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TH E 10 M OST VI TAL  TH I NGS BOARDS M UST K NOW 

ABOUT COL L ECTI VE BARGAI NI NG 
 

I . BARGAI NI NG I S A FUL L  TI M E J OB 

A.  The how’s and why’s of col lect ive bargaining is a ful l-t ime job. 

B.  Board Conduct  

C.  Publ ic Complaints 

D. Trust  Factor  

E.  Wage Increases 

1. Timing for  Administ rators 

2. Non-union employees 

F.  Buying Land 

G. Transfer  of Funds to PI  

1. Timing 

2. Educat ion process 

3. Bui lding Costs – separate 

H . Money Credibi l i ty 

I .  Your  Role In Foster ing Trust  

1. Expect  the same from your  

(a) Super intendent  

(b) Treasurer  

I I . ROL E OF BOARD MEM BERS I N COL L ECTI VE BARGAI NI NG 

A.  Pol icy makers 

B.  Unity vs. divide and conquer  

C.  Playing to the Team 
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D. Conduct  Outside of Board Meet ings 

E.  Conduct  at  the Bargaining Table  

1. Don’t  be the weak l ink 

2. Not  the t ime to be the hero 

3. Preparat ion – understanding the pract ical ins and outs of 
issues- not  just  the “fairness” appeal 

F.  Confident ial i ty 

Confident ial i ty of Board del iberat ions regarding 
negot iat ions is essent ial.  A Board member “leaking” highly 
sensi t ive informat ion from your  execut ive sessions wi l l  
l ikely undermine the abil i ty of the Board’s team. 

Mat ters discussed in execut ive session are not  automat ical ly 
“confident ial” in the sense that  i t  is unlawful  to repeat  them 
outside of the meet ing.  I t  may be poor  boardsmanship and 
may lead to al l  manner of confl ict  among your  board 
members, but  i t  is not  ordinar i ly i l legal . 

Under  the Ohio Ethics Law (R.C. 102.03[B]), i t  is unlawful for  
a publ ic official to disclose informat ion received in the course of 
his or  her  official dut ies i f (1) the informat ion has been clear ly 
designated as being confident ial, (2) the informat ion t ruly is 
confident ial in l ight  of the sur rounding circumstances, and (3) 
preserving confident ial i ty is “necessary to the proper  conduct  of 
government  business.”  Thus, i f col lect ive bargaining 
informat ion is clear ly “designated” as being confident ial, and 
the other cr i ter ia are met , a board member  could be subject  to 
a finding of a violat ion of Ohio’s Ethics Law if s/he should 
decide to disclose this informat ion (through a spouse or  
otherwise) outside the meet ing. 

I I I . DI RECT DEAL I NG 

A.  The Ohio General Assembly has provided in the Revised Code 
that  col lect ive bargaining sessions are confident ial and not  
open to the publ ic. 

1. Related to this requirement  is the pract ical considerat ion 
that  there is an expectat ion that  what  is said in col lect ive 
bargaining sessions wil l  not  be made publ ic, but , instead, 
wi l l  be communicated only to the const i tuencies represented 
(the Board and teachers). 
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2. Di r ect  Deal i ng - Once an employee organizat ion is 
cer t i fied by SERB as the representat ive of the employer ’s 
employees, the employer  may not  bypass that  
representat ive and deal direct ly with employees concerning 
subjects over  which the par t ies are required to bargain. 

3. Under R.C. 4117.11, an essent ial element of a charge of direct 
dealing is circumvent ion of the exclusive representat ive on a 
mandatory subject of bargaining.  e.g., In re Findlay City 
School Dist. Bd. of Edn., SERB 88-006 (5-13-88). 

4. An employer ’s direct  deal ing with employees regarding 
bargaining mat ters has been perceived as undercut t ing the 
union’s representat ion status, effect ively blunt ing i ts 
bargaining st rategies and techniques, and placing the union 
in a defensive bargaining posit ion. I t  is not  necessary to 
show that  the publ ic employer knew that i ts act ion in 
communicat ing direct ly with bargaining unit  employees is 
in violat ion of the law, but  only that  the result , regardless of 
intent , was to disrupt  the relat ionship between the union 
and i ts members. Mentor  Ex. Vi l l . Bd. of Educ. v. SERB, 76 
Ohio App.3d 465, 602 NE2d 374 (1991). 

5. At  the same t ime, i t  is clear  that  not  al l  communicat ions to 
employees dur ing the col lect ive bargaining process wil l  be 
considered “direct  deal ing.” I n order  to be considered “direct 
deal ing,” the informat ion conveyed to employees must  
somehow communicate an offer  relat ing to a contract  term. 
Bexley Educ. Assn. v. Bexley Ci ty School  Dist. Bd. of Educ., 
2003 OPER 179, 2003 OPER (LRP) 182 (SERB 2003). 

6. SERB concedes that  there may be circumstances wherein 
direct  deal ing may be lawful but  such instances wil l  be 
determined on a case-by-case basis.  SERB v. Vandal ia-
Butler  Ci ty School  Dist., SERB 90-003. 

B.  Also implicated are the r ights of Free Speech guaranteed by the 
United States Const i tut ion and the r ight /obl igat ion of elected 
officials to address voters’ concerns. 

1. Par t ies may be free to engage in publ ic disseminat ion of 
bargaining posit ions after  a fact -finding repor t  has been 
publ ished. 

2. I t  is not  unlawful for  a board of educat ion to dist r ibute to i ts 
employees financial forecasts based upon the success or  
fai lure of a tax levy.  Hudson Educ. Assn. v. Hudson Ci ty 
School  Dist. Bd. of Educ., 20 OPER 276, 2004 OPER (LRP) 
LEXIS 3 (SERB 2004). 
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3. A publ ic employer ’s direct  communicat ions with i ts 
employees dur ing a st r ike may be unlawful i f the 
informat ion is found to be misleading. SERB v. Vandal ia-
Butler  Ci ty School  Dist., SERB 90-003. See also SERB v. 
Central  Ohio Trans. Auth., SERB 87-032. 

4. However , i t  is not  improper  for  an employer, seeking to 
avoid an unlawful work stoppage, to dist r ibute a memo to 
employees reminding them of i ts pol icies on sick leave 
usage. Newton Fal ls Classroom Teachers Assn. v. Newton 
Fal ls Ex. Vi l l . Schools, 20 OPER 52, 2003 OPER (LRP) 
LEXIS 55 (SERB 2003).  

5.  Nor  is i t  improper  for  a board of educat ion to dist r ibute the 
dist r ict ’s regular  newslet ter  to bargaining unit  members, 
where nothing in the newslet ter  could be construed as 
threatening or  coercive. L ima Educ. Assn v. Lima City School 
Dist. Bd. of Educ., 21 OPER 277, 2004 OPER (LRP) LEXIS 285 
(SERB 2004). 

6. An employer  may lawful ly communicate direct ly to 
employees regarding bargaining mat ters when i t  is an 
accurate response to misinformat ion previously 
disseminated by the union and presumably after  the par t ies 
have reached “ult imate impasse.”  SERB v. Pr inceton Ci ty 
School  Dist., 88-ULP-06-0303 and 88-ULP-10-0517. 

(a) Ult imate impasse is said to exist  “when there is no 
real ist ic possibi l i ty that  cont inuat ion of discussion at  the 
t ime would have been fruit ful .”  Am. Fed. Television &  
Radio Ar tists v. NLRB, 395 F2d 622 (D.C. Cir . 1968). 

C.  A union’s at tempt  to communicate through the news media or  
the general publ ic may also raise “direct  deal ing” or  good faith 
issues. 

1. I t  would appear , however , that  in such cases SERB is more 
incl ined to defer  to the “ground rules,” which the par t ies 
have set  for  themselves, than to enforce i ts own preordained 
rules about  such bargaining tact ics. 

2. For  example, SERB has refused to find the door-to-door 
dist r ibut ion of flyers by an employee union to be an unfair  
labor  pract ice where the negot iat ions procedures agreed to 
by the par t ies did not  prohibit  such act ivi t ies but  held that  
the issuance of a press release by an employee union did 
const i tute an unfair  labor  pract ice where the negot iated 
agreement  required mutual consent  for  press releases.  See 
Nor ton Ci ty School  Dist. Bd. of Educ. v. Nor ton Classroom 
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Teachers Assn., 2002 OPER (LRP) LEXIS 768. Accord, 
Sycamore Ci ty School  Dist. Bd. of Educ. v. Sycamore Educ. 
Assn., 20 OPER 33, 2003 OPER (LRP) LEXIS 36 (SERB 
2003); SERB v. OAPSE, SERB 92-005.  But see Ashland 
Ci ty School  Dist. Bd. of Educ. v. OAPSE, 20 OPER 80, 2003 
OPER (LRP) LEXIS 82 (SERB 2003) (union’s al leged 
communicat ions with news media dur ing mediat ion process 
not  unlawful where no ground rules had been establ ished by 
the par t ies concerning such communicat ions). 

3. Statements about  negot iat ions made at  a publ ic meet ing 
wil l  apparent ly be tolerated by SERB if they are more 
general in nature and do not  at tempt  to engage the 
employer  in publ ic negot iat ions. Such publ ic statements are 
deemed more akin to free speech than to bad-faith 
bargaining.  SERB v. OAPSE/ AFSCME Local  4, AFL-CIO, 
Chapter  569, SERB 97-014, 14 OPER 1721. See also OAPSE 
v. SERB, 38 Ohio App. 3d 832, 742 NE2d 696 (2000) (press 
release and statements addressed to board in open meet ing 
did not  contain any proposals or  reveal what  had occurred 
in bargaining sessions; no ULP found). 

4. I f, on the other hand, the employee union representat ives 
are at tempt ing to el ici t  responses from the publ ic employer 
on specific issues at  a publ ic meet ing where the employer 
representat ive is not  present , such conduct  is l ikely to be 
deemed an unfair  labor  pract ice. 

(a) Thus, a union official may not  appear  at  a publ ic meet ing 
and demand wage increases and staffing changes or  
otherwise at tempt  to negot iate direct ly with a publ ic 
employer  at  an open meet ing where the publ ic employer ’s 
representat ive is not  present . SERB v. Dist. 1199/ H 
CSSU/ SEIU, AFL-CIO, SERB 96-004; SERB v. OAPSE, 
Local  5300, SERB 96-011. 

D. There are numerous cases in which SERB has found direct 
deal ing to have occurred, al l  involving let ters or  memoranda on 
the subject  of negot iat ions sent  by the Board�s agents direct ly to 
bargaining unit  members to at tempt  to disparage the exclusive 
representat ive or  to influence employees to put  pressure on 
their  exclusive representat ive in the negot iat ions: 

1. Vandal ia-Butler  Ci ty School  Dist. Bd. of Ed. v. SERB, 1991 
SERB 4-81 (2d Dist . Ct . of App., Montgomery, 8-15-91) 
(super intendent  sent  let ters direct ly to employees 
descr ibing the Board�s final offer  and invit ing employees to 
contact  the Board direct ly). 
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2. In re Central  Ohio Transi t Author i ty, SERB 89-032 (11-29-
89) (the employer  sent  a let ter  direct ly to employees cal l ing 
for  acceptance of the employer �s final offer ). 

3.  SERB v. Edgewood Ci ty School  Dist. Bd. of Edn., Hear ing 
Officer  Decision, Docket  No. 87-ULP-12-0610, 6 OPER 
(LRP) 6137 (January 26, 1989) (the employer  sent  detai led 
negot iat ion updates and proposals direct ly to employees, 
with addit ional commentary disparaging the union and the 
bargaining process). 

4. Board’s direct  communicat ion with employees concerning i ts 
bargaining proposal and suggest ion that  employees speak 
direct ly with the board i f they had any quest ions. 

5. Dist r ict ’s assembling bargaining unit  employees and 
making statements regarding the legal i ty of a st r ike and 
prospects for  future employment .  (However , the 
dist r ibut ion of let ters regarding the cancel lat ion of 
insurance benefi ts to individual employees was not  direct 
deal ing.) 

6. Union’s appeal to members of the board at  a publ ic meet ing 
dur ing contract  negot iat ions. 

I V. IT�S A PROCESS WITH TRADITIONS AND EXPECTATIONS 

A.  Don’t  make us play the game; we don’t  want  to play games 

1. This is what  we have, why don’t  we just  tel l  them that  and 
stop wast ing t ime? 

2. L ike buying car -the first  offer  is never your bot tom l ine. 

B.  There are t radit ions 

1. History of bargaining in your dist r ict . 

(a) Both boards and unions have a long memory as to how 
things have been done in the past  dur ing col lect ive 
bargaining. 

(1) Board says i t  is their  bot tom l ine then gives us more 
after  we apply pressure. 

(2) Always go to impasse before get t ing a resolut ion. 
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V. K NOW AND PROTECT TH E FI NANCI AL  WEL L  BEI NG OF 
TH E DI STRI CT 

A.  Typical ly, personnel costs – salary, ret irement  and benefi ts 
compr ise 70-85% of the dist r ict ’s budget . 

B.  99% of the t ime negot iat ions are about  2 things – salary and 
insurance. 

1. Consequent ly, much of your  preparat ion and negot iat ions 
effor t  wi l l  be spent  on these two i tems. 

2. Prepare, prepare, prepare. 

C.  The Big Picture - Long range planning. 

1. Levies- when are they up for  renewal? 

2. When going to voters-can you go to the voters? 

3. Levy History. 

D. How to use your 5 year forecast  for  negot iat ions. 

E.  What  can you afford and what  are you wil l ing to pay? 

1. Ohio Revised Code §5705.412 – you can’t  spend money you 
don’t  have. 

2. What  are the dist r ict ’s pr ior i t ies? 

VI . WH EN AND H OW TO PREPARE 

A.  Big changes-begin prepar ing ear ly. 

B.  Salary &  Insurance Compar isons. 

1. Insurance Package. 

(a) Number  of hours an employee has to work to be el igible 
for  insurance benefi ts. 

(b) Ful l  benefi ts-cost . 

2. SERS Surcharge. 

C.  Where does your  dist r ict  fi t  in – what  are the appropr iate 
compar ison groups? 
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VI I . FEAR OF UNKNOWN IS A HUGE MOTIVATOR 

A.  Unions won’t  make uninformed decisions. 

B.  Unions won’t  make decisions i f afraid. 

C.  I nsurance – i f you are contemplat ing changes other  than 
premium shift ing, educat ion is imperat ive. 

VI I I . DON’T TAKE POSITION UNLESS YOU ARE TOTALLY 
INFORMED 

A.  OEA has t rained their  people. 

B.  Don’t  talk off the cuff. 

C.  No small  t ime conversat ion at  dinner. 

D. Interest -Based-know what  the dist r ict ’s bot tom l ine is on al l  
issues-what  are acceptable al ternat ives and which are not 
workable? 

E. Brain storming – don’t  throw out impract ical ideas. 

I X. DON’T BE FOOLED AGAIN OR EVER 

A.  Don’t  agree to things not  workable or  that  cost  a lot  and you 
didn’t  know it ; don’t  be penny wise, pound fool ish. 

1. Different  forms of advice; roles of consultants.  

(a) At  the table. 

(b) At  negot iat ions but  in another  room. 

(c) Consultat ion away from table-review proposals from union 
and Board and provide informat ion as to what  the law 
provides and what  to watch out  for  when bargaining 
cer tain issues. 

B.  Examples – Trojan horses 

1. Just  cause; 

2. Timing of RIF; 

3. RIF occurs when there is at t r i t ion; 



 -9- Copyr ight © 2007 Br icker  &  Eckler LLP 
2217341v2 

 

  

4. Gr ievance not  t imely decided by management  means that  
the union wins; 

5. FMLA – over  12 weeks – star ts later ; 

6. I f no evaluat ion that  means person is a good employee. 

X. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST – COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

A.  Avoid confl icts of Interest . 

1. Spouse employed by dist r ict . 

2. Spouse on the union’s bargaining team. 

B.  Prohibit ions on a Board Member  Deliberat ing or  Vot ing on His 
Spouse’s or  Mother -in-law’s Employment  Contract . 

1. Ohio law prohibits a Board member  from vot ing on or 
par t icipat ing in del iberat ions concerning the contract  of 
employment  of the member ’s spouse.  Vot ing on or  act ively 
suppor t ing (i .e., “lobbying for ”) an employment  contract  for  
his spouse would violate the cr iminal confl icts-of-interest  
statute, which prohibits the use of official influence to 
secure a contract  for  a family member .  Ohio Revised Code 
Sect ion 2921.42.1  See also, Ohio Ethics Commission 
Opinion 89-005.  A similar  prohibit ion would apply to the 
Board member ’s mother -in-law’s employment  contract  only 
i f she resides in the same household with the Board 
member .2 

The Board member  must , therefore, abstain from 
par t icipat ing in, discussing, or  vot ing on his spouse’s 
employment  contract .  I n addit ion, he must  avoid using the 
author i ty of his office in any way to influence mat ters 
concerning his spouse’s contract .  L ikewise, the Board 
member  must  abstain from par t icipat ing in, discussing, 
vot ing on or  using the author i ty of his office in any way to 
influence mat ters concerning his mother -in-law’s 
employment  contract  only i f she resides in the same 
household with the Board member .  However , i f the Board 
member  abstains from such act ions, the remaining 
members of the Board may renew or  take other  appropr iate 
act ion on the contracts. 

                                            
1 R.C. 2921.42 makes i t  unlawful for  a Board member  to “[a]uthor ize, or  employ the 
author i ty or  influence of his office to secure author izat ion of any publ ic contract  in 
which he [or ] a member  of his family . . . has an interest .”  Employment  cont racts 
with a board of educat ion have specifical ly been construed to be “publ ic contracts”. 
2 This seemingly odd l imitat ion is due to the defini t ion of family found in Ohio 
Ethics Commission Opinion 80-001, which is a grandparent , parent , spouse, chi ld, 
grandchi ld, brother , sister , and any person related by blood or  marr iage who 
resides in the same household as the publ ic official . 



 -10- Copyr ight © 2007 Br icker  &  Eckler LLP 
2217341v2 

 

  

C.  Par t icipat ing in Negot iat ions and Vot ing on a Collect ive 
Bargaining Agreement  Governing the Terms of a Relat ive’s 
Employment . 

1. Vot ing 

(a) General ly, as long as the Board member ’s spouse is 
t reated in the same manner  as other  similar ly-situated 
bargaining unit  members, the Ohio Ethics Commission 
has held that  a Board member  is not prohibited from 
vot ing, discussing, deliberat ing, lobbying, or  otherwise 
par t icipat ing in any par t  of the decision-making process 
regarding a col lect ive bargaining agreement  that  
governs the terms of his spouse’s employment , provided 
that his spouse is not an officer  or  member  of the union’s 
negotiating team.  See, Ohio Ethics Commission Opinion 
89-005.  I f the Board member ’s spouse does serve as an 
officer  or  as a member  of the union’s negot iat ing team, 
the Ethics Commission has opined that  Ohio Revised 
Code Sect ion 2921.42 bars the Board member  from 
either  vot ing on or  using the author i ty or  influence of his 
office to secure author izat ion of the agreement .  I d.  The 
same prohibit ion would apply i f the Board member ’s 
mother -in-law is an officer  or  a member  of the union’s 
negot iat ing team and she resides in the same household 
as the Board member .  I n these instances, the Board 
member  must  abstain from the del iberat ions and vot ing 
on the col lect ive bargaining agreement . 

However , i f the Board member  der ives some definite 
and direct  personal benefi t  from the col lect ive 
bargaining agreement , he is prohibited under  R.C. 
102.03(D)3 from “vot ing, discussing, del iberat ing, 
recommending, or  otherwise using his author i ty or  
influence as a board member  to author ize the col lect ive 
bargaining agreement .”  Ohio Ethics Commission 
Opinion 92-017.  The Ethics Commission has opined 
that  while a board member  is not  prohibited from being 
covered by his spouse’s health insurance (as opposed to 
purchasing the health insurance at  his own cost), i f the 
board member  receives his health insurance through his 
spouse’s coverage that is provided to the spouse by the 
school dist r ict  (e.g. under  a family plan provided to the 

                                            
3 This provision provides as fol lows: “No publ ic official  or  employee shal l  use or 
author ize the use of the author i ty or  influence of office or  employment  to secure 
anything of value or  the promise or  offer  of anything of value that  is of such a 
character  as to manifest  a substant ial  and improper  influence upon the publ ic 
official  or  employee with respect  to that  person�s dut ies.” 
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spouse as an employee), the board member  is prohibited 
from vot ing, discussing, del iberat ing, recommending, or  
otherwise using his author i ty or  influence as a board 
member  to author ize the col lect ive bargaining 
agreement .  Ohio Ethics Commission Opinion 92-017.  
However , the Board member  is not  prohibited from 
par t icipat ing in the board of educat ion�s procurement  of 
the health insurance coverage from a company that  
provides group insurance benefi ts to al l  el igible school 
dist r ict  employees and personnel.  I d.  This same 
analysis would apply to the mother -in-law only i f she 
resides in the same household as the Board member  and 
the Board member  receives his health insurance 
through his mother -in-law’s coverage. 

2. Par t icipat ing in Negot iat ions. 

The Ohio Ethics Commission has repeatedly declared that  a 
Board member  should refrain from taking an act ive role in 
negot iat ions (i .e., serving on the negot iat ions team) where a 
family member  is subject  to the terms of the col lect ive 
bargaining agreement with the Board.  See Ohio Ethics 
Commission Opinions 98-003 and 89-005.  The Commission 
reached this conclusion because a Board member , 
regardless of his intent ions, would give the “appearance of 
impropr iety” by represent ing the Dist r ict  in negot iat ions 
that  so direct ly affect  the member ’s relat ive. 

Although there has been l i t t le interpretat ion relat ing to this 
provision, Ohio Revised Code Sect ion 4117.20(A) prohibits a 
person with a confl ict ing “interest  in the outcome of the 
bargaining” from serving on an employer ’s negot iat ing 
team. I f the Board member  served on the Board’s 
negot iat ions team and was found to have such an improper 
interest  as a result  of his spouse’s or  mother -in-law’s 
membership in the bargaining unit , the Board may also be 
subject  to an unfair  labor  pract ice pursuant  to Sect ion 
4117.20 (A). 

Thus, while a Board member  may general ly vote on a 
proposed col lect ive bargaining agreement  which wil l  govern 
his spouse’s and mother -in-law’s terms of employment 
(subject , of course, to the l imitat ions discussed above), the 
member  should not  assume an act ive role in the 
negot iat ions by serving as a member  of the Board’s 
negot iat ing team. 

D. Campaign Contr ibut ions – Caut ion – status of new legislat ion 
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school districts 

• Member, Ohio Council of School Board Attorneys Executive Committee  
• Adjunct Professor, The Ohio State University, teaching Masters degree 

courses in Special Education Law 
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 � � 
 � � � �

• Ohio Wesleyan University (B.A., 1973) 
• Capital University Law School (J.D., 1978) 
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• Education 

� � � � � � � � �� � � � 
 � � � �

Education law and MR/DD law. 
 

� � � � � � � � 
 � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

• Prosecuted criminal, juvenile and civil cases from initial complaint through 
final appeal as an assistant prosecuting attorney for Delaware County. 

• Served as lead counsel to Delaware County and township officials, public 
school boards, Board of Elections, Department of Job & Family Services, 
Child Support Enforcement Agency and the State of Ohio. 

• Prosecuted hundreds of adult felony cases, including capital murder and 
juvenile delinquency, traffic and dependency cases. 

• Conducted numerous adult felony trials on crimes ranging from theft and 
forgery to rape, burglary and aggravated murder.  

	 � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � �

• Admitted to practice before the State Courts of Ohio, United States District 
Court for the Northern and Southern Districts of Ohio, United States Court 
of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit and the United States Supreme Court. 
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 	 � � � � 
 � � � � �

• Author, Note, Mandatory Custody Mediation:  The Debate Over its 
Usefulness Continues, 10 Ohio St.J. On Disp. Reso. 469 (1995). 
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 � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � �� � 
 � � � 
 � � � �

• Selected for inclusion in the 2007 edition of the "Best Lawyers in America" 
• Member, Ohio State and  Columbus Bar Associations 
• Member, Ohio Council of School Board Attorneys 
• Member, National School Boards Association Council of School Attorneys 
• Fellow, Ohio State Bar Foundation, Class of 2004 
• Leadership Delaware County, Chamber of Commerce, Class of 2003 
• Co-Chair of the Delaware Area Chamber of Commerce Community Service 

Day (2003 and 2004) 
• Volunteer for Council for Older Adults, Leadership Delaware County, 

Delaware City School District, Delaware County Republican Party, and 
Andrews House 
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 � � � �

• University of Virginia (B.A., with distinction, 1979) 
• University of Michigan (M.B.A., with honors, 1981) 
• Member, Beta Gamma Sigma national honor society. 
• The Ohio State University (J.D., 1994) 
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• Education 
 
� � � � � � � �� � � � 
 � � � �

Education law, emphasizing areas of law affecting public school boards of education 
including employment, federal and state employment discrimination, labor relations, 
collective bargaining, grievance arbitration, unfair labor practice charges, school 
finance, special education, student discipline, private school issues, and school-age 
day-care matters. 
 

� � � � � � � � 
 � 
 � � � �� � � � � � � � � � �

• Representation of school districts throughout the State of Ohio since 1986 in 
nearly all areas of education law. 

• Served as counsel in several precedent-setting cases involving education law 
including the constitutionality of Ohio's school funding laws; served as 
counsel in numerous administrative hearings. 

• Negotiator of public school district collective bargaining agreements for both 
teaching and non-teaching units. 

• Presenter at various education law seminars, including state-wide and 
Special Education Regional Resource Center seminars, day-care provider 
workshops, and school in-service programs. 
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 � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � �� � 
 � � � 
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• Member, Ohio State Bar Association and Columbus Bar Association 
• Member, Ohio Council of School Board Attorneys 
• Member, National School Boards Association Council of School Attorneys 
• Member, Education Law Association 

 
� # � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � 
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• Columbus Bar Association's Community Service Award for attorneys under 
age 36, 1990.   

• Ohio Association of Local School Superintendents' Friends of Education 
Award, 1997. 

• Business First, 40 Under 40 Award, 1999. 
• Buckeye Association of School Administrators, President's Award, 2001. 
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 � � � � �

• "The Federal Income Tax Consequences of the Legal Obligat ion of 
Parents to Support  Chi ldren," 47 Ohio State Law Journal 753 
(1986). 

• "Cour t  Reinforces Back Wages for  Tutors," Ohio School Boards 
Associat ion Journal, Feb. 1992. 

• Employment  Contracts Reference Manual, a publ icat ion for  school 
administ rators, ©1988, 1990, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 
2005. 

 

� � 
 � � 
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• Ohio Universi ty (B.B.A., summa cum laude, top business 
graduate, 1983) 

• The Ohio State Universi ty Col lege of Law (J.D., summa cum 
laude, 1986) 
• Member , Order  of the Coif 
• Member , Ohio State Law Journal 


