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	Time:
	Speaker:
	Comments:

	0:00
	Chair 

Doris 

Johnson 
	Welcomes everyone back and explains what the agenda is for the day.  Speaks about coming up with an overriding policy for their decisions later in the day.  She then calls the first speaker up.  


	1:15
	Hardy Myers
	Attorney General (AG).  Thanks the commission for allowing him to address them. Explains he had a supplemental data sheet created about his position (EXHIBIT A) which is organized around the criteria that the commission must use to make its decisions. For example, they must look at the neighboring states.  Explains comparability should be determined by examining the responsibilities of the position.  The historic mission of the Department of Justice (DOJ) and the AG is to provide legal council for state government, particularly the executive branch.  The AG has absolute control over the legal advice provided to state agencies, boards and commissions. That consolidated legal services model is the strongest control model in the country.  
“That responsibility is the starting point for comparing the office in Oregon to other states’ Attorney Generals.  Some operate under the consolidated model or something close to it.  Some are in a much looser kind of situation where the lawyers who serve the state agencies are independent of the Attorney General completely”. 

Myers gives other examples of questions that the commission should consider as they look for comparable positions in other states:  Is the power of the AG situated in the consolidated model?  Do they administer the child support program for their state?  Do they uphold trust laws? Do they investigate Welfare and Medicaid fraud?   Do they enforce state public records law?  Do they regulate charities?  Safeguard the integrity of state elections?  Do they defend criminal convictions once they have been obtained? Do they administer crime victims’ services? The answer is yes to all these questions for the AG of the state of Oregon.  
He also suggests they consider how many employees the AG is responsible for and the size of their budget.  The biennium budget for the AG of Oregon is around 379.5 million dollars.  Finally, is the AG subordinate to another official or is the AG independent?  In Oregon the AG is an independent officer.  In some states the AG is not elected (as in Oregon) but appointed.  

Myers then changes topic to address the qualifications of the job position.  In Oregon a law degree is not necessary but Myers highly recommends it.  He states that an individual could not oversee the legal work of the DOJ without one.  He then speaks about the skills needed as they are not addressed in the handout.  These are the ability to make wise decisions and good judgment.  

He then speaks about the responsibilities of his job. He asks the commission to consider the potential, direct consequences on public wellbeing resulting from the decisions made by the AG.   These decisions can affect the liberty of Oregonians, the wellbeing of Oregon’s children, and the healing of crime victims.  These stand as the human consequences to the decisions and responsibilities of Oregon’s AG.    
Myers then speaks about the scope and nature of the decisions that the AG is authorized to unilaterally make.  For example, full charge and control of the executive branch of state government and the use of the resources of the DOJ.  



	13:46
	Verne Duncan 
	Asks Myers if he (Duncan) was still a senator and needed legal defense but the AG didn’t agree with Duncan’s position would the AG still have to defend him? 


	14:13
	Myers
	Address the chair and Duncan. Explains that it would depend on the nature of the case.  The only type of case that would probably not be defended would be allegations of criminal wrong doing.  If it is an action based on official conduct then the DOJ would have to defend him.  Myers then returns to the topic of job responsibilities.  The AG is responsible for hiring all of the assistant attorneys for the DOJ. Other factors the commission should consider when making their decisions are: cost of living, total compensation of the position, budget limitations, and other factors the commission deems appropriate.  Myers comments that he does not believe the salaries of private sector lawyers to be pertinent to the commission’s considerations. The gap between the two is too big.  Two considerations that he does recommend are a comparison to the salaries of other attorneys that manage public law offices and a comparison to other salaries within the DOJ.  The DOJ will be pleased to provide what ever level of detail the commission would like.  His office is compiling a comparison chart of other AGs in other states along the lines of job responsibilities, budget, number of employees and number of lawyers.  


	20:25
	Scott Dawson
	Asks that mode of selection, appointed or elected also be included in the chart.  


	20:30
	Myers
	Answers that they will do that.  Commissioner Saathoff comments that she was going to ask about peer states but she believes the chart will provide that information. Myers asks for other questions.  
Duncan raises a question about the public nature of the job.  He asks how Myers sees the role of the AG.  Myers replies that Duncan “is quite right”. There is more then managing programs, but those programs are a force for good. Programs and the DOJ are a force for good in the state as they sustain the rule of law.  Good government must be lawful government.  The rule of law in relation to individual conduct.  The office is a way to be a force for good, experienced through different lines.  
Dawson asks for Myers opinion on the fact that besides the Governor and the AG all the other elected officials of the executive branch are paid the same salary.  Myers explains that he has not thought about compensation and how it relates to the other executive offices. He is reluctant to go down that road.  Each office has special needs and demands.  He does not want to compare his to others.


	26:26
	John Hemann
	Addresses the chair and Myers. Asks Myers what his work week is like.  How do we attract good people to the role of AG? Obviously not compensation in relation to private sector? What motivates people to take the job?  What kind of job are they taking on when they take on the job of AG? 


	27:12
	Myers
	Answers that the wonderful set of responsibilities given by the legislature to the position are the main draw.  That the position is very attractive for a lawyer interested in government as it allows them the chance to make improvements in the law and lead the government’s lawyers.  That the office has a “wonderful collection of missions”.  Myers states that in his opinion the AG is “the most wonderful office in the government”.  
Hemann then ask what is the AG’s work week like. “How many hours?” Myers explains that he gets up at 5:30, has breakfast then commutes to Salem.  The composition of the days varies, but there are usually many meetings and sometimes travel to a conference or speaking engagement.  During those times that the legislature is in session there is a large overlay on the DOJ.  Time and effort are spent shepherding the budget for the department and there are 50-70 bills sponsored by DOJ that go through the legislature.  Also during that time there are many requests for his time or his deputy’s time.  Half the days of the week he will take work home and work an extra hour, hour and a half on it.  


	31:24
	MardiLyn

Saathoff
	Asks what other states, besides neighboring states, should the commission look at for comparable data for the office of the AG.  


	31:59
	Myers
	Explains that when his office finishes the comparative chart they will probably included states that may not be geographically close, if the AG there has similar duties.  
Saathoff asks if he can name any AGs from other states off the top of his head that have similar jobs.  Myers answers “no” because he has not surveyed the data in detail has is planned to do for this chart. He explains he knows bits and pieces of what other AGs do, but not in the detail that is really needed.  Saathoff answers that data would be very valuable to the commissioners.  



	34:29
	Chair Johnson
	Thanks the AG for the helpful information he has given to the commission.  Appreciates the fact he will continue to assemble data for the commission’s consideration.  


	34:41
	Myers
	Reiterates his commitment to provide the commission with as much data as they want on his office and the DOJ.  Thanks the commission for the opportunity to appear. 
   

	34:55
	Chair Johnson 
	Thanks the AG.  Myers leaves the committee room.  There is talking among the commission members in low voices.  Johnson addresses the commission and explains that Sue Wilson will take this time to present data to the commission before the arrival of the next presenter.  


	35:35
	Sue Wilson 
	Explains that she does not have hard copies yet, of the information being projected on the screen but that will be available at noon. She took various lists and categories and found states that met 2 of the criteria.  The criteria consisted of states that were assembled from the comparable states used by the 84’ Public Officials’ Compensation Commission (POCC), the Western states used by the 97’ POCC commission, and a list of comparable states given by the state economist.  The last list consist of states that are similar in population, expenditures per capita, revenue per capita and income per capita.  17 states met that criteria but added Nevada for a total of 18.  
Saathoff ask what happens to the list if the criteria are increased to 3.  Wilson explains that will cut down the list substantially, and if they are going to do that she will want more clarification on what 3 criteria will be used.  
Saathoff asks about adding the neighboring states to a list based on 3 criteria.  Wilson answers the end result will really depend on what 3 criteria they choose.  
Dawson asks about the rationale for the states used by the 1984 commission and the fact that some of the criteria may be redundant.  Saathoff comments that she doesn’t think they need to use the states used by past commissions except to make sure they have the neighboring states included.  Mehrer suggests they only used the bottom four criteria: population, expenditures, revenue, and income per capita.  Wilson recounts that a suggestion has been made to use only the 4 bottom criteria and the neighboring states in creating their list of peer states.  She explains she can create a new chart with that data over lunch.  They will use the revised information for their discussion during the afternoon. 
Chair Johnson thanks Wilson and calls for a 5 minute break before the next speaker presents.  
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	0:00
	Chair Johnson
	Starts the meeting again.  Explains that the next presenter in the Labor Commissioner.  A copy of his testimony (Exhibit B) is handed out to the commission. 


	
	Brad Avakian
	Commissioner of the Bureau of Labor and Industries (BOLI).  Ask the commission what it is they would like from him.  Explains he can talk about the functions of the agency or the role of the BOLI commissioner.  Explains there is one table which compares the BOLI commissioners of the Western states and then another that compares the 4 states, including Oregon, that have elected BOLI commissioners.  Explains that most BOLI commissioners are appointed.  


	1:10
	Chair Johnson 
	Recommends that he walk them trough the handout and the commission will ask him questions along the way.  


	1:27
	Avakian 
	Introduces self and explains that he is the Labor commissioner and his office is in Portland.  The Bureau of Labor and Industry (BOLI) has 4 major areas that it concentrates on: enforcement of civil rights laws, enforcement of all of the state’s wage and labor laws, apprenticeship and training programs, and a  technical assistance unit for small business owners.  The office is also involved in conducting hearings to penalize those that break the labor and civil rights laws.
As the BOLI commissioner Avakian is in charge of the management of the agency, its budget and personnel.  He sets the vision and the agenda for the bureau and is the principal in working with the Governor and the legislature to achieve the objectives of the bureau. He works with other agency heads to keep Oregon moving in a consistent direction. 
  

	5:20
	Chair Johnson
	Asks how many employees are on staff.  Avakian answers that they currently have 112.  In the past there were 170 employees but the agency was scaled back and now is at a size that Avakian believes to be too small.  He is hoping to add more employees in the future.  Swadener asks compared to his employees, where does the BOLI Commissioner’s salary rank.  Avakian answers 11th.  Saathoff asks if there are other state assets besides the budget, that BOLI is responsible for.  Avakian answers that there is.  There is the Wage Security Fund, a fund that helps bankrupt companies support their employees and their families. ‘

Munkers asks if the majority of employees at BOLI are lawyers.  Avakian answers that very few are lawyers; by chance his deputy is one.  
Duncan asks how long Avakian has held his current office for and what is his background.  Avakian explains he has been in the office for 3 months.  He grew up in Beaverton and worked in civil rights law for 15 years.  In the past he was in the Oregon House of Representatives and until 3 months ago, he was in the Oregon Senate.  He was appointed by the Governor to his current position when the past BOLI commissioner resigned.  Avakian will be up for election in November.  

Fredericks asks what are the qualifications and skills necessary for the position.  In Avakian’s opinion, because this position is the final arbiter for contested case hearings, a law degree is beneficial.  He also recommends a background in budget management and the skill to be able to have relationships with other statewide officials and the legislature.  Since the position is non-partisan having the ability to work with “both sides of the aisle” is a benefit.  


	12:37
	Chair Johnson
	Comments that there are only 3 other states that have an elected BOLI Commissioner.  Asks how Oregon compares to those 3 other states in other ways. 
  

	12:59
	Avakian
	Answers that it depends on how the commission defines comparable.  Comparable in responsibilities, then California is almost identical.  North Carolina is similar in a number of ways, budget, and some functions of the office.  None of the other 3 has more then about half of the same functions as Oregon.  If you look nationally there is great variety in the types of duties given to the office.  
Saathoff asks where the majority of time is spent in the bureau.  Avakian answers that the majority of time is split between three divisions, Wage and Hour, Apprenticeship and Civil Rights. Saathoff ask about comparatives.  Avakian answers that it is difficult to weight what duties of the BOLI commissioner are more important then others.   



	17:50
	Chair Johnson 
	Questions if public appearances take up a large part of the BOLI commissioner’s time. Avakian answers that is difficult for public officials to separate campaigning activities from actual job functions.  If it is only narrowed down to job functions then he spends a considerable amount of time visiting apprenticeship facilities, and speaking before groups.  
He comments that for him personally, he likes to be in the office getting things done.  “It is important to be the face of the agency in the public; I think it is also important to be there in the office and doing the work.  I try to focus on the latter part of that primarily”.  There is a question about the compensation of appointed BOLI commissioners in other states.  It turns out that the commission already has data available on that.  

There is a question about unemployment claims but that is not connected to BOLI.  Chair Johnson thanks the BOLI commissioner.  Avakian thanks the chair and the commission.  Avakian then leaves the committee room. Wilson refers to a table that was sent to the commission before that meeting.  There is some talk among the commissioners about what information was being requested, information on appointed or elected labor commissioners.     


	21:53
	Dawson
	Addresses the commission.  He wants to bring to the commission’s attention that his unit has a BOLI complaint.  There may be a conflict of interest as the unit he works for will be sued by BOLI and defended by the Attorney General’s office.   Dawson wonders if he should excuse himself from his commission duties.  Wilson answers that she does not think he needs to do that and it would be hard to find someone who didn’t have a BOLI complaint. 


	23: 00
	Chair Johnson 
	Suggest that since there is time before the next presenter that the commission addresses policy issues.  
Mehrer asks why it is important to differentiate between elected and appointed salary differentials.  
Duncan answers that there are additional ego benefits to elected positions.  Wilson remarks that with the appointed position there is an employee / employer position.  
Saathoff explains that there is less job security for an elected official.  Appointed officials have a state compensation scheme; there are guidelines and rankings that structure their position.  
Duncan comments that elected officials don’t get sick leave, they don’t get vacation time, but also they don’t have to go to work if they don’t want to.  Saathoff comments on the nature of the public position of elected officials.  They need to be transported places, they are given places to stay.  Saathoff gives the example of the Governor’s house.  Mehrer comments that things like that should be considered as compensation also.  Wilson remarks that the staff had this discussion before in relation to what can be quantified as a “benefit”.  They focused on those things that could actual be taxable.  Things such as someone buying you coffee are to difficult to quantify.  Fredericks makes the comment that the deputies of many of these elected officials are being paid double what their bosses make.  Mehrer request that the commission look further into benefits.  Wilson explains that they will have to call other states to get that information. There are comments from commissioners that the information might be hard to quantify and may not make a big difference to what is being considered in the end.  Dawson comments that they will have to look at appointed Labor Commissioners too since the number of elected ones are so low.  


	34: 21
	Barbara

Fredericks 
	Asks why there is parity among the salaries of 4 of the elected officials (Secretary of State, State Treasurer, Superintendent of Public Instruction and the BOLI Commissioner). Saathoff comments that it is “very political”.  Fredericks asks about the history behind the decision to have the AG’s salary set higher the then the other heads of the major state agencies.  There is some talk among the commission of why and when that was set.  Chair Johnson talks about how that sort of decision would be a policy decision.  Saathoff comments that she sees a difference between the position of the Governor and the other elected officials.  
Mehrer ask about getting Hay Point Evaluations done for the elected officials.  Wilson comments that they have the original 1988 evaluations.  She explains that if there are clear job descriptions for the positions and the commissioners are clear on what they are valuing, then Hay evaluations can be done.  Wilson comments that at this point she feels she does not have enough information to say how the commission will value one over the other.  She can have the 1988 Hay evaluations brought in.  There is still a policy question; will the positions be evaluated by function or across the board?  Wilson fears trying to find comparables with other states for each individual position because she believes they won’t find a match.  
Mehrer comments that she believes that is why the Hay evaluation is important.  Fredericks agrees with Mehrer. Fredericks asks if it would be fair to pass on the job descriptions from the Oregon Blue Book and those provided by the elected officials to the compensation division for a Hay evaluation.  Wilson remarks that she would want an objective description that stuck to the statutory requirements of the job.  Saathoff questions if job descriptions are not secondary to their first consideration, comparisons to other states.  
 

	41: 57
	Paul Swadener
	MOTION: No quantitative factors such as the Hay factor be done for this commission.



	42: 25
	Chair Johnson
	Repeats the motion.  Ask for a second. 


	42: 40
	Duncan
	Seconds the motion


	42:53
	Swadener
	Explains that he feels that there is not enough time to get into that type of data.  They should look into something like that two years later when the commission is doing this for the second time.


	43:32
	Anna

Mehrer
	Comments that the Hay evaluation would only be one factor of the approach and would help them to understand the jobs better.


	44:02
	Swadener
	Comments that he posed the motion incorrectly and it should have been a positive statement, not a negative one. MOTION: He rephrases and changes his motion to be that they do use quantitative factors such as the Hay evaluation. 


	44:38
	Saathoff
	Advises that she doesn’t recommend that they make this an all or nothing decision and leave the option of doing a Hay evaluation open for the future.


	45:04
	Swadener
	WITHDRAWS MOTION.


	45:09
	Chair Johnson
	WITHDRAWS MOTION.



	46:32
	Wilson 
	There is more conversation among the commissioners about job description and comparisons of job function.  Wilson says she will look into getting the 1988 Hay Factor evaluation for the commission. 



	47:05
	Dawson
	Comments on the difference in salaries in some of the positions, particularly the Superintendent of Public Instruction.  

	47:46
	Fredericks
	Remarks on how there could be a differential in pay between appointed and elected.  For appointed positions national job searches are done for recruitment. The pay to attract a quality candidate needs to be high.  


	48:44
	Chair Johnson 
	Questions the commissioners if they agree with the Governor being paid the highest salary.
VOTE: Oral vote

AYE: A majority say aye.  
The Motion CARRIES.
Johnson then addresses the fact that the AG’s salary, with the exception of the Governor, is higher then all the other elected officials.  She asks the commission if they want to keep that policy or look at each position individually to make their recommendations.  Questions are raised as to why the salaries are set that way.    


	49:44
	Wilson 
	Clarifies that in 2001 there was a 6% increase in the salary of elected officials, at the same time there was a pay freeze for state workers.  The elected officials chose not to accept their raise.  Since it was not accepted it was repealed.  
Fredericks calls for bringing the AG’s salary down to the level of the other four state agency heads.  There in conversation among the commission that in most states the AG is paid more then the other offices.  Fredericks points out that in some states the Superintendent is paid the most.  Saathoff argues that they can’t make policy decisions until they settle on a peer group.  There is some disagreement among the commissioners on her comment.  

Wilson comments if they go with comparable states they may end up with different numbers for different offices.  She explains that the commission seems to feel that the Governor should be paid the most.  There may be states where that isn’t the case.  The commission can start looking at comparable states but they need to think about what they are going to do with that knowledge and the weight they give it.  Saathoff comments that she believes there will be obvious reasons for significant differences in pay levels in other states.   She thinks factors such as internal equity, appointed and elected states are factors that should be seconded to comparable states.  

	56:39
	Chair 
Johnson 
	Comments “I think I’m hearing you also say that we need to look at each position individually”. 


	56:56
	Wilson 
	Explains that just using the four comparable criteria (population, expenditures, revenue and income) and not using the data from the 84 or 87 commissions, that if they look for states that have two factors in common with Oregon they get a list of 7 states.  None of which are the neighboring states.  If they add the 4 neighboring states then they end up with a list of 11 states.  
At lunch she will make a presentation that has the data for the elected officials in all those states.  If they go with states that meet 3 criteria then there are only 2 states, Ohio and North Dakota.  She would then add the neighboring states and they would be working with a total of 6 states.  She will create spread sheets that she will projected on the screen when the commission comes back from lunch.   


	58:25
	Dawson
	Asks how they will rationalize the choice of a peer group.
Wilson explains that they took the 10 states most comparable in population, the 10 states most comparable in revenue, the 10 states most comparable in expenditures and the 10 states most comparable in income and created lists with those states.  
Wilson asks if any of those categories carry more weight with the commission.  Saathoff answers that population seems to be the most important for her.  Dawson comments that state expenditures per capita carry the most weight for him.  The commissioners talk among themselves about the different criteria. 
Dawson clarifies that the commission’s rationale will be that they considered 4 factors and created list of those factors of 10 states that were comparable to Oregon.  They then selected states that appeared on at least 2 lists.  There was no weight given to any of the categories.  
  

	01:01:18
	Chair Johnson 
	Questions if they justify their actions by giving that information to the public what problems they foresee.  What arguments do they expect to be raised?   Saathoff foresees issues with the fact that no weight was given to the categories.  
There is discussion among the commissioners about other comparators that could be included.  There is discussion about weighing the criteria that is being used.  Saathoff ask why the state economist used the four criteria to create their list of comparative states.   

	01:05: 35
	Richard Scherer
	Comments that the discussion is treating the positions of the elected officials as if they are new jobs.  Since there is comparable data from other states the commission should use it.  Scherer took the compensation data for each of the elected positions for Oregon, Idaho, Washington and Nevada and got an average.  That average could be the new salaries.  If they dissect the jobs the commission will be here for a long time.  
Duncan asks what the salaries were.  Scherer reads his numbers to the commission.  Based on his averages the annual salary for each position would be: 

The Governor: $125,944

The Secretary of State:  $92,364.25

The State Treasurer:  $92,364.25

The Attorney General:  $113,526

The BOLI commissioner:  $100,197.25
The Superintendent:  $99,284.50
Chair Johnson comments that Scherer is only using the neighboring states which in fact may have very little in common with Oregon as far as the positions being considered are concerned.  The strategy might be appropriate once the commission decided on its group of peer states.  



	01:13:17
	Chair Johnson 
	Thanks Scherer for his work.  Announces that the next speaker has arrived. A short break is called for after which the next presenter will start.  
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	0:00
	Chair Johnson
	Thanks the presenter and turns the floor over to him.

	0:10
	Chip Terhune
	Governor’s Chief of Staff.  Introduces self.  Thanks the commission on behalf of the Governor for their work.  Handouts a single sheet (EXHIBIT C) on the job of the Governor.  The Governor is the chief executive officer of the state.  He is responsible to the entire executive branch.  The Governor also keeps track of 200 boards and commissions within the state of Oregon. The Governor oversees the creation of the biennial budget.  In total the budget is 48 billion.  He also reviews all the bills that go through the legislature and chairs the State Land Board and The Progress Board.  He is also Commander and Chief of the state’s military forces.  He also coordinates state government’s interactions with federal authorities and local authorities.  The Governor also fills judicial vacancies, has extradition authority, can grant pardons, commutations and reprieves of criminal sentences.  
The Governor’s staff is small.  There are 64 official positions.  Those positions cover every facet of government and interface with all of the 100 plus state agencies and 200 plus state boards and commissions.  The Governor is on-call 24/7.  His public schedule is extremely busy.  In the event of an emergency the powers of the Governor are expanded.  
The Governor spends an immense amount of time reading and watching the news, both local and national.  He reads all the local papers before 7:30 am.  He spends his time either at his office or at events.  His day is packed into 15 minute sections.  At the end of the day the Governor still has to read through memos, policy briefs and other materials.   
 

	12:20
	Saathoff
	Asks if the role of the Governor is similar among states.  

	12:56
	Terhune
	Answers that is true.  There are nuances in the operation of the executive branch in the State of Oregon. Boards and commissions are more significant within Oregon and issues are raised from them on a constant basis.
.

	14:52
	Dawson
	Asks if there is a list of comparators used by the Governor’s office to make decisions.


	15:00
	Terhune
	Answers no.  They don’t use comparable states because of the uniqueness of the electorate, Oregon’s geographical make up, and the local issues that arise from that geographical makeup.  


	17:26
	Chair

Johnson 
	Calls for questions.  There are none.  Thanks Terhune and he leaves. The topic of the working lunch and its location is raised.  



	19:37
	Hemann
	Asks if records are being kept of what criteria the commission will use to make its decision and those criteria they chose not to use. Wants to leave a road map for future commissions.

	20:21
	Chair Johnson
	Explains that all the sessions are being recorded and notes are being taken.  Wilson adds that a report will also be developed in the future.  Johnson calls for the meeting to adjourn.   

	POCC724084
	
	

	0:00
	Chair Johnson
	Working lunch: Calls the working lunch to order.  Begins by raising a question brought up about the use of the comparative data by Dawson.  Duncan raises concerns about the commission meeting in a new location and holding a working lunch.  It is explained to the group that a public notice of the new location was sent out and that a record is being kept of what transpires during the meeting.   

	1:41
	Swadener
	Asks if the same group of comparables that are being used for the executive branch will also be used for the legislative and judicial branches. 


	2:01
	Dawson
	Questions if the commission had decided to concentrate on the 6 executive branch positions first.  The commission agrees to focus its attention on recommendations for the executive, elected officials.  

	3:06
	Saathoff 
	Suggests that the commission will need a rational for its recommendation to raise salaries.   

	4:26
	Dawson
	Recommends that if there is a comparison to other states that there be a philosophy tied to that comparison.


	5:35
	Fredericks 
	Follows up a comment made by Saathoff on how low the salaries are.  Fredericks comments that it is embarrassing that the State Treasurer, Attorney General and Superintendent of Public Instruction only make $70,000 -$72,000 in salary.  


	6:24
	Saathoff
	Comments that going with the median salary from their comparable states will be a huge bump. There are comments that the increase will seem huge but will only bring Oregon to the median.  


	6:54
	Scherer
	Comments about his averages for the executive branch.  Raises the idea of increasing salary through a step program.   


	11:18
	Saathoff
	In response to Scherer’s comments explains that he is making a philosophical statement.  He is saying he wants to raise pay and to do it by average.  Saathoff asks if the commission is planning to raise salary. 


	11:52
	Chair Johnson
	Address Saathoff’s question formally to the group.  Do they all agree to a raise in salary for the elected officials? 
Members of the group say yes. 



	11:58
	Saathoff
	Raises a second point. Asks what is the philosophy for how they are going to make that increase.  

	12:08
	Mehrer
	Suggest they increase the percentage of PERS to reward those officials who manage their budgets well.  An increase would be based on performance.  


	13:27
	Chair Johnson 
	Explains that the PERS rate needs to be the same for all state employees.  Saathoff explains it is set in statue and depends on salary.  She also mentions past attempts at similar ideas that were unpopular with the public.  There is discussion about the PERS system. 


	15: 55
	Chair Johnson
	Comments that two different terms are being used.  Does the commission want to go with the median or with the average for their data?  A majority of the commissioners answer median.  Saathoff explains that median is normally used in the private sector.  Swadener comments that with the median California can still be used.  Dawson asks what percentage of the median do the commissioners want.  


	16:55
	Scherer 
	Asks about a cost of living increase.  Swadener answers that is a decision of the legislature.  Dawson comments that they will be meeting in another 2 years anyway.  


	17:39
	Duncan 
	Comments that Oregon is at the bottom within regards to salary.  Johnson comments that the question is how far up do they want to take Oregon. Saathoff asks do they want to hit the median or only meet it 50%.  There is talk among the commission that just a cost of living increase would raise salaries by 18%.  The idea of having the median as a long term goal is suggested.  Duncan mentions that there has just been a huge lay-off in Eugene and if he was a senator he would not vote to increase his salary.   


	21: 46
	Steve

Munkers
	Comments that there is also an issue with retaining public officials.  Since some of the employees who work for the elected officials make more then their bosses, they have no incentive to step up into those roles when those above them retire.  


	22:56
	Johnson
	Asks for other policy issues to discuss.

	23:14
	Saathoff
	Asks if one of their goals is to attract talent to the positions they are making compensation recommendations for.  If so what market are they trying to pull from?  There are comments that the executive, elected positions are only a piece out of the life of those who hold those jobs; the judicial positions are lifetime careers though.  
The commission discusses how the low salary discourages superintendents of schools from seeking the office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction and lawyers from considering the office of the Attorney General. There has been no consideration of the pool of talent that should be drawn from for theses positions.  The commission does not believe this belittles the current individuals in those positions, but it limits those who can take those positions to the retired or otherwise financially secure.


	30: 58
	Duncan 
	Comments that if the salary parity between the 4 executive offices (the exceptions being the Governor and AG) is changed there will be a political problem.  Johnson asks Duncan if he is saying that the AG should be paid at the same level as the other elected officials besides the Governor.  Duncan answerer that he would not change the AG salary to match the others.  


	34:34
	Dawson
	Comments that he “is not ready to buy into that” as Oregon is only one of 4 states to have the majority of elected officials salaries the same.


	34:57
	Chair Johnson
	Asks what the other commissioners think about that. Johnson explains that it is a policy issue which needs to be discussed.  Saathoff comments she is not comfortable with doing that at this point.  Hemann, like Duncan, advises that if the 4 elected officials are given a raise they should still all be paid the same amount.  Coming up with criteria of why one should make more than the other would be difficult.  Dawson comments if they go by medians the salary will not be the same for all the positions.  


	38:14
	Saathoff
	Remarks that she is hearing two different things.  Some commissioners suggest making the salary of the 4 elected officials (besides the Governor and AG) the same.  Other commissioners are suggesting a salary based on a median that will be different for all the positions.  

Saathoff cautions that they will have to have some rational for ending the parity between certain salaries.  
Scherer agrees with having a rational and explains what he believes the commission may have to do to arrive at it. 
 

	43:53
	Chair Johnson
	Asks if there are any other policy issues.  When nothing is said she asks if all are in favor of taking a break.


	44:10 
	Scherer
	MOTION: Makes a motion that they “adjourn till they reconvene”.  Swadener seconds. 
Chair Johnson ends the working lunch session.
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	0:00
	Chair Johnson
	Summarizes the decisions reached by the commission during the working lunch.  The commission believes that the Governor should make the largest salary.  They will create a peer group of comparable states that has 2 out of 4 points in common with Oregon.  They will use the median and not average salary to reach their decision.  This will allow them to use California.  It still needs to be determined what percentage of the median they will recommend.  It has also been suggested to keep the salaries of 4 of the 6 executive branch positions at the same level.  The commission will look at the median numbers and then make their decisions.  Johnson then turns the floor over to Wilson.


	2:27
	Wilson
	Show slides of excel spreadsheets to the commission.  She created a list from the one previously created by the state economist and used 4 criteria from that list: population, expenditures, revenue and income. She then pulled the states that meet 2 of the criteria and then added the 4 neighboring states.  She took that list of states and came up with a median for those.  The median included Oregon. She then created a list of the 4 neighboring states and showed how the median fit within them. The first slide is for the Governor with the median salary from the first list being $130,000.  Within the Western states this new salary would still put Oregon in as second to last.  Wilson cautions that this is salary only, not total compensation.   Wilson then goes through the different slides for the different positions. 
A summary of those figures given during the session follows.  Commissioner Swadener calls out the percentage of increase during Wilson’s presentation. 
Position

Current salary

Median 

Percent of increase

Governor

$93,000

$130,000

39%

Secretary of State

$72,000

$95,750

33%

AG

$77,200

$119,335

55%

Treasurer

$72,000

$100,106

39%

Superintendent

$72,000

$119,669

66%

BOLI

$72,000

$100,050

39%

  

	13:27
	Mehrer
	Comments that 19% could be subtracted as a cost of living increase. 


	16:00
	Hemann 
	Asks about having long term goals for the commission. 

	16:33
	Chair Johnson 
	Answers that it might not hurt to make that type of a recommendation.

	18:07
	Fredericks 
	Comments that for the Superintendent there are also a lot of appointed positions.  Duncan offers to tell the commission which Superintendents are elected and which are appointed. Wilson highlights those on the slide he says are elected.  There is a comment that the states that have appointed Superintendents can conduct national searches for that position.  Mehrer calls for all the appointed states to be taken off the list.  


	24:35
	Chair Johnson
	Reminds the commissioners that they have not yet really examined the question of benefits which is a part of their task.  Hemann questions if it is possible to get the total compensation numbers for the states they are using as comparables.  Wilson answers that as of now, they only have that information for the neighboring states.  She will have to make phone calls to those other states for that information.  Saathoff states that while she believes the total compensation numbers will help strengthen their rational, it will not really change the total outcome.  Johnson reminds them that they still have the issue of salary parity for the four elected officials who currently are paid the same amount.  Dawson cautions that they will need a reason to change the status quo. 


	28:08
	Dawson
	MOTION: To recommend a salary of $130,000 for the Governor, $119,000 for the Attorney General and Superintendent of Public Instruction and $100,000 for the Secretary of State, Treasurer and the BOLI Commissioner.


	29:11
	Mehrer
	Seconds Dawson’s motion. 

	29:16
	Saathoff
	Questions if everyone is comfortable with the philosophy of recommending that Oregon go with the median salary for each job. 

 

	30:12
	Duncan 
	States his discomfort with having the positions at different salary levels.  

	30: 43
	Saathoff
	States that she is fine going with the median.  Dawson’s motion assumes though that the commission is comfortable going with the median and with having 3 distinct salary levels.  


	32:30
	Wilson
	Suggests that they might want to adopt a tentative or draft recommendation so they can revise it once they see total compensation figures. 


	32:59
	Dawson 
	MOTION: Restates his recommendation as a tentative recommendation.  

	33:02
	Saathoff
	Seconds the new recommendation

	33:06
	Chair Johnson 
	Asks if there is anymore discussion on the recommendation.  Hemann asks Dawson if the Superintendent is in the same salary group as the AG because of the median salary.  Dawson answers “yes”. 


	33:50 
	Fredericks 
	Asks Wilson to show her the slide for the Superintendent of Public Instruction.  Asks what the median salary would be if all the appointed superintendents where eliminated from the list.  Duncan tells Wilson which superintendents on her listed are elected.  The median salary among that group would be around a $109,000.  There is talk among the group that the BOLI commissioner is also appointed in some states and this might affect the median salary.  

The group decides to look at each position to see if they are elected or appointed.  For the BOLI Commissioner only 3 other states are elected and only one, Oklahoma is on the list and is the median.  They then look at the AG.  As no one knows which AG’s are elected it is tabled till latter.  

	41:57
	Dawson 
	Withdraws his first motion and puts forth a new one to accommodate the new distinction between appointed and elected salaries.  
MOTION: for a tentative recommendation for new salaries in which the Governor is at $130,000, the AG at $119,000 and the BOLI Commissioner, the Superintendent, the Secretary of State and the Treasurer are all paid $100,000. 
Saathoff seconds.


	43:05
	Chair

Johnson 
	Asks if there is further discussion.  Duncan raises his unease with the discrepancy between the AG and the other elected officials.  Saathoff believes that the AG will be refined once they know who is appointed and who is elected.  
Johnson then calls for an oral vote.

VOTE: Oral vote

AYE: All commissioners vote for the tentative recommendation.  

The motion CARRIES.


	45:00
	Wilson 
	Asks for any input from the commission to the type of data they want for the judiciary, the next group for their consideration.  Johnson confirms that at the beginning of August they will start the same process with the judges.  

Duncan asks if they have dealt with the issues of extra funds for the executive branch.  Wilson explains she will get more total compensation information for the states they have been looking at.  She will also have to look at the statute to understand how the commission will deal with expenditure allowances for the public officials.  


	47:52
	Saathoff

	Asks the other commissioners if they found the tours to the offices of the executive branch helpful.

	47:59
	Dawson
	Answers no.  Hemann agrees with him.  There is a request to skip the next tours for the judicial branch.  Wilson explains that they were planning on taking the commissioners to the county and supreme courts.  The commission comes to the decision to not do anymore site visits.  They site a lack of time and they do not think it is relevant to the type of information they need to consider.  
MOTION: Makes a motion that there will be no more site visits. 



	53:28
	Saathoff
	Seconds the motion. 

	53:30 
	Chair Johnson
	Repeats the motion and calls for a vote.  
VOTE: Oral vote.

AYE: All commissioners vote for no more site visits. 

The motion CARRIES.



	45:10
	Wilson 
	Asks what type of presentations the commissioners want for the judicial and legislative data.  Saathoff calls for information on the neighboring state.  She also wants to know what states the judicial branch feels are comparable to Oregon in budget, FTE, salary in comparison to other salaries within the organization, and also differentiating between appointed versus elected positions.  
The commissioners discuss other factors they think would be relevant to their recommendations about the judiciary. They discuss its importance as a career choice and what a lawyer walks away from to pursue that occupation.  They consider perusing partner information from law firms and demographics of the current judicial branch.    
Wilson cautions that if they look at the private sector it will be hard to find comparable job duties. 



	01:06:36
	Dawson 
	Questions if there is no reason to look at comparable states. 

	01:06:40
	Saathoff 
	Disagrees and thinks they should be looking at comparable states.  Dawson asks if they will use the same list of comparable states as before.  Saathoff suggests that they ought to at least start there.  Because those factors were the ones that the state economist gave them.  If they have to make changes in the peer group they make them for an effective reason.  Saathoff wonders what peer group the judges themselves believe they should be compared against.  


	01:08:52
	Wilson 
	Asks the group who they want presenting to them.  Fredericks comments that with the Chief Justices of both the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals they have 6 positions to make recommendations for.  
Wilson tells the group she will talk with the courts and find out who they want to speak to the distinction between the courts.  Also, it seems like it will only take a day to cover that information so perhaps the agenda needs to be changed?  



	01:15:24
	Chair Johnson 
	Recommends that they start their next meeting off by reviewing the data to finish their examination of the executive branch.  Then they will move onto the judicial branch. Hemann asks for that data to be sent to the commissioners before the meeting.  
There is discussion about the timeline for the commission and when things need to be done by.  Wilson feels that commission is doing great about being on schedule. She will work with Johnson on working out a new agenda and timeline.  

Johnson calls for any further comments.  There are none so she adjourns the meeting.  
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