BUSINESS AFFAIRS SUB-COUNCIL
July 17, 2012
MINUTES
The meeting began at 9:00 a.m. in the TBR Board Room. Present were Mr. Steve Campbell
(NeSCC); Mr. Horace Chase (JSCC); Dr. David Collins (ETSU); Ms. Beth Cooksey (VSCC);
Mr. John Cothern (MTSU); Ms. Mary Cross (NaSCC); Mr. Danny Gibbs (RSCC); Mr. Mike
Gower (MTSU); Mr. Lowell Hoffman (DSCC); Mr. Ken Horner (CoSCC); Mr. Bob Hughes
(TSU); Mr. Tim Hurst (APSU); Dr. Rosemary Jackson (WSCC); Ms. Renee Moore (PSCC); Mr.
Ron Parr (STCC); Mr. Mitch Robinson (APSU); Ms. Jeannie Smith (UOM); Dr. Claire Stinson
(TTU); Ms. Tammy Swenson (ChSCC); Ms. Hilda Tunstill (MSCC); Mr. Greg Wilgocki
(ETSU); Mr. Jeff Young (TTU); Mr. David Zettergren (UOM); Chancellor John Morgan, Mr.
William Arnold, Ms. Tammy Gourley Birchett, Mr. Tom Danford, Ms. Angela Gregory Flynn,
Ms. Alicia Gillespie, Mr. David Gregory, Ms. Deanna Hall, Ms. Pat Massey, Ms. Mary Moody,
Ms. Lisa Reed, Ms. Brooke Shelton, Mr. Dale Sims, Ms. Renee Stewart, Ms. Wendy Thompson,
and Mr. Bob Wallace (TBR).
1. Chancellor’s Remarks
Chancellor Morgan updated the committee on a meeting held by the governor to discuss
interests of the Gates Foundation, which included representatives from TBR, UT, TSAC,
and THEC. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the challenges facing higher
education in Tennessee. The current trend we are on, with the continual loss of federal
and state funding, is unsustainable.
Governor Haslam has been reaching out to others across the country to discuss higher
education. The governor has also embarked on a listening tour, with seven stops across
the state. He wants to find out the gaps between the skills our graduates have and what
employers need.
2. Use of Fitness Facilities by State Employees
Mr. Gregory updated the committee on an initiative by former state senator Rosalind
Kurita. She is now with the State Department of Health, and has focused on fighting
obesity in Tennessee. She has inquired as to whether it would be possible for Department
of Health employees to have access to the fitness facilities at TBR universities. Mr.
Gregory will be seeking information from the universities as to their fitness facility fee
structures and other pertinent information before making a decision.
3. State Benefits Administration
Laurie Lee, Executive Director of Benefits Administration, spoke to the committee about
the Edison Self-Service implementation. Employees will now be responsible for entering
their own information during the open-enrollment period. Employees will be allowed to
make changes to their plan elections through the end of open-enrollment.
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Webinars, videos and power point tools have been prepared for agency benefit
coordinators to aid in the implementation. Benefits Administration will also offer
extended hours for support through their service center. Benefits Administration has
agreed to provide a list of usernames and passwords, as well as include social security
numbers instead of Edison ID numbers on query reports, in order to aid the agency
benefit coordinators on the campuses.
All institutions should e-mail Lisa Reed by July 20, 2012 and let her know if you are
willing to move forward with this for the open-enrollment period this fall.
Information was also provided on changes to the plans for 2013. (Attachment A)
4. Report of the Committees
A.

Finance Committee

Dr. Collins highlighted the following issues from the July 10, 2012 Finance Committee
meeting.
•

OPEB Issue
After discussions with Jan Sylvis at Finance and Administration, Mr. Sims and
Ms. Stewart updated the committee on the OPEB liability and whether the
institutions will be required to fund this liability.
The committee discussed the accounting treatment of the pension liability and
how the state reports this liability. The pension liability is different from OPEB
because funds are not set aside for the OPEB liability like the pension liability. It
was discussed that the accounting treatment for pensions and OPEB are expected
to become the same at some point in the future.

•

Personal Aircraft
The committee discussed whether to develop guidelines for when personal aircraft
is used for state business. The Board of Claims recently recommended that if
TBR decides to allow an employee to use a personal aircraft for business and to be
reimbursed for such use, there should be a written policy that includes all of the
requirements set forth in the attachment. (Attachment B)
The committee discussed whether there had been issues with using personal
aircraft for state business. It was decided not to add this language to our travel
policy at this time. A letter to Steve Curry, Board of Claims, will be drafted by
Mr. Sims outlining the decision not to add the language to our travel policy.

•

ODS/EDW
The committee was given an update on the ODS/EDW project by Mr. Danford.
He reported that 17 of 19 institutions were a licensed data warehouse. He
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explained that all institutions have Argos and that the data will feed to a common
repository system. The common repository system will allow the sharing of
reports. He stated that all schools would be implemented by April 2013.
•

Library Holdings
The committee discussed whether electronic books and online periodicals should
be capitalized. State Audit recommends that books (whether in paper or
electronic form) should be capitalized. FARM seems to support this. When it
comes to periodicals and journals (whether in paper or electronic form), it appears
that they should not be capitalized. The FARM Manual indicates that “periodicals
and subscriptions should be expensed as incurred (or allocated over the
subscription periods if the effect is material).”
The committee indicated that it could be difficult to separate the value of e-books
and periodicals in databases. After discussion, the committee decided to correct
the problem for periodicals in 2012, and wait until 2013 to correct the e-books.
There was also a question as to whether new account codes needed to be set up to
expense library periodicals. Subsequent to the meeting, Ms. Stewart determined
that library periodicals should be expensed in the existing account code range for
Dues and Subscriptions (74480 to 74489).

•

Bond Premium/Discount
The committee discussed the materiality limit of $100,000 to record bond
premiums and discounts. This materiality limit was set at the April meeting, but
no discussions were held on whether this applied going forward only or whether
schools should apply this to all prior issues.
The committee determined that institutions should review all outstanding bonds
and premiums/discounts and make a determination whether the aggregate amount
is material to the institution.

•

Out-of-State Waivers
The committee discussed Guideline B-041, section IV, with reference to “tuition
waivers.” Instead of “tuition waivers”, the language should be “scholarships”.
The intent was to allow 25 out-of-state scholarships, not 25 tuition waivers. One
institution had misinterpreted these scholarships as tuition waivers and had not
recorded them as scholarships. (Attachment C)

•

E-Rate
The committee discussed revisions to Guideline B-060 for assessing the e-rate for
enrollment greater than 12 hours for undergraduate or 10 hours for graduate. An
exception was made in 2010 not to discount the e-rate for these students. The
proposed revisions will make the exception permanent. (Attachment D)
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The Finance Committee minutes, with the guideline changes, were approved.

B.

Council of Buyers

Ms. Flynn highlighted the following issues from the July 5, 2012 Council of Buyers
meeting.
•

Heartland Payment Solutions
Heartland Payment Solutions is the successful proposer for the Financial Aid
Disbursement RFP/Contract awarded by the Central Office. The service allows
students a choice of having their financial aid disbursement placed on a debit card,
paid in the form of a check, or transferred to a student’s existing account. The
initial process was set up for a student to make their disbursement election
through the Heartland website.
Ms. Flynn informed the committee that the Department of Education has received
a student complaint regarding the process. The Department of Education stated
that, based upon Title IV regulations, a student’s initial disbursement election
must be made at the institution level, not through the servicer’s (Heartland)
website.
Ms. Flynn and Ms. Moody will conduct a conference call in the near future to
discuss how this process will be handled going forward. In looking into the
processes that institutions were using, it did not appear that the institutions were
utilizing the marketing material templates provided to them by Heartland. The
institutions will need to notify each eligible student of the change in the current
process and explain the relationship between the institution and Heartland. There
are additional questions for the Department of Education that need confirmation
in order for us to give the appropriate guidance to our institutions.

•

Janitorial Supplies
The RFP process has been completed and the Intent to Award has been issued,
with American Paper and Twine named as the successful proposer. A bid protest
has been received and is being addressed at this time. Ms. Flynn will update the
committee once the process has been finalized. A question was raised as to
whether the Janitorial Supplies contract would be all exclusive, and Ms. Flynn
answered that it would be, and that it would be similar to the office supply
process.

•

Clinical Requirements RFP
Based upon complaints about the difficulty of negotiating clinical agreements
with affiliates, the Central Office will be issuing an RFP with a vendor to conduct
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background checks, drug screenings and certifications for students. An RFI was
issued and responses were received from four vendors. This information is being
taken into consideration in the development of the RFP. The release of the
Clinical Requirements RFP should be within the next few weeks. Once this
process is complete, the Central Office will be looking at the clinical affiliation
template for possible revisions to make negotiation and processing easier.
The Council of Buyers minutes were approved.
C.

Human Resources

Ms. Reed highlighted the following issue from the June 26, 2012 Human Resource
Officers Committee meeting.
•

Proposed TBR Guideline – Return to Work
The proposed Return to Work Guideline was originally presented as a policy at
the January 2012 HR Officers meeting. The Benefits Advisory Committee began
composing a Return to Work program at the recommendation of the State of
Tennessee Risk Management Office. The HR Officers did not reach the
consensus necessary to approve the policy and it was returned to the Benefits
Advisory Committee for revisions. The result of those efforts came before the HR
Officers in the form of a guideline. The General Counsel reviewed the guideline,
additional revisions were made, and the final version was presented for a vote.
(Attachment E)
Several officers expressed an interest in additional training on determining the
best course of action for those returning to work with permanent restrictions, how
to conduct interviews and clarify physician statements, and helping supervisors
determine a transitional assignment within the department or other areas at the
institution. Ms. Preston addressed these concerns with a discussion regarding the
training already provided and received for several topics, including ADA,
ADAAA, and FMLA. Additional information was provided detailing the current
efforts to provide a template for communications with the attending physician and
a flow chart to assist the HR Officers and their staff for guidance. These tools
will be very similar to the physician correspondence forms and flow chart
currently utilized for the ADA Interactive Process.

•

Paying Out Leave
A committee member raised a question as to whether an institution was
responsible for paying out leave when a faculty member on unpaid leave passes
away. Ms. Reed indicated that she would research the matter with General
Counsel.

The HR Officers minutes, with the proposed guideline, were approved.
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5.

Student Bankruptcy
Ms. Moody discussed the responsibility of an institution when a student files for
bankruptcy while still owing money to the institution. When a bankruptcy is issued, an
automatic stay is issued, which prevents all debt collection efforts while an individual is
in an active bankruptcy. While the individual is in an active bankruptcy, the institution
must refrain from all collection activities, including withholding a transcript. This is true
regardless of whether a claim has been sent to the Attorney General’s Office for filing
with the Court. This is also true even if the debt at issue is non-dischargeable or incurred
after the bankruptcy has been filed.
If a bankruptcy case has been dismissed, no debts have been discharged, and the
institution may proceed with all collection efforts, including withholding a transcript. If
the individual has received a discharge, the institution may pursue collection, but only of
non-dischargeable debts.
Ms. Moody reminded the committee that they should forward all bankruptcy notifications
to Theresa Whitton in the Office of General Counsel. She will then forward them to the
Office of the Attorney General, Bankruptcy Division, which will represent the
institution’s interests in the bankruptcy. The Attorney General’s Office will monitor the
bankruptcy for you and notify the institution if the student’s bankruptcy is discharged.
Mr. Sims requested that Ms. Gillespie and Ms. Shelton review Guideline B-010
Collection of Accounts Receivable and present proposed revisions that address
bankruptcy procedures at the October Finance Committee meeting.
Subsequent to the meeting, Ms. Moody notified the business officers that the information
that had been provided on the process for submitting bankruptcy notifications had been
incorrect. Institutions should continue to send all bankruptcy notifications directly to the
bankruptcy division of the Attorney General’s Office, and an electronic process will begin
from that point. Bankruptcy notices should not be sent to the General Counsel’s Office.

6.

E-Procurement Proposal
The committee discussed the proposal of a system-wide adoption of an e-Procurement
platform. Webinars have been coordinated with members of our procurement staff to
familiarize them with the proposed product. The President’s Council has been briefed on
the proposal, and costs of implementation have been further researched. General reaction
to this proposal has been favorable, with the major recurring question being related to the
cost of implementing a solution of this type.
Mr. Sims presented information on the SciQuest proposal, including more information on
what is being proposed, how it benefits institutions and the system as a whole, a
cost/benefit analysis, the contract costs for each institution (including Banner
integrations), and a proposed course of action. (Attachment F)
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7.

Delegation of Authority
Mr. Sims presented a revised draft of the proposed Delegation of Authority/Signature
Authorization policy. The only revision recommended by the committee was to change
the language in Section I.e, to read, “Delegations requiring the Chancellor’s approval
must be properly obtained”, instead of “secured”. (Attachment G)

8.

Proposed Guideline G-130 Limited English Proficiency
Mr. Arnold presented a proposed guideline on Limited English Proficiency. The
Guideline is a response to a Title VI finding that we received because we did not have a
guideline in place. The guideline advises TBR and its’ institutions of the obligation
under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to provide reasonable services to persons
with limited English proficiency. (Attachment H)
The committee was instructed to contact Mr. Arnold and Ms. Gillespie if there were any
comments/concerns regarding the policy.

9.

SFSF Monitoring
Mr. Sims informed the committee that we will soon be under federal review of SFSF
spending. The Central Office may continue to request information from the institutions
as we need it. The committee was also reminded that State Audit may be visiting
individual institutions to review SFSF records.
The committee was also reminded that TBR received a finding last year on SFSF
spending at selected institutions. All institutions should obtain a copy of the finding and
review for similar problems at their institution.

10.

Debt Management Policy
Even though our debt is issued through the School Bond Authority, we are still required
to have a debt management policy. Any entity that issues debt must have a debt
management policy. Mr. Sims will send out UT’s policy, and TBR’s proposal, to the
institutions for review. If there are no concerns, Mr. Sims would like to forward TBR’s
proposal to the Presidents for approval this quarter.

11.

Election of BASC Chair
The committee elected Dr. Tommy Wright as the BASC Chair.

11.

Election of IT Sub-Council Representative
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Mr. Sims asked that anyone interested in volunteering to serve on the IT Sub-Council
contact him or Ms. Stewart. If no one volunteers, we will accept nominations for the
position at the October BASC meeting.
The meeting was adjourned at 11:30 a.m.
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Attachment C

Guideline B-041

IV. Out-of-State Tuition Waivers for Performance Based Scholarships

A maximum of 25 out-of-state tuition waivers for performance based scholarships may be excluded from
the athletic cap at any given time. For example, if the institution awards fifteen scholarships in one
academic year and all fifteen students return the next academic year, the institution is limited to only ten
additional out-of-state tuition waivers scholarships. The costs of these scholarships are to be expended
to a group account in the social/cultural development sub-category in the Student Services function but
are not to be reflected as part of total intercollegiate athletic expenditures included in the general fund
support calculation.
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Attachment D

Guideline B-060
II. Maintenance Fees
A. Description of Fees
1. The Maintenance Fee is a charge to students enrolled in credit courses. It is an enrollment
or registration fee and is calculated based on the number of Student Credit Hours (SCH's)
for universities and two-year institutions or student contact hours for technology centers
for which the student enrolls. Fees are established by the Tennessee Board of Regents.
2. The same fee is applicable to courses for which the student is enrolled on an audit basis.
B. Rates
1. Rates are established by the Board and incorporated in a fee schedule that groups specific
fees; by type of institution (two-year institutions; APSU, ETSU, MTSU, TSU, and TTU;
and UOM); and by student level (undergraduate and graduate). The hourly rate will be
discounted when undergraduate students enroll in greater than 12 hours and graduate
students in greater than 10 hours unless stated otherwise elsewhere in this guideline.

IV. eRate
A. Description of Fee
1. The eRate is available to students who enroll at TBR institutions, who are classified as
non-residents of Tennessee, and who are enrolled exclusively in online courses.
2. The eRate is 150% of the institution's approved undergraduate or graduate maintenance
fee.
3. The hourly rate will not be discounted for students receiving the eRate and enrolling
in greater than 12 undergraduate hours or 10 graduate hours.
4. To qualify for an eRate, students must (a) meet all institution admission requirements and
must (b) be verified as an online out-of-state student enrolled exclusively in courses
delivered online by a procedure documented by the institution.
5. Students enrolled in any type courses other than online (on-ground, telecourse, distance
education, etc.) will not be eligible for the eRate specified in this guideline and will
instead incur traditional non-resident fees and charges. Students who enroll in both online
courses and other type courses and subsquently drop the other type courses will not then
become eligible for the eRate.
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6. Institutions enrolling eRate students as defined in this guideline must provide a method to
mitigate any negative impact on the opportunity for Tennessee student rerollment in
online courses.
B. Accounting Treatment
1. The eRate is comprised of the maintenance fee and a 50% markup that represents the ourof-state tuition portion.
2. The maintenance fee and the out-of-state tuition should each be recorded as outlined in

sections II and III above.
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Attachment E

Guideline: Return-To-Work
Tennessee Board of Regents
I.

II.

PURPOSE:
The purpose of this guideline is to establish a program to expedite recovery of employees
with work-related injuries by returning them to productive employment status as soon as
possible while minimizing the risk of re-injury. The intent of the program is to be
supportive of temporary assignments for employees placed on light or sedentary light
duty restrictions by their Authorized Treating Physician during recovery. This guideline
does not address the procedure for assessing requirements for reasonable accommodation
under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) or eligibility for leave under the Family
Medical Leave Act (FMLA) or Tennessee Family Leave Act (TFLA).
DEFINITIONS:
Authorized Treating Physician – the doctor approved to treat the compensable injury.
This physician is selected from the state’s workers’ compensation preferred provider
network.
Full Duty – the employee’s pre-injury duties and tasks.
Modified/Transitional Duty Assignment – a restricted or light duty short-term position,
for a defined period, that recognizes an employee’s temporary limitations during recovery
and rehabilitation as set forth by the Authorized Treating Physician.
Occupational Injury – an accident arising out of and in the course of employment.
Occupational Illness – a disease arising out of and in the course of employment, but not
an ordinary disease of life to which the general public is exposed outside of the
employment.

III.

APPLICABILITY
The guideline shall apply to employees who are on leave as a result of work related
injuries or illnesses and who are receiving workers’ compensation benefits and who are
restricted in the performance of their duties due to compensable work-related injuries.
The Tennessee Board of Regents does not guarantee placement and is under no obligation
to offer, create, or encumber any specific position for purposes of offering placement. In
the event an employee refuses a Modified/ Transitional Duty Assignment outside the
employee’s FMLA leave eligibility period, which is within the employee’s medical
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restrictions, the institution is not obligated to provide alternatives. Failure to accept a
Modified/Transitional Duty Assignment that has been approved by the Authorized
Treating Physician may result in reduction of the workers’ compensation wage
replacement benefits and/or disciplinary action. A Modified/Transitional Duty
Assignment must meet the institution’s staffing needs.
IV.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES:
For any return-to-work program to be successful, the cooperation of the employee, the
employee’s department (or another department), Human Resources and the employee’s
Authorized Treating Physician is necessary. Objectives include, but are not limited to:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Assist the employee to return to work as soon as possible;
Maintain pre-injury income;
Minimize work delays/interruptions;
Maintain communication with employee;
Minimize isolation and assist the injured employee in maintaining a positive
connection to the workplace;
F. Maintain pre-injury routine;
G. Confirm commitment to the employee;
H. Reduce workers’ compensation claim costs.
V.

MODIFIED/TRANSITIONAL WORK REQUIREMENTS:
For work to be considered suitable modified employment, the following conditions must
be met:
A. The employee must meet the required qualifications for the Modified/Transition
Duty Assignment which the employee will be required to perform;
B. The work must conform to the medical restrictions set by the Authorized Treating
Physician;
C. The Modified/Transitional Duty Assignment and/or modified work schedule
cannot exceed 90 calendar days unless approved by written recommendation, and;
D. The Modified/Transitional Duty Assignment ends when any of the following
occur:
 The Authorized Treating Physician releases the employee to return to full
duty.
 Circumstances require that the Modified/Transitional Duty Assignment be
discontinued.
 90 calendar days have elapsed.

VI.

PROCEDURES:
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A.

An employee must immediately notify his or her supervisor of any work-related
injury.
B.
The supervisor will complete, sign, and submit the First Report of Injury form
along with any additional applicable forms to Human Resources.
C.
Human Resources will submit the claim to the Claims Management Service with
any available medical documentation.
D.
Human Resources will consult with the injured employee, supervisor, department
administrator, division administrator (if applicable) and the Authorized Treating
Physician to determine if a proposed Modified/Transitional Duty Assignment is
suitable.
E.

If a suitable Modified/Transitional Duty Assignment is identified, Human
Resources will contact the employee to discuss the assignment, length of assignment,
restrictions and expectations regarding the assignment, medical evaluations, and other
pertinent information.

F.

Human Resources will communicate with the employee on a regular basis for
updates and to support the employee through the transitional process.

G.

All medical appointments and injury/work status reports for the injured employee
will be tracked, to the extent possible, by Human Resources and communicated by
Human Resources to the employee’s supervisor regarding any updates or changes.

H. Human Resources will review the Modified/Transitional Duty Assignment every 30
calendar days to determine if the employee is still in transition based on the
Authorized Treating Physician’s recommendation.
I. If a supervisor encounters issues during the Modified/Transitional Duty Assignment,
the supervisor shall report such issues to Human Resources. Human Resources will
determine necessary changes or if continuation of the assignment is appropriate.
J. Upon completion of the Modified/Transitional Duty Assignment, Human Resources
will coordinate the return to normal full duty assignment in the employing department
and the return to work file will be closed.
VII.

GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING A RETURN-TO-WORK ASSIGNMENT:
When determining if a proposed Modified/Transitional Duty Assignment is suitable,
Human Resources will consult with the injured employee, the department, and the
Authorized Treating Physician. Other individuals may participate in the discussion as
needed (e.g. safety coordinator).
The employer will consider physical requirements, job descriptions, job analysis
questionnaires, and medical opinions of the Authorized Treating Physician to determine if
transitional duties are available. Every effort will be made to place the employee in
his/her employing work unit; however, if this is not possible, Human Resources may
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recommend an alternative work assignment as long as the conditions for return to work
outlined above have been met.
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Attachment G
Policy 4:XX:XX:XX
Subject: Delegation of Authority/Signature Authorization
The purpose of this policy is to provide guidance to the institutions in developing a campus policy for
delegation of authority and signature authorization.
Scope
This policy applies when exercising delegation of authority and signature authorization for any transaction
that could create a financial liability for an institution. Examples include, but are not limited to, contracts,
purchase orders, memorandums of agreement, and travel authorizations. Examples outside the scope of this
policy include, but are not limited to, course overloads, student advising, and reductions in student course
loads.
I. Delegation of Authority
Every institution must develop a policy for delegation of authority and signature authorization. At a
minimum, the institution’s policy must include the following items.
a. Delegations/authorizations must be in writing, with level of authority, any restrictions on authority
and period of authority, if any, clearly noted.
b. Delegations should run from the official holding authority to act directly to the person exercising
that authority. The principle is that the person holding authority should have direct knowledge of
who within the institution is exercising that authority on their behalf.
c. Personnel with delegated authority should be qualified to do so by training and experience. Person
making delegation is responsible for ensuring person to whom authority is delegated is qualified
and understands the application of the authority delegated.
d. The ramifications of exceeding or misapplying one’s delegated authority should be clearly
understood and uniformly enforced.
e. Delegations requiring the Chancellor’s approval must be properly obtained.
f. Authority assigned to the Chancellor, Presidents, or Vice Chancellors by policy, guideline or
statute cannot be delegated unless specifically allowed in the policy, guideline, or statute.
II. Recommended Practice
Personnel with delegated authority should sign the name of the person of authority followed by their name.
For example: Chancellor John Doe by Jane Smith
Periodic training should be provided to ensure persons with delegated authority have a clear, current
understanding of their authority and its limitations.
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TBR
e-Procurement
Proposal
July 5, 2012

1

PROCUREMENT
CHALLENGES
• Lack of contract & supplier visibility across system
– Inefficient process for determining where to buy
– Labor intensive for persons originating requisitions and for
staff processing procurements
• Some level of automation, but uneven across the system
– Practices vary, with some manual and paper intensive
• Lack of data on purchases system wide limits ability to:
– Better target joint procurements
– Negotiate better terms with vendors based on volumes
• Vendor registration & maintenance activity labor intensive for
each institution and is done separately for each institution for
each vendor

2

e-PROCUREMENT
SOLUTION PROPOSAL

• On a System Wide Basis, Implement:
– Total Supplier Manager Product
• Vendor self registration & self maintenance
• Permits screening and pre-qualification of
potential vendors

– HigherMarkets Express Product
• e-Procurement solution integrated with
Banner
• Built-in workflows, budget checks,
encumbrances
– Consortium Community for Sharing of Contracts
& Catalogs
• Product catalogs (supported by SciQuest)
• TBR contracts (supported by individual
institutions)
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Overview of Proposal
Vendor
A

Vendor
B

Vendor
C

Vendor
D

Vendor
E

All Vendors and Prospective Vendors Register & Maintain their Information thru the Self Service Portal

TBR Vendor Self Service Portal
(Central registration for any business or individual wishing to do business with TBR)
NOTE: Data on Vendors
Selected by an Institution
Automatically Loaded & kept
in Sync with Banner

TBR Shared Suppliers and Contracts
(home to all TBR & Institutional Contracts & Supplier Catalogs)

NOTE: Data on Vendors
Selected by an Institution
Automatically Loaded & kept
in Sync with Banner

Institutional Staff "Shop" for Good & Services by Accessing Shared Suppliers
& Contracts thru e-Procurement Solution

All TBR Institutions Utilizing e-Procurement Solution (HigherMarkets Express, other)
TBR
Universities

TBR
Community
Colleges

TBR
Technology
Centers

TBR System
Office
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BENEFITS:
VENDOR SELF
SERVICE PORTAL

•
•
•

•
•

Shift labor of registering & updating potential vendor
information from institutions to the vendor (reduced staff
effort)
Shift responsibility of validating and coordinating vendor
registration and documentation requirements from institutions
to Central Office.
Vendor is vetted as to being qualified and able to conduct
business with a TBR institution before a bid is created. This will
save time in every bid process.
– Creates a made-to-order vendor contact list for future
procurements (vendor identifies products / services
offered)
– Better risk management (verify EIN’s; smart
questionnaires screen out unqualified firms; license,
insurance, & illegal worker attestation information
collected & maintained) – reduced staff effort
– Automated vendor notification management for required
documents and expiration dates, thus ensuring that
vendors have up to date (non-expired) documents loaded
(insurance, licenses, diversity certifications, etc.).
More diverse pools of potential vendors (one place to register
for business with all TBR institutions)
When a vendor is selected to do business with an institution,
vendors information “loads” to individual institution’s Banner
instance & stays current based on vendor updates to the portal
(lessens staff workload)
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BENEFITS:
SHARED
SUPPLIERS &
CONTRACTORS

• All contracts used by TBR institutions loaded to shared
database – lessens effort of finding if some institution in
system currently has contract in place for a given good or
service
• Automated aggregation of spending across all of TBR to
allow for better and more strategic sourcing of contracts.
– Levels the playing field with our suppliers by providing
TBR with the same level of spending data on itself that
the suppliers have had about us for years – use
information to gain better contracts.
• Allows standardized process data to flow to suppliers for
services contracts thus allowing consistency when dealing
with such a supplier.
• Catalogs of goods loaded to shared database and maintained
once (either centrally or by an assigned institutions) – avoids
duplication of effort in maintaining up-to-date catalogs
(currently exists with the 4 universities using SciQuest)
• Institutions can select which catalogs they wish to activate
for their campus. Cost of activating contracts through
shared system dramatically less than currently (10 pack of
catalogs is $5,500 versus $20,000 +).
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BENEFITS:
E-PROCUREMENT
SOLUTION

•
•

•

•
•

•

•

On-line, web based shopping experience (Amazon like) – no more
searching for catalogs, searching product websites, etc. –
Requisition generated on line – fewer (or no) manual requisitions to
process; more accurate information eliminates an opportunity for
errors.
– This automation generally increases the invoice accuracy from the
supplier since the supplier typically utilizes the electronic order
data to generate their invoice.
Integrates with Banner, permitting budget checking prior to ordering,
encumbering order amounts, etc… - again, lessens re-work if no funds
available to place order
Workflows ensure proper processing & approvals
– person creating requisition able to track where order is in process
Better Risk Management. Security permits authorizing only designated
individuals and/or roles of users to purchase, or even have knowledge
of, certain types of products (i.e. hazardous materials, radioactive
substances). Workflow can route to the on-campus EH&S department
for either alerting them, or requiring them to approve the purchase.
More efficient matching of requisition/purchase orders to receipts
– Simple access via web browser for end-user to enter their receipt
on-line without having to go to Banner. In most cases, the entry is
just “flipping” the PO to a receipt, entering basic packing slip
information and saving. The system does the rest.
Ability to limit purchases to approved contracts, even for amounts
below competitive bid limits – drives volumes to contracts permitting
re-negotiation of contract terms (lower prices potentially)
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BENEFITS:
OTHER

• Improved Information & Process
– Knowing what is spent across system for various products
& services permits enhanced price negotiation with
vendors – should result in lower cost across system
– System provides automated capability to unobtrusively
“influence” the end user on campus to guide them to
suppliers they should purchase a given good and/or service
from to utilize more advantageous contracts.
– “Business” friendly, one stop shop for seeking TBR business
(particularly for small and/or diverse businesses)
• Other Points
– Community Colleges – Complete College Tennessee Act:
directive to become unified, standardize processes,
become more efficient – this becomes big step in that
direction
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NOTES ON
COST-BENEFIT
ESTIMATE

•

For “Addressable Spend”, it is assumed that – 50% of spend is currently managed thru existing system contracts
– 20% should be managed through existing contracts but is not
("maverick spend” averages 38% in industry) due to lack of
contract awareness & visibility.
– 30% is not under any current contract (being bid as “one off”
purchases, under $5,000 threshold, etc…)

•

Introduction of e-procurement -– Potentially reduces TBR maverick spend by 20% - more purchases
made through existing contracts since easier for users to find and
use existing contracts
– Potentially increases the level of spend being actively managed by
10% - information on system spend levels permits targeting of
future procurements to areas with greatest potential savings
– Potentially increases discounts on existing contracts by 2% by
knowing total spend across system - can be used to negotiate
better terms with current vendors

•

No “soft savings” arising from staff impact is included in analysis
– More efficient requisition & purchase order process
– Better matching of purchase orders and invoices
– Shift maintenance of vendor information to vendors, automating
portions of process
– Automate budget checking process prior to issuance of requisition

•

Benefits are based on system wide analysis, therefore results can and will
vary from institution to institution
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COST-BENEFIT
OF PROPOSAL
Assumptions
Total System Budget (FY 2013)
Goods & Services Budget Share
Goods & Services Budget Est.
% of Goods/Services Addressable
Addressable Spend Amount

Conservative

Really
Conservative

Worst Case

$ 2,789,643,200
27%
$ 753,203,664
50%
$ 376,601,832

$ 2,789,643,200
22%
$ 613,721,504
33%
$ 202,528,096

$ 2,789,643,200
14%
$ 376,601,832
25%
$ 94,150,458

$ 2,789,643,200
10%
$ 278,964,320
25%
$ 69,741,080

50%
20%
30%

50%
20%
30%

50%
20%
30%

50%
20%
30%

20%
10%
2%

20%
10%
2%

20%
10%
2%

20%
10%
2%

Current Share of Addressable Spend:
Fully on Available Contracts
Off Contract (Maverick)
No Contract Exists
Increase Level of Spend from:
Maverick to On Contract
No Contract To Available Contracts
Improve Existing Contract Pricing by
System Costs (includes Banner Integrations)
Annual
$
Implementation
$
5 Year Cost
$

Industry
Expected

772,754
2,011,000
5,874,770

$
$
$

772,754
2,011,000
5,874,770

$
$
$

772,754
2,011,000
5,874,770

$
$
$

772,754
2,011,000
5,874,770

312,000
7,147,000
7,459,000

$
$
$

223,000
5,105,000
5,328,000

$

0.91

5 Year Savings
Contract Compliance
Strategic Sourcing
Total Savings

$
$
$

1,202,000
27,567,000
28,769,000

$
$
$

646,000
14,825,000
15,471,000

$
$
$

Savings Per Dollar Invested

$

4.90

$

2.63

$

1.27
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NOTES ON
INSTITUTIONAL
COSTS

• Current SciQuest schools only charged for Total Supplier
Manager and Consortium Community products
• Remainder of institutions charged for HigherMarkets
Express, Total Supplier Manager and Contract Consortium
products
• Office of Access & Diversity has agreed to fund SciQuest
implementation cost for TSM product given its potential to
facilitate a more diverse supplier network
• Ellucian integrations cost for implementation includes 175
consulting hours per institution ($31,500 cost) – this
amount that may not be required for each installation
• IMPORTANT: Pricing from SciQuest is based on Systemwide adoption of all three products
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COMBINED COST –
SCIQUEST &
ELLUCIAN
SciQuest Total
Institution
Austin Peay State University
East Tennessee State University
Middle Tennessee State University
Tennessee State University
Tennessee Technological University
The University of Memphis
Subtotal

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Annual
55,958
3,758
3,758
3,758
55,958
3,758
126,948

Implement
$
97,748
$
12,748
$
12,748
$
12,748
$
97,748
$
12,748
$ 246,488

Chattanooga State Community College
Cleveland State Community College
Columbia State Community College
Dyersburg State Community College
Jackson State Community College
Motlow State Community College
Nashville State Community College
Northeast State Community College
Pellissippi State Community College
Roane State Community College
Southwest Tennessee Community College
Volunteer State Community College
Walters State Community College
Subtotal

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

46,058
46,058
46,058
46,058
46,058
46,058
46,058
46,058
46,058
46,058
55,958
46,058
46,058
608,654

$
87,748
$
87,748
$
87,748
$
87,748
$
87,748
$
87,748
$
87,748
$
87,748
$
87,748
$
87,748
$
97,748
$
87,748
$
87,748
$ 1,150,724

Tennessee Board of Regents Parent Office
TOTALS

$
$

$
77,000
735,602 $ 1,474,212

Ellucian (Banner) Integrations
License /
Annual
Implementation
$2,700
$50,250
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$2,700
$50,250
$0
$0
$5,400
$100,500

$

Diversity Funding

$
$
$
$
$
$

Annual
-

Grand Total

TSM
Implementation
$
(10,748)
$
(10,748)
$
(10,748)
$
(10,748)
$
(10,748)
$
(10,748)
$0 $
(64,488)

Annual Implement
$58,658
$137,250
$3,758
$2,000
$3,758
$2,000
$3,758
$2,000
$58,658
$137,250
$3,758
$2,000
$ 132,348 $ 282,500

$3,240
$1,728
$2,592
$1,728
$1,728
$1,728
$2,160
$3,240
$2,160
$2,700
$2,700
$2,160
$2,160
$30,024

$46,500
$43,500
$43,500
$43,500
$43,500
$43,500
$46,500
$46,500
$46,500
$50,250
$50,250
$46,500
$46,500
$597,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

-

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$0 $

(10,748)
(10,748)
(10,748)
(10,748)
(10,748)
(10,748)
(10,748)
(10,748)
(10,748)
(10,748)
(10,748)
(10,748)
(10,748)
(139,724)

$49,298
$123,500
$47,786
$120,500
$48,650
$120,500
$47,786
$120,500
$47,786
$120,500
$47,786
$120,500
$48,218
$123,500
$49,298
$123,500
$48,218
$123,500
$48,758
$127,250
$58,658
$137,250
$48,218
$123,500
$48,218
$123,500
$ 638,678 $ 1,608,000

$1,728
37,152 $

$43,500
741,000

$
$

-

$
$

(204,212)

$1,728
$120,500
$ 772,754 $ 2,011,000
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CONCLUSIONS &
RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions
• Combination of SciQuest products offers a solution to
several system wide procurement challenges
• Adoption is consistent with TBR Strategic Plan Goals –
The TBR System and its institutions will achieve greater efficiency
through such means as developing and adopting best practices,
pursuing collaboration among institutions to achieve savings through
elimination of unnecessary duplication and removing obstacles to
competitiveness.

• 5 year cost benefit reflects positive return under reasonable
assumptions (ranging from $1.27 to $2.63 for each dollar
invested in products)
– Does not include “soft” benefits
Recommendations
• Finalize system agreement with SciQuest establishing
terms, conditions, and method for implementation at each
institution
– Execute agreement in July, 2012
• Each institution execute participation agreement by
August 31, 2012
• Begin implementation late summer/fall 2012
– Establish implementation timetable
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