Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

October 20, 2003

Regular Meeting, Irvine 194

Revised, November 20, 2003

Members PRESENT were: Arts and Sciences: Anderson, Appel, Bloemer, K. Brown, Daley, Dyer, Grimes, Heckman, Helm, Ingram, Lopez-Permouth, McLaughlin, Miles, Morris, Carson (for Nance) Tuck, and Webster; Business: Sherman; Communications: Bernt, Miller, and Stewart; Education: Howley and Leinbaugh; Engineering: Braasch, and Pasic; Fine Arts: Cardenas, Scott, and Wetzel; Health and Human Services: Chabot, Chleboun, and Paulins; Osteopathic Medicine: Gaines; Eastern: Flynn; Lancaster: Heinemann and Killoran; Southern: Crawford; Zanesville: Shriver; Group II: Thomas and Young.

Members EXCUSED were: Arts and Sciences: Nance; Business: Stephens; Communications: D. Brown; Fine Arts: Reilly; Osteopathic Medicine: Simpson Chillicothe: Zajdel.

Members ABSENT were: Business: Gupta; Engineering: Celenk; Health and Human Services: Rathbun; Osteopathic Medicine: Stroh; Chillicothe: McManus. 

Hugh Bloemer, Chair of the Senate, called the Senate to order at 7:10 p.m. The Senate was adjourned at 9:04 p.m.  

Outline of Issues Discussed

I. President Glidden
II. Provost Kopp
III. Roll Call and Approval of the September 15, 2003 Minutes
IV. Chair’s Report – Hugh Bloemer
         Next Senate Meeting, November 17, 2003  

V. Finance and Facilities Committee – Hugh Sherman (for Ray Stephens)
VI. Professional Relations Committee – Madeleine Scott
VII. Promotion and Tenure Committee – Steve Grimes 

VIII. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee – David Ingram
IX. Adjournment

Summary of the Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

October 20, 2003

· President Glidden addressed the Senate regarding Roderick Chu’s comments about graduate programs, the university’s budget situation for the second year of the biennium, and Group I Faculty salary adjustments.

· Provost Kopp addressed the Senate on fall quarter enrollment figures, Group I faculty to student ratios, Academic Quality Improvement Program (AQIP), and progress on instituting a new Student Information System (SIS).

· Senate Chair Bloemer reported on the October meeting of the Ohio Faculty Council (OFC), the financial problems of the STRS retirement system and the membership of the Presidential Search Committee formed to replace retiring President Glidden.

· The Finance and Facilities Committee presented a revised resolution for FIRST READING addressing how health care expenses will be reported in the university budget. 

· Chairs of the Professional Relations Committee and the Promotion and Tenure Committee updated the Senate on the activities of each committee.

· The chair of the Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee addressed the Senate regarding the unauthorized “pinkslipping” of students into summer session classes and the problem of allowing students to retake classes that serve as prerequisites for courses that the student has previously passed.        

The Complete Minutes

I. President Glidden

President Glidden began his address by commenting on the controversial statements made by Ohio Faculty Council (OFC) chancellor Roderick Chu during his address to the Governor’s Commission on Higher Education and the Economy. Chu was reported in the newspapers as stating that he should have more control over eliminating duplication of graduate programs within the state. Glidden said that he received the PowerPoint presentation that Chancellor Chu used in his address directly after his presentation. Glidden said that Chu was asked to make certain “bold” statements regarding improvement of higher education around the state. Glidden defended the Chancellor with regard to his intent in making the statements, and felt that the statements were taken out of context by the press. Glidden said the Chancellor did refer to the doctoral evaluation project completed several years ago. The process was designed to reduce duplication of graduate programs and “weed out” the weaker programs around the state. Glidden commented that the process was a political one, which “bubbled up” from the community colleges, but he felt that the review process was beneficial. Glidden said six history programs were recommended for elimination, however only one of the six is not in operation today. The others are currently funded by the supporting institution’s own funding, and not from additional state support. Glidden said Chu commented that if the state truly wanted to decrease the number of graduate programs, the Board of Regents would need the authority to eliminate programs. Glidden said that he thinks that the Board does currently have this power, but would be reluctant to use it because of political concerns. Glidden said that, as a result of the review, several law schools were slated to be closed, but none were because of the political pressure. Glidden said that he felt, what Chu was really saying was that the review process needed to be protected from politics, and the Board of Regents must have full power and authority to reduce graduate programs in order to prevent needless duplication of programs. Glidden said during the meeting and in response to a question, Chu made the comment that Ohio has many mediocre graduate programs. Glidden characterized Chu’s comment as an unfortunate statement because many states, other than Ohio, also support mediocre graduate programs. Glidden said that the Chancellor’s statement was reported in the press, however, as a negative indictment of the graduate programs around the state, and it was unfortunate that the comments were taken this way. 

Glidden said eventually, the Commission on Higher Education and the Economy will be expected to file a progress report to the Governor for his preparation of the upcoming State of the State address. Glidden said it is expected that the Governor will highlight higher education as part of this address. Glidden then said a final report will be due from the commission in March, 2004. He also said that he expects that as a result of the commission, the Board of Trustees will be given more centralized authority and control over higher education programs in the state institutions.

Glidden then commented on the Administrative Retreat, which was held in Columbus October 19th and 20th. Glidden said 40 people participated in the retreat where the major topic of discussion was the 2004-05 university budget. Glidden said he felt the retreat was successful, as many good ideas were discussed related to the budget situation. He said since we are approaching the second year of the biennium of the budget, we have a much better idea of state funding levels for 04-05 than last year at this time. He commented that there will be less money from the state and, as a result, balancing the budget will produce major challenges, as additional budget cuts will need to be made. Glidden said in preparing the budget three assumptions were made: 1) There will be a 6% cap on tuition increases 2) There are good data with regard to increases in health care and utility costs for 04-05 and 3) An assumption was also made for a 4% salary increase for faculty and staff. Glidden said that in order to balance the budget, and consider the assumptions above, $6.35 million must be cut from the 04-05 budget, $4.2 million from the 05-06 budget and $1.25 million from the 06-07 budget. Glidden said that these cuts are assuming no additional money from the State Legislature for the next three years. He said that the retreat group focused on the process by which the cuts would be found in the budget and did not make specific recommendations on what would be cut from the budget. Glidden pointed out that the cost of a 4% raise pool would just about equal the value of the cuts that would be required in order to balance the budget. He said that any raises that could be offered must be found with cuts to the operating budget. He said that he was very proud of the group as to the way that they candidly handled the task. Glidden said that the decisions regarding the cuts must be made by April 4th in order to present a report during the May meeting of the Board of Trustees. 

Glidden then reported that the university is still planning to expend $810,000 for the second half of the year for salary adjustments for Group I faculty. Glidden said that he has been embarrassed by the prolonged drop in the level of Ohio University faculty salaries when compared to other state institutions. Glidden said the money will be distributed starting in January, and will be targeted towards salary adjustments at the Associate and Full Professor levels. He said the process by which the money will be distributed is still being discussed; however, he also said that most of the adjustments will be at the full professor level because this is the rank that the university lags the most with regard to salary.

Glidden then informed the Senate that he has invited Faculty Senate Chair Hugh Bloemer to attend the weekly senior administrative staff meetings. Glidden did not describe the invitation, however, as a policy change. Glidden said Bloemer has contributed a great deal to the meetings by providing the faculty perspective on several issues. He also said he cannot allow the number of participants at these meetings to get too large, and, as a result, he does not feel that extending the invitation to the other senate chairs is possible. He again emphasized that the invitation is not a policy change that the next president must follow, but it was done at his request. 

In his final comments, Glidden encouraged the Senators to vote for Issue 1 at the polls during the coming November election. He said that the issue supports the Governor’s Third Frontier Initiative, and Glidden commented that he felt that the passing of the issue would be critically important for the future of the economy of Ohio and he expected that it would be a close vote. He also said that passing the issue would not cost the citizens of the state at present but would grant approval to bond the money. 

Questions/Comments for Glidden

Grimes (A&S) asked Glidden if the money saved from cutting graduate history programs during the last PhD review was “saved” or placed into other graduate programs around the state. Glidden replied that the purpose of cutting the programs was to channel money away from the doctoral programs, so he felt the money was not channeled back into graduate education. Ingram (A&S) asked about the implications on the university budget if the student enrollment stays flat as it has in the recent past. Glidden said that enrollment is a consideration because if there is a fixed amount of funding around the state, and the Ohio University enrollment does decrease, we would receive less state funding. Glidden further commented that consideration is being given to expanding the number of students in selected programs around the university as long as the university facilities and faculty in these areas are able to handle the increase. Glidden commented that there has been a significant increase in the enrollment of the community colleges around the state and the OU branch campuses have seen an increase in student numbers. He further commented that 41 students, who had been accepted on the Athens campus, instead chose to attend one of the regional campuses, most likely because of cost. Glidden said that we must be careful with further tuition increases as it may begin to hurt enrollment. However, he commented that he has received information from Kip Howard in Admissions that recent visits by university representatives to high schools for college nights have demonstrated a significant increase in interest for Ohio University, which is good news.                    

II. Provost Kopp

Provost Kopp began his address by giving the Senate an updated report regarding headcount enrollment for fall quarter. Kopp said that the most relevant figure is the budgeted enrollment, which is up by 38 students, with most of the increase being at the graduate level (increase of 119 students). Kopp followed by saying that undergraduate enrollment is down by 82 students. Kopp characterized these figures as positive for the university. Kopp also shared information that has recently been collected in his office related to Group I faculty/student ratios. Kopp said during fiscal year 97-98 there were 722 full time Group I faculty and the faculty/student ratio at the time was 25.97. This year, for the first time in many years, this ratio has increased above this figure. The number of current Group I full time faculty is currently 746, and the enrollment has increased by 750 students between 1993-98. This translates into a faculty/student ratio of 26.14. Kopp said the figures demonstrate we are making significant progress at increasing the number of faculty, and he followed by saying most of the progress has been made within the last year. Since 1998, 24 faculty members have been added at the university and 22 of the faculty were added just in the last year. 

Kopp then commented on the upgrading of the new Student Information System (SIS). Kopp said that it now looks feasible for the university to go ahead with the purchase of an updated system. He said that the issue is still being investigated, and currently there is a work group from the Campus Network Service (CNS) studying the problem. Kopp said the university is trying to become one of the alpha sites for the development of a new generation SIS system, by working with the same vendor who provided the current system. Kopp said the concerns are whether the new system will perform the functions that the university needs. Kopp said it is important that enough time be given to the process in order to allow time for adequate input across campus. Kopp said that there was more work to be done, however he hoped to have a decision made by April 2004. 

Kopp then commented on the Academic Quality Improvement Project (AQIP) process. Kopp characterized AQIP as a prospective planning process rather than a retrospective review process. Kopp said that a progress report has been recently prepared, and he commented that the progress that has been made, especially with regard to the first point of the Presidential Mission Statement, has been very impressive. Kopp said the report will be posted on the President’s Office and AQIP web site, which should be made available during winter quarter. Kopp said that handouts were available in the back of the room for the Senate to review (Appendix C, Item 1). 
Kopp then discussed the McKean Bill with the Senate. Kopp said the bill is entitled the Affordability and Higher Education Act of 2003, and the interesting part of the bill is the establishment of an affordability index for higher education. As part of the index, any university in which tuition increases exceeds two fold the consumer price index would be put on notice, and if the condition persists, the institution would be assessed sanctions and may lose eligibility to receive federal loans. Kopp said that the current feeling is that the bill will not make it out of committee, but if it does, Kopp said it could cause some potential problems for the university. Kopp said the disturbing part of the bill is that it does not make provisions if state funding decreases, but it is simply a price control measure.  

Kopp informed the Senate that three new committees have been formed through his office. The first is the Enrollment Management Committee, which will be co-chaired by David Descutner and Michael Mumper and should be organized very soon. The next committee discussed was the Task Force on Inclusiveness and Equality. Kopp said this unit has already held an organizational first meeting. He said the task force had a consultant on campus last week, meeting with various groups around campus. Kopp also commented that a charge for the Informational Technology Steering Committee has also been developed and the membership of the committee will soon be finalized. 

Kopp commented that the process for the Group I faculty salary equity adjustments mentioned by President Glidden earlier is being developed. Kopp said that he wanted to meet with Senate Chair Bloemer to discuss the process. A committee will then be appointed to make the decisions, and he hoped that the process, which will be used to distribute the salary adjustments, could be developed before the end of the quarter. He also said that the chairs group has provided input to the process. Kopp said the $810,000 figure mentioned by Glidden earlier is just for the first six months of the fiscal year, and that the total figure is really $1.62 million, which will be added to the salary base. 

Comments/Questions for Kopp

Thomas (GII) asked Kopp if his office also did a faculty/student ratio survey with regard to Group II faculty, similar to the study that he (Kopp) reported for Group I full time faculty. Kopp answered that such a study has not been completed but it could be. Thomas replied that she would like to see the results of such as study, and it would be interesting to see if the Group II ratio trends were the same or different than the Group I faculty ratios. Young (GII) commented that he would also like to see the results of such a study. Kopp said that his office will complete the study as well as a similar study with the other faculty groups. Thomas (GII) then asked if information regarding the identity of the Group II faculty members who received the recent equity salary adjustments could be made public. Kopp answered that the information is public, but he did not know if it was university policy to publish and distribute such information. Bloemer commented that it was not common practice to distribute such information, but it is information that is available. Grimes (A&S) asked how the 26:1 Group I faculty/student ratio compares to other universities. Kopp answered that he has not completed such a study because the ratio data have just become available to him. He followed by saying that he did not feel, however, that the university was at the right size with regard to Group I faculty.             

III. Roll Call and Approval of the September 15, 2003 Minutes

The Senate Secretary called the roll of Senators by college, group and regional campus. A list of Senators PRESENT, EXCUSED or ABSENT can be found in the front of these minutes. Minor corrections to the September minutes were communicated to the Senate Secretary, before the meeting by Grimes (A&S). With no further corrections to the September minutes, Grimes (A&S) made a motion to accept the September minutes, seconded by Ingram (A&S). The September 2003 minutes were accepted. The revised September minutes can be accessed from the Faculty Senate web page, http://www.ohiou.edu/facsen/welcome.htm
IV. Chair’s Report

In his Chair’s report, Hugh Bloemer first reported on the October 10th meeting of the Ohio Faculty Council (OFC) that he attended with Louis Wright. Bloemer said two issues were discussed at the meeting, the first was the report by Roderick Chu, which was discussed by President Glidden earlier in the evening. The other issue centered on the reported problems of the STRS system. Bloemer reminded the Senate of the reports that surfaced over the summer in which officials of the STRS were involved in the misappropriation and questionable expenditures of STRS funds. Bloemer said Dennis Dean, who attended the OFC meeting, explained to the OFC his reasons for playing the role of the whistle blower against the STRS administration. Bloemer made available to the Senate (Appendix C, Item 2) a list of questionable expenditures of the STRS administration that was compiled by Dean. Bloemer said that he expects that the State governing bodies will pass legislation that will help prevent such inappropriate activities with public funds in the future. Bloemer said it was too early to determine the exact language of this legislation, however.

Bloemer then announced to the Senate that a press release earlier in the day announced the formation and makeup of the Ohio University Presidential Search and Screening Committee that will be charged with identifying a replacement for retiring President Glidden. Bloemer did not read the entire press release but he did communicate the names of the search committee members, which are listed below.

Board of Trustees:                                   Faculty:
Robert Walter, Committee Chair              Hugh Bloemer, Faculty Senate 

Patricia Ackerman                                     Josephine Bloomfield, English

Dan DeLawder                                          Vibert Cambridge, African American Studies 

Robert Kidder                                            Tom Davis, Education

Marnette Perry                                           Shawn Ostermann, Electrical Engineering

                                                                  Madeleine Scott, School of Dance

Student Representatives:

Tara Stuckey, Student Trustee

Michael Willits, Graduate Student Senate

Deans:

Dan Evans, Southern Campus

Kathy Krendl, Communication

Gary Neiman, Health and Human Services

Staff:

Terry Conry, Facilities Management

Alumni:

Bill Burke, Alumni Association

Charlotte Eufinger, Ohio University Foundation

Community:

Bick Weissenrieder, Hocking Valley Bank

Bloemer commented that he was pleased that six of the twenty-committee members were from the faculty, especially since initially only three faculty members were to serve. Bloemer said many Ohio University officials, in addition to himself, argued for greater faculty representation, and he was pleased that the faculty is the largest constituency group represented. Bloemer encouraged the Senators to contact any of the faculty serving on the committee if they had comments or concerns about the search process or about the desired qualifications of the President position. 

In his final comments, Bloemer reminded the Senators that names of faculty from their college willing to serve on the Dean’s Evaluation Committees need to be submitted at the end of the Senate meeting. Bloemer said the Senators should have received the names of members from last year’s evaluation committee, and he suggested that at least one submitted name should be a member of the previous committee in order to maintain continuity of the process.              

The next senate meeting is scheduled for Monday, November 17, 2003 at 7:10 pm in Irvine 194. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS

V. Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Hugh Sherman

Sherman presented for FIRST READING (Appendix B) a revised resolution from last academic year addressing how health care costs are reported in the university budget. The resolution calls for the development of a separate line item in the university budget to account for health care expenses. The resolution also calls for any surplus realized in the healthcare budget during a particular budgetary period to be carried forward to the next year in order to offset future healthcare costs. 

Sherman also said that if the resolution passes, the FFC will be requesting from the university a detailed report from fiscal year 2003 which will provide information to allow the accurate tracking of budgeted health care funds and health care expenditures throughout 2003. The FFC plans to carefully analyze this information and report it to the Senate at a later date.  

Questions/Comments for Sherman

K. Brown (A&S) commented that he is confused if the 2003 health care budget realized a surplus of $3.1 million, as was reported at the last faculty senate meeting, why the university administration was predicting that an increase in employee contributions would be required during the fiscal 04-05 year, which would raise an additional $900,000. Sherman replied that he did not have an answer to Brown’s concern and he commented that hopefully the detailed budgetary report, which will be requested by the FFC, could provide some answers. Brown followed by saying that the method(s) used by the university administration to estimate the healthcare costs are critical, as they dictate increases in employee contributions. He also questioned whether these methods are flawed since the university routinely finishes the year with large surpluses and sometimes significant deficits. Bloemer said that he also hopes that answers to these questions could eventually be obtained with reports that are more detailed.        

VI. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Madeleine Scott  

Scott announced that the PRC has met twice thus far during the academic year. She commented that the committee is currently considering one grievance and has just received another one, which it will be considering at future meetings.    

VII. Promotion and Tenure (P&T) – Steve Grimes

Grimes reported that the P&T Committee is waiting for an expected appeal to be filed, and in the meantime has been discussing the P&T workshops, which are offered on an annual basis to tenure track faculty. He said that discussions have centered on the number of workshops to be offered by the committee. Grimes commented that, since the various colleges have widely different P&T expectations and procedures, it is difficult to offer information specific for each college, also impractical to offer a workshop for each college.    

VIII. Educational Policy and Student Affairs (EPSA) Committee– David Ingram

Ingram reported that the issue of unauthorized “pink slipping” into summer session classes (reported during the September Senate Meeting) appears to have been resolved. Ingram said that the Summer Session Office was found to be pink slipping students into summer classes that did not meet the prerequisites for the class. Ingram said that the office has been instructed not to pink slip students into classes but to refer them to the instructor of the course. Ingram also reported that EPSA has been addressing the issue(s) of having freshman level courses listed as “majors only” and the issue of changing the policy to allow students to retake classes that serve as prerequisites for courses that the student has previously passed. Ingram said that currently a student should not be allowed to retake a course if they have since completed a course in which the course in question serves as a prerequisite. Ingram commented that the Student Senate is supportive of abandoning this policy.                 

Questions/Comments for Ingram 

Thomas (GII) asked Ingram if there was a detailed policy regarding class attendance that faculty could assess for review. She said that she has had several students visit her office and claim they are excused from class for various reasons, such as deaths in the family, etc. She asked if such a detailed university policy regarding classroom attendance does exist. Ingram replied that the Faculty Handbook does cover classroom attendance policies, but he stressed that the details of the policy for a particular course is up to the faculty member in charge of the course. He commented that the harshness of the policy will vary significantly from course to course. Scott (FA) commented that maintaining an attendance policy for courses is very important especially since there is a university campaign to increase student engagement across campus. Ingram agreed, but commented that the policy should be accurately communicated in the syllabus for the course, and the students have a responsibility to read and abide by the policy or else drop the course. He said students should not take a class if they are unable to abide by the attendance policy because of other commitments they (the student) are required to fulfill.          

IX. Adjournment

Bloemer asked the Senate if there was new business to discuss. Hearing none, Bloemer asked if there was a motion to adjourn the October meeting. Shriver (ZAN) made the motion to adjourn the meeting, which was seconded by Grimes (A&S); the meeting was adjourned at 9:04 pm.   

                                                                                   Respectively submitted by

                                                                                   Martin T. Tuck

                                                                                   Secretary of the Faculty Senate  

APPENDIX B

Faculty Senate

Finance and Facilities Committee

Proposed Resolution Concerning Healthcare Benefits

Whereas it is recognized that healthcare benefits constitute an important part of faculty compensation and that any decreases or increases in healthcare benefits represent a decrease or increase in compensation;

<

Whereas the yearly cost of healthcare is unpredictable and difficult to budget, especially because is self-insured;

Whereas there have been years in which healthcare costs have exceeded the budgeted amounts and other years in which healthcare costs have been under the budgeted amounts; and 

Whereas the current accounting structure does not allow for easy access to annual expenditures on healthcare costs;

Be it resolved that the approach for accounting for healthcare costs be changed and that healthcare costs be accounted for separately, including any amounts under budget being separately identified, through a set of specific, easily identifiable accounts through which all contributions and expenditures for health care will be booked.

Be it further resolved that any healthcare costs budgeted, but not expended in one year be carried forward in the next year, to be used as an offset for future healthcare costs.

APPENDIX C, ITEM 1

Faculty Senate

AQIP Accreditation at Ohio University

What does the new accreditation approach (AQIP) mean to you?

· What is AQIP?

· AQIP stand for Academic Quality Improvement Program and is a new option for

            meeting accreditation requirements for the North Central Association.

· How is AQIP different from previous North Central Accreditation?
· Previous accreditation looked backward and AQIP looks forward.

· What are the benefits of AQIP?
· AQIP puts us in charge of our own accreditation by allowing us to select our own 



goals through identifying action projects of importance to us as a university.

· In the AQIP process, we develop our own procedures for completing and evaluating



our own action projects.

· What are our action projects?
· Action Project 1:  Develop and implement communication and orientation strategies


that change expectations, attitudes, and behaviors of first-year students and foster their

   engagement in learning, research, and creative activity.

· Action Project 2:  Support faculty adoption of teaching and learning strategies that 

   value student engagement in learning, research, and creative activity.

· Action Project 3:  Provide residential programs and instructional spaces that

   facilitate student engagement in learning, research, and creative activity.

· Action Project 4:  Implement a revised general education program designed to 

   ensure that students acquire deep, lasting learning through their engagement in 


learning, research, and creative activity.

· How will we develop future action projects?
· As we move toward achievement of our current action projects, we will be

   identifying further areas that can help us achieve our educational mission.

· How does AQIP affect you?
· AQIP allows for faculty involvement in identifying project areas, establishing


evaluation criteria, and monitoring progress toward meeting our goals.

· AQIP encourages support for faculty development as teachers, learners, and scholars.

· Are we currently accredited by the North Central Association?
· Yes; AQIP is the way we will maintain our accredited status by pursuing the action


 projects we have identified.

An AQIP website is currently in development and will be up soon.  Once up, there will be a link to

it from the Provost’s home page at: http://www.ohiou.edu/provost/index.htm 

APPENDIX C, ITEM 2

Faculty Senate
Facts Regarding STRS Spending

1. $94.2 million on new headquarters, which opened in 2000.

2. $869,235 on artwork, sculptures, and polished stones in STRS bldg.

3. $818,000 on child care center for children of STRS employees.

4. $426,000 on fitness center for STRS employees.

5. $487,560 per year to fund child care services for STRS staff.

6. $88,397 per year to provide food services to STRS employees.

7. $428,056 on 16 cars, vans, and SUV’s.  8 assigned full-time to staff.

8. $18,810 spend on “Discovery Park” gala event, including the purchase of instamatic cameras for attendees.

9. $15,100 spend on new building dedication, including alcohol, airfare and lodging for visitors, and gifts for attendees.

10. $4,100 on a private retirement party for an STRS Board member.

11. $5,594 on poinsettias to decorate STRS bldg during Xmas of ’02.

12. $1,000 dinners, with alcohol, for 14 persons on 2 different dates.

13. $530,284 spent by Board for trips and meetings in 2000, 2001, 2002.

14. Multiple trips taken by Board members to Honolulu, Kiawah Island, Anchorage & Palm Springs.  Beach bar bill turned in for one trip.

15. $36,736 spent by a single Board member (Chapman) in a single year.

16. $1,017 airplane tickets that normally cost $250.

17. $1 million cash payback per year for unused staff vacation/sick leave.

18. 52 credit cards and 20 BP gas cards used by Board members & staff.

19. Administrative expenses increased 17.4% per yr. between ’96 & ’02.

20. Total employees increased from 414 to 725 between 1996 and 2002.

21. 1,035 employee bonus checks issued to staff between 2000 and 2002.

22. $24.4 million awarded in bonus checks to STRS staff since 1998.

23. 34 STRS employees in 2002 received bonus checks in excess of $40,000 (with 18 of those getting bonuses in excess of $70,000).

24. One STRS employee received bonus checks of $110,000 and $68,880 in 2001 on top of his base salary of $164,000.

25. 82 STRS employees had base salaries over $100,000 in 2002, with 32 of those making over $155,000 – topping the salaries of the governor and the chief justice of the state supreme court.

26. #3.2 million had to be paid by STRS to PERS because of bonuses alone since 1998 to satisfy that pension system’s 13.31% annual contribution requirement. (STRS employees are members of PERS).

27. $33,405 paid to Perry Local by STRS for sub teacher costs for Board member Billirakis, even though he does not have a position with the school district.

Changes at STRS announced by the Board in August of 2003

1. Herb Dyer resigned (and received a $550,000 separation check).

2. Bonus checks for non-investment personnel have been stopped (which is to produce an immediate “savings” of 
$1.2 million).

3. Bonus checks for investment staff are still frozen and will be reviewed to determine under what circumstances 
they will be awarded in the future.

4. STRS operating budget for FY 2004 reduced $6.5 million, which represents a 10.1% reduction from FY 2003.

5. STRS capital budget for FY 2004 reduced $1 million.

6. STRS hiring freeze to remain in effect, and total staff to be reduced to 675 by June 30 of 2004 through attrition.

7. No more membership money will be used for parties.

8. Staff fees for using the STRS fitness center will be doubled.

9. Elimination of monthly mailing of benefit check advances to recipients paid by electronic fund transfer.

10. All technology projects deferred until further notice.

11. Alcohol purchases will no longer occur.

12. Cheapest airplane tickets will be required for all trips.

13. Travel expenses will be reduced by 12% in FY 2004.

14. Number of Board members attending the same trip will be restricted to three in the future.

15. Total annual reimbursement for individual Board member travel will be limited to $6,000 per member per year.

16. Each Board member attending a meeting will be required to complete a conference evaluation form.

17. Prescription medication plan for retirees has been changed to lower the co-pay costs of some brand names.

Likely Future Actions by Board

1. Policy permitting employees and employee’s family members to have personal use of STRS-owned cars likely 
will be dropped.

2. STRS employees likely will have to pay considerably more to have child-care services at the STRS building.

3. Changes will likely occur to ensure that food services at the STRS building will be self-sufficient.

4. New contract for executive director likely will not include the provision that currently exists stipulating that the 
more in bonuses his staff receives, the more he gets personally.

Legislative Initiatives

1. Ohio Retirement Study Council has ordered an audit of operations and management practices at STRS, to be 
conducted by a Washington, D.C. consulting firm that specializes in comparing public pension systems.  Scope 
of audit not yet determined.  Cost could run as high as $400,000 - $500,000.

2. House Bill 227 – sponsored by Michelle Schneider – is designed to increase the number of retirees on the STRS 
Board from one to two, and decrease the number of “active” members from five to four.  OEA already has 
announced its opposition to this bill.  Representative Schneider also has developed a second bill that, if passed, 
will remove the State Auditor and the State Attorney General from the STRS Board and replace them with: (1) 
a retiree; and (2) a person appointed by the Ohio Retirement Study Council.  This bill is very similar to legislation 
that State Attorney General Jim Petro said he hoped a lawmaker would sponsor.

3. Senate Bill 104 – sponsored by Teresa Fedor – is designed to give the State Inspector General broad, 
independent powers to investigate STRS operations and issue findings.  Similar language was vetoed by the 
governor in the budget bill.  The State Inspector General has the power to subpoena people during his 
investigations and put them under oath.

4. Senate Bill 105 – sponsored by Kirk Schuring – is designed to require financial disclosure statements to the 
Ohio Ethics Commission of all STRS employees, instead of just the non-investment staff.  Senator Schuring also 
has amended this bill to include a provision that will require all public pension systems in Ohio to adopt an “ethics 
policy” as recommended by the Ohio Ethics Commission.

5. Senate Bill 126 – sponsored by Kirk Schuring and co-sponsored by Teresa Fedor – has three major 
components: (A) Sets procedures for recalling and removing STRS Board members for misfeasance and/or 
malfeasance; (B) Gives the Ohio Retirement Study Council the ability to contract with the State Inspector 
General to investigate STRS operation; and (C) Requires the names of all future STRS Board candidates be 
made public when vacancies occur.
