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Minutes of
THE FACULTY SENATE
OF
ARKANSAS TECH UNIVERSITY

The Faculty Senate met Tuesday, March 8, 2016, at 3:00 p.m. in Rothwell 456.  
The following members were present:			
	
Dr. Glen Bishop
Dr. Molly Brant
	
Dr. Dr. Shelia Jackson
Dr. Chris Kellner

	Dr. Jon Clements
	Dr. Linda Kondrick

	Dr. Melissa Darnell
Dr. Marc Fusaro
	Dr. Jason Patton
Dr. Michael Rogers

	Mr. Ken Futterer
	Dr. Rebecca Shopfner

	Dr. Debra Hunter
	Dr. James Stobaugh

	Dr. Sean Huss
	Dr. Jack Tucci

	
	


Dr. Marcel Finan, Dr. Timothy Leggett, Dr. Johnette Moody, Dr. Dana Ward, and 
Dr. Deborah Wilson were absent. Dr. AJ Anglin and Dr. Susan Hastings-Bishop were visitors.
		
	CALL TO ORDER




APPROVAL OF MINUTES

	President Futterer asked for a motion to call the meeting to order.

Motion by Dr. Jackson, seconded by Dr. Darnell, to call the meeting to order. Motion carried.

President Futterer asked for a motion in regard to the minutes of the February 9, 2016, meeting.

Motion by Dr. Jackson, seconded by Dr. Darnell, to approve the minutes. 

Dr. Bishop stated he had reviewed Robert’s Rules of Order and determined an email vote is not appropriate unless the Senate’s By-Laws allow for such a vote.  Therefore, he asked that the sentence on page 4 of the draft referring to “…a final vote could be by email…” be deleted from the draft minutes.

Motion by Dr. Bishop, seconded by Dr. Jackson, to remove the sentence about an email vote.  Motion carried.

President Futterer asked for a vote on the original motion to approve.

Motion carried.


	NEW BUSINESS:

FACULTY, STAFF, AND STUDENT STATISTICS

	President Futterer distributed information from Mr. Wyatt Watson, Director of Institutional Research, concerning the increases in faculty and staff positions over the past five years and the growth of the student population (see Attachment A, #3). Discussion centered on how many of the staff positions were upper level administrative positions, the need for FTE equivalents for the adjunct increases, and additional statistics related to the growth in salaries of administrators versus the growth in salaries of faculty.  Dr. Tucci cautioned that when new administrators are hired, particularly at the upper level, their salaries are normally higher and those salaries will potentially skew the results of salary statistics.  He also reminded the Senate that new hires in faculty are currently being paid the same salary as current faculty in the same rank.

President Futterer stated he would ask Mr. Watson for additional information.


	SPRING STANDING COMMITTEE ELECTIONS

	President Futterer suggested setting the spring standing committee elections for the week of April 18.

Motion by Dr. Rogers, seconded by Dr. Stobaugh, to set the elections for the week of 
April 18, 2016.  Motion carried.

President Futterer stated he would ask Dr. Moody if she would be willing to assist with the elections utilizing the Blackboard course as she has previously done.


	OLD BUSINESS:

REPORT ON FEBRUARY 29 TIAA-CREF MEETING ON RETIREMENT ACCOUNT LOANS AND HARDSHIP WITHDRAWALS

	Dr. Huss distributed results of a university survey concerning retirement account loans and hardship withdrawals, a TIAA-CREF information packet, and questions with answers he had posed to the TIAA-CREF representative after the February 29, 2016, meeting (see Attachment B). He reported the survey results indicate that (a) employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at Arkansas Tech should be allowed to rollover or access the money in their retirement account if they leave ATU for any reason; (b) employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU should be allowed to take out loans against their retirement account; and (c) employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU should be allowed to make hardship withdrawals.  The committee had recommended in favor of these survey results with hardship withdrawals only being allowed on elective contributions.  The committee had also recommended loans be limited to two consecutive loans per year, which means one of the two would have to be paid off before a third one would be allowed.  The cap on the loans is recommended to be $50,000 per year from elective contributions and $25,000 per year from mandatory contributions.

Dr. Huss noted that any approved changes would be effective July 1, and Dr. Darnell reported Dr. Bowen had stated the loan default rate would be studied after five years. 
Dr. Huss reported TIAA-CREF was reluctant to state that loan defaults by some members would not affect other members’ retirement accounts, but he stated he did not see how it could.  Dr. Hunter stated that TIAA-CREF may also be trying to protect employees’ retirement accounts as much as possible as many individuals are not as retirement ready as they should be. Dr. Darnell reported only 18 percent of employees are even paying in elective contributions to their accounts.  Dr. Huss stated current loan rates are at eight percent which is really not below market interest rates as had been previously thought.

President Futterer advised he would like to have final recommendations for the April meeting so the Senate could vote on the recommendations.


	STANDING COMMITTEES
	Student Affairs Committee:  President Futterer stated the Student Affairs Committee should not have been deleted by the Senate in January and asked for a motion to instead approve the committee as presented (see Attachment A, #2 and #2.5). 

Motion by Dr. Rogers, seconded by Dr. Jackson, to re-instate the Student Affairs Committee. Motion carried.

Motion by Dr. Rogers, seconded by Dr. Jackson, to approve the Student Affairs Committee as amended.  Motion carried.

Faculty Senate: President Futterer reported the Executive Council believed the Faculty Senate’s membership should clearly state whether term limits are allowed or not. Dr. Anglin reported that at other universities where he has been mandatory term limits for senators were required and Arkansas Tech not having those is an exception. 

President Futterer noted faculty appear reluctant to be involved in the Senate; however, he stated that mandatory term limits would force others to be involved.  Discussion centered on setting term limits at two consecutive, three-year terms, and it was noted that a faculty member would only have to sit out one year and then could be eligible again for election if they chose. 

Motion by Dr. Bishop, seconded by Dr. Tucci, to limit terms of the Faculty Senate to two consecutive, three-year terms and this would include the current term the senator is in.  Motion carried.

Motion by Dr. Fusaro, seconded by Dr. Bishop, to amend the previous motion by stating the change is effective with elections held in spring, 2017.  Motion carried.

Dr. Anglin commended President Futterer’s leadership and the Senate for making this membership change.

Faculty Welfare Committee: President Futterer reported the Faculty Welfare Committee is currently undergoing a complete review of their function.  He stated he was not sure if this would be completed by end of this spring.

Graduate Council: President Futterer stated he had met with Dr. Mary Gunter, Dean, Graduate College, concerning the proposed membership of the Graduate Council.  He had presented the Senate’s concern that one college could have as many as nine representatives on the council.  She had also seen this as a potential issue, and together they had forged some new language (see Attachment A, #1 and #1.5). Discussion centered on whether some members should be designated as non-voting.  President Futterer asked if the membership could be approved with the caveat that he would work with Dr. Gunter on the non-voting language.

Motion by Dr. Bishop, seconded by Dr. Stobaugh, to approve the proposed membership of the Graduate Council subject to resolution of the non-voting memberships.  Motion carried.
  

	FACULTY SENATE CONSTITUTION AND BY-LAWS
	President Futterer referenced the proposed changes distributed with the agenda to the Senate’s Constitution and By-Laws as a result of a previous vote by the Senate last spring along with the deletion of appointed members approved by the Senate in January. He suggested now adding the following statement to Article II, Section 4, Paragraph A:  No senator may serve more than two consecutive, three-year terms.  President Futterer also suggested the Senate vote on all the modifications, some for a second time, to ensure there is “clear authority” for the changes (i.e., term limits, duties of officers, deletion of appointed members) (see Attachment C).

Motion by Dr. Rogers, seconded by Dr. Huss, to approve all changes made to the Constitution and By-Laws of the Faculty Senate.  Motion carried by two-thirds majority vote.

President Futterer stated the modifications would now go before the faculty at large for consideration during the spring standing committee elections.


	REPORT ON PROMOTION AND TENURE REVIEW
	Dr. Jackson reported another survey will go to the faculty soon concerning clarification of regular and non-regular faculty, particularly as it relates to non-tenure track faculty being allowed to go up for promotion.  Once this survey is complete, the complete policy revision will go out for review by the entire faculty.

If the revised policy is ready, President Futterer stated he would possibly call a meeting in May to address the changes.  Dr. Patton remembered that during a meeting this spring with 
Dr. Mohamed Abdelrahman, incoming Vice President for Academic Affairs in June, it was discussed delaying the policy for action until fall.  President Futterer stated a special election for the faculty at large could be held this fall to address the policy changes if action is delayed.


	REPORT ON STRATEGIC PLANNING

	President Futterer stated there was no news on strategic planning at this time.

	REPORT ON SECURITY CAMERAS

	President Futterer reported there was no report on security cameras in the classroom at this time.

	REPORT ON FACULTY EVALUATIONS’ SOFTWARE

	President Futterer reported demonstrations on several software packages for evaluation purposes are scheduled over the next two weeks.  He will ask Mr. Wyatt Watson to attend in April to discuss the packages.  Dr. Kondrick stated she was going to attend the demos and asked what capabilities should the software package selected have.  Suggestions included the ability to prevent evaluations by students who drop early, the ability to customize questions, and report generation by major, department, etc.


	REPORT ON HIGHER LEVELS OF LIFE INSURANCE

	President Futterer asked Dr. Anglin if he had an update on this topic.  Dr. Anglin stated this has not been discussed recently in Executive Council.

	SHARED GOVERNANCE STATEMENT

	President Futterer stated this agenda item would stay on the agenda for action in the fall.

	PHASED RETIREMENT

	President Futterer stated a phased retirement plan is being considered as part of the strategic planning initiative.  He advised this item will be left on the agenda until the strategic plan is finalized.


	STAFF SENATE ITEMS: CAMPUS DAYCARE AND BIMONTHLY PAY 

	President Futterer stated the Staff Senate has discussed the bimonthly pay cycle and its’ implications.  These items will need additional discussion and possible action in the future and will stay on the agenda for now. 


	OPEN FORUM
	President Futterer reported the Budget Advisory Committee is looking at how merit pay could be implemented throughout the university.  He stated that, currently, the discussion is centered on cost-of-living increases tied to the consumer price index which would be given to those individuals who are “meeting expectations” and receiving a score of 3 on a 5 point scale.  Individuals receiving evaluation scores higher than a 3 would receive salary increases tied to merit. Those receiving below a 3 would receive no raise.

President Futterer questioned whether the Senators would rather receive a merit bonus or merit raise. Consensus was a merit raise added to the base salary.  

Dr. Patton expressed his concern with the implementation of merit pay when faculty are still not at 100 percent of the CUPA median.  President Futterer stated he would put forth to the Committee that the faculty do not support merit pay until the CUPA median is realized.

Dr. Kellner reported he is not a fan of merit pay and noted issues relating to morale and favoritism at other universities where merit pay was implemented.  President Futterer stated the plan was for merit pay funds to flow to the deans and then to the department heads.  He also reported the committee is looking at a pay scale for years of service to help with salary compression.  He advised the Senators to speak up at the strategic planning open forums on this issue.

Dr. Clements questioned  how the travel process involving students could be streamlined.  President Futterer stated this would be an item of new business for next month.

Dr. Anglin reported that Dr. Bowen would not be able to attend the Professional Development Day on May 5.  Therefore, this “day” will now be split into two partial days.  On Wednesday, May 4, faculty will meet in the Doc Bryan Lecture Hall mid-afternoon.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Dr. Bowen will have an end-of-year presentation and then she will introduce Dr. Mohamed Abdelrahman, the incoming Vice President for Academic Affairs, to address the faculty.  A reception for Dr. Abdelrahman will follow.  On Thursday, May 5, Dr. Jason Warnick, Director of the Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, will schedule various sessions during the morning.  All sessions will end by noon.


	ANNOUNCEMENTS AND INFORMATION ITEMS

	President Futterer stated the next meeting of the Senate will be Tuesday, April 12, 2016, at 
3 p.m. If needed, the last scheduled meeting will be Wednesday, April 27, 2016, at 1 p.m.

Dr. Brant reported that FFA Day will be March 17 with approximately 1,600 high school students coming on campus that day.


	ADJOURNMENT
	The meeting adjourned at 4:41 p.m.





									Respectfully submitted,
[image: KTFutterer Signature]			Ken Futterer, M.M., President

[image: Fusaro Signature]
Marc Fusaro, Ph.D., Secretary
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# 1 Graduate Council

Membership: Elected faculty membership will be established according to Section V: The Graduate
Council, Item D. Membership Composition, of the Graduate Addendum in the Faculty Handbook. Fifteen

Lied-Sei - oR lected

one doctoral taculty member elected by the graduate faculty holding doctoral graduate faculty status. one
graduate student appointed by Dean of Graduate College; the Registrar, who serves as secretary: and the
Dean of Graduate College, who serves as chairperson. Faculty membership is limited to full members of
the graduate faculty; student membership is limited to graduate students who have been admitted to
candidacy.

From Graduate Handbook: (Current version)

D. Membership Composition:

The Graduate Council shall be composed as follows:

1. Each college will have one representative. Any college offering a graduate degree will

have an additional representative. A college offering five or more graduate programs

vwill have an additional representative. No college will have more than three representatives.

2. One graduate student appointed by the Dean of Graduate College;

3. The Registrar, who shall serve as secretary of the Graduate Council;

4. The Dean

Function: Responsible for determining policy and establishing standards, criteria, regulations, and
procedures for graduate study in accordance with policies of the Board of Trustees.

#1.5 proposea:

Membership: Graduate Council Membership shall be comprised as follows:

a. Colleges will have representation based on the number of graduate programs offered within the
colleges. At no time will any one college have more than 5 representatives serving on the Graduate Council.

Up to two graduate programs: 1 representative

Up to five graduate programs: 2 representatives
Up to eight graduate programs: 3 representatives
Nine or more graduate programs: 4 representatives

b. Colleges with no graduate programs will be allotted %esentative serving as an ex-official, non-
voting council member.

¢. One doctoral faculty member elected by the graduate faculty holding doctoral graduate faculty status.

d. One university at-large member to be elected by regular graduate faculty.

¢. Two graduate students; one appointed by the Graduate Dean to rotate among the colleges who have
not reached their maximum number of representatives, and one elected hv the Giraduatg Student Council,
who's membership shall not be bound by the representative cap. /LAY sy 2. )

f. The Graduate Dean, who shall serve as chairperson of the Graduate Courlcil. The Graduate Dean may
vote only in the case of a tie. .

g. One ev“;er“{-'ﬂ’u member from the Library.

N~V bhineg - od el &

Elections: Only regulagiand doctoral f#cuity memoers are eligible to vote in elections for the Graduate
Council. Graduate Council-elections shall be held as part of the general University Standing Committee
elections. .

Function: Responsible for determining policy and establishing standards, criteria, regulations, and
procedures for graduate study in accordance with policics of the Board of Trustees.
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#2 as originally presented and passed by the Senate in January 2016.

Student-Adfairs Committee (Recommendation to delete Passed)

#2 . 5 As it should have been presented in January. We need to un-
delete this committee.
Student Affairs Committee

Membership: One faculty member elected from each college including the supernumerary voting block, two
faculty members elected at large, and three students appointed by the Student Government Association.

Function: Study and recommend regarding the operation of the Student Services Office; serve as the
appellate body for student grievances.

#3 F YI . From Wyatt Watson, data on growth of students v/s faculty v/s staff.

Type Classification 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Over 5 Years

Faculty 292 315 336 339 353 354

Percent Increase 7.88 6.67 0.89 4.13 0.28 21.23
Adjuncts 153 173 190 202 186 193

Instructors | percent Increase 13.07 | 983 | 632 | 792 | 376 26.14
Total Teaching 445 488 526 541 539 547

Percent Increase 9.66 7.79 2.85 -0.37 1.48 22.92
Total Staff 473 509 537 550 565 571

Percent Increase 7.61 5.50 2.42 2.73 1.06 20.72
FTE 7929 8278 8464 8657 8881 8823

Students Percent Increase 4.40 2.25 2.28 2.59 -0.65 11.28
FTE w/out HS 7659 7940 8107 8215 8320 8214

Percent Increase 3.67 2.10 1.33 1.28 -1.27 7.25
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3/82016 Survey : TIAA-CREF Survey

Report Link
http:/ [www.questionpro.com/t/PYKkzZTujT ® Preview
By inBEQ
© Data Filter
o« @z @ [ad
TIAA-CREF Survey - Dashboard
\;IEWED ‘ . » STARTED V COMPLETED COMPLETION RATE DRdP bUTS

© 406 5 272

254 % 93.38%  >18

For each issue, you will be presented definitions of terms, a description of the issue, and
recommendations from the consultants. Please read over the issue and let us know what you think by
answering the question and then commenting in the box provided. Rollover and Withdrawal at
Severance: Definitions: Rollover=Transfer of money from one account to another Withdrawal=Remove
funds from an account (taxes and penalties may apply) Issues and Questions: The committee
discussed the issues with rolling over money in TIAA-CREF accounts. As it stands now, an individual
that leaves ATU before retirement could not rollover or withdraw the money in their TIAA-CREF
account until the age of 55. The position taken among committee members is to allow rollovers and
withdrawal of the money at any severance (e.g., dismissal, taking another job, etc.) from ATU.
Recommendations from Consultants: Both consultants and all committee members generally agreed
that rollovers and access at severance should be allowed. Question--Tell Us What You Recommend:
Should employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU be allowed to rollover or access the.money in their
retirement account if they leave ATU for any reason? )

wed to rollover or access the money In thelr retirement account If they leave ATU for any reason. : 2.21% \

Anzyar Count Percent 20% 40%

2.

Refresh

E

TIME TO COMPLE

2 8 mil

© Lk

Yes, employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU SHOULD be aliowed to rollover or access the | )

60% -~ 80%
Yes, employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU 266 (/a/showResponseEditor.do? 97.19%
SHOULD be allowed to roliover or accessthe  mode=execute&questioniD=45766002&answerlD=234975348)
money in their retirement account if they
leave ATU for any reason.
No, employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU 6 (/a/showResponseEditor.do? 221%
SHOULD NOT be allowed to rollover or access  mode=execute&question|D=457660028answer|D=234975349)
the money in their retirement account if they
leave ATU for any reason.
Total m 100%
Please feel free to add comments or questions on rollover or access at severance here:
03/04/2016 18692050
http:/iwww .questionpro.com/als ?m=IN_Build&id=4482177#showVOCDashboardll&m ode=default&new T opN avPageMode=IN_Results 17
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03/04/2016 186898566

03/04/2016 18688853
03/02/2016 18673277
03/02/2016 18670407
03/01/2016 18662113

03/01/2016 18662055

Survey : TIAA-CREF Survey

The point of a retirement plan is to have something when no longer able or willing to work. | do think that a rollover at the very least should be an option if the employee

leave ATU for any reason.

03/01/2016 18659716

03/01/2016 18659448

03/01/2016 18659265

m 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 . 22 23 Next»

Should employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU be allowed to take out loans against their retirement ©

account?

.

:13.97%

theirn

at ATU SHOULD NOT be to take out loans

Answer

Yes, employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU
SHOULD be allowed to take out loans against
their retirement account.

No, employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU
'SHOULD NOT be allowed to take out loans
against their retirement account.

Total

How many loans should employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU be allowed to take out over the life «

of the account?

- Yes, employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU SHOULD be allowed to take outlo N

. Lo Ly '
20% 40% 60% 80%

——— " s

86.03%

234 (/a/showResponseEditor.do?
mode=execute&questionID=45766681&answerlD=234978592)

38 (/a/showResponseEditor.do? 1397%

mode=execute&questionID=45766681&answerlD=234978593)

n 100%

Lt v

More than 3 : 12.00%

N

htip://www .questionpro.com/a/s?m= IN_Build&id=4482177#showVOCDashboardll&mode=default&new TopNavPageMode= IN_Results s 27
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Answer

More than 3

" Total

If you selected more than 3 loans, please indicate the number of loans you feel would be appropriate.

03/04/2016 18692050
03/04/2016 18689866
03/02/2016 18673277
03/02/2016 18670407
03/01/2016 18662113
03/01/2016 18662055
03/01/2016 18659265
02/29/2016 18653786
02/29/2016 18652654

02/29/2016 18651361

1'2°3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Survey : HIAA-URER Survey

2

3:51.56%

Count

25 (/a/showResponseEditor.do?
mode=execute&question|D=45768037&answer|D=234984483)

57 (/a/showResponseEditor.do?
mode=execute&questionID=45768037&answer|D=234984484)

116 (/a/showResponseEditor.do?
mode=execute&questionID=45768037&answerlD=234984485)

27 (/a/showResponseEditor.do?
mode=execute&question|D=45768037&answer|D=234984486)

25

10 .. 22 23 Next»

Percent

1%

2533%

51.56%

12%

100%

20%

40%

What source of money should be allowed to be borrowed against for retirement account loans?

Answer

Mandatory Employee Contributions

Elective Employee Contributions

Both Mandatory Employee and Elective
Employee Contributions

Count

23 (/a/showResponseEditor.do?
mode=execute&questionID=45768083&answeriD=234984793)

21(/a/showResponseEditor.do?

mode=execute&question|D=45768083&answerlD=234984794)

181 (/a/showResponseEditor.do?
mode=execute&question|D=45768083&answer|D=234984795)

Percent.

10.22%

9.33%

80.44%

20%

/' Mandatory Employee Contributions : 10.22%

40%

http:/iwww .questionpro.com/als?m=IN_Build&id=4482177#showVOC Dashboard||&mode= default&newTopNavPageMode=IN_Results

60%

60%

80%

80%
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Total 225 100 %

Please use this space to make any comments you feel necessary regarding the types of money you
feel should be allowed to be borrowed against.

03/04/2016 18692050
03/04/2016 18689866
03/02/2016 18673277

03/02/2016 18670407
03/01/2016 18662113

03/01/2016 18662055
03/01/2016 18659265
02/29/2016 18653786
02/29/2016 18652654

02/29/2016 18651361

1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 . 22 23 Next»
(.

All loans against retirement plans are capped at $50,000 by the IRS. While that is the cap, we do have € i~
the option of setting a cap lower than $50,000. Should the cap on loans be $50,000 or should the cap
be lower than $50,000?

‘The cap on all loans against retirement accounts should be set lower than $50,000 : 10.22%

The cap on all loans against retirement accounts should be set to $50,000 : 89.78%

Answer Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80%
The cap on all loans against retirement. 202 (/a/showResponseEditor.do? 89.78%

accounts should be set to $50,000 mode=execute&question[D=45768205&answer|D=234985359)

The cap on all loans against retirement. 23 (/alshowResponseEditor.do? 10.22%

accounts should be set lower than $50,000 mode=execute&question|D=45768205&answer|D=234985360)

Total 25 100%

If you answered that the loan cap should be below $50,000, then please indicate the amount you feel
would be the best cap for loans against retirement accounts in the space provided.

03/04/2016 18692050
03/04/2016 18689866
03/02/2016 18673277
03/02/2016 18670407
03/01/20%6 18662113

03/01/2016 18662055 . .
http://www .questionpro.com/a/s ?m=IN_Build&id=4482177#showVOCDashboardll&mode= default&newTopNavPageMode=IN_Results ar
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03/01/2016 18659265
02/29/2016 18653786
02/29/2016 18652654

02/29/2016 18651361

1772 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 .. 22 23 Next»

If you have any additional comments or questions about loans, please use the space provided to
comment or ask questions.

PRty S

Edit ttings v Send v Data Managementv  Mobilev  Integration v
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03/04/2016 18688853
03/02/2016 18673277
03/02/2016 18670407
03/01/2016 18662113
. 03/01/2016 18662055
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03/01/2016 18655716
03/01/2016 18659265
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02/29/2016 18653786
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kt=kyrin

Hardship withdrawals are not required. Should employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU be allowed to @ -
make hardship withdrawals? -

Yes, employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU SHOULD be allowed to make h: \

N (s by

AR, Count Percent 20% 40%
Yes, employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU 215 (/a/showResponseEditor.do? 82.69% i
SHOULD be altowed to make hardship mnﬂe=execme&que§ﬁ0n|D11457EB&BS&EHSWEYID=Z3498819B)
withdrawals.
No, employees enrolled in TIAA-CREF at ATU 45 (/a/showResponseEditor.do? 17.31%
SHOULD NOT be allowed to make hardship mode=execute&questioniD=45768886&answer|D=234988199)
withdrawals.
Total 260 100 %
What source of money should be used for hardship withdrawals? @€l

htto://www .questionpro.com/a/s?m=IN Bmld&ld-4487177#shquOCDashboardll&mode—default&newTopN avPageM ode= II\ Resuh: 57
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/612010 Survey : TIAA-CREF Survey
/ Manaarory Empioyee Gontrbutions : B.Us%
_— Elective Employee Contributions : 21.33%
A
Both Mandatory and Elective Employee Contributions : 70.61%
Answer Count Percent 20% 40% 60% 80%
Mandatory Employee Contributions 17 (/a/showRespanseEditor.do? 8.06%
mode=execute&question|D=45769357&answer|D=234990541)
Elective Employee Contributions 45 (/a/showResponseEditor.do? 21.33%
mode=executeR questionID=45769357& answer|D=234990542)
Both Mandatory and Elective Employee 149 (/a/showResponseEditor.do? 70.62%
Contributions mode=execute&questionID=45769357&answer|D=234990543)
Total m 100 %

Please use the space provided to make any additional comments or ask questions about hardship
withdrawals ‘ .

03/04/2016
03/04/2016
03/04/2016
03/02/2016
03/02/2016
03/01/2016
03/01/2016
03/01/2016
03/01/2016

02/29/2016

I

18692050

18689866 .

18688853

18673277

18670407

18662113

18662055

18659716

18659265

18653786

6 7 8 9 10 .. 25 26 Next»

Additional Comments/Suggestions/Questions

03/04/2016

03/04/2016

03/04/2016
03/02/2016
03/02/2016
03/01/2016
03/01/2016
03/01/2016
03/01/2016

02/29/2016

18692050

18689866

18688853

18673277

18670407

18662113

18662055

18659716

18659265

18653786

All great questions with supporting information to assist me in answer them. Thank you for lookin;
a lot of employees at ATU!

g into this and helping make changes. | think these changes could really

http:/iwww .questionpro.com/a/s?m=IN_Build&i d=4482177#shchOCDashboardll&modFdefault&neanpNavPage(\_AodF IN_Results 67
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FRONV NICOLETTE AT TIAA-CREF:

Among public colleges and universities with & primary defined contribution plan:

« Mandatory participation is the norm.

< Almost one-half have over 40 investment options.

¢ Aiargei-date fund is the most commer default investment.

¢ Most do not permit participant loans or hardship withdrawals.

« Almost all offer annuitization as a retirement payout option, though few require some degree of
annuitization.

¢ About one-half have an investment policy statement.

¢ Three-quarters use multiple vendors to provide investments and related services for their participants.

Response Questions:
Is there any way | can get the loan default rate information?

Please find attached the information provided to the committee regarding Loans. Note that there are
no statistics regarding the default rate, however it does discuss results of a survey conducted by TIAA in
2014. From that publication I did cite the following in our meeting in January:

“Employees are taking sizable loans that can have a meaningful impact on their retirement
savings—and they are not doing so just once, for an emergency. More than 40% of
respondents have taken two or more loans, and nearly half (47%) borrowed more than 20%
of their retirement plan savings.”

I just came back from the Pension and Investment conference late last night and reviewing some
materials | picked up at the conference | came across the following information on Defaults. Piease
keep in mind the survey is a national survery.
e “Upto $10 billion in retirement plan loans default annually, and 86% of loans default
when participants lose their jobs and are unable to pay their loans.” — February 2014
Wharton/Vanguard Study

Is there any way | can get information on how “leakage” (loans and hardship withdrawals) would affect
the overall plan? -~ -

I also think it is important to note that Loans and Hardships do put retirement readiness at risk for your
employee’s because there is greater risk of early depletion of retirement assets and aiso affects
participant savings behavior. Keep in mind that with hardship withdrawals elective amployee
contributions must stop for 6 months and the probability of participants decreasing or stopping their
elective contributions after taking a loan is high, our survey reports 57% of respondents siow down their
contributions while they pay back the loan.

This information is outlined in the attached information regarding “Are Empioyee’s Borrowing from their
futures” . Under the heading “The Long Term effects of Loans”. | also included a link to the “Prepared
for a Lifetime” that discusses how plan sponsors can ensure their retirement plan helps employee’s
Retirement Readiness. You will find specific information which is consistent with information we have

b R

4
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been discussing under the heading “implement guardrails to protect retirement assets from early
depletion”
e  https://www.tiaa.org/public/pdf/prepared for a lifetime.pdf

Also, | believe the committee would like to know if we could split the loan cap between the elective and
mandatory contributions.

Donna Ahrens confirmed with our operations partners that the above strategy can be accomplished
with our recordkeeping system.
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Retirement plans should promote long-term savings rather than act as a source of funds for
big-ticket items or unexpected expenses. Yet 29% of Americans with an employer-sponsored
retirement plan have taken a loan from the savings in their retirement plan and almost half
of these regret having done so, according to the TIAA-CREF 2014 Borrowing Against Your
Future Survey.! As a plan sponsor, you can help protect your workforce's retirement assets
and improve their retirement readiness by:

=educating employees about alternatives to taking out loans, and
= limiting the number of loans they can take.

TH ”

‘azts of ioans

[y
T

lono-term ot
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Employees are taking sizable loans that can have a meaningful impact on their retirement
savings—and they are not doing so just once, for an emergency. More than 40% of
respondents have taken two or more loans, and nearly half (47%) borrowed more than 20%
of their retirement plan savings. Although “emergency expenditures” was the #2 reason
respondents cited for taking a loan, the #1 reason was to pay off debt.

=Xnipit

*Mern anc vomern: borrow from retirement saving

© Men Women
56

a0

20

20

Percentage of respondents

1

To pay oi! debi To pay for an To purchase or Tu pay hilis
emergency expenditure rencvate a home because of a job loss

Source: TIAA-CREF 2014 Borrowing Against Your Future Survey
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When employees take out retirement plan loans, they are missing out on some of the
potential growth of those assets during the loan payback period. Even worse, 57% of
respondents slow down their contributions while they pay back the loan: 21% reduced their
contributions by at least 50%, and 5% stopped contributing altogether. This trend is even
more pronounced among Generation Y, with 81% of respondents aged 18-34 decreasing
contribution rates while they paid back loans.

Guardrails heip protect retirament assets

There are good reasons for plan sponsors to offer employees the option to take loans.
Employees, particularly those just starting out in their careers, may be wary of putting
money into retirement savings if they know they can’t use it in an emergency. Furthermore,
some TIAA-CREF plans allow employees to.continue earning interest while paying back the
loan,? which is more forgiving than traditional 401 (k)-style loans.

But that doesn't mean that employees should have unrestricted access to their retirement
savings. If employees have the ability to take multiple plan loans, they will be more likely to
treat their retirement plan as a source of funds during the years when they should be
saving. And if they default, they not only reduce the amount of funds available for
retirement—they can also trigger tax penalties.

Therefore, plan sponsors should consider limiting loans to no more than three per
participant, which is a common best practice in the 401(k) space. Loans should be
available only from participant contributions rather than employer contributions.

As an added benefit, limiting loans can also keep down plan expenses and have a positive
impact on overall plan-fees.

= L Jnderstand the ruies

The IRS has clear provisions around loans from retirement plans.?
Below are some highlights; for more information and details specific to
your plan, contact your TIAA-CREF relationship manager.

= An employee can borrow 50% of the vested account balance or $50,000—
whichever is less.

= Generally, the employee must repay a plan loan within five years, although there is
an exception if the employee uses the loan to purchase a primary residence. He or
she must make payments at least quarterly.

= If a loan is not paid back on schedule, it is considered a distribution that is subject
to income tax and may be subject to the 10% early distribution tax.
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Plan sponsors also have a responsibility to educate employees about the long-term impact
of taking loans and cutting their contribution rates. Calcuietors and tools that show just how
much erﬁployees stand to lose can be effective deterrents against loans. Many people
believe that there is no harm in a retirement plan loan since they are, in effect, paying
themselves back. They may feel differently if they see, for instance, that a $10,000 loan
paid back over five years could mean they are forgoing more than $3,500 in potential
earnings.* Similarly, calculators can show the long-term effects of decreasing their
contributions, even temporarily.

An effective loan education program should also make employees aware of different
financing options or planning strategies that are available to pay off expenses. For example,
employees could use a student loan, if appropriate; a home equity loan or home equity line
of credit (HELOC); a loan from a life insurance policy; or a distribution from a Roth IRA. (Click
nere for an article that helps participants understand their options.)

The good news is that employees do not consider taking loans lightly. Four in ten of the
survey respondents regretted taking out a loan and an additional 23% don’t regret it, but
would not do it again. By providing employees with the knowledge to make the right
decisions, plan sponsors can help them avoid future loan regrets.

Saving retirement funds for retirement

With the right approach to education and plan design, you can promote positive savings
behavior that can help improve employees’ retirement outlook. To learn more, contact your
TIAA-CREF relationship manager. *

' The survey was conducted online by KRC Research. a third-party research firm. among a national random
sample of 1,000 adults contributing to a 401(k), 403(b) or defined benefit pian. Data was weighted by key
demographic variables to ensure that the sample refiects the national population distribution.

?For some TIAA-CREF retirement plans that offer the TIAA Traditional account. emnioyees’ borrowed funds wilt
be moved to TIAA Traditiona! as collateral. which will continue earning interest, while they repay the loan to
TIAA with interest.

“http://www.irs.gov/Retirement-Plans/Plan-Participant,-Employee/Retirement-Topics---Loans

“This scenario assumes the horrower is 40 years old, with 25 years left until retirement: that it is & five-vear
loan. with 6. loan interest; and that there would have been an 8% return on funds over the next 25 years if the
loan had not been taken. This is a hypothetical illustration. These returns are for illustrative purposes only and
do not refiect actual performance or the fluctuations inherent in investing.

The material is for informational purposes only and should not be regarded as a recommendation or an offer to

buy or sell any product or service to which this information may relate. Certain products and services may not be

available to all entities or persons. Past performance does not guarantee future results,

Investment. insurance and annuity products are not FDIC insured, are not bank guaranteed, are

not deposits. are not insured by any federal government agency. are not a condition to any

banking service or activity, and may lose value.

TIAA-CREF Individuai & Institutional Services. LLC and Teachers Personal Investors Services, Inc.. membere

FINRA, distribute securities products. Annuity contracts and certificates are issued by Teachers Insurance and

Annuity Association (TIAA} and College Retirement Equities Fund (CREF}, Nev York, NY.
¢ 2014 Teachers insurance and Annuit
730 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017

Association of Americz-Colizge Retiremen Equities Fund (TIAA-CREF;
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RETIREMENT PLANS, POLICIES AND PRACTICES
IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Paul 1. Yakoboski Valerie Martin Conley
Senior Economist Professor and Chair, Counseling and Higher Education
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Ohio University
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Colleges and universities sponsor retirement plans—both defined benefit (DB) and defined contribution (DC)—to provide
retirement income security for their employees. Plan sponsorship in higher education appears successful relative to other
sectors of the economy. This makes plans in higher education, in particular, DC plans, models for consideration by public-
policy analysts.

But plan‘ designs in higher education are not static and unchanging. Colleges and universities must ensure that their plans
are not only effective in providing retirement income security, but that they are cost-effective in doing so. In addition,
sponsored plans must be competitive in the labor market.

This report documents and examines “typical” retirement plan design (both DB and DC) in higher education, along
with retirement-related programs, policies and practices. This includes the sponsorship of retiree health insurance
and retirement incentives programs. Data is based upon a national survey of colleges and universities fielded by the
TIAA-CREF Institute and the Center for Higher Education at Ohio University in 2011-2012.

Among public colleges and universities with a primary defined contribution plan:

» Mandatory participation is the norm.

* Almost one-half have over 40 investment options.

A target-date fund is the most common default investment.

* Most do not permit participant loans or hardship withdrawals.

= Almost all offer annuitization as a retirement payout option, though few require some degree of annuitization.
* About one-half have an investment policy statement.

« Three-quarters use multiple vendors to provide investments and related services for their participants.

Any opinions expressed herein are thosé of the authors. and do 110t necessarily represent the views of
TIAA-CREF. the TIAA-CREF Institute or any other organization witi. which the authors are affiliated.
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Among private institutions with a primary defined contribution plan:

 Traditional opt-in enrollment is the norm.

e One-half have 25 or fewer investment options.

« A target-date fund is the most common default investment.

= Slightly more than one-half do not permit participant loans, while slightly less than one-half do not permit
hardship withdrawals.

o All offer annuitization as a retirement payout option, though few require some degree of annuitization.

e Less than one-half have an investment policy statement.

* One-third use multiple vendors to provide investments and related services for their participants

In addition:

« Ninety percent of respondents currently provide retiree health insurance.

» Among those that sponsor retiree health insurance, 13% pay the entire premium and 49% share the cost of
premiums with the individual.

e Over one-half changed their retiree health insurance coverage over the past five years; the primary driver for

change was cost containment.

Only 10% of colleges and universities sponsor a retiree health savings plan (RHSP) for employees.

 Thirty-nine percent of colleges and universities reported having a phased retirement program for full-time,
tenured faculty.

« Sixty-one percent of institutions reported offering an early retirement buyout to full-time faculty since the
beginning of 2007.

INTRODUCTION

Colleges and universities sponsor retirement plans to provide retirement income security for their employees—faculty,
administration and other staff. Both defined benefit (DB) plans and defined contribution (DC) plans are common in higher
education. Plan sponsorship in higher education appears successful when viewed relative to other sectors of the U.S.
economy; for example:

* The college and university workforce is more confident regarding its prospects for a financially secure
retirement than are American workers in general—25% of higher education employees are very confident
in their retirement income prospects and 50% are somewhat confident, compared with 13% and 36%,
respectively, for U.S. workers.’

« Eighty-eight percent of the full-time higher education workforce is currently saving for retirement. Most higher
education employees who have saved for retirement are focused on generating a certain level of retirement income
(57%) as opposed to accumulating a certain amount of money (32%).

This makes the retirement plans in higher education, in particular, the DC plans, models for consideration and evaluation
by public policy analysts. In the aftermath of the 2008-2009 recession, policy makers and analysts have focused on
shortecomings in the typical design of private-sector 401(k) plans and reconsidered what constitutes best practice in the
design of a DC plan.? At the same time, state and local governments are grappling with potential reform of the retirement
plans they sponsor for public sector workers.

1  See Yakoboski. Paul. “Retirement Confidenc: on Campug: The 20L1 Higher Education Retirement Confidence Survey.” TIAA-CREF Institute
Trends and Issues (Jung 2011},

2 The TIAA-CREF Institute has published a series of reports that examine best-practice DC design—Yakoboski, Paul. “Rethinking Defined Contribution
Retirement Plan Design,” TIAA-CREF Institute Trends and Issues (March 2011): Yakoboski, Pau!. “Rethinking Defined Contribution Retirement Plan Design:
A Survey of Experts.” TIAA-CREF Institute Trends and issues {August 2011): anc Yako! Keaesigning Retirem=nt Pians with R24 Principies:
Casc Study of the Employee Retiremeri Program for the TIAA-CREF Family of Compan EF Institute Trends and Issues (November 2021,
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But plan designs in higher education are not static and unchanging. In an environment of unrelenting budgetary
constraints, colleges and universities must ensure that their plans are not only effective in providing retirement income
security, but that they are cost-effective in doing so. In addition, sponsored plans must be competitive in the labor market
as colleges and universities compete for talent with the private sector, as well as other each other.

Colleges and universities typically sponsor retiree healthcare benefits as well. Healthcare expenses are the biggest
financial concern regarding retirement among college and university employees—28% are not confident that they will have
the financial resources to cover medical care.? While these benefits have resulted in enormous cost pressures over time,
higher education has looked to redesign such benefits rather than abandon them, in marked contrast with the private
sector. Now uncertainty exists regarding benefit design as the implementation of the Affordable Care Act unfolds. An
additional factor that colleges and universities must consider with regards to retiree health benefits is the effect of retiree
medical expenditures on retirement patterns, especially among tenured faculty in the absence of mandatory retirement.

Managing the retirement patterns of senior tenured faculty is a significant workforce issue for many colleges and
universities.! Seventy-five percent of senior faculty (age 60 and older) expect to work past a “normal” retirement age or
have.already done so.> Where this phenomenon exists, it can create various problems for department chairs, deans and
provosts focused on keeping the faculty workforce dynamic for purposes of teaching, research and service, e.g., declining
productivity among some senior faculty, limited advancement opportunities for junior faculty, a lack of openings for

new hires and a lack of ﬂexibility to reallocate resources across departments and programs. In response, colleges and
universities have implemented a range of initiatives, including phased retirement programs and buy-out packages.

Given the environment within higher education and outside higher education, this report documents and examines
“typical” retirement plan design (both DB and DC) in the sector, along with retirement-related programs, policies and
practices. Data is based upon a national survey of colleges and universities fielded by the TIAA-CREF Institute and the
Center for Higher Education at Ohio University in 2011-2012.

For DC plans, design elements examined include eligibility requirements, enrollment protocol, employer and employee
contributions, vesting schedules, investment options, loans and hardship withdrawals, distribution options and the
opportunity for supplemental savings. DC administrative practices, such as the use of single or multi-vendors, were also
covered. For DB plans, design elements include eligibility requirements, benefit formulas, vesting schedules, distribution
options and the availability of a supplemental DC plan. In addition, the survey covered retiree health benefits and
retirement incentive programs.

Responses for 804 colleges and universities—244 public and 60 private—were received from across the spectrum

of institutional type, community colleges to doctoral granting research universities.® Among the public colleges and
universities represented in the survey, 163 (67%) sponsored both a primary DB plan and a primary DC plan. In these
situations, new faculty members have the choice of primary plan type—either DB or DC; the primary DC is generally
unavailable to administration and other staff. Fifty-four public institutions in the survey (22%) have only a primary

DB plan and 27 (11%) have only a primary DC plan. Among the private colleges and universities represented by survey
responses, 57 (95%) have a primary DC plan and 3 (5%) have both a primary DB plan and a primary DC plan. There were
no responses for private institutions with a primary DB only.

3 See Yakoboski. Paul. “Retirement Confidence on Campus: The 2041 Higher Eclucation Retirement Confidence Survey,” TIAA-CREF Institute
Trends and Issues (June 2011

4 See Ciccotello, Conrad S.. E. Jill Pollock, and Paul J. Yakoboski. “Understanding the Reluctant Retiree on Campus: Helping individuals Make the
Right Retirement Decision,” TIAA-CREF Institute Trends and Issues (July 2011).

5 See Yakoboski, Paul. “Should | Stav or Should | Go? The Faculty Retirement Decision.” TIAA-CREF Institute Trends and Issues (December 2011).The age
at which individuals can begin collecting full Social Security benefits is used as the normal retirement age; this is 85 years to 66 vears for those age 60
and older in 2011. the year of the survey. Among fdc_uny age 60 and older, 73% are age 60-66 and 277 are over age 66.

€ The survey was distributed to TIAA-CREF clients. In some cases respondents represented a single institution. In other cases respondents representacl
multipie institutions in & svstem. Pubi s or private status was unidentified for 18 institutions in the survey.
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PRIMARY DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLANS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

A degree of consensus among analysts has emerged regarding best-practice in the design of primary DC plans. For
example, in a TIAA-CREF Institute survey of experts in behavioral economics, actuarial science, decision-making and
financial education and advice,” consensus views included:

* Absent a willingness to mandate plan participation, auto-enrollment is the most effective design to maximize
participation.

* The appropriate level of total contributions (participant and sponsor combined) is at least 10% of salary.

* Making contributions should be a shared responsibility between a plan sponsor and participant; a 50/50 split
was recommended most often.

* The appropriate number of investment options lies in the 5 to 10 range; this allows construction of an appropriately
diversified portfolio by a participant without making it too difficult.

e Target-date funds should be the investment default. A diversified equity fund and inflation-linked bond fund should
be included in the investment menu. A balanced fund and deferred annuity should be strongly considered for inclusion
as well.

* Participants should have the opportunity to annuitize through the plan, but they should not be required to do so.

Primary DC plan design in higher education is generally consistent with consensus recommendations along these
dimensions. This is likely driven by the objectives for plan sponsorship—among those responding, the overwhelming
majority (96%) of public colleges and universities with a primary DC cite income replacement as the primary plan
objective as opposed to wealth accumulation; the analogous figure for private institutions is 73%.

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

One hundred and ninety public colleges and universities represented in the survey offered a primary DC plan to at least
some of their employees. At 78% of these institutions, employees are immediately eligible to participate in the primary
DC plan, i.e,, there is no service requirement prior to becoming eligible.

Mandatory participation is the norm design for public institutions with primary DC plans; 63% have mandatory
participation for eligible employees. Thirty-seven percent have traditional opt in enrollment whereby eligible employees
must proactively enroll in the plan to participate. No respondents representing public institutions reported that they
automatically enroll eligible employees in the primary DC plan with the option to opt out of participation.

FIGURE 1
ENROLLMENT PROCEDURES AT PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH A PRIMARY DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN

. Mandatory Participation

Traditional Opt-in

Source: Survey of Retirement Plans. Policies anc Practices in Higher Education, TIAA-CREF Irstitute and Center for Higher Education at Ohio University.

Yakobos!i, Pau . "Rethiniing Defined Contribuiion Retiremert Pian Design: A Survey of Experis.” TIAA CREF insulute Trends and Issues {August 2011}
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In DC plans with mandatory participation, the plan specifies nondiscretionary levels of contributions for both the
employer and employee. Relatively few respondents reported the nondiscretionary participant contribution rate; among
those that did, the majority (60%) reported 5% of salary and one-third reported a rate less than 5%. Fewer respondents
reported the nondiscretionary employer contribution rate; in these cases it ranged from 4% to 10% of salary. Among
respondents reporting both, the combined nondiscretionary rates equaled or exceeded 10% most of the time.

Among public institutions with traditional opt-in enrollment, 55% incorporate a sponsor matching contribution to
participant contributions. The most common match rate is 100%, i.e., dollar for dollar.

Since 2009, the number of investment options increased at 27% of the public colleges and universities with a primary DC

plan, while the number of options decreased at 17% of such institutions. Fifteen percent of public colleges and universities
have a plan with 15 or fewer investment options, 31% have 25 or fewer options and 53% have 40 or fewer. At the other end

of the spectrum, 18% have plans offering over 100 investment options.

FIGURE 2
INVESTMENT OPTIONS AT PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH A PRIMARY
DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN

NUMBER OF OPTIONS FREQUENCY CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY

15 or less 15% 15%
16 to 25 16 31
26 to 40 22 53
41 to 100 29 | .82
Over 100 18 100

‘| Options serving as default

Target-date fund 61%
Money market fund 31
Other 8

Source: Survey of Retirement Plans, Palicies and Practices in Higher Education,
TIAA-CREF Institute and Center for Higher Education at Ohio University.

A target-date fund is included in almost all investment menus; it is also the most common default investment option.
Money market funds are a distant second in terms of frequency as the default. One-half of public institutions offer a
managed account in the primary DC plan. Essentially all offer a deferred annuity as an investment option.?

A DC plan participant attains vested, i.e., nonforfeitable and irrevocable, rights to sponsor contributions after a
plan-specified period of time in terms of service or participation. A participant retains vested contributions when
employment with the sponsor ends. Immediate vesting of sponsor contributions is the norm among public sector
colleges and universities with a primary DC plan (67%). Twenty-seven percent have cliff vesting, i.e., full vesting (100
percent) occurs after the specified time period with no vesting prior to that point. Eight percent have a graded vesting
schedule (gradual vesting over a period of time), with full vesting most typically occurring after five years.

Over 80% of public institutions have plans that incorporate a Roth feature, i.e., participants have the option to make
after-tax contributions under the plan.

Sixty-four percent of institutions have plans that do not permit participant loans and 76% do not permit hardship
withdrawals. Such policies are consistent with the view that sponsored plans are for the purpose of providing retirement
income security as opposed to simply accumulating wealth.

& Aimos. all plans under TIAA-CREF include TIA4 Traditional in the investment men.
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Finally, 92% of institutions with a primary DC plan offer annuitization as a retirement payout option. Among these, 20%
require some degree of annuitization. The availability of in-plan annuitization is consistent with the view that sponsored
plans are for the purpose of providing retirement income security.

FIGURE 3
DISTRIBUTION OPTIONS AT PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH A PRIMARY DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN

. Annuitization offered, but not required
Require some annuitization

. No annuitization option

Source: Survey of Retirement Plans, Policies and Practices in Higher Education, TIAA-CREF Institute and Center for Higher Education at Ohio University.
PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

Sixty private colleges and universities in the survey Sponsored aprimary DC plan for at least some of their employees.®
Traditional opt-in enrollment whereby eligible employees must proactively enroll in the plan to'participate is the norm
design for private institutions with primary DC plans; 56% have opt-in enrollment. Twenty-five percent have mandatory
participation for eligible employees and 19% automatically enroll eligible employees in the plan while giving them the
option to opt-out. ) . . :

FIGURE 4 : i ’
ENROLLMENT PROCEDURE AT PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH A PRIMARY DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN

[l rditionai optin
Mandatory Participation

. Automatically Enroll

Source: Survey of Retirement Plans, Policies and Practices in Higher Education. TIAA-CREF Institute and Center for Higher Educatiols at Ohio University.

DC plans with mandatory participation specify a nondiscretionary contribution rate for participants; this nondiscretionary
contribution rate at private institutions fell in the 8% to 6% of salary range, with 5% being most common. DC plans with
auto-enrollment specify a default contribution rate for participants; the default rate at private institutions ranged from 1%
to 10% of salary among survey respondents, with the norm being 5%-6%.

Sixty-two percent of private institutions report making nondiscretionary, non-matching sponsor contributions to
participant accounts under the primary DC plan. This is generally an inherent feature of plans with mandatory
participation, but not so among plans with non-mandatory participation, ie., either traditional opt-in or auto-enrollment.
This implies that approximately one-half of plans with non-mandatory participation have non-discretionary sponsor

S Thres of the €9 also sponsored a primary DE plan.
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contributions. These non-discretionary sponsor contributions range from 1% of salary to 12% of salary among survey
respondents, with 5%, 6% and 10% being the most common rates.

In addition, one-half of sponsors match participant contributions in the primary DC plan. Assuming that all plans without
nondiscretionary sponsor contributions have matching contributions, then 20% of plans with a nondiscretionary sponsor
contribution also have a sponsor matching contribution. The typical match in private institution primary DC plans is
100%, i.e., dollar for dollar. The maximum employee contribution matched is typically 5% of salary.

Over the past two years, the number of investment options increased at 47% of the private colleges and universities with
a primary DC plan, while the number of options decreased at just 4% of such institutions. Seventeen percent of private
colleges and universities have a plan with 15 or fewer investment options, 48% have 25 or fewer options and 73% have 40
or fewer. The median number of options is 29.

FIGURE 5
INVESTMENT OPTIONS AT PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH A PRIMARY
DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN

NUMBER OF OPTIONS FREQUENCY CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY

15 or less 17% 17%
16 to 25 31 48
26 to 40 25 i 73
41 to 100 12 85
Over 100 15 g ' 100

Options serving as default

Target-date fund 4%
Money market fund T
Annuity fund 17

Source: Survey of Retirement Plans, Policies and Practices in Higher Education,
TIAA-CREF Institute and Center for Higher Education at Ohio University.

A target-date fund is included in the vast majority of investment menus; it is also the most common default investment
option. Over one-half of private institutions offer a managed account in the primary DC plan. Essentially all offer a
deferred annuity as an investment option.® An annuity fund is the second most commonly reported investment default.

The vast majority (85%) of private higher education institutions with a primary DC plan have immediate vesting of
sponsor contributions; 11% have plans with cliff vesting and 4% have a graded vesting schedule. Fifty-six percent of
institutions have plans that do not permit participant loans and 47% do not permit hardship withdrawals.

Almost 90% of private institutions have plans that do not incorporate a Roth feature, i.e., participants do not have the
option to make after-tax contributions under the plan.

Finally, all private institutions with a primary DC plan offer annuitization as a retirement payout option, and 11% require
some degree of annuitization. The availability of in-plan annuitization is consistent with the view that sponsored plans are
for the purpose of providing retirement income security.

1C Aimost all plans under TIAA-CREF inciude TIAA Traditional in the invesiment menu.
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FIGURE 6
DISTRIBUTION OPTIONS AT PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH A PRIMARY DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN

. Annuitization offered, but not required

Require some annuitization

Source: Survey of Retirement Plans, Policies and Practices in Higher Education, TIAA-CREF Institute and Center for Higher Education at Ohio University.

DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN ADMINISTRATION

Survey respondents with a primary DC plan were also asked about plan administration. Fifty-two percent reported that
their plan has a formal investment policy statement (IPS). An IPS is a plan management tool to help ensure that fiduciary
responsibilities are met by documenting the sponsor’s process and procedures in choosing and evaluating investment
options. An IPS is more common among public institutions (54%) than private institutions (44%). Seventy-one percent of
private institutions without an IPS are currently developing one, as are 51% of publics without an IPS. Among those with
an IPS, almost all private institutions report having reviewed it within the past two years; 70% of public institutions have
reviewed their IPS within the past two years and almost all have done so within the past five years. While 76% of private
institutions report using an external service for Form 5500 reporting required by ERISA, only one-fifth (21%) of public
institutions do.

FIGURE 7
ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES AMONG PRIMARY DEFINED CONTRIBUTION
PLAN SPONSORS

PUBLIC PRIVATE
INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS
Have a formal investment policy statement (IPS) 54% 44%
Reviewed IPS within past 2 years 70% 96%
Have multx;{le vendors to provide investments and % 36%
related services
Use an external consultant to assist with design, 78% 38%

governance and administration

Source: Survey of Retirement Plans, Policies and Practices in Higher Education,
TIAA-CREF Institute and Center for Higher Education at Ohio Univarsity.

Seventy-seven percent of public institutions with a primary DC plan report that multiple vendors provide investments
and related services for their participants; 36% of private institutions report using multiple vendors. Among the relatively
few private institutions with multiple vendors, the norm is two. By contrast, 40% of public institutions with multiple
vendors report using three and 45% report more than three. The most common reason cited for using multiple vendors

is to provide participants with more investment options. A significant minority of public institutions also responded that
competition among vendors results in lower fees and expenses. Very few users of multiple vendors feel that it is just

as simple to administer multiple vendors as a single vendor; so the use of more than one vendor comes with an
acknowledged cost.

TRENDS AND ISSUES MARCH 2013 8
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Since January 1, 2009, there has been relatively little change across institutions in the number of vendors used. Twenty
percent of public institutions reported a decrease in their number of vendors. About 20% of public and 40% of private
institutions with multiple vendors are considering (further) reductions.

The majority (78%) of public institutions use an external consultant to assist with decisions regarding the design,
governance and administration of the DC plan. In contrast, 38% of private institutions use external consultants. Among
those who have not engaged an external consultant, 44% of private institutions and 85% of public institutions are
considering doing so.

PRIMARY DB PLANS AT PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

Two hundred and ninety public colleges and universities in the survey offered a primary DB plan to at least some of
their employees. At 90% of these institutions, employees are immediately eligible to participate in the primary DB plén!
ie., there is no service requirement prior to becoming eligible. At 86% of these institutions, participants must make
contributions to the funding of their benefits; at two-thirds of these, that contribution rate falls in the 5% to 7% of salary
range and the median rate is 6%.

The annual retirement benefit received by a DB participant is determined by a formula that credits the participant with
a specified percentage of salary (known as the multiplier) for each year of covered employment under the plan. Two

" percent of salary was the most common multiplier reported for public colleges and universities with a DB plan; over 70%
used a multiplier that fell in the 2% to 2.5% range. Eighty percent of public institutions had no limit on the number of
years of covered employment used in the DB benefit calculation; for the 20% with a limit, it fell in the 80 to 40 year range.
The salary used to calculate benefits is determined by a final average method (i.e., average salary over the final specified
number of years of covered employment) or a high average method (i.e., the highest average salary over a specified
consecutive number of years). Seventy percent of institutions reported using a high average method and 30% used a
career average method.

While all DB plans pay retirement benefits as an annuity, one-third of public institutions offer participants the option

to receive their retirement benefits as a lump sum. The lump sum would equal the expected present value of the annual
annuity payments. In addition, over 90% of public institutions sponsoring a DB plan were reported to have a supplemental
DC savings option for employees.

RETIREE HEALTH BENEFITS

Survey respondents were asked about retiree health benefits provided to employees. These questions were answered for
295 colleges and universities. This section reports responses to those questions for public and private institutions as a
combined group.

Ninety percent of respondents currently provide retiree health insurance for new hires. Among the 10% who do not, only
16% provide coverage for any current employees, meaning that very few colleges and universities (less than 2%) have
dropped retiree health insurance as a benefit.

TRENDS AND ISSUES MARCH 2013 9
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FIGURE 8
RETIREE HEALTH BENEFITS IN HIGHER EDUCATION
Provide retiree health insurance for new hires 90%
Premiums paid by
Employer pays 100% 18%
Employee pays 100% 38
Employer and employee share cost 49
Plan changes made within past 5 years 54%
Share of premiums paid by individual increased 57%
Co-payments increased ’ 57
Deductibles increased 35
Services covered changed 21

Source: Survey of Retirement Plans, Policies and Practices in Higher Education,
TIAA-CREF Institute and Center for Higher Education at Ohio University.

Among colleges and universities that sponsor retiree health insurance for any of their employees, 13% pay the entire
premium, 49% share the cost of premiums with the individual, and 38% have a plan where the individual pays the entire
premium.

Over one-half of institutions reported changes to their retiree health insurance coverage over the past five years, and it is
clear that the primary driver for change was cost containment. The most common changes were increasing co-payments
and increasing the share of premiums paid by the individual—each reported by 57% of institutions that made a change. In
addition, one-third reported that plan deductibles had increased and 21% reported changes in the services covered.

Only 10% of colleges and universities reported sponsoring a retiree health savings plan (RHSP) for employees. Among the
limited number that do, approximately 30% make sponsor contributions to employee RHSP accounts.

RETIREMENT INCENTIVE PROGRAMS

Survey respondents were also asked about retirement incentives offered to full-time, tenured faculty. These questions
were answered for 250 colleges and universities. This section reports responses to those questions for public and private
institutions as a combined group.

Thirty-nine percent of colleges and universities were reported to have a phased retirement program for full-time, tenured
faculty (defined as a program that permits faculty to phase into retirement by working fractional time for fractional

salary on the condition that they waive tenure and retire at a specified future date.) Forty percent of phased retirement
programs were implemented since 2000, with 26% within the 2008-2010 period. Over one-half of institutions with a phased
retirement program for faculty also offer it to other employees, typically to administration.
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FIGURE 9
RETIREMENT INCENTIVE PROGRAMS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Sponsor a phased retirement program for full-time,
39%
tenured faculty
Phased retirement also offered to other employees 57%
Benefits provided during the phase period
Full-time employer contribution to health 83%
insurance premium 2
Extra retirement plan contributions or credits 36
Greater than pro-rata salary payments 5
Option to receive partial retirement benefits in
v 61
addition to salary
Offered an early retirement buyout to full-time faculty
3 61%
since 2007

Source: Survey of Retirement Plans, Policies and Practices in Higher Education,
TIAA-CREF Institute and Center for Higher Education at Ohio University.

Eligibility for phased retirement is almost always (98% of programs) based on a combination of age and service. Ten years
is the typical minimum service requirement and age 60 is most commanly the minimum age requirement. In addition,
almost all programs (96%) require administrative approval for an individual to participate.

- The typical maximum phase period is three years and the minimum phase period can ke as low as one year. Among
institutions with a phased retirement program, the following benefits are provided to faculty during the phase period—

e 83% provide the full-time employer contribution for the health insurarice premium
* 61% provide the option to receive partial retirement benefits in addition to salary

* 36% provide extra retirement plan contributions or credits

* 5% provide greater than pro-rata salary payments.

In addition, 61% of colleges and universities were reported to have offered an early retirement buyout to full-time faculty
since January 1, 2007 But less than 5% of institutions report having formal programs or policies aside from buyouts and
phased retirements to encourage faculty retirement. One-third of institutions report that they systematically track and
analyze faculty retirement patterns; one-third of these track at the departmental level.

CONCLUSION

The TIAA-CREF Institute and the Center for Higher Education at Ohio University conducted a national survey of colleges
and universities in 2011-2012 to examine the design and administration of retirement plans sponsored in higher education,
along with retiree health benefits and retirement incentive programs.

The design of primary DC plans in higher education is generally consistent with the emerging consensus among analysts
regarding best-practice. But plan designs in higher education are not static and unchanging. Colleges and universities
must ensure that their plans are not only effective in providing retirement income security, but that they are cost-effective
in doing so. In addition, sponsored plans must be competitive in the labor market.
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THE CONSTITUTION OF THE FACULTY SENATE
OF ARKANSAS TECH UNIVERSITY

ARTICLEI: NAME AND PURPOSE

Section 1: Name - The name of this organization shall be the Faculty Senate of Arkansas Tech
University.

Section 2: *Purpose - The Faculty Senate shall act for the faculty in all curricular matters other than
those involving changes in general academic policies and for the faculty or the administration
on matters referred to it for action; it shall serve as an advisory body to the faculty on matters
involving academic policies; it shall serve as an advisory body to the faculty and
administration on proposed changes to the Faculty Handbook, and to the administration or the
faculty, as appropriate, on any other matters of general concern to the University.

ARTICLE II: MEMBERSHIP AND TERMS OF OFFICE

Section 1: Elective Membership - One Senator shall be elected by each of the Colleges of the
University upon obtaining a minimum of fifteen full-time faculty members. A College shall
be eligible for one additional Senator for each twenty full-time faculty members or additional
portion thereof. A College entitled to multiple Senators may elect no more than two from any
one department. Any College or independent Academic Unit that has less than fifteen full-
time faculty members will be combined into a Supernumerary voting block operating under
the above delineated rules.

Section 23: Restrictions upon Membership

Paragraph A:

Paragraph B:

Section 4: Terms of Office

Paragraph A: aitel-app se initial
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Paragraph B:

*Approved by Board of Trustees 12/19/13

Section S: Vacancies in the Senate

ARTICLE III: OFFICERS -- THEIR DUTIES AND MANNER OF ELECTION
Section 1: Officers of the Faculty Senate

Paragraph A:

Paragraph B:

Paragraph C:  The Senate shall elect one of its members as secretary except that no
member, having so served for a year, shall be eligible again during the
same term of office.

Section 2: Manner of Election of Officers

At the first fall meeting in 1991, the chairperson, chairperson elect, and secretary will be
elected. At the first fall meeting in subsequent years only a chairperson elect and a
secretary will be elected, the chairperson position being automatically filled by the
chairperson elect. The chairperson elect will additionally serve as vice chairperson.
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ARTICLE IV:

Section 1:

Section 2:

ARTICLE V:

Section 1:

Section 2:

ARTICLE VI:

Section 1:

MEETINGS

Called Meetings - The Vice President for Academic Affairs of the University shall call a
meeting of the Senate within three weeks after the beginning of each fall semester to
chair the election of officers and to establish a time for the Senate's regular meetings
during the academic year. A called meeting of the Senate may be convened at any other
time at the request of the chairperson of the Senate or of at least three other Senators.

Regular Meetings - The Faculty Senate shall meet in regular session each month of the
academic year at the time and place designated by the Senate in its first called meeting of
each fall semester, except such times as the regularly established meeting date may
coincide with a school holiday or with a vacation period.

RATIFICATION AND AMENDMENT OF THE CONSTITUTION

Amendment - The Constitution or the By-Laws of the Senate may be amended in the
following manner:

a. The proposed amendment shall be drafted and presented in duplicated form to each

member of the Senate at least ten days before the meeting in which it is to be
considered.

" osls e S ' g o St

c. The proposed amendment shall be approved by a majority of those voting in the next
regular or special election of the faculty of the University.

d. The proposed amendment shall be approved by the Board of Trustees of the
University.

AMENDMENTS TO CONSTITUTION OF THE FACULTY SENATE
Committee Voting Procedures

A. Proxy voting is not allowed for the Faculty Senate or other faculty committees.
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ARTICLE I:

Section 1:

Section 2:

ARTICLE II:

ARTICLE III:

Section 1:

Section 2:

Section 3:

BY-LAWS OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF
ARKANSAS TECH UNIVERSITY

Time of Elections and Appointments

—

Conduct of Elections

In the election of Senators from the different Colleges, each faculty member, regardless
of rank, shall be entitled to vote for the Senator or Senators of his/her own College. A
majority of the votes of the faculty of each College shall be necessary for election. All
elections of Senators shall be by secret ballot.

AGENDA

The chairperson of the Senate shall cause to be duplicated and distributed among the
members of the Senate, at least ten days before each regular meeting, an agenda for the
consideration of the Senate in that meeting. Absence from this agenda of any matter of
concern to the Senate, however, shall not preclude the Senate's consideration of or action
upon that matter in the meeting.

CONDUCT OF MEETINGS

Parliamentary Procedure

All meetings of the Faculty Senate shall be conducted according to standard
parliamentary procedure.

Quorum

Two-thirds of the Senators shall constitute a quorum and shall have the power to transact
business as the Faculty Senate at any regular or called meeting.

Method of Voting
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Section 4: Attendance at Meetings

Official meetings called by the Faculty Senate chairperson are open to the general
university faculty and invited guests.

ARTICLE IV: MINUTES OF MEETINGS
The Secretary of the Senate shall keep accurate minutes of each meeting and cause them

to be duplicated and distributed among the members of the Senate for approval, after
which the approved minutes shall be distributed among the entire faculty.
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