motion at hand is whether or not to adjust the salary based on skills and responsibilities.  There is not a dollar amount given at this time.  

	

	1:01:37
	Duncan 
	Comments the rational for the differential is good.  Not comparing one Judge to another.  


	

	1:02:30
	Saathoff
	Restates her motion: Adjust the Chief Justices salary to allow for the fact he has statewide administrative responsibilities. To adjust up from median because of his job function.  

The motion is seconded.

 
	

	1:02:52
	Chair

Johnson 
	States since Saathoff is just restating her original motion there is no need for a second. Calls for a vote.

VOTE: Oral vote

AYE: All say aye.  

The Motion CARRIES. 
	

	1:03:25
	Saathoff 
	Comments they have decided they will adjust the Chief Justice’s salary up but they have not yet determined what that amount will be.  


	

	1:03:34
	Hemann 
	MOTION:  The salary of the Chief Justice be adjusted to $12,100 a month. Annually that would be $145,200. 

The other Justices are already at the median proposal.  

The other Supreme Court Justices would receive a salary of $11,650 and month, $139,800 annually. 
The Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals would receive an annual salary of $139,800, the same as a Supreme Court Justice.

The Court of Appeals would receive a monthly salary of $11,500, $138,000 annually. 
The Circuit Court Judges would receive a monthly salary of $11,000, $132,000 annually.
The Tax Court Judge would receive a monthly salary of $11,250, $135,000 annually. 

	

	1:05:15 
	Chair 

Johnson 
	Comments Hemann is only changing the salary of the Chief Justice in his motion.  The rest of the Judges are still at the salary levels the Commission was considering before.


	

	1:05:30
	Hemann
	Comments he picked up on Saathoff suggestion of a $5000 difference.  The only change is the Chief Justice will make more; the other Judges will make the same.  This is in recognition of the extra duties of that position. 


	

	1:05:55
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments - Hemann has made a motion to set the Chief Justice of the Supreme Courts salary at $145,200 and keep the other Judges salaries as they are presented on Wilson’s chart.

 
	

	1:06:15
	Fredericks 
	Seconds
	

	1:06:20
	Chair

Johnson 
	Calls for discussion
	

	1:06:26
	Dawson 
	Asks where the figure of $5000 comes from.  
	

	1:06:36
	Hemann 
	Comments it is simply a $5000 disparity.  
	

	1:06:49 
	Saathoff
	Explains it is a disparity between what all the Judges get versus what the Chief Justice gets due to his lead function on the court.  


	

	1:07:01
	Dawson 
	Questions if there are any other basis for comparison. No other states to compare to? 
	

	1:07:09
	Saathoff
	Click recommended California and Hawaii. Saathoff explains how the other states were added to the singular peer group for the Chief Justice and how the salary they are at now is less then the median for that group.  

	

	1:07:30 
	Dawson 
	Questions if they look at other states with parallel job functions, California and Hawaii, what are the percentage differences between the different judicial positions?  


	

	1:08:23
	Wilson 
	Reads off the salary amounts provided on the data sheets.  For California there is about a $10,000 difference between what the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court makes in comparison to the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals.  
In Hawaii there is a $5, 000 differences between those two positions.

Dawson reminds her he wants the percentage spread.    
Hemann gives a calculator to Wilson.  

	

	1:09:13 
	Click 
	Informs the group they have that percentage information. 
In California that figure is 4.93% 

In Hawaii it is 3.71 %.

	

	1:10:37 
	Dawson 
	Asks what the percentage is between the increased salary for the Chief Justice and the salary for the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals. 

	

	1:11:17
	Wilson 
	Working on percentage.  3.9% differential.  
	

	1:11:37
	Dawson 
	Comments it doesn’t make sense to use the median for California.  Trying to work on a rationale.  They could argue they looked at 2 states that were comparable in terms of job structure.  One had a 4.9% spread for a salary differential between Chief Justice and Chief Judge and the other had a 3.7% spread.  They took the mid point between the two. 


	

	1:12:49
	Saathoff
	Comments they could add Utah and Nevada to that group.  It would be hard to say they only looked at 2 states.  She asks Wilson to find the numbers for Utah and Colorado.

	

	01:13:23
	Wilson
	Answers in Utah there is a $2000 difference between what the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court and the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals are paid.  In Nevada it appears both are paid the same amount.  
There are comments from the Commissioners on the states in the group and why they have been included.  
	

	01:14:26
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments Saathoff is saying if they use more States the more justifiable their actions.

	

	01:14: 55
	Wilson
	Finishes her calculations.  Explains Utah is 1.4%

and Colorado is 2.2%.

	

	01:15: 24
	Chair

Johnson 
	Reminds the group there is still a motion on floor.
	

	01:15:27 
	Dawson
	Comments they will recommend the additional $5000 with the rationale being the median of California and Hawaii.

	

	1:15:37
	Hemann 
	Comments for their report they could explain the salary rationale behind this decision was based on both the extra duties and also the comparable state group with similar job duties for that position. 

	

	1:16:09
	Dawson 
	Comments he is okay with that but why wouldn’t they do the 4.3%? 
	

	1:16:15
	Fredericks 
	Comments if they do 4.3% that would result in an annual salary of $145,814 with a monthly salary of $12,151.

	

	1:16:30 
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments that was not Hemann’s motion. 

Hemann will have to change proposal.

	

	1:17:02
	Hemann 
	Talks about the states they are using for comparisons.  They tossed out some of the states as they were bad comparisons. 

Comments he does not mind amending his motion.  


	

	1:18:17
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments the person who seconded Hemann’s original motion would have to agree with his revised motion.

	

	1:19:46
	Wilson
	Checks Frederick’s math.

A salary of $145,811 for the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court would be 4.3% over those proposed for the other Supreme Court justices and the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals. 

	

	1:20:00
	Chair

Johnson 
	Summarizes and explains Hemann’s revised motion.  
	

	1:20:44
	Wilson 
	Comments that to be divisible by 12 the salary would have to be $145,800.  

	

	1:20:45 
	Hemann 
	Says he will go with that number.
	

	1:21:21
	Chair

Johnson 


	Asks if Fredericks has agreed to Hemann’s new recommendation.  Fredericks answers yes.
Comments the Commission is now going to vote on the motion.  Hemann’s motion involved all the salaries for the State Judges.  Explains the motion is for the following salaries: 
MOTION:

Chief Justice of the Supreme Court: $145,800

Supreme Court Justices: $139,800
Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals: $139,800

Court of Appeals Judges: $138,000
Circuit Court Judges: $132, 000

Tax Court Judge: $135,000

VOTE: Oral vote

AYE: All say aye.  

The Motion unanimously CARRIES.

Johnson calls for a break. 
	

	
	
	
	

	POCC802085
	
	
	

	0:00
	Chair

Johnson 
	Congratulates the Commission on making the recommendation. They did not state it was tentative but they can change it still.  Explains Wilson wants to talk to the group about Senate Bill 700.


	

	0:56
	Wilson 
	Explains about ORS 2929.12
The Commission makes recommendations on annual salary paid to elected officers.
Wilson explains even though by law the Commission must consider total compensation and other factors, their job is to set salary, and only salary. The dollar amount for the salaries will be put into the Governor’s recommended budget. 

She explains ORS 171.072 states they also have to consider a possible additional amount for the Majority and Minority leaders within the State Legislature and the amount they will receive for additional salary.  So for the Legislative Branch they will make salary recommendations for Legislators, The President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House, and the Majority and Minority leaders within the Senate and House.  


	

	4:32
	Saathoff
	Comments because of their duties under 2929.12 when they present their recommendations they need to speak of job functions and their rationale needs to address the things they were supposed to address.  2929.12 requires them to examine benefits other than salary but the Commission decided not to include retirement benefits so they will need to address how they looked at it and the criteria they used.  


	

	6:12
	Wilson 
	Goes through additional data (EXIBITS F, G, H, and I) which relate to specific statutes about the Legislature setting amount for interim expenses and differences based on geographic size of districts.  Those issues fall under Legislative responsibility and are not the concern of this group.  Also, making a recommendation on the expense accounts is outside our authority.
Saathoff comments while she thinks those concerns are outside their authority to make recommendations on they do need to consider them when recommending salaries.

 
	

	7:28
	Duncan 
	Questions about Majority and Minority Leader.  Explains their primary role between sessions is to campaign.  We need to keep that in mind and question if we should be subsidizing that.  


	

	8:22
	Chair

Johnson 
	Questions if they should only receive compensation for their role during session.  


	

	8:31
	Duncan 
	Asks what percentage of the Caucus Leaders’ time deals only with legislative duties. 
 
	

	9:06
	Hemann 
	Questions Duncan.  To what extent do state Democrat and Republican parties contribute to the activities of the Caucus   Chairs?

	

	9:40
	Duncan 
	Comments “I don’t think parties really do much”.
	

	10:02
	Hemann 
	Comments when Senator Ferrioli spoke of using campaign funds he meant his own and not those of the Republican party.

Duncan comments the political parties don’t really give much monetary support to Legislators.  

	

	10:35
	Wilson 


	Walks the group through the data.

First thing is the information from State of Washington (EXHIBIT J) that was asked for at the last meeting.  She explains the changes that happened which lead to the significant increases in the salaries for the Executive and Legislative Branches. Explains the studies done and the calculations used by the Washington Commission that set salaries there.  Wilson comments Washington used averages instead on median.

Saathoff remarks they will have to address why they chose to go with median numbers instead of averages. 

Wilson continues explaining the Washington Commission also looked at comparing elected official to County Commissioners and found they were not comparable positions.  
The Washington Commission did look to executive state worker positions to get figures for cost of living increases.  
Munkers asks if the recommendations made by the Commission in Washington automatically become law.  Wilson explains in Washington the Compensation Commission gets the last word on setting salary.  
She then moves on to address some of the other information the Commission requested at the last meeting.  Wilson has presented them with information from the State Employment Office (EXHIBIT K) which contains the average annual wage for all jobs in Oregon which are non-farm businesses. It collects information on hourly wages in Oregon. The Annual mean (average) is $39,732 and the median is $31,721. The median is a better representation of average wages.  There is data provided from the unemployment wage files also but the Federal Government Wage is not included in it.  It does include people who only worked a few hours and as such may not be data they want to use.  Questions how they want to use the data to make comparisons.  The person who sent the information recommended the mean or median from the UI wage files would be their best bet.  


	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	25:35
	Anna

Mehrer
	Comments the data is over a year old.  A lot has changed; can they get more current information?
  
	

	25: 54
	Wilson 
	Explains data takes a year to develop and what they have is the most current.

  
	

	26:19
	Mehrer
	Asks how the median wage compares to the median wage of our elected officials. 
Saathoff and Dean comment. 

 
	

	27:19
	Hemann 
	Comments he is uncomfortable with and doesn’t know what to base his recommendation on for the Legislators.  He hopes there is someone within the group who can say here is the foundation we should look at for the Legislature. 


	

	28:28
	Saathoff
	Questions if Hemann means the criteria they will base comparisons on.

  
	

	28:42
	Hemann 
	Refers to the comparables they used for the Judicial Branch. It seems almost impossible to Hemann to find comparables   for the Legislative Branch.  He believes the wage information is useless as a comparable for the Legislative Branch.  We’ve got it - are we satisfied we have a place to go?


	

	29:44
	Swadener 
	Comments the Legislators have not had a pay raise since 2001.  They could apply the cost of living index as a rationale.

	

	30:29
	Wilson 
	Executive Branch did receive raises.
There are then comments from the Commission has they try to address Hemann’s concerns.  Johnson reminds him of the NCSL’s white state group.


	

	31:54
	Duncan 
	Comments about the philosophy of setting the salary.  Trying to balance the idea of a Citizen Legislature. They need to discuss the philosophical aspects of the Legislature.  

	

	33:39
	Saathoff 
	Comments this discussion jumps them ahead and she wants to go back and develop a comparative peer group.  She speaks of different ways they could go about doing that.  Explains they are trying to find a comparison to a non-specialized function, Citizen Legislature.  At the last meeting it was decided to look at labor jobs.  Asks when we adjust salary what do we use to compare them against?  

	

	36:31
	Wilson 
	Comments last week staff did put data together for the Legislative Branch based on the Executive Branch peer group at the request of the Commission.  

Saathoff comments that was the point she was getting at. 

Questions if the group is now saying that is the wrong peer group?
Johnson comments she is not sure they said that was the right peer group, but they wanted to look at the data.


	

	37:06
	Swadener 
	Comments Legislators should be paid at a level to attract qualified people to the job, but not so much that salary becomes a draw. 


	

	37:57
	Scherer
	Comments it would be far easier to use a cost of living increase.

	

	38:41
	Wilson 
	Explains they are now going to look at total compensation data for the Legislators (EXHIBIT L).  She explains health benefits are included but not retirement data as Legislators have the option to opt out. This data was gathered using the states they used for the Executive Branch recommendations.  
The median for salary from that group is $25,000.  

Oregon is the median for total compensation.

	

	41:07
	Swadener
	He was struck by Washington’s decision to raise Legislators’ salaries 5 percent each year.  Average CPI.  Salary or $41,000 not realistic to CPI.  


	

	42:22
	Duncan 
	Asks if it is possible to use Social Security instead of the CPI.
	

	42:50
	Wilson 
	Explains there is more data.  It was sent out to the Commission but staff has also made copies available.  At the last meeting they received a summary of salaries and expenses during the interim; this is that same information for the session.  

Wilson reminds the Commission the laws for setting salary have been repealed.  She then speaks about per diem and mentions that the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House get double the salary of an average Legislator.  She then returns to the topic of per diem.  The Commission has discussed how some per diems are taxable depending on how you use it and where you live.  Explains the expense allowance and how it can be used.  


	

	45:18
	Saathoff
	Asks to know what the typical time is for receiving per diem. 
	

	45:38
	Wilson 
	Answers they can get that information.  Explains more of the data.  Mentions there is a memo from Dave Henderson that explains geographic allowance, ranging from $400 to 750 depending on size of district.  Wilson will get copies of that made before lunch.  


	

	47:53
	Chair

Johnson 
	Calls for a break until the start of the working lunch.  
	

	POCC802086
	
	
	

	1:25
	Chair 

Johnson 
	Calls the working lunch to order.  Explains about creating a list of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) to deal with public misinformation.  Johnson then explains comments she has received in her hometown about the Commission’s work.  A co-worker commented the Governor gets his salary for the duration of his life and huge speaking fees.  


	

	4:42
	Duncan 
	Asks if the people who talk to Johnson are supportive of an increase for the elected officials.

	

	4:49
	Chair

Johnson 
	Answers no.  The ones who say things say negative things.
	

	5:14
	Swadener
	Explains when he receives another comment or question he will ask if the person knows any of the elected officials’ current salaries.  

	

	5:38
	Saathoff
	Comments an obvious question would be what other types of benefits do elected officials get?

This leads to a discussion among the Commissioners to what questions should be on the FAQ.  There are also suggestions on who staff should work with to create the FAQ.  

Questions and topics suggested for the FAQ are: 

· Why is the salary being increased?

· How are travel benefits spent? 

· What is a benefit?  Define benefit. 

· What does the Governor do with Mahonia Hall?
To this Wilson explains the Governor is required to live and hold functions there.  It is not taxed and he does not pay rent.   

· Why the Commission chose to use median instead of average.
· They must explain how they determined their comparables.

· What is the authority of the Commission? 

· How does Oregon compare to other states? 

· What are the effects of the salaries being so low?  Particularly for the Judicial and Legislative Branches. 

· What will the fiscal impact be? 

· If Oregon has a Citizen Legislature why increase salaries? 

· What are the Commission’s objectives?  

· Did the Commission consider the political implications of the Legislators raising their salaries?  

The answer is the task of the Commission is to set a fair salary in relation to job duties. 

· How was the Commission selected and when will it meet again?  

· What effect will the raises have on the State Budget and will it raise taxes?

· When and where can public input be heard?

· When will these raises come into effect?  


	

	23:51
	Chair

Johnson
	Comments when the FAQ is more complete it could be put on the website.  Request Wilson see to it the FAQ goes on the website.  


	

	24:08 
	Wilson 
	Explains in regards to Johnson’s story - elected officials can only receive a plaque, certificate, commemorative token, or other item under the amount of $50 dollars or less for speaking engagements.  


	

	25:01
	Chair

Johnson 
	Request the group move on to the next thing in the agenda.  There is still the policy question if the Commission will give consideration to the use of campaign funds by Legislators for other expenses.

Johnson explains they need to have a discussion about the use of campaign funds/expenditures to show it is not inside the scope of their authority.  She states the Legislators expect the Commission to address this somehow by an increase in Legislative salary.  The Commission needs to define the benefits and salary they are deciding on. 
 
	

	26:44
	Swadener
	Comments expenses are not a benefit.  
	

	27:04
	Chair

Johnson 
	Questions should we increase their salary so it is not a hardship to be in the Legislature?  

	

	27:13
	Fredericks


	Comments since their job only concerns the salary for elected officials they should act as if the campaign fund issue is not there.  Questions if a Representative from Beaverton leases an apartment for session are they reimbursed that cost?  After working 14-15 hour dayd they can’t commute from Portland.  Do they have the choice to rent? Do they have enough money in salary to afford that?


	

	
	
	
	

	29:35
	Saathoff
	Comments she is getting confused.  Explains they know what the annual salary is.  She is getting per diem confused with expenses.   


	

	30:00
	Wilson 
	Explains per diem has been raised to $109 a day, set by law.  Location is what makes the amount either taxable or not.  The per diem is for un-vouchered expenses to be used to cover cost during session.  It is often used to cover travel expenses because the Legislators don’t get travel expenses when in session.

	

	30:57
	Saathoff
	Asks un-vouchered but taxable?  
	

	31:00
	Wilson
	Answers sometimes, sometimes not.
	

	31:05
	Saathoff
	Saathoff asks about the amount a Legislator gets during the interim.  Comments the campaign fund issue is their personal matter.  It is too bad Legislators have to use their campaign funds for state business, but they choose to do what they want with those funds. 


	

	31:59
	Chair

Johnson
	Questions if there was a goal to set salary at a level where Legislators don’t have to use campaign funds?
	

	32:18
	Duncan 
	Comments they can’t get there with the salary they will recommend.

	

	32:23
	Fredericks 
	Comments the issue is they can’t prohibit candidates from using campaign funds in a particular way.  The only exception being that Legislators can’t use them for personal use, for example gifts for their wife, or a mortgage at the coast.

	

	34:18
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments she is not pushing the issue, she just wanted it on the record.  Suggests it may be something to include on the FAQ.  


	

	34:43
	Saathoff
	Comments the Commission does not have the authority to deal with the issue.

	

	34:46
	Chair

Johnson
	Remarks that is what she wants and she wants the answer out in the open. 

	

	35:11
	Saathoff
	Explains she is still trying to grasp what Legislators really make versus what we assume they make.  
We can make a projection of what they make a month while in session.  Saathoff then makes some calculations to try to estimate what Legislators make. If she takes that piece, work 30 days a month X per diem = $3270.  If their monthly salary was added they would be making $4,804 that month. Historically session runs for a six month duration so during session they make $24,804.  During the interim they make $15,000 + the interim $450.  Questions can we do that?  


	

	37:08
	Wilson
	Comments that depends on what do you want to count as compensation.  For some the per diem is taxable and for some it is not, so it is hard to count it as compensation.

	

	38:02
	Dean 
	Do we need a question on the FAQ that addresses Legislative per diem?  
	

	39:30
	Saathoff
	Thinks Dean is right and they should address why they did not count per diem as salary.

	

	39:52
	Scherer
	Asks if per diem is not used all in one day does it carry over to the next?
	

	40:15
	Wilson 
	Answers no.  It is a set, per day un-vouchered amount to be used anyway a Legislator wants.  It is supposed to cover expenses.  If a Legislator lives closer to Salem it will be taxed. 


	

	43:06
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments another question for FAQ could be did the Commission consider distance and size of district for Legislators.  


	

	44:01
	Fredericks
	Comments when the Commission speaks of expense they mean office expenses; they are not talking about per diem.  Also, when considering salary they are not including session expense allowances as they cover office expenses.  Are they only talking about salary and the personal expense spent to be a Legislator?


	

	44:55
	Wilson 
	Explains sometimes Legislators hire family as employees and this increases family income.  Questions if the Commission wants address that issue.

   
	

	45:30
	Saathoff
	Comments they are looking at the compensation of the elected official, what Wilson mentioned is not their concern.  There might be questions about the $30,000 session allowance.  People may question if that money is un-vouchered and theirs or is it taxable?

	

	46:33
	Duncan 
	Comments if you have staff you never see the money.  The check goes straight to staff to pay for office expenses.

Saathoff posses a hypothetical situation of what would happen if a Legislator did not hire any staff.  
Duncan explains that Legislator would not get a thing.   

	

	47:18
	Wilson 
	Explains it is in essence an account that is drawn down. The session amount can also be carried over into the interim expense amount and anything at the end of the interim belongs to the Legislator. 

	

	48:09
	Dean 
	Questions if there is an official definition of per diem.  They may find a simple answer in that definition.  


	

	48:49
	Wilson 
	Answers the law states a member of the Legislative assembly shall receive as an allowance for expenses not otherwise provided for, a per diem determined for each day the Legislative Assembly is in session to be paid with salary.  

It is also to be excluded from gross income without itemization.


	

	49:37
	Saathoff
	Comments it creates a difficult question for the Commission to answer as per diem is paid as a part of salary.  The Commission has decided they won’t count per diem as salary because they can not find a comparative for it.  Suggest they leave it out because they can’t find a comparative and it is done so many different ways.  

	

	50:36
	Duncan 
	Explains there are 2 different, separate checks for per diem and salary.

	

	50:40
	Saathoff
	Explains in her experience there are 2 different ways of doing per diem.  In one system if someone uses less they pocket the extra per diem.  In the other system they only get what they spend.  
	

	51:29 
	Wilson 
	Explains this is different and is un-vouchered, no receipt, nothing is needed. For some individuals the amount shows up on a tax sheets.  The amount is set specifically by the IRS to be excluded from itemization.  The dollar amount fluctuates based on the amount that the IRS sets.  

	

	52:33
	Saathoff
	Comments that doesn’t answer the question why they didn’t add it in.  The only answer she can come up with was when they couldn’t compare states by adding in per diem.

	

	52:52
	Mehrer
	Explains another reason per diem was excluded was because sometimes it is taxed and sometimes not.  

Wilson comments usually compensation is taxable.  


	

	52:59
	Swadener
	Comments the only thing the Commission has any power to change is salary.


	

	53:09
	Duncan 
	Talks about travel for Legislators and the difference that makes to having per diem either a taxable amount or a nontaxable amount.  


	

	54:08
	Saathoff
	Questions if what Swadener said was correct. Their authority doesn’t included adding the per diem into their considerations?  

	

	54:24
	Wilson 
	Answers it depends how you define salary.
Saathoff explains that is what she is getting at.  


	

	54:38
	Fredericks
	Comments she feels there are Legislators who hope the Commission will consider the rural and urban district difference.    


	

	55:05
	Dawson 
	Comments that is not a salary issue but an expense issue. Should the group make a motion to get per diem out of the way?  The Commissioners give approval to that idea. 
MOTION: Not to consider per diem as a part of salary.

Scherer seconds the motion.

  
	

	56:09
	Chair

Johnson 
	Repeats the motion. 

Calls for further discussion.

VOTE: Oral vote

NAY: Saathoff votes nay.  

AYE: The rest of the Commission vote aye

The Motion CARRIES.

Motion passed 

Not unanimous. Most voted for it

Saathoff voted nay.  

The Commission decides to take a break. 


	

	POCC802087
	
	
	

	00:10
	Chair

Johnson 
	Calls meeting back to order.  Refers to her notes from the last meetings.  The Commission was trying to find a rationale for a peer group for its Legislative Branch recommendations.  

One suggestion was the median Oregon salary / prevailing wage.  The Commission got that information today and some of the Commissioners remarked the data was useless to them.  Johnson asks if they have decided not to use it. 

  
	

	1:23
	Dawson 
	Asks if they can look at all the new information before they make a decision. 

 
	

	1:28
	Chair

Johnson
	Answers she is not trying to take that information off the table but she just wants to make sure everyone is on the same page.  Another recommendation was to use the same comparable states used for the Executive Branch.

Also, they talked about looking at the salaries of Commissioners in local government.  Wilson was asked to get the median salary for part time Commissioners.

Wilson has the raw data and can tell them what Commissioners make in every County.  

   
	

	2:29
	Hemann 
	Questions if they will consider the objections the Commissioners from Washington raised in their report against comparing State Legislator to local government Commissioners. 

	

	2:44
	Saathoff 
	Answers she would like to hear the data but thinks she will probably agree with the decision Washington came to.

	

	3:00
	Chair

Johnson
	The last group being considered was NCSL’s white group. The Commission had debated taking the median from that group.  They can look at those 4 options and decide which seems the most viable.  Also, the Commissioners need to decide if there will be different salary amounts for Legislators during session and non-session times.  


	

	4:01
	Duncan 
	MOTION: To set annual salaries and not consider a difference for session and interim. 
Swadener second


	

	4:19
	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks if there is any discussion

VOTE: Oral vote

AYE: The Commission unanimously votes aye

The Motion CARRIES.

Johnson then reminds them they also have to consider setting extra pay for the Majority and Minority Leaders and the Speaker of the House and the President of the Senate.
  
	

	4:48
	Saathoff
	Comments on the leadership positions they can use the same data they are trying to decide about for the Legislators. The only data that helps with that would be the 13 peer states and white states group.  


	

	5:35
	Wilson 
	Questions what comparable group the Commission will be using for the Legislature and if they will be the same group used for the leadership recommendations? 

	

	5:57
	Duncan 
	MOTION: Continue to pay double to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House.  

Swadener seconds.

	

	6:18
	Chair

Johnson 
	Calls for discussion on Duncan’s motion. 
	

	6:34
	Saathoff
	Comments she needs to know what is going on with the Legislators first. Dawson and Hemann agree.  They won’t agree with a decision on the leadership positions until there is a decision on the Legislators. 
 
	

	7:03
	Duncan 
	WITHDRAWS MOTION.
	

	7:09
	Chair

Johnson 
	Summarizes what she has said before and asks if there are any tasks she has forgotten to mention.

	

	7:42
	Hemann 
	Starts the discussion on the white group of states. Warns if they want to compare apples to apples they have to be careful of the white group.  


	

	8:20 
	Wilson 
	Explains the slide on the screen. The Commission was going to look at the white states that have biennial sessions. The data being discussed was handed out last meeting and has been broken down by salary and per diem so they will be able to make comparisons.  

Dawson asks if the information is the white states plus the neighboring states? 

Wilson answers yes, it is the states from the white group that have biennial sessions and the neighboring states.  The median from that group is $16,008.

	

	10:20
	Fredericks 
	Comments she found the median of all the white states with the exclusion of Alabama and Kentucky and it came to around $25,000. 

	

	11:26v
	Wilson
	Comments if you take the comparable states the median is $25,000.  If you take the white states that only meet biennially then it is $16,008.   

	

	11:57
	Dawson 
	Questions the difference as he thought the white states were all comparable to begin with.  
 
	

	12:08
	Wilson 
	Explains the categorization of the white group.  She explains she created the subset group because of biennial sessions.  

Most of the white group has annual sessions. 
There are comments from both Dawson and Saathoff.  Wilson explains the white group is the largest group and the most diverse.  


	

	13:36 
	Saathoff 
	Questions what if they just use the median of the white group?  Asks Wilson for the median of that group. 

 
	

	13:46 
	Wilson 
	Looks for data.  Commission talks among themselves.  Looks through binders at data.

	

	14:53
	Saathoff
	Comments the group has received an average for the white group of states.   That average was $35,326 which includes per diem and un-vouchered expenses.  Comments with the two peer groups they have, the white group median subset and the average from the entire white group are near a median they can use.  
	

	15:49 
	Dawson 
	Comments it is consistent with how they have done things in the past. 

	

	15:52
	Chair

Johnson 
	Questions if the Commission has decided to use the same peer group as they used for the Executive Branch.

	

	16:00
	Saathoff
	Answers to get data they did. Answers they still need to get the median for part time local government Commissioners.

	

	16:44
	Wilson 
	Explains each County is separate, tells the Commissioners what the salaries are for the County Commissioners.  Some are part time, some are full time.  Generally the full time positions are paid very well.  

	

	17:33
	Dawson 
	Comments they are not comparable.  Suggests they go with Washington and state they considered County Commissioner salaries and found them not to be comparable to the Legislators.

	

	18:09
	Chair 

Johnson 
	Asks Dawson if he is proposing a motion.  Comments if they had that as a motion and voted on it, it would eliminate one of the four options they are trying to decide upon.  

	

	18:22
	Dawson 
	MOTION: The Commission choose not to consider County Commissioners’ data because their jobs are significantly different from those of Legislators.
Hemann seconds, Saathoff thirds. 


	

	18:45
	Chair

Johnson 
	VOTE: Oral vote

AYE: The Commission unanimously votes aye

The Motion CARRIES 
Questions if there are other states the group wants data on before they decided on the peer group they will use for the Legislators.

 
	

	19:33
	Dawson 
	Questions why they should use a different group for the Legislative Branch, but he realizes they did use a different set of comparatives for the Judicial Branch. 
 
	

	19:51 
	Saathoff
	Comments they may use the same peer group for the Legislative Branch they used for the Executive Branch.  They will then have to explain why their rationale was different for the Judicial Branch.

	

	20:23
	Dawson 
	Explains they haven’t used the same comparator group for the other branches, so we don’t have to use the same group for the Legislative Branch.  Their current choice is to either look at the subset of the white group or look at all of them.
There is discussion about different states and how they pay their Legislators.  


	

	22:17
	Dawson 
	Questions if they should take a break and have Wilson figure out the median.

	

	22:34
	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks the group if they want to break for now and come back a bit later or come back tomorrow.

Calls for break.   
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	0:00
	Wilson 
	Has compiled the data the Commission wanted and explains what is being projected on the screen.  There are figures for the white states with the neighboring states added in.  The median for that group is: $24,911.
The median for the same states used for the Executive Branch is $25,000.  


	

	1:03
	Dawson 
	MOTION: To use the same comparable states used for the Executive Branch for the Legislative Branch recommendations. 

Saathoff: Seconds 


	

	1:16 
	Chair

Johnson 
	Announces there is a motion to use the same states used for the Executive Branch recommendations for those for the Legislative Branch.

	

	1:33
	Dean 
	Asks what is the rationale for using the same group of states that were used for the Executive Branch?

	

	1:38
	Dawson 
	Explains the two medians they just heard are practically identical.

 
	

	1:43
	Saathoff 
	Explains they had a built in rationale for that group of states based on the criteria the State Economist used to create the list.  Saathoff also likes the redundancy.  

	

	2:03
	Wilson 
	Comments the explanation can be referenced in a report.
	

	2:23 
	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks if there is any further discussion.  
	

	2:26 
	Wilson 
	Asks they make the number they choose divisible by 12.

	

	2:35
	Dawson 
	Questions if the record can show they considered different options before deciding on what they chose to do.  

	

	2:50 
	Scherer
	Asks what median they are talking about right now? It is explained they are referring to the $25,000 median derived from the peer group that was also used for the Executive Branch recommendations.  Saathoff comments the motion is just to pick that group of states as the peer group, a number has not yet been set for salary.  

	

	3:16
	Chair

Johnson 
	Calls for a vote on the motion to use the same peer group as the Executive Branch. 
VOTE: Oral vote

AYE: The Commission unanimously votes aye

The Motion CARRIES. 


	

	3:56
	Dawson 
	Questions if they should have a discussion about how the Legislators will feel about $5,000 raise.  Comments he got a sense they were hoping for bigger raises.  

	

	4:22
	Saathoff
	Comments they’re not including things like per diem and expense amounts in that number.
 
	

	4:43
	Dawson 
	Wonders what suggestions could be raised for larger numbers.
Saathoff comments about the prevailing wage and local Commissioners.  


	

	5:29 
	Dean 
	Comments NCSL estimates salary with per diem and non-vouchered payments and if they figured that into their number it would be greater.

	

	6:28
	Dawson 
	Comments an argument for a greater salary would be a more professional, full time Legislature.  

	

	6:51
	Saathoff 
	Comments the testimony from the Legislature was they want to preserve the Citizen Legislature.  By that rationale the position is not a replacement job, there is not a replacement income.  What they have done uses the same rationale as the other recommendations.    


	

	7:47
	Hemann 
	Asks about the $39,000 figure Saathoff had come to when she added additional funds such as per diem and un-vouchered expense amounts into the amount the Legislators would receive as compensation.  

	

	7:54
	Saathoff
	Explains that figure is based on current numbers and how she came up with it.  


	

	8:39 
	Wilson 
	Asks Saathoff what the interim figure is she’s using. 
	

	8:43
	Saathoff 
	Explains she used $450 a month.  She then figured if the Legislature was in session for six months what would they be getting per month?  She came up with an annual figure of $36,708. 


	

	9:44
	Duncan 
	Explains he is bothered by the fact the expense money was included in those calculations. Comments Legislators don’t make any money of the $450 they are given during interim.

	

	10:06
	Hemann 
	Comments the average Oregonian will see the per diem as a part of Legislative compensation.

	

	10:25
	Duncan 
	Explains he sees it as coving the expense of running a business not personal money.

.  
	

	11:28
	Saathoff
	Explains she was just trying to respond to Dawson’s comments that an increase to $25,000 does not feel like they have done anything for Legislators.

	

	12:15
	Dawson 
	Comments he is okay with it and it is still a 25% increase. 

	

	12:52
	Duncan 
	Asks the Commission to look at an annual increase because playing catch up is a hard sell.  

There is then discussion about the idea of building in an automatic pay raise, like a COLA.  

Hemann comments that they can’t do that. 

Dawson comments if the Commission meets every two years that will take care of that concern anyway.  

Wilson explains there have been similar suggestions by past Commissions but they were not adopted.

 
	

	16:22
	Saathoff 
	Asks who staffs the Commission. 
	

	16:23
	Wilson 
	Answers the Department of Administrative Services. She talks a bit about this group of Commissioners making a plan for future Commissions.  

  
	

	17:30
	Saathoff
	Comments their recommendations will go into a report that goes to the Governor.  After which it will be included in the Governor’s recommended budget. The Commission can include notes and narrative into their report.
  
	

	18:24
	Dawson 
	Asks Duncan if he wants to make his motion again about the salaries for the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House.

 
	

	18:47
	Wilson 
	Comments the Commission made a motion for comparable states, salary has still not been determined. 

There is discussion about the different data the Commission looked at earlier in the day while they were trying to decide what would be a good peer group for the Legislators.  
There is then discussion about the motion that was passed.  While a comparator group was chosen there have been no official recommendations on salary for the Legislative Branch.  Dawson comments there is a median for the peer group they have chosen, so the salary is implicit in that.  


	

	21:56 
	Hemann 
	MOTION:  To set an annual salary for Legislators at $25,200, $2,100 monthly.  

	

	22:11
	Wilson 
	Asks that be a tentative recommendation.
	

	22:13
	Hemann  
	Agrees. 
Dawson seconds the motion.


	

	23: 23
	Chair

Johnson 
	VOTE: Oral vote

AYE: The Commission unanimously votes aye

The Motion CARRIES. 

Explains they still need to consider the Legislative leadership positions.

	

	23:38
	Wilson 
	Explains she needs to pull the data for state comparables.
	

	24:00
	Duncan 
	MOTION: The President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House get double the salary of a Legislator. 
Dawson: seconds

Explains the salaries for those two positions have always been doubled.  


	

	25:00
	Chair

Johnson
	Calls for discussion on the motion.
Hemann and Saathoff both comment they need to see the data on the subject before they will make a decision.  


	

	26:36
	Duncan 
	WITHDRAWS MOTION.
	

	26:50
	Chair

Johnson 
	Comments the motion was officially withdrawn.

Refers to schedule.  Tomorrow we were supposed to go on a tour the Legislative offices.  

Duncan comments that might be a good idea due to the public objections raised to the recent remodeling of the Capitol.  There is discussion whether that argument is relevant to what the Commissioners are doing. 
Johnson draws the Commissioners’ attention to their schedules. They are ahead of schedule and can cancel some of their meetings.  There is discussion about when the Commission should meet next.  They decide to meet the following day and cancel their meeting on September 3rd. 

Johnson explains a bit more about the schedule of the Commission.   


	

	36:07
	Fredericks 
	Comments according to the schedule the Commission will vote on their recommendation on October 1st.  She asks if that means the tentative recommendations can be influenced by public opinion.

	

	36:30
	Chair

Johnson 
	Answers yes, after the public hearing they will meet to finalize their recommendations.  
There is discussion as a few Commissioners ask if it is possible to telephone conference for the following day’s meeting.  Johnson adjourns the meeting.  
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