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D¢l Leslie:

; ;. anmgne,l)uvebmmhngthcgubhotyconcemmgBmLadnu’s
offibensation and expenses with great nterest.

Il
|
qln- r concen to me is Ben’s satement in the September 24t Washington
dznymgthathehzdaskeddxeBoud to raise his compensation. Also, I noted mn
mxgsPostoovmgednthmdsomeoﬂnssuppozmontheBm:d&k
IH

ty no confidence votes would have been different if they had bad access to
.. i complete information.

atuchedm&momdum,ﬁxedfmmBmtoGeoxgeCoﬂmsonFebnnryw
| ,ptowdostbstmfomnonandd:omu@ﬂyreﬁnesBm’swnmwndmhednd
ndf k for a mise in his compensation. In fact, the memo specifically requests
Hipo nts totaling anywhere from $2 to $3 miltion or more of extra compensation
) the next five years (depending on the amount of his requested “much lasger”
pel ug;z;cxmemhnsbasesahty),onwpof!ns:hadyvuymm

cq -;-—v 54

ough George referred to this mesmo in his priox discussions with the Board, T

'; that he was reluctant to release its specifics in the intention of protecting Ben

i thcnegzmbackhshthatmshkelytoooam Given the sitmation, it tay be

}‘ e for you to share this with the full Board and possibly the AU faculty, so
they have 2 better understandiog of issues with which the Compensation

l'l LTes msdmlmg

l
i
|
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A% 0 onsiders Hon for Ben dpers Compensaljon ‘ ;
g, T -

lé; . Febrary19,2004 —

1. Annual > RO £ntin 325 . . roach
ol mpensation Committee adopted a compensation app

’ ftm i oatlhscal(a::yincrcascs for AU executives low, wdkewe.sﬁ;.l larger
pcrcexm | for performance increases. munonalem ep 4 themcbmulkveof
salary indjases inﬁneVﬁththOSCOfﬁmh}'mdmﬁ' awarding h es
increa lelyonmexiLThchsttWDYﬂﬁ, f“mk'f&cm”es“,.mmﬂsw
were st/ 4%,inlinewi1hAUscﬁandf3mk)"m%t%°‘£§’m which
e R e e

. 'I‘hisapachmamseverzlptob!emfuﬁ,mm_wb‘:he d compensano
the toral inount of compeasation is reported, o e tion.Nooncs'ah!y
and borlyes irrelevant, at least from the standpoint of pub petcepion
noticesfactthatpmofr.hecompensauonlsdsxgmedasuluy part as
merit. Jithe public mind, only the total amount martess. .

e Second|fbr me it is a serious to continue to reduce the percentage mcreases
formyualsahrxwpemmcymbmformcthmformy(hbm
executs ;” Because my deferred compensation is calculared as a pre-set percentage
of ity fffmal base salary, a lower base salary automatically lowers my deferred
compe ':i ion. Moreover, my contract stipulates thar upon revirement I will receive
ayea:’ bbatical plus a year’s salary at mythen base salary. Therefore, with a lower
base satfify each year, I will have a sygnificandy lower income when | retire.
Furtheore, I am now falling behind the salary levels of president’s at peer
Compers:;hhc;’cils. AU

* Itis uniffar whyl was given a smaller perceriage salary increase than other AU
:,‘ or why my salary level is kept low, which creates a negative impact on my

deferretftompensation and pay at retirement. I would prefer 1o be rewarded in
.:“ ‘ es;binin;l:epastinordcrwbeinabmerfmadcialposhionatmger
retremgme., '

Li
o Arthe vgmber2003 Compensation Committee ing, the Commintee
approv P‘ mymcon.xmendzum;so for merit increases for Cabinet execurtives, with
various|§ entage ncreases above their last year’s compensarion. In c;.sc,
the@ognmm;eedeadednotmgiy:meapemenmgeinu&a’smmhold
dhi -~ r:smlpgﬁasemthesamas.hsjea?s.lptbchsteightxnmomhs,l
have recgyv a!ovyerpmemages:hrymcmasethmmy&binetandnopemcnnge
increasqi ray mert award, compared to significant increases in the Cabinet meris
Pt ol e b o s evustionof oy
i cifhce, i e or me to clearer i
e o ';f' o of these e acle '..um'icxsundmgofhoww
e Ention.] 11017 R U mee e T s T e e
* Five ye4 160, the Board approved ion incenti
) 280, d app a retennon incentive of $500,000 for me to sta
:;lt\hu i msxdemforfxvem.r;: I received 2 $100,000 cash paymeat in the fnstyzar
e yeaxs,andd:eremmngﬂO0,00mexldhavevesudon]\mcw,ZGM.

!
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| topheethsSAO0,000aﬁskoffo:fdune\mﬂmlO,whinhlcm
Hownbdmwever, tor 3 jre before then. _

. 4B if 1 decide wo revre o oo Fune 30

. Inmﬁ;ofth:wmp!:donofthcofgv&ygxmgnmqw i'zlwish:sw
;ﬁgﬁb‘ h;:u:xp’i;i!:n' f?rth;whztkvdfndfww%f;ommy wd

otk ase 1 mpexfomnncexgv:ejvs.-umemy‘ vements,
el o b ion o e S
i?t:i ’f.wwoiﬂdagﬁ‘;etoemblkhamdw_ reteprion -0 incentive, | propose that

¥ - , beginning J , 2004 and vesting June
w%tmgmudphcdmmkoﬁﬁ@mwoawﬂh
?&dammmzm,aﬁmatouloilqm service, OF' =
pzymen"aﬁermysabbadml,tobedaummedatmyducxvnon. :
such an [ ée,lwould‘committostzyingnAUfoxmhcrf'weseyuxs’.

3. Failure of Sifit Dollar Insurance to Provide Adequate Retircment cutity

o 0199 !, umvexsmytookomaSPIit'dolhrmsmzn@polty‘d!nwpm)ededw

b3

level of [ .Unfonumtdy,tbepolicyismntnﬂyvnnhon!y%?(?,ooozn;dls.not
likely dBcprove escugh over the next three years to approach original projections.

o With '] ailure of this financial vehicle to provide for my redirement future, my
Emst 88 oung financial advisor has calculated that the gap beétween where Tam -
prse_qﬁdwhchshoddbcétmﬁmmwmaiminmyammﬁvingkvelis
app: -}I y $3.7 million after taxes, ar $5 million pre-tax.. I would like the
Commiffke to consider establishing a viable financial approach to clositig rhuﬁ as

mmuch 4ffs reasonably possible prior to sy revirement. Possible options might
a) a fygf-year retention incentive bonys, described above, rotaling $1,125,000;
c{‘ . .f’:' !'F":r ce me;semmyanm'nlbasesahry; o '
C seel xS 1" e anmul comms ‘ :
) 351§ ni'yadmnlp;:sc:x;sary-ge?-w' ) deferd compensacion fofn 5% o
c ‘-h-' bDMfszwmthls f e ] . | . .
| G X year for conipleting ten years sdenz,
deffiired bonuses of 3200,000 atthecomplcnonoft::ymona; iglf::ith years o
' ,ii’ fwg-?wwmnngrnen;nesebon\%&wotﬂdbéhaddiﬁontomymmnl
4. Ton 1- annnaln.xemm.rds.andthereuémionimenﬁvc. N '

o Ahkho : 'I"éuhfé_ofthepublic atention

good vibe our of the ¢ publici
: :1! . glare of publicry y b
Last yeutt F'was # 11, but this year, for example, dui ’ .,
review §will receive both my as- f?:mémw.mw@wymdg@m;nﬁs
. Joar anifihe increased compedsarion for this yeat, all inthe same yeat. - .
rion oot oy et of sacvice a president i more than double the

o bo gl erges cotpariog iné-with piresicieas witkronily a few years service i apt
- lfcowmlnd!cttorthelonéérli'emainaxz\u :
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R some other documents from my AU compensation committee file
erest. They also give a pretty good picture of the time line we were

Leslie, attached §
that might be of j#
discussing yestefiihy.

f or revised — but they accurately reflect the extensive discussion the
nber 5, 2004 about Ben’s compensation, and the motions passed.

they were adop i;
Board had on Nl

Paul, I'll sce you at lunch on Friday.
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DRAKT
Minutes of Novestlier S, 2004 AU Compensation Committee Discussion

The Board held ' ctensive two-hour discussion on the issues pertaining to the compensation of
the President and [ Cabinet.

Pete Smith providil the Board a background review of the situation. At last November’s Board
meeting (AU exe i‘l Yive compensation is typically reviewed in November), questions were raised
about the quality § 31 accuracy of the compensation data being provided the Compensation
Committee by PrifiwaterhouseCoopers, AU’s consultant.

At the same tim ; esident Ladner had approached George Collins requesting a substantial
increase in his ofgpen sation between now and his projected retirement date. While the Board
universally recogp thatDr.Ladna‘sperfonnancehasbemamepﬁomLconcunshadalmady
been expressed alfiut the current level of his total compensation package.

Accordingly, thelf : hmmittee decided to engage a new compensation consultant to get an accurate
perspective of thtompetitive situation. Dr. Ladner and Mr. Smith interviewed three consultants
and jointly chosqillichard Mcischeid of Towers Perrin, one of the world’s leading componsation
consulting fums ]} l

i
Towers Pexrin cq) Bucted a special survey of the twetve-university comparison group that the

* Compensation Cjfimittee had previously determined was appropriate for comparing AU

executive pay. "' ile these universities arc larger than AU, the philosophy was that we need the
kind of leadershififhat could successfully bring AU close to the first tier of American universities,
and that Dr. Ladiil and his cabinet represeated that tcam. This justified paying compensstion
substantially -'1: than that paid by universities of American’s size.
d
Working with -; ers Pesrin, it soon became apparent that the Intermediate Sanctions regulations
could cause prol :”... for us. In the past, PricewaterhouseCoopers had based its comparison on
base salary and p#mal incentive bonus only, with the assunoption that many competing
universities .,‘ pmual incentives. In fact, very few universities pay annual incentives, and the
ﬁ:wthatdopaychsmaﬂaamounﬁthanAmericanhaspaid,andpmnmﬂymﬂxersidm
Further, Americllf's Cabinet officials have two incentives — an annual incentive and a defired
incentive. In adfifion, the Board had approved a special five-year retention mcentive for Dr.
Ladner, in e ir---.f; dding $100,000 per yeat to his compensation over the past five years.

|,
":-- a brief summary of the Intermediate Sanctions and their effect: if the Board
were found to bifibaying excessive compensation to AU’s cabinet, there could be sedions financial
penaltics for th l_‘"- tives involved and for the Board members who approved the compensation
arrangements. ‘I:- was strong agreement among the Board that we should ensure that the
President’s co i Bnsation and that of his cabinet was at a level where we would be able to get a
“safe harbor” offfomfort letter from Towers Perrin.'

Mr. Swith pro

The Towers PeJfier consultants indicated that they could provide this letter if AUF's compeasation---- - -

Jevels were ungf the 902 parceatile of the survey comparison group. However, Dr. Ladner’s

compensation :i, that of many of his direct reports is well above the 90* percentile of the

1 }
The Compeunsatiin Committee had been led to befieve that PricewaterhouseC providi
, . € oopers had been ding
comfort letters ajielly in the past, but it turned out that they had not been requested to do so.

I
|
I
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comparison group{hccordingly, we will need to reduce compeasation opportunity going forward
to be able to get tiffpomfort letter.

M. Collins repo that the Compensation Committee felt the best way to achieve this would be
to climinste the arial incentive for Dr. Ladner and his cabinet, while possibly reising their base
snlaxiutooﬁd 1oss to some degree.

Leslie Bains empRilized that this reduction was in no way a reflection of Dr. Ladnex’s ot his
cabinet's perform 8. The recommendation was being made to reflect the risk of coming under
the sanctions and |Rlight of the new information showing that AU executive compensation was
mudxhighend to market than the Board had previously been fed to belicve.

Mr. Collins pointiout that Dr. Ladner had reviewed the Towers Perrin survey and questioned its
wcmacyandvali . Having access to a broad array of survey information, including a study of
30 top U.S. colleg % § aud the Chronicle of Higher Education compensation data, the Committee
believes that the 1 fvey is accurate and that further review would not change the ovezall results.
However, we hs “‘ greed to work with Dr. Ladner to answer any questions he has about the data
until there is mu i agrecment that we have accurste information.
The Board expred] f J some concemn about the significant gap between Ben’s compensation

ions and Hfat we would be able to pay under the sanctions. Ben'’s requests to Mr.
Collins had incluffifi a significant make-up payment for an underperforming split doflar contract;
a substantial recol] ;‘ ion bonus for his ten years of sexvice; a new retention incentive payable
after five years; 2 :l increases in his anaual cash compensation. Instead, we were facing a
reduction in his M.

The Board was 1 l ) very concemed about the effect of this action on the Cabinet. Again, our

assessment is the E Meir collective pexformance has been exceptional, and individually we aro
highly impressed]} kth the team Dr. Ladner has assembled. A number of Directors strongly
recommended thfive work with the Cabinet to ensure that our decisions reflect their needs (¢.g.,
perhaps retaining] fie annual incentive instead of the deferred inceative).

|
Concems were 8 " ! expressed about communications and the impact on morale, retontion, public
relations, etc. A Hpmber of Trustees also strongly suggested that we ask gnalified outside legal

counse] to revice esxtuation,tomsnredxatwcaretakingtheﬂgm:cﬁonsandtodcmﬁne
whether other so! | ons to this issue could be found. The Committee agreed to do this.

The Committee’ ;--- mmendation to resolve this situation were as follows:
1. Elimina || he ennual incentive program for the Cabinet, going forward (beginning with
the currcilf 2004-2005 fiscal year).

2. Adjust bk pays for Dr. Ladner and his Cabinet (reflecting Dr. Laduer's evaluation) so
that theylbproach the targeted percentile of the survey group.

3. Allow Di§ adner to serve on outside Corporate Boards, from which we had prohibited

-- him-in ibast, sabjeato-BoudappmvaL.Ihiswould.mablahimwmnke.npsomo.oL_. e e

the com 'f; sation he loses through this adjustment.
4. Encourajll Dr. Ladnacoqcocptmomoum’dcqxaking engagements for fees, again to

helpolostcompensauon.
i

1
i

i
|
I
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5. Pay 100%) b bis Long Teim Disabiity insasance, as is typical practice in other
universiti4 fYAU now only pays 50% of this cost).

6. Investigattiihe feasibility of makingasgedal, one-time contribution of $200,000 to a
chamyo en's choice, in Ben’s name.

'nxeCommmee repmudthchnhadsuggestedthatpayingasalatymchy,hiswifc,for
her services on begiif of AU could help the situation. There were scrious reservations about this
expressed by a fo |' oard members. There was also discussion of possible consulting contracts
following retiremn ¢ but it was understood that any decision on this would be deferred until the
time of his retireojiiht.

The Board also d ed what to do with the current annual incentive program, which had been
in effect through ical 2003-2004 and for which payments are normally approved i the
November Board iileeti g following the fiscal year end. The Committee’s recommendation was
that these inceatiyy be paid, since the executives had performed throughout the year fully
expecting the projdikm to be in effect, and since their performance had once again been
outstanding. [}

!
Following extensf@ discussion of these and related concerns, the Board passed the following
resolution: .l

“Be it resolved,] ; Bat the Compensation Committee will work with Towers Perrin to develop a
compensauon paghge for Dr. Ladner comprised of bage pay and the deferred incentive
compensation, atfilevel that wiil reflect his ontstnndmg performance while being in with the
guidelines the Co : fmittee has proposed.

Beit 'i: ; resolved that the Committee will work with Towers Pewin and Dr. Ladner to
dovelop similar ci§hpensation packages going forward for the Cabinet

Be it fartk resolved that the Board will authorize a payment of an annual incentive
award for Ben fo ! 003-2004 pesformance equal to the same percentage of his base pay that he
received for 20038003, which is the maximum awardundatheprogram This will be the last
annual incentive .; ' :ntforDr Laduer.

Be it furtiir resolved that the Board authorizes Dr. Ladner to distribute annual incentive
awards for 2003-13)04 performmce totaling the same percentage of pay as distributed to his
cabinet last year, 3 ' h Ject to his evaluation of their individual performance and final Compensation
Committee revi

Beit !, : resolved that Mr. Collins inform Dr. Ladner of the Board’s decision to allow
him to join up toglyo outside Boards of Directors, subject to the Board of Trustee’s approval as
to the boards he #1 join. ¥

2A few Directors Hipbressed scrious reservations about diverting moneys contributed to AU to another
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1101 16* Scree, NW
Suice 300
Washiangton, DC
20036-4813

‘oo:

December 30, 2003
WWW.Priveect.org

Benjamin Ladner
President

pn behalf of the Compensation Committee of the Board of Trustees, I have

theid of Towers Perrin as American University’s executive compensation

# Richard to begin his work by giving you any help you need with year-end
ftplanniog, meeting with you and your team to learn your compensation philosophy
ems work, and getting the compensation survey under way so that we can

and how existing prog
arket rates and resolve the deferred salary increase issue.

determine appropriathip

p schedule an early meeting with the Compensation Comruittee, so that we can
your compensation package.

While Richard is bei
understands thatto b
{ have also indicated
compensation philos¢i

k retained by the Committee and will report direcdy to George Collins, he
i_',-,' ffective he will have 1o have a good working relationship with you and your team.’
at, while we are open to any suggestions he may have, we believe that the current

y, program structures, and comparison groups are sound.

aterhouse called me last week and offered to make his records available to the

Dave Dawson of Prigll
ngly, I'll put Richard in touch with him.

new consultant; accd

Please let me know i}l
during the next few g

Sincerely,

n

President & CEO

, Leslie Bains, Bil} Jacobs

cc. George Coll A
#heid, Towers Perrin

Richard Me##
AUSF 000303
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Bmpensation Arrangements for Benjamin Ladner

October 31, 2003

ji
i1
i1
I

uuruif?’ .
a 'A'- :‘;.vt' ...............
o FY20( l"-n,- € e
o 003 ¥Rferred ... .........
|
EXECUT ”13":! ATIO
]
0 o,;!::' pryed, - ... .. ... ..
O o- ulf'v .‘u‘., v e
o .'.'q‘-'lt;?tunu_o‘.'
o
1
RETENTIO] s CENTIN five y
INSURANCE i]
|
2} ravel lif_r.u -
D Te !l....:fl‘l nce Policy ... ..
[a] u..ll nsuran Olt

(§130,000 ! nnual premiums paid by AU)

|

$443,000 (3% inctease ovex previous year)
175,000 (41% of previous year’s salary)

$22,117.01 (market value 9-30-03)
§97.924.39 (macket value 9-30-03)
019.60 (zarket value 9-30-03)

$100,000 (paid 1999)
$400,000 (matures July 1, 2004, Rabbi Trust)

$1,000,000
$500,000
$651,019.00 (current cash surrendex value)

HOUSE, CAR/$LUBS, ETC.
O Residenddll ................... $3,500,000 (estimated current masket value)
0 Automoffle.................. $50,000 (current value)
0 Automolfile (Mrs. Ladner) . . $3,443.88 (annual cost, 4-year lease)
0 FinanciaffAdvisor.............. $750 (annual cost)
0 Metropg) jan Club, Washingron. $2,500 (anqaual dues)
0 UniversifiClub, Washinetog. . . . . $-0-
o Univers' Club, New York . ... . .. $300 (annwual dues)
|
¥
IREMEN#ARR/ EMENTS
1
|
O One-yespftabbatical (with anoual salary)
o Oneadnalymofannuzlsalaty
0 Contnujf status as AU professor
- 0. Relocatify and moviag expenses. ... . §30,000.. —- o
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Draft Minutes of Com
ensation Committee Meetings

| American University Board of Trustees
September 8, 208
The Compensatiiih Committee met in New York City, at the offices of Towers Perrin,

George Collins e siding. Leslie Bains was present; Pete Smith participated by phone;
Gary Cohn was{fhable to attend. Richard Meischeid of Towers Pesrin was also there.

Richard reviey i the implications of the Intermediate Sanctions and presented Towers
Pemin’s survey M | port comparing AU executive compensation to the special comparison
group that AU "; il been using in previous years. This group is comprised of universities
that are general ! [Rarger than AU, but representative of the universities with which we
compete for stu ;] mts and leaders.

AU’s compensatibn policy has been to target executive compensation at the 75%
percentile of thq ! jurvey comparison group for similar positions. The Towers Perrin
survey data sho i ; d that for most positions, AU is paying well above this target — in fact,
above the 90® pifcentile for a number of positions.

This is a very difirent result from the comparative data we had been receiving fiom
Pricewaterbousgfloopers. The primary reason for this is that the PWC data had inchuded
only base sals Ii ; nd annual incentive bonus, not counting the deferred incentive element
that Dr. Ladner j d all of his cabinet members receive. Looking at annual cash

compensation l i he, the numbers from the two consultants are generally comparable,

Mr. Meischeid 3 1 o shared verbally the results of Towers Perrin’s proprietary study of 30

leading collegeg god universities, including all the Ivies. This group is clearly a tier

above Americar i Pniversity and its primary comparison group, yet in many cases AU

executives are cf pensated well above the 50® percentile of this premier group, and in

some cases abo ]!' he 75 percentile.

The Committee II : ussed this problem, noting that it was important to get a comfort

letter from Tow “ Perrin or another independent source on the level of compensation for

. Dr. Ladner and }f I direct reports. Mr. Meischeid reported that we would be unlikely to
get such a letter 'I' f AU’s cumrent compensation levels,

¥

M. Smith reporl§hi that although Dr. Laduer and Don Meyers had both indicated that

comfort letters HER been secured in past years, no such letters had been requested from =~

.. Pricewaterhous i; popers-or any other firny and tofie Kad Béen received.
The meeting the; l'} ocused on Dr. Ladner’s compensation package. Dr. Ladner had given
Mr. Collins a m{@orandum requesting a substantial increase in his compensation over

the next three to{lve years. Includedinthisrequcstwasalargecashpaymcnttomakeup

!‘? AUSF 000305
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for an underperjliming split dollar insurance contract, an increased retention incentive

similar to the $ 30,000 special incentive the Board had granted Dr. Laduer five years
ago, and a onc-{fhe performance bonus recognizing his ten years of service to AU.

& Committee that none of these additional payments would survive the

It was clear to
Intermediate Sagtions test of reasonableness, and in fact that we needed to reduce Dr.
Ladoer’s comp l ation going forward.
|
With salary, angiial bonus, deferred incentive, and retention bonus, Dr. Ladner’s effective

a more reasonaly B package going forward would be a salary of $550,000 with a 20%

annual compen } fion was currently in the $850,000 range. Mr. Meischeid suggested that

deferred i I (and no annual incentive) or a salary of $600,000 with a 10% annual
incentive. Thesdlevels could be considered reasonable in comparison to the Towers
survey of the to ] B0 colleges and universities, although therc was some question as to

whether the use I the very largest and best colleges would be deemed reasonable.

| i
The Committee :! o discussed this significant impact this would have on Dr. Ladner and
his cabinet, andj l ressed the need for thoughtful communications on this issue.

November 4, 2( .; ]

The Committec{fet in Washington, at American University, prior to the November
Board meéeting. ! I attendance were Mr. Collins, Ms, Bains, Mr. Smith, Mr. Cobn (by
phone), Dr. Ladgser, and Richard Meischeid of Towers Perrin.

I
|
|

At Mr. Collins ! quest, Mr. Smith outlined the issues that had been discussed at the
September Conj : nsation Committee meeting, noting the importance of the Intermediate
Sanctions and ; Board’s concern about receiving a comfort letter. Mr. Smith also
reported that pay l“ ocumentation supporting the use of the special AU survey comparison
group made it difficult to justify using any other group, such as Towers Perrin’s top 30
survey, to suppglt AU compensation levels. This put somewhat tighter constraints on Dr.
Ladner’s compdfifation than we had considered in the September meeting.

All the Commi i mermbers empbasized that the situation did not reflect any
dissatisfaction '; th Dr. Ladner’s performance or that of bis cabinet, which the Board
thinks has been fitstanding. The problem is the Intermediate Sanctions and the practical
Limits they imp & #, a factor that had not received sufficient consideration in the past.

After reviewing Jhe survey report and the recommendations the Committee intended to
make to the Bo A i (eliminating the annual incentive going forward, adjusting base pay
upward to the d i free possible, encouraging Dr. Laduer to join one or two outside Boards,
_possibly making substantial chasitable contribution in his name), the Committee — .- oo v v e
dismissed Mr. N@scheid and asked for Dr. Ladner’s reaction.
Dr. Ladner had ;! fepared a letter for Mr. Collins in which he questioned the accuracy of
the compensatidisurvey and the qualifications of Mr. Meischeid Based on his
| .

) -

i
{
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insurance (a cg

do more outsidg]

Dr. Ladner alsolf
with reduced adi

The Committee |
the Board meett

!

I
b

ke in executive compensation, Mr. Smith strongly objected to both

that Dr. Ladner, Mr. Meischeid and a Committee member meet

" crcnccsandreachagmcmemonthcpmmsgomgforward. This
g edforNovember 15,2004. Ms. Bains agreed to represent the

Bpressed great dissatisfaction with the communications process
propensation.

en explored possible ways to keep pay reasonable while lessening the

Dr. Ladner. These included the possibility of employing Dr. Ladner’s
he Umversxty, paymg 100% of Dr. Ladner’s long-term disability

nistrative responsibilities but continuing significant compensation.

id not discuss this alternative in any detail, nor was the subject raised at
. the following day.
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