CBO Meeting
May 18-19, 2016 – Knoxville - 8th Floor Conference Room – Andy Holt Tower

Wednesday, May 18, 2016


● FLSA Updates – Mike Herbstritt

[bookmark: _GoBack]The Department of Labor raised the minimum salary for an employee to qualify as “exempt” under the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) to $47,476.00.  There are currently 1289 exempt employees across the state that fall below the $47,476.00.  January 1, 2020 will be the next test and they will look at it on 3-year cycles.  The HRO’s met 2 weeks ago and agreed with the CBOs that on 12/1/16, when this change goes into effect, any full-time employee that will be changing from exempt to non-exempt, will have his/her annual accrual rate changed to their years of service.  Then they will have the calendar year of 2017 to use up any excess leave that they have that’s over the maximum number of hours for their years of service.  If there are employees in your area that need to remain exempt and don’t meet the salary test, the attachment shows how to request an exception.  The requests will be reviewed before the first of December by HRO’s, CBO’s, and the Office of General Counsel; and the ones that are approved will have their salaries adjusted.  

The recommendation from the CBO’s is to let the employee who is changed from exempt to non-exempt have a Personal Day in December of 2016.  Pay out of leave in 2017 if an employee terminates?  CBO consensus is to pay the balance limited by 336.

*Title Issue:  There are approximately 90 titles that have both exempt and non-exempt in them.  The HRO’s proposal is to create 90 new titles, and HR would add an “-N” to non-exempt titles. This would eliminate the need for new business cards, etc.

*Paygrade Issue:  Proposal is to eliminate any designation of exemption from the paygrade. There would be no change any paygrades. The whole paygrade system will be reviewed in the near future because it is 16 years old.  

There will be a video conference with the Chancellors and the President, Monday, May 23, 2016 to discuss the decisions and processes.

The President and Catherine Mizell, Head of General Counsel sent out emails informing all employees of this mandate, and asked for time to review its effect  on UT employees before any announcements are made.



Figure 1- Proposal Handout


● IRIS Annual Plan – Jim Sauceman, Ron Loewen

 For some time we’ve talked about a mechanism whereby we could get your input for IRIS project planning and priority setting. The IRIS Project Portfolio is a list of the projects that are currently underway (above the blue line that you find on the second page), and projects that have been requested (below the blue line).  If they have been requested, we are currently evaluating feasibility.  

1.  ESS Time Entry and Leave Request -
- We have pilots in departments for time entry and have learned a lot. The Team Calendar has been well-received.  Currently we have it where the employee can enter their own time. We are programming now so that supervisors can approve time entry. The ESS Time Entry is a front-end to CATS, which is where non-exempt time is entered today.  It is entered via the web and hopefully this summer also by phone with Fiori.  We are also piloting Fiori, but it can’t be released yet until a few support packs have applied fixes to the mobile infrastructure.

  2.  HR Personnel Change/Transfer e-form – This had been shelved for a while because of resources, but      we hope to have it ready by September.

  3. ACA Tax Reporting – We’ve submitted a test file to the IRS in accordance with the Affordable Care    
 Act and it’s been accepted.

  4.  Glacier Interface for Non-Resident Alien Processing – this is a new interface we’ve just begun 

  5.  Satellite System – an e-form that allows users the ability to request access for other systems through IRIS. It would route through the IRIS approval mechanism. Examples: Evisions, ESM, Archibus

  6.  ESM Contract System – Programming is complete. 

  7.  FLSA Overtime Exemption Changes – Analysis work has begun.  Trying to do generic solution for future changes so we can use the same tables to track populations.

  8.  Rewrite Tenure Infotype – Has been submitted to Academic Affairs and Institutional Research and 
 we are waiting for them to collect the data and give it back to us to be loaded into IRIS.

  9.  Rewrite Education Infotype – This also has been submitted to Academic Affairs and Institutional
Research.  They are tying the new CIP codes to degrees.

10.  Travel Advances – Done proof of concept in our sandbox system and that’s gone very well. We’ve begun the process of putting that configuration in our development QA production landscape and we anticipate after some training and some documentation changes to roll it out in August.

11.  ESM Non-catalog Purchase System – We anticipate all of the interfaces to be ready in August.

12.  ESM EasyPurchase Phase 3 – (Invoicing part of ESM) This part has just begun. 

13.  Memphis Accounts Receivable Contract Billing System – We want to use SAP’s Accounts Receivable and SD modules to bill for those A/R and also make it a generic enough solution based on industry best practices to where we could use it in other areas as well without affecting grants billing.

14.  Memphis Reporting Enhancements – We are creating additional account attributes and different aggregates to make the units go together a lot easier.

15.  Internal Orders in HR Module – There is still a lot of testing to be done.

16.  Implement Recurring Vendor Payments – Some of those will be set up centrally this week, so this is                very close to completion.	
					
17.  Library Interface – We are almost finished with the IRIS to Alma library invoice system.

18.  Retirement Estimates – We are getting rid of the AS400 system for retirement and we are starting the projection estimates program.  We are anticipating that to be ready in October.

19.  SF425 Report – Just went to our QA system

20.  PI Self-Service Reporting for PI Assistants – Today a PI can go to the portal and there are about 6 different reports they can request for themselves.  We want to make it available to their bookkeepers, assistants, or co-PI’s and that’s what this project is for.  

21.  Mobile Infrastructure (Fiori) – This will be a separate set of machines as a front-end to IRIS.  We’ve tried to make it look like an integral part of IRIS where all of your authorizations flow through, you don’t have a separate password, and we are testing the newness of the mobile platform. We hope to roll some of this out in August.  Jim Sauceman said that he would be glad to demonstrate either the web or mobile versions to any interested party.

22.  Ledger Reconciliation/Approval Online – This will allow all of the lines on the ledger to be checked off electronically saying that it has been reviewed.  The documentation drill-down showing third party charges is a separate project (29).


**It was decided that a mini-CBO meeting dealing with travel only would be very beneficial.  It was agreed that in talking about IRIS updates, travel is the biggest priority to everyone.  It is the biggest project on the list with potentially the biggest impact.  It is a complex issue and we have multiple options on where we can go with advantages, disadvantages, and cost factors related to each option.








● IRIS Update – Jim Sauceman

    Since January, a VPN is required to access IRIS from off-campus.  On April 15 we upgraded to   
       the Unicode version of IRIS.  At the same time we went to new hardware and a new database.  
       We are currently preparing for a disaster recovery test in the first week of June. 

    On the Human Resources side, we’ve mentioned the ESS, leave requests, time entry, and FLSA.  
       There is a new interface that we’ve implemented with Workers Comp and the state to speed up 
       claim payments with them.  We implement interfaces with the various training systems on 
       campus and we are waiting for verification that everything is okay with the loading of those 
       courses.  We are getting ready to load in results of the sexual assault training which was optional.

   UTC Faculty Recruitment in TALEO –the workflows and business processes are being customized. 
      We have 47 adjunct faculty positions posted in Chattanooga, and over 100 applicants to those 
      systems and they are looking to roll that out further over the next few months.

● Evisions Update – Jim Sauceman

The Evisions Research System has been live since December.  We built the IRIS interfaces back and forth with that system as well.  The initial training has settled down.  The remaining challenge is reporting.  Jean Herrmann has agreed to work 50% on Evisions and 50% for Memphis.  She is also working with our Business Intelligence Team to identify the reports that may be needed.  Please let Les Mathews know what standardized reports or queries that you may need.

● Business Intelligence Update – Jim Sauceman

The community of practice has evaluated a number of solutions and have settled on using Microsoft single server as the database for the consolidated data reporting repository using Microsoft Tools for the extraction transformation and loading layer as well.  We are also purchasing the IData Cookbook to define and catalog data definitions.  (IData’s mission is helping higher education institutions be successful through effective data management and innovative technology.)  We are going to be using for the front-end tool Microsoft Power BI and SSRS (Single Server Reporting Services) as the presentation linear tools.  We have existing contracts for the majority of these systems.  The anticipated cost for this solution is less than $32,000 per year.  Our products are subscription-based so there will be minimal investment to begin with.  The next steps are to present the solution for the state-wide IT Council review and begin software acquisition and implementation. Les hopes to have state-wide participation in the data and report definition and specifications.

● Funding Gap Plans – All

The attached Summary of Reallocation Plans is from the last November Board Meeting. The President will be using these updates to come up with new plans for the Board Meeting this October.  Some of you have reviewed where you are in your budget hearing, and some have given us completely new sets of tables. We will probably use the exact same format in the Fall.



● Review BAG Goals/Boundaries – Recommendations to BAG – All

  Ron Loewen (System) - We are reaching the end of the first two years, and it is probably a good time to re-think, reconsider and perhaps volunteer input as to what the next version of this might look like going forward.  I have ideas as to what the effort structure, as well as the boundaries and goals might be during the next two-year phase. If everyone will please take a look at these and give them some thought, we can have a conversation around if we can come up with a consensus on recommendations on how this might be refined going forward and what types of changes we might want to suggest.  We can go on the assumption that we will have an Efficiency Subcommittee of the Board to deal with.  One of our priorities perhaps should be to build Board support for meaningful program review.

  Tony Ferrara (Memphis) – When the next budget reduction comes along, we’ve taken all the meat off the bone.  Unless the Board helps us cut some programs, we’re in trouble, and it’s going to be a lot harder to go through this. We think that if there are going to be these types of discussions, a group of us  needs to be involved.

  Chris Cimino (Knoxville) – The premise has always been that there is a broken model and we are getting no new state appropriations.  We’ve always gotten state appropriations and our model is okay right now.

  Ron Maples (System) – Reallocations are in our future.  We need to communicate and convince the current Vice Chair and Nashville that we are very efficient, we do things well, and we are interested in saving money.

 Gayle White (IPS) – Why is it necessarily good to re-allocate and re-appropriate?  We think we’ve done a great job of that.

  Richard Brown (Chattanooga) – The new subcommittee of the board is a unique opportunity for us to  talk about efficiency and benchmarking.  That board sub-committee can go back to the main Board of Trustees to help us with this.  It’s hard on the campuses to get any at any kind of program review without a lot of pushback.  It is the Board that sets that policy that says, “You must do this”.  Maybe as Business Officers, we could work with that Committee to re-think what we’re doing with this BAG initiative.  Perhaps, Ron Maples, as Interim CFO, would talk to the President about allowing that subcommittee to have a working session with the CBO’s in the room so we can talk about some of the real issues that are facing our campuses.  We could come up with a top 5 bucket list of things that impact how we do business.

(R. Maples) I think that’s a good idea.  I think we should have an agenda for them.  The System has things that we are going to ask the campuses to help pay for, and I’m sure that you have similar lists from your Chancellors, etc.  We could start there by saying that these are the things that we want to do and here’s how we’re going to get there.  They are also interested in space usage.  We need to think about how we are allocating our space and whether we are using it for the highest and best purpose.

(R. Brown) It is incumbent upon us to demonstrate that we are efficient in lots of different areas.  I think that benchmarking is going to be very integral to what we are doing, to be able to demonstrate that and be able to report out annually on some of the things that we’re doing, to be effective at this.  I don’t think that this thing is going away.  I think that with THEC being revised again, a lot of reporting may go through there and they are going to ask a lot of questions of us about everything, from Facilities use to staffing patterns, and compensation issues.  I think we need to sit around the table and figure out how to report and benchmark these out and how do we demonstrate to the outside world that we are doing this very well?

(R. Loewen)   Speculation is that when people read the national media about trends of exploding administrative costs in higher education, they attribute that to us as well.  I think we dealt with it effectively a couple of years ago, and then we ran into the exact same thing in this General Assembly session and we were able to put together some data behind closed doors that we shared with some key General Assembly members that made a big difference.  It’s an ongoing effort.  We’ve got to continually get the message out that we are using our resources wisely.  Ron Maples and I will work on some thoughts about what a new Business Model would look like.  We will send that out and see if it generate other thoughts.

 Cindy Nichols (Ag) - Do we compare numbers with our peers?

(R. Loewen) It is difficult to do because people are structured differently. Some people own hospitals and other don’t.  You look at Texas A&M who has a separate financial statement for its System Administration; if you look at its main campus, their institutional support cost is very low because it doesn’t show up in their books.  A lot of people like to use IPEDs, and with that you are comparing apples, oranges, and pineapples. I think we are able to make decent comparisons on fees if we take into consideration fees plus state funding per student; and we look very good relative to peers.  We can benchmark against ourselves over time, and whereas we might not be able to prove that we were efficient 20 years ago, we can prove that administrative costs have not exploded over 20 years.  They have been relatively stable.

 Petra McPhearson (Martin) - Does NACUBO or anyone have what is “best practices”?  You can compare to any one of your peers and not necessarily be doing best practices for some of the benchmarks.

  Tim Fawver (Ag) - Do we know how we compare with Facility Administrative rates compared with the Top 25 Universities?  I assume that Harvard and the others are tremendously higher than we are.  We can say that this is a Federal study and our Facility Administrative rates are in the mid-40’s – some higher, some lower, and our peers are up in the 70’s, 80’s, and in some cases over 100.

(R. Loewen)  It’s good to be able to tell our story in data, averages, numbers and bar charts, but it’s also good to have a narrative: “Here’s something we did that made a difference.”

(G. White) I think Tim is right.  Our F&A rate shows efficiency.

(R. Brown) There are about 8 indicators of institutional health.  I think what the Legislators are looking for are:

  What is the total cost to a student to attend these institutions and how is it calculated?  
  How do we use people and what are the program costs for an hour of instruction?

Everything I look at says that all of the campuses are very competitive, we just aren’t packaging the data to tell that story.  I’d like for us to get in the room to talk about maybe 5 or 6 indicators that we can capture and explain to show sound financial health.

(C. Nichols) I don’t think the point is efficiency.  The other side of efficiency is how effective you are at what you are doing.  We have strived to do all of these great things in recent years and have improved so much.  Are they wanting us to be cheap and efficient?  Or good?  You have to look at both sides to see if it’s a value.  I don’t want a cheap education for my children.  I want a quality education for my children.

(R. Loewen) That gets back down to the metrics you use to demonstrate that.  One thing we were able to put together for the General Assembly in the formula metric was that in the previous ten years graduation rates have improved, retention rates have improved, the number of degrees we’ve awarded have gone up 22%, and over that same period, we lost over $120 million in state appropriations.  Productivity has gone one way and state funding has gone the other.  With the formula unit, fortunately we have those kind of metrics handy and fortunately they are moving in the right direction.





● New Board of Trustees subcommittee and proposed by-law changes – Ron Loewen

This is a document that Catherine Mizell provided the executive trusteeship committees last week talking about Public Chapter 753, which was a bill co-sponsored by Rep. Harry (Craig) Brooks and Senator Richard Briggs, both from the Knoxville area.  

  This law makes it clear that the President and the Board can now fire the Chancellor.  
  The President’s duties are clearly defined.
  The elected officers are no longer elected by the Board annually.  They serve at the pleasure of the 
      President.
  The Board can remove a Chancellor at any time.
  The Board can remove the CFO or General Counsel 
  “Establishes a mechanism by which a person may bring an issue to the attention of the Board, and require notice” - so there will be opportunities at the board meetings for not just staff, faculty, and students, but now a forum for the public (including staff, faculty, and students) to address to the board.

There are two new standing committees: 
1. Athletics Committee
2. University Life Committee (Diversity)

There are new subcommittees of the Board:
1. Academic Affairs has one called Students Conduct, Rights, and Responsibilities
2. Advancement has the Subcommittee on Community and Alumni Relations
3. Finance Committee has the Subcommittee on Efficiency and Cost Savings and the Subcommittee on Tuitions, Fees, and Financial Aid.  The 2nd one is one of the most important things the Board does.  Robbi has been getting some questions from the Building Commission on Facilities Fees, such as: when did they start? What are they supposed to be used for?  We are preparing responses to these questions with history and will share that information.

THEC is going to coordinate and administer the training for the new Board Members.

If you have information about your fees, please send it to Ron Maples or Ron Loewen.




● Review of Enacted Legislation – Ron Loewen and Ron Maples

  Board Bill (Public Chapter 753) - see above
  Guns – Police Chiefs are meeting to develop a process and form for registration and General Counsel (Matthew Scoggins) is drafting a new Safety Policy.  There are still a lot of questions.  
  Discounts and Waivers – there is going to be a summer study session to get some understanding among General Assembly members. These are a lot of unfunded mandates that we would like to have funded.
  Diversity
  Budget Amendments - details are coming from F&A

Every year the Fiscal Review Committee selects some bills that were passed in previous sessions for us to review:
Hearing Aid Bill – we had to do an estimate on the revenue
In-State Tuition Bill – change effects all undergraduate campuses
Step-Up Scholarship Bill (development disabilities) – College of Education


● State Appropriation Schedules/Discussions with David Thurman – Ron Maples and Ron Loewen

This was a good year, but the fact that we did not receive a separate salary pool from the State, and the way they approached non-formula units were both disappointing.  Part of their thinking was that roughly 70% of our costs are personnel, so if they were to give us a 3% pool, then they don’t need to give us a 3% increase in our State appropriations, they just need to give us maybe a 2.5% increase.  We were at least able to talk them into pushing the non-formula unit increase up to 3.25%.  The document that is attached is one that we gave David Thurman, the State Budget Director, to give him a sense of how we see our funding needs when it comes to unrestricted funds and how it relates to State appropriations.  The way we tried to lay it out was in 3 big pots:  

  Some operating inflation and fixed-cost increase money of about $10 million state-wide
  If we want to do a 3% pool, (pay for performance/across the board) that’s a little over $24 million
  The State also had a pool for market rate adjustment, so I put in 2% pool for that, which we can think 
     of as our salary gaps, which would come to a little over $16 million.  This would show that we need an
     additional almost $30 million a year to address how we see our big funding priorities.  If we were to 
     do that without doing reallocations, reductions, or raising fees, that’s what we’d need from the State
     to be able to hold fees constant.  We got less than $21 million from the State that we could use for 
     these purposes.


This is how we framed our initial discussion with the State.  He is committed to meeting with us again to discuss this.  We are hoping that any time the State has a salary pool for State employees, they will give us a similar pool size, fully-funded, based on our unrestricted fund salary budgets.  Historically, that is what they would do, except for the formula units. 

The biggest sticking point: They don’t understand why they have to give us a 5% increase in state appropriations to give us a 3% salary pool, especially on the non-formula units.  Before we get together with him, we’ll put together a document and let you look at it to see if 1) does it address all of the priorities we need to address, and 2) does it make sense looking at your numbers?





● Summer Meeting with F & A Budget Committee to discuss non-formula units – Ron Maples and Ron Loewen





The Higher Education Formula Units spreadsheet is an analysis that David Thurman had done on just the TBR and UT formula units showing how they got to their funding recommendation.  THEC ran all the numbers through the formula and then based their recommendation of adding almost $41 million to the formula unit so that no formula unit would lose State funding.  

Any salary money they fund in the future, they will run through the formula.  For the non-formula units, we will get the same schedules, so get your placeholders on that list.

● Formula Review Committee Update – Ron Loewen

There will be a meeting on June 13 at THEC.  They will be defining “underprepared” students and what type of incentives would be attached to the underprepared students that progress through the formula.

● Legislative Inquiry – Diversity Office Expense – All

We need to identify in our accounting structure what we are going to call diversity, so that when we get inquiries in the future we know how to grab the data easily.  At each campus and institute, we need to be able to say, “These are my diversity cost centers.”  An email will be sent out showing current listings.  Let’s make changes now if necessary.

● 2016 Fee Plans 

The attached “Change in Recurring Tuition & Fee Revenue Budgets” chart shows those units with fees how your proposed budget of fee revenue numbers and change numbers look.  This is just recurring.  This takes out the non-recurring pieces.

If there are big variances, I’ll be getting in touch with some of your staff for footnotes to explain what is behind the big revenue changes.

Fee Structure and Approach to Out-of-State:

  Martin – We have a modified version of 15-4 (Students taking 15 hours/term so they can graduate in  
     four years a little bit more deliberately).  It’s called Soar in 4.
	0 -59 hours – assessed a Soar in 4 rate
	60 or more hours – 2.2% increase
	
     Also, to attract more out-of-state students, we decreased out-of-state tuition by 59%.  

  Memphis – None of the tuition fees are going up.  The only addition is a Simulation Center fee which   
     is assessed to all students whether they are on campus or not.  Enrollment numbers are up.

  Ag – Our increase is $900,000 of which $500,000 is due to enrollment changes.  Increase in in-state is 
     4%.  Out-of-state is 2%.  We look at what we need to make our raise pool, faculty promotions, people 
     that have passed the career ladder that will receive increases, and that’s the way we work our tuition 
     if we can’t re-allocate within.

  Knoxville – Only fee changes beyond tuition are mandatory: 
     Student Program & Services Fee - $38 annual increase
     Facilities fee - $14/yr
We strive to stay at 3% or less.  This year is 2.9%.  We told the colleges “no” to charging course fees.  FY17 will be our last 15-4 cohort that we push through.  
Out-of-state we will be not increasing.  To be more attractive, we offer scholarships.  That way we aren’t giving up any of the base revenue.  We will have the largest Freshman class that we’ve had in a few years.  We are looking at 22,000 on the undergraduate side.

  Chattanooga – Resident enrollment fees - 2.2% 
   Program Service Fees – 1.3%
Much of that is due to projects.  We have a new housing piece going in and a new parking deck. We also have some other student fees.  We have 2 differential fees that are going for the Doctor of Occupational Therapy and Physical Therapy, but we had those programs to drop their course fees.  We are   recommending no increase in out-of-state tuition and calling it an On-Boarding Scholarship Program. Our enrollment for the fall is tracking well.  We’re hoping that our transfer enrollment is picking up.  We have been working a lot on Articulation Agreements with the 2-yr schools and we’ve signed new agreements with Chatt State, Cleveland State, and Motlow State.

(R. Maples)  Another other thing about fees, there were multiple bills this time about having a “locked in” fee for all 4 years.  You might want to think about what that might look like if it comes to pass.






● Out of State Fee ideas – Ron Maples

The Fee Statement used to have a document that said, “This is What You Pay”, “This is What the Maintenance Fee Pays,” and “This is What the State Pays on Your Behalf.”  They don’t calculate that number anymore.  We can still calculate it.  And as long as we don’t charge less than what the state is putting in per student, we would probably be okay lowering our out-of-state fees. This has allowed Martin to decrease tuition.   As we’ve increased our in-state fees, we’ve also increased our out-of-state fees.  We didn’t do it based on what the state was putting in, we did it at the same percentage that we were increasing the in-state fees. 

There was an article that came out today that said that Tennessee State is going to do a 43% discount on out-of-state fees for students within a 250 mile radius of Nashville.  So there is precedent for other methods of enticement.  It’s another tool for your consideration.


● Hybrid Pension Issue – Ron Maples


The State Retirement Office brought forward an issue with the Hybrid Pension.  There is a defined contribution portion and a defined benefit portion.  On the defined benefit portion, at the State level, there are 2 pieces:

1. The Actuarily Determined Contribution - 2%
2. Stabilization Reserve Fund – 3.87%  The retirement office has always known that this part was at risk with the Feds.  They finally said that they won’t be reimbursing it at all.  

Going forward we will send the Payroll with only the 2% (Actuarily Determined Contribution), and then we will send the rest of it later on in another file.  We will not charge that part to anyone who is being paid by a Federal grant, contract, or Federal dollars.  That affects Ag and Sponsored Programs.

Our cursory analysis of this since it has been going on since July 1, 2014, shows that we had about $48,000.  It will continue to grow.  We will try to refund that money as we can.

I’ve been told that it will not affect retirees.



● Final Cash Management – Ron Maples

The final cash management rules came out yesterday from the Department of Education.  Those rules require all institutions to keep all Title IV funds, which is your Financial Aid money, in Federally-insured, interest-bearing accounts and put into Perkins Loan revolving funds.  Other types of investment accounts are no longer options.  Institutions must ensure that Title IV funds are not put in a nightly cash sweep, uninsured accounts.  The Department has also released a new Q&A document.

We will still handle this centrally for you as we have historically and we will be compliant.



Thursday, May 19, 2016


● Enterprise Car Rental Presentation – Mark Paganelli

(Mark) We have been with Enterprise for a little over 5 years.  The State outsourced their motor pool a year ago and did a bid and the rates went down significantly. Enterprise would like to present their We Car Program to us.  Knoxville did an RFP about 2 years ago and decided that it would be best to keep it in-house, but some of the other campuses have expressed an interest in this.  It would all be under state contract, no bidding necessary.

The following presentation was made by Justin Lyons, Business Rental Sales Executive, with Enterprise Holdings in Knoxville:


  The entire state of Tennessee has a partnership with Enterprise.  We are the primary vendor for 
      car rental. Total Transportation Solution: Car Sharing, Truck Rental, Vanpooling, Fleet Management, 
      Car Sales


  Overview of Enterprise:  
  1.7 million vehicles within the Enterprise (home city), National (airport) & Alamo company
  JD Powers Award - Ranked Highest in Customer Satisfaction 15 of the last 16 years

  Emerald Club:  Loyalty Club where you can earn points toward free rental.  Billing can be tied to your 
     Emerald Club number and that makes things much more convenient for your travelers.  There are 
     different tiers: Base, Executive, and Executive Elite. 
1. Reserve and Pay for a Midsize Car 
2. Bypass the Counter
3. Choose any car from the Emerald Car lot

  There is a National Car Rental App. From it you can:
1. Modify reservations
2. Make reservations
3. Track Emerald Club points – use them for free rental days
4. Get E-receipts

  State of Tennessee agreement:  $28.44 = mid-size car rate
     Rates include insurance with $1 million liability (Business use only)
     UT’s account #: XZ56187 
     How to rent is on the Treasurer’s website under Travel Program

 Lower age limit: 21
 They have a breakeven reimbursement tool that will help you decide whether it will be more cost-effective to reimburse an employee for mileage or rent a vehicle.  He will share that with Mark.
 They will be glad to upgrade anyone you deem eligible to Executive Elite.




● Capital Projects/Facilities Planning Update – Robbi Stivers

Our capital process for the 2015-16 budget is coming along.  We are going to bring about 17 projects to the Building Commission in June and then take another 6-9 projects in July and approximately $160 million worth of new money and projects to get things going.  We’re also in the makings of next year’s fiscal budget as well, with a deadline of July 1, so please continue to look at that. One of the by-products of the reorganization that the governor has proposed for the 6 universities is that THEC is likely going to back the deadline up on us, which will mean that we will be forecasting projects out probably 3-6 months earlier which undermines our ability to properly budget these expenditures so the further out it gets, the more blurry the picture becomes.  

Not definitive, but being discussed:  TBR will likely not be considered a higher ed entity any longer.  They may be put under a different silo and their funding requests may be considered differently than what they are today.  There will be more fragments competing for the same pot of money.  THEC will be more empowered and may bring on more staff.  They will be very instrumental in evaluating capital projects.  They will generate a budget.  It may be the same or there may be more steps.  State Building Commission is also gearing up for the 6 universities. They don’t want the capital from those 6 universities until they can demonstrate that they have the infrastructure to put those projects together in a way that’s acceptable to them.  More staff is going to be added to help vet and process these projects as they go through.  This is going to be different for us all.

● FY 2015-16 Capital Budget – Robbi Stivers

The time between now and July 1 is critical. We’ll meet with the President soon thereafter and he’ll begin to formulate his recommendations to the Board.  Around the end of August we should have our recommendations to THEC. 

● SERUM – (Outsourcing) Update – Tennessee Real Property Efficiency Initiative – Ron Maples, Robbi Stivers, Mark Paganelli, Richard Brown

(Robbi) In the name of efficiency, they will probably require another report, which will probably be a Facilities Strategic Plan.  Everything that we do with Facilities has to be in that plan.  We have roughly 900 Facilities system-wide. Facilities assessments will have to be done every five years to give an overview of the condition of our facilities.  We already do this in reporting to THEC and with our capital budget requests when a campus sends something in.   There may be some delegated authorities to the systems.  My recommendation is to look back, start over, and consider the points we were trying to solve.  This has been a discouraging process.

(Ron M.) Richard is now on the steering committee, Mr. Peccolo has been brought in as a consultant, and Mark is also on a committee looking at the bids on the people doing the accounting to see if the numbers were right, as well as being on the committee looking at the RFQ.

(Richard) We have been taking a look at how the state is going to structure this RFP to really select this outsourcing Facilities partner.  There will be a series of training exercises over the summer to take a look at that RFP and make sure that we have the right customer relationships in it. That process will probably go through June and July and into August, with possibly that RFP hitting the streets in November and December. It will be first of year before you see some movement there.  Along with that, there is a parallel process that Mark has been involved in, of taking a look at an RFQ to take a look at an independent 3rd party to review the data that the state has aggregated up and the University’s data and see if there are any issues and if they are aligned. 

(Mark) The state has outsourced 10% of their office space and they claim that they are saving “X” dollars, and if they would take that and outsource every Facilities Management for all of our 900 buildings, all the buildings at TBR, and all the state buildings, prisons, state parks, etc. they would save “x” dollars. 

To come up with that number, they have taken what is known as Whitestone benchmarking where you take housekeeping, landscaping, pest control, and other categories, and you assign a service level and that calculates your benchmark cost, and then you look at your actual cost.  The State is saying they are 70+% below the Whitestone numbers and we’re saying we’re 68% below.  They’re claiming they are going to save $55 million.  It seems that maintaining a dorm, research lab, or a medical facility might cost more than an office space.  The people who do know these things say that they aren’t comparing apples to apples. 

The President said that we want these numbers audited.  They did an RFP and we were not allowed to review the RFP before it was sent out.  The scope of it was to come and look at our numbers, look at the Whitestone numbers, and issue a report on it.  They got 2 responses:  1 from a CPA firm and 1 from a Facilities Management firm that is a competitor of JLL, who the State uses to outsource the 10% of their office space.  They allowed them 45 minutes to present.  The CPA firm didn’t understand Whitestone and wasn’t familiar with it, and didn’t understand service levels.  They looked at it as they would an audit of a construction project.  They went back and looked at the actual costs and made sure that the numbers were correct.  The Facilities Management firm more or less said that the numbers were wrong because you shouldn’t have a gap.  Your benchmark numbers shouldn’t be 60-70% above what your costs are and your gross square footage isn’t the way you go about it because you aren’t going to maintain your stairwells, elevator shafts, etc.  They knew numbers like how many square feet a housekeeper should be able to clean per shift.  

(Richard)  There is still a lot of angst on the campuses among the facilities people.  They don’t feel like this is being evaluated fairly. If you adjusted the service level back to a level that you know fits higher ed, suddenly that $55 million projection goes down to nothing.  

(Mark)  The point I tried to make is to forget the $55 million and benchmarks and hire a consultant to give us ideas for improvements and efficiencies.

(Richard)  They’ve requested to come in and visit with every Chancellor within UT to present the merits of this program.  They’ve already been to the TBR schools.  Butch has recommended that the Chancellor and the Chief Business Officers sit in on these presentations, so you may be getting those requests.


● Empower Tennessee Update – Ron Maples, Robbi Stivers

Empower Tennessee was one of the 4 legs of the SERUM project.  It was to create a pool of money from the State that we could use to fund energy projects and in theory would create savings over time and that savings would come back to the area that was using them.  Last year, they got the State to grant $43 million to establish this pool, and they went out and found a bunch of projects.  Consultants from General Services went to different campuses and pitched big lighting projects and other energy-saving projects.  At the time, the deal was that you would sign up for this money, but you would pay the money back plus interest from the day you signed the contract.  We could get better rates elsewhere, so we chose not to do this.  Robbi explained this to the Commissioner when he asked why no one was using this money.  Now we are using the money interest-free.  More money is available for financing projects.  All capital projects are being set up in Edison now, as well as UT so that the State can track it too.  It has been an interesting exercise.


● CAB Update – Richard Brown

We met in Martin on March 30. 

On the Agenda:

 Outsourcing relative to employee benefits and how it would impact employees
 Thank you to the Business Officers for your continuing work on moving compensation forward.
  Initiatives and updates.  We were pleased that the first President’s Awards went over very well.
      We will likely change the criteria a little so that staff have a competitive edge in the process.
  Haven for Faculty and Staff – Title IX training for all UT campuses needs to be pushed forward
  Policy updates:  
	What should remain in personnel files?
	HIPPA confidentiality
	Affirmative Action and Diversity – how are those records kept?
  Workers Compensation – there were a lot of conversations about the new CorVEL relationship and
       back to work processes
  State-wide work teams continue to work, compensation teams are continuing to ask campuses to
      move minimum compensation.  We are at $9.50 on most campuses, but can we get to a $10.10 
      benchmark?
  FLSA changes – policy changes will be coming out now
  Wellness Program – Recommendations and changes are coming.  We are looking at a new EAP and
      wellness plan.  
 Also looking at retiree’s insurance as a package.
                   
I wanted to bring before the Business Officers the notion of whether or not to move forward with another Simpson update study to make sure that we know where we are with the compensation gap.  I think that the President has a desire to solicit the state very strongly to put some recurring dollars into compensation, similar to what he did with other state employees.  The investment on the other side of the state was almost $80 million as recurring funding to close their compensation gap.  I think that the University of Tennessee and all of higher education is going to have to come up with a similar model, but we must have definitive benchmarks to say what those gaps really are.  


● Retirement Incentives – All

All reports were given.


● Annual Incentive Pay Reporting – Ron Maples

The Incentive Pay Reporting that you’ve done in the past and sent to Butch Peccolo should be sent to Ron Maples now.

● 2016 Salary Plans – All

The deadline for details on how you are going to implement the guidelines for campus and institute plans is June 2.

System Administration – 1% across the board pool; 2% market & merit pool; with a minimum of either
	$600 or $800 across the board

Martin – 2% across the board:  1% market equity, contingent upon enrollment increase; as well as a 1%     
	 one-time bonus merit also contingent upon enrollment increase; $600 minimum

Knoxville – 3% pool merit & market only; no across the board; just for regular FT/PT staff; $10 minimum 
	      wage effective 6/30/16

Ag - $10.10 minimum wage effective 6/30/16; 1 ½ % across the board; 1 ½% merit pool; $600 minimum

IPS – 3% pool: 2% across the board; $800 minimum; 1% merit & market

Memphis – 3% across the board; $1,000 minimum

Chattanooga -   3% pool across the board; $800 minimum
		Already at $10.10/hr for non-exempt staff
		$250,000 pool for faculty promotions from assistant to associate to full professor
		    to keep faculty pay competitive    




● Elected Officer Performance-Based Variable Comp Plan: Metric & Model – Ron Loewen

In the Board materials, the Variable Comp Plan is roughly 140 pages long.  If things roll out the way I think they are going to, in System Administration, I am going to have to budget for 5 elected officers.  This was my attempt to translate what applies to the President.  There are about 2 dozen metrics.  Each of you will have a Chancellor to budget for.  A few metrics are financial driven. One of them is the metric on the salary gap plan.  We’ve talked about the concerns on how it’s being measured and who is measuring it.  We’ve had the HR numbers and competing numbers from Institutional Research.  Right now, the President and the Board are getting engaged and setting goals for the following year and not all of the data that forms the baseline is final yet, so I’m not sure yet how those goals will get set up.  There is some discussion that this may be outsourced.  The method of pay-out may be changing from a lump sum to one that would promote retention such as a bonus pay-out over 3 years. 





● Campus/unit market salary gaps – All
     How are they being measured?
     How are they being reduced?

(Ron L.) – As far as the State budget, their market rate adjustment pool is $30 million and that’s just for January 1 implementation.  They will probably come up with another $30 million next year.  I think we need to tell the State that we can’t get there unless they help us or give us some cover on fee increases.

System – As far as how to reduce the plans, we don’t really have a recurring funding source outside of these July 1 pools that provides about a 1% pool over and above what Simpson’s been telling us (that general inflation’s been running about 2% each year).  It gives us a little bit of progress.  As far as how we are currently measuring our gap: HR is keeping up with what they see is the market median for each position and we look at everyone’s current salary versus that median.  If you are below that median, we take that number as part of the gap.  As far as managing that: when we look at individual people, we recognize that we have some work to do in refining our measurement methodology and that will take staff effort and time.  We can’t get to where we need to be if the State doesn’t help us fund it.  The State would need to give us roughly 2% for the next 4-5 years to completely close that gap and that would be in additional to 2-3% each year just to keep pace with the market.

Knoxville – We haven’t been able to use the information from the Simpson Report.  We didn’t have good matches on the data on the front end.  

Memphis – We used Simpson to update our faculty, but used someone else to do the staff piece.  We used an 85% median instead of 100%.  HR was pleased.  We think we are pretty close to where we need to be.

IPS – Our consultants said that the Simpson information had no bearing on most of our employees.  They just weren’t covered by the State.  We are doing our own salary market analysis.

Martin – We’ve done our own as well. We’ve just used CUPA-HR to get a lot of the information that we need to make the comparisons year after year to at least be at 85% of the market median.  For the last few years, we’ve had money allocated outside of the general pools, but in recent years, we’ve not been able to do that.  It is part of our plan.

Institute of Agriculture – We have good salary data for our faculty compared to our peers.  Once you get past the faculty and a few key administrators, we don’t have data.  In addition to that, we are like System, we have no source of recurring revenue to do anything above what the State funds, so when we are looking at it, there is no source of funds.  We are looking at going down on our market gap analysis because our funding is not keeping up.  According to the projections, we’ve already peaked, and are just trying to hold our own without additional money.

There was discussion about finding out who did the State review.  Richard said that he would consult with Rebecca Hunter, Commissioner of Human Resources for the State, and let the Business Officers and HRO’s know their approach and see what we might do going forward.

Audit (Sandy Jansen) – How it is being measured concerns me.  Currently the goal is to decrease that gap 15%.  I don’t feel like we have a good way to measure the decrease in the gap, because, as an auditor, I’m still a little skeptical that we are measuring apples and apples.

Mark Paganelli – For staff, you could easily take what the State has (accountants, administrative assistants) and we’re way behind them—When you present that, you can say you are using the State’s data and they actually do a much better job than our HR does at trying to keep their people to market.  

It was decided that after the FLSA adjustments have had time to take effect, Richard Brown will recommend a joint meeting of the HRO’s and the CBO’s in a workshop to talk about the data, a strategy, and a common approach.



		



● Update on Policy Medical and demo – policy software – Tony Ferrara

We have almost all of our policies in the new format now.  Anyone can go to uthc.policymedical.net and look at it.  The challenge has been in finding the time to update the procedures.  We went through a process so that everybody agreed on a consistent format.  


● HIPPA compliance – Tony Ferrara

We have a decent set of HIPPA policies in place for each campus.  We would like to get the contacts for each covered entity together to talk about training that has to be done on a regular basis.  Audit has been doing HIPPA assessments and the consensus is that there is a need for a template for contracts and separate agreements.

● System Charge – Ron Loewen

This came out late in the proposed budget process.  We had not settled on what the University’s salary pool was going to be.  In this new approach that we’ve adopted, there is a new element of growth tied to the funding base and as the base of current expenditures grows, there is a growth factor there.    When you look at the incremental funding, it’s not growing nearly at the rate of these increases. In some of our units, when going to new allocation approach, there is a considerable phase-in effect where there was cost-shifting from some units to others and last year we put in a 25% cap, and I put in a 25% cap again.  25% increases year after year cause concern.  There is also the transparency beyond the fact of the way the new model and method works, having put in a growth factor with additional add-ons built-in, that are just coming out of a growth in the funding base, how is the money being deployed in System Administration?  

The first page shows the base that we used for allocations.  Rather than using the Cost Study Approach, we moved to just using historical current fund expenditures and using a 3-year moving average to keep out fluctuations that weren’t intended.  One of the drawbacks is that the base included FY13 which is a long time ago.  Historical base changes may not reflect very well the financial changes that are going on the year this is being used for.  The bottom blue box shows the change factors. The assessment rate is what the rate was last year. This shows the growth in the base.  This provides a little flexibility for the President.  The Variable Compensation Plan may be pulled out.  There may be short-term projects such as TALEO or there may be reorganizations and changes that we aren’t sure will be part of the long-term recurring model and we might end up approaching those as a separate cost model before we decide if it’s going to become a part of general funding.   There is the net 3% System Administration salary pool which takes the total salary pool for System Administration and then backs out the State appropriations that the System received this year and also backs out the piece that goes to the Research Foundation.  That is the assessment rate for the new base which calculates to a little over $17.3 million. The net change of a little over $6 million is very close to the number back in April that I gave as an example as far as what would ’17 look like with a 3% salary pool.

The second page is based on a model of what the CBO’s show the President when he goes out for a campus and system budget hearing.  As far as new funding coming in, it’s a little over $2 million.  The State Appropriations is a little over $325,000 and that’s more than we typically get in System Administration and then there is the net increases to the 2 charges to make up the $2 million.  And then reallocations that we’ve done throughout the previous year and plan to do in the upcoming year are approaching $1.5 million.  When you look at the uses, most of the things in the top half of the list are things that are tied to the $2 million in new funding.  Most of the things on the bottom of the list are tied to reallocations.  You can see the Insurance money we got from the State, Salary Plans, TALEO, Elected Officer Variable Compensation Plan are all things we’ve already talked about.  Those Presidential Projects and Initiatives are an attempt to set up a little recurring fund that the President can use for initiatives and projects that he is approached with throughout the year to give him a little flexibility in his position to fund things.  LMS support is where several units are going together to put together a learning management system.  Some of the units are going to use that for external training and then within System Administration, HR will be using that to support Faculty training.  There is a cost model that is sharing all the costs of the license for that, and this is the share of it that would support the HR piece of it for that implementation.  We have two DC Consultants that work in Washington.  One that was already in our recurring budget is not here: the SMI firm that represents UT in Washington.  And then there’s an individual that’s been a consultant for a few years that we’ve never put into the recurring budget.  That will now be an on-going thing.  A contract position that was previously funded by Ag is being fully incorporated into the Contract function. The Ag increases are the largest increases in the System charge, and that helps offset that.  There will be a small incremental increase to Archibus.  Career ladders, reclassifications, and promotions:  most of the fee-bearing units will have small pool to help fund those each year.  Evisions – when you put together the total recurring costs to that, including some staff, not only on the IT side, but also on the user side, it’s close to $600,000 recurring.  That is funding that has come out of the IT restructuring as has most of what is listed below it. These are new repurposing of funds.  We did about $1.7 million in reallocations going into last year; we have about $1.5 million that we’ve either done this year or will go into next year.

The third page lists commitments that may or may not need to be addressed over the next couple of years.  This is a mixture of three different categories.  Some of these are (1) hard commitments that are already there.  We are going to set up an Executive Vice President’s office with a highly paid administrator, an administrative assistant, as well as some operating funds.  This was an edict.   The lowest recurring cost for Concur appears to be around $300,000. That’s not a commitment – that’s just (2) something we’re looking at and discussing.   Doubling the size of the Leadership Institute is an (3) on-going ask.  There may be add-on’s funded by natural growth.  We do have the capacity for on-going reallocations. If we have a good year in interest income, we can set some aside for some of these big one-time things. 

There are some things that we wouldn’t move forward on without consensus on from this group.  There are other things where we want the President and the System Administration leadership to have some discretion on how they use the money and have some flexibility, but still be transparent on how the decisions are made while also being sensitive to getting input and listening to thoughts from this group and the Chancellors. For FY 17/18, we will look at making changes in communication.

Tony – This is one-third of the System budget.  I’ve always asked to see the full budget.  We would like to see what all the revenue are.

Ron L. – We haven’t been showing you the total budget, but we have been showing the increment as far as the funding changes, and so I do think the second page is a good idea because it shows the increment and how it is deployed.  We are making some progress in having requests referred to us instead of just being added on in an ad hoc kind of way.  Our Board in particular, places a high degree of value on advocacy and communications functions.  We’ve made some big investments to those functions.

Richard – One perspective on this is that your increases are larger than the aggregate income increases on most of the campuses.  We get a 2.2 tuition cap and you come back and take almost 10% of that.  The process just doesn’t resonate very well.  I would love to see you sit down with the President’s staff, in the room with the Chancellors, to talk through these issues, so I’m not getting it from the backside and my Chancellor coming to me with questions that I can’t answer.

Ron L. – I should have gotten this information out to you during the year.  One thing that I need to go back and reconsider on the base growth is making sure that the delta is reasonable when you look at the incremental funding that you all are looking at going into the upcoming fiscal year.  

(Regarding reserves) Our fluctuation reserves are pretty much depleted.  We took $10 million out of that as well as a couple of other reserves.  We do have a few million available in a couple of other reserves.  There are also some reserves dedicated to the Battelle fee and the different types of activities that is allocated toward.  That is something I could pull together so we understand what kind of one-time money may be available for system-wide projects and services.

Looking forward at how we’ll develop the FY18 charge, definitely I’ll try to follow a better process of communication and involvement throughout the fiscal year as well as re-thinking some components of the model.  Ron (Maples) and I will go back and take a look at ’17 and discuss pulling out the Variable Comp and other things.






● Fiscal Policy Update – Ron Maples

During the past year, the following policies were touched:

Service Centers and recharge centers - revision
Memberships and subscriptions – revision
Entertainment and Group arranged events - revision
Travel - revision
Use of university vehicles - revision
Cost Transfers - revision
AP policy - revision
Internal transfers – revision
Sponsored Projects – salary policy - revision
Purchasing - revision
Contracts-revision
Summary Changes of going from $5,000 to $10,000 without bids
Cross Project Program Income – revision
HIPPA policy – new
Tax exempt financing policy – new
Budget policy – revision


The committee is currently working on:

Reconciling the Ledger Policy - revision
Records Management – pipeline
Lease of Real Property – Robbi 
Duplication of structured materials
Payroll Policy
Change in the ZK Rules for credit card policies – technical revision

There was a productive meeting with Ron Maples, Audit, and General Counsel regarding the Policy on Policies.  There will be revisions.





● State Audit Update – Ron Maples

There were 2 State Audit findings last year.  One was an IT finding and one was in Research.  We have responded to both of them.  This year’s State Audit is ready to go.  They have decided that we are low risk.  They will be at all campuses that have financial aid for a limited review and will be at all campuses that had findings to follow up.  Other than that, it should be a Financial Statement audit.

● E-Procurement Update – Mark Paganelli

The shopping cart has had over 17,000 orders placed through it.  The only issue is still seems to be with Dell who charges us sales tax on some orders and messes up some invoices.  The other vendors seem to be doing well. Anyone can pull reports from there.  If you want to see purchases from your campus, let us know, and I can set you up a report that you can run at any time

● EMS Contract system – Mark Paganelli

We are getting very close on the contract system.  I envision that it will be up within the next 2 weeks.  It will be a very slow roll out.  When we roll out a budget entity, we take all of the contracts in SAP and download them into an Excel file.  Then we send them to you to see if there are any of them that you no longer need for any reason.  Next we set up those active ones in the new system in case you have to do an amendment to it.  The other big, technical side is requisition. This will replace the SAP requisition.  You create a requisition in ESM.  We are very limited on the fields we have that will feed it over to SAP.  Depending on the order type, it will create a pre-encumbrance, send it to Purchasing, they will bid it out, and then when they issue it a PO it will relieve the pre-encumbrance and create an encumbrance in SAP like it does now with a PO.  EMS has upgraded their bidding module system to accommodate RFP’s.  

● Diversity Business Enterprises update – Blake Reagan

Something that is very important to keep in mind is that it doesn’t matter where UT spends its money, as far as it relates to the State, in order to get credit for it, it matters whether they are certified or not.  So even if a bonafide, disadvantaged person owns a business and we spend millions with that business, if they’re not certified in Tennessee, it’s zero.  It’s as if we spent with a “majority business”.  Driving certifications is what drives success so that’s what we strive for.  

This fiscal year Go-DBE has:
   Sent out thousands of letters and improved our data and reporting
   Put SAP terminology in alignment with the State’s certification language with is very important
   Hosted and facilitated the Governor’s Office of Diversity Business Enterprises Marketplace 2016
   Added 2 new certified diversity suppliers to the Marketplace 
  About to launch Supplier Orientation Program (1st of its kind)
  Certification campaigns
  Improved Business Classification Form
  Outreach efforts

Previous data issues addressed:
   Double-counted spend with p-card (actual p-card expenses + Bank of America spend to pay p-card)
   Double-counted Facilities Planning (Robbi’s office) spend and counted by Blake’s office

State’s Go-DBE office has 1,394 certified suppliers.
106 of them are expired
UT has 295 certified suppliers.  Some suppliers just won’t take the time and effort.

Our effort is working and the trend is upward.



● TouchNet - Mark Paganelli

TouchNet is the University’s 3rd party vendor for cashiering and student invoicing.  Every campus uses TouchNet and the contract for it is up.  We are working with TBR to get this approved at Fiscal Review.



● Concur (Update) – Mark Paganelli

We are putting in their booking tool.  I will send an email with the website.  You call World Travel and they set you up with a user name and password.  You and your employees can and go in and start becoming familiar with Concur and the booking tool and see if this is something you like.  It doesn’t have anything to do with the reimbursement side of it.  This is booking trips, airfare, hotels, and it has our negotiated deals in there. Quirks: You can only book 1 hotel room and on an airline, you can book your ticket, but you can’t pick your seat.  After you book it, you go to the airline and pick the seat.  You still get the World Travel services, but you get a $7 fee instead of the $17 fee.


● Education Advisory Board – Mark Paganelli

EAB is a membership forum with a consulting component.  They have developed software that:

  Enhances the academic program. 
  Ties in well with Banner
  It helps with student tracking.
  It Benchmarks financial allocations to specific academic programs
  It helps with student progression and career tracking


(Richard) Chattanooga has been in the planning process with them for over a year.  They use national best practices to deliver these products and services.  We feel that the return on investment is worth every penny.




(Mark) They have a software solution that helps with student retention.  Chattanooga had put this in and had been using it for a couple of years and wanted to amend it and it needed to go to Fiscal Review.  At the same time, MTSU was in the same boat as they had piloted it, and ETSU, Austin Peay and others were wanting to use it, so TBR initiated a system-wide contract saying that any campus could use it.  It had prices fixed for 5 years over the length of this agreement.  Dale Sims, their Vice Chancellor for Business and myself (Mark) presented it.  There was a 1st and 2nd and then it was overturned.  They said they would approve a 3-year deal and to come back and try again. Contracts expire at the end of May, so we are working with EAB to get a bridge agreement in place.  It will be presented again in June and Katie High, VP for Academic Affairs will make a presentation supporting its value.

Next Meeting – September 21-22, 2016











Funding Gap Strategy Updates - Summary - Nov 17.pdf
Summary of Current Reallocation Plans
November 17, 2015

Sources (added

Reallocation revenue and/or Uses (new/expanded
Campus/Institute Target avoided costs) programs)
Chattanooga 8,430,000 | S 9,783,991 | S 11,789,769
Knoxville/UTSI 35,000,000 28,662,100 28,381,605
Martin 4,412,700 10,985,639 10,822,004
Health Science Center 14,362,000 2,592,966 2,592,966
Agriculture 3,812,980 6,542,814 6,542,814
Public Service 600,000 665,426 665,426
System Administration 2,200,000 1,760,000 940,000

68,817,680

S 60,992,936

S 61,734,584
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The University of Tennessee
Fiscal Years 2015-16 & 2016-17

State appropriations to higher education have been stagnant or declining for several years. This is
not the result of lack of support for higher education by the Governor or the General Assembly
but more due to budget realities that we do not expect to improve. Revenue to the state from
taxes, bonds, fees, federal support and other sources has been limited despite significant
improvement in the economy since the 2008 recession. Demands for state services, particularly
health care costs, pensions, and infrastructure needs, have outpaced state revenues and have
created a structural deficit in the state budget.

Higher education has responded to the decline in state appropriations by increasing tuition,
providing no salary increases to faculty and staff, not filling or eliminating vacant positions, and
becoming more efficient in the delivery of instruction, research, and public service. We take
responsibility for these decisions in the past, but as we look to the future, we have concluded that
current resources to fulfill our mission are unsustainable. We own the fact that our business
model is broken, and we are committed to fixing it.

This document outlines a model with conditions and boundaries that campus and institute
executives will use to manage their units. It includes holding tuition increases at no more than
the inflationary rate and assuming no further improvements or reductions in state
appropriations. We will consider and develop entrepreneurial approaches to increase revenue,
efficiently and effectively manage costs and continue to strive for programmatic excellence that
enhances our reputation.

We fully support the Governor’s Drive to 55 and Tennessee Promise as they are without doubt
Tennessee’s path to further economic development by having the workforce we need, better jobs,
improved financial security and better quality of life for Tennesseans. Without a significant
investment from the state, neither of these important, needed and unique initiatives will be
successful. Therefore, when there is growth in state revenues, it is imperative for higher
education to be a funding priority.

Scenario & Boundaries

External

- Estimated annual state appropriation increases will be 0%

< Higher education price index (HEPI) will average <3% (current 5yr. avg. is 1.9%)

- State capital outlay and maintenance will continue to be funded at historical averages
(FY 2011-12 through FY 2014-15 yields $47.8M for outlay and $30.3M for annual
maintenance)

Internal

- Assumption that funds realized from budget actions will be reallocated to higher-
priority needs.

< Undergraduate Enroliments

14
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In-state enrollment should be greater than 2013-14 levels.
o Out-of-state enrollment may increase but not exceed 25% of total undergraduate
enrollment.
o Annual goal setting will be done for growth in enroliment.

< Tuition

o Tuition increases for undergraduates should be no more than the previous year’s
HEPI rate change.

o Graduate and professional tuition increases should be no more than the previous
year’s HEPI rate change plus 2-3%.

o Executive graduate programs may raise tuition based upon demand and the costs of
similar programs at peer institutions.

o Out-of-state tuition may be reduced on a regional basis to be more competitive as
justified and with board of trustee action.

o Tuition and other mandatory fees should be equal to or less than the peer average
adjusted for state appropriations per student FTE.

e CCTA Performance Funding Model
o Formula units should rank within the top 5 of the CCTA performance formula
funding rankings annually.

< Research
o UT research and sponsored program expenditures should increase 6% annually,
based on a benchmark of the last five-year average.
o Units should review direct and indirect cost sharing on grants and contracts and
implement incentives for departments to minimize the level of cost sharing.

= Qutreach
o Number of customers/clients served should be > than 2013-2014 levels based on a
benchmark of the last five-year average.

< Development

o Total number of gifts, pledges and bequests should grow > 15% per year based on
a benchmark of the last five-year average.

Required Action Plan for All Units

e Conduct program realignment initiative to assess low performing programs to fund
program(s) re-investment.

< Perform a feasibility analysis and develop a plan for program consolidation(s) that will
produce cost savings.
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- Develop a two-year allocation and reallocation plan based upon 6% of base year’s
(FY14-15) total unrestricted E & G expenditures to address strategic initiatives,
considering the “boundaries” stated above, and to address compensation gaps.

« Develop a two-year allocation and reallocation plan to address deferred maintenance
needs based upon $25M minimum system wide including current efforts. The
minimum allocation to the units would be as follows:

o UTK/UTSI $15.75m
o UTC $2.50m
o UTM $2.00m
o UTHSC $3.75m
o UTIA $1.00m

*maintenance minimums as being proportional to capitalized facilities

= Using a workforce development program in concert with the above actions, identify
amounts that can be redeployed to address strategic initiatives, compensation gaps,
and deferred maintenance.

e Conduct a tuition structure review including expanding differential tuition
implementation and/or increasing it, development and implementation of an
enrollment growth plan for non-resident students, and further implementation of 15/4
tuition plan.

< Non-Formula units should review fee structures to ensure activity is capturing actual
cost of delivery and should review services being provided for which a fee could be
established.

e Undertake a study to identify and address unfunded mandates for tuition
waivers/discounts. (This action will be led by the UT system administration.)

< Undertake a review of the tenure and post-tenure review processes. (This action will
be led by the UT system administration.)
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UNIVERSITY GAP PROJECTIONS
2016-2025
All Current Funds
“Sustainability Scenario — No Capital”

$3,050.0 $2,981.7

$2,895.1 /

$2,810.8

$2,728.8 / $377.4M
$2,648.9 / Projected Gap

$2,800.0

$2,571.2

"
$2,550.0 / " $2,604.3

$2,463.8 $2,543.6

$2,358.4 / $2,484.6
$2,300.0 $2,257.1 /
$2,159.3 /

$2,371.1
$2,316.6

/
$2,2140 22653
$2,050.0  $2,116.0 $2,164.2
$1,800.0
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

——Revenues ——Expenditures 2
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New Board of Trustees SubCommittee and Proposed by Law Changes.pdf
Public Chapter 753
Executive Summary of Most Significant Provisions

Section 1:

The new law codifies existing practice with respect to the President’s
appointment, except the language effectively eliminates the need to “re-elect” the
President annually:

o Board appoints the President, who is the chief executive officer of the UT
System; o

o President serves at the pleasure of the Board, which has power to remove the
President at any time, subject to the terms of any written employment
contract approved by the Board;

o Board defines the President’s duties (which is accomplished through the
Bylaws); and

o Board fixes the President’s compensation and other terms of employment.

With respect to the Chancellors and other University Officers®:
o Board is only required to approve the appointment and initial
compensation of these positions, on the President’s recommendation;

o These positions no longer serve at the pleasure of the Board and no longer
will be “re-elected” annually by the Board; rather, these positions serve at
the pleasure of the President, provided that:

* Board alone has power to remove the Chief Financial Officer and
the General Counsel; and
* Board has power to remove a Chancellor at any time;

o President has authority annually to evaluate and set the compensation
and other terms of employment of the Chancellors and other University
Officers.

Requires the Board to establish a mechanism by which a person may bring an
issue to the attention of the Board, and requires that notice of the mechanism be
provided to the public.

Requires the Board to provide a reasonable opportunity for the public to address
the Board, or a committee of the Board, concerning issues germane to the
responsibilities of the Board.

I Currently, University Officers other than the President and the five Chancellors are the following:
Executive Vice President and Vice President for Research and Econemic Development; Chief Financial
Officer; General Counsel and Secretary; Treasurer; and Vice President for Development and Alumni
Affairs and Programs.





Section 4:

¢ Codifies the existing standing committee structure of the Board and requires two
additional standing committees, an Athletics Committee and a University Life
Committee.

e Requires the appointment of subcommittees for the following committees:

o Academic Affairs and Student Success
o Subcommittee on Student Conduct, Rights, and Responsibilities

o Advancement and Public Affairs
o Subcommittee on Community and Alumni Relations

o Finance and Administration
o Subcommittee on Efficiency and Cost Savings
o Subcommittee on Tuition, Fees, and Financial Aid

o University Life
o Subcommittee on Nonacademic Programs.

Section 5:

» Requires the Tennessee Higher Education Commission to coordinate and
administer an orientation and continuing education program for Board members
and specifies certain components to be included in the program.
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Governors FY17 Budget and UT Funding Priorities.pdf
GOVERNOR'S FY2017 BUDGET PROPOSAL
UT Appropriation Gains and Funding Priorities

A

E=A-(B+C+D)

New Appropriations

Potential Salary

Available for Salaries, Additional Funds Pools if No
Operating Inflation, and Operating Inflation & 3% Pool for Pay-for- | 2% Pool for Market Needed to Fund All | Additional Funds

UT Campuses & Institutes Program Improvements Fixed-Cost Increases Performance & ATB Rate Adjustments Three Priorities are Available
Chattanooga $ 3,575,600 | $ 1,059,453 | $ 2,826,300 | $ 1,884,200 | $ 2,194,353 2.7%
Knoxville 9,968,400 5,204,028 10,778,700 7,185,800 13,200,128 1.3%
Martin 1,376,300 636,009 1,723,500 1,149,000 2,132,209 1.3%
Formula Unit Subtotal $14,920,300 $6,899,490 $15,328,500 $10,219,000 $17,526,690 1.6%
Space Institute 206,300 59,177 222,600 148,400 223,877 2.0%
Health Science Center 3,400,900 1,578,924 5,570,700 3,713,800 7,462,524 1.0%
Agricultural Experiment Station 664,600 343,306 782,100 521,400 982,206 1.2%
Extension 815,900 400,526 939,600 626,400 1,150,626 1.3%
Veterinary Medicine 437,900 300,125 942,000 628,000 1,432,225 0.4%
Institute of Agriculture Subtotal 1,918,400 1,043,957 2,663,700 1,775,800 3,565,057 1.0%
Institute for Public Service 136,600 37,374 100,500 67,000 68,274 3.0%
Municipal Technical Advisory Service 76,400 25,731 137,700 91,800 178,831 1.1%
County Technical Assistance Service 46,800 23,049 102,300 68,200 146,749 0.7%
Institute for Public Service Subtotal 259,800 86,154 340,500 227,000 393,854 1.5%
System Administration* 122,400 344,680 110,700 73,800 406,780 -6.0%
Non-Formual Unit Subtotal $ 5,907,800 | $ 3,112,892 | $ 8,908,200 | $ 5,938,800 | $ 12,052,092 0.9%
TOTAL $ 20,828,100 | $ 10,012,382 | $ 24,236,700 | $ 16,157,800 | $ 29,578,782 1.3%

A. New Appropriations Available for Salaries, Operating Inflation, and Program Improvements: formula unit outcome growth and non-formula unit operating increase:

B. Operating Inflation & Fixed-Cost Increases: estimated at 2% of FY16 non-personnel operating budgets.

C. 3% Pool for ATB & Pay-for-Performance: funding for UT's merit pay programs and modest across-the-board raises; sufficient to keep up with salary market inflation.

D. 2% Pool for Market Rate Adjustments: funding to make progress closing salary market gaps identified by the comprehensive Compensation Benchmarking study
conducted on behalf of UT by Sibson Consulting.

E. Additional Funds Needed to Fund All Three Priorities: modest fee increases possible at formula units; non-formula units have few options other than appropriations.

F. Potential Salary Pools: Largest possible salary pools feasible without additional funds from appropriations, tuition, or fees.

*System Administration: funding for UT System Administration (UTSA) salary pools is included in the campus/institute pools and must be recovered through the System Charge.

The numbers for UTSA above reflect only the portion of the UTSA salary pool covered by appropriations made directly to UTSA.
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Higher Education Formula Units.pdf
HIGHER EDUCATION - FORMULA UNITS

m

o]

3)
Impact of Outcome Data

4)
THEC Funding Request

(5)

(6)

12 Losers No Losers One Loser Only $50M Recommendation
2015-16 2016-17 2016-17 Percent 2016-17 Percent 2016-17 Percent 2016-17 Percent
Academic Formula Units Appropriation Formula Calculation Changes Funded Changes Funded Changes Funded Changes Funded
TBR Universities
Austin Peay $36,983,700 $59,934,200 800,500 63.0% $2,575,200 66.0% 2,096,700 65.2%| 5.7% 2,970,100 66.7%
East Tennessee 51,078,100 81,258,600 149,600 63.0% 2,555,800 66.0% 1,907,000 65.2%)] 3.7% 3,091,200 66.7%
Middle Tennessee 85,856,700 134,452,400 (1,094,100) 63.0% 2,887,300 66.0% 1,813,800 65.2%)| 21% 3,773,200 66.7%
Tennessee State 32,892,000 49,857,400 (1,460,500) 63.0% 15,900 66.0% (382,200), 65.2%]-1.2% 344,400 66.7%
Tennessee Tech 39,297,400 63,158,300 519,300 63.0% 2,389,600 66.0% 1,885,300 65.2%]| 4.8% 2,805,700 66.7%
University of Memphis 95,139,600 152,078,500 735,000 63.0% 5,238,300 66.0% 4,024,100 65.2%)| 4.2% 6,240,300 66.7%
Subtotal $341,247,500 $540,739,400 ($350,200) 63.0% $15,662,100 66.0% $11,344,700 65.2%| 33% $19,224,900 | 66.7%
Community College Subtotal $218,463,900 $345,497,400 ($652,600) 63.0% $9,578,300 66.0% $6,819,600 65.2%)| 3.1% $11,854,800 | 66.7%
UT Universities I e e
UT Chattanooga $41,674,700 $67,879,200 1,118,200 63.0% $3,128,200 66.0% 2,586,200 65.2%| 6.2% 3,575,500 66.7%
UT Knoxville 184,890,300 292,304,400 (613,300) 63.0% 8,042,400 66.0% 5,708,500 65.2%] 3.1% 9,968,400 66.7%
UT Martin 27,692,100 43,605,000 (202,300) 63.0% 1,089,000 66.0% 740,800 65.2%| 2.7% 1,376,300 66.7%
Subtotal $254,257,100 $403,788,600 $302,600 63.0% $12,259,600 66.0% $9,035,500 65.2%| 36% $14,920,200 | 66.7%
Total Colleges and Universities $813,968,500 $1,290,025,400 ($700,200) 63.0% $37.500,000 66.0% $27,199,800 65.2%]| 33% $45,999,900 66.7%
TN Colleges of Applied Technology $56,343,900 $90,496,500 700,000 63.0% $3,400,000 66.0% 2,700,000 65.2%) 4.8% 4,000,000 66.7%
Total Academic Formula Units $870,312,400 $1,380,521,900 ($200)| 63.0% $40,900,000 | 66.0% $29,899,800 | 65.2%)| 34% $49,999,900 | 66.7%
Percent Increase 4.70% 3.44% 5.75%
0% to 7.6% Increase -1.2% to 6.3% Increase 1.0% lo 8.6% Increase
12 Losers No Losers ~ ONE Loser Gov Recommendati
COST INCREASE : ; : sl Y.RECON
$0 $40,900,000 $29,899,800 - $49,999,900
@) 368

Non-Formulas
Special Initiatives
General Inflation

8,210,100 220%
7,510,100 2.50%
15,720,200 4.70%

8.0%
6.1%
4.4%
1.0%
7.1%
6.6%
56%

5.4%

8.6%

5.4%

5.0%

5.9%

57%

1%

57%

TSu
344 400

439,800

784,200

UTMm
$1,376,300

345400
$1,721,700

ALL
$49,999,900
11,399,850

——299, 090

$61,399,750

(7

1.05% Reallocation
4.70% Hith Ins.
2.38% Increase

4.97% Reallocation
4.70% Hith Ins. (Annualized)
6.22% Increase

5.75% Reallocation
4.70% Hith Ins. (Annualized)
7.05% Increase
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FY17 Proposed Budget Tuition & Fees.xlsx
tuition + fees

				Change in Recurring Tuition & Fee Revenue Budgets

						FY 2016  Probable		FY 2017  Proposed		Difference

				Total University of Tennessee System

				Res Enrollment Fees		455,783,121		476,738,769		20,955,648		4.6		%

				Non-Res Other Fees		74,621,611		71,889,065		-2,732,546		(3.7)		%

				Program Service Fees		65,022,878		67,742,905		2,720,027		4.2		%

				Other Student Fees		42,710,525		45,776,587		3,066,062		7.2		%

				Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees		7,570,416		7,639,782		69,366		0.9		%

				Tuition & Fees		645,708,551		669,787,108		24,078,557		3.7		%

				Chattanooga

				Res Enrollment Fees		73,182,573		74,770,293		1,587,720		2.2		%

				Program Service Fees		14,148,253		14,328,280		180,027		1.3		%

				Other Student Fees		6,505,917		6,956,140		450,223		6.9		%

				Non-Res Other Fees		6,566,476		6,566,476		0		-0		%

				Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees		360,195		360,195		0		-0		%

				Tuition & Fees		100,763,414		102,981,384		2,217,970		2.2		%

				Knoxville

				Res Enrollment Fees		266,086,608		281,077,882		14,991,274		5.6		%

				Program Service Fees		43,712,175		45,017,675		1,305,500		3.0		%

				Non-Res Other Fees		43,475,210		40,283,936		-3,191,274		(7.3)		%

				Other Student Fees		32,666,460		35,235,534		2,569,074		7.9		%

				Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees		5,579,276		5,663,018		83,742		1.5		%

				Tuition & Fees		391,519,729		407,278,045		15,758,316		4.0		%

				Martin

				Res Enrollment Fees		46,163,799		48,585,799		2,422,000		5.2		%

				Non-Res Other Fees		5,122,700		5,122,700		0		-0		%

				Program Service Fees		5,094,400		5,094,400		0		-0		%

				Other Student Fees		2,012,013		2,053,013		41,000		2.0		%

				Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees		323,000		323,000		0		-0		%

				Tuition & Fees		58,715,912		61,178,912		2,463,000		4.2		%

				Space Institute

				Res Enrollment Fees		876,000		880,000		4,000		0.5		%

				Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees		170,000		190,000		20,000		11.8		%

				Non-Res Other Fees		150,000		150,000		0		-0		%

				Other Student Fees		79,235		85,000		5,765		7.3		%

				Program Service Fees		18,000		18,000		0		-0		%

				Tuition & Fees		1,293,235		1,323,000		29,765		2.3		%

				Health Science Center

				Res Enrollment Fees		60,861,447		62,174,147		1,312,700		2.2		%

				Non-Res Other Fees		16,454,193		16,631,293		177,100		1.1		%

				Program Service Fees		2,050,050		3,284,550		1,234,500		60.2		%

				Other Student Fees		1,446,900		1,446,900		0		-0		%

				Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees		1,137,945		1,103,569		-34,376		(3.0)		%

				Tuition & Fees		81,950,535		84,640,459		2,689,924		3.3		%

				Vet Med

				Res Enrollment Fees		8,612,694		9,250,648		637,954		7.4		%

				Non-Res Other Fees		2,853,032		3,134,660		281,628		9.9		%

				Tuition & Fees		11,465,726		12,385,308		919,582		8.0		%





ZFI_BUDX_TORIGINALBDGT_4T

		Total University of Tennessee System

		2017

		Original Budget Details

						FY 2015  Actuals		FY 2016  Probable		FY 2017  Proposed		   Dollar  Difference		        % Difference

		State Allotment Code						$		$		$		%

		Total University of Tennessee System		Tuition & Fees				645,708,551		669,787,108		24,078,557		3.7

		Total University of Tennessee System		Res Enrollment Fees				455,783,121		476,738,769		20,955,648		4.6

		Total University of Tennessee System		Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees				7,570,416		7,639,782		69,366		0.9

		Total University of Tennessee System		Program Service Fees				65,022,878		67,742,905		2,720,027		4.2

		Total University of Tennessee System		Other Student Fees				42,710,525		45,776,587		3,066,062		7.2

		Total University of Tennessee System		Non-Res Other Fees				74,621,611		71,889,065		-2,732,546		-3.7

		Total University of Tennessee System		State Appropriations				496,679,111		524,745,849		28,066,738		5.7

		Total University of Tennessee System		State Appropriations - Maint. & Dev.				490,872,411		518,939,149		28,066,738		5.7

		Total University of Tennessee System		State Appropriations - Access & Diversity				5,806,700		5,806,700		0		0

		Total University of Tennessee System		Grants & Contracts				44,363,808		44,529,714		165,906		0.4

		Total University of Tennessee System		Federal Grants & Contracts				30,464,362		30,555,870		91,508		0.3

		Total University of Tennessee System		State Grants & Contracts				4,895,795		4,891,719		-4,076		-0.1

		Total University of Tennessee System		Local Grants & Contracts				4,263,361		4,263,361		0		0

		Total University of Tennessee System		Private Grants & Contracts				4,740,290		4,818,764		78,474		1.7

		Total University of Tennessee System		Sales & Service				55,659,763		57,832,737		2,172,974		3.9

		Total University of Tennessee System		Sales & Service - Dept Ed				23,503,705		25,025,643		1,521,938		6.5

		Total University of Tennessee System		Sales & Service -Organized				27,778,725		28,429,761		651,036		2.3

		Total University of Tennessee System		Sales & Service - Ed Act Ath				4,377,333		4,377,333		0		0

		Total University of Tennessee System		Other Sources				56,481,623		57,178,632		697,009		1.2

		Total University of Tennessee System		Other Sources				34,010,417		34,611,813		601,396		1.8

		Total University of Tennessee System		Federal Appropriations				15,803,089		15,802,390		-699		0

		Total University of Tennessee System		Local Appropriations				6,094,645		6,190,957		96,312		1.6

		Total University of Tennessee System		Gifts				209,990		209,990		0		0

		Total University of Tennessee System		Endowment Income				363,482		363,482		0		0

		Total University of Tennessee System		Total Revenue				1,298,892,856		1,354,074,040		55,181,184		4.2

		Total University of Tennessee System		Instruction				546,460,554		569,645,971		23,185,417		4.2

		Total University of Tennessee System		Research				72,397,862		76,291,414		3,893,552		5.4

		Total University of Tennessee System		Public Service				75,356,624		78,571,479		3,214,855		4.3

		Total University of Tennessee System		Academic Support				142,166,916		146,813,333		4,646,417		3.3

		Total University of Tennessee System		Student Services				85,408,534		88,080,549		2,672,015		3.1

		Total University of Tennessee System		Institutional Support				140,730,944		148,239,747		7,508,803		5.3

		Total University of Tennessee System		Op/Maint Physical Plant				134,407,136		139,190,009		4,782,873		3.6

		Total University of Tennessee System		Scholarships/Fellowships				97,936,473		104,974,557		7,038,084		7.2

		Total University of Tennessee System		Total Expenditures				1,294,865,043		1,351,807,059		56,942,016		4.4

		Total University of Tennessee System		Mandatory Transfers				6,573,500		5,776,498		-797,002		-12.1

		Total University of Tennessee System		Non-Mandatory Transfers				-3,482,027		-4,806,413		-1,324,386		-38

		Total University of Tennessee System		Total E&G Expenditures & Transfers				1,297,956,516		1,352,777,144		54,820,628		-45.8

		Total University of Tennessee System		Fund Balance Addition/(Reduction)				936,340		1,296,896		360,556		50

		Total University of Tennessee System		Aux Revenue				229,768,231		245,962,043		16,193,812		7

		Total University of Tennessee System		Auxiliary Expenditures				178,405,394		184,698,151		6,292,757		3.5

		Total University of Tennessee System		Aux Mandatory Transfers				31,755,859		40,667,626		8,911,767		28.1

		Total University of Tennessee System		Aux Non-Mandatory Transfers				19,606,978		20,597,150		990,172		5.1

		Total University of Tennessee System		Aux Total Expenditures & Transfers				229,768,231		245,962,927		16,194,696		7

		Total University of Tennessee System		Aux Fund Balance Addition/Reductions				0		-884		-884		Z

		Total University of Tennessee System		Total Revenues				1,528,661,087		1,600,036,083		71,374,996		4.7

		Total University of Tennessee System		Total Expenditures				1,473,270,437		1,536,505,210		63,234,773		4.3

		Total University of Tennessee System		Total Mandatory Transfers				38,329,359		46,444,124		8,114,765		21.2

		Total University of Tennessee System		Total Non Mandatory Transfers				16,124,951		15,790,737		-334,214		-2.1

		Total University of Tennessee System		Total Expenditures & Transfers				1,527,724,747		1,598,740,071		71,015,324		4.6

		Total University of Tennessee System		Total Fund Balances Additions/Reductions				936,340		1,296,012		359,672		38.4

		Knoxville		Tuition & Fees				391,519,729		407,278,045		15,758,316		4

		Knoxville		Res Enrollment Fees				266,086,608		281,077,882		14,991,274		5.6

		Knoxville		Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees				5,579,276		5,663,018		83,742		1.5

		Knoxville		Program Service Fees				43,712,175		45,017,675		1,305,500		3

		Knoxville		Other Student Fees				32,666,460		35,235,534		2,569,074		7.9

		Knoxville		Non-Res Other Fees				43,475,210		40,283,936		-3,191,274		-7.3

		Knoxville		State Appropriations				190,207,655		201,981,055		11,773,400		6.2

		Knoxville		State Appropriations - Maint. & Dev.				187,890,300		199,663,700		11,773,400		6.3

		Knoxville		State Appropriations - Access & Diversity				2,317,355		2,317,355		0		0

		Knoxville		Grants & Contracts				22,560,000		22,560,000		0		0

		Knoxville		Federal Grants & Contracts				17,430,000		17,430,000		0		0

		Knoxville		State Grants & Contracts				2,900,000		2,900,000		0		0

		Knoxville		Local Grants & Contracts				30,000		30,000		0		0

		Knoxville		Private Grants & Contracts				2,200,000		2,200,000		0		0

		Knoxville		Sales & Service				5,172,383		5,538,268		365,885		7.1

		Knoxville		Sales & Service - Dept Ed				2,786,109		3,151,450		365,341		13.1

		Knoxville		Sales & Service -Organized				2,386,274		2,386,818		544		0

		Knoxville		Other Sources				11,502,576		11,708,857		206,281		1.8

		Knoxville		Other Sources				11,482,576		11,688,857		206,281		1.8

		Knoxville		Endowment Income				20,000		20,000		0		0

		Knoxville		Total Revenue				620,962,343		649,066,225		28,103,882		4.5

		Knoxville		Instruction				271,175,090		282,452,230		11,277,140		4.2

		Knoxville		Research				22,627,884		23,457,198		829,314		3.7

		Knoxville		Public Service				12,211,888		12,650,139		438,251		3.6

		Knoxville		Academic Support				68,372,361		71,624,930		3,252,569		4.8

		Knoxville		Student Services				44,390,748		45,150,420		759,672		1.7

		Knoxville		Institutional Support				47,678,699		50,328,691		2,649,992		5.6

		Knoxville		Op/Maint Physical Plant				72,509,688		74,657,889		2,148,201		3

		Knoxville		Scholarships/Fellowships				67,761,489		74,147,628		6,386,139		9.4

		Knoxville		Total Expenditures				606,727,847		634,469,125		27,741,278		4.6

		Knoxville		Mandatory Transfers				1,645,162		747,685		-897,477		-54.6

		Knoxville		Non-Mandatory Transfers				12,589,334		13,849,415		1,260,081		10

		Knoxville		Total E&G Expenditures & Transfers				620,962,343		649,066,225		28,103,882		-40

		Knoxville		Fund Balance Addition/(Reduction)				0		0		0		44.5

		Knoxville		Aux Revenue				202,976,598		219,639,669		16,663,071		8.2

		Knoxville		Auxiliary Expenditures				158,643,562		165,632,322		6,988,760		4.4

		Knoxville		Aux Mandatory Transfers				27,545,274		36,451,629		8,906,355		32.3

		Knoxville		Aux Non-Mandatory Transfers				16,787,762		17,555,718		767,956		4.6

		Knoxville		Aux Total Expenditures & Transfers				202,976,598		219,639,669		16,663,071		8.2

		Knoxville		Aux Fund Balance Addition/Reductions				0		0		0		Z

		Knoxville		Total Revenues				823,938,941		868,705,894		44,766,953		5.4

		Knoxville		Total Expenditures				765,371,409		800,101,447		34,730,038		4.5

		Knoxville		Total Mandatory Transfers				29,190,436		37,199,314		8,008,878		27.4

		Knoxville		Total Non Mandatory Transfers				29,377,096		31,405,133		2,028,037		6.9

		Knoxville		Total Expenditures & Transfers				823,938,941		868,705,894		44,766,953		5.4

		Knoxville		Total Fund Balances Additions/Reductions				0		0		0		Z

		Space Institute		Tuition & Fees				1,293,235		1,323,000		29,765		2.3

		Space Institute		Res Enrollment Fees				876,000		880,000		4,000		0.5

		Space Institute		Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees				170,000		190,000		20,000		11.8

		Space Institute		Program Service Fees				18,000		18,000		0		0

		Space Institute		Other Student Fees				79,235		85,000		5,765		7.3

		Space Institute		Non-Res Other Fees				150,000		150,000		0		0

		Space Institute		State Appropriations				8,276,003		8,576,903		300,900		3.6

		Space Institute		State Appropriations - Maint. & Dev.				8,187,700		8,488,600		300,900		3.7

		Space Institute		State Appropriations - Access & Diversity				88,303		88,303		0		0

		Space Institute		Grants & Contracts				254,926		290,000		35,074		13.8

		Space Institute		Federal Grants & Contracts				185,592		170,000		-15,592		-8.4

		Space Institute		Private Grants & Contracts				69,334		120,000		50,666		73.1

		Space Institute		Other Sources				19,384				-19,384		-100

		Space Institute		Other Sources				19,384				-19,384		-100

		Space Institute		Total Revenue				9,843,548		10,189,903		346,355		3.5

		Space Institute		Instruction				4,606,215		5,012,743		406,528		8.8

		Space Institute		Research				792,825		609,360		-183,465		-23.1

		Space Institute		Academic Support				543,118		527,194		-15,924		-2.9

		Space Institute		Student Services				74,191		76,048		1,857		2.5

		Space Institute		Institutional Support				1,376,288		1,509,508		133,220		9.7

		Space Institute		Op/Maint Physical Plant				1,975,613		2,024,659		49,046		2.5

		Space Institute		Scholarships/Fellowships				289,064		288,891		-173		-0.1

		Space Institute		Total Expenditures				9,657,314		10,048,403		391,089		4

		Space Institute		Non-Mandatory Transfers				186,234		141,500		-44,734		-24

		Space Institute		Total E&G Expenditures & Transfers				9,843,548		10,189,903		346,355		-20

		Space Institute		Fund Balance Addition/(Reduction)				0		0		0		23.5

		Space Institute		Aux Revenue				178,850		215,000		36,150		20.2

		Space Institute		Auxiliary Expenditures				254,266		215,000		-39,266		-15.4

		Space Institute		Aux Non-Mandatory Transfers				-75,416		0		75,416		100

		Space Institute		Aux Total Expenditures & Transfers				178,850		215,000		36,150		20.2

		Space Institute		Aux Fund Balance Addition/Reductions				0		0		0		Z

		Space Institute		Total Revenues				10,022,398		10,404,903		382,505		3.8

		Space Institute		Total Expenditures				9,911,580		10,263,403		351,823		3.5

		Space Institute		Total Non Mandatory Transfers				110,818		141,500		30,682		27.7

		Space Institute		Total Expenditures & Transfers				10,022,398		10,404,903		382,505		3.8

		Space Institute		Total Fund Balances Additions/Reductions				0		0		0		Z

		Chattanooga		Tuition & Fees				100,763,414		102,981,384		2,217,970		2.2

		Chattanooga		Res Enrollment Fees				73,182,573		74,770,293		1,587,720		2.2

		Chattanooga		Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees				360,195		360,195		0		0

		Chattanooga		Program Service Fees				14,148,253		14,328,280		180,027		1.3

		Chattanooga		Other Student Fees				6,505,917		6,956,140		450,223		6.9

		Chattanooga		Non-Res Other Fees				6,566,476		6,566,476		0		0

		Chattanooga		State Appropriations				42,336,405		46,431,405		4,095,000		9.7

		Chattanooga		State Appropriations - Maint. & Dev.				41,674,700		45,769,700		4,095,000		9.8

		Chattanooga		State Appropriations - Access & Diversity				661,705		661,705		0		0

		Chattanooga		Grants & Contracts				453,856		453,856		0		0

		Chattanooga		Federal Grants & Contracts				159,977		159,977		0		0

		Chattanooga		State Grants & Contracts				169,040		169,040		0		0

		Chattanooga		Local Grants & Contracts				77,716		77,716		0		0

		Chattanooga		Private Grants & Contracts				47,123		47,123		0		0

		Chattanooga		Sales & Service				5,088,679		5,088,679		0		0

		Chattanooga		Sales & Service - Dept Ed				250,102		250,102		0		0

		Chattanooga		Sales & Service -Organized				2,188,140		2,188,140		0		0

		Chattanooga		Sales & Service - Ed Act Ath				2,650,437		2,650,437		0		0

		Chattanooga		Other Sources				239,500		239,500		0		0

		Chattanooga		Other Sources				139,500		139,500		0		0

		Chattanooga		Gifts				100,000		100,000		0		0

		Chattanooga		Total Revenue				148,881,854		155,194,824		6,312,970		4.2

		Chattanooga		Instruction				63,011,428		66,516,644		3,505,216		5.6

		Chattanooga		Research				2,037,068		2,129,881		92,813		4.6

		Chattanooga		Public Service				2,602,427		2,626,075		23,648		0.9

		Chattanooga		Academic Support				12,049,316		12,412,821		363,505		3

		Chattanooga		Student Services				23,468,634		24,191,095		722,461		3.1

		Chattanooga		Institutional Support				11,557,341		12,025,960		468,619		4.1

		Chattanooga		Op/Maint Physical Plant				19,683,673		20,422,813		739,140		3.8

		Chattanooga		Scholarships/Fellowships				12,282,414		12,438,532		156,118		1.3

		Chattanooga		Total Expenditures				146,692,301		152,763,821		6,071,520		4.1

		Chattanooga		Mandatory Transfers				967,115		874,165		-92,950		-9.6

		Chattanooga		Non-Mandatory Transfers				1,155,858		1,490,258		334,400		28.9

		Chattanooga		Total E&G Expenditures & Transfers				148,815,274		155,128,244		6,312,970		23.5

		Chattanooga		Fund Balance Addition/(Reduction)				66,580		66,580		0		-19.2

		Chattanooga		Aux Revenue				14,318,863		14,184,296		-134,567		-0.9

		Chattanooga		Auxiliary Expenditures				10,495,305		10,360,738		-134,567		-1.3

		Chattanooga		Aux Mandatory Transfers				1,803,780		1,803,780		0		0

		Chattanooga		Aux Non-Mandatory Transfers				2,019,778		2,019,778		0		0

		Chattanooga		Aux Total Expenditures & Transfers				14,318,863		14,184,296		-134,567		-0.9

		Chattanooga		Aux Fund Balance Addition/Reductions				0		0		0		Z

		Chattanooga		Total Revenues				163,200,717		169,379,120		6,178,403		3.8

		Chattanooga		Total Expenditures				157,187,606		163,124,559		5,936,953		3.8

		Chattanooga		Total Mandatory Transfers				2,770,895		2,677,945		-92,950		-3.4

		Chattanooga		Total Non Mandatory Transfers				3,175,636		3,510,036		334,400		10.5

		Chattanooga		Total Expenditures & Transfers				163,134,137		169,312,540		6,178,403		3.8

		Chattanooga		Total Fund Balances Additions/Reductions				66,580		66,580		0		0

		Martin		Tuition & Fees				58,715,912		61,178,912		2,463,000		4.2

		Martin		Res Enrollment Fees				46,163,799		48,585,799		2,422,000		5.2

		Martin		Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees				323,000		323,000		0		0

		Martin		Program Service Fees				5,094,400		5,094,400		0		0

		Martin		Other Student Fees				2,012,013		2,053,013		41,000		2

		Martin		Non-Res Other Fees				5,122,700		5,122,700		0		0

		Martin		State Appropriations				28,450,597		30,438,697		1,988,100		7

		Martin		State Appropriations - Maint. & Dev.				27,892,100		29,880,200		1,988,100		7.1

		Martin		State Appropriations - Access & Diversity				558,497		558,497		0		0

		Martin		Grants & Contracts				158,000		158,000		0		0

		Martin		Federal Grants & Contracts				35,000		35,000		0		0

		Martin		State Grants & Contracts				105,000		105,000		0		0

		Martin		Private Grants & Contracts				18,000		18,000		0		0

		Martin		Sales & Service				3,427,102		3,427,102		0		0

		Martin		Sales & Service - Dept Ed				1,257,988		1,257,988		0		0

		Martin		Sales & Service -Organized				442,218		442,218		0		0

		Martin		Sales & Service - Ed Act Ath				1,726,896		1,726,896		0		0

		Martin		Other Sources				638,000		638,000		0		0

		Martin		Other Sources				638,000		638,000		0		0

		Martin		Total Revenue				91,389,611		95,840,711		4,451,100		4.9

		Martin		Instruction				41,765,425		42,280,226		514,801		1.2

		Martin		Research				302,985		311,385		8,400		2.8

		Martin		Public Service				568,628		575,828		7,200		1.3

		Martin		Academic Support				10,738,589		11,416,305		677,716		6.3

		Martin		Student Services				11,477,201		12,418,501		941,300		8.2

		Martin		Institutional Support				5,864,658		6,630,482		765,824		13.1

		Martin		Op/Maint Physical Plant				10,644,964		11,794,323		1,149,359		10.8

		Martin		Scholarships/Fellowships				8,640,964		9,136,964		496,000		5.7

		Martin		Total Expenditures				90,003,414		94,564,014		4,560,600		5.1

		Martin		Mandatory Transfers				626,148		626,148		0		0

		Martin		Non-Mandatory Transfers				760,049		650,549		-109,500		-14.4

		Martin		Total E&G Expenditures & Transfers				91,389,611		95,840,711		4,451,100		-9.3

		Martin		Fund Balance Addition/(Reduction)				0		0		0		14.2

		Martin		Aux Revenue				10,576,940		10,192,740		-384,200		-3.6

		Martin		Auxiliary Expenditures				7,660,369		7,129,369		-531,000		-6.9

		Martin		Aux Mandatory Transfers				2,041,717		2,041,717		0		0

		Martin		Aux Non-Mandatory Transfers				874,854		1,021,654		146,800		16.8

		Martin		Aux Total Expenditures & Transfers				10,576,940		10,192,740		-384,200		-3.6

		Martin		Aux Fund Balance Addition/Reductions				0		0		0		Z

		Martin		Total Revenues				101,966,551		106,033,451		4,066,900		4

		Martin		Total Expenditures				97,663,783		101,693,383		4,029,600		4.1

		Martin		Total Mandatory Transfers				2,667,865		2,667,865		0		0

		Martin		Total Non Mandatory Transfers				1,634,903		1,672,203		37,300		2.3

		Martin		Total Expenditures & Transfers				101,966,551		106,033,451		4,066,900		4

		Martin		Total Fund Balances Additions/Reductions				0		0		0		Z

		Health Science Center		Tuition & Fees				81,950,535		84,640,459		2,689,924		3.3

		Health Science Center		Res Enrollment Fees				60,861,447		62,174,147		1,312,700		2.2

		Health Science Center		Ext Enrollment Tuition & Fees				1,137,945		1,103,569		-34,376		-3

		Health Science Center		Program Service Fees				2,050,050		3,284,550		1,234,500		60.2

		Health Science Center		Other Student Fees				1,446,900		1,446,900		0		0

		Health Science Center		Non-Res Other Fees				16,454,193		16,631,293		177,100		1.1

		Health Science Center		State Appropriations				135,446,283		140,988,821		5,542,538		4.1

		Health Science Center		State Appropriations - Maint. & Dev.				133,911,111		139,453,649		5,542,538		4.1

		Health Science Center		State Appropriations - Access & Diversity				1,535,172		1,535,172		0		0

		Health Science Center		Grants & Contracts				16,694,558		16,865,745		171,187		1

		Health Science Center		Federal Grants & Contracts				9,988,000		10,100,100		112,100		1.1

		Health Science Center		State Grants & Contracts				858,721		890,000		31,279		3.6

		Health Science Center		Local Grants & Contracts				4,155,645		4,155,645		0		0

		Health Science Center		Private Grants & Contracts				1,692,192		1,720,000		27,808		1.6

		Health Science Center		Sales & Service				19,504,899		20,204,135		699,236		3.6

		Health Science Center		Sales & Service - Dept Ed				4,276,225		4,334,164		57,939		1.4

		Health Science Center		Sales & Service -Organized				15,228,674		15,869,971		641,297		4.2

		Health Science Center		Other Sources				2,849,568		2,998,238		148,670		5.2

		Health Science Center		Other Sources				2,739,578		2,888,248		148,670		5.4

		Health Science Center		Gifts				109,990		109,990		0		0

		Health Science Center		Total Revenue				256,445,843		265,697,398		9,251,555		3.6

		Health Science Center		Instruction				133,668,588		138,570,757		4,902,169		3.7

		Health Science Center		Research				8,223,129		10,466,791		2,243,662		27.3

		Health Science Center		Public Service				70,276		70,276		0		0

		Health Science Center		Academic Support				42,234,943		42,648,410		413,467		1

		Health Science Center		Student Services				5,997,760		6,244,485		246,725		4.1

		Health Science Center		Institutional Support				23,394,496		23,817,362		422,866		1.8

		Health Science Center		Op/Maint Physical Plant				26,762,689		27,052,230		289,541		1.1

		Health Science Center		Scholarships/Fellowships				8,923,087		8,923,087		0		0

		Health Science Center		Total Expenditures				249,274,968		257,793,398		8,518,430		3.4

		Health Science Center		Mandatory Transfers				3,200,075		3,393,500		193,425		6

		Health Science Center		Non-Mandatory Transfers				3,970,800		4,510,500		539,700		13.6

		Health Science Center		Total E&G Expenditures & Transfers				256,445,843		265,697,398		9,251,555		23.1

		Health Science Center		Fund Balance Addition/(Reduction)				0		0		0		-19.4

		Health Science Center		Aux Revenue				1,716,980		1,730,338		13,358		0.8

		Health Science Center		Auxiliary Expenditures				1,351,892		1,360,722		8,830		0.7

		Health Science Center		Aux Mandatory Transfers				365,088		370,500		5,412		1.5

		Health Science Center		Aux Total Expenditures & Transfers				1,716,980		1,731,222		14,242		0.8

		Health Science Center		Aux Fund Balance Addition/Reductions				0		-884		-884		Z

		Health Science Center		Total Revenues				258,162,823		267,427,736		9,264,913		3.6

		Health Science Center		Total Expenditures				250,626,860		259,154,120		8,527,260		3.4

		Health Science Center		Total Mandatory Transfers				3,565,163		3,764,000		198,837		5.6

		Health Science Center		Total Non Mandatory Transfers				3,970,800		4,510,500		539,700		13.6

		Health Science Center		Total Expenditures & Transfers				258,162,823		267,428,620		9,265,797		3.6

		Health Science Center		Total Fund Balances Additions/Reductions				0		-884		-884		Z

		Agricultural Units		Tuition & Fees				11,465,726		12,385,308		919,582		8

		Agricultural Units		Res Enrollment Fees				8,612,694		9,250,648		637,954		7.4

		Agricultural Units		Non-Res Other Fees				2,853,032		3,134,660		281,628		9.9

		Agricultural Units		State Appropriations				76,694,564		80,032,064		3,337,500		4.4

		Agricultural Units		State Appropriations - Maint. & Dev.				76,144,600		79,482,100		3,337,500		4.4

		Agricultural Units		State Appropriations - Access & Diversity				549,964		549,964		0		0

		Agricultural Units		Grants & Contracts				4,023,071		4,018,071		-5,000		-0.1

		Agricultural Units		Federal Grants & Contracts				2,565,793		2,560,793		-5,000		-0.2

		Agricultural Units		State Grants & Contracts				743,637		743,637		0		0

		Agricultural Units		Private Grants & Contracts				713,641		713,641		0		0

		Agricultural Units		Sales & Service				22,466,700		23,574,553		1,107,853		4.9

		Agricultural Units		Sales & Service - Dept Ed				14,933,281		16,031,939		1,098,658		7.4

		Agricultural Units		Sales & Service -Organized				7,533,419		7,542,614		9,195		0.1

		Agricultural Units		Other Sources				16,336,107		16,328,486		-7,621		0

		Agricultural Units		Other Sources				524,018		517,096		-6,922		-1.3

		Agricultural Units		Federal Appropriations				15,803,089		15,802,390		-699		0

		Agricultural Units		Endowment Income				9,000		9,000		0		0

		Agricultural Units		Total Revenue				130,986,168		136,338,482		5,352,314		4.1

		Agricultural Units		Instruction				32,233,808		34,813,371		2,579,563		8

		Agricultural Units		Research				38,163,971		39,066,799		902,828		2.4

		Agricultural Units		Public Service				44,481,188		45,406,642		925,454		2.1

		Agricultural Units		Academic Support				7,950,916		7,916,520		-34,396		-0.4

		Agricultural Units		Institutional Support				2,611,640		2,599,599		-12,041		-0.5

		Agricultural Units		Op/Maint Physical Plant				2,830,509		3,238,095		407,586		14.4

		Agricultural Units		Scholarships/Fellowships				39,455		39,455		0		0

		Agricultural Units		Total Expenditures				128,311,487		133,080,481		4,768,994		3.7

		Agricultural Units		Non-Mandatory Transfers				1,703,200		1,818,500		115,300		6.8

		Agricultural Units		Total E&G Expenditures & Transfers				130,014,687		134,898,981		4,884,294		10.5

		Agricultural Units		Fund Balance Addition/(Reduction)				971,481		1,439,501		468,020		-6.4

		Agricultural Units		Total Revenues				130,986,168		136,338,482		5,352,314		4.1

		Agricultural Units		Total Expenditures				128,311,487		133,080,481		4,768,994		3.7

		Agricultural Units		Total Non Mandatory Transfers				1,703,200		1,818,500		115,300		6.8

		Agricultural Units		Total Expenditures & Transfers				130,014,687		134,898,981		4,884,294		3.8

		Agricultural Units		Total Fund Balances Additions/Reductions				971,481		1,439,501		468,020		48.2

		Public Service Units		State Appropriations				10,329,887		11,033,687		703,800		6.8

		Public Service Units		State Appropriations - Maint. & Dev.				10,312,000		11,015,800		703,800		6.8

		Public Service Units		State Appropriations - Access & Diversity				17,887		17,887		0		0

		Public Service Units		Grants & Contracts				219,397		184,042		-35,355		-16.1

		Public Service Units		Federal Grants & Contracts				100,000		100,000		0		0

		Public Service Units		State Grants & Contracts				119,397		84,042		-35,355		-29.6

		Public Service Units		Other Sources				7,229,853		7,598,916		369,063		5.1

		Public Service Units		Other Sources				1,135,208		1,407,959		272,751		24

		Public Service Units		Local Appropriations				6,094,645		6,190,957		96,312		1.6

		Public Service Units		Total Revenue				17,779,137		18,816,645		1,037,508		5.8

		Public Service Units		Public Service				15,422,217		17,242,519		1,820,302		11.8

		Public Service Units		Academic Support				277,673		267,153		-10,520		-3.8

		Public Service Units		Institutional Support				772,442		935,651		163,209		21.1

		Public Service Units		Total Expenditures				16,472,332		18,445,323		1,972,991		12

		Public Service Units		Non-Mandatory Transfers				1,408,526		580,507		-828,019		-58.8

		Public Service Units		Total E&G Expenditures & Transfers				17,880,858		19,025,830		1,144,972		-46.8

		Public Service Units		Fund Balance Addition/(Reduction)				-101,721		-209,185		-107,464		52.6

		Public Service Units		Total Revenues				17,779,137		18,816,645		1,037,508		5.8

		Public Service Units		Total Expenditures				16,472,332		18,445,323		1,972,991		12

		Public Service Units		Total Non Mandatory Transfers				1,408,526		580,507		-828,019		-58.8

		Public Service Units		Total Expenditures & Transfers				17,880,858		19,025,830		1,144,972		6.4

		Public Service Units		Total Fund Balances Additions/Reductions				-101,721		-209,185		-107,464		-105.6

		University-Wide Administration		State Appropriations				4,937,717		5,263,217		325,500		6.6

		University-Wide Administration		State Appropriations - Maint. & Dev.				4,859,900		5,185,400		325,500		6.7

		University-Wide Administration		State Appropriations - Access & Diversity				77,817		77,817		0		0

		University-Wide Administration		Other Sources				17,666,635		17,666,635		0		0

		University-Wide Administration		Other Sources				17,332,153		17,332,153		0		0

		University-Wide Administration		Endowment Income				334,482		334,482		0		0

		University-Wide Administration		Total Revenue				22,604,352		22,929,852		325,500		1.4

		University-Wide Administration		Research				250,000		250,000		0		0

		University-Wide Administration		Institutional Support				47,475,380		50,392,494		2,917,114		6.1

		University-Wide Administration		Total Expenditures				47,725,380		50,642,494		2,917,114		6.1

		University-Wide Administration		Mandatory Transfers				135,000		135,000		0		0

		University-Wide Administration		Non-Mandatory Transfers				-25,256,028		-27,847,642		-2,591,614		-10.3

		University-Wide Administration		Total E&G Expenditures & Transfers				22,604,352		22,929,852		325,500		-4.1

		University-Wide Administration		Fund Balance Addition/(Reduction)				0		0		0		5.6

		University-Wide Administration		Total Revenues				22,604,352		22,929,852		325,500		1.4

		University-Wide Administration		Total Expenditures				47,725,380		50,642,494		2,917,114		6.1

		University-Wide Administration		Total Mandatory Transfers				135,000		135,000		0		0

		University-Wide Administration		Total Non Mandatory Transfers				-25,256,028		-27,847,642		-2,591,614		-10.3

		University-Wide Administration		Total Expenditures & Transfers				22,604,352		22,929,852		325,500		1.4

		University-Wide Administration		Total Fund Balances Additions/Reductions				0		0		0		Z
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Company / Industry Overview
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About Enterprise Holdings

$17.8 billion

in annual revenue



83,000

employees



1.7 million

vehicles



8,600

fully staffed neighborhood and airport locations



One of America’s Largest Private Companies

according to Forbes



Only U.S. 

investment-grade

car rental company
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more than

countries and territories









Enterprise Ranks Highest

Enterprise Rent-A-Car ranked “Highest in Rental Car Customer Satisfaction” in the J.D. Power 2015 Rental Car Satisfaction Study

Surveyed leisure and business travelers who rented vehicles at North American airports

“We know how hard our employees work every day to put customers first. We also know that listening to feedback – positive as well as negative – is the key to long-term success. So we not only are honored by this recognition, but also grateful for the continued trust and confidence of our customers, clients and partners.”

~ Pam Nicholson, CEO and president of Enterprise Holdings

Enterprise received the highest numerical score among rental car companies in the proprietary J.D. Power 2014 North American Rental Car Satisfaction StudySM. Study based on 12,308 responses measuring 8 companies and measures opinions of business and leisure travelers who rented a vehicle at an airport location. Proprietary study results are based on experiences and perceptions of surveyed in September 2013 - August 2014. Your experiences may vary. Visit jdpower.com.









http://www.enterpriseholdings.com/press-room/enterprise-rent-a-car-ranks-highest-in-jd-power-2014-rental-car-satisfaction-study.html 



ENTERPRISE RENT-A-CAR RANKS HIGHEST IN J.D. POWER 2014 RENTAL CAR SATISFACTION STUDY

Enterprise, National and Alamo Brands All Above Industry Average

ST. LOUIS, Mo. (Nov. 11, 2014) – Enterprise Rent-A-Car is the highest-ranked car rental brand in the J.D. Power 2014 North American Rental Car Satisfaction StudySM . The Enterprise brand received the highest score for the ninth time in the past eleven years, and excelled in all six factors: costs and fees; pick-up process; rental car; return process; reservation process; and shuttle bus/van.

Enterprise Rent-A-Car is owned by Enterprise Holdings, the largest car rental company in the world. Enterprise Holdings also operates the National Car Rental andAlamo Rent A Car brands. National ranked second in the annual study, followed by Alamo (tied for third) – with all three brands once again finishing above the industry average.

The annual 2014 study surveyed leisure and business travelers who rented vehicles at North American airports. “We know how hard our employees work every day to put customers first,” said Pam Nicholson, Chief Executive Officer and President of Enterprise Holdings. “We also know that listening to feedback –positive as well as negative – is the key to long-term success. So we not only are honored by today’s recognition, but also grateful for the continued trust and confidence of our customers, clients and partners.”

Both the Enterprise Rent-A-Car and National Car Rental brands were recognized earlier this year as J.D. Power Customer Champions. Five factors – people, presentation, process, product and price – were examined, with feedback, opinions and perceptions primarily gathered from J.D. Power’s syndicated research in 2013. Only 50 brands total earned this distinction, and Enterprise and National were the only two car rental brands to be recognized as Customer Champions.

“Today’s car rental marketplace is highly competitive,” Nicholson stated, “so our portfolio of brands is specifically designed to meet the diverse needs of car rental customers across the board, from cost-conscious families to road warriors to leisure travelers. Recognition like this from J.D. Power tells us that our customer-focused strategy is making a difference in the car rental and travel industries.”

In fact, when an Enterprise Holdings executive delivered this spring’s Car Rental Show keynote address, he reiterated the significance of customer relationships: “The car rental industry meets people’s very real, important and urgent needs. … Our world will continue to change: innovation will drive growth, technology will drive growth and customer preferences will drive growth. Whether we, as individual companies or an industry, succeed or fail will come down to one simple thing – how we deal with each customer.”
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Customer Service

Best 

Rental Car 

Company

Best

Rental Car Overall

Best 

Car Rental Company

in North America





Best

Rental Car Company Loyalty Program



Best 

Car Rental Company

in the World

6



Best 

Rental Car 

Company







National was selected “Best Rental Car Company Overall” and “Best Rental Car Company Loyalty Program” as part of the Executive Travel magazine’s 2013 Leading Edge Awards.

 

National was named the “Best Car Rental Company in North America” at the 26th Annual “Best in Business Travel” Awards by Business Traveler magazine.

 

Global Traveler 2013 GT Tested Awards Survey named  National the “Best Car Rental Company”.

 

Premier Traveler named National “Best Car Rental Company in the World” for the Best of 2014.

 

Enterprise was named “Most Admired Car Rental Company” for 2014 in The Beat Readers’ Choice Awards.  This is the 5th consecutive year for this honor.  



The 2015 Travel + Leisure “World’s Best Awards” ranked National No. 1 in the “Car Rental Agencies” category, followed by Enterprise and Alamo, respectively.
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Emerald Club Loyalty Program
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Emerald Club



                 Membership     Annual        Annual                            Benefits

			Level          Rentals        Rental 

					                        Days







Emerald Aisle: 3 Easy Steps

2.

Bypass the Counter

3.

Choose any Car

1.

Reserve and Pay for a Midsize Car

9

http://www.emeraldaisle.com/main/home/iataNumber/NC002328/affiliateRes/Y 







Reserve a Midsize

Always reserve a midsize car to begin your Emerald Aisle experience



Bypass the Counter

Go straight to the Emerald Aisle; the keys are in the cars



Choose Any Car

Any size, color, make or model on the Emerald Aisle is yours at the reserved midsize rate
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Emerald Club Lot Design

This is an example for illustration purposes; not all lots will look the same. 
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National Car Rental App

Single point of contact to manage rentals from reservation to return. Features allow you to:

Make, modify and cancel reservations

Track, extend itineraries

Drop& Go Receipts 

(Sign up for this in your profile)

Manage profile 

Map pickup and drop off locations

View Emerald Club 
membership card

Redeem Free Rental Days

Access roadside assistance and 
customer service

Take advantage of Virtual 
Aisle at select locations

11
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National continues to differentiate itself by carefully researching and integrating the important tools and on-the-go utility essential to today’s business travelers. Its primary goal is to focus on making business travelers more efficient when they’re on the road, offering speed, choice and control.



State of Tennessee Agreement
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For rentals commencing in Manhattan all day Friday through 12:59pm Sunday and for rentals commencing at JFK and LaGuardia Airports between the hours of 1:00pm Friday through 12:59pm Sunday, current published rates, less a discount will apply.

				through 12:59pm Sunday, current published rates, less a 				discount will apply.	











How to Reserve a Vehicle

Reservations



The State of  University of Tennessee has a specialized website for all car rental needs (copy and paste this into your web browser):



http://www.enterprise.com/car_rental/deeplinkmap.do?bid=028&refId=UNITENN 
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Total Transportation SolutionSM

Car Sharing

Truck Rental

Vanpooling (Rideshare)

Fleet Management

Car Sales











15











Enterprise Commercial Truck

Rate plan is for illustration and subject to change. Final rates, terms and conditions are defined in rental agreements.

This document is proprietary and confidential.

June 1, 2016





















24’ – 26’ Box Trucks

20’ – 24’ Stakebeds

16’ Box Trucks

Parcel Vans

12’ – 16’ Stakebeds

¾ Ton Pickup Trucks

Cargo Vans

Compact Cargo Vans

High Roof Vans







Q & A
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STATE OF TENNESSEE

PROGRAM SUMMARY

»DAILY RATES: U.S./PUERTO RICO/DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA/CANADA

CONTRACT ID: XZ56187

SIPP Class Hourly Daily Weekly Monthly l

Code Rate Rate Rate Rate i <
CCAR Compact $5.40 26.58 147.89 513.26 % <
ICAR Intermediate $6.10 28.44 $156.97 548.54 ; 4
FCAR Full Size $6.45 29.38 $174.61 575.54 X 3 8
MVAR Minivan $10.70 45.46 $245.54 918.60 4
IFAR/SFAR | Midsize/Standard SUV | $10.60 44.47 $255.88 916.64 X 2
FFAR Large Sport Utility $16.30 68.77 $348.85 $1331.94 Sy
FVAR 12/15 Passenger $17.77 71.94 $427.57 $1389.73 ! :
SPAR /2 Ton Pick-up Truck $8.85 39.48 $210.39 848.49
PPAR /2 Ton Pick-up Truck $8.50 36.52 $219.30 873.39
OQAR %a Ton Pick-up Truck $18.24 48.46 $220.00 800.00
DBOX 16" Box Tk w/ Ramp $19.48 71.09 $306.84 $1132.92
DBOX 16" Box Tk w/ Lift $19.48 71.36 $313.92 $1132.92
GBOX 24" Box Tk w/ Lift $19.48 76.27 $435.89 $1403.95
RKAR % Ton Cargo Van $16.88 38.96 $193.67 756.94

> TERMS & CONDITIONS: U.S./PUERTO RICO/DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
One-Way Surcharges: Will be the Daily Rate plus $0.40/mile.
Hourly Rate: Only apply after vehicle has been rented for one full rental day.
Youthful Driver Surcharge: National/Enterprise agrees to waive the youthful driver surcharge for Eligible Renters who are eighteen (18)

years old for Business Use pursuant to this Agreement.

Low Fuel Charge: Any vehicle returned short on fuel is charged $0.25/gallon above pump price.
Mileage Charges: Unlimited Miles on all vehicle classes
Commercial Trucks: No city surcharges are assessed at these locations

> GEOGRAPHIC SURCHARGES: U.S./PUERTO RICO/DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA/

$3  Indianapolis, St. Louis,
Baltimore, Chicago, Los Angeles, Philadelphia, Detroit, Dallas, Houston, Atlanta, Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco, San Jose,
John Wayne (Santa Ana), Syracuse, New Orleans, Oakland, Pittsburgh, Portland, Juneau International Airport, Kahului, Kailua,

$5 Kansas City, Lihue, Long Beach, LAX, Midland, Milwaukee, Minneapolis/St Paul International, Denver, Detroit Metropolitan Airport,
Fairbanks International Airport, Hartford, Hilo, Honolulu, Houston Hobby, Houston George Bush Intercontinental, Billings, Boston,
Buffalo, Burbank, Colorado Springs, Dallas Forth Worth (DFW), Dallas Love Field, Augusta, GA, Augusta, ME, Austin, Worchester,
Allentown, PA

$8  Chicago Midway, Chicago O'Hare, Washington National Airport, Washington Dulles

$10  Anchorage International, Aspen, Islip, State of Arkansas

$14  Westchester, Rochester, NY,Newburgh, NY, Albany, NY

$19

NY/NJ/CT Metro Area; LaGuardia (LGA); Kennedy (JFK);
Newark (EWR); Manhattan

For rentals commencing in Manhattan all day Friday
through 12:59pm Sunday and for rentals commencing
at JFK and LaGuardia Airports between the hours of
1:00pm Friday through 12:59pm Sunday, current
published rates, less a discount will apply.

TNational Brand locations outside of National's top 100 locations may impose a surcharge up to $6/day in addition to rates and other
applicable surcharges.

» DRIVER PROTECTION PRODUCTS: U.S./PUERTO RICO/DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

DW: Is included in the rate for business use rentals
Liability: $1MM CSL is included in the rate for business use rental

Best Rate: The best rate is automatically extended to the customer with no loss of contract risk benefits on the National Brand ONLY. All
Agreement terms and conditions will follow the best rate.
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2016 Variable Comp Goals - President.xlsx
Sheet1

				2015-16 Performance-Based Variable Compensation Plan

				President



				Performance Metric		Goal		Weight		Maximum Potential $-Value

				Fall UG Headcount		38,650		4.1%		$5,000

				Fall Grad/Prof Headcount		10,517		4.1%		$5,000

				UG Out-of-State < 25%		11.2%		1.4%		$1,667

				Graduation Rates		58.4%		4.1%		$5,000

				Freshman Retention		81.6%		4.1%		$5,000

				Degrees Awarded		11,932		4.1%		$5,000

				Research/Sponsored Projects		$443,200,000		4.1%		$5,000

				NSF Research		$326,700,000		4.1%		$5,000

				Research Awards		$335,200,000		4.1%		$5,000

				Inventions/Disclosures		139		2.7%		$3,333

				Outreach Participants & Engagement Activities		4,704,058		2.7%		$3,333

				Funding-per-Student Relative to Peers		75.0%		4.1%		$5,000

				UG Tuition Increase </= HEPI		2.2%		4.1%		$5,000

				Gifts, Pledges, Bequests		$222,170,000		4.1%		$5,000

				Salary Gap		$71,060,000		4.1%		$5,000

				Deferred Maintenance		$12,500,000		4.1%		$5,000

				Program Realignment		Met/Partial/Not Met		1.8%		$2,222

				Program Consolidation Analysis/Plan		Met/Partial/Not Met		1.8%		$2,222

				Tenure & Post-Tenure Review		Met/Partial/Not Met		1.8%		$2,222

				Review Cost-Sharing		Met/Partial/Not Met		1.8%		$2,222

				2-Year Reallocation Plan		Met/Partial/Not Met		1.8%		$2,222

				Executive Grad Program Tuition		Met/Partial/Not Met		1.8%		$2,222

				Review Out-of-State Tuition		Met/Partial/Not Met		1.8%		$2,222

				Workforce Development		Met/Partial/Not Met		1.8%		$2,222

				Tuition Structure Review		Met/Partial/Not Met		1.8%		$2,222

				Review Non-Formula Fee Structure		Met/Partial/Not Met		1.8%		$2,222

				Study Unfunded Waivers/Discounts		Met/Partial/Not Met		1.8%		$2,222

				Advocacy and Leadership		Met/Partial/Not Met		20.0%		$24,445

								100.0%		$122,225
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Market Gap Analysis.pdf
THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE

Market Analysis
Market Gap Progress to Date

Original Sibson 2015 Gap
UTK/UTSI $83,326,000 $41,020,000
V) (N 10,400,000 7,551,691
UWA 4,270,000 2,928,366
HSC *55,510,000 *5,003,309
UTIA 19,520,000 19,100,320
Martin 8,540,000 6,236,828
IPS 2,196,000 1,759,240
Total $183,762,000 $83,599,754

* In FY15, UTK and UTHSC commissioned updates to their salary studies. Sibson used more detailed and improved methodologies, which included different
participant {comparison) groups, survey sources, compensation data and percent of faculty that were benchmarked. The revised FY15 studies are a more
accurate reflection of the salary gap. The FY15 salary gap for the UT System and UTHSC should not be compared to the original study.
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Market Salary Gaps (17-may-16).pdf
Executive and Compensation Committee - Proposal for a Performance-Based Variable Compensation Plan for University Officers

FY2015-16 Quantitative Goals Under the Variable Compensation Plan for University Officers

Red are BAG metrics
Strategic Plan metrics

Base Yr Goal Weight  (Normal, Intermediate, High) All data subject to final audit
(16 / 18) Reduce faculty and staff salary X
: FY15 FY 16 Goal | % Decr| Weight FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
gap with peers
(S in millions)
UT System NA $183.762 NA $149.064 $153.016
UT System (new methodology)* $83.600 $71.06 15.0%| High $83.600
UTK NA $83.333 NA $58.316 $59.000
UTK (new methodology)* $41.020 $34.87 15.0% High $41.020
uTC $7.552 $6.42 15.0%| High NA $10.400 NA $7.300 $7.600 $7.552
UTM $6.237 $5.30 15.0% High NA $8.540 NA $7.808 $8.274 $6.237
UTHSC High NA $55.510 NA $52.338 $53.908
UTHSC (new methodology)* $5.003 $4.25 15.0%| High $5.003
UTIA $19.100 $16.24 | 15.0%| High NA $19.520 NA $18.544]  $19.100|  $19.100

*In FY15, UTK and UTHSC commissioned updates to their salary studies. They used more detailed and improved methodologies which included different participant (comparison)
groups, survey sources, compensation data, and percent of faculty that were benchmarked. The revised FY15 studies are a more accurate reflection of the salary gap. The FY15 salary
gap for UTHSC and Total should not be compared to the original study.

(17) Deferred Maintenance
Expenditures (Develop 2-yr o .
allocation/reallocation plan based upon | Xncr [ Weight FY10 Fil Fy12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
$25m deferred maintenance)
* (System = $25.0) High
* (UTK/UTSI = $15.75) $15.75 High
* (UTC=$2.5m) $2.50 High
* (UTM = $2.0m) $2.00 High
* (UTHSC = $3.75m) $3.75 High
* (UTIA = $1.0m) $1.00 High
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FY2017 Proposed Budget System Charge (4-may-16).pdf
FY 2017 PROPOSED SYSTEM CHARGE

A B C D E F G H |
A*B 25% cap C+D current E-F (G/F)*100 (A/F)*100
A‘éi:feg:dﬁ‘:r':s"t FY2017Base  pnon.  FY 2017 Net FY2016 Net Change as %
FY2013 thru FY2017 System Recurring ~ System System of Total

Campuses and Institutes FY2015 Asessment Rate Charge Phase-In* Charge* Charge* $ Change % Change Expenditures
Knoxville/Tullahoma 933,284,950 0.91% 8,503,300 0 8,503,300 7,781,500 721,800 9.3% 0.1%
Chattanooga 200,784,692 0.91% 1,829,400 0 1,829,400 1,660,400 169,000 10.2% 0.1%
Martin 128,683,421 0.91% 1,172,400 0 1,172,400 1,103,500 68,900 6.2% 0.1%
Health Science Center 455,844,016 0.91% 4,153,300 (228,800) 3,924,500 3,399,000 525,500 15.5% 0.1%
Agriculture 163,740,458 0.91% 1,491,700 (174,300) 1,317,400 1,145,000 172,400 15.1% 0.1%
Public Service 20,801,949 0.91% 189,600  (22,000) 167,600 150,500 17,100 11.4% 0.1%
TOTAL 1,903,139,487 0.91% 17,339,700 (425,100) 16,914,600 15,239,900 1,674,700 11.0% 0.1%
Budget Entities:
Knoxville 921,508,541 0.91% 8,395,900 8,395,900 7,680,400 715,500 9.3% 0.1%
Space Institute 11,776,409 0.91% 107,400 107,400 101,100 6,300 6.2% 0.1%
Chattanooga 200,784,692 0.91% 1,829,400 1,829,400 1,660,400 169,000 10.2% 0.1%
Martin 128,683,421 0.91% 1,172,400 1,172,400 1,103,500 68,900 6.2% 0.1%
Memphis-Specialized Units 360,541,092 0.91% 3,284,900 3,284,900 2,875,300 409,600 14.2% 0.1%
Clinical ED Center-Knoxville 35,785,434 0.91% 326,000 (115,000) 211,000 168,800 42,200 25.0% 0.1%
Clinical ED Center-Chattanooga 31,423,570 0.91% 286,300 (75,300) 211,000 168,800 42,200 25.0% 0.1%
Memorial Research Center 5,437,132 0.91% 49,600 49,600 51,600 (2,000) -3.9% 0.0%
Agricultural Experiment Station 57,826,522 0.91% 526,900 526,900 493,900 33,000 6.7% 0.1%
Tennessee Extension 60,615,942 0.91% 552,100 (174,300) 377,800 302,300 75,500 25.0% 0.1%
Institute for Public Service 9,650,823 0.91% 88,000 88,000 86,700 1,300 1.5% 0.0%
Municipal Tech Advisory Service 6,164,365 0.91% 56,200 (12,900) 43,300 34,700 8,600 24.8% 0.1%
County Tech Assistance Service 4,986,761 0.91% 45,400 (9,100) 36,300 29,100 7,200 24.7% 0.1%
College of Veterinary Medicine 45,297,995 0.91% 412,700 412,700 348,800 63,900 18.3% 0.1%
Family Practice-Knoxville 9,373,677 0.91% 85,400 (30,200) 55,200 44,200 11,000 24.9% 0.1%
Family Practice-Jackson 7,470,193 0.91% 68,100 (3,600) 64,500 51,600 12,900 25.0% 0.2%
Family Practice-Memphis 5,812,918 0.91% 53,000 (4,700) 48,300 38,700 9,600 24.8% 0.2%

1,903,139,487 0.91% 17,339,700 (425,100) 16,914,600 15,239,900 1,674,700 11.0% 0.1%

*Non-Recurring Phase-In funding limits annual net System Charge increases to 25% or less.

FY2016 Assessment Rate 0.86%
+Variable Comp Plan ($165,000/$1,903,139,487) 0.01%
+Taleo ($185,762/51,903,139,487) 0.01%
+UTSA 3% Salary Pool (5679,400/$1,903,139,487) 0.04%

FY2017 Assessment Rate 0.91%





UTSA FY 2017 Budget Increase Summary

New Funding & Reallocations

State Appropriations 325,500
System Charge 1,674,700
UTRF Charge 41,200
Total New Funding 2,041,400
Reallocations 1,465,511
Available Funds 3,506,911
New Expenditures
Insurance & 401k match 167,600
Salary Plan 878,500
TALEO 185,762
Elected Office Variable Compensation 165,000
Presidential Projects/Initiatives 200,000
LMS support (1 FTE) 91,000
DC Consultant 80,000
Contract position (Casey Carrigan) 55,341
Archibus license 15,000
Career ladders, reclassifications, promotions 371,293
Evisions License & Staff 598,021
Custom Applications (2 FTE) 167,512
IRIS Business Analysts (2 FTE) 146,300
Capital Projects "succession planning" FTE 105,000
Treasurer's Office "succession planning" FTE 105,000
HR Executive Recruiter 105,000
Additional IT Audit opg funds 25,000
President's Awards 20,000
Miscellaneous 25,582
Total New Expenditures 3,506,911






List of Potential UTSA Budget Additions Over the Next Two or Three Years
Includes known commitments plus items in the discussion phase

Total Recurring Non-recurring
New Exec VP office (2 FTE + opg) 610,000 575,000 35,000
Variable comp for 2 more elected officers 90,000 90,000
Compliance function (discussed in Audit Committee) 135,000 135,000
HANA implementation 920,000 170,000 750,000
New BOT subcommittee meetings 15,000 15,000
Bl software 32,000 32,000
UTRF - replace non-recurring funds 635,000 635,000
Fiori implementation (non-rec) 100,000 100,000
Concur (could be higher) 333,000 333,000
Online performance review (non-rec) 50,000 50,000
Archiving (non-rec) 50,000 50,000
Career ladders/promotions (needed each year) 200,000 200,000
Salary market gaps (Year 1 of 5) 250,000 250,000
Upgrade General Counsel legal secretaries 40,000 40,000
More ABAP programming 240,000 120,000 120,000
Bl reporting analyst (1 FTE) 100,000 100,000
Compensation management support 70,000 70,000
Leadership Institute 75,000 75,000
TOTAL 3,945,000 2,840,000 1,105,000
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PROPOSAL TO ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF BENEFIT CHANGES
DUE TO THE REVISIONS TO THE FLSA OVERTIME REGULATIONS

As of April 18, 2016, 1,535 employees at the University whose salaries do not meet the proposed
threshold are currently classified as exempt; as a result, they will be reclassified as non-exempt. This
adjustment will impact the affected employees in several ways. One key area is benefits, particularly
regarding the allocation of annual leave.’

The following proposal was developed based upon input from the HROs and CBOs:

¢ Accrual Rate
On the first day of the month following the implementation of the new regulations, the

University will adjust the accrual rates for affected employees based on their years of
service using the same accrual scheme currently in place for non-exempt employees. As
a result, all non-exempt employees will accrue annual leave identically. This proposal
will reduce annual leave accrual rates for all affected employees with less than 21 years

of service.

* Maximum Carry-Over

The affected employees will also experience a reduction in their maximum annual leave
balance, and many of them will have leave balances that exceed their new limit. To
provide these employees an opportunity to use the excess hours, the maximum annual
leave balance will go into effect on December 31, 2017. This will provide employees
with excess annual leave hours 12-16 months to use the excess hours. On December 31,
2017, affected employees with hours exceeding the maximum limit will have the excess
hours converted to sick leave (the same as it currently does today).

Employees approved through the exemption process will retroactively be changed back
to exempt status if the approval is within ninety days.

' Eligible exempt full-time employees accrue two days per month of annual leave from the date of hire
(eligible part-time employees accrue based on their percent of effort); and can maintain carry-over up
to 336 hours (42 days) from year-to-year. Non-exempt employees’ annual leave accruals and the
maximum carry-over permitted is based on their years of service:

0 -5 YEARS 8 HOURS/MONTH 240 HOURS MAXIMUM
6 — 10 YEARS 12 HOURS/MONTH 288 HOURS MAXIMUM
11 — 20 YEARS 14 HOURS/MONTH 312 HOURS MAXIMUM

More than 21 YEARS 16 HOURS/MONTH 336 HOURS MAXIMUM





A. Contents of the Exception to Retain Exemption Memorandum. The memorandum
should:

1. Fully explain the rationale for why an increase to the minimum threshold for
exemption is necessary. Explain the financial, organizational, and/or other

circumstances affecting the decision.
— How will the increase in salary be funded?

2. Fully explain why the position(s) and/or employee(s) have been selected to
retain exemption and the rationale for not increasing the salaries of similarly
situated employees.* The memo should include:

e The department or area affected
¢ The function of the unit
¢ The rationale for retaining exemption
o Who and why
o Why not others?
¢ Job title of affected employee(s)
s Position number of affected employee(s)

e Affected employees’ salaries
e The total cost for increasing salary to the new threshold by employee

*This needs to be especially clear where some employees, but not others of
comparable title or salary, are selected to retain exemption.

B. Required Approvals

1. The department should not circulate the memo until the entity HR Officer, Chief
Business Officer and Office of General Counsel (OGC} have approved. However, the unit
head or primary decision-maker {i.e., dean or department head) should sign the

memorandum before submitting it to HR.

The review by HR, Finance and OGC will include an evaluation of the rationale for granting an
increase, evaluation of the selection of empioyees to be increased, a review of the demographic
data and the impact on similarly situated employees. Should the proposal be approved, the
requestor(s) will be notified. Should the proposal not be approved, the rationale for the
decision will be shared with the requestors. In either case, HR will meet with the requestors to
assist them in processing the change or explaining the decision to deny. Final appeals will go to
the President (system}, Chancellor or Vice President.





2. Required signatures:
a. Division Head {Chancelfor/Vice Chancellor/Vice President/Dean)
b. Human Resources Officer (HRO)
c. Chief Business Officer (CBO}
d. Office of General Counsel (OGC} — upon approval

3. Optional signatures:
a. The primary decision-maker may wish to include his or her signature

b. The unit head, CBO or chancellor/vice president may require additional signatures,





Titling

HRO RECOMMENDATIONS

*About 90 titles will have both exempt and non-exempt employees after
implementation. (This may change due to the published rules.)

*HROs recommend creating a non-exempt version of titles for affected employees.

*The new title would use the existing title: The non-exempt title would be identified by
having an “-n” to designate the non-exempt status.

*The current exempt version will not be affected,

The changes will be made using an Excel spreadsheet. HR will be responsible to effect

the changes.

*HR will also be responsible for processing the personnel change forms ensuring the
affected employees are correctly classified and titled.

*These changes will be effective December 1, 2016.





HRO RECOMMENDATIONS

Paygrades
*Currently certain paygrades are designated as either a non-exempt or an exempt
paygrade. There is an overlap with the non-exempt and exempt paygrades: 30— 40 are
non-exempt; 37 — 53 are exempt.

*HROs recommend eliminating the artificial designation of exempt and non-exempt
paygrades. This provision was implemented when the current classification system was

installed.

*Propose keeping the current paygrade for the affected employees. This will mean
there will be non-exempt employees in the paygrades that previously were only used

for exempt positions.

*Unaffected employees will remain in their current paygrade; no adjustment will be

required.

*For affected employees who may be transitioned back to an exempt status, only a
salary adjustment will be required.





UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Overtime Final Rule and Higher Education

Higher Education Sector: Higher educationis a
complex and important sector in our economy and
civil society. It includes a large variety of institutions:
public and private schools; community colleges, four-
year colleges, and large research institutions; and smalf
campuses of only a few hundred students and faculty
and large campuses of thousands of people.

Overtime Final Rule: The Department of Labor’s

final overtime rule updates the salary level required

for the executive, administrative, and professional
("white collar”) exemption to ensure that the Fair Labor
Standards Act’s (FLSA) intended overtime protections
are fully implemented, and it provides greater clarity for
workers and employers, including for higher education
institutions. The final rule will also lead to better
work-life balance for many workers, and it can benefit
employers by increasing productivity and reducing
turnover.

The final rule updates the salary threshold under which
most white collar workers are entitled to overtime
compensation to equal the 40th percentile of weekly
earnings of full-time salaried workers in the lowest
wage Census region, currently the South. The final

rule will raise the salary threshold from $455 a week
(523,660 for a full-year worker) to $913 a week (547,476
for a full-year worker) effective December 1, 2016.

FLSA Includes Several Provisions that Limit Its
Impact for Higher Ed: Although employees at higher
education institutions are generally covered by the
FLSA's minimum wage and overtime provisions,
several provisions apply to many personnel at these
institutions that make them ineligible for overtime and
unaffected by this rule, regardless of whether they earn
above the new salary threshold or not:

- Bona fide teachers: Teachers are not subject to the
salary level requirement for the white collar exemp-
tion. Teachers are exempt if their primary duty is
teaching, tutoring, instructing, or fecturing. Teachers
include professors, adjunct instructors, and teachers

of skilled and semi-skilled trades and occupations,

« Coaches: Athletic coaches and assistant coaches
may fall under the exemption if their primary duty
is teaching, which may include instructing athletes
in how to perform their sport. If, however, their
duties primarily include recruiting athletes or doing
manual labor, they are not considered teachers. A
coach could primarily be responsible for instruct-
ing athletes but also spend some time recruiting or
doing manual labor and still be considered ineligible
for overtime.

» Graduate and undergraduate students: Generally, the
Department views graduate and undergraduate stu-
dents who are engaged in research under a faculty
member’s supervision in the course of obtaining a
degree to be in an educational relationship and not
an employment relationship with the school or with
a grantor. As such, the Department will not assert
such workers are entitled to overtime. Graduate
students whose primary duty is teaching or serving
as a teaching assistant fall under the FLSA's teaching
exemption. Students who are participants in a bona
fide educational program and who serve as resident
advisors in exchange for reduced room and board
charges or tuition credit similarly are not consid-
ered to be in an employment relationship with the
institution. '

- Academic administrative personnel: The adminis-
trative personnel that help run higher education
institutions and interact with students outside the
classroom, such as department heads, academic
counselors and advisors, intervention specialists
and others with similar responsibilities are subject
to a special salary threshold that does not apply to
white-collar employees outside of higher educa-
tion. These employees are not entitled to overtime
compensation if they are paid at least as much as the
entrance salary for teachers at their institution.

Public Higher Education Institutions May Utilize
Provisions for State and Local Employees: Employees
of public higher education institutions may also be
public sector employees for whom specific provisions





in the FLSA will further limit the impact of the final
rule, Specifically, public institutions may be able to use
compensatory {"comp”) time as an option to satisfy
their obligation to provide overtime compensation.

Comp time: Pursuant to an agreement with employees
or their representatives, state or local government
agencies, including higher education institutions
whose employees are treated as state employees under
state law, may provide their employees with comp
time instead of cash payment for overtime hours. Any
comp time arrangement must be established pursuant
to the applicable provisions of a collective bargaining
agreement, memorandum of understanding, any
other agreement between the public agency and
representatives of overtime-protected employees, or
an agreement or understanding arrived at between the
empiloyer and employee before the performance of the
work. This agreement may be evidenced by a notice

to the employee that comp time will be given in lieu

of overtime pay (for example, providing the employee
a copy of the personnel regulations). The comp-

time must be provided at a rate of one-and-one-half
hours for each overtime hour worked, instead of cash
overtime pay. For example, for most state government
employees, if they work 44 hours in one workweek (4
hours of overtime), they would be entitled to 6 hours
(1.5 times 4) of comp time. When used, the comp time
is paid at the regular rate of pay.

Most state and local government employees may
accrue up to 240 hours of comp time. Employees
engaged in seasonal activities (such as admissions
counselors) may accrue up to 480 hours of comp time,
An employee must be permitted to use comp time

on the date requested unless doing so would “unduly
disrupt”the operations of the agency.

Higher Ed Impact Is Limited by Other Rules and
Exemptions: Many employees of higher-education
institutions will not be affected by the rule, even if they
do not qualify for the special rules for teachers:

» Hourly workers: The new threshold has no impact
on the pay of workers paid hourly. Generally, hourly
workers are entitled to overtime regardless of how
much they make if they work more than 40 hours -
nothing in the new rule changes that.

« Workers with reqular workweeks of 40 or fewer hours:
To the extent that many salaried white-collar
employees at higher-education institutions have office
jobs where they work no more than 40 hours, the
changes to the overtime rules will have no effect on
their pay.

« Workers who fail the duties test. Salaried workers who
do not primarily perform executive, administrative, or
professional duties are not eligible for the white collar
overtime exemption and therefore are not affected
by the final rule. Those employees already should be
getting paid overtime for any hours they work over 40
in one week.

« Highly compensated workers: White collar workers
who fail the standard duties test but are “highly
compensated"—earn more than $134,004 in a
year—are almost all ineligible for overtime under the
highly compensated employee exemption, which has
a minimal duties test. This exemption would cover
some high-level managers at institutions of higher
education. (You can see more information on HCE
duties in WHD Fact Sheet #17H)

A Limited Number of Higher Education Workers
Will Be Affected: The overtime rule will impact limited
groups of workers at higher-education institutions,

including:

« Postdoctoral researchers:

o Sciences: Postdoctoral researchers in the sciences
who engage only in research activities and do not
teach are not covered by the teaching exemption.
These employees are generally considered
professional employees and are subject to the
salary threshold for exemption from overtime,
DOL has been working closely with NIH regarding
their mutual interest in this area.

0 Humanities: Many postdoctoral researchers in
the humanities also teach. To the extent that
they have a primary duty of teaching, they will
be subject to the teaching exemption and not
entitled to overtime compensation. If they do
not teach, however, and earn less than the new
threshold, they will be eligible for overtime.

« Non-academic administrative employees: For
administrative employees who do not meet the
special provision for academic administrative
employees, such as admission counselors and re-
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cruiters, they will be eligible for overtime if they
earn below the saiary level set in the final rule
and they work more than 40 hours in a week,

« Other salaried workers: To the extent that high-
er-education institutions employ workers whose
duties are not unique to the education setting—
like managers in food service or supervisors of

security guards—they will be covered by the final

rule, just like their counterparts at other kinds
of institutions and businesses, unless another
exemption applies.

Higher Education Employers Have
Discretion to Choose Between Several
Options

The Department does not dictate what option
employers should use to comply with the revised
regulations. In fact, many options are available to all

employers for complying with the new salary threshold.

These options include:

« Raise salaries: For workers whose salaries are close
to the new threshold and who meet the duties test,
employers may choose to raise these workers’ sala-
ries to meet the new threshold and maintain their
exempt status.

« Evaluate and realign employee workioad: Employers
can limit the need for employees to work overtime
by ensuring that workloads are distributed to mini-
mize overtime and that staffing levels are appropri-
ate for the workload.

« Pay overtime above a salary: Empioyers also can
continue to pay newly overtime-eligible employees
a salary basis and pay overtime for hours in excess
of 40 per week. The law does not require that newly
overtime-eligible workers be paid on an hourly basis.

This approach works for employees who usually
work 40 hours or fewer, but have seasonal “spikes”
or periods of activity when overtime hours are
required, for which employers can plan and budget
the extra pay during those periods.

o For employees who work a fixed schedule that
rarely varies, the employer may simply keep a
record of the schedule and indicate the number of
hours the worker actually worked only when the
worker varies from the schedule.

o For an employee with a flexible schedule, an
employer does not need to require an employee
to sign in each time she starts and stops work. The
employer must keep an accurate record of the
number of daily hours worked by the employee.
So an employer could allow an employee to just
provide the total number of hours she worked
each day, including the number of overtime hours,
by the end of each pay period.

« For public schools, utilize comp time: Public sector
employers—unlike private sector employers—can
provide comp time at time and one-half rather
than cash overtime payments, in appropriate
circumstances.

« Adjust employees’ base pay and pay overtime: Em-
ployers can adjust the amount of an employee’s
earnings to reallocate it between regular wages and
overtime pay. This method works for employees
who work a relatively small amount of predictable
overtime. The revised pay may be on a salaried or
hourly basis (there is no requirement to convert
workers to hourly pay status), but it must include
payment of overtime when the employee works
more than 40 hours in a week.

For more detail on the FLSA and higher education,
please see here.
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IRIS Project Portfolio.xlsx
Projects - Active

		Task #		Project Name / Phase		Description		Team		Requested by		Status		Size		Priority		% Complete		Estimated Completion

		1		ESS Time Entry and Leave Request		Continue rollout of ESS Time Entry, Leave Request, Team Calendar, Pay Statement, Benefits, News to more departments and campuses		HR		HR/Payroll/       Various Departments		In process		L		1		5%		Ongoing

		2		HR Personnel Change/Transfer e-Form		New e-Form for Personnel Change/Transfers		HR		HR		In process		L		1		55%		Sep-16

		3		ACA Tax Reporting		Affordable Care Act tax reporting to IRIS		HR		Payroll		In process		M		1		75%		Jun-16

		4		Glacier Interface for NRA Processing		Interface IRIS with Glacier Non-Resident Alien reporting software		HR		Payroll		In process		S		1		20%		Aug-16

		5		Satellite System (ESM, Evisions, etc.) Access Request e-Form		Provides the ability for users to request access to non-IRIS systems electronically through an IRIS e-Form that routes for approval		CS		Various Departments		In process		M		1		85%		Jul-16

		6		ESM Contract System		Implement ESM Contract System and build related interfaces to IRIS		FI		Treasurer's Office		In process		M		1		95%		Jul-16

		7		FLSA OT Exemption Changes		FLSA changes to the minimum pay level for exemption from overtime. Identify and track employees and handle their leave rollover differently.		HR		HR		In process		M		1		5%		Jul-16

		8		Rewrite Tenure Infotype		Modify IRIS Employee Tenure screens to use new CIP codes and associate those codes with tenure departments		HR		Academic Affairs		In process		M		1		90%		Jun-16

		9		Rewrite Education Infotype		Modify IRIS Employee Education infotype to include new CIP codes, searchable lists of educational institutions, new degree levels		HR		Academic Affairs		In process		M		1		25%		Aug-16

		10		Travel Advances		Implement Travel Advances within IRIS		FI		Treasurer's Office, UT Martin		In process		M		1		60%		Aug-16

		11		ESM Non-catalog Purchase System		Develop and implement ESM non-catalog purchasing module		FI		Treasurer's Office		In process		L		1		80%		Aug-16

		12		ESM EasyPurchase Phase 3		Implement ESM Invoicing System and build related interfaces to IRIS		FI		Treasurer's Office		In process		M		1		5%		Dec-16

		13		Memphis Accounts Receivable Contract Billing System		Implement SAP FI-AR module to replace existing Oracle system and accommodate Memphis Contract Billing		FI		Tony Ferrara		In process		L		1		10%		Jan-17

		14		Memphis Reporting Enhancements		Work with Memphis to utilize additional account attributes and reporting mechanisms to more efficiently aggregate across colleges as necessary		CS		Tony Ferrara		In process		L		3		5%		Jul-17

		15		Internal Orders in HR Module		Add the ability to charge internal order numbers on the HR/Payroll side of IRIS		HR		Various Departments		In process		M		3		75%		Sep-16

		16		Implement Recurring Vendor Payments		Allow recurring monthly payments (ex, rent) to be setup and then paid automatically		FI		Treasurer's Office		In process		S		3		90%		May-16

		17		Library Invoice Interface		IRIS to Alma (library system) interface for UTK library invoices		FI		Library		In process		S		3		95%		May-16

		18		Retirement Estimates		Provide estimated, projected retirement benefits calculations that used to be provided by the AS/400		HR		Retirement Office		In process		L		3		5%		Oct-16

		19		SF425 Report		Add all campuses to Federally Mandated report for Sponsored Projects		FI		Controllers Office		In process		S		3		15%		Aug-16

		20		PI Self-Service Reporting for PI Assistants		Develop PI Self-Service reporting application for PI assistants similar to the existing application for PI's.		FI		Engineering Department		In process		M		3		15%		Sep-16

		21		Mobile Infrastructure (Fiori)		Implement first wave of SAP Fiori Mobile Capabilities for ESS apps (Time Entry, Leave Requests, Pay Statement, Benefits, Team Calendar) in pilot departments		CS		Technology Advance		In process		L		5		80%		Aug-16

		22		Ledger Reconciliation/Approval Online		Allow IRIS Ledgers to be reconciled and approved online		FI		Various Departments		In process		L		5		20%		Dec-16



		23		Conflict of Interest Forms		Custom IRIS application for entering and approving Conflict of Interest forms online		HR		HR / Treasurer's Office		Requested		M		5		0%		Jul-16

		24		ESS Travel		Implement Travel Request and Mileage Only/Per Diem Travel Expenses on ESS		FI		Various Departments		Sizing/Feasibility		L		1		0%		TBD

		25		MSS - Manager's Self-Service		Implement SAP MSS Business Package		CS		HR/Various Departments		Sizing/Feasibility		L		5		0%		TBD

		26		Memphis - UTMP Salary and Accumulation of Benefit Charges		Track UTMP Salary and Distribution of Benefits Charges for Memphis		HR		Tony Ferrara		Requested		S		5		0%		TBD

		27		Memphis NOLIJ Image Move		Move Memphis Employee Records into SAP		HR		Memphis Faculty Affairs		Requested		S		5		0%		TBD

		28		Create New Affirmative Action Infotype		Create a position-based infotype for tracking affirmative action data		HR		Diversity & Equity Officer		Requested		S		5		0%		TBD

		29		Ledger Reconciliation/Interface Attachments		Bring third party documentation for accounting entries from interfaces into IRIS		FI		Various Departments		Sizing/Feasibility		XL		5		0%		TBD

		30		Implement new Procurement Card system		State of TN is developing an RFP for a new PCard system in which UT will have to participate		FI		Treasurer's Office		Requested		M		10		0%		TBD

		31		Online Performance Reviews		Solution for completing and recording Performance Reviews		HR		HR		Requested		L		99		0%		TBD

		32		New Hire e-Form		Custom e-Form for New Hires		HR		HR		Requested		M		99		0%		TBD

		33		SAP Concur Travel Implementation		Integrate SAP Concur Travel with IRIS		FI		Tony Ferrara		Requested		XL		99		0%		TBD





				Legend

		S		< 160 hours

		M		161 - 560 hours

		L		561 - 1,000 hours

		XL		> 1,000 hours
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Completed

		Task #		Project Name / Phase		Description		Team		Requested by		Status		Size		Priority		% Complete		Estimated Completion

		1		VPN Requirement for IRIS Access off-campus. PRD phase.		Begin requiring a VPN (Virtual Private Network) for accessing IRIS off-campus to provide more security for network traffic and reduce the ability for hackers to attempt to access the system.		CS		Technology Advance		Complete		S		1		100%		Jan-16

		2		ESS - Expand ESS Offerings. Initial Pilot testing in select departments.		Time Entry, Leave Request, Team Calendar,Pay Statement, Benefits, News		HR		HR/Payroll/       Various Departments		Complete		M		1		100%		Feb-16

		3		ESM EasyPurchase Phase 2		Implement ESM Non-catalog Purchasing System (Requisition, Purchase Order) and build related interfaces to IRIS		FI		Treasurer's Office		Complete		M		1		100%		Feb-16

		4		Unicode Conversion. Data conversion phase.		Convert IRIS data to Unicode character set to maintain the ability to upgrade our system onto future releases		CS		Technology Advance		Complete		XL		1		100%		Apr-16

		5		UTC Faculty Recruitment in Taleo		Implement the Taleo Recruiting system and related interfaces to support faculty recruiting at UTC		HR		HR		Complete		M		1		100%		Apr-16

		6		Require Attachments for Internal Transfers		Require an attachment for all internal transfers, starting with ZDs then SA's (Journal Entries)		FI		Controllers Office		Withdrawn		S		3		5%		Jan-16

		7		Policy Management 		Use IRIS Org Management for Policy Management System		CS		Les Mathews		Withdrawn		L		99		0%		TBD

		8		SAP Learning Solution (LMS)		Signing up for classes, reminders, waitlists, training delivery, etc.)		HR		HR		Withdrawn		L		99		0%		TBD
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