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Re: Wallace Hall’s Demand for Retraction of Defamatory Statements

Dear Mr. Larson:

| represent Wallace Hall, who has labored as a member of the University of Texas
System Board of Regents to root out waste, corruption, and unfair dealing in the UT
System. While some may view his unpaid position as honorary and believe Regents
should not rock the boat, Mr. Hall has a deep affection for the University and takes his
responsibility for its governance very seriously. He has no intention of failing to carry
out his duties to the Board, the UT System, and Texas taxpayers. He will not be bullied
or intimidated by parties who oppose his efforts to encourage change and transparency
in the UT System, or by parties who wish to protect their personal or political privileges
at UT institutions.

Mr. Hall will also not stand quietly while he is defamed by opponents of reform.

Your May 14 article in the Texas Tribune (Att. A), entitled “Wallace Hall should step
aside,” constitutes actionable defamation, and Mr. Hall intends to hold you accountable
and personally liable for your conduct.

The article is blunt. It states that “[t]he facts are indisputable.” Mr. Hall, it states,
“advocated against the development interests of UT-Austin, used intimidation and
made threats against university staff, made unreasonable and burdensome requests for
records and information, and obtained and shared confidential student information.” Mr.
Hall, you state, is under criminal investigation, and his actions, it states, reflect “his [Mr.
Hall’s] utter disregard for the law.” A reasonable reader would be left with the firm
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impression that the “facts are indisputable” that Mr. Hall has committed muitiple
violations of the law, including crimes.

This is false, and you are in a unique position to know that your claims are false.

First, in a report requested by the House Select Committee on Transparency in State
Agency Operations, an investigative committee on which you serve, outside counsel to
the University of Texas System examined Mr. Hall's conduct regarding the handling of
confidential student information and reported that there was “no credible evidence” of a
violation of state or federal law. See Att. B at 1. The Committee instructed the UT
System to investigate and produce the report as a result of concern that Mr. Hall
“potentially violated” the law. That concern was completely dispelled by the report. The
irresponsible suggestion by some that Mr. Hall may have disseminated confidential
student information to a member of the news media is also false, as has been widely
reported. See Att. C.

Second, Mr. Hall did not use “intimidation” or make “threats” against anyone. Even the
report produced by committee counsel Rusty Hardin expressly declines to conclude on
the facts that Mr. Hall wrongfully intimidated or threatened university staff. See Hardin

Report at 161 n.526.

Third, your statement that Mr. Hall "advocated against the development interests of UT
Austin” is false. You know as a result of a Feb. 1, 2014 letter to the committee by UT
System Chancellor Francisco Cigarroa that Mr. Hall acted at all times to defend the
interests of the entire UT System in discussions about UT-Austin’s development with
the Council for the Support of Education (CASE). See Att. D. You also know that
Chancellor Cigarroa’s letter stated that Regent Hall's actions were consistent with the
UT System’s strict accounting policies, and that he acted to protect the integrity of the
System’s development process.

Fourth, you were fully aware when you made your statement that Mr. Hall's information
requests were reasonable and necessary to carry out his duties as a Regent.

The portions of your article recited above amount to actionable libel because they
constitute “a false statement about a person, published to a third party, without legal
excuse, which damages the person’s reputation.” Vackar v. Sentry Supply, Inc., 2014
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 147, *24 (S.D. Tex. Jan. 2, 2014) (quoting Moore v. Waldrop, 166
S.W.3d 380, 384 (Tex. App. — Waco [10th Dist.] 2005, no pet.)). See Alaniz v. Hoyt,
105 S.W.3d 330, 345 (Tex. App. — Corpus Christi [13th Dist.] 2003, no pet.). Your false
statement constitutes defamation per se because it “injures a person in his office,
business, profession, or occupation." Sizemore v. Dolgencorp of Tex., Inc., 2012 U.S.
Dist. LEXIS 76413, *36-37 (E.D. Tex. June 1, 2012) (quoting Morrill v. Cisek, 226
S.W.3d 545, 549 (Tex. App. — Houston [1st Dist.] 2006, no pet.)). “A false statement
that charges a person with the commission of a crime is also libelous per se.” /d. And
you made that false statement with actual malice, because you knew it to be false or
acted with reckless disregard as to its truth.
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Under Texas law, Mr. Hall can hold you personally liable for your defamation. It is within
your power to avoid litigation and liability by retracting your false statement. In
particular, Mr. Hall demands that you retract the portions of your article discussed
above. Texas law requires that a retraction be “published in the same manner and
medium as the original publication or, if that is not possible, with a prominence and in a
manner and medium reasonably likely to reach substantially the same audience as the
publication complained of” and that it state “that the statement specified as false and
defamatory is erroneous.” Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 73.057(b) (2013).

The law allows you 30 days to accomplish the retraction, after which | am authorized to
file suit for damages against you in a court of competent jurisdiction in Dallas County,
Texas. As a result, you must respond to this demand no later than June 30, 2014.

Mr. Hall appreciates and respects “the principle that debate on public issues should be
uninhibited, robust, and wide-open, and that it may well include vehement, caustic, and
sometimes unpleasantly sharp attacks on government and public officials.” New York
Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 270 (1964). That is why he does not ask you to
retract the entirety of your article. Mr. Hall understands that you oppose his efforts to
improve transparency and reform practices in the UT System. He also acknowledges
your right to criticize him, his ideas, and his actions. What he will not allow is your false
accusations that are intended to defame him.

Sincerely,
Doved B ﬁ»@im; Q@ / foh

David B. Rivkin, Jr.
Counsel to Wallace Hall
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Wallace Hall should step aside

By Lyle Larson, May 14, 2014
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History provides us with innumerable accounts of real-life martyrs, crusaders, activists and protesters. At
times, civil disobedience has been warranted; in other cases, martyrdom has proven misguided, reckless and
detrimental.

The cause taken up by University of Texas System Regent Wallace Hall is the latter. History will remember this
saga as a misguided crusade driven by megalomania. Folks who have encouraged his martyrdom as a
whistleblower are either uniformed, naive or both.

After spending 11 months listening to hours of testimony and reviewing hundreds of documents, the House
Select Committee on Transparency in State Agency Operations determined that Hall has displayed an
inability or an unwillingness to act in the best interest of the UT System by unapologetically engaging in a
multivear effort to oust UT-Austin President Bill Powers.
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The facts are indisputable. Hall advocated against the development interests of UT-Austin, used intimidation
and made threats against university staff, made unreasonable and burdensome requests for records and
information, and obtained and shared confidential student information. The report produced by the
committee’s counsel found likely violations of the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), the
Texas Penal Code, the Texas Education Code, the Texas Public Information Act, UT System policy and board
of regents rules and regulations. Hall’s activity has proven so egregious that the Texas public integrity unit is
in the midst of an investigation.

In addition to his utter disregard for the law, Hall’s actions have resulted in wide-ranging damage. The image
of the UT System has been tarnished, not just in Texas but throughout the nation. Recruitment and
fundraising efforts have been drastically hindered. Most notably, the system lost one of the most talented
chancellors in the country, Francisco Cigarroa — which | attribute to Hall’s antics.

The harm Hall has done to the UT System’s flagship university is immeasurable and will take years to recover
from. The implications of Hall’s continued presence on the board of regents will only further complicate the
efforts of the UT System to move forward, particularly as it seeks to fill the role of chancellor and other high-
level positions. There is a limited pool of experienced individuals who could be tapped to be the next
chancellor, and this toxic environment will only compromise the ability to recruit the best candidates
available.

The transparency committee should not have been forced to go down the path of impeachment. The
committee urged the board of regents to take action to address this distraction, without success.
Throughout this lengthy process, | personally made several efforts to put an end to this process once and for
all. My office sent multiple letters to the governor requesting Hall’s resignation, all of which remain
unanswered. In anticipation of the committee’s vote, | sent a letter to Hall personally imploring him to step
down and let the UT System begin to recover from this costly and embarrassing process.

At this time, there are three options available to return sanity to the UT System outside of impeachment: Hall
may resign on his own volition, the governor can assume responsibility for his appointee and demand his
resignation, or the board of regents can pressure Hall to resign with a vote of no confidence.

As the UT regents meet this week, it is my hope that they will urge Hall to step aside.

In the absence of action from Hall, the governor or the board of regents, the committee will have no choice
but to move forward with the impeachment process for the good of the UT System and the state of Texas.

This insidious style of martyrdom has no place in the UT System. It’s time for Hall to go.

Lyle Larson

State representative, R-San Antonio

@RepLyleLarson
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Rep. Carol Alvarado, Co-Chair

Rep. Dan Flynn, Co-Chair

House Select Committee on Transparency
in State Agency Operations

Texas House of Representatives

John H. Reagan Building, Room 310

Austin, Texas 78768

RE: REPORT TO THE COMMITTEE REGARDING CRIMINAL REFERRAL
OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS BY REGENT WALLACE L. HALL, JR.
UNDER THE TEXAS GOVERNMENT CODE, SECTION 552.352

Dear Co-Chairs Alvarado and Flynn:

This report is submitted by outside counsel to The University of Texas System (“U.T.
System”) in response to a request, made by Rep. Trey Martinez Fischer, a member of the House
Select Committee on Transparency in State Agency Operations (“Committee”), during the
November 12, 2013, hearing. Rep. Martinez Fischer requested U.T. System review for possible
violations of § 552.352 of the Texas Government Code (“Statute”) Regent Wallace L. Hall, Jr.’s
requests for, and use of, information that may be confidential under the Family Educational
Rights and Privacy Act (“FERPA”). (Tr., November 12, 2013, Hearing at 96 (“Tr.”™))

Committee Members also expressed concerns that Regent Hail potentially violated
federal law, and perhaps state criminal law, because he may have distributed alleged FERPA
information to his lawyer or the press. (7. at 185-186) Committee Members specifically
suggested that Regent Hall may have violated the law by disclosing the contents of e-mail(s)
related to a student applicant to a U. T. Austin graduate program. (7r. at 79) By unanimous vote
of those present, the Committee refetred the issue to Special Counsel, Rusty Hardin, for analysis
and possible referral to law enforcement. (7r. at 100-101)

As requested, we have examined whether Regent Hall’s conduct violated § 552.352 of
the Texas Government Code and find no credible evidence of a violation of § 552.352 or of any
other state or federal law.
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L. FACTUAL AND LEGAL BACKGROUND
A. FAMILY EDUCATIONAL RIGHTS AND PRIVACY ACT

There are no criminal penalties for disclosing confidential student educational records
under FERPA. See 20 U.S.C. § 1232g. FERPA does not create rights that individuals can
vindicate. As the Supreme Court held in Gonzaga v. John Doe, 536 U.S. 273 (2002), FERPA
has an “aggregate focus” and does not address “the needs of any particular person.” Id
Enforcement is left to the U. §. Department of Education (“DOE”) which may terminate federal
funding to an institution, but DOE may not pursue individuals for perceived infractions. Jd. at
278.

Before DOE can take action against an institution, it must demonstrate that the institution
has a policy or practice of disclosing FERPA protected information. /d, at 276. Furthermore, if
an offending policy or practice is limited, such that the institution is still in substantial
compliance with FERPA, defunding is not permitted. /d at 288. Finally, even if DOE
determines that an institution’s patterns or practices of handling FERPA information do not
substantially comply with the law, defunding cannot occur, unless the institution refuses to take
remedial action. Id

Although FERPA does not criminalize disclosures disclosing FERPA protected
information may, under certain circumstances, be a § 552.352 crime. Under § 552.352, it is a
criminal misdemeanor offense if an official with confidential information obtained for a
legislative purpose under § 552.008 of the Texas Public Information Act (“TPIA™): (i) uses that
information for a purpose other than the one used to justify access to the confidential
information, (ii) permits an unauthorized person to inspect the information, or (1ii) discloses the
confidential information to an unauthorized person. See TEX. Gov’T CODE § 552.352(a-1)(1-b).

The e-mail or e-mail thread in question may not ever be subject to FERPA given the
purpose and content of the communication. Nonetheless, for this analysis, we have treated the
document as FERPA protected consistent with U.T Austin and U.T. System’s previous treatment
of the information.

B. AS SCHOOL OFFICIALS, UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS REGENTS CAN
REVIEW FERPA INFORMATION PROVIDED THEY HAVE A
LEGITIMATE EDUCATIONAL PURPOSE.,

Committee Members’ questions and comments indicated concern that Regent Hall may
have criminal exposure because he obtained or retained material potentially protected by FERPA
from The University of Texas at Austin (“U.T. Austin”) without pre-determining that he had a
legitimate educational purpose. (7r. at 70) A reason for this concern seems to be the belief that
requests from a Regent of the U.T. System originate from a governmental body outside of the
educational institution. However, FERPA clearly allows for disclosure to “school officials.”
U.T. System Regents, including Regent Hall, are “schoo!l officials™ for FERPA’s purposes.
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U.T. Austin is one of fifteen institutions that comprise the U.T. System and are subject to
the Board of Regents’ “governance, control, jurisdiction or management.” TEX. ED. CODE §
65.02(b). U.T. Austin’s own publications describe Regents as University representatives. U.T
Austin’s catalogue, Appendix C, Subchapter 10-300, Sec. 10-301 (b), states that “an
‘institutional representative’ is any regent, executive officer, administrative officer, attorney,
peace officer, or security officer of the University or The University of Texas.” (emphasis added)
U.T. Austin’s rules also expressly state “all of the Regents’ Rules and Regulations have full
force and effect as concerns the University of Texas at Austin.” Id. Chapter 1. Since Regent
Hall is a school official and U.T. Austin representative, he is entitled to obtain and retain FERPA
information provided he has a legitimate educational purpose for doing so. Because of their
broad oversight responsibilities, Regents review and have access to a multitude of non-public
information. Regents® supervisory authority includes topic areas (such as student safety, incident
reports and admission standards) which may extend into FERPA -related issues.

Regent Hall had a legitimate educational purpose for possessing the alleged FERPA e-
mail(s) because it/they raise concerns about possible favoritism in the U.T. Austin admissions
process. Regent Hall did not request documents that might be protected by FERPA. Rather,
Regent Hall specifically asked that documents with potential FERPA information be withheld.
However, when potential FERPA documents were provided by U.T. Austin, in response to a
Regental information request, issues surrounding U.T. Austin’s admissions processes came to
Regent Hall’s attention. In this situation, Regent Hall would have an educational purpose since
oversight of “campus admissions standards [are] consistent with the role and mission of U.T.
System institutions.” See TEX. ED. CODE § 51.352(d)(4). Moreover, U.T. System’s subsequent
inquiry at the direction of Chancellor Cigarroa is focused on potential favoritism in U.T. Austin’s
admissions process. See August 15, 2013, Letter from McDermott Will & Emery to the
Committee, pages 4-5. See also, August 25, 2013, Letter from McDermott Will & Emery to the
Committee.

C. PRODUCTION, RETENTION AND ALLEGED DISCLOSURE OF POTEN-
TIAL FERPA E-MAIL(S) AT ISSUE.

U.T. Austin produced documents to Regent Hall pursuant to Regental and TPIA requests.
The Special Counsel’s timeline, and U.T. System’s own inquiry, show that Regent Hall obtained
the e-mails at issue through a Regental document request, not through his June 2013 TPIA
requests. (7r. at 46) U.T. Austin produced the “e-mail thread” to Regent Hall sometime in mid-
January 2013. In contrast, Regent Hall did not make TPIA requests until June 2013. (Tr. at 63)

The e-mail(s) that this Committee appears to be concerned about came into Regent Hall’s
possession as a result of his Regental request for information from U.T. Austin regarding its
TPIA requests and corresponding responses. Regent Hall sought copies of U.T. Austin’s TPIA
source documents and resulting public disclosures from January 1, 2011, through September 21,
2012. Regent Hall’s rolling requests for TPIA materials later extended into other time frames.
In response, Regent Hall obtained responsive documents U.T. Austin publicly produced pursuant
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to the respective TPIA requests as well as documents that were responsive, but not produced
because of applicable disclosure exceptions. On or about January 16, 2013, U.T. Austin
delivered copies of its January 2012 TPIA responses to the Board of Regents’ Office.

U.T. Austin’s January 2012 TPIA responses included a December 9, 2011, request from
Morgan Smith, a Texas Tribune reporter who sought copies of “all mailed and electronic
correspondence between Bill Powers and Larry Sager.” U.T. Austin’s responsive documents to
Ms. Smith’s request were reviewed by U.T. Austin’s Office of Legal Affairs and U.T. System’s
Offices of General Counsel. Thereafter, U.T. System submitted TPIA briefs on U.T. Austin’s
behalf to the Texas Attorney General’s office. While the e-mail(s) may have been responsive to
Ms. Smith’s request, they were not released after the multi-tiered review. On or about January
16, 2013, Regent Hall received U.T. Austin’s “Morgan Smith” file which included an unredacted
version of the e-mail document.

Questions about how and when Regent Hall obtained the e-mail(s) may arise from the
fact that Regent Hall instructed U.T. Austin to withhold potential FERPA (as well as Health
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act, or “HIPAA™) information from documents
produced in response to his ongoing Regental requests. (77. at 158) At Regent Hall’s request,
U.T. Austin attempted to screen and withhold potential FERPA and other protected information
from documents produced in response to the Regental requests; however, U.T. Austin never
determined that Regent Hall did not have a legitimate educational interest.

The incidental or accidental disclosure of the e-mail(s) does not violate FERPA or §
552.352 since U.T. Austin did not intend to disclose and Regent Hall did not intend to receive
the e-mail thread. Similarly, Regent Hall’s retention of the e-mail(s) after he realized they might
be potentially confidential under FERPA also did not violate FERPA or give rise to criminal
liability under the TPIA. FERPA requires neither antecedent justifications nor written
expositions of an original, educational purpose. Further, a school official’s original purpose for
obtaining FERPA documents is similarly nondispositive. A school official’s educational purpose
may expand due to information discovered through a request for student information. In the
instant matter, the e-mail(s) gave rise to an educational purpose, namely, a concern related to
U.T. Austin’s admission practices, which justified retaining the documents.

II. DISCUSSION OF SECTION 552.352 LIABILITY.
Section 552.352 of the Government Code states that,

(a) A person commits an offense if the person distributes information considered
confidential under the terms of this chapter.
(a-1) An officer or employee of a governmental body who obtains access to
confidential information under Section 552.008 commits an offense if the
officer or employee knowingly:
(1)  uses the confidential information for a purpose other than the
purpose for which the information was received or for a purpose unrelated
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to the law that permitted the officer or employee to obtain access to the
information, including solicitation of political contributions or solicitation
of clients;
(2)  permits inspection of the confidential information by a person who
is not authorized to inspect the information; or
3) discloses the confidential information to a person who is not
authorized to receive the information.
(a-2) For purposes of Subsection (a-1), a member of an advisory committee
to a governmental body who obtains access to confidential information in that
capacity is considered to be an officer or employee of the governmental body.

(b) An offense under this section is a misdemeanor punishable by:
(1) afine of not more than $1,000;
(2) confinement in the county jail for not more than six months; or
(3) both the fine and confinement.

(c) A violation under this section constitutes official misconduct.

A. THE TEXAS PUBLIC INFORMATION ACT DOES NOT CRIMINALIZE
DISCLOSURE OF STUDENT INFORMATION BECAUSE CHAPTER 552
DOES NOT MAKE FERPA INFORMATION CONFIDENTIAL AND
“STUDENT RECORDS,” AS DEFINED IN SECTION 552.114, ARE SIMPLY
EXCEPTED FROM DISCLOSURE.

Chapter 552 explicitly addresses FERPA information in a single sentence, stating that
"[t]his chapter does not require the release of information contained in education records of an
educational agency or institution, except in conformity with the Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act of 1974.” Tex. Gov'T CODE § 552.026. Section 552.026, by its terms, does not
prohibit disclosure of student information that may be protected under FERPA. Instead, Chapter
552 defines “student records” distinctly and regulates disclosure differently, for purposes of the
Public Information Act,’ in a separate section as follows:

(a) Information is excepted from the requirements of Section 552.021 if it is
information in a student record at an educational institution funded wholly or partly
by state revenue.

! Among the notable differences between the treatment of identical information under FERPA and Texas
law are the following: under the later Texas law there is no equivalent to FERPA’s “educational purpose”
requirement limiting distribution of student records to educational institution personnel; and, student
records must be disclosed to a person conducting a child abuse investigation, whereas under FERPA there
is no such provision and the disclosure violates FERPA privacy rules, unless an emergency that poses a
present threat to another exists. See Letter to University of New Mexico re: Applicability of FERPA to
Health and Other State Reporting Requirements, Nov. 20, 2004, FERPA Online Library (available at
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/fpco/ferpa/library/baiseunmslc.html).
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(b) A record under Subsection (a) shall be made available on the request of:
(1) educational institution personnel;
(2) the student involved or the student's parent, legal guardian, or spouse; or
(3) a person conducting a child abuse investigation required by Subchapter
D, Chapter 261, Family Code.

Tex. Gov’1 CODE § 552.114 (emphasis added).

Review of published cases indicates that no one has ever been prosecuted for violating
Section 552.352, and no appellate court has held that release of student records excepted from
disclosure under § 552.114 violates § 552.352. However, Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts
v. Attorney General of Texas, 354 S.W.3d 336 (Tex. 2010) (Wainwright, J., Johnson, J.
dissenting in part and concurring in part), contains a persuasive analysis of the issue of liability
for disclosing information considered a “student record” under the Public Information Act. After
carefully considering the legislative purpose evident in the text of Chapter 552, Justice
Wainwright reasoned that disclosure of student records would mot be a crime. Justice
Wainwright explained:

The text of the PIA indicates that the Legislature intended the word "confidential”
to have a specific meaning in the PIA, separating highly sensitive information that
is prohibited from disclosure (such as the home address of a peace officer) from
sensitive information that is merely excepted from disclosure (such as
information in a student record). The PIA thus creates three distinct categories
of public information: information required to be disclosed, information excepted
from mandatory (but not voluntary) disclosure, and confidential information that
is prohibited from disclosure and subject to criminal penalties.

1d. at 269 (emphasis added).

B. DISCLOSURE OF STUDENT RECORDS TO A PRIVATE ATTORNEY IN
PREPARATION FOR LITIGATION GOVERNED BY RULES OF CIVIL
PROCEDURE SHOULD BE TREATED AS AN AUTHORIZED
DISCLOSURE UNDER CHAPTER 552 IN ORDER TO AVOID ABSURD
RESULTS.

Section 552.005 states that (a) “[t]his chapter does not affect the scope of civil discovery
under the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure,” and that (b) “[e]xceptions from disclosure under this
chapter do not create new privileges from discovery.” If student records are responsive and
relevant, they must be disclosed in response to proper discovery requests under Rule 192 of the
Texas Code of Civil Procedure. Pursuant to House Rule 4, Section 13, committees must follow
rules of evidence and civil procedure to the extent applicable. The Civil Rule’s applicability is
heightened in impeachment proceedings which are entirely “judicial in character.” Ferguson v.
Maddox. 114 Tex. 85, 94, 263 S.W. 888, 890 (Tex. 1924).



Rep. Carol Alvarado, Co-Chair
Rep. Dan Flynn, Co-Chair
January 13, 2014

Page 7

In compliance with the Rules of Civil Procedure, parties involved in Chapter 665
proceedings who are subpoenaed to produce documents must disclose responsive documents
“relevant to the subject matter of the action." Tex. R. Civ. P. 192.3(b). Whether a document is
responsive and relevant is a legal determination made in light of Rule 401 of the Texas Rules of
Evidence. Retained counsel typically discharge this obligation once litigation commences and
often find it necessary to review records beforehand to evaluate the matter and advise their
client(s) accordingly. In light of the fundamental role attorneys play, it would Iead to an absurd
result were it criminal for an official to provide student records to his or her attorney in the face
of litigation, or anticipated litigation, involving those very records. Under § 552.005, the official
would have to respond to discovery in accordance with the law, but under § 552.352 he could not
provide the underlying document(s) to legal counsel.

Statutory schemes are interpreted to avoid absurd results, Boykin v. State, 818 S.W.2d
782, 785 (Tex. Crim. App. 1991); Jose Carreras, M.D., P.A. v. Marroquin, 339 S.W.3d 68, 73
(Tex. 2011) (recognizing that this Court "interpret[s] statutes to avoid an absurd result"). The
Texas Attorney General has been compelled to address what clearly would be absurd results
following from the literal application of § 552.352(a). Literal application of this Section would
criminalize the distribution of confidential information within the very agency that collected it.
To avoid this absurdity, the Attorney General has issued opinions instructing that "a member of a
governmental body, acting in her official capacity, is not a member of the public for purposes of
access to information in the governmental body's possession." See Tex. Atty. Gen. Op. OR2001-
2154 (2001). Thus, "an authorized official or employee may review records of the governmental
body without implicating the Act's prohibition against selective disclosure.” See Attorney
General Opinion JM-119 at 2 (1983); see also Open Records Decision No. 468 at 4 (1987).

For similar reasons, an attorney representing a governmental official in legal proceedings
that impact the official, both personally and in his official capacity, should not be treated as a
member of the public. Rather the attorney is acting as the governmental official’s authorized
agent. The Parliamentarian of the House of Representatives recently characterized impeachment
proceedings as “pending litigation.”® Regent Hall appears to have retained counsel in response
to the initiation of impeachment proceedings and appears to have disclosed potentially FERPA
protected documents, if any, to his attorneys because he is the defendant in this litigation. U.T.
System, therefore, concludes that Regent Hall’s presumed disclosure of student records to his
attorney for the purpose of preparing for or defending himself in the instant impeachment
litigation was not criminal under § 552.352. Regent Hall’s presumed disclosure of the potential
FERPA documents to his defense counsel would be equally warranted as providing potentially
confidential student information to the Committee in accordance with the Rules of Civil
Procedure that House Rule 4, Section 13 imposes on respondents in this situation.

? Letter Briefing from Chris Greisel, House Parliamentarian, to the Honorable Greg Abbott, re: RQ-1163-
GA (dated December 5, 2013).
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CONCLUSION

Based upon the facts known to U.T. System as of this writing, we find no credible
evidence of a violation of § 552.352 that would warrant a referral for criminal prosecution.

With regards,
HILDER & ASSOCIATES, P.C.

Philip H. Hilder
PHH/jf

cc:  Rusty Hardin, Special Counsel
Rusty Hardin & Associates, LLP
5 Houston Center
1401 McKinney, Suite 2250
Houston, Texas 77010
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Lone Star Lunacy

There’s something rotten in the state of Texas.

By Kevin D. Williamson

Why do state universities have boards of trustees? In Texas, where the rather grandiose
flagship university system styles its trustees “regents,” the governor appoints representatives to
the universities’ governing boards in order to ensure that state resources are being stewarded
responsibly. Governor Rick Perry has been more aggressive than most in seeking to reform his
state’s higher-education system, from innovations such as his $10,000 degree challenge to such

old-fashioned bugaboos as efficiency and institutional honesty. One of the regents he
appointed, Dallas businessman Wallace Hall, pursued the latter energetically, and what he
helped to uncover was disturbing: The dean of the law school resigned after it was revealed that

he had received a $500,000 “forgivable loan” from the law-school foundation, without the
university administration’s having been made aware of the extra compensation. And in a
development sure to put a grimace on the face of any student or parent who has ever waited
with anticipation to hear from a first-choice college or graduate school, Mr. Hall uncovered the
fact that members of the Texas legislature were seeking and receiving favorable treatment for
family members and political allies in admissions to the university’s prestigious law school.

Given the nature of these scandals — the improper use of political power — it was natural
enough that impeachments and criminal investigations followed. What is unnatural — and
inexplicable, and indefensible, and shameful — is the fact that it is Wallace Hall who is

facing impeachment and possible charges.

Mr. Hall, as noted, was appointed by Governor Perry, and there is no overestimating the
depth or intensity of the Texas higher-education establishment’s hatred for Rick Perry. (He
himself seems rather fond of his alma mater, Texas A&M.) Perry’s dryland-farmer populism
is not calculated to please deans of diversity or professors of grievance, but academia’s Perry
hatred is more financial than cultural. The idea that a college degree, even a specialized one,
could be delivered for $10,000 is anathema to the higher-education establishment, which
views ever-soaring tuition as its own collective welfare entitlement. Texas’s ducal university
presidents and (ye gods, but the titles!) chancellors are accustomed to doing as they please
and to enjoying salaries and perks that would be the envy of many chief executives in the
private sector — not only the medieval holdover of tenure, but such postmodern benefits as a
comfy professorship for one’s spouse. The last thing they want is some trustee — some

nobody appointed by the duly elected governor of the state to manage the resources of the
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people who fund the universities — poking his nose in what they consider their business
rather than the state’s business. Mr. Hall, a successful investor and oil-and-gas entrepreneur,
is not an aspiring academic or politician, and he has little or nothing to gain from annoying
the university’s administration — other than the satisfaction of doing the job that it is his duty
to do.

The case against Mr. Hall consists mainly of adjectives: “vindictive,” “bullying.” “blustery,”

9 ¢¢ 9 ¢¢

“myopic.” “mean-spirited.” “intense.” “malignant.” The broad claim against him is that in the

course of uncovering plain wrongdoing by university officials and Texas politicians of both
parties, he used investigative techniques that amounted to harassment. Setting aside the
question of whether people engaged in wrongdoing on the state’s dime should or should not
be harassed — for the record, the latter seems preferable to me — the case against Mr. Hall is
mainly that he asked for a great deal of information and that he was insufficiently deferential
to the refined sensibilities of the august ladies and gentlemen whose proprietary treatment of

the University of Texas is in question.

Mr. Hall is also accused of violating academic confidentiality rules, and it is here that the
storyteller enters the plot as a minor character. I cannot avoid discussing my own small role
in the case inasmuch as my name appears a dozen times in grand inquisitor Rusty Hardin’s
vindictive, blustery, bullying, mean-spirited, vindictive report on the case, and the report

distorts my NaTioNAL REVIEW ONLINE reporting on the subject. For example, Mr. Hardin writes:

That same day, Williamson posted a second on-line article about the e-mails in
which he states “it was suggested to me that one of the legislators [Rep. Jim
Pitts] leading the impeachment push was one of the same legislators who had
sought preferential treatment for their children in admissions to the University of

Texas law school.”

The name of Mr. Pitts in brackets suggests exactly the opposite of what happened. In this, Mr.

Hardin’s report is false and should be immediately corrected.

As my reporting made clear, it was suggested to me by a critic of the university that the push
to impeach Mr. Hall was an attempt to prevent the disclosure of the identity of those Texas
legislators who were seeking preferential treatment for family and friends in admission to the
university and its law school. Nobody suggested that the smoking gun I was in search of was
to be found upon the hip of Representative Pitts. My thinking at the time went roughly thus:
“Surely none of these legislators is stupid enough to be, at the same time, one of the people
who had leaned on the law school on behalf of their kids and one of the people with their
own names prominent in the Hall witch-hunt.” I had assumed there would be a degree or two
of separation, but why not start with the prominent players? Being a hard-boiled reporter

type, I went through the exhaustive process of looking up the online biographies of anti-Hall
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legislators and then googling their kids to see if any were enrolled in, or were recent
graduates of, the university or its law school. After seven or eight minutes of grueling
research apparently beyond the abilities of the utterly supine, groveling, risible Austin media,
I had a few leads, and called the office of Representative Pitts, the chairman of the house

ways and means committee of the Texas state house, who did most of the rest of the work for

me, throwing a tantrum when I asked if he had sought special treatment for his son but not
denying that he had. Almost immediately afterward, he announced that he would not be

seeking reelection.

I had underestimated the average Texas Republican’s capacity for stupidity. Mr. Hardin et al.
still seem to believe that my source was Mr. Hall or one of his attorneys, when it was Google

and Representative Pitts.

On the subject of capacity estimates, one of the interesting details of the case is the fact that
the law school expressly spelled out the reasons it could not admit Representative Pitts’s son,
Ryan, and it suggested two possible remedies — retaking the LSAT or enrolling for a year in
a different law school and there proving his mettle — but young Ryan Pitts was nonetheless
admitted with neither of those conditions having been satisfied. It was a disservice to all
involved: Coming out of a law school with a 95 percent first-time passage rate on the state
bar, he failed the exam repeatedly — Pitts and two other political scions had at last count
taken the exam ten times among the three of them — another example of an affirmative-

action case undone by having been promoted over his capacities.

In addition to facing impeachment — a prospect the American Council of Trustees and
Alumni describes as an example of “expensive witch hunts designed to discourage public
servants from asking tough questions in pursuit of the public interest” — Mr. Hall also faces
possible criminal prosecution by the so-called Public Integrity Unit, a detail within the Travis

County district attorney’s office charged with investigating official wrongdoing.

Those of you who have followed politics with any interest will recognize the woefully
misnamed Public Integrity Unit as the former fiefdom of one Ronnie Earle, the Travis County
prosecutor who engaged in outrageous grand-jury shopping in order to indict Tom DelLay —
on charges of breaking a law that had not yet been passed at the time he was accused of
having violated it — and succeeded in ending Mr. DeLay’s political career before having his

case laughed out of court by a disdainful judge. Mr. Earle had tried the same thing before

with Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison, with less success.

The out-of-control prosecutorial unit has recently turned its political wrath on — surprise —

Rick Perry. Unhappy with the unit’s leadership — its publicly drunk. rage-filled, weeping,

puppy-concerned, locked-in-restraints, pretty-much-bonkers leadership — Governor Perry

vetoed the unit’s funding, and his office made it known that it would not be restored while
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current leadership was in place. Specifically, Governor Perry’s office wanted the ouster of the
boss, Rosemary Lehmberg. Democrats say that Governor Perry wanted her scalp because
she’s a Democrat and investigating his allies; the Perry camp maintains that the proximate

cause was Ms. Lehmberg’s arrest on drunk-driving charges and her hilarious “Do You Know

Who I Am?” performance, which was, conveniently, caught on video. It was not the Travis

County district attorney office’s only DWI arrest of late, either.

In a legal theory worthy of the time-traveling Ronnie Earle, Texas Democrats have filed a
complaint that Governor Perry’s insistence that he’d keep vetoing the Public Integrity Unit’s
funding as long as its embarrassing leadership was in place constituted an offer of bribery,
1.e., that his apparent willingness to see the detail’s state funding restored after a change of
leadership amounted to an illegal payoff. A special prosecutor is to consider the question. If
the complaint against Governor Perry has any merit, then every legislative deal ever made in

the history of the republic is an act of corruption.

And that’s where Texas is right now: A regent exposes wrongdoing at the University of Texas
and in the legislature, and the regent gets impeached, possibly prosecuted. The chief
prosecutor for a “Public Integrity Unit” gets hauled in on drunk-driving charges, throws a fit,

makes threats — and Rick Perry is in trouble for demanding her ouster.

Both of these episodes are shameful, backward, and suggestive of corruption. There is

something rotten in the state of Texas.

— Kevin D. Williamson is roving correspondent for NATIONAL REVIEW.
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February 1, 2014

The Honorable Dan Flynn

Co-Chair, House Select Commitiee on Transparency in State Agency Operations
P.O. Box 2910

Austin, TX 78768-2910

The Honorable Carol Alvarado :

Co-Chair, House Select Committee on Transparency in State Agency Operations
P.O. Box 2910

Austin, TX 78768-2910

Dear Co-Chairs Flynn and Alvarado:

This letter constitutes the initial report of The University of Texas System (“U.T.
System” or “System”) in response to your December 20, 2013 letter asking for
the periodic provision of seven categories of information to the House Select
Committee on Transparency in State Agency Operations (“Select Committee”).

We appreciate and applaud your emphasis and that of the Select Committee on
transparency and communication. The U.T. System has long been committed to
transparency and accountability. We believe transparency is critical to sustaining
public trust in our institutions of higher education and all of state government.
The U.T. System continues to review, revise, and implement policies and critical
initiatives that have gained the System recognition as a national leader in
transparency, accountability and efficiency. Some of those initiatives are listed
in our responses to requests 6 and 7 below.

For ease of organization, we will restate generally the request made in your
December 20 letter. (With respect to the first request, note we are relying on
the reframed interpretation of the request as agreed to by staff of the Select
Committee following communications with staff in the U.T. System’s Office of
Governmental Relations.)
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1. Alisting of all requests for information made by a regent, or by an employee of the U.T. System
for, at the request of, on behalf of, or at the instigation of, a regent, to a System university or
institution on or after December 20, 2013.

In response, please see the attached chart (Attachment A), which includes requests made after
December 20, 2013, some of which represent the continuation of requests initiated before that
date. In developing this chart, we have included requests that require the compitation of
written materials or the development of charts or other formats to provide the requested
information. We have not included requests that can be answered verbally or that merely
result in conversations about various topics, noting the Select Committee’s emphasis on the
“number of pages of documentation” provided in response to requests.

Note also that although the Select Committee asked for “the requestor’s explanation as to the
need for and the benefit of the information requested” and a “statement as to whether the
Chancellor and the Chairman of the Board of Regents reviewed the request,” the individual
Regent making the request did not explain the need or benefit when making the request, nor
do current Regents’ Rules and Regulations require any such explanation. Similarly, the existing
Rules and Regulations do not require a review of requests by the Chancellor and Chairman, but
review is routinely made and was done with respect to all the requests reflected in the
attached chart.

As more fully described in the response to request 2 below, proposed changes to the Regents’
Rules and Regulations will impact the manner of compiling information, the process for making
requests for information, and the methods of accessing and providing information.

2. Adescription of any proposed changes to the Regents’ Rules and Regulations.

Board of Regents Chairman Paul Foster will recommend the attached proposed changes
(Attachment B) to the Regents’ Rules and Regulations to the U. T. System Board of Regents
(“Board”) for consideration and approval during its meeting on February 6, 2014. The proposed
changes have not been reviewed by the full Board and are subject to further modification as
part of the Board’s deliberations and action at the meeting next week or in a subsequent
meeting.

Proposed revisions to Rule 10101 contain clarifications to current language on Board authority
and duties, including a new section related to records and information management. This
section covers compliance with U.T. System policies on records retention and information
management and on encryption, retention, destruction, and release of documents. The
provision also mandates related training and the establishment of a U. T. System email address
for each Regent. It is recommended that the Board require any email messages sent by a U. T.
employee to a Regent on a matter of public policy or U. T. business be sent only to the Regent’s
U. T. email address. :
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Proposed changes to Rule 10403 clarify who may speak on behalf of the Board and the System
and set the expectation that Regents will coordinate media contacts with the Office of External
Relations,

A new Rule 10801 is intended to complement the numerous ongoing U. T. System transparency
initiatives, which include enhanced data gathering, data management, and access to data
through the U. T. System's electronic Productivity Dashboard.

a.

The proposed new Rule acknowledges the need for a comprehensive plan and the
capacity to make voluminous documents and a growing repository of data readily
available for review, as appropriate, by all requestors, including the pubilic,
representatives of the media, members of the Legislature, and members of the Board of
Regents,

The recommended new Rule envisions a plan for significantly improving data
management and access with the goals of increasing transparency and accountability
while reducing administrative burdens through an orderly and efficient method of
records management and production. For members of the Board seeking information,
the proposed Rule formalizes a request process that facilitates discussion with the
Chairman, the Chancellor, and the requesting Regent to assist in avoiding duplication of
efforts and to work together to set the scope and deadlines for production in the
context of System strategic priorities. The proposed Rule is not intended to prevent a
member of the Board from access to information or data the Regent deems necessary
to fulfill his or her official duties but to ultimately make more information and data
readily available for all.

The benefits expected from the Rule include providing quicker access to data in a format
more conducive to analytical review; making the best information available to decision-
makers to fulfill their responsibilities; reducing workload on U. T. System and
institutional staff members; providing better access to and use of the increasing
amounts of data being collected by the U. T. System Administration and the U. T. System
institutions; and allowing researchers to identify important challenges, patterns, and
opportunities with these data.

U. T. System Administration and U. T. System institutions currently provide Web access
to a listing of all requests made under the Texas Public Information Act (“TPIA”) from at
least early 2013. The new Rule directs the U. T. System to lock to identify improvements
to the websites. As one facet of the enhanced access, the U. T. System will pilot a
phased program to provide access to the actual documents responsive to each of the
requests, to the extent feasible and legally permitted. The existing System
Administration website may be accessed at http://www.utsystem.edu/. This website is
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thought to be the first in the nation for a major university or a major system of higher
education.

3. Adescription and update on the progress of any pending investigations and inquiries conducted
by the U.T. System. ‘

The U. T. System routinely conducts, in the regular course of business, numerous reviews,
audits, compliance activities, and information technology-related security reviews. Based upon
the Select Committee’s request and prior questions, we do not believe the Committee wishes
to have information concerning such routine inquiries.

The following inquiries are currently being conducted:

a. Admissions Process Inquiry

Background: At the direction of Chancellor Cigarroa, an inquiry is being
conducted into concerns that have arisen regarding possible undue influence by
legislators on admissions decisions at The University of Texas at Austin (“U.T.
Austin”). This is an inquiry, not an investigation; i.e., a small set of data and
information is being studied internally by the System Offices of General Counsel
and Academic Affairs, without any external assistance, to determine if a full
investigation is required. The focus has been on the U.T. Austin School of Law,
but a set of statistical data on undergraduate admissions is also being reviewed.
As part of the inquiry, data and information related to student admissions for the
School of Law and the undergraduate programs have been requested from the
institution.

Status: The inquiry is nearing completion. Should the inquiry lead to a formal
investigation involving external assistance, procedures related to advance notice
of an investigation will be followed, including notification of the Legislative
Budget Board as required by Senate Bill 1, the state’s general appropriations act
for the 2014-2015 biennium, and the final investigative report will be made
available to the public.

Related to the issues that are the subject of this inquiry, but constituting neither
an inquiry nor an investigation, Chancellor Cigarroa has tasked U.T. System
Academic Affairs staff to meet with admissions directors from across the System,
combined with a review and analysis of research from professional associations
and other institutions, to develop a report and recommendations on best
practices in admissions. This report is nearing completion.



Co-Chair Flynn and Co-Chair Alvarado
February 1, 2014
Page 5

b. Complaint by Faculty Member at The University of Texas Health Science Center at
Houston {(“U.T. Health Science Center-Houston”)
Background: A complaint was lodged by a faculty member at U.T. Health Science '
Center-Houston regarding various alleged administrative shortcomings.

Status: The complaint is being investigated jointly by the Office of Systemwide
Compliance and the Office of General Counsel. The investigation is expected to
conclude in spring 2014.

c. Malware Concerns at The University of Texas M.D. Anderson Cancer Center (“U.T. M.D.
Anderson Cancer Center”)

Background: An investigation of potential malware infection of computers in the
U.T. M.D. Anderson Cancer Center Faculty Senate Office is being conducted by
the Office of Information Security Compliance.

Status: A final report is being drafted. Although the report will indicate that no
malware was found, it will also make specific recommendations to change
information security within the Faculty Senate Office. The report is expected to
be completed by March 2014.

d. Fair Labor Standards Act Review

Background: A review of U.T. System institutions’ procedures to ensure
compliance with the overtime and job classification provisions of the federal Fair
Labor Standards Act is being conducted by the System Office of Employee
Services and Office of General Counsel.

Statusf The reviewers continue to gather information.
e. Review of Travel Gifted to or Accepted on Behalf of U.T. Austin President Bill Powers

Background: A review of compliance with applicable laws and System policies
concerning travel gifted to or accepted on behalf of President Powers and
provided by a non-family member is being conducted by the System Office of
Academic Affairs.

Any number of special circumstances may exist that would bring otherwise
personal travel of a university president within the legitimate scope of inquiry of
the U.T. System. Examples of such special circumstances include:
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If the president is failing to adequately perform his or her official responsibilities
due to personal travel. (Regents’ Rule 20201 Sections 3 and 4)

If the personal travel rises to a level of creating a conflict of commitment.
(Regents’ Rule 20201 Sections 3 and 4; Regents’ Rule 30104 Section 4; UTS 180
Section 5)

State law requires the annual filing of a Personal Financial Statement {PFS). This
statement would require reporting of gifts from non-family members in excess of
$250. If a President were to accept a gift of travel, such travel would be required
to be reported on the PFS. Failure to disclose such gifts and comply with state
law would be within the legitimate scope of System inquiry. {Chapter 572,
Government Code)

The acceptance of gifts under certain circumstances may constitute a crime
under the Penal Code, and allegations or the possibility of criminal activity are
within the scope of legitimate inquiry by the System. (Sections 36.02 and 36.08,
Penal Code)

The acceptance of gifts may under certain circumstances constitute a conflict of
interest, and a gift of travel in such circumstances would be within the scope of
legitimate inquiry by the System. (Regents’ Rule 30104, UTS 180)

If university funds were expended for personal travel, such expenditure would
violate both U.T. System policy and state law and be within the legitimate scope
of inquiry by the System. {(Regents’ Rule 20205 Section 3; Section 39.02, Penal
Code}

If the travel is mixed in purposes between business and personal (where, for
example, an employee may stay a few extra days at a particular location after a
conference has concluded for personal reasons), further inquiry may be
appropriate, as such travel by necessity involves sometimes challenging
accounting for personal versus university purposes and subsequent
reimbursement issues.

Status: The review is expected to be concluded by the end of February 2014,

f. Review of Procurement of Services from and Deliverables Provided by Accenture

Background: A review of the procurement by U.T. Austin of certain consulting
services from Accenture is being conducted by the System Offices of Business
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Affairs and Internal Audit. The review will also identify any reports or
deliverables provided by Accenture.

Status: The review has just been initiated.
g. Texas Public Information Act Compliance Review

Background: On May 8, 2013, the U.T. System Audit, Compliance, and
Management Review Committee (“Audit Committee”) recommended that
Chancellor Cigarroa explore and provide recommendations on a review of U.T.
institutions’ compliance with the Texas Public Information Act. Chancellor
Cigarroa provided his report and recormmendations at the August 21, 2013 Board
of Regents meeting. The recommendations were approved by the Audit
Committee and then by the full Board. The Chancellor recommended that the
U.T. Systemwide Compliance Office direct a targeted compliance review of
procedures and applications of the TPIA at U.T. System Administration, U.T.
Austin, The University of Texas Southwestern Medical Center (“U.T.
Southwestern”), and The University of Texas at San Antonio (“U.T. San Antonio”).
Subject matter experts from the Office of General Counsel would conduct the
reviews and be accompanied by assistant compliance officers to monitor the
review process. It was recommended that after the completion of the reviews,
to be no later than October 31, 2013, the U.T. Systemwide Compliance Officer
(1) provide a “white paper” outlining best practices for U.T. System
Administration and the U.T. System institutions to follow and (2) develop an
educational webinar to assist in the training for compliance with the
requirements of the TPIA and U.T. System’s efforts at providing more
transparency to the public. Chairman Foster also requested that the full Board
of Regents receive the TPIA webinar training.

Status: The U.T. System public information attorneys and supervisor created the
compliance assessment tool in September 2013. The TPIA review was
completed at U.T. System Administration in October 2013 as planned. However,
the previously scheduled reviews for November and December 2013 at the
institutions were postponed so that the public information attorneys could
attend to the multiple document requests and legislative subpoena issued by the
Select Committee. This situation required that the System-wide Compliance
Office and the Office of General Counsel adjust the timeframe for the
completion of the TPIA project. Furthermore, two public information attorneys
assigned to the project have recently left the System and their replacements
have just been hired. In light of this, the revised timeframe for the completion of
" the review will be:.
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o March 31, 2014: Completion of the compliance reviews at U.T. Austin,
U.T. Southwestern and U.T. San Antonio

o April 30, 2014: Completion of the “white paper” outlining best practices

o May 30, 2014: Completion of webinar training for TPIA, legal, and_
compliance staffs

o July 31, 2014: Completion of webinar training module for Board of
Regents

4. A description of the actions taken by the Board of Regents and the U.T. System to prevent the
mishandling of confidential student information.

As background for this response, we would like to restate the following information. During
testimony before the Select Committee, some early witnesses implied that the U.T. System has
not protected the privacy rights of students, staff, and patients. This is simply not true. To the
extent student information may have been released inappropriately, the release was made by
U.T. Austin. The U. T. System is very committed to compliance with privacy laws, and in every
instance, including those in which U. T. System attorneys conferred with U. T. Austin campus
officials and attorneys regarding requests for documents, the protection of the privacy of
student information and health information has been a priority.

The U.T. System provides training and has policies and procedures designed to protect sensitive
information, including confidential student information. Orientation sessions for new members
of the Board have been revised, effective with training conducted in 2013, to provide newly
appointed Regents with more training on confidentiality, including federal laws related to
-personally identifiable student information and personal health information.

At the direction of Chancellor Cigarroa, the U.T. System is taking steps to ensure the
implementation of and compliance with revisions to the training, policies, and procedures
applicable to all U.T. System officers and employees to strengthen information protection.
Copies of the current policies and guidelines are attached (Attachment C), and any revisions to
these policies and guidelines will be provided to the Select Committee.

The U.T. System has a robust and effective privacy and security program in place designed to
protect the confidentiality of all System records, including student records. System-wide and
System Administration policies require the identification of all records subject to state and
federal confidentiality laws, including education records subject to the Family Educational
Rights and Privacy Act (“FERPA”}), and development of office-specific procedures to ensure the
integrity and security of all confidential data. System Administration and each System
institution have a breach response policy that sets the protocol for each employee to follow in
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identifying, reporting and responding to any unauthorized access to confidential records. In
addition, each System employee or third party contractor who is provided access to
confidential System records, which include all students record subject to FERPA, is required to
review and acknowledge the individual’s responsibility to comply with these policies as a
condition of accessing System records. |

U.T. System institutions are required to adopt internal FERPA policies based on the model policy
adopted by the Office of General Counsel, which incorporates the recommendations of the U.S.
Department of Education for post-secondary institutions. Pursuant to Regents’ Rule 20201,
Section 4.9, these policies are subject to review and approval by the U.T. System General
Counsel and by the Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs or Health Affairs, as
appropriate. The model template for all university contracts contains specific provisions that
require the identification of any contract that involves outsourcing or other access to education
records by the third party contractor and provides mandatory terms to ensure that contractors
employ FERPA privacy and security safeguards.

As the result of a comprehensive security evaluation assessment commissioned by the Board of
Regents, the U.T. System has also appointed a Senior Attorney within the Office of General
Counsel to serve as System Administration’s Privacy Officer and Systemwide Privacy
Coordinator. This attorney regularly reviews the Notices of Proposed Rulemaking , FERPA
regulation amendments, Dear Colleague Letters, and opinion and guidance published by the
Family Policy Compliance Office (FPCO), the office within the U.S. Department of Education that
interprets and enforces FERPA, as well as the guidance and whitepapers published by the
Privacy Technical Assistance Center, another office within the Department of Education that
provides guidance on privacy, confidentiality, and security practices in the creation of
tongitudinal data systems involving student education records. The attorney drafts memoranda
and white papers to provide general guidance on FERPA compliance issues, provides
consultation to other System attorneys on FERPA-related matters, and provides counsel and
training to faculty and staff at System institutions on the specific requirements of FERPA that
are applicable to their specific duties and types of records. The attorney is currently developing
a specific training program for attorneys and other System employees that respond to Texas
Public Information Act requests to equip them to identify and respond effectively to requests
that involve student education records. In addition, the Office of General Counsel is currently
drafting model policies for both System Administration and U.T. System as a whole that will

- more specifically guide institutions and System Administration in their FERPA compliance
efforts.

5. A description of any actions taken to make electronic communications between Regents and
U.T. System employees more transparent to the citizens of Texas.

The changes proposed by Chairman Foster to the Regents’ Rules and Regulations discussed in
response to request 2 above and that are attached will increase transparency through the
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strong encouragement for Regents to use U.T. System email accounts for all communications
involving state business and the requirement that all communications from U. T. System
employees to members of the Board on matters involving state business will be sent to the
Regent’s U. T. System email address.

Note that during the October Select Committee hearing, an assertion was made by a member
of the Select Committee that use of a state email domain by members of the Board of Regents
is currently required under state law. After diligent research by U.T. System legal staff, the
System can find no state law that mandates use of a utsystem.edu email domain or address by
members of the Board, nor any law that requires the use of a state or state agency domain or
address by members of any other governing board of a state institution of higher education,
state agency or the Legislature.

6. A description of any actions taken by the U.T. System to make the internal processes of the
System more transparent and accountable to the Select Committee and to the citizens of Texas.

The U. T. System is already an acknowledged national leader among institutions of higher
education in the area of transparency and public access to information. The best current
example is the Chancellor’s Framework for Advancing Excellence, approved by the Board of
Regents in 2011. The Framework has been highlighted by educators and policymakers across
the country for its vision for higher education. 1t focuses on initiatives and policy changes that
are based on data and the engagement of hundreds of individuals in the process. Transparency
is a key element in assuring the accomplishment of the aggressive goals outlined in the
Framework.

Listed below are some of the initiatives coming out of the Framework that are currently in place
or in the process of implementation within the U, T. System. Some of the policy changes and
task force recommendations have gone through several iterations based upon input solicited
from faculty, staff and student groups.

a. Aspart of the U.T. System’s efforts to increase transparency; to measure more
effectively productivity, efficiency, and impact; and to demonstrate more clearly
accountability, the System developed the Productivity Dashboard {(“Dashboard”). The
Dashboard is a business intelligence system that includes web-based applications for
extracting and analyzing institutional data. Its purpose is to provide current data, trends
over time, and comparative benchmarking across a variety of metrics in support of
better decision- and policy-making. It provides a rolling 10 years (where available) of
data on the performance of all U. T. System institutions and is accessible to the public
at data.utsystem.edu. The Dashboard provides important data and metrics concerning
students, faculty, research and technology transfer, health care, and productivity and
efficiency.
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b. The new System-wide policy on “Conflicts of Interest, Conflicts of Commitment, and

Outside Activities” (UTS 180) is intended to protect the credibility and reputation of the
U. T. System Administration, of each U. T. institution, and of their employees. The policy
provides for a transparent system of disclosure, approval, and documentation of
employee outside activities. As part of implementing the policy, a new online
application has been developed to create a streamlined electronic request and
disclosure process that is the foundation for an online System-wide disclosure database.
Public online reporting will include a dashboard with aggregated information on
disclosures and an individual report for employees with a managed conflict.

It can be hard to predict exactly how the choices students make today can impact their
future. The U.T. System entered into an agreement with the Texas Workforce
Commission to share data related to occupational outcomes for students graduating
from U.T. institutions. With this data, the U.T. System has developed the seekUT
website and complementary online tool that allows students to view information by
degree major, including first- and fifth-year median earnings, average student loan debt
for graduates, and descriptions of the degree majors. This comprehensive online tool
will go a long way in helping students and their families plan their future based on a
foundation of realistic expectations of potential student loan debt and post-graduation
earnings.

In 2012, then Board Chairman Gene Powell established the Advisory Task Force on Best
Practices Regarding University-Affiliated Foundation Relationships {(“Foundations Task
Force”}). The work of the Foundations Task Force was guided by several findings and
principles, including the understanding that full transparency in the relationship
between each university and its university-affiliated foundations is essential. With that
in mind, the Foundations Task Force recommended that U. T, System and System
institutions and their affiliated foundations work together to implement practices that
increase transparency, openness, and disclosure to the supported institution and the
public.

Specific recommendations call for each institution and its affiliated foundation(s} to: (1)
provide for sharing of financial information, audits, annual IRS filings, and other records
with each other and outside parties; (2} adopt a transparency statement oriented
specifically to donors, alumni, and outside parties; (3} adopt practices to assure the
university is aware of foundation policies regarding gift or administrative fees, including
the disclosure to donors or potential donors of any and all fees for endowment or non-
endowment gifts, pledges, or bequests; and (4} establish a practice to assure routine
reports to donors, The Foundations Task Force also recommended that each institution
identify all affiliated foundations on its website, clearly noting their status as separate
from the supported institution and similarly that each university-affiliated foundation
have a well-developed website that provides public access to information about the
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foundation’s mission, a list of foundation employees and board members, and clear
contact information for the foundation.

The Board of Regents will consider recommended policy changes needed to implement
the Foundations Task Force recommendations on February 6, 2014,

. The actions of the U.T. System Board of Regents are highly transparent through the

posting of information about upcoming meetings of the Board on the System’s website
and real time web-streaming of all regular meetings of the Board, as well as the creation
of searchable, archival records of past Board actions.

Under the leadership of recent Board Chairmen, the U. T. System Office of the Board of
Regents has leveraged technology to make historical documents widely available to the
public for historical and scholarly purposes. This work is summarized in the attached
article from Trusteeship magazine (Attachment D), published by the national Association
of Governing Boards and Universities and Colleges.

Over a decade ago, the Board Office digitized and published online all Board minutes,
dating back to the creation of the University in 1881 (http://www.utsystem.edu/board-
of-regents/meetings). These minutes are searchable. An excerpt of the minutes from
the first Board of Regents meeting held on November 15, 1881, is available online
(http://www.utsystem.edu/board-of-regents/history/utsystem-board-of-regents).

Board meeting agendas are posted online with the Texas Secretary of State and may be
accessed through the Board Office webpage or through the Texas Register. Board
meetings are webcast, and archived webcasts since 2003 are available online.

Again leveraging technology, the Board now utilizes a board portal for meeting
materials, accessible with any computing device with Internet capability, including an
iPad.

Over the last two decades, the Regents’ Rules and Regulations, the governing document
for the U. T. System, has been published online with extensive hyperlinks and search
capabilities. The Rules document is undergoing further online publishing improvements
at this time.

in addition, information on current and former Members of the Board is available
online. Information on over 230 former Regents includes dates of service, biographies,
and photos (http://www.utsystem.edu/bor/former regents/homepage.htm).

The Board Office utilizes centralized, searchable electronic databases for archival
storage of permanent university records and follows the State of Texas Records
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Retention Schedule (http://www.utsvstem.edu/documents/docs/informatién-
resources/records-retention-schedule).

7. Any other information that the U.T. System deems useful to the Select Committee’s ongoing
investigation and deliberations.

The U. T. System appreciates the opportunity to provide the following additional information to
assist the Committee:

a. The U.T. System Office of General Counsel, outside counsel, and the Office of the Board

of Regents have reviewed Regent Hall's information requests in light of the provisions of
the Texas Education Code relating to the rights and responsibilities of a member of the
governing board of The University of Texas System and find no violations of law or
policy. An opinion from Hilder & Associates, P.C,, dated January 13, 2014, addressing
issues with respect to Regent Hall’s activities, including the right of a member of the
Board of Regents to have access to student information, was previously provided to the
Select Committee. Regent Hall has consistently followed all procedures set by the
Chairman of the Board related to the process for requesting information.

Please note that, related to his request to review documents and emails previously
compiled by U.T. Austin in response to the requests made by other requestors under the
Texas Public iInformation Act, Regent Hall specifically requested that no personally
identifiable student information or information covered by federal health information
privacy laws be provided to him. Note also, in what has been a consistently confused
and misunderstood fact, Regent Hall did not make 1,200 requests under the TPIA for
documents and emails, but only requested information concerning the TPIA requests
previously made by others. Regent Hall filed, as a private citizen, five TPIA requests of
his own. It has been represented that as many as 800,000 pages of documents were
provided to Regent Hall as a result of his requests. System believes a far smaller
number of pages were provided, perhaps fewer than 100,000.

At the December 2013 Select Committee hearing, there was significant discussion about
the issue of reporting software licenses that are donated to universities, in this case U.T.
Austin.

The counting of nhonmonetary gifts and grants of software licenses is technical and
complex, and the debate on guidelines for counting them extends nationally. [n recent
years, there has been a proliferation of generous and highly valued software grants to
top research institutions around the nation, serving a strong educational and research
purpose. Moreover, these grants put our young graduates at a competitive advantage
by exposing them to the best research capabilities, and the U.T. System is profoundly
grateful to the corporations that make these opportunities available.
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The Council for the Support of Education (“CASE”) and the Council for Aid to Education
(“CAE”) are the two philanthropic national standards-setting organizations for higher
education institutions across the U.S. They publish standards by which universities
should report annual fundraising totals for peer comparison and benchmarking
purposes. CASE conducts an annual survey for institutions involved in capital campaigns
so it can track and report on campaigns underway nationally. Similarly, CAE conducts an
annual survey for universities to track and report national philanthropic results whether
or not a university is engaged in a capital campaign. CAE’s annual survey has been
required for decades for all U.T. System institutions, which complete and submit results
through the U.T. System Office of the Comptroller, and is called the Voluntary Support
of Education survey. CASE and CAE use the same definition for counting and reporting
software grants.

Both CASE and CAE cite the revocability of a gift as the determining factor as to whether
a university can count and report the gift in CASE and CAE totals. The donor (in the case
of U.T. Austin, Landmark Graphics) must irrevocably transfer ownership of intellectual
property to the institution if the property is to be considered a charitable gift and
therefore countable by their standards. CASE also cites several additional reasons why
many software grants may not be counted in totals. '

After a July 2012 request from Regent Hall regarding how U.T. Austin determined
valuations for software licensing grants, the System was asked to inquire if CASE
acknowledged software licensing agreements as charitable gifts. CASE officials provided
written definitions explaining why such grants could not be reported, and notification of
the CASE position was provided to U.T. Austin by the System in August 2012. Afterward,
U.T. Austin’s Office of Legal Affairs conducted its own review and confirmed on August
21, 2012 the opinion that the specific grants from Landmark Graphics did not meet the
basic elements of a gift. They further concluded that the grants did not meet the
standards of a “charitable contribution” under federal tax law despite the incredible
educational value to students. Furthermore, U.T. System conveyed to U.T. Austin in
September 2012 that, because Landmark did not completely irrevocably transfer
ownership of the software to U.T. Austin, the CASE ruling was correct and the grants
were not eligible to be counted as a charitable gift.

With the knowledge and consent of the U.T. System, President Powers opted to have
outside counsel look further at the Landmark software gifts made during the course of
the capital campaign and to present an argument to CASE, focusing on definitions
beyond the “partial interest” definition used by CASE in its current guidelines for
software gifts. The 3" edition of CASE’s Reporting Standards and Management
Guidelines published in 2006 and the 4" edition published in 2009 both addressed the
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issue of software grants as partial interests, and U.T. Austin expressed an interest in
offering an alternative viewpoint.

While all U.T. institutions are required to follow CASE and CAE guidelines, consistent
with the U.T. System’s direction, the System does not preclude any institution from
challenging CASE counting guidelines, since CASE’s voting member institutions propose
and ratify national counting guidelines, The U.T. System concurs with U.T. Austin that
Landmark Graphics’ license grants offer incomparable educational benefits to students
and researchers in the area of geosciences, and U.T. Austin might not be able to provide
its students with such exceptional educational tools if not for the generosity of
Landmark Graphics and other companies. Any U.T. System institution may present an
argument to CASE if it has a justification for doing so, and U.T. Austin leadership felt that

it had such justification.

In the fall of 2012, the Board of Regents’ Audit, Compliance and Management Review
Committee commissioned an audit of all U.T. System institutions to determine whether
institutions were accurately recording and reporting development activity information
and whether institutions consistently met CASE and CAE counting and reporting
standards. Additionally, the audit was intended to determine whether the institutions
have adequate documentation of donor intent and appropriate receipting processes in
place for those gifts accepted directly by the institution.

Four institutions, including U.T. Austin, U.T. San Antonio, The University of Texas at
Arlington {“U.T. Arlington”), and U.T. M.D. Anderson Cancer Center, were asked to
restate some gift totals to CAE (and CASE, if the institution was then in a capital
campaign), based on a report by the U.T. System Chief Audit Executive. In turn, the U.T.
System appropriately restated aggregate System-wide numbers nationally based on
campus revisions in order to remain compliant with CASE and CAE guidelines.

In a letter from Chancellor Cigarroa to all U.T. System institution presidents in
November 2012, he directed all institutions to continue to comply with CASE and CAE
counting and reporting standards. He also voiced strong support for the extraordinary
impact of software license grants and expressed his desire for universities to honor and
publicize the companies’ extraordinary contributions to students and faculty, without
submitting the gift totals in campaign totals or to CASE or CAE since neither organization
allowed them to be submitted. CASE also encourages institutions to do whatever they
desire to announce and celebrate those donations.

With respect to the Select Committee’s questions on how U.T. institutions record capital
items like the Landmark Graphics software license in their financial statements, they are
recorded as Gifts of Capital at the fair market value (“FMV")} in accordance with

Governmental Accounting Standards Board (“GASB”} rules. FMV is typically assigned by
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the donor. In this case, it is the U.T. System’s understanding that the value of the gift
was a negotiation between U.T. Austin’s Development Office and Landmark.

The resulting impact is an increase in net assets by the amount of the FMV of the
donated assets. However, net assets are reduced as the asset is amortized over its
useful life of three years {the term of the license). As the gifts of licenses are amortized,
this reduces the net assets until there are no resulting net assets when the items have
been fully amortized.

While it was established at the end of 2012 that the gift of the license from Landmark
Graphics cannot be included in CAE’s annual report, U.T. Austin has been accounting for
the gifts of software licenses properly and in accordance with GASB rules and has been
audited by Deloitte & Touche. The accounting treatment of such gifts is a very complex
issue, and the System would be happy to make staff from its Office of Business Affairs
available for further discussions regarding these questions, if the Select Committee so
desires.

The U.T. System respectfully offers three clarifications related to President Powers’
testimony on CASE.

(1} While President Powers indicated he was not aware that U.T. System General
Counsel to the Board Francie Frederick and Vice Chancellor for External Relations
Randa Safady participated in the meeting by phone during the time that Regent Hall,
Vinson and Elkins attorneys representing U.T. Austin, and U.T. Austin Vice President
for Legal Affairs Patricia Ohlendorf met with CASE officials in Washington, everyone
who participated in the Washington meeting was aware of their presence. Ali
parties, including Ms. Frederick and Ms. Safady, were provided with a special call-in
number for the conference call, and all individuals, whether in person or on the
phone, introduced themselves at the beginning of the meeting. (Since President
Powers was not in Washington or on the call, it is understandable that he would not
have known of all the participants.)

(2) President Powers indicated that the U.T. System conducted an audit of U.T. Austin’s
capital campaign. The U.T. System did not perform an audit of U.T. Austin’s
campaign, but as described above the System Audit Office conducted a review of all
15 U.T. institutions’ practices in counting nonmonetary gifts.

(3) President Powers testified that he was not told in any way before presenting U.T.
Austin’s argument to CASE that the institution’s position was antithetical to the U.T.
System’s or Board of Regent’s position. U.T, System’s consistently expressed
position was and has been that System institutions must comply with whatever the
national standards-setting organizations use as their guidelines. Neither CASE nor
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CAE allow these types of grants to be reported to their organizations in gift totals.
The U.T. System instructed U.T. Austin beginning in August 2012 to comply with
CASE counting guidelines and to restate gift totals in its CAE report, as U.T. Austin’s
incorrect counting also impacted the total aggregate amount of gifts counted in U.T. .
System’s annual CASE and CAE reports. These instructions were reiterated several
times before the meeting between U.T. Austin’s leadership and CASE, which
occurred in November 2012, As stated earlier, U.T, System did convey to U.T. Austin
that it supported U.T. Austin’s leadership in arguing their interpretation to CASE,
perhaps resulting in CASE changing its rules. CASE has not changed its rules to date.

Finally, Vice Chancellor Safady has been invited by CASE to co-host a summer summit
for university system leaders in philanthropy. When she accepted the invitation, she
expressed an interest in having a dialogue on this matter, with the hope that university
systems can revisit with CASE the current restrictions on how some nonmonetary gifts
and grants are counted, especially now as technological contributions from corporations
are even more essential for research universities to carry out their missions.

During early testimony at the Select Committee hearings, confusing statements were
made concerning how Regent Hall came into possession of two sets of emails that
contained student information thought to be protected by FERPA. Both sets of emails
were provided by U.T. Austin, presumably inadvertently, as U.T. Austin had been
advised that Regent Hall was not asking to see, and did not wish to see information
protected by FERPA or the federal Health Information Portability and Accountability Act
(“HIPAA”). While an explanation how the information came to Regent Hall was
provided in later testimony, we appreciate the opportunity to restate how Regent Hall
received student information, some of which was treated as potentially protected by
FERPA.

One of the emails discussed was, in fact, not protected by FERPA, as the individual
mentioned was not at that time enrolled in a U.T. System institution. That email dated
March 1, 2013, was included in a file compiled by U.T. Austin in response to a TPIA
request filed by Reeve Hamilton on March 15, 2013, seeking access to certain emails
listed by subject line in a document provided earlier to Mr. Hamilton. Regent Hall
requested access to U.T. Austin’s files responsive to April 2013 TPIA requests on May 28,
2013, as part of his ongoing review of such files. The files were picked up by U.T. System
staff on June 5, 2013 and made available to Regent Hall the same day.

The other set of emails was treated by the System as protected by FERPA. Those emails
were dated January 25, 2009, and were included in a file of documents compiled by U.T,
Austin in response to a public information act request filed by Morgan Smith on
December 9, 2011, seeking correspondence between President Powers and U.T. Austin
Law School Dean Larry Sager. The emails were included in a file produced with the
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public information act request files requested for the month of January 2012 and
delivered to the U. T. System on approximately January 16, 2013. The file was made
available to Regent Hall a few days later (approximately January 17 or 18, 2013). Upon
learning that Régent Hall was in possession of documents potentially protected by
FERPA, appropriate steps were taken. He was asked by the General Counsel to the
Board to destroy all copies and he confirmed that he had done so. Copies of the
information provided to the Office of the Attorney General by Regent Hall were
returned upon request. Regent Hall’s private legal counsel returned a copy of the
information to the System Vice Chancellor and General Counsel and later confirmed that
all copies had been returned or destroyed.

At several points during the hearings, testimony was offered that the personnel file of
Carol Longoria, a former U.T. System employee who is now employed by U.T. Austin,
was requested by Regent Hall. Regent Hall at no time requested such access nor did he
receive or review the personnel file.

During the hearings, it was repeatedly implied that the only source of legal advice for
employees at U.T. Austin is the U.T. System Office of General Counsel (“OGC”}. Thisis
not true. Patricia Ohlendorf, U.T. Austin’s Vice President for Legal Affairs, is-an
extremely experienced and very highly regarded attorney who has worked for U.T.
Austin for more than 30 years, and with whom the System Office of General Counsel has
a well-developed and active working relationship. Her office is currently staffed by six
additional experienced and highly qualified attorneys. Her office is always available to
U.T. Austin staff for legal advice and consults regularly with the OGC.

During the October 2013 Select Committee hearing, it was also claimed that U.T. Austin
and its employees had been denied access to outside counsel. There are well-
established internal processes for these requests. The U.T. System was not contacted
by U.T. Austin until November 22, 2013 with a request to engage outside counsel or
seek legal representation from the Office of the Attorney General. This request was
approved.

It is possible that one of the references is to an incident in which one of the staff in the
open records office at U.T. Austin sent information directly to the Attorney General’s
Office asking it to consider additional material related to an outstanding brief that had
been filed by OGC on behalf of U.T. Austin. This employee was advised that briefing
material related to requested open records rulings was to be filed through the Office of
the General Counsel, not directly by institution staff; however, no action was taken by
OGC. The Attorney General was not asked to return the material or to ignore it, but it
was left to the Attorney General to take the material into account as it deemed
appropriate. When the Attorney General issued its opinion, it did consider and address
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the additional material that U.T. Austin had submitted and rejected U.T. Austin’s
argument.

Since 2011, The University of Texas System has aggressively pursued a number of major
initiatives across all 15 U. T. institutions. The accomplishments emanating from these
actions, under the strong leadership of the Board of Regents, System Administration and
the 15 presidents, has gained attention from, among others, the national higher
education press, the federal government and leaders in higher education throughout
the country. A few of these initiatives are described below.

Criminal Background Check Policy: At the direction of the Board of Regents and
Chancellor Cigarroa, in the past few years the U.T. System has implemented a
wide range of changes in its policies and procedures on criminal background
checks in an effort to further enhance the safety of our students, faculty, and
staff. This has included ensuring that thorough criminal background checks are
conducted for all students, faculty, and staff having any access to vulnerable
populations, such as children who may be on our campuses in day care centers
or at summer sports camps. The System also has expanded its policies on
screening employment applicants for any criminal history and now requires very
rigorous review to guard against hiring individuals with a sex offender record
who may be a danger to the community.

Relationships Task Force: Recognizing the ongoing threat that sexual misconduct
poses to students, faculty, and staff, in 2013, then Board Chairman Powell
charged a task force to carefully review campus policies and practices
surrounding these very serious concerns and to look at best practices across the
country. The task force was chaired by then Vice Chairman Foster, with
members that included university presidents, administrators with years of
experience handling such cases, internal and external legal experts,
representatives from student affairs and athletics, and a former student

Regent. The task force proposed a series of recommendations designhed to
protect all members of our communities. These include clarifying and
strengthening the prohibition against inappropriate sexual relationships
between faculty and students or anywhere a real or perceived abuse of power
exists and ensuring that our policies and procedures for identifying and handling
sexual misconduct allegations are clear, fair, and efficient. The task force also
recommended enhanced training across all institutions to ensure the U.T.
System has a culture that does not tolerate any form of sexual misconduct.

Student Debt Reduction Task Force: In early 2012, the Board of Regents,
consistent with the Chancellor’s Framework for Excellence, charged a task force
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of 14 students, administrators and outside experts to provide an accurate
assessment of the student loan debt crisis, framing the issue and delivering
recommendations that would minimize the increasing number of students being
burdened with unmanageable debt upon graduation. The Student Debt
Reduction Task Force met monthly over a period of more than six months,
gathered and reviewed extensive collections of data, listened to humerous
subject matter experts and ultimately produced a report and recommendations
to the Board of Regents on December 3, 2012, The 16 recommendations
focused on steps that could be taken to enhance degree completion and shorten
time to degree, better understand the relationship between college costs and
returns, and improve transparency and decision support for students and their
families planning and financing their post-secondary educations. Since the task
force report was delivered, it has been referenced and reviewed by a number of
institutions and states looking at their own student debt issues. The U.T. System
and its institutions are currently working to implement a number of the
recommendations in the report.

Finish@UT: The U.T. System is advancing its efforts to help adults complete their
college degrees through a new program that will also leverage the nation's
efforts to have the highest percentage of college graduates in the world.
Finish@UT, a new online bachelor's degree completion program, offers students
a flexible path to completion of their undergraduate degree through four System
institutions, with all coursework to be completed online. Finish@UT is offered
through UT Arlington, The University of Texas at Brownsville (“U.T. Brownsville”),
The University of Texas at El Paso (“U.T. El Paso”) and The University of Texas of
the Permian Basin (“U.T. Permian Basin”) and will target adult students who
have completed 60 semester credit hours or more from any accredited college or
university.

The online program offers flexible dates to start classes, making it easier for
working adults to pursue a baccalaureate degree. The program was created for
students who have earned some college credits as a flexible and affordable path
to completion of their undergraduate degree without compromising the quality
of their education. The program allows students to combine classes from ail four
institutions to earn accredited four-year bachelor degrees. With accelerated 7-
to 15-week courses, Finish@UT offers adults the ability to take courses during
times and at locations convenient for them. Students can earn a bachelor of
science in university studies at U.T. Arlington, a bachelor of multidisciplinary
studies through U.T. Brownsville, a bachelor of multidisciplinary studies through
U.T. El Paso or a bachelor of arts in humanities through U.T. Permian Basin.
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Disclosure Agreements with Ph.D. Students: Starting in fall 2013, students
seeking a Ph.D. at U.T. System institutions must sign tailored agreements with
their departments that specify when they are expected to graduate and when
they are expected to reach required academic milestones. This agreement is an
important step in ensuring doctoral students receive their degrees in an efficient
and timely manner. The Milestone Agreement Form serves as a standard
System-wide template that can be tailored for each doctoral program’s unique
requirements. The new agreement helps to enhance academic advising for Ph.D.
students and emphasizes a considerable responsibility on advisors to guide
students through the program.

Task Force on Engineering Education for the 21st Century: The field of
engineering enhances the economic vibrancy in Texas, as well as national
security and the health and quality of life for all citizens of our State. It is
important to determine if the higher education system of the State of Texas has
the capacity to produce the number and the right types of educated engineers to
support the increased workforce demands of the State’s continued economic
growth. Success in the field of engineering will better position Texas to address
opportunities and challenges throughout our future, which will ultimately
benefit the citizens of Texas, our nation and the world. For higher education
institutions within the U.T. System to remain a key partner in the State’s
continued success, we must develop a better understanding of future
engineering needs in Texas. Planning aggressively to meet those needs now
requires answers to significant questions concerning undergraduate and
graduate engineering education and research. A joint task force, appointed by
the Chairman of the Board of Regents and Chancellor Cigarroa, reviewed and
identified key issues related to demand, capacity, efficiency, supply, and
research related to engineering programs in the State of Texas; how these issues
impact Texas and the nation; and what the U.T, System can do to be most
responsive to the State of Texas’ needs.

Review of Hazing and Alcchol Issues: The Hazing and Alcohol Task Force was
formed in the spring of 2013 under the direction and support of the Board of
Regents, Chancellor Cigarroa, and the Office of Academic Affairs. The task force
was charged with developing for the U.T. System campuses an array of evidence-
based best practices that target campus student organizations and other
university constituencies in an effort to change campus culture concerning
hazing and alcohol abuse.

In addition, the task force was asked to formulate recommendations targeting
advisors and others who work with student groups to help them proactively
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address hazing and alcohaol use in their organizations and to intervene when
appropriate. Finally, the task force was charged to develop additional
recommendations and resources designed to actively engage students in campus
programs to help combat high-risk behaviors.

To enable the Select Committee to review and understand more fully the extensive and
positive work done by the U. T. System and the U. T, institutions, with the support and
leadership of the Board, we are also attaching a booklet (Attachment E) that provides an
overview of 2011, 2012 and 2013 and the accomplishments achieved.

With great respect,

Francisco G, Cigarroa, M.D.
Chancellor

Attéchments:

FGC: It

Attachment A - Requests for Information by Members of the UT System Board of
Regents to UT System Institutions

Attachment B - Proposed Regents’ Rules

Attachment C - UT System Policies and Guidelines

Attachment D - Article from Trusteeship magazine

Attachment E — Major Accomplishments of The University of Texas System





