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THE REPORTER: Wbul d you raise your right hand,
pl ease.

THE WTNESS: (The wi tness conplies.)

THE REPORTER: Do you solemmly swear that the
testinony you are about to give will be the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth so help
you God?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

TRACY CLARK,
having first been duly sworn, testified under oath as
foll ows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. MTZ:

Q Good afternoon, Ms. Cark
Hi .
Have you ever given a deposition before?
One tine, yes.
How | ong has it been?

Let's see. Fourteen years.

o > O > O P

Ckay. So let ne give you a little refresher on
what's goi ng to happen today and sone of the ground
rul es.

So we've asked you to cone today just to get
sone nore informati on about what happened at UCF. As

you know, we didn't sit in on the interviews conducted
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by Bryan Cave, so this has been our first opportunity to
see people face-to-face and get sonme context behind the
words that we've seen on paper.

We're not going to be asking any trick
guestions. There is no right or wong answer. W're
just sinply trying to fill the holes where we just don't
know what happened.

As you know, the court reporter is taking
everything down, so please speak up and speak, you know,
clearly; no nodding of the head or uh-huh, huh-uh. If
you know sonet hi ng because soneone el se told you, |et us
know that. |If you're estimating or approxinmating
sonet hi ng, please |let us know that you are doing that.

If you don't know sonething, "I don't know' is
a great response. | don't want you to guess at
sonmething if you don't know. |f you need sonething
reasked again or rephrased, just let us know and we'l]|
ask the question again or rephrase it for you, and |
think that's about it.

So are you ready to start?

A Yes.

Q kay. Can you please state your full nanme for
t he record?

A Tracy d ark.

Q And have you di scussed this deposition with

Orange Legal
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anybody aside fromyour attorneys?
A No.
Q Did you have an opportunity to review your

I nterview notes fromthe Bryan Cave interview?

A No.

Q kay. Did you review anybody el se's interview
not es?

A No.

Q Ckay. How many tinmes were you interviewed by

the Bryan Cave firnf

A Thr ee.

Q kay. And was everything that you told
M. Burby true?

A | felt like that interview was intimdating, so
| never got to reviewny notes. | felt Iike there was a
| ot of tinmes he was trying to lead ne to certain
answers, so that's the best | can say.

Q kay. Let ne ask you this. Do you recall
maki ng a statenent that you felt wasn't accurate or
wasn't truthful?

A | don't know.

Q kay. Al right. WwWll, we'll go through our
guestions and | ask that you be honest. |If you recall
as you're answering one of our questions that you gave a

different response to the Bryan Cave investigator,
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pl ease | et us know t hat.

A Ckay.

Q Al right. At any tine while you were still at
UCF, after this whole Trevor Col bourn Hall audit thing
came about, did anybody interview you or start asking
you questions: Your immedi ate supervisor, the general
counsel's office, the president's office?

A Can you -- can you state that again?

Q Sure. Basically, what I'mtrying to find out
Is if anybody at UCF asked you to cone in for an
I ntervi ew or answer questions about this or if Bryan
Cave was the only one who ever asked you questions about
this.

A So Scott Cole, general counsel, asked ne about
this.

Q kay. |Is that the neeting that occurred in

Sept enber ?
A Yes.
Q Is that the neeting at which Ms. Mtchell was

al so present?
Yes.
And Ms. Tant, | think?

Yes.

o > O »

Let's go ahead and tal k about that.

| actually have a copy of an e-mail that |

Orange Legal
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woul d Ii ke to show you.
Don, do you have that packet out?
MR. RUBOTTOM Yes, | do. Wich tabis it?
M5. MTZ: | think it's tab seven.
BY M5. MTZ:
Q Ms. Clark, if you wouldn't mnd taking a | ook

at that, and once you're done, let ne know.

A kay.

Q Do you recognize that e-mail?

A Yes.

Q Do you renenber it?

A Yes.

Q Do you recall what the attachments were?

A The attachnents were projects that ny office
had identified, and Facilities and Safety had identified
t hat had used E&G funds that exceeded the $2 million
that we were nade aware of at that tine.

And so that's what was on the -- they were
projects to discuss with Scott Cole and Kathy Mtchell.

Q And is that what was discussed at the neeting
referred toin this e-mail?

A Yeah. That was part of what was discussed in
the neeting. That was the purpose of the neeting; that
was the intended purpose of the neeting.

Q Ckay. And it was just the four of you; you,

Orange Legal
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1 M. Tant, Ms. Mtchell, and M. Col e?

2 A Yes.

3 Q And were all four of you in the neeting the

4 entire tinme?

5 A. Yes, to the best of ny recollection.

6 Q kay. So why don't | just have you tell e

7 what happened? You got to the neeting and what was

8 said?

9 A So we were tal king about the projects that were
10 on the list and whether -- trying to determ ne whet her
11 or not there was a question about whether or not they
12 were all owabl e uses of E&G funds and whether or not we
13 should reverse themunder the rules that were sort of
14 being brought to our attention at that tine.

15 So we were trying to get -- they were al

16 projects that we had thought were all owabl e use of E&G

17 but we were trying to get the general counsel's opinion

18 at that point because of the investigation that started

19 and sone of the rules that we were hearing at that tine.

20 So that was kind of what started the neeting.

21 And then at some point during the neeting,

22 Scott Cole started asking Christy and | questions about

23 what Dal e knew, when Dale knew it, what exact words were

24 used.

25 So this e-mail -- | got upset because it was
Orange Legal
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kind of -- | felt |like we were getting interrogated and
| felt |ike the general counsel was trying to get us to
say, in his specific words, that Dale was not aware of
the issues that were, you know, com ng forward about
Trevor Col bourn Hall.

Q So did he succeed in getting you to say that?

A No.

Q kay. What did you tell hinP

A | said that | -- | knew that Dale knew that the
use of E&G funds m ght produce an audit coment and
that, in ny opinion, that would have told Dal e that
t here was sonething to question.

Q Okay. Did the conversation address only Trevor
Col bourn Hall or all the projects?

A The -- well, the projects were discussed
separate fromthat |ine of questioning about Trevor
Col bourn Hall. So the general counsel's questioning of
what Dal e knew about what and when and what exact words
were used was only about Trevor Col bourn Hall.

Q Ckay.

A If that's what your question is.

Q It is; yes.

So did you ever volunteer to M. Cole that Dale

was aware that E&G had been used on nultiple projects?

A At that neeting?

Orange Legal
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Q Yes, at that neeting.

A Not at that neeting.

Q Okay. Did you tell himbefore or after that
neeti ng?

A After that neeting. After that neeting, | --
ny office produced information for both Scott Col e and
-- well, for leadership. 1'lIl say for Kathy Mtchell,
who shared it with the rest of |eadership, and that was

shared with Dale Wittaker, the other projects that used

E&G f unds.
Q Ckay.
A I'"'mnot sure if that was responsive or not.

Q You answered ny question. That's good.

So is there anything else fromthat discussion
with the four of you that was said by you that you
haven't already told us specific to Dale Wittaker's
know edge?

A Just that | told Scott Cole who was saying
specific words, like, well, was X, Y, Z, said? And |
said, well, not those exact words were said, but -- so |
felt like he was trying to pin nme into, you know, if it
was phrased this way, then that nmeant that Dal e
Whittaker knew. But if it wasn't phrased that way,

t hen, you know, then that says he didn't know.

And | tried to say it wasn't phrased that way,

Orange Legal
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1 but, in ny opinion, he knew.

2 Q | got you. So then did you becone upset

3 because of the way he was questioning you or were you

4 upset because of what you had to say?

5 A | was upset because | felt |like he was trying
6 to put words in ny nouth and trying to nake ne reach

7 conclusions based on his words versus my own

8 concl usi ons.

9 Q Ckay. Very good. So let's go back to the

10 introductory stuff.

11 What was your position before you left UCF?

12 A Associ ate provost for budget planning and

13 admnistration and associate vice president for finance.
14 Q And how | ong had you been w th UCF?

15 A Al nost 12 years.

16 Q And who did you report to?

17 A | reported to Dale Whittaker and Bill Merck. |
18 had a dual report.

19 Q So let's talk about that. D d Dale Wittaker
20 start with the university on August 1st of 2014?

21 A. Yes, sonetine around then, yes.

22 Q kay. How soon after that did you start

23 reporting to hin®

24 A He -- in March of 2015, he started a

25 reorganization analysis, if you wll, or had HR work on

Orange Legal
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a reorgani zation analysis of the provost's office. And
t hat took several nonths, but that was started, | would
say, within three to four nonths after he got there.
And then it took a while for that to happen, and then
t he reorgani zati on got put in place.

Q So did you start reporting to himas part of
t hat reorgani zati on or before?

A As part of that reorganization, ny reporting to
hi mwas part of all of that, yes.

Q So in about March?

A. Yes, 2015.

Q Prior to March, did you provide himany

i nformati on --

A Yes.

Q Ckay. You did?
A Yes.

Q Al right. GCkay.

MR. GREENE: Let her finish her question.
M5. MTZ: No, | had stopped. | had to think.
BY M. MTZ
Q So let's talk about that initial period. From
the time you started in August until March, what did he
ask you for in ternms of budget docunents?
A Well, fromthe tine he started, we participated

I n what were called budget chat neetings or budget

Orange Legal
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operations group neetings. They had a couple of
different nanes. Those were neetings that were started
by a prior provost, between the provost and their
support personnel, and the CFO and their -- his support
personnel. So those neetings continued once Provost
Wi tt aker cane.

So it was in those neetings that | ended up
working with Dr. Wiittaker. So those neetings started
right away. They were either every week, sonetines
every two weeks.

At that tinme Christy Tant and | both attended
fromthe CFO s office; the provost attended and his
support staff. And so during those neetings, | was
asked to produce |ots of budget information and answer
| ots of budget questions and hel p educate the provost on
t he budget at the university.

Q When he -- when you started working with him
did he seemto have any |evel of understanding of
uni versity budgeting or did you have to hel p him al ong
to get there?

A Wll, | would say he had an under st andi ng of
uni versity budgeting, but | hel ped educate hi m on
uni versity budgeti ng.

Q Did he ever tal k about funds that he woul d have

worked with at Purdue that woul d have been simlar to

Orange Legal
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E&G funds here in Florida?

A | don't recall.

Q kay. Who el se woul d have regularly attended
t he budget chat neetings besides you, Christy, the
provost, and his staff? Like did M. Merck attend?

A Yes. In fact, Christy and | were there to
support as Bill Merck's support staff, and the provost
had his support staff which | think at the tinme was Lynn
Gonzal ez and Megan Deal (phonetic).

Q So tell nme about the docunents that woul d have
been presented or reviewed in those budget chat
neetings. |'ve heard a | ot about E&G commitnent |ists
and E&G al location lists. Wre those docunents revi ewed

I n budget chat neetings?

A Yes. So the E&G commtnents list was a staple
in those neetings. It was a tracking docunent that kept
track of all of the decisions that were nade -- that the

provost made and all the allocation decisions fromthe
central reserve that the provost approved in those

neetings. That's what we call the E&G comm tnents |ist.

Q kay.
A It went out five years, and would keep -- it
was the tracking docunent. It was created before

Christy and | were involved in this process, so we

carried it on.

Orange Legal
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Q Did -- I"'msorry. Go ahead.
A That's okay. Go ahead.
Q Fi ni sh your answer.
A So that was a common docunent.
There were | ots of docunments produced for those
neetings. The -- what the balance in the centra

reserve would be rolling forward nultiple years was a
docunent that we produced so that you could see, you
know, basically what available funds there were.

After all of those commtnents that were on the
E&QG commtnents list were fulfilled, capital funding
projects, if any existed, you know, would have been
brought to those neetings. Any -- any topic that was
com ng up that needed kind of a financial schedul e put
together to help explain or help informthe discussion
woul d have been brought to those neetings.

Q So these neetings weren't limted to just
academ ¢ budgeting matters. It also included capital
fundi ng i ssues, too; right?

A Yeah. It was actually not limted to academ c
only. It was -- it was for the whole university budget;
anything to do with the whol e university budget,
whatever that was a facility issue, whether that was
uni on negoti ation issues which had financi al

consequences, whether it was requests for nore police

Orange Legal
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force, whether it was a request for a raise for the
faculty. You know, any university conversation that
m ght require resource decisions or resource

al | ocati ons.

Q kay. So the few docunents that you di scussed
that were presented during those neetings, did you ever
-- like how carefully did you review those with the
provost? | nean, was he just handed a copy, he | ooked
at it and if he had questions he asked themor did you
go line by line through it? Wat was the interaction
t here when he was gi ven docunents?

A So we would go basically line by line.

So if they were docunents that were prepared by
finance and accounting, then we would explain the
docunents thoroughly.

Q Wul d that include project by project?

A Yes.

Q So it would have been clear to himthat Trevor
Col bourn Hall or the Col bourn Hall renovation was on the
list, E&G was used to fund it, and X anount of doll ars?

A Absol ut el y.

Q And he woul d have seen nunerous versions of
t hose docunents as the construction plans changed?

A Yes.

Q kay. So you can definitively say it wasn't

Orange Legal
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j ust one docunent that he saw with E&G for those
projects. He would have seen multiple?

A Correct.

Q Ckay. And then in addition to the docunents,
did you guys ever have conversati ons about the use of
E&G for either the Col bourn Hall renovation or the
Trevor Col bourn Hall construction?

A Yes. That woul d have been di scussed when the
resource allocation decision for the $10 mllion, which
was when Dr. VWhittaker was here, was made. Wen that
deci sion was nmade to allocate an additional $10 mllion
towards Trevor Col bourn Hall, that would have been a
di scussion with the provost and with M. Merck.

Q And woul d you have been there?

A Yes, because it appears it occurred at a budget
chat neeti ng.

Q Al right. D d you ever inform Provost
Wi ttaker about the regulation 9.007 and what E&G funds
coul d be used for?

A No.

Q Did you ever tell himwhat E&G funds coul d not
be used for, aside fromthe audit conment?

A | don't recall.

Q Ckay. Were you the one that presented the

August, 2014, E&G all ocation docunent that required his

Orange Legal
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signature, as well as President Htt's?
A Yes.
Q And do you recall that tine when you presented
it to hin®
A | recall that I would have had a neeting and
gone over that report with himin detail, yes.
Q kay. So then identifying each project and
their funding or why they are on the formto begin wth?
A I think it was -- | think it was either a two-
or three-page docunent. W would have gone over those
coupl e of pages. Was it a two-page docunent? |In 2014,
was it a two-page docunent?
M5. MTZ: W may have it.
MR RUBOTTOM |t nay be in your packet. |I'm
not sure. |I'mtrying to find out here.
MR. PARKER: 2013/14 was a two-pager.
MR. RUBOTTOM  The 2014/ 15.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: It was a three-pager.
THE WTNESS: If | could look at it, it would
be hel pful.
MR. GREENE: Do we have it? Ch, don't just put
it in nmy hand. WMke it clear.
MR. RUBOTTOM Tracy, could | see the big
packet and see if it's in there, because then we can

di scuss the particul ar tab.
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But go ahead and | ook at that. That's fine.

THE WTNESS: So | woul d have spent a
consi derabl e amount of tinme with Dr. Wittaker going
t hrough this docunent, explaining what it was for,
what it represented, why | was giving it to him
what the process was for himto sign it and for him
to take it to Dr. Whit -- Dr. Htt, sorry, for
Dr. Htt to sign

And we woul d have gone through -- | don't know
i f we went through line by line every single, you
know -- police, three new officers, but we would
have gone through what this docunent -- what the
conmponents of this docunent were, what it was doing;
that it was giving the budget office authority to
allocate these items, how it related to the overal

uni versity budget. So | would have --

BY M5. M TZ:
Q Ckay.
A I -- | would have extensively gone over how

this docunent fits in to the university's budget, what
it was -- what the authority that -- the authority that
it was giving us and why he was receiving it and why he
was having to take it to Dr. Hitt.

Q Ckay.

A For both their signatures.

Orange Legal
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Q Very thorough. Okay. So do you recall whether
he asked a | ot of questions?

A Yes, he woul d have asked a | ot of questions.

Q Ckay. And were you in a position to answer al
of those questions?

A Yes.

Q And did he ultimately sign the fornf

A Yes.

Q Ckay. During the tine that Dale Whittaker was
t he provost, can you give ne an idea -- and | am aski ng
for an estimtion here -- of how many tines he woul d
have been presented with these various docunents that
reflected the funding for either Col bourn Hall or Trevor
Col bourn Hall as being from E&G?

A So can you restate that again?

Q Sure. What |'mlooking for is an estimation of
how many tinmes you think Dale Wittaker woul d have seen
docunments that showed E&G as the source of funding for
t he Trevor Col bourn Hall or the Col bourn Hall project?
Wuld it be one docunent? D d he see ten? D d he see
fifty? Can you estimte?

A Yes. So it wouldn't be just one type of
docunent. The E&G comm tnents list had it, the
al l ocati on docunents had it, capital funding docunents

had it, e-mails that he was copi ed on where the budget
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transfers were occurring, he was copied on those as the
source of the -- as the decision source on those
al | ocati ons.

So | would say -- | would give an estinmate of
at | east 30 docunents that he woul d have seen that on.

Q kay. And at no tine in |ooking at those
approxi mately 30 docunents did he ever ask about E&G and
why it was being used for these projects?

A No, not to ny know edge.

Q He didn't ask you?

A Ri ght .

Q kay. And correct ne if I'mwong, but ny
understanding is when he took the position as provost,
he was responsible for the university's annual budget.
Does that sound right to you?

Yes, that's right.

So that enconpasses the whol e budget; right?

> O »

Yes, yes.

Q kay. While he was provost, did he claim
ownership over the university's budget or did he limt
hi nsel f to the academ c budget ?

A No. He clainmed ownership over the whole
uni versity's budget.

Q Did he give hinself a nane |ike university

budget officer or sonmething to that effect?
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1 A | don't have know edge of himgiving hinself a
2 nane.

3 Q kay. Did you ever get the sense that Provost
4 \Wittaker was intimdated by M. Merck?
5 A. No, not at all.
6 Q Did you ever get the sense that Provost
7 Wittaker was afraid to stand up for anything that he
8 believed in or to ask for anything that he wanted?
9 A No, not at all.
10 Q Have you heard his statenents, his public
11 statenents about how he didn't think that he could
12 question M. Merck's decision to use E&G because he had
13 been with the university for so |ong and was effectively
14 tight with Dr. Htt? Have you heard that statenent?
15 A Yes.
16 Q And do you disagree with that statenent? Well,
17 let nme ask you this way. Do you disagree that it
18 appeared that he felt |ike he couldn't question
19 M. Merck?
20 A. Yes, | disagree with that.
21 Q kay. Did you ever see him question
22 M. Merck --
23 A Yes.
24 Q -- or challenge hinf
25 A Yes.
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1 Q Can you give us an exanpl e?

2 A | can't think of a specific exanple, but it --

3 Q Let nme ask -- go ahead.

4 A So in the budget chat neetings, there were

5 requests for funding that were brought forward either by

6 people contacting Dr. Whittaker for a funding need or

7 people contacting Bill Merck for a fundi ng need.

8 Al'l of those funding needs were discussed in

9 those neetings between those two, and it would not be

10 uncommon for Dr. Whittaker to question or not approve or

11 disagree with a funding request that had cone forward.

12 Q From M. Merck?

13 A Yes.

14 Q Ckay. That's a good exanple. Ckay.

15 A | wanted to say one nore thing, if it's okay,

16 for the budget chat neetings. The other --

17 Q  Okay.

18 A The other thing that becane a conversation at

19 the budget chat neetings was the -- the budget processes

20 that were being devel oped under Dr. Wiittaker's

21 | eadership.

22 So the university budget commttee was

23 resurrected. W talked in those neetings about who

24 should be on that commttee, how that comm ttee shoul d

25 operate, how many people -- you know, what types of
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processes we wanted to inplenment in those conmttees.
That type of a conversation would occur, not just a
resour ce deci sion.

And Dr. Whittaker and | worked very closely on
t he university budget commttee processes, procedures,
and that was a university-wide commttee or -- that
comrittee dealt with university-w de budget issues.

I was going to say, and in fact one of the big
things that that commttee did was about a little over a
year after Dr. Wittaker was here, we held a -- what was
cal l ed a budget phil osophy neeting where we were trying
to sort of educate the university comunity, all the
VPs, all the deans that had all the -- that had all the
units about, you know, kind of the university budget
phi | osophy, resource -- you know, the appropriate use of
good, fiscal, sound resource nmanagenent, if you will, of
those units. And considering all of the resources and
maki ng smart, you know, use decisions of their
resour ces.

And Dr. Whittaker basically recommended that
budget phil osophy neeting, and we presented that to the
whol e university comunity.

Q kay. And you guys al so worked on the
facilities budget conmttee together; is that correct?

A. Yes.
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Q And is that the -- was it your idea, his idea,
a conbi nation of both of your ideas to formthat
comm ttee?

A It was ny idea.

Q Ckay. And how did that cone up, | guess?

A Well, the university budget conmittee becane a
col l aborative way for representati on across the
university units to have sort of a say in resource
all ocation decisions or at |east, you know, have a
voi ce. And so that same process wasn't really happening
with facilities decisions.

And so because that one was working well, |
brought it up as an idea to Dr. Wittaker. He had seen
sonething simlar at Purdue, so he liked the idea, had
sonme i nmedi ate know edge of how that could be, you know,
an effective process. And so we started that so that
prioritization of what facilities were needed on canpus
could be collectively discussed by nultiple -- you know,
represent ed areas.

Q Who attended the facilities budget commttee
neeti ngs?

A They were attended by the nenbers of the
comrittee which had a representative, kind of a senior
representative, like normally a vice president or maybe

anot her senior officer wwthin an area across canpus. So
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there was probably about 12 to 14 nmenbers of the
comm ttee.

It was -- Dale Wittaker was the executive
sponsor of it, as well as M. Merck. There were support
staff that attended, so nyself was a support staff,
Christy was a support staff, a couple nore people in ny
of fice were support staff, and sone nenbers of the
Facilities and Safety departnent were support staff.

And sone nenbers from-- it's called SPA I|ike the
academ c affairs space office. They attended as support
staff.

So we were there to help provide information to
the commttee for the commttee to consider and work
with.

Q When you say Provost Wittaker was the

executive -- executive sponsor?
A Sponsor, yes.
Q Is that effectively a chair?
A Yes.

Q Ckay. Al right. How often did that committee
meet ?

A | think it nmet nonthly.

Q And was E&G fundi ng di scussed in those
nmeeti ngs?

A Yes. The neetings were nore di scussi ng what
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the facility needs were.

Q Ckay.
A It really had just gotten up and running. |
think it had been in existence -- it was getting its

| egs so the first sort of task of the conmittee was to
start trying to identify what the university's facility
needs were and to help prioritize those needs. And with
the ultimate goal of once that occurred, helping to
figure out how we could get that acconplished.

Q Ckay. Do you recall whether the Col bourn Hal
renovation or the Trevor Col bourn Hall construction
project were discussed in the facilities budget
comm ttee nmeetings?

A | don't recall.

Q kay. Do you have any recollection as to
whet her that was di scussed in the university budget
comrittee neetings?

A It was not.

Q Al right. If you don't mind, | wuld |ike you
to flip to tab one in that packet. | just want to run a
coupl e of docunents by you

The docunent at tab one should be the agenda
for the March 13, 2017, facilities budget commttee
neeting. Do you see that?

A. Yes.
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Q Do you recogni ze that?
Wll, | recognize it's the mnutes prepared by

Mark Way fromthat neeting.

Q Ckay.

A | don't recall that | read them --

Q Ri ght .

A -- previously.

Q I want to ask you a couple of questions. So

the first page, there's a line that's highlighted. It
says "four categories on the list," and then what
follows is one, PECO, two, CITF funding, and then on the
bottom of the foll ow ng page, three, other state sources
and then four, non-state sources.

Am | to understand that these four categories
were discussed in this neeting and that's why they are
reflected in the m nutes?

A Yes. It looks like that.
MR. GREENE: Do you have a copy for us?
BY M5. MTZ:
Q And that's specific to what --
MR. GREENE: | apol ogi ze.
M5. MTZ: That's okay.
BY M. MTZ:
Q The four forms of funding, do you recal

di scussing that wth nenbers of the conmttee or that it
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was di scussed?

A So it looks like in reading the begi nning of
these mnutes, this was what was being discussed in this
neeting as the CIP, the capital inprovenent plan. So it
| ooks |i ke these -- these categories which are, | think,
on the CIP were being described to the coomittee as what
t hey were.

Q This was |ike introductory nmaterial to themfor
the C P?

A This was the -- so the commttee was forned. |
don't recall exactly when it was forned, but it was --
soon after it was forned, one of the tasks that it sort
of took on was at least famliarizing itself with the
CIP, with the intent that, going forward, it would be
able to influence or -- help, not influence -- but help
informthe projects on the CIP |ist.

Q kay.

A And so the problemwas the commttee hadn't
been up and running well enough yet to really be able to
inform | think, the CIP list that was due then. But it
was kind of the first tinme it was presented. The folks
on the conmittee were not necessarily famliar with the
form so it was nore of an educational process.

And to the extent that there was any thoughts

or conversation about the projects on the CIP form it
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woul d have been di scussed.

Q Ckay.

A So that's ny nenory that happened in the
begi nning of this commttee, was the CIP sort of cane
first before the conmttee had had a chance to work on
what it -- what it thought the internal priorities were
and what it thought was a good list for facilities, and
It was presented with this formthat was due. And so we
were trying to kind of educate the commttee and work
t hrough that.

Q Ckay. If you could flip to page 2 of that
docunment, there's a portion in the third full paragraph
that's highlighted, and it says the revi ew sequence is
budget commttee, to Htt, to trustees, to BOG

Do you agree with that statenent, that the
five-year capital inprovenent plan would go through
t hose hands before nmaking it to the BOG?

A So the process -- so by budget commttee here,

"' mnot sure which budget conmttee it's referencing, if

It's referencing the facility's budget commttee.

What | recall -- | don't knowif these are the
right mnutes for it, but what | recall is that the plan
was for that docunment to go fromthe facility -- the

facilities budget commttee, once it was up and runni ng

and had its legs, thento Dr. Htt, and then to the
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1 trustees, and then to the board of governors. | don't
2 knowif it happened. | don't knowif it was happening
3 at this time or not.
4 Q Ckay. Let's say prior to this, so prior to
5 March of 2017, did the five-year capital inprovenent
6 plan also go through the hands of the general counse
7 and the chief of staff prior to making it to the board
8 of trustees?
9 A Well, prior to the facilities budget commttee,
10 | had no involvenent with the capital inprovenent
11 plan --
12 Q Ckay.
13 A -- other than to see it in the facility, on the
14 agenda. And ny office kind of did a quality control of
15 materials presented to the -- to the facilities and
16 finance commttee, nade sure things footed and, you
17 know, were aesthetically nice. So that's the only
18 involvenent that we had on the CIP is when it was on the
19 agenda.
20 Q Ckay.
21 A So | don't know who it went through and I
22 didn't really understand it until -- until the
23 facilities budget conmttee started to get educated on
24 it
25 Q That nakes sense.
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1 A And | was involved in the facilities budget
2 commttee.
3 Q kay. One |ast question on this docunent. |If
4 you glance towards the bottom the |ast paragraph on
5 page 2, "'internal' list" is highlighted. If you could
6 read that, that sentence or that paragraph, and ny
7 question for you is, do you know what the internal Iist
8 i1s?
9 MR. RUBOTTOM  Wiat about referencing the March
10 docunent, Carine -- | nean the Septenber, the
11 Sept enber docunent.
12 M5. MTZ: \Wat tab is that?
13 MR. RUBOTTOM Three. |If you look to the
14 attachnent, would that be what you are calling the
15 five year internal list?
16 THE W TNESS:  Yes.
17 MR RUBOTTOM It |ooks different froma ClP.
18 It seens to have the same buil di ngs.
19 THE W TNESS: Yes, yes.
20 MR. RUBOTTOM But it includes sources of funds
21 categori zed as external or internal and then funding
22 needs.
23 THE WTNESS: Yes. So what we were trying to
24 go with the facilities budget commttee was cone up
25 with an internal |ist that was maybe nore realistic.
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W hadn't gotten there yet, but my understandi ng of
the CIP is any potential project that m ght cone up
has to be on that plan or there's no authority to do
it or sonething like that.

And so it oftentinmes was described as the w sh
list, and so that was -- and always totaled this
huge dol | ar anpbunt that was unrealistic and
unr easonabl e.

And so what we were trying to do with the
facilities budget committee, Dr. Whittaker and I,
was actually get to sonething nore realistic that
the university was functioning fromas opposed to a
big long list of every potential project that m ght
happen.

So we started off with, okay, this is really
the internal list based on the way things used to
wor k, which was gathering of facility needs by
di fferent people before the formation of the
facilities budget conmttee. But the intent was to
nove forward with the facilities budget commttee
actually inform ng and having input into that
internal list and have it be a nore realistic |ist.

So we started off with just here's an internal
list of everything that we know, but the plan was

and we had a facilities budget retreat at sone point
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1 after this tinme period to start to better -- better

2 -- create a list that was nore appropriate for the

3 university's priorities.

4 BY Mb. MTZ

5 Q kay.

6 A Does that make sense?

7 Q It does, yes.

8 So let nme have you flip to tab two. It's

9 another set of mnutes fromthe facilities budget

10 commttee neeting that occurred on April 7, 2017. In

11 the fifth paragraph down, you see Col bourn Hall is

12 msspelled, but also highlighted.

13 So | wanted to see if you had any recoll ection

14 about any di scussions that occurred about Col bourn Hall

15 at that neeting.

16 A So it looks like here we're discussing the

17 capital inprovenent plan. |'mnot sure.

18 Q Do you have any recol |l ection about discussions

19 surroundi ng Col bourn Hall at that neeting?

20 A | amnot sure what -- I'mnot sure -- |'m not

21 sure what list this is referring to. |If this is

22 referring to the capital inprovenent, the CIP, or the

23 internal list.

24 Q Ckay. Fair enough.

25 A So | don't know about what the di scussion
Orange Legal

800-275-7991


http://www.orangelegal.com

Investigative Hearing
CLARK, TRACY

37

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

around it woul d have been.

Q kay. On the second page we've highlighted the
sentence that starts out, Wittaker confirnmed that the
arts building amount, in parens, $33 mllion, is
supported internally. Do you know what he neant by

supported internally?

A | think that neans -- | don't know how to
phrase it; like wanted, like that it was a priority for
the university, not funding. | think -- | think --

that's what | think this is tal king about is that the
university desperately was interested in getting a
performng arts center and had been for years, and that
Interest was still strongly there.

Q kay. | appreciate that clarification.

Let's see. So let's go back to the third tab,
back to that Septenber agenda, and I want to direct you
to the attachnment we were just at a few m nutes ago, the
five-year internal capital inprovenent plan.

The second page lists Trevor Col bourn buil ding
and Col bourn Hall denvolition under the headi ng academ c?

A. Uh- huh, vyes.

Q It has the full amount, $38 mllion, and then
under secured funding sources, the $38 million appears
under total internal.

So when Provost Wiittaker woul d have seen this
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1 docunent, would he have an understandi ng of what

2 internal and external secured funding sources were?

3 A Yes, | think he woul d.

4 Q And do you think that based on conversations

5 that you had with himor your review of this docunent

6 wth hinP

7 A I think that based on the fact that it -- E&G

8 had been represented on many prior docunents that had

9 the 38 million.

10 Q Ckay. So not being famliar wth any of this
11 stuff, | guess ny question is, why do sone |ists break
12 down the funding sources down to E&G auxiliary, the

13 other CITF, and this one is nore -- |less detail. Wy is
14 there a difference in the two forns?

15 A I think this one, the purpose of this one was
16 to -- this one was nore exhaustive. It was -- the

17 bigger purpose was to identify projects that had funding
18 needs that had not been fulfilled, not to really -- not
19 to really informof what the secured fundi ng source was
20 for the other projects.

21 I f any questions were asked, they could have
22 been answered, but because | think actually the funding
23 sources are in this docunment, you know, in hidden rows.
24 Q Ch, | see.

25 A But the purpose of this was to cone up wth,
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kind of like | said, that total list of what's being --
what's been brought forward as a facility need up to
this point in tinme, and whether or not it had -- funding
had been identified for it already or not.

And the focus woul d have been nore on the large
400 million of projects on the list that don't have any
fundi ng source identified.

Q Al right. Let's see. Can you flip to
docunent nunber four? |If you could just take a | ook at
that e-mail and I et ne know when you' ve had a chance to
reviewit.

A Ckay.

Q Al'l right. Do you know -- do you recall what
was neant by, we're going to "review the status of the
facility reserves and to discuss the potential use of
such reserves"?

A So the only facility reserves, if you will, at
the university was a $1.5 million allocation that the
uni versity budget commttee had made towards facility --
deferred mai ntenance and facility needs.

So | don't recall the year that allocation was
made, but it was an allocation nade of recurring noney
so that every year there was at least a mllion, five
avail able for, you know, projects that popped up like a

| ab renovation or a clean up of a |lab or anything that
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-- and that, that reserve was given to the purview of
the provost and M. Merck to deci de what the nost
critical uses of that mllion, five was each year.
That's what | think this is tal king about.

Q kay. And just to skip backwards for a second,
when we were | ooking at the attachnments to the agenda
for the Septenber neeting, would you have given those
sorts of things to Provost Wittaker ahead of the
facilities budget neeting so that he could be prepared
for the neeting or would he be seeing those sorts of

docunents for the first time in the neeting?

A Bot h woul d occur.
Q Ckay.
A So we mght -- we would oftentinmes give him

docunents that we were preparing also for the facilities
budget committee, or any neeting, actually. So it's
i kely that he woul d have received this, yes.

Q kay. Did you ever intentionally w thhold any
I nformati on from hi mconcerning funding sources for any
capital project?

A. No, no, absolutely not.

Q Al right. Let nme ask you about the statenent
that M. Merck made in Provost Whittaker's presence and
possi bly President Hitt's presence about the audit

comrent .
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Were you there when Provost Wittaker heard the

coment ?

A Yes, | believe | was.

Q Can you kind of set the stage for ne and tel
me where, what they were tal king about, what was sai d?

A So ny recollection of -- | have a recollection
of a neeting where | was in Dr. Htt's office. | wasn't
usually in Dr. Htt's office, rarely, so | have a
recollection of that. | was there wwth Bill Merck and
Dr. Whittaker, and | don't recall the materials we had,
but I amsure we had a |list of projects and the funding
sources of those projects.

That woul d have been the conmmon way. That's
probably why | was there was ny team m ght have produced
t hat docunent, and so therefore | was there to answer
any questions about it.

And the funding sources for the projects on
that list were discussed. It was brought up that it
woul d have been like the other capital project lists
t hat have been produced in this investigation that
showed, here's the project, here's the funding sources
that are -- have been identified for those projects, and
that the projects and the funding sources woul d have
been di scussed in that neeting.

Q Ckay. And so in what context did M. Merck
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1 make the comment that proceeding this way m ght result
2 in an audit coment or audit hit?

3 A So in the context of talking about Trevor

4 Col bourn Hall or the Col bourn Hall renovation and the

5 replacenent building, and the fact that it was being

6 funded from E&G that woul d have been on the schedul e,
7 the coment that it mght produce an audit coment was
8 made.

9 Q And did either Dr. Hitt or Provost Wittaker
10 respond to that statenent?

11 A | recall Dr. Htt responding to the statenent
12 that he and -- you know, that they felt |like that was a
13 -- it was an energency situation and a justifiable use
14 of the funds.

15 Q So he okayed it?

16 A Yes, absolutely.

17 Q Do you recall -- okay.

18 Do you recall Provost Wittaker saying

19 anyt hi ng?

20 A | don't recall if he did or not.

21 Q kay. Do you think you would have recalled if
22 he said, wait a mnute, that doesn't sound right, | need
23 to better understand this, or if he started questioning
24 it, do you think that would have stayed with you?

25 A Yeah. He absolutely didn't challenge the
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1 decision or the -- to me, this was a decision that he
2 was involved in, so there was -- | don't recall himeven
3 saying anything necessarily about it, but there was
4 definitely no challenging the decision.
5 Q kay. And did you ever witness any other
6 conversations where that audit comment was nmade in
7 Provost Wittaker's presence?
8 A I think it would have been nmade in a budget
9 chat neeting, but | don't have a specific recollection
10 of who was present when that comment was nade.
11 Q Wiy do you say you think it was nade? Like do
12 vyou recall hearing it, you just don't know the specifics
13 or soneone else told you that may have happened?
14 A No. | recall hearing that conmment many tines.
15 | just don't recall the exact |locations, forum people
16 who were in attendance as it was stated.
17 Q kay. So what |'mhearing is that you nay not
18 be able to tell us definitively that Wittaker was told
19 that it may result in an audit comment nore than once,
20 is that correct, in your presence?
21 A | don't have a specific recollection.
22 Q kay. That's fair.
23 A | do know that Dr. Wiittaker, after the
24 investigation started, told nme that he recalled Bill
25 saying it would cause an audit coment or woul d cause an
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1 audit hit or whatever term
2 Q He made that admi ssion to you after Bryan Cave
3 was retained?
4 A Yes. The day that he net wwth all of Bill's
5 direct reports to say that -- that, you know, Bill had
6 resigned and was gone, and M sty Shepherd and Kat hy
7 Mtchell were interims. He nmet with all of Bill's
8 direct reports.
9 And after that neeting, | nmet with him and
10 that's when he said he recalled Bill saying it woul d
11 produce an audit coment or m ght produce.
12 Q kay. Were you in the neeting or did you just
13 neet wwth himafter the neeting?
14 A I met with himafter the neeting and I was in
15 the neeting.
16 Q kay, good. | have sone questions for you
17 then.
18 What exactly -- what was the purpose of the
19 neeting that he called? Was it just to |let everybody
20 know that Merck was | eaving and there woul d be ot her
21 people to report to?
22 A Yeah. That was the purpose, as well as to talk
23 to the team
24 Q Ckay. And do you recall President Wittaker
25 nmaking any comrents about maybe initially wanting to
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present what happened in one way, but then had been
swayed or coached to present it another way?

A Yes, | recall that.

Q Can you tell ne alittle bit about that?

A So in that neeting he stated that -- | think
they had just come back fromthe board of governor's
neeting. And in the neeting he was praising Bill, he
was telling, you know, all of us that we should reach
out to Bill, thank himfor his service, that he
respected Bill's decisions, that Bill had built this
canpus, that kind of thing. So he was speaking very
highly of Bill.

Q This is after the BOG neeting?

A Yes.
Q kay.
A And encouraged all of us to reach out to Bill.
And he said that he wanted to -- | think -- |
don't recall in what order, but with -- with regard to

how he handled this topic at the board of governor's
neeting, he said that he wanted -- that he wanted to

di scuss nore than -- than the UCF incident that was
bei ng considered a violation. He wanted to tal k about
the | ack of capital funding and | ess restrictions on the
use of funds, but he was advised not to, sort of in the

hal I s of Tall ahassee, and to just sort of be contrite
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1 for this situation that UCF was in.

2 Q kay. So it sounds to ne |like what he was

3 saying was, listen, | was coached not to tell the BOG

4 that we had justifications for doing this, and just to

5 basically accept responsibility and kind of keep quiet.

6 Is that kind of what you are conveyi ng?

7 A Yep. Be contrite and, in ny words, take the

8 beating and raise other questions or concerns with the

9 system if you wll, at a later date.

10 Q kay. Did he ever nention who suggested this?

11 The coaching, did that occur by soneone in Tall ahassee

12 or soneone at UCF or do you know?

13 A | interpreted it to be in Tallahassee --

14 Q kay.

15 A -- and possi bly governors and possi bly other --

16 you know, other people.

17 Q  Okay.

18 A So he didn't nanme nanes, | can say that.

19 Q Gotcha, okay. And so what was discussed in the

20 neeting that you had with himright after? Ws it just

21 the two of you?

22 A Yes.

23 Q kay. What did you guys discuss?

24 A So | just stopped in to ask himto actually

25 speak to Christy Tant. She was very upset -- everybody
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was very upset about the situation. And so | wanted to
-- Christy and | worked very closely with himover the
years.

And | asked him-- it had been a nice neeting,

that he spoke to all of us to talk to us about, you

know, Bill's departure, and basically it was a good

| eadership neeting to make you feel |ike, okay, things
aren't going to fall apart here. Bill, our strong

| eader, was gone, but we're all still here.

And so | asked himto have that conversation
wth Christy, and he wouldn't. He said -- he said -- he
said, well, with you there? And | said, well, no.
just wanted himto speak to Christy because they worked
very cl osely together.

And so he said, you know, no, that that
woul dn' t happen.

So that was the nature of the neeting. And
then he said he didn't even know what was going to
happen to himout of this investigation, and that he --
you know, that he knew that Bill had said that it m ght
produce an audit comment. So that's what | renenber
about that neeting.

Q kay. So during your course of enploynent and
| guess particularly when you worked closely with

Provost Wi ttaker, did you have occasion to work cl osely
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with any of the trustees?

A No, not really. The only trustee |I worked
closely with was Bob Garvy on the investnent policy, the
I nvestnments of the university.

Q Ckay. And | think we m ght have sonme questions
for you about that |ater.

Just as a side note, is that athletic building
nanmed after him the Garvy athletic sonething or other?

A Yes. He was a donor. That donation occurred
just within the last couple or three years or within the

| ast few years. He made a | arge donation for the Garvy

Nutrition Center, | think it is.
Q kay.
A I think his son played football here, so he had

a biginterest in nutrition for the athletes and nade a
| arge donation for it.
Q Very nice. GCkay. So | understand fromthe

things that |'ve read that you were aware of the
regul ati on 9.007 before this happened, and that you may
have nentioned it to M. Merck when you found out that
E&G funds were going to be used for Trevor Col bourn
Hal | .

And that he told you, well, if it's sonething
we have to do, we mght get an audit comment. And you

respected his seniority and believed that he was doi ng
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1 the right thing and you didn't object anynore. |Is that
2 kind of a condensed version of what happened?
3 A Wll, I was not aware of the regul ation, and |
4 didn't bring the regulation to Bill Merck's attention.
5 Q kay.
6 A So |l was -- or at least I was not aware of the
7 regulation. | had seen e-nails now where it's attached
8 and -- but | didn't -- it wasn't in ny mnd, that
9 regqgulation.
10 And | didn't understand that regulation to
11 relate to the Trevor Col bourn Hall situation and |
12 didn't bring it to Bill Merck's attention --
13 Q Ckay.
14 A -- in that vein.
15 Q Ckay. Did you ever tell him oh, this m ght
16 not be right or voice any concerns about the use of E&G
17 for that construction project?
18 A So when the construction project first started,
19 it was a renovation. So at a point intine it becane a
20 renovation and then a replacenent, kind of a conbination
21 of the two.
22 And at that point, | nmentioned to Bill that I
23 wasn't aware that we were able to use E&G funds for new
24 construction. | didn't know -- it hadn't been done
25 Dbefore.
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1 So | brought that to his attention, that that
2 wasn't a normal -- a normal course of using E&G funds.
3 Q Okay. And what was his response?
4 A Hi s response was that -- that he didn't feel
5 that he had other options, that there was an energency
6 situation -- it was an energency situation, and so he
7 felt like it was justifiable use of E&G funds or -- or a
8 justifiable use of funds or a justifiable situation.
9 |'m paraphrasi ng what he said, obviously.
10 Q O course, of course, yeah.
11 Can you estinmate about how | ong before the
12 neeting we tal ked about earlier, the neeting in Htt's
13 office where the audit comrent was made, how | ong before
14 that that you had this conversation with M. Merck?
15 A | have no idea. | don't know.
16 Q kay. Al right. So if you don't mnd, |
17 would like you to flip to Docunent 5 in the packet.
18 It's another e-mail, so I'd just ask that you take a
19 look at it, get famliar with it, and |let ne know when
20 you're ready.
21 A kay.
22 Q kay. Do you renenber this e-mil?
23 A | remenber it nowthat I've read it.
24 Q Ckay. So if you can, if you know, what |I'm
25 trying to figure out is what happened before this
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1 e-mil.
2 So | see David Noel is initially e-mailing,
3 asking about using that $3 mllion. Do you know
4 anything about any conversations that happened prior to
5 this e-mail being sent?
6 A | don't recall, but the e-mail infers that
7 David had asked whether it was -- in sone form | don't
8 knowif it was by phone. | don't knowif it was asked
9 to Lynn, and Lynn asked ne. |'mnot sure.
10 Q Ckay.
11 A I"mnot sure what precipitated this e-mail.
12 But clearly, it was himasking if they could do this.
13 Q Al'l right. Yeah, yeah. Ckay.
14 Who is David Noel ?
15 A He was the CFO | think his title was, for the
16 Coll ege of Medicine.
17 Q And who was Deborah German?
18 A She is the Dean of the College of Medicine.
19 Q And who is Steven OmMi ?
20 A He is the director of finance for the Coll ege
21 of Medicine.
22 Q kay. So all nedicine people, gotcha. Ckay.
23 Now, do you have any recollection as to whether
24 you had to do sone research to send this e-mail or if
25 you were already famliar with the regulation by the

Orange Legal
800- 275- 7991


http://www.orangelegal.com

Investigative Hearing
CLARK, TRACY

52

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

time you sent this e-mail?

A | don't recall.

Q kay. Do you recall whether you got a | ot of
e-mails |Iike that, asking whether E&G could be used for
what ever reason?

A Not normally like this.

Q kay. So if you don't mnd, flip to tab six.
It's another e-mail. This tine you were just cc'd on
it. But if you could take a |ook at that and let ne

know when you've had a chance to review it

A Ckay.

Q Do you renenber this e-mail ?

A | do not. | mean, | read it now, but --
Q Ckay, yeah. No one seens to have any

recoll ection of this e-mail.
At this tinme in March of 2015, was Ronnie
Korosec Dal e Wittaker's chief of staff?

A Pr obabl y not.

Q Ckay.

A Only because | think March of 2015 is when the
reorgani zation first went into place -- sonmetine in
March, 2015 -- and Ronni e was not chief of staff right
off the bat, is ny recollection.

Q Al right. Do you have any recollection as to

whet her you woul d have followed up on this, because you
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1 were cc'donit? Do you know if you would have
2 responded or chined in?
3 A I would not have. A lot of tines, E&G -- these
4 kind of questions would go to internal audit, and
5 internal audit woul d address the issues. Wether it was
6 coming froma college or a unit or sonebody at the
7 university, they would -- university audit was sort of
8 the source of these kinds of answers.
9 So unless | was involved in whatever was
10 underneath this, receiving this as a cc would not have
11 pronpted a response from ne.
12 Q Okay. Al right. W've already tal ked about
13 the e-mail at seven.
14 Let's talk a little bit about the presentations
15 to the board of trustees. Do you have any recollection
16 of discussions of E&G being the funding source for
17 either Col bourn Hall or Trevor Col bourn Hall at any
18 commttee neeting or any board neeting?
19 A |'ve seen the transcript where it was -- where
20 | said that carry forward funds were being used for
21 Trevor Col bourn and Col bourn Hall, so.
22 Q Let's talk about that. Wat does -- what does
23 carry forward nmean to you?
24 A It's E&G funds that are not spent in one year
25 or E&G funds that are received by the university that
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1 are not spent in the year that they are received and
2 they carry forward to the next year.
3 Q kay. So in your normal practice when you were
4 enployed at UCF and you were tal king about E&G with
5 Christy Tant or soneone else in your office, would you
6 refer to it as carry forward or would you refer to it as
7 E&G or sonething el se?
8 A The funds that roll over would be referred to
9 as carry forward.
10 Q | should have clarified. So would you call it
11 E&G carry forward or would you just call it carry
12 forward?
13 A Carry forward.
14 Q kay. And was that comon in the finance and
15 accounting world in that part of the university?
16 A Yes.
17 Q Do you know whet her the trustees woul d be
18 famliar with that termand know that carry forward
19 neant E&G?
20 A I n nmy opinion, yes.
21 Q Ckay. Wiy do you say that?
22 A Well, carry forward funds was not -- it was a
23 topic over multiple years, carry forward funds. It was
24 a state topic, it was a university topic. And so | just
25 feel like carry forward funds were known across the
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1 whole university and by the board of trustees and what

2 they were, because it wasn't -- it wasn't a topic not

3 normally discussed.

4 Q Ckay. Do you recall any other tinme during the
5 board neeting when you would have referred to carry

6 forward as a funding source for any other project?

7 A | don't recall.

8 Q Ckay. If you read the Bryan Cave report, then
9 vyou probably read that sonme of the trustees disagree
10 that this can be an E&G
11 So aside fromwhat you just described, is there
12 anything else that you can point to, |ike do you know if
13 they were trained when they first becane trustees on the
14 different sources of funds?

15 A On a coupl e of occasions, | do think -- on a

16 couple of occasions | acconpanied Bill to neet with a

17 new trustee to explain the university's budget. W

18 would go through kind of the -- you know, the budget

19 packet, if you wll, to try to explain the terns, the
20 categories, that kind of thing.
21 So | -- so that training sonetines happened
22 that | was involved in. | think Bill Merck did that
23 nore often. | was involved in, | think, training a
24 couple of trustees that way.
25 Q So it would be done on an individual basis. As
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a new one cane on board, you woul d spend sone tinme with
hi m or her?

A Yes, the couple of tinmes that | was invol ved,
that was the case.

Q Do you have any recollection as to which
trustees you sat in on?

A | know | sat in on trustee Alex Martins'
because | had to go down to the Amway buil di ng, and I
forget who the other trustees were. | m ght have done
one or two other trustees.

Q Ckay. And you feel confident during that
neeting it would have been explained that carry forward
meant E&G?

A | can't say that those specific words were
used, but we tal ked about, you know, all the different
categories, E&G auxiliary, the overall university
budget, DSOs, that kind of a training occurred.

Q And do you recall whether the trustees that you
sat with were engaged, asking questions, or sitting
t here absorbi ng everyt hi ng?

A | would say a little of both.

Q kay. And then back to that board neeting
where you were asked to descri be the source of funding,
and you said carry forward. Did any trustee ask you any

questions about that?
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1 A No.
2 Q So did you feel as if they accepted that answer
3 and were confortable with it?
4 A. Yes. In fact, | think M. Merck asked ne to
5 even expand a little bit on what carry forward was. So
6 | think I tried to explain that it rolled over from one
7 year to the next, unspent funds in the prior year, and
8 received no questions.
9 Q Ckay. Did you have --
10 MR. RUBOTTOM Let ne ask, do you recall which
11 board neeting that was? Because we've listened to a
12 bunch of tapes that were commttee and board
13 meetings in '14 and '15 -- at |least a conmttee
14 neeting in '15 where these projects were discussed.
15 Certainly in '16, the commttee and the board both
16 met on the final plan.
17 Do you recall which neeting you are talking
18 about where you expl ained carry forward?
19 THE WTNESS: It's in the Bryan Cave exhibits
20 or it's in his report.
21 MR. RUBOTTOM So one of those neeting that he
22 had excerpts fronf
23 THE WTNESS: One that he has transcripts,
24 because | didn't even recall it until he showed it
25 to ne.
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MR, RUBOTTOM kay. Since then, have you gone
back and listened to any of those neeting tapes or
revi ewed any of those neeting materials to recollect
for your own recollections of how those neetings
went down?

THE W TNESS: No, because | don't know how to
get to the recordings. They are not on the website.
In fact, we even asked. After Bryan Cave asked ne
about that transcript, we asked for a copy of that
transcript, and he wouldn't give it to ne and ny
attorney.

MR, RUBOTTOM Did you ever ask the president's
office for copies of the tapes or the transcripts?

THE W TNESS: No.

MR, RUBOTTOM That was all while you were
still enployed; correct?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

MR, RUBOTTOM Do you have any recoll ection of
the April 14th finance and facility commttee
neeti ng where Col bourn Hall construction, those
three options or three subdivided options of -- and
they tal ked about deferring renovation. Do you have
any recollection of the conmttee neeting where
finance and facilities first approved the new

bui | di ng?
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THE W TNESS: No.

MR RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: | don't have specific
recol | ecti on.

| didn't recall that later neeting until Bryan
Cave showed ne the transcript.

MR, RUBOTTOM How many tines do you think
you' ve addressed the board or a commttee about
carry forward or other categories of noney?

THE WTNESS: So, | normally did not address
the board of trustees unless there was an agenda
itemthat | was presenting.

So we presented the annual operating budget,
whi ch has all the categories, E&G auxiliary,
concession funds. So | would present that to the
board for the annual budget. | would present the
quarterly investnent reports, so | would address the
board t hen.

But normally, unless there was an agenda item

under ny nane, | wouldn't be addressing the board
unl ess sonebody asked nme a question, like M. Merck
di d that day.

MR, RUBOTTOM But that was a finance and
facilities neeting, | believe?

THE WTNESS: Yes. That's what |'m actually

Orange Legal
800- 275- 7991


http://www.orangelegal.com

Investigative Hearing
CLARK, TRACY

60

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

tal ki ng about.

MR, RUBOTTOM But on a building, it would have
been usually Merck and Kernek explaining the
proj ect ?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR, RUBOTTOM  You wouldn't ordinarily be
getting up and tal king about sources of funding?

THE WTNESS: Right.

MR RUBOTTOM So Bill called on you in that
neeti ng?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR, RUBOTTOM And you gave an answer, a direct
answer, and | think Merck followed that up with sone
conment s.

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR, RUBOTTOM Did you have any sense in that
neeting -- well, your only recollection is from
readi ng that.

Ckay. |'Il stop interrupting, Carine.

M5. MTZ: It's okay. | think we've covered a
| ot of stuff already.

MR. GREENE: Do you want a break?

MR, RUBOTTOM Do you guys want to take a
break?

THE WTNESS: |' m okay.
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1 MR. RUBOTTOM Well, let us know when you want
2 to stop. W'Il probably need to stop at |east once.
3 BY M. MTZ
4 Q Ms. Clark, did you ever get the sense -- well,
5 let me ask it this way.

6 When you started working closely with Provost

7 Wittaker, did it appear to you that he was grasping the

8 information that you were sharing with himor trying to

9 teach himor show himor did it seemlike he was having

10 difficulty foll ow ng?

11 A No, he was -- he was grasping it.

12 Q Ckay.

13 A We spent a lot of tine together, ne going over

14 information.

15 In fact, what | had heard as to why he want ed

16 nme to be a direct report to himis he thought |

17 explained things very well. He liked the quality of the

18 information ne and ny team produced, and he felt like |

19 explained things in an understandabl e way.

20 And so -- and I'mkind of a teacher in that

21 regard, so | usually go into a lot of detail. | can

22 start at a bigger picture and then wal k peopl e through

23 the details.

24 And so | did that continuously, and he was very

25 engaged, always asked a lot of questions. | tried to
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1 always nake sure he and anybody el se I was, you know,

2 trying to get to understand an Excel spreadsheet that

3 they didn't prepare, that you or your teamdid, that

4 they understood what the spreadsheet said.

5 We oftentines prepared sunmaries that then

6 worked their way down to the detail |evel so the people

7 understood what, you know, the finance and accounting

8 office was putting together, because it was a | ot of

9 detail. And so |l spent a lot of tine doing that.

10 Q And | nean, he was effectively your boss when

11 you had the dual reporting; right?

12 A Yes, yes.

13 Q So you wanted to prepare your boss?

14 A Yes.

15 Q Was there any incentive for you to not

16 adequately prepare hinf

17 A No. | was a huge supporter to Dr. Wittaker.

18 Q Okay. | just want to skimthrough the other

19 capital projects that were |later discovered to have been

20 funded wth E&G

21 Do you know who -- | think I know the answer,

22 but | want to know if you know t he answer.

23 Do you know who directed those E&G funds to be

24 transferred to those construction projects?

25 A So which projects are you tal king about?
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Q For instance, the band buil ding.

MR. RUBOTTOM Hey, Carine, | have on ny screen
that -- that date-ordered list that | use. Can |
just show that to her?

M5. MTZ: Sure.

MR, RUBOTTOM | think you're famliar with
that, Tracy. These are kind of the short versions
of the transactions that Bev Seay provided ne a few
weeks ago. And | sorted them by date order because
it was real informative to us how deci sions were
bei ng made and tinely.

So, for instance -- and let's try to tal k about
the bigger transfers. There's a global transfer in
June, June 30th of 2016, for the gl obal UCF
1.6 mllion. Wo would have directed that transfer
in June of 20167

THE WTNESS: So the -- the -- so there's a
di fference between making the commt -- making the
resource allocation decision and then the transfer
itself.

MR, RUBOTTOM | was going to get to that, yes.

THE WTNESS: So before we were fired, | wasn't
asked to look into any of those answers to these
guestions -- for these projects, |ike who asked for

the transfer, when did it occur. So | never got an
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opportunity to look at, say, Christy's e-mails where
she was meking the transfer and what she m ght have
been referencing as to what pronpted it.

MR RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: So | can't answer that question.
| can answer sone questions on |ike when -- how the
deci si ons were made.

MR. RUBOTTOM Well, let's tal k about that one.
VWhen woul d the conm t nent have been made to the
gl obal -- that level of commtnent nmade to the
gl obal UCF project?

THE WTNESS: | don't know when it was nade,
but it was made -- it was on one -- it was on an E&G
commtnent |ist, which that was kind of a constantly
changi ng docunent. And |'ve seen --

MR. RUBOTTOM Wuld that have been -- |I'm
sorry.

Wul d that have been discussed in the budget
chats with Dr. Wiittaker in the neeting?

THE W TNESS:. Yes, absol utely.

MR RUBOTTOM | cut you off.

THE W TNESS: That's okay.

MR, RUBOTTOM  You had said you had seen --

THE WTNESS: Just |'ve seen that on sone of

the E&G commitnent lists, so that tells ne it was
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centrally -- it was funded fromthe central
resour ces.

MR. RUBOTTOM Now, |'ve seen capital projects
lists that don't have years out there. And then
I've seen |ike that one we | ooked at a while ago
that kind of has a five-year plan on when funds were
bei ng al |l ocated or pl anned.

Did you al ways have a five-year plan on when
funds woul d be transferred?

THE WTNESS: No. So that --

MR RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: That five-year plan that we
| ooked at for the facilities budget commttee, that
was a new endeavor.

MR, RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: So we -- we were -- one of the
things that Dr. Whittaker and | tal ked about when |
started working for himwas we need a five-year
operating plan and we need a five-year capital plan.
So those were actually goals or -- you know, goals
that | was going to start to be held accountable to
trying to get a five-year operating plan for this
uni versity done, which is a bear, and a five-year
capi tal plan.

MR RUBOTTOM Did Dr. Whittaker understand
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t hose goal s?

THE WTNESS: Yes. He and | spoke about them
and those were the goals he was going to hold ne to
for ny performance for the next year. So that
five-year capital plan for the facilities budget
conmttee was the first time we ever tried to do
anything out multiple years.

MR RUBOTTOM Let's go to the last big day,
because Cctober 31st, there was about $20 million
transferred for three downtown projects.

When woul d those have been programed or when
woul d those have been approved on a conmtnent list?

THE WTNESS: | don't know when those woul d.
don't know the dates.

MR RUBOTTOM Wuld they be discussed in a
budget chat ?

THE WTNESS: They shoul d have been di scussed
in a budget chat neeting, yes.

MR, RUBOTTOM The university budget conmttee
had been neeting for sone tine. Wuld those
comm t nents have been di scussed in the university
budget committee?

THE WTNESS: | don't know if they were or not.

MR RUBOTTOM Ckay. Wiat about -- what about

the $3 mllion and $6 mllion commtnents for
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Research 1, both of themin May of 2017? Wuld

t hose have been before the -- would those have been
commtted before the university budget commttee had
started working or --

THE WTNESS: Well, those were -- so those were
not di scussed in the university budget conmttee.
They -- that was -- a |lot of the funding for those
cane fromthe different units that were going into
the research building. So that was a funding plan
that Dr. Wiittaker and | worked on with the
different units that were putting researchers into
the research building and trying to get different
people to be -- you know, different people to
contribute towards the build out and the furniture
and fixtures and equi pnent in the research building.
So a lot of that funding didn't cone from central
Alot of it came fromthe units, |like the Coll ege of
Engi neering and different coll eges.

MR. RUBOTTOM  But those woul d have been on
commtnent list, E&G commtnment lists or would those
have been secondary institutional transactions
bet ween t hese departnents?

THE WTNESS: Exactly. They woul d have been
second.

So they woul dn't have been -- the E&G
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commtnent |ist was only a conm tnent agai nst
central resource.

MR. RUBOTTOM  So these woul d have been E&G
funds in those departnents who were contributing
t hat ?

THE WTNESS: Exactly. So we worked on what
the total -- the total contribution plan,

Dr. Whittaker or | did with all of these units,
working with Dr. -- with Dale who the deans were
wor king with, reporting to him The provost's

di vi sion, which had sonme of its own funds,

contri buted towards sonme of the commopn areas that
the different colleges woul d be using.

So that was kind of a whole plan put together
to help fund the build out, furniture and equi pnent
in the research building, and those funds cane from
multiple units, including the provost's office.

MR. RUBOTTOM Ckay. | heard you earlier
mention that you saw a distinction when we went from
renovation to new construction, that you saw -- that
gave you pause about proper use of E&G

| am confused about the build out deal. |
understand furniture and equi pnent. | understand
that systemm de everybody agrees furniture and

equi pnrent for a new building is a proper E&G
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1 expendi ture.

2 How do you -- how have you cone by clarity or

3 do you have clarity about the build out part of a

4 new -- a new construction? To ne, it's one thing to

5 conme into an old building and renodel for |ab space

6 for a new use, but it's a curiosity to nme that you

7 -- that your internal finish is sonehow treated

8 different fromthe internal of a new buil ding.

9 So can you explain to ne how you got or if you
10 have clarity about the appropriateness of build out
11 fundi ng?

12 THE WTNESS: So it was nmy understandi ng that
13 build out, furniture, fixtures and equi pnent were
14 all allowable uses of E&G funding. | didn't

15 differentiate if it was build out for an existing
16 buil ding and build out if it was a new buil di ng,

17 particularly if it was build out to a particular

18 researcher's specifications.

19 MR, RUBOTTOM | guess what I'mtrying to get,
20 what's the difference between furniture and

21 equi prent which tend to be things that can be noved
22 around, some of them m ght be fixtures, but they are
23 subj ect to being maybe repurposed at some point.

24  And | was thinking build out included cabinetry and
25 maybe internal walls and, you know, gl ass
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encl osures, things |ike that.

Did you categorize all those things in one
category or did you distinguish furniture and
equi pnent frominternal walls and space -- internal
dividing walls and things like that?

THE WTNESS: So | just use the -- or | just
understood the termbuild out, not what the
conponents of the build out would be. And | didn't
differentiate between, you know, build out -- |
don't know that that included internal walls, but |
think it would include, you know, cabinetry, tables,
sonme things |like that, that maybe were fixed, you
know, or fixtures or build out.

MR RUBOTTOM Well, I'"msorry | don't have
those listings, but I've seen a ot of listings
where this was furniture and equipnent. |t says
furniture and equi pnrent, and then other tinmes it
says build out.

So it doesn't seemto ne |ike the words are
used interchangeably. So |I'mjust exploring that.
| have no clue, and | just want to know what your
under standi ng of that is.

THE WTNESS: So | do think build out is
different than furniture, but | thought build out

and furniture and equi pnent was all an all owabl e use
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of E&G

MR. RUBOTTOM Wl l, and everybody m ght think
that. We're kind of asking the whole systemright
now.

THE W TNESS:  Yeah.

MR. RUBOTTOM Thank you for that. GCkay,

Cari ne.
BY M5. MTZ:

Q So what | would like you to do is take a | ook
at the docunent behind tab eight. [It's another e-mail.

Let ne know when you've had a chance to reviewit.

A Yes.

Q Do you recogni ze this?

A Yes.

Q Ckay. D d you have any discussions with anyone

after you received this e-mail?

A So, yes, | had conversations wth Kathy

Mtchell and Christy Tant.

Q Ckay. And what did you guys tal k about?

A. So we tal ked about, | guess after this, what

came back to Christy and | was the nore limted |ist of

- of projects that were going to be presented to the

board of trustees, which was, | think, 13.8 mllion.

So we talked to Kathy about why is the full

46.5 mllion not being presented? And she infornmed us
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that the president's office wanted to just present the
13.8, and we expressed sone concern about that because
we had put forward the whole list.

We were sharing that with or shortly thereafter
we shared all of that with the auditor general's office,
the full 46.5 mlIlion, and so we had concerns about only
presenting the 13.8.

Q And what was her response again to why she
wasn't going to provide that to the board?

A Well, my recollectionis it was the president's
office call, not hers.

MR. RUBOTTOM Do you know if that woul d have
been M. Heston or the president or --

THE WTNESS: | would be guessing that it was
probably a conbination of the two. This e-nail went
to Dr. Htt or -- | mean Dr. Wittaker.

MR. RUBOTTOM  Thank you.

THE WTNESS: | don't know because | wasn't
actually in those neetings.

MR. RUBOTTOM  And who el se was privy to that
conversation with Kathy?

THE WTNESS: So, Christy.

MR. RUBOTTOM  Christy?

THE WTNESS: Christy and |I.

MR. RUBOTTOM And this was a ver bal
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1 conversation?
2 THE W TNESS:  Yes.
3 M5. MTZ: Very interesting. Ckay.
4 BY Mb. MTZ
5 Q So did you ever -- were you ever tasked with
6 locating any of the funds that were used to replenish
7 the E&G accounts?
8 A Yes, Christy and | were.
9 Q Ckay. And --
10 A Is that what you were asking, the 13.8, the
11 replenishnment of the -- yes, yes.
12 Q Ckay.
13 A Christy had to do the nost of that work because
14 | broke ny wist and was out for a couple of days at
15 this point.
16 Q kay. All right. Do you ever recall Dale
17 Wiittaker asking that noney out of a provost budget be
18 wused to fund, in part or entirely, either the CREQL
19 Building or the nursing building?
20 A Yes.
21 Q Ckay. \Which one?
22 A So the provost's office had sonme fundi ng that
23 it set up as like a loan fund to the colleges so that if
24 the colleges had a need, instead of just asking the
25 provost to contribute towards sonething, he wanted to be
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able to do a -- loan themthe noney so that there could
be an RO on, you know, the use of nobney and just not
sort of provide it wi thout asking themto pay it back.

So on the CREOL Building, the university budget
conmttee was involved in the CREOL allocation for the
first $4 mllion. It was a decision nade by the
uni versity budget conmittee to fund the $4 million for
t he CREOL expansi on.

MR. RUBOTTOM Was that E&G?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

M5. MTZ: | wanted to know, too. GCkay. Wit

a mnute. | have to interrupt you. [|'msorry.

THE WTNESS: That's okay.
BY Mb. M TZ:

Q So Provost Wiittaker is offering E&G noney out
of the provost budget for construction of a buil ding?

A So the | oan fund was not E&G

Q Ckay.

A The | oan fund was from auxiliary noney. The
uni versity had sone sold sone broadband capacity at one
poi nt and recei ved noney, you know, noney from | think,
Clearwire and Sprint.

So there was a bal ance of that -- of that sort
of windfall to the university, if you wll, that Dale

wanted to then nmake available, a part of that broad --
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"1l call it the broadband noney. It was auxiliary
noney to provide | oans to the coll eges and have t hem pay
t hose | oans back.

So the CREOL -- the CREOL project, originally
the request to the university budget commttee -- units
submtted requests to the university budget committee.

It was called an exception funding request process. So
CREOL submitted a request for $4 nmllion for the CREOL
expansion, so that was one of the itens on the list that
was bei ng considered. The university budget commttee
only had available to it E&G funds to distribute.

So in that first year of the university budget
committee, the CRECL Buil ding was approved to be funded
to the tune of the $4 million dollars, which is what the
request was, and that was from E&G carry forward funds.

What happened that year is the university
budget commttee -- actually, there was no new noney, so
it decided it was going to reallocate carry forward from
units that had it. The carry forward at the university
I's held by all the units and then there's sone that are
hel d centrally. There m ght be sone held at a division
| evel, and then -- but nostly all the units keep their
carry forward year after year.

So that year we evaluated the funding held at

the unit | evel, and decided there were areas that had
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1 nore than they needed, and we wanted to reallocate that
2 to nore critical needs.

3 So $10 million was identified to reall ocate.
4 W basically took that $10 mllion fromthose units, and
5 then used it for whatever the university budget
6 committee decided, fromthe long list of requests, were
7 the nost strategic priorities.
8 So in that process, the $4 mllion was sel ected
9 by Dale, Bill Merck, Dean German, M J. Soil eau, who was
10 a VP for research. Dean German was the dean for the
11 College of Medicine, and Bill and Dale. They worked
12 together. W split up into groups to decide howto
13 allocate that $10 mllion.
14 And a chunk of the $10 million was given to
15 Deborah German and M J. Soil eau who are researchers or
16 have research areas under themto decide how to use that
17 funding. Dale and Bill were given $2 nillion for
18 deferred maintenance and facilities projects, and decide
19 how to -- what was nost critical on the list for that,
20 and then there was a student success group.
21 Dale and Bill and the research group got
22 together, and the $4 mllion CREOL project was on Dale
23 and Bill's list, but they got together and deci ded that
24 was the nost critical need, and so they conbined their
25 noney. Basically, there was $4 mllion and $2 nillion,
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1 and put $4 million of that $6 mllion towards the CRECL

2 project.

3 MR, RUBOTTOM So Dale and Bill with the

4 concurrence of the research group chose to put the

5 CREQOL Buil di ng ahead of deferred mai nt enance?

6 THE WTNESS: Yes, ahead of any other projects

7 on the |ist.

8 MR. RUBOTTOM Do you know when this -- when

9 this UBC neeting was?

10 THE WTNESS: | can -- | can find out. It was

11 -- I"mguessing now. | want to say May of ' 15,

12 possi bl y.

13 MR RUBOTTOM Do you know whet her that $4

14 mllion was ever transferred to construction for

15 this project?

16 THE WTNESS: Yes, it was. That's this $4

17 mllion on this |ist.

18 MR RUBOTTOM Ch, | didn't see that.

19 THE W TNESS: Uh- huh.

20 MR RUBOTTOM |'mstill |ooking for it.

21 THE WTNESS: It's the $4 mllion nunber. It

22 says CREQL.

23 MR. RUBOTTOM Wit a mnute. |[|'ve got a

24 m st ake. That happens to ne every tine | open this

25 thing. It -- it starts on line 17. So there we go.
Orange Legal

800-275-7991


http://www.orangelegal.com

Investigative Hearing
CLARK, TRACY

78

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

There's the $4 mllion. Ckay.

Gotcha. So it was transferred in February
of '16. And when was the UBC fornmed?

THE WTNESS: Ch, | don't recall.

MR. RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: And this is when the transfer
m ght have -- so | don't -- | don't have the
i nformati on of the dates the noney --

MR, RUBOTTOM Can we | ook at that Septenber
"17 docunent again for the FBC?

THE WTNESS: So this is the UBC that | am
tal ki ng about.

MR. RUBOTTOM | understand. | want to see if
CREQL -- do you know when construction was started?

M5. MTZ: CRECL expansion is there.

THE WTNESS: That's the sane thing.

M5. MTZ: Ckay.

MR. RUBOTTOM 6.7. And that was estimated to
be spent in FY18 on this chart, and total internal
was 6. 7.

THE WTNESS: Right.

MR RUBOTTOM So $4 million cane fromthat
col | aborative process. Were did the other
2.7 mllion come fronf

THE WTNESS: So a part of that canme fromthe
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| oan fund, the broadband | oan fund noney.

MR RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: And so -- so after the $4 nmillion
was approved, you know, by the university budget
commttee, then the dean of CREOL or the dean of
optics and photonics, in the next year they started
working with facilities on cost estimates for this
expansion. And there were nultiple options that
kind of got put forward, you know, sone having nore
space than ot hers.

So | recall working with that dean and Dal e on
options for the CREOL expansion that ranged from
like $5 million to $6.8 nmillion. |'ve recently seen
an e-mail to this effect.

And, you know, they just had nore space, nore
offices, nore labs. Really, the interest was to get
nore | ab space. There was an auditoriumthat they
were also trying to build.

So the decision got nmade to go with the
$6.8 mllion option. And so then the UBC had only
allocated $4 mllion, so the dean had to conme up
with the balance if he wanted that |arger -- that
better building, if you will.

MR, RUBOTTOM  Coul d he spend his E&G on that

proj ect?
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1 THE WTNESS: Well, we didn't discuss what he
2 could spend on it or not.
3 Vell, | nean, | renenber himidentifying
4 sources, but | don't renmenber us discussing what he
5 could or couldn't use.
6 MR, RUBOTTOM Ckay. Well, back to the
7 br oadband and the | oan fund.
8 In that context, do you believe Dr. Wittaker
9 had a pretty clear notion of colors of noney and
10 that he could use that noney differently than he
11 coul d use E&G funds?
12 THE W TNESS: No.
13 MR. RUBOTTOM  You don't think he had that
14 cl ear notion?
15 THE WTNESS: Well, | guess this allocation was
16 made by the UBC and nobody thought it was wong. So
17 nobody -- that was just the available, |ike the
18 br oadband noney was what the | oan fund just happened
19 to be funded from
20 MR RUBOTTOM  Ckay.
21 THE W TNESS: Does that nmake sense?
22 MR, RUBOTTOM Yes, it does, with the exception
23 that -- so why wouldn't he just treat all of his
24 funds the sane in the provost's office? Wy would
25 there be a separate categorization that this is
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1 br oadband noney and that the |oan fund would just be
2 limted to that piece?

3 THE WTNESS: Well, that was just an avail able
4 source of noney that he had to be able to nake these
5 | oans from

6 MR. RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

7 THE WTNESS: He coul d have done the sane thing
8 with sone avail able E&G carry forward he had if he

9 had wanted to.
10 What we were going to do with the |Ioan fund was
11 there was -- you know, he received annually sone
12  funding fromcontinui ng education, a share of the
13 conti nui ng education funding to the tune of about
14 $400,000 a year. So we were going to use that to
15 replenish the loan fund as coll eges nmaybe started to
16 use it, because otherw se the | oan fund woul d be
17 gone.
18 The thing is, none of the colleges hardly ever
19 used the | oan fund so we kind of ended up di sbandi ng
20 that practice.
21 MR, RUBOTTOM | saw a | ong range ki nd of
22 funding plan that was at the departnent |evel, kind
23 of the vice president level. And it |ooked lIike the
24 provost's office had showed their annual revenues
25 and it showed their accumul ations. |t |ooked Iike
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the provost's office was accunul ating a | arge anount
of noney over a period of tine.

Do you recall anything like that?

THE WTNESS: So the provost's office was
accunmul ating a |l arge anmount of carry forward funds.

MR, RUBOTTOM What was the purpose of those
accumnul ati ons?

THE WTNESS: Well, so the reason that was
happening is a | ot of the new performance funding
that the university was receiving was goi ng towards
a hiring plan. So | don't know if you've heard,
there was like a plan to hire a ot nore
tenure-track faculty because we had a bad
student/faculty ratio.

We had, during the econom c downturn, colleges
had turned to adjunct faculty, and there's
accreditation issues with that. And so there was a
need for nore tenure track faculty.

MR. RUBOTTOM  But you're accunul ating carry
forward, and it's really hard to commt carry
forward to a recurring expenditure like a faculty
menber .

And when was that going to start being spent
and how was -- how was the recurring, was that going

to be used to like five-year or ten-year fund a
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position?

THE WTNESS: So the hiring -- so the hiring
pl an, the provost |lines we called them were that
noney was held at the provost level. |t was
expected that when we would get the recurring noney
fromthe State, we would allocate it to the coll eges
for themto hire faculty. They would start
searching for that faculty either that year or the
next year, and the accumul ati on of those funds woul d
help the -- would fund the start up packages for
t hose new facul ty.

So that's why all those funds were accunul ati ng
Is it takes a while to hire the faculty. There is
actually a need to accunul ate those funds because
there is a big startup package comm t nment.

And so that was all happening in the provost's
of fi ce because until the colleges hired the faculty
menber, it was kept at the -- at the divisional
| evel, if you will.

MR, RUBOTTOM But there were recurring funds
to support those positions?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

MR. RUBOTTOM And so those -- those reserves,
they would be reported in the fund conposition

report to the BOG as carry forward that's commtted
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to sone faculty project?

THE W TNESS: Yes, yes.

MR, RUBOTTOM Okay. That helps ne a | ot,
because a Il ot of the universities had sone big
nunbers there, and that -- that makes sense to ne.

THE W TNESS: And one reason over the last few
years that UCF carry forward had grown was because
we were -- we were very |lucky and successful in
recei ving performance funds and a whol e bunch of it
got commtted to hiring faculty.

They were put towards cluster, you know,

research clusters were created and devel oped. Those

were harder to -- those positions were harder to
fill because you're really | ooking for top-notch
experts, |ike one was a cyber, a cyber cluster, one

was |i ke a prosthetics cluster.

So we were | ooking, you know. W wanted to
hire the best faculty, not do it quickly.

MR. RUBOTTOM Ri ght.

THE WTNESS: And so that was causing sone of
t hose funds to accumul ate; some purposely so we
could use themfor startup, and then others just if
it took longer to hire the faculty nenbers, it
caused sone accunul ation of funds that then were

avail able for the provost to use for other things.
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MR. RUBOTTOM Thank you. Do you believe the
BOG under st ood those ki nds of accunul ati ons?

THE WTNESS: Well, the universities have been
trying to explain that, and | do think that they do,
because | heard them describe that in neetings,
whether it's staff, talking about this -- you know,
this issue with the need to have startup funds
sitting around.

MR RUBOTTOM Ri ght.

THE WTNESS: |t |ooks Iike they're reserves,
but they're really not.

MR, RUBOTTOM Ckay. Thank you. And we're
trying to stay away fromtrue academ c expenditures
and we've been focusing on capital.

But back to the CREOL decision in 2015. You
descri bed your reaction in 2014 to the decision to
take those E&G commitnents for the new Trevor
Col bourn Hall, but you said in May, '15, nobody even
questi oned the CREOL comm t nent.

| s that because everybody got confortable with
the Trevor Col bourn Hall decision and noved on or in
your mnd was it just a totally different --

THE WTNESS: In ny mnd, it was like a
renovation, so we didn't.

MR, RUBOTTOM The CREOL was a renovati on?
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1 THE WTNESS: Yes. It was actually an
2 expansi on, but we didn't know anything different
3 bet ween a renovation, a $4 mllion renovation for
4 the CREOL Building. |In fact, the third floor was
5 currently being renovated with labs prior to this
6 al | ocati on and expansi on.
7 MR, RUBOTTOM Have you ever | ooked at the
8 statutory definition of fixed capital outlay?
9 THE WTNESS: | have since this investigation
10 started. | did not before.
11 | didn't know there were any | aws or
12 regul ati ons that governed these capital
13 appropriations, these capital expenditures.
14 MR RUBOTTOM Now that you have reviewed that,
15 can you see why an expansion would seemto fit under
16 that definition and not under a
17 renovati on/ mai nt enance type of definition?
18 THE WTNESS: Well, ['ve | earned now t hat
19 addi ti onal square footage, you know, nakes it
20 different than a renovation, but | --
21 MR, RUBOTTOM Did the BOG provide any gui dance
22 on those things to the university?
23 THE WTNESS: Not that | know of .
24 MR, RUBOTTOM  Who woul d you expect to train
25 you, the other finance and facilities staff, on
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1 those types of policies?

2 THE WTNESS: | woul d have expected it to cone
3 fromgeneral counsel and the board of governors.

4 MR. RUBOTTOM Do you consider the -- |

5 understand the idea of the president hiring bright

6 peopl e and counting on themto do their job.

7 Do you see the president as having any

8 responsibility to ensure that those people

9 understand their job and the rules wthin which
10 t hey' ve been called to work?
11 THE WTNESS: Yes. | think that -- | think the
12 | ack of training and education at the institution --
13 at this institution, and | can't speak for any
14 others, but it's the responsibility of the

15 I nstitution.

16 So if you're going to hire people fromthe

17 corporate world, if you will, and have them cone do
18 your accounting, then there needs to be a training
19 process so that they understand the difference
20 bet ween, you know, expansion or renovati on.
21 My office, there's still confusion on these
22 rul es.
23 MR. RUBOTTOM | under st and.
24 THE WTNESS: And in fact, that list, they're
25 still saying sone of those are okay and sone aren't.
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MR. RUBOTTOM Right.

THE WTNESS: And after |ike four nonths of
tal king about this, ad nauseam really, there's
still not clarity. And | know ny office did not
understand this clarity.

MR, RUBOTTOM Do you think -- have you heard
the various reforns, that the university has
instituted policies? Do you think those policies
address that clarity issue?

THE WTNESS: No. | should say | do think that
goi ng through nultiple people helps, if those
multiple layers of people are educated as well. So
It does no good for the CFO and the general counsel
and the president to sign a formunless they know
the rules, you know, clearly as well.

So the education has to conme first and the
clarity has to conme first, you know, a real |ist of
what the rules are.

And the conversations that |I've had since this
all started, that | got to sit in when the CFGCs are
tal king, there's still not the clarity anongst the
universities -- anongst the different universities.

MR. RUBOTTOM There's been a nunber of
system c kind of reshapings in the past 18,

19 years. The BOG was created by referendum which
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took sone authority fromthe | egislature and gave it
to this new board. The |egislature reorganized the
education statutes in the early 2000s and put

uni versities and col | ege boards under sone policies
t hat had been applicable to school boards.

In those maj or transformations -- you were here
bef ore 2000, weren't you? When did you cone?

THE W TNESS: 2007.

MR. RUBOTTOM  2007. So that would have been
after the statutory. Was that after the BOG was
creat ed?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

MR. RUBOTTOM So you weren't here when those
changes happened, so you woul dn't know what training
or university-w de conmuni cations went out wth, oh,
we've got a new legislature, they're called the BOG
anything |ike that?

THE WTNESS: R ght. So I think the devol ution
|'ve heard occurred in 2003. So by the tine | cane,
the university was very i ndependent.

MR. RUBOTTOM Ri ght.

THE WTNESS: So those of us who canme from
corporate sort of brought that work experience with
us.

MR RUBOTTOM So there would have been
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nmentality there that the board of trustees is kind
of the law giver, like in a corporation?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

MR, RUBOTTOM  And not a consciousness that
there's these state statutes and BOG regs?

THE W TNESS: Absol utely.

MR RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: In fact, | |ooked to the board of
governors' staff as kind of liaisons, and they --
you know, they just ask us for lots of information.
So we always provided themlots of information, you
know, not so nuch the other way back.

| didn't -- one of the challenges | found when
| cane to the university was you don't have that
like CPA firmthat you can go ask questions, you
know, |like you can in the private world if you don't
under stand sonething or -- you know, you have
resources to hel p you under st and.

MR, RUBOTTOM Well, would you take those --
sone questions like that to the internal audit
depart nent ?

THE WTNESS: Yes, | would take questions to
the internal audit departnent if they canme to m nd.

MR RUBOTTOM Did you ever take questions to
the 1G at the BOG?
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1 THE WTNESS: No. | never even heard of the IG
2 until this investigation.

3 MR RUBOTTOM  Ww.

4 THE WTNESS: Until they sat in on the Bryan

5 Cave.

6 MR, RUBOTTOM Are you famliar that with --

7 that Lee would on occasion call Chris Kinsley at the
8 BOG to ask about some of these renovations,

9 mai nt enance, can we do this, can we not do that?

10 THE WTNESS: Yes, | amfamliar wth that,

11 nostly now.

12 MR RUBOTTOM But you weren't --

13 THE WTNESS: Right.

14 MR RUBOTTOM -- being advised of those things
15 at the tinme. That's just how she is spendi ng noney
16 that's already been in her -- already in her E&G or
17 PO&M noney or sone of these other transfers?

18 THE WTNESS:. Yeah, yes.

19 MR, RUBOTTOM And so that was just advisory
20 fromBOG facilities to UCF facilities.

21 THE W TNESS:  Yes.

22 MR, RUBOTTOM So there wasn't any real |egal
23 or audit type of inquiry and response?

24 THE WTNESS: | think that was just Lee's way
25 and she developed a relationship wwth Chris Kinsley.
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MR. RUBOTTOM Right.

THE WTNESS: And that gave her a source. W
didn't have, you know, that relationship --

MR. RUBOTTOM Ri ght.

THE WTNESS: -- with the board of governors.

MR, RUBOTTOM They were working regularly on
PECO | ists and things like that --

THE WTNESS: Right.

MR. RUBOTTOM -- that created that.

Did you feel |ike the general counsel's office
was avail able for those kinds of inquiries?

THE WTNESS: Well, if the inquiry -- if you
had a question, then yes, you could ask the general
counsel's office. | would say we would go to
internal audit nore often than general counsel.

MR. RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: They seened to have nore answers,
| woul d say.

MR, RUBOTTOM Ckay. And | don't know if |
asked this, but did budget chats continue after the
UBC was forned?

THE WTNESS: Yes.

MR, RUBOTTOM Woul d those be like prelimnary?

Wul d they prepare docunents to present to UBC or

woul d the issues conme fromtotally different places
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and the results go to totally different places?

THE WTNESS: | would say both. So we m ght
di scuss what was goi ng to happen on the -- what
woul d be on the UBC agenda. So it could be
preparatory for the agenda for the UBC or we m ght
di scuss ot her budget issues.

MR. RUBOTTOM Do you recall any capital
proj ect that was considered by the budget chat group
after the UBC was forned that was not put before the
UBC for its recomendati on?

THE WTNESS: Yes. | think this whole |ist,
except for CREOL, was decided by -- outside of the
UBC.

MR. RUBOTTOM  And who woul d you think nade the
final decision as a result of the budget chat?
Wuld that be Dr. Whittaker or M. Merck?

THE WTNESS: Dr. Wi ttaker.

MR. RUBOTTOM Ckay. Carine, that's all [|'ve

got right now.

BY M. MTZ:

Q | just want to go through the remai nder of the

exhi bits real quick.

So Ms. Cark, if you don't mnd flipping to tab

ni ne?

A. Yes.
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Q Do you recogni ze that e-mail ?

A Yes.

Q So | found it interesting that this is
August 11th. So 11 days on the job, and Dr. Whittaker
apparently is asking for a lot of information that goes
beyond t he academ ¢ budget; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Ckay. And the e-mail that Christy Tant sent at
the bottom at 6:06 p.m, that listing continues on to
t he next page or the back of the page. It bears
Col bourn Hall, does it not?

A Yes.

Q And what's the anount there?

A $18 million remainder of $28 million conm tnent
made in '13/'14.

Q So this nmay have been -- this would have been
t he second docunent that we know of that woul d have gone
past Dr. Whittaker's eyes reflecting E&G funds to

Col bourn Hall within the first two weeks on the job?

A Yes.
Q I s that about right?
A Yes.

Q kay. Let's flip to the next tab, nunber 10.
And we shoul d both be |looking at an e-mail fromyou to

VWhi ttaker and Merck sent on March 22, 2016. I s that
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1 what you have in front of you?
2 A Yes.
3 Q Can you explain to ne what's being provided
4 here?
5 A So this was a list that Dr. Wittaker asked ne
6 to have prepared that showed funded and -- |ike unfunded
7 and funded capital projects for himto discuss with Dr.
8 Hitt.
9 Q kay. Capital projects?
10 A Yes.
11 Q We're tal king about buil di ngs?
12 A Yes.
13 Q Not faculty salaries or electric bills; right?
14 A Correct.
15 Q Ckay. And do we see Col bourn Hall here?
16 A Yes.
17 Q W do. We see Trevor Col bourn Hall, and it
18 appears to list it at $23 nillion under E&G is that
19 «correct?
20 A Yes.
21 Q And if you slide up to the top of the page, |
22 see CRECL Building, phase two build out. 1Is that the $2
23 mllion that -- no, we were tal king about $4 mllion
24 previously.
25 Is this related at all to the discussion we had

Orange Legal
800- 275- 7991


http://www.orangelegal.com

Investigative Hearing

CLARK, TRACY 96
1 earlier?
2 A So if you | ook down below, it |ooks |Iike CREQ,
3 under -- below Trevor Col bourn Hall.
4 Q Yes.
5 A There is CREOL | ab phase one and phase two, $6
6 mllion. | would expect that to be --
7 Q Go to the right. There's the four on your
8 division unit resources?
9 A Yes.
10 Q So is that the $4 mllion we were just talking
11 about?
12 A Let's see.
13 MR RUBOTTOM It's only showing $2 mllion E&G
14 t here.
15 THE WTNESS: Right.
16 MR. RUBOTTOM Would that --
17 THE WTNESS: |'mnot sure why this list had --
18 unl ess --
19 MR. RUBOTTOM That's central reserve.
20 THE WTNESS: Well, the $2 mllion here for
21 central reserve is based on -- |I'mnot sure why
22 there's $2 nmillion in the E&G colum and $4 nillion
23 in the division unit resources, unless --
24 MR. RUBOTTOM Wbul d departnent E&G be in that
25 $4 mllion?
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THE WTNESS: It might be. Al though $4 nmillion
was -- ny nmenory is $4 nillion was allocated from
central .

MR, RUBOTTOM And that was transferred. W
just saw that.

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR. RUBOTTOM But that was transferred before
t his.

M5. MTZ: Yeah.

MR. RUBOTTOM That was transferred in
February.

THE WTNESS: That's okay, though. This wasn't
showi ng what wasn't transferred. It was show ng
what funded it.

So | think that $4 million should be in the E&G
colum there and $2 million in the division unit
resources, if that CRECL | ab phase one and phase two
i s tal king about --

MR. RUBOTTOM Well, this is about a nonth
after. Is it possible who created that |ist just
hadn't -- and who would --

THE W TNESS:  Yeah.

MR. RUBOTTOM  And who woul d have created that
list?

THE WTNESS: Christy, Christy or her team
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1 BY M. MTZ
2 Q So if we want to track, on the docunents we've
3 already received, if we want to track the funding on
4 CREOL, which description do we | ook at? Because | have
5 -- I'"'mnow seeing expansion, |'mseeing CREQL | ab, phase
6 one and two, CREOL Building, phase two build out. So
7 what should we be foll ow ng?
8 A | don't know.
9 Q Ckay.
10 A ['"'m not sure what the phase one and phase two
11 is.
12 Q But there's only one CRECL Buil di ng?
13 A Yes.
14 Q kay.
15 A I think -- I think that the CRECL phase one and
16 phase two, $6 mllion is probably the -- it was $6.8
17 mllion, though, so I'mnot sure why this says $6
18 mllion.
19 The phase two build out of $2 million where
20 funding hasn't been identified, | think was the -- in
21 the CREQOL project was an auditoriumthat wasn't built
22 out because there wasn't enough noney to do that. So
23 the dean of optics and photonics was going to -- at
24 |east wanted the auditoriumbuilt, because if you didn't
25 do it when you were doing the expansion, you coul dn't
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come back and do it. So they did it. They were not
going to build it out, and then he was going to try to
fundraise to get the noney to build out the auditorium
And so that's what |'mthinking maybe this

build out for phase two up top is referring to, is the
addi tional need to go raise sone noney to build out the
audi torium

Q kay. Al right. So let's nove on to the next
tab, nunber 11, please. And this is the page that |'ve
heard a | ot about that bears handwiting, and | woul d
i ke you, if you are able, to tell ne whose handwiting
Is on the attachnent identified as the Capital Projects
Current Funding Pl an.

A That's Dal e Wiittaker's handwiti ng.

Q kay. Were you with himwhen he nade these
not es?

A No.

Q Okay. Do you -- were you briefed after the
meeting at which these notes were made?

A It looks like his secretary was telling ne that
he wanted a fol | owup phone call

Q kay. Do you have -- go ahead.

A Not hi ng.

MR. RUBOTTOM Wul d he have nmade those notes

-- I'"'msorry.

Orange Legal
800- 275- 7991


http://www.orangelegal.com

Investigative Hearing

CLARK, TRACY 100
1 Wul d he have nade those notes by hinself
2 studyi ng that docunment or woul d that have been in a
3 meeting, do you think?
4 THE WTNESS: | woul d be specul ati ng.
5 MR. RUBOTTOM  Ckay.
6 BY M. MTZ
7 Q Do you recall whether you had that follow up
8 conversation with hinf
9 A | don't recall, but | probably did, but | don't
10 recall the conversation, the phone call.
11 | nmean, if | wanted to -- | was just going to
12 say that | would think these woul d have been made during
13 the neeting, because | don't think all of this
14 information would have cone fromjust the schedul e that
15 | gave him
16 MR. RUBOTTOM Woul d you frequently do
17 foll owup conversations with himafter those kinds
18 of meetings and anal yses?
19 THE WTNESS: Just if he had sonething that he
20 needed to run by ne.
21 MR. RUBOTTOM  Ckay.
22 THE WTNESS: So yes and no.
23 BY M. MTZ:
24 Q Ckay. There should be another, tab 12. Ckay.
25 And you nmay have actually touched upon this earlier. |
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1 think we may have been tal ki ng about this w thout having
2 identifiedit.

3 If you could | ook at your e-mail to M. Merck

4 that you sent on Novenber 23, 2016 at 1:37 p.m?

5 A kay. Yes.

6 Q What are you referring to by saying your

7 "challenge 2020 neeting with Dale.” Wat is that?

8 A That was a performance review type neeting.

9 Q Ckay. |Is this where you discuss those goals

10 that you were addressing earlier?

11 A Yes.

12 Q Al right. So again, you' re tal king about

13 doing work for him information you are going to provide
14 to him about the operating budget and the capital

15 budget?

16 A Yes.

17 Q That's well beyond the academ ¢ budget;

18 correct?

19 A Yes. There is no doubt that all the work | did
20 for Dale Wittaker was about not -- about the whole

21 university budget. That's all -- that's all | do. |

22 nean, | do the conplete picture.

23 | shouldn't say that. The other thing | did

24 when Dal e brought nme under himis that we al so supported
25 -- we also played the role of supporting the academ c
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1 affairs budget division needs, which neans | started to
2 work with the deans and learned a little bit about the
3 deans' needs and work with them attending his neetings
4 with all his vice provosts, which included nore than
5 just the deans, but all the other -- many other areas of
6 university research, student devel opnent and enrol | nent
7 services.

8 So | did -- we did also do the academ c affairs

9 divisional budget work out of my shop, and then -- but

10 for the nost part, Christy and | did the total

11 university budget informtion.

12 Q Do you have any idea why people who are

13 enployed at UCF woul d have believed that Dale Whittaker

14 dealt with only the academ c budget for the first year

15 or year and a half of his enploynent?

16 A No.

17 Q Al right.

18 MR. RUBOTTOM Have you heard Dr. Wittaker say

19 that in his public statenents about this whole

20 | nvestigation?

21 THE W TNESS:  Yes.

22 MR. RUBOTTOM What's your reaction to his

23 statements that he -- that his focus was academ cs

24 or he only had responsibility for academ c budgets?

25 THE WTNESS: | think that's false. That was
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not -- my interactions with himwas not just on
academ cs, the academ c budget.

The academ c¢ budget is about two-thirds of the
budget of the university. So the allocation
docunent is the entire E&G budget. It's the
authority to distribute the E&G budget to all of the
di visions. The university budget commttee received
requests from everybody.

He did ask ne to create a col |l ege budget nodel
whi ch was going to funnel the student tuition
funding, like growh funding fromincreased credit
hours, basically, if you wll. W have two of the
col | eges where sort of the burden of those
additional credit hours fell, and we al so put sone
performance netrics in there.

So the university budget commttee used to have
authority over all of the increnental E&G noney,
whi ch i ncl uded any new state appropriations and
growh -- additional tuition noney, if we grew
credit-hour w se.

By creating the coll ege budget nodel, it was
about half and hal f, depending on the year of the
state appropriations. By creating the university --
or the coll ege budget nodel, we basically took away

fromthe university budget commttee all the tuition
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noney. That funded the coll eges, and then what we
were left with was any performance funding or state
funding that we received.

So that university budget commttee then had to
address all the rest of the university's needs out
of that -- out of that half, if you wll.

MR, RUBOTTOM  Under that design, what
responsibilities would go to those col |l eges? Wuld
they have to pay for their own mai ntenance of the
bui | di ngs that they occupied? Wuld they have to
pay for the | andscaping of those buildings? Wuld
they have to pay for their utilities of those
bui |l di ngs? Wat -- what non-payroll? Wuld they
pay for their janitorial?

What responsibilities were -- were going to go
with that, that del egation of nobney?

THE WTNESS: So we started the budget -- the
budget nodel, | want to say, three years ago now, if
|"ve got that correctly. And we were still in that
hiring plan for faculty.

So by taking a |l arge chunk of the noney away
fromthis central process, if you wll, the
uni versity budget commttee, to the coll eges, there
wasn't -- there wasn't noney to hire -- to continue

to allocate funds towards the new hiring plan.
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It was a 400 faculty nmenber hiring plan.

Before the university budget commttee was forned,
200 lines were funded from performance fundi ng that
we received. That left another 200 lines to fund.
And the col |l ege budget nodel went into effect, and
so we basically had to ask the colleges to fund sone
of those |ines.

So the first couple of years they didn't have
as nmuch discretion over how to use those funds as
they woul d have |iked, because Dale was very strict
on continuing this 400-person hiring, this 400
faculty hiring plan.

MR. RUBOTTOM Was that focus to reduce the
ratio or would that 400 include expansi ons of areas
of scholarly pursuit? In other words, expanding
prograns as opposed to lowering ratios. Was it
bot h?

THE WTNESS: It was both. It was tenure
track, so we were |looking to grow research. So you
grow research -- this is what | understand now. You
grow research through hiring tenure track faculty
because they tend to do -- they do research.

It was also to help address, you know, the
teaching load, if you will. But it was to get -- it

was to get our tenure track ratio in better line
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wi th what | understand accreditation | ooks for with
regard to -- they want you to have tenure track
faculty of sonme percentage. | don't really know the
criteria.

So it was to pronote research. It was to
pronote -- provide nore instructional support.

MR, RUBOTTOM And do you believe that
Dr. Wiittaker knew when these E&G al |l ocati ons were
bei ng made to capital projects, do you think he
understood that that was reducing the anount of
noney avail able for these other initiatives?

THE WTNESS: Well, the hiring of the faculty
needed recurring noney. So these projects were
com ng fromnonrecurring noney. So that's a little
bit of an apple and an orange, although there is the
need for startup.

But because there's the delay in hiring,
all ocating the new recurring noney towards faculty
hel ps acconplish that.

MR RUBOTTOM Ckay. Thank you.

M5. MTZ: Don, | don't think I have anynore
guesti ons.

MR. RUBOTTOM Are there -- are there facts
that you know t hat have not been brought out in the

Bryan Cave investigation or that we have not covered
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1 today that you think that the house conmttee that's
2 trying to understand all this needs to know,

3 i nformation that you have that's relevant to the

4 I nvestigation?

5 THE WTNESS: So with regard to the Bryan Cave
6 report, there's a fewthings that | feel about that.
7 One is | think it falsely attributes decision
8 maki ng responsibility or authority to finance and

9 accounting that wasn't there. Sorry, but you know,
10 fi nance and accounting, and nyself included, had no
11 authority to allocate noney in this university.
12 We had no -- we couldn't have taken that
13 central reserve and said -- any of those, and
14 al l ocated any of those funds. Those decisions were
15 made either by the UBC, which we were the support
16 staff to, and it was a well-run process by us so

17 that that group of VPs could nmake intelligent

18 deci si ons.

19 If it didn't go through the UBC, then it was
20 the provost, the CFQO, the president making
21 al l ocation decisions. No other VP could cone to us
22 and make an all ocation request and we woul d have
23 processed it. So the vice president for research
24 didn't get to cone, you know, say, hey, Christy,
25 Tracy, you know, | need a mllion dollars for, you
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know, grad stipends, put it on the list. W
woul dn't have accepted anything like that. It had
to cone fromthose four areas.

We explained that to Bryan Cave very strongly,
and yet | feel like that report just attributes all
the decision making to either Bill Merck or
soneti nes he tal ks about other university officials,
like he's inferring that we had any of that
authority. So that's nunber one.

| also feel like the report downpl ays the
I nportance of the allocation docunent and excuses,
if you wll, senior executives who signed it to say
“I didn't really understand what that was." Because
t hat docunment was around |long before | even was
wor king with budget to the level that, you know, |
di d hal fway through ny career at UCF.

That docunent was created -- | think it was
originally created by ny predecessor. She was
extrenely detailed oriented and very well at
explaining things. It was signed by the provost and
the president every single year, and it was
explained to us as the authority for us to do the
budget transfers that we did.

MR, RUBOTTOM Let ne ask a foll ow up about

t hat because |I'm not sure |'ve seen all the
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1 al | ocati on docunents.
2 Is it your testinony that all of those projects
3 that we've |ooked at, that have been tal ked about
4 wthin this $85 mllion of transfers, that all of
5 t hose projects and purposes woul d have been on an
6 al | ocati on docunent signed by a provost and a
7 presi dent ?
8 THE WTNESS: Not necessarily.
9 MR. RUBOTTOM Okay. There were m d-year
10 comm tnents, but they would have checked off on
11 those comm t nent s?
12 Wul d there be anything that Merck and the
13 presi dent woul d do without the provosts being aware
14 of it in that timefrane?
15 THE WTNESS: Not to ny know edge, there
16 wouldn't have been.
17 Now, a decision -- the allocation docunent is
18 at a point intime. So that E&G commtnents |i st
19 that we tal ked about, if -- you know, if it was on
20 -- if it was on that conmmtnent list, which it only
21 got on there if we had approval fromthe provost who
22 usual ly worked with the president and the CFOto
23 deci de what -- you know, to tell us what they
24 approved to go on that list. |If at the end of --
25 you know, if at June 30th, it was -- it was
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aut hori zed to be allocated in the next fiscal year,
it went on that allocation docunent.

If, let's say, Cctober 1st a decision was nade
to allocate -- to nmake an allocation from central
reserve, let's just say for a project. Let's say
for a lab renovation for a mllion dollars, and then
that transfer occurred within that fiscal year, it
woul dn't make its way to the next year's allocation
docunent .

In fact, that's what | think happened with the
$10 million on Colbourn Hall is it wasn't on the
next all ocation docunent because it got approved and
transferred.

MR RUBOTTOM Let ne go back though to 2014,
okay. The board decided to build a building and it
| ooked |i ke the budget in that period was around 23
to 26 mllion. The board deferred a decision on
renovati on, which the budget put up in front of them
in that 2014, in those options lists, | believe was
around seven or sonething |like that.

| think there was a big -- a total renovation
budget of between 15 and 19 at that time, but there
was a commtnent by the board to build the building
for 23 to 26. There was already 10 set aside for

renovation; 18 nore was commtted in that 2014
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1 al l ocati on docunent, and that 18 says renovati on.

2 And to ny know edge, that one nunber is bigger than
3 any internal renovation budget. 1've seen PECO

4 lists that show 19, but everything that we've | ooked
5 at here shows |like 15 for renovati on.

6 THE W TNESS: Right.

7 MR. RUBOTTOM So in what sense was that 18

8 able to be categorized as renovati on when the --

9 when the board was already conmtted to building a
10 23-plus mllion dollar building, and there was no
11 renovation in the works that would cost 18? How was
12 t hat characterized as renovation?
13 THE WTNESS: Well, | think it was just added
14 to the sane line and the title wasn't changed or the
15 | ine description wasn't changed.

16 And al so, fromny nenory, it never really

17 totally went away froma renovation project. It

18 becane a conbi ned renovati on, because even when they
19 approved the new building, there was still work that
20 had to be done on the old building to keep it
21 eligible, if you will, or keep it up to a certain
22 standard so that it could be renovated as they
23 continued to discuss at what point it was going to
24 be or how it was going to be renovated or when it
25 was going to be renovated. It never dropped off as
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1 a renovation until that -- nmuch |ater when | guess
2 It was --

3 MR. RUBOTTOM  2016.

4 THE WTNESS: -- when it was decided to

5 denolish it, right.

6 So fromour perspective, this was |ike a

7 conbi ned renovation, new building project. You can
8 see that as we started to create new schedul es, we
9 started to separate it and tried to separate the

10 dol l ars associated with the two pieces.

11 MR RUBOTTOM But those were never separated
12 outsi de the allocation docunents?

13 THE WTNESS: Right. They were not done at

14 that -- at that -- that happened, like right after
15 the board decided that, it got added to the I|ist,

16 got transferred to the allocation docunent that way,
17 and got signed.

18 MR, RUBOTTOM Do you think in Christy's files
19 there would be a conmtnent |ist where that division
20 first occurred or would that only be on your -- on
21 your budget, on your capital projects |list or your
22 internal capital plan, do you know?

23 THE WTNESS: | think on the capital, because |
24 think on the E&G commtnents list, it kind of went
25 on and then went off.
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MR, RUBOTTOM It went off when the noney was
transferred?

THE WTNESS: R ght, right. So | think that it
didn't necessarily nmaybe get separated on there.

Pl us, you had pieces of the dollars on there. You
didn't have the whole project dollars like you did
on the capital projects |ist where you could
separate 23 and 15. You had sone ot her increnental
nunber on that |ist.

MR, RUBOTTOM  You're accunul ating funds for
what ever you were going to do later?

THE WTNESS: Yeah. So we -- we just didn't
separate it.

MR RUBOTTOM Well, | interrupted you. You
wer e tal ki ng about how serious those allocation
docunents were.

THE WTNESS: Yeah. And you were saying -- SO
again, the projects on those -- that project list,
sonme of the projects on that project list | never
even saw. They were funded froma unit who has
control over their E&G budget and their E&G carry
forward. And if they nade a -- you know, if they
decided to fund a project, they would nmake those
journal entries, if you will.

So those woul dn't have cone through central,
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and they woul dn't have ended up on the allocation
docunment, and they woul dn't have ended up on -- they
woul d have been in the allocation docunent in the
overall dollars allocated to the -- if it was a
col l ege, academ c affairs. But it wouldn't have
been as a line item-- the line itens on the

al | ocation docunent were |ike individual allocations
that Christy's office was planning to nake. Either
new noney canme in and we knew where we needed to
allocate it, so it would be its owmn line item or
decisions fromcentral funds were on that |ist.

MR. RUBOTTOM But this 46.5 that was not
Col bourn, those were all central reserve transfers
to construction; is that right?

THE W TNESS: No, no.

MR. RUBOTTOM  Those included sone divisiona
or departnental transfers?

THE WTNESS:. Yes. So the surplus building was
di vi sional |y funded.

MR RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: The district energy that's on
there was funded froma unit. The band buil di ng was
funded froma couple of units, | think.

MR, RUBOTTOM So they've done that ful

systemm de search for those transfers is your
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1 under standi ng, and that's how they devel oped this

2 list?

3 THE WTNESS: Yeah. So the way we -- ny office
4 hel ped develop that list. W just ran any transfer
5 to construction fromthe E&G fund, and so that

6 pi cked up whether -- any -- any transfer.

7 MR, RUBOTTOM Ckay. Thank you. So go on. |
8 didn't nean to interrupt you.

9 THE WTNESS: So | was just going to say, soO
10 the ones that were unit-funded woul d not have shown
11 up on the allocation docunent. Ones that were
12 m d-year woul d not have shown up on the allocation
13 docunent .
14 But ones that did cross over a year were on the
15 al I ocati on docunent and that allocation docunent was
16 our authority on an annual, you know, once-a-year
17 basis to allocate out all of the E&G funds. And it
18 al so showed the central funds that stayed in
19 central .
20 And then the working docunent throughout the
21 year woul d have been the E&G commtnents list for
22 central. And then anything that the units did with
23 their own funds, that was decentralized down to, you
24 know, their authority.
25 So at that point, you know -- so the allocation
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docunent, it's just an inportant docunent. So for
people to say they didn't know it was E&G or they
didn't understand the inportance of it, well, that's
-- | don't believe that because -- and | know | went
with Dr. Wiittaker to Dr. Hitt's office not August,
2014, but the next two years. He asked ne to join
hi m

And | know | went over that docunent
extensively as to what it was. | created sone
sunmaries so that it was easier to understand, and
so | could kind of tie it to the overall picture of
t he university.

So | feel like that's understated, the
i nportance of that docunent.

| also feel like the report applies a double
standard |i ke crazy, you know, and says things |ike
oh, they didn't understand what they were doi ng or
they didn't understand the |aws and the rul es and
the regul ations, and they didn't know what they were
signing. Yet we were fired for not understandi ng
these rules, and it inplies that we did it
intentionally, which is false. It inplies we
conceal ed, which | think you can see there was no
conceal ing com ng out of finance and accounti ng.

And it inplies that we know ngly and deceptively did
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things that's fal se.

Yet it takes the senior executives and just
excuses their know edge or their, you know,
responsibility in, you know, what happened here. W
oper at ed, you know, under the supervision and
di rection of these highly experienced seni or
| eaders. So we woul dn't have even thought to
chal | enge, you know, the nature of Dr. Hitt's
experience, Dale Wittaker's experience. He wasn't
here very long, but he was the shining star and he
was the heir apparent in ny mnd fromthe get-go.
He was a very strong | eader.

There was -- you asked at one point about him
comng up to speed. He was a very strong | eader.
He was absorbing everything. He was engaged in the
whol e university's strategic plan. He was, you
know, very respected by those of us who were
operating under his direction. And the sane with
M. Merck.

And | feel like the report applies all this
culpability to the four that they decided they
wanted to fire, and yet no culpability to the ones
who have 20, 30, 40 years of higher ed experience,
wer e maki ng the decisions, were supervising us. You

know, we had to report to them and yet we | ost our
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j obs and our careers and our reputations over this,
and that's just w ong.

MR. RUBOTTOM So when they say that the
elimnation of these five or six people has
elimnated the problem if the problemis |ack of

understanding in the institution, that |ack, in your

mnd, still remains. |Is that --
THE WTNESS: Right. They will inplenent
I nprovenents. |'mnot saying there were no m st akes

made or you know, a |lack of know edge that the
uni versity clearly shoul d have had.

But we didn't -- we didn't do anythi ng w ong.
We didn't do anything intentional. W worked wth,
you know, the skill set and the know edge that we
had. W worked very, very hard. W were -- you
know, the group of people that got fired were sone
of the hardest working people at this university and
real |y had huge anmounts of inprovenent to this
university.

| mean, the facilities budget commttee, the
uni versity budget commttee, all the work that
Christy and her team have done inproved the quality
at this university very, very nmuch, and nost people
think that, | think. And now we've just been, you

know, defamed as being totally, you know, deceptive
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and inconpetent and -- so they'll |earn from what
was w ong before and do better, but it wasn't wong
because of us. And yet, you know, very severe
consequences were cast upon us.

That's all | can think of.

MR. GREENE: Let me ask you a coupl e of

guesti ons.

You worked for UCF from 2007 until you were put

on adm nistrative | eave --

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR GREENE: -- in January of this year?

THE WTNESS: Yes. Actually, | resigned, and
they -- they gave ne the option to resign or go on
adm ni strative | eave and go to a predeterm nation
heari ng and basically fight the term nation.

They told nme if | resigned -- the m sconduct
packet that they were waving in ny face, they had
the regulation attached to it for m sconduct and
everything. That if | resigned, that would not go
innmy file.

And | said would I -- what would the press be
told? Wuld they be told | resigned?

And they said yes, it would be portrayed that
it would be said that | resigned.

And then three hours later, they said | was
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termnated and it's been all over the papers that |
was term nated for m sconduct.

MR, GREENE: Prior to being fired, were you
eval uated annually every year, your perfornmance?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR. RUBOTTOM  And how were your eval uations?

THE W TNESS: Qut st andi ng.

MR. GREENE: You cane fromthe corporate world,
you sai d?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR GREENE: So this was your first experience
I n higher education?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

MR. GREENE: Were you trained as to the neaning
of or what the perm ssible uses of E&G carryforward
wer e?

THE WTNESS: No. W just |learned on the job as
we went al ong.

MR. GREENE: Did anybody ever bring BOG
regul ation 9.007 to your attention specifically or
is that sonething you found?

THE W TNESS: Nobody -- nobody brought it to ny
attention or gave nme any education about it. | know
It was -- it was circul ated when they were naking

sone edits to it, along with sonme ot her BOG
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regul ati ons.

W were nore concentrated on -- | know Bur by
put that in his report, and he never even asked ne
about those e-mails. And the e-mails -- the people
| sent that to for themto review were the bursar's
of fice and the people that did the student tuition
and fees. And the one that was materially changi ng
in all of those regulations was the tuition and fees
regul ation, so that's where we were asking. You
know, | asked themif they had any coments or
concerns, and they said no. And so we sent it back
up through -- you know, no, F&A has no concerns.

MR, RUBOTTOM Let ne ask one question about
t hat, though, because one of the changes was t hat
the BOG specified that interest on E&G could only be
spent on E&G pur poses.

That was a new addition, | believe. |Is that
your recollection?

THE WTNESS: Yes. W had heard that was
happeni ng.

MR, RUBOTTOM Right. Ws that sonething that
M. Merck was paying attention to? | nean, he was
the one collecting all these investnent earnings and
interest, et cetera. |Is that sonething that he took

note of and adjusted whatever plans for those funds

Orange Legal
800- 275- 7991


http://www.orangelegal.com

Investigative Hearing
CLARK, TRACY

122

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

accordi ngl y?

THE WTNESS: So | recall being told that E&G
I nterest earnings needed to retain the flavor of E&G
by Vanessa Fortier, and so we started accounting for
it that way. | don't renenber when that was,
whet her that was the first time when that regulation
cane out that that happened. But we didn't use to
account for it that way, and we changed to that.

But | renenber being infornmed of that by Vanessa.

And then the other big change which we knew
about, we had heard it was happening, was that we
were going to start in the operating budget
subm ssion report including carryforward
expendi tures, because in the past all you had to
submt was your current annual expenditures. No
carryforward expenditures were submtted as part of
the OB process, they call it.

So, that was -- you know, all the universities
wer e kind of tal king about that because now there
was going to be this weird conparativeness because
it was -- you know, the nunbers would go way up
because you spent carryforward on expenditures and
so that was part of that. Those were the things |
remenber fromthose -- those edits.

MR. RUBOTTOM But you understand that before
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1 and after that, the board has never budgeted

2 carryforward, and that's an --

3 THE W TNESS: Yes.

4 MR, RUBOTTOM -- admnistrative kind of | oose
5 set of noney, that if they save it, then they get to
6 spend it without the board's authorization.

7 THE WTNESS: Yes. And ny predecessor taught

8 us that we -- we didn't put forward to our board

9 carryforward for approval because they had al ready
10 approved the spending of that noney.
11 So, you know, if in one year you had $5 mllion
12 and it got approved and then you only spent four,
13 that $1 million left over was already approved. So
14 t he next year, we had our board approve the new
15 budget, which was another $5 mllion dollars, not
16  six.
17 And her explanation -- and that five, that was
18 a control total for what gets submtted up to the
19 board of governors, which was that $5 nmillion. So
20 we al ways had our board approval tied to the contro
21 total that we send up to the board of governors, and
22 that didn't include carryforward.
23 So, you know, since this investigation, Christy
24 actually went out and was asking all the
25 universities, like well, what do you present to your
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board for approval? Do you ask themto approve
carryforward? And she got all kinds of -- you know,
a hodgepodge of sonme do, sone don't. W never did,
and we really followed ny predecessor's package in
how -- you know, in what we had the board approve.

MR, RUBOTTOM |I'msorry. | don't knowif we
asked about capital outlay budgets. D d you work
with those at all?

THE WTNESS: Not at all

MR RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

MR GREENE: Did you try to follow the | aws,
rul es, and regul ations that gui ded your conduct
whil e you were enpl oyed at UCF?

THE W TNESS:. Yes, absolutely.

MR GREENE: Did you at any tine, though,
purposely violate any law or rule or regulation that
you knew about ?

THE W TNESS:  No.

MR. GREENE: Did you know there was a rule or
statute or regulation that barred the use of E&G
carryforward on new buil di ngs?

THE W TNESS: No.

MR, GREENE: |If you had a concern about
anything that the university was doing, did you

bring it to the attention of your superiors?
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1 THE W TNESS:  Yes.
2 MR. GREENE: Was there ever a tinme when you
3 felt like your superiors were doing sonething wong
4 that you had brought to their attention?
5 THE W TNESS: No.
6 MR. GREENE: Wth respect to the $46 nmillion of
7 ot her projects that were identified by UCF
8 post-audit, did you believe all those invol ved
9 perm ssi bl e uses of E&G?
10 THE W TNESS:  Yes.
11 MR. GREENE: Did anyone ever raise any
12 questi ons about those and say there m ght be an
13 audit comment or anything el se?
14 THE W TNESS: No.
15 MR. GREENE: Now, when you brought the issue to
16 M. Merck's attention about the use of the funds for
17 TCH, were you satisfied when he told you that
18 there's an energency and he thought the use could be
19 justified?
20 THE W TNESS: Yes.
21 MR. GREENE: And | ater on when there were
22 comrents -- when M. Merck made a comment about UCF
23 possi bly receiving an audit hit, was that sonething
24  that was conceal ed?
25 THE WTNESS: No. | heard it said nultiple
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tines.

MR, GREENE: Was it wi dely di ssem nated
t hroughout UCF that this project is being funded by
E&G and that we m ght receive an audit coment for
it?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

MR, GREENE: Were you ever instructed to
conceal or hide that or any other information
concerning Trevor Col bourn Hall from anyone?

THE W TNESS:  No.

MR, GREENE: You were asked where you m ght go
I f you had questions. Didn't general counsel
participate in the neetings to the board of trustees
and sone of the budget commttee neetings and ot her
matters concerning the nonies that UCF was spendi ng?

THE WTNESS: Yes. So they were at every board
neeting, and | actually had Scott Col e added to the
uni versity budget commttee about one year after it
got its |egs.

MR, GREENE: So as a result of his
participation in those neetings, Scott Cole and
ot her nenbers of the general counsel had to know
that E&G carryforward was being used to fund capital
projects, didn't they?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

Orange Legal
800- 275- 7991


http://www.orangelegal.com

Investigative Hearing
CLARK, TRACY

127

© 00 N o o b~ w NP

N DN DN DN DD P PP PP,
g A W N B O © 00 N oo o s~ w N+, o

MR. GREENE: Did anyone fromthe general
counsel's office ever raise a question and say, hey,
this mght be illegal, we need to look into it, or
rai se any concerns what soever?

THE WTNESS: No, they did not.

MR, GREENE: Wbuld you expect general counsel,
when they're advised of the facts that show t hat
sonet hi ng bei ng done by the university mght break a
rule, would you expect that it's general counsel's
job to know what that rule is and to bring it to the
attention of the enployees of the university?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

MR, GREENE: Did they ever do that?

THE W TNESS: No.

MR. GREENE: You were asked about what Dale
Wi ttaker called hinself. 1Is it true that he was
the chief budget officer for the university?

THE WTNESS: That's what | understand, yes.

MR. GREENE: That was the title given to him by
President Hitt, wasn't it?

THE WTNESS: That's what | understand.

MR, GREENE: And whet her he actually had that
title or not, he acted in that capacity, didn't he?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR. CGREENE: |Is there anything about the
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post-audit investigation that was done by UCF or
presentations UCF nade to the board of trustees
after that investigation began that you think was
guesti onabl e?

THE WTNESS: So the presentation of the
13.8 million to the board of trustees you said,
right --

MR, CGREENE: Yes.

THE WTNESS:. -- or the board of governors?
Board of trustees.

So we questioned the 13.8 mllion. W
questioned -- | questioned not bringing to the board
of trustees the approval for the $40 mllion in the
constellation fund and the $20 million in the
def erred mai nt enance fund.

| sent e-nmails to Kathy saying | feel |ike the
board of trustees needed to approve those, and --

MR. GREENE: Do you think --

THE WTNESS: -- she pushed back

MR, GREENE: Go ahead.

THE WTNESS: | said she pushed back and was
going to get the president's office approval to do
that, and she just assured ne that at the very
| east, he would nmention that those allocations had

been nade.
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MR, GREENE: Do you think the university was
| ess than forthcom ng when it was reporting to the
-- | don't renenber if it was the board of trustees
or the board of governors -- nmaking a report with
respect to the $46 mllion of other projects?

THE WTNESS: That's who was --

MR, GREENE: Wen Kathy Mtchell nade a
presentation concerning -- | think she was
reacting -- it had to be the board of trustees
because she was reacting to Marcos Marchena's
guestions concerning why are you just bringing this
to our attention, and she said, "W just found that

out . Do you recall that?
THE W TNESS:. Yeah. She said we just found it
out. That was totally false.

So one of the things |I've been hearing recently
Is the question of when did adm nistration, which to
me adm ni stration neans the president and the
president's, you know, closest confidantes, when did
t hey know about this 46 mllion?

Because even, | think, our board of trustees is
acting like, oh, we knew about this 13.8 and now,
t hrough further investigation, we've found this

addi ti onal noney. And you know, they're attributing

a lot of that blame to ny office, and ny office

Orange Legal
800- 275- 7991


http://www.orangelegal.com

Investigative Hearing
CLARK, TRACY

130

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

found it.

My office | ooked for it before the board of
governors even asked for the | ookback period. W
i medi ately -- once we heard about that $2 mllion
[imt, which we didn't know about before, we went to
| ook because we knew we had renovations for nore
than $2 million. So we went to, you know, self-find
it.

And now t he board of trustees, | heard sone of
t hem speaking i ke, you had the opportunity back in
Septenber to self-report it and you didn't do it.
And adm nistration is acting like they didn't know
it. Well, they did.

And we, ny office, you know, and in conjunction
with Lee and her office, did self-report. And we
brought it to general counsel to ask them what
should be on this list? You know, what should we
reverse?

And in an abundance of caution -- that's the
term nol ogy they kept using -- Marcus Marchena kept
sayi ng, you know, we're going to just reverse
everything that m ght have an issue. So that was a
little bit concerning to me because it made it | ook
like this really big nunber, but | didn't feel like

I could challenge that because | felt like it would
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| ook I'ike I'm being aggressive on the issues and |
didn't want to | ook that way.

So |l let themdo that or -- you know, of course
we didit. And nowthis $85 mllion nunber is out
there all over the place that, you know, that we've
done wong. And throughout the whole four nonths,
they're still trying to figure out, you know, what
-- there was still a thought that there was a | arge
anount of overcorrection here, and there was still a
t hought of we don't really know which ones are right
and whi ch ones are w ong.

There was even conversati on about
overcorrection on Trevor Col bourn Hall, because were
there parts of that cost that could have
legitimtely been funded fromthe E&G? So --

MR, GREENE: So you brought the information to
the attention of the admi nistration back in
Sept enber of 20187

THE W TNESS: Yes.

MR, GREENE: And it was the admnistration's
decision not to report that; is that correct?

THE WTNESS: Yes, absolutely.

MR, GREENE: \What about this parking of
$60 million of E&G el sewhere after the investigation

by -- the Burby investigation began?
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THE WTNESS: So the board of governors asked
for all the universities to have their board of
trustees approve a carryforward plan of the part of
carryforward that is considered conmtted. 1It's the
part that's not contractually restricted. It's not
encunbered. It's not part of your statutory 5
percent reserve. It's -- you know, it's the anpunt
of your carryforward that you have plans for, but no
sort of contractual conm tnent against or statutory
conm t nent agai nst.

So UCF's carryforward, because of all of these,
you know, reinbursenents back to carryforward, was a
huge nunber. And one of -- back to the confusion on
whet her or not we had overcorrected, Kathy Mtchel
was trying to get clarity on which of those projects
wer e consi dered overcorrections and which weren't,
because we had to do this carryforward report as of
Novenber 30th. And if there was overcorrection, we
wanted to reverse the overcorrection so that the
carryforward nunber wasn't this huge nunber
fal sely.

And so she didn't -- she didn't get that
clarity. Al that carryforward cane back in. The
nunber was really large. The university didn't want

the carryforward to be swept. So the vice
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presidents, at Dale's -- with Dale's | eadership,
started to try to figure out how -- how could they
reduce the carryforward nunber.

And first they all started -- and this happened
wi thin about a ten-day period. And so they all
started trying to find ways to spend it. So, you
know, | told them well, you can't just say, oh,
let's go to the cloud, you know, which is a big
ti cket nunber, because if you haven't spent it, it's
still sitting in carryforward.

And so they decided to do -- originally they
decide to do $25 million in financial aid and $20
mllion in deferred mai ntenance to renove that from
the carryforward nunbers so that there wasn't this
huge exposure for it to be swept fromthe
uni versity.

Dal e ended up, after that decision was made --
and in fact, all the deans were even informed of the
$25 mllion. There was a phone call between Kat hy,
Dal e, Marcos, and the provost, Elizabeth Dool ey, and
they decided to increase the anbunt of the
schol arship fund from25 mllion to 40 mllion,
because they felt |ike what was being left in the
comm tted section was too big of a nunber.

At that point, it was estimated it was going to
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1 be about 45 mllion, which was going to put UCF on
2 the high side of everybody's, you know, commtted

3 section, if you wll, of the carryforward.

4 And so they decided to -- the provost said to
5 nme and all the deans, you know, they got sone intel
6 that that would be too high of a nunber. And so

7 they raised the schol arship amount to 40 mllion.

8 MR, GREENE: Did anybody ever discuss why they
9 put the noney in the scholarship fund?
10 THE WTNESS: Well, they thought that would be
11 a good public relations event or way to use the
12 funds. Cearly, they wanted to support the
13  students.
14 MR GREENE: 1Is it unusual to fund schol arshi ps
15 for multiple years?
16 THE WTNESS: Yes. W had not done that
17 bef ore.
18 MR, GREENE: Did anybody nmake a comrent about
19 the state won't ever cone back and take this noney
20 because they don't want to take noney out of the
21 nmouth -- the hands of the students or sonething to
22 that effect?
23 THE W TNESS:  Yes.
24 MR. GREENE: Who said what and when?
25 THE WTNESS: | can't tell you for sure which
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1 one of the VPs said it, but I was in the VP neeting.
2 | was there as a subject natter expert. And, you
3 know, Dal e went around the roomand had all the VPs
4 vote to do this $25 million and the $20 million for
5 def erred mai nt enance.

6 And so one of the VPs said, you know, they were
7 -- because | said, | nean, | wasn't -- | didn't even
8 know that -- | was concerned that just because we

9 did that doesn't nean that the board of governors or

10 the legislature wouldn't reverse that. And so
11 that's when they said that.

12 MR, GREENE: And then the 25 mllion increased
13 to 40 mllion after a phone call between Dal e
14 Wi ttaker and Marcos Marchena?

15 THE W TNESS: Yes.

16 MR, GREENE: Let nme switch gears to the neeting
17 with Scott Cole in Septenber where he interrogated
18 you about Dale's know edge of the use of E&G
19 THE W TNESS: Yes, yes.

20 MR RUBOTTOM Did you feel intimdated as a
21 result of Scott Cole's questions from being
22 forthcom ng about what Dal e Wi ttaker knew?

23 THE WTNESS: Yes. | felt unconfortable with
24 the pressure that | felt |like he was putting on ne
25 to cast Dale's know edge in a certain way.
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1 MR, GREENE: Was he trying to get you to say

2 that Dale knew | ess than he really knew?

3 THE WTNESS: Yes. |In ny opinion, he was.

4 MR. GREENE: Let nme go through a few docunents.

5 MR, RUBOTTOM Let nme ask a question about that

6 neeti ng because |'ve got about six or seven |

7 forgot.

8 MR, GREENE: Ckay. Go ahead.

9 MR RUBOTTOM And | want to finish them but |

10 don't want to interrupt your flow.

11 But on that neeting, does Scott Cole cone and

12 go during that neeting or was he present throughout

13 the bulk of that neeting?

14 THE WTNESS. M nenory, he was present

15 t hroughout the neeting.

16 MR, RUBOTTOM Ckay. Was the questioning about

17 Wi ttaker's knowl edge, was that about a particular

18 incident, like the audit hit comment neeting, or was

19 t hat about your overall communications wth himover

20 the four or five years?

21 THE WTNESS: M overall know edge,

22 comuni cati on, you know, anything that -- that Dale

23 m ght know.

24 MR, RUBOTTOM  And then on the -- where you

25 heard the audit comment, | think you said Wittaker
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1 was in the roon?
2 THE W TNESS:  Yes.
3 MR. RUBOTTOM Was Hitt in the roon?
4 THE W TNESS:  Yes.
5 MR. RUBOTTOM Was Lee in the roon?
6 THE WTNESS: | don't recall for sure.
7 MR. RUBOTTOM  Coul d she have been in the roonf
8 THE W TNESS: She coul d have been in the room
9 MR RUBOTTOM  (Ckay, because she has a simlar
10 recollection, and I"'mjust trying to figure out if
11 we have two clearly different neetings or if it
12 coul d have been the sanme neeting.
13 THE WTNESS: It could have been the sane.
14 MR, RUBOTTOM kay. Thank you. |[|'msorry,
15 Chuck. 1'll save the rest of themfor later, but I
16 t hought those were all connected.
17 MR, GREENE: That's fine. Junp in any tine.
18 |"mgoing to go through a few docunents with
19 you.
20 (Exhibit No. 1 was marked for identification.)
21 MR GREENE: Just for the record so we have it
22 in there, is that the e-mail that Kathy Mtchell
23 sent you after this neeting with Scott?
24 THE W TNESS:  Yes.
25 (Exhibit No. 2 was marked for identification.)
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MR, GREENE: And anong ot her things, she says
in here that Bill's decision was w dely known anong
university adm ni stration?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR, GREENE: Was the decision she was referring
to, could it have been anything other than the
decision to use E&G for the construction of Trevor
Col bourn Hal | ?

THE W TNESS: No.

(Exhibit No. 3 was nmarked for identification.)

MR, GREENE: What is Exhibit 37?

THE WTNESS: This is the e-mail that Kathy
sent to Dr. Wiittaker, copied to G ant Heston and
Scott Cole on Septenber 18, 2018, inform ng them
that, in addition to the $38 mllion for Trevor
Col bourn Hall, we will reverse the funding for
46.5 mllion of funds inappropriately used for 12
addi ti onal projects, and the |ist of the projects
was attached.

And the list showed, you know, the total
reversal and then the cash replacenents that were
necessary. Two of these, the nunbers are listed at
t he budget anount, but the actual anmpbunts of cash
spent on them actually changed, which is why this is
14.4 mllion instead of the 13.8.
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MR. GREENE: So you put that information
together that is attached sonetine before the date
of this e-mail?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR. GREENE: And gave it to the adm nistration?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

(Exhibit No. 4 was marked for identification.)

MR, GREENE: What is [Exhibit 47

THE WTNESS: This is an e-mail from Kat hy
Mtchell to the auditor general saying that based on
acall, a CAFA call, which is -- CAFAis all the
CFGs of all the SUS schools, all the state
universities; that "it does appear that UCF
overcorrected when the E&G funds were rei nbursed
| ast nonth. After the group's final decisions are
di stri buted and we get feedback from BOG we may be
reversing” a part of the "46.5. But we won't know
how nuch, if any, until after we've submtted our
report to" the board of governors "and see the
gui dance they provide."

So that was her talking with the auditor
general about that we think we've overcorrected, we
still don't really know, we're waiting for guidance.

MR RUBOTTOM |Is that Cctober? |'msorry.

THE W TNESS: Yes, Cctober 7th
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1 MR, GREENE: Now, you've been fired. Wen you
2 were fired, did they give you any reasons for firing
3 you as Dal e Wi ttaker announced was done?

4 THE WTNESS: They said it was because of the

5 Bryan Cave report.

6 MR GREENE: Didthey tell you any reasons

7 ot her than that?

8 THE W TNESS: No.

9 MR. GREENE: Are there any reasons expressed in
10 the Bryan Cave report as to why you should be fired,
11 sonet hing you can tell other than the general
12 accusations that it nmakes?

13 THE WTNESS: No. And in fact, a lot of the --
14 | mean, anything that they say, they say the sane
15 things with regard to others who weren't fired,

16 nanmely the president and the --

17 MR. GREENE: Now, one of the things the Bryan
18 Cave report criticizes you and the three other

19 I nnocent enpl oyees who were fired about is your

20 failure to advise Dale Wittaker and ot hers about
21 the restrictions on the use of E&G carryforward.

22 Wul d you agree with that?

23 THE WTNESS: Yes, or tell anybody.

24 MR. GREENE: Now, the adm nistration itself is
25 very confused about what E&G carryforward can be
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used for, isn't it?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

(Exhibit No. 5 was marked for identification.)

MR, GREENE: And [Exhibit 5 is what?

THE WTNESS: [Exhibit 5 is Kathy Mtchell, the
interimCFQO asking Tracy or Christy and I and Lee
and her teamto conme up alist -- with a list of all
the questions that we wanted to present to the board
of governors with regard to what was an al |l owabl e
use of E&G

MR, GREENE: So the adm nistration didn't ask
you to answer those questions about the perm ssible
uses. They told you to ask the BOG correct?

THE WTNESS: Right.

MR, GREENE: And did you ask the BOG?

THE WTNESS: Well, they told us to put
together a list, and Kathy was going to ask the BOG

MR, RUBOTTOM \Wiat's the date of that request?

THE W TNESS: Cct ober 25t h.

(Exhibit No. 6 was marked for identification.)

MR. GREENE: And what's [Exhibit 6/?

THE WTNESS: So Exhibit 6/is Kathy sending --
let me back up a little bit.

W were trying to get all this clarification

because we were trying to do the two ten-year
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| ookback periods. Prior to that, there had been
this call with all the other CFOs and there was --
you know, the rules were different than what we were
hearing fromthe board of governors, that the schoo
system thought the rules were. And we clearly
didn't have a good, you know, know edge of what al
the rules were. So we're trying to --

MR. GREENE: Let ne stop you there. Sonetine
after this began, you participated in a conference
call with other universities, and they were
simlarly confused about the perm ssible uses of
E&G?

THE W TNESS: Yes.

MR. GREENE: Al right. Please continue.

THE WTNESS: And there was inconsistency
anongst the universities, you know, as to what was
al | onabl e and what was not all owabl e.

So they were -- we were trying -- you know, and
everybody had to do that certification. So we were
trying to do it, and we had all these questions
about, you know, is this allowed, is this all owed.

Li ke you nentioned earlier, if it's an existing
building, is this -- is this allowed? But if it's a
new building is the exact sane, you know,

construction type activity allowed? So questions
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l'i ke that.

So we put that |ist together.

And so Kathy Mtchell, on Cctober 24th, sent an
e-mail to Scott Cole, the general counsel, and Janet
Onens who is the university relations vice president
to let themknow, do any of you "have any questions
or concerns about nmy sending this |ist of questions
to the BOG for clarification? M. Rubottom has al so
requested a copy of the questions we send to the
BOG as have the investigators. | shared wwth G ant
and he said it | ooked okay to him™"

So Scott Col e cones back and tells -- basically
tells her, hold off on sending the list of
guestions. He said that he and Janet had had a
nmeeting with the General Counsels that norning, and
that they were going to be discussing wth VikKki
Shirley, who is the BOG general counsel, | think,
how to best clarify these anbiguities.

MR. GREENE: And that date of that e-mail from
Kathy Mtchell is QOctober 25, 20187

THE W TNESS:  Yeabh.

(Exhibit No. 7 was marked for identification.)

MR. GREENE: And then a week | ater on
Novenber 2nd, Kathy Mtchell sent an e-mail to Chris

Ki nsl ey.
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THE W TNESS: Yes.

MR. GREENE: That's Exhibit 7, right.

THE WTNESS: So Kat hy never sent our |ist of
guesti ons.

We noved forward with our understanding from
the CAFA call of what the rules were to do our
certification. The day before that -- actually, it
| ooks |li ke the day of, the day the certification was
due, | think, the day of or the day before, Kathy
sent an e-mail to Chris Kinsley and Ti mJones
saying, you know, basically here's the criteria
we're using. Please confirmthat this is okay.

So basically, I'll read it. "In an effort to
ensure UCF provides conplete and accurate
information to the board of governors, |'m providing
t he understanding with which we're certifying the
appropri ateness of E&G funds utilized for capital
projects. Based on prior board gui dance, we wl |
certify based on the followwng.” And it lists five
rul es.

And asks, "Please let us know early this
afternoon if our understanding is incorrect so that
we may have tinme to provide conplete and accurate
information for the certification the board has

requested by the cl ose of business today."
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1 (Exhibit No. 8 was marked for identification.)
2 MR. GREENE: And what is |[Exhibit 87

3 THE WTNESS: So Kathy didn't get a response to
4 this. W went ahead and filed the certification

5 sayi ng we had no problens ot her than Trevor Col bourn
6 Hall.

7 So then that was Novenber 2nd.

8 The next week was a board of governors neeting,
9 and Kat hy went and she had a -- she confronted or
10 had a conversation with Chris Kinsley to say, you
11 know, | asked for this clarification. Are you going
12 to get back to ne?
13 And he -- first he said to her, Nobody asked ne
14 for any clarification on the rules or the guidance.
15 And she said, Well, yes, | did. | sent you
16 this e-mail on this date.
17 And he said, Well, I'mnot going to answer that
18 e-mail .
19 So she was livid. She cane back and told ne
20 this, and then she wote an e-mail summarizing. She
21 was -- she was, like | said, she was livid. She
22 canme back and wote an e-mail to Joey Burby, as well
23 as the Pricewaterhouse person, and she incl uded
24 Julie Leftheris fromthe board of governors. And
25 basically says "I had a conversation with Chris
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1 Kinsley. |'ve copied Julie ... since she was
2 standing" there "at the tinme. | know Julie hasn't
3 been in the weeds with us on all of the capital
4 proj ect funding questions, but since she was there,
5 she may have heard sonme of this differently.”
6 This is Kathy saying this to Joey Burby.
7 "I asked Chris if the BOG was going to give the
8 university sone witten guidance on the use of E&G
9 funds for capital projects. Chris first said that
10 no one had asked for guidance, but | countered that
11 I had indeed sent an e-mail directly to himand to
12 Ti mJones on 11/2 asking precisely for that
13 gui dance. He said that he wasn't going to respond
14 to that e-mail. To which | asked if he could
15 understand the position that puts us in? He said he
16 understood. | told himthat in the absence of
17 anything definitive fromthe BOG the SUS Council of
18 Counsel s and t he CAFA group, the CFGs, had agreed
19 upon a common set of guidelines, and that UCF had
20 certified as to the use of E&G funds on capital
21 proj ects using those guidelines."
22 This is her telling Joey Burby.
23 "The tinme pressure for us now is that BOG has
24 asked all universities to cone up with a plan for
25 their carryforward bal ances, present the plans for
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1 approval by the |ocal BOTs, then present the plans
2 for BOG approval by January 4th ... So backing into
3 that tineline, we've picked 11/30 'as of' date as

4 the latest we can --" you know, basically cone up

5 wi th our carryforward nunber.

6 "Whi ch neans that before 11/30, we need to nake
7 any reversals to the E&G corrections that were nade,
8 i ncl udi ng about $10 million of the $38 mllion for

9 Trevor Col bourn Hall, plus all of the $13.8 mllion
10 on the other buildings. Chris definitely doesn't
11 want us to reverse anything related to Trevor
12 Col bourn Hall before the AGs report cones out and
13 woul d prefer that we wait until after the first of
14 the year. But BOG has tied our hands by requiring
15 us" to "send in a report on our planned use of
16 carryforward funds and telling us we'll have to send
17 i n anot her report next year about the actual use of
18 those funds.” W have to have our carryforward
19 bal ances strai ghtened out -- "W have to have our
20 E&G carryforward bal ances strai ghtened out by 11/30
21 to acconplish both of those things, but we have no
22 control over when the AG report will be rel eased.”
23 MR, GREENE: So just a couple -- go ahead.
24 THE WTNESS. Let ne just --
25 MR, RUBOTTOM | m ssed the beginning. Dd
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Burby solicit this information fromMtchell or did
she vol unteer it?

THE W TNESS: She volunteered it to him

MR, RUBOTTOM Do you know who may have
directed her to send that information in?

THE W TNESS: To Burby?

MR, RUBOTTOM  Yes.

THE WTNESS: No. | think she was trying to
| et himknow, |ike |ook, here's the rules we
f ol | owed.
Because at that tine | think he was still going

to look at these other projects, and he wasn't
limted to Trevor Col bourn Hall at sone point. So
she -- because what she kept telling us is that --
that, you know, Burby had a stricter interpretation
of what the rules were than what we were com ng up
Wit h.

And so | think this was her just trying to |et
hi m know, hey, look, this is where we're at and this
Is what we've done and we're not getting the
gui dance we need.

MR, RUBOTTOM Wo is copied on that e-mail ?

THE WTNESS: Burby, Price -- the
Pri cewat er house guy and the Pricewat erhouse gal,

M chell e, and Robert and this Julie fromthe Florida
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1 Board of Governors.
2 MR. RUBOTTOM  Robert Taft?
3 THE WTNESS:. Nobody else. And then
4 she said --
5 MR. RUBOTTOM Wi ch Robert?
6 THE WTNESS: He's the Pricewaterhouse
7 i nvesti gator.
8 MR RUBOTTOM But Cole is not copied; Bev Seay
9 isn't copied?
10 THE WTNESS: No, but I'll tell you what
11 happened with Bev Seay after this.
12 So -- and down here, she goes on to say, "For
13 BOG " underlined, "to not allow UCF to reverse the
14 overcorrections we've nade to our E&G funds puts UCF
15 at a di sadvantage conpared to our SUS peers. So
16 | ong story short, we're no better off than we were
17 before the BOG neeting. Can you hear the
18 frustration in ny voice?"
19 And she says, "We plan to discuss the situation
20 and possi ble next steps with" the Board of Trustees
21 " Chai rman Marcos Marchena, when he's on canpus.”
22 MR, GREENE: So just a couple of nonths before
23 you were fired, the university was still |ooking for
24  what were perm ssible issues of E&G carryforward,
25 and they fired you for not know ng that precisely
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four years before?

THE WTNESS: Right.

And the other thing -- and so then after this,
Joey -- | don't have the e-nmail because | can't find
it and I don't have access to ny e-mails anynore,
but Joey Burby wote back. Joey Burby had a call
with Chris Kinsley, got answers to all of these
I tens.

MR. RUBOTTOM W' ve seen that.

THE WTNESS: Sent that to Kathy Mtchell. It
was basically a "no, you're wong here; no, you're
wrong here; you' re wong on all of these,” which
then made our certification maybe, |ike, was that
Wr ong possi bl y?

And so Joey sent that to Kathy. It basically
said | think on all but naybe one of them you know,
you were wong on this, you were wong on this, you
were wong on this.

And so then | -- Kathy also told ne that Bev
Seay was involved in that, sonehow got involved in
this, and told Kathy, Don't put the investigators in
the m ddle of us and the BOG agai n.

So Kathy then backed off of, you know, | guess,
tal king with Joey Burby as much, and was ki nd of

told to.
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(Exhibit No. 9 was marked for identification.)

MR, GREENE: And what is [Exhibit 9? | think I
took it out of order.

THE WTNESS:. Let's see. Ch, one nore thing on
this. So then our certification is now up in the
air.

And so Kathy told ne that -- so then Kathy and
Dal e had a call with Chancellor Criser to basically
explain this situation and ask what he wanted them
to do about the certification that we had fil ed,
maybe based on the wong set of rules.

And he said, oh, don't worry about it. Those
aren't the kind of projects that we're | ooking for.

So we never recertified or anything.

This e-mail is just an e-mail from-- that Bill
Merck's old secretary found and shared wi th Kathy
Mtchell and M sty Shepherd, who ultimately shared
it wth ne, | guess. That's where TimJones, Chris
Ki nsl ey and M ke McKee, who is the CFO for the
Uni versity of Florida, were tal king about a neeting
that -- | think probably a CAFA neeting, because
it's titled "Open Questions from CAFA. "

MR. RUBOTTOM \What's the date of that?

THE WTNESS:. The date is Septenber 17, 2018,

Is the last response fromTimJones. So it's in the
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1 Septenber '18 tinefrane. And apparently Chris sat
2 in for Tim

3 M ke says "Tim Chris did a yeonman's job

4 filling in for you." One of the things -- this is
5 -- here's a couple of itens still pending. One of
6 themis a discussion about E&G for renovations, the
7 $2 million threshold. M ke MKee says, "Chris was
8 going to send the statutory authorization and what
9 ki nd of work can be done. | think we felt good
10 about where we are at this tine in terns of gui dance
11 on what is allowed, although the UCF deal may bl ow
12 that up.”
13 Then Chris -- let's see. "I think that was it.
14 Maybe Chris could confirmif | got everything?"

15 Chris then wites, "Good job," Mke -- M Kke,
16 “on the summary."” And down here he just says

17 researching, and will get back to you with feedback
18 on the E&G for renovation di scussion.

19 Chris says what you said about -- Chris
20 Kinsl ey. "Wat you said about using E&G for
21 renovations is right; each CAFA nenber thinks they
22 are following the rules. However, when | talk to
23 fol ks one-on-one, they interpret the rules
24 differently, which is concerning. W're going to
25 talk about this nore as well | amsure."
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MR, GREENE: Just a couple nore questions.

Did you nake the decision to use E&G
carryforward for any project at UCF, ever?

THE W TNESS: No.

MR, GREENE: Were those decisions made by
peopl e who were senior to you both in age and | evel s
of experience?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR, GREENE: Did you trust and respect the
peopl e who nade the deci sions?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR. GREENE: Was the decision to use E&G
carryforward for Trevor Col bourn Hall, was that
hi dden from anyone within the adm ni stration?

THE W TNESS: No.

MR, GREENE: Was it known by Bill Merck,
President Hitt, Provosts Wl drop, Chase, and
VWi t t aker --

THE W TNESS: Yes.

MR, GREENE: -- and Scott Col e?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR, GREENE: Was it wi dely known anongst staff
and faculty nenbers?

THE WTNESS:. |t was known by staff. | don't

know about faculty.
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MR, GREENE: Was it known by Marcus Marchena?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR. GREENE: Did everyone in the budget and
fi nance departnent know about it?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

MR, GREENE: Did other departnents, including
the office --

THE WTNESS: Well, let nme -- | mean, not
everybody in finance and accounting. There's like a
140 people there, and so they wouldn't all know.

MR GREENE: Did nmany people --

THE WTNESS: The poor people in the Pcard
departnent don't know.

MR. GREENE: Did nmany people within the
depart ment know?

THE WTNESS: Yes. Al of the relevant people
i n budget and --

MR, GREENE: Was it ever hidden from anybody
wi thin that departnent or any other departnent?

THE W TNESS: No, no.

MR. GREENE: Was it concealed -- the decision
to use E&G funds, did you conceal it from anyone?

THE W TNESS: No.

MR. GREENE: Do you know if anybody intended to

conceal it from anyone?
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1 THE W TNESS: No.

2 MR, GREENE: Did anybody ever tell you to

3 conceal it from anyone?

4 THE W TNESS: No.

5 MR, GREENE: [|f you thought it was illegal,

6 woul d you have participated in the use of E&G funds?

7 THE W TNESS: No.

8 MR. GREENE: That's all | have.

9 (Di scussion off the record.)

10 MR, RUBOTTOM Did you ever discuss wth

11 Dr. Wiittaker plans to construct buildings with

12 donor funds or auxiliary funds?

13 THE W TNESS: Yes.

14 MR, RUBOTTOM  kay.

15 THE W TNESS:  Yes.

16 MR, RUBOTTOM  You described earlier your

17 expl anation of the allocation docunent and sone of

18 this other information to Dr. Wi ttaker.

19 Wul d that August, 2014, allocation docunent

20 that he signed on August 8th, would that have been

21 the first tine that you had the opportunity to have

22 that kind of extensive discussion wth himabout the

23 carryforward commtnents and the allocation docunent

24  and --

25 THE WTNESS: Well, | know -- | think that he
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woul d have al ready seen the E&G commitnents |ist by
t hen.

MR. RUBOTTOM I n what context would he have
seen that in his first eight or ten days on the job?

THE WTNESS: Well, we probably had a budget
chat neeti ng.

MR, RUBOTTOM So he probably participated in a
budget chat neeting before?

THE W TNESS: Yeah. And one of --

MR, RUBOTTOM  Thank you.

THE WTNESS: One of the e-mails that | found
I n asking to produce all these e-mails, but I didn't
really do anything wwth it because | didn't have the
file it was referring to. But on those E&G
commtnments |list, you mght have seen those little
ones and two on the |eft-hand side? Wll, that was
a Christy legend where -- I'"'mnot going to get this
right, but |ike one neant it had been all ocated out
and two nmeant it would be a -- it hadn't been
all ocated out. So those little ones and twos neant
sonething as to the timng of whether the allocation
had occurred or not.

So I have an e-mail where Dale is asking ne
about what do those little ones and twos nean. And

| | ooked around the date of that e-nmil for an E&G
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commtnents |list that maybe was dated the sane, and
| couldn't find one.

So |l can't --

MR RUBOTTOM Do you know what the date of
that e-mail was?

THE WTNESS: Well, it was in August of '14.

MR, RUBOTTOM But you don't know if it was
before the August date, signing of the allocation
docunent ?

THE WTNESS: | think it was right around that
time, and | can't renenber whether it was August --
before that tinme, that day, the day before, the day
after, but it was right around then.

MR, RUBOTTOM  The August 11th list of
questions that we | ooked at earlier, is it likely
that those questions arose out of those -- your
di scussi on about the allocation docunent and any
budget chats he had been to in those first couple of
weeks?

THE WTNESS: Well, and he was al so going to
see Dr. Hitt with that allocation docunent so, you
know, you didn't go see --

MR. RUBOTTOM So that was in context with him
taking the allocation docunent to Dr. Hitt?

THE WTNESS: That's ny assunption.
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MR, RUBOTTOM kay. | didn't check the dates.

THE WTNESS: So, you know, but what that
e-mail told ne, and because | couldn't tie it to
what exactly he was referring to, | didn't feel like
it was good evi -- that | was -- | didn't share that
e-mail with Joey Burby because | couldn't really tie
It down.

But what that tells nme is he was [ ooking in
detail at the E&G commtnents |ist at that point,
and it was around the tine of signing the allocation
docunent. So he was, you know, in an -- he was
maki ng the effort to conme up to speed on what that
was.

And then, like | said, | would have spent at
| east an hour with himexplaining it, and then he
woul d have been going -- he would have been
preparing hinself to go ask Dr. Hitt to sign this.

MR RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

M5. MTZ: You started to say sonethi ng about
-- it sounded |like you were going to say you don't
go to Htt --

THE WTNESS: You don't go to Dr. Hitt w thout
bei ng prepared to answer questions. That's ny
understandi ng. That's ny under st andi ng.

MR. RUBOTTOM Do you recall when -- the
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timefranme when Dr. Wiittaker went to talk to

Dr. Hitt, about January 20th of 2015, where they
made the decision to do the conbi ned project and
rai se the Trevor Col bourn/ Col bourn renovation up to
$38 nmillion?

Do you recall the fact that he had that neeting
with Dr. Htt? Wre you involved before that at
all?

THE WTNESS:. Yes. There was a budget chat
neeti ng one week before that, and there's a bunch of
attachnments to that -- you know, Christy sent ne an
e-mai|l that said here's the docunents for tonmorrow s
budget chat neeti ng.

It had a capital projects list. It showed the
10 mllion shortage, if what he took to Dr. Hitt got
approved, and it showed other projects. It showed
all of the funding sources, whether it was
auxiliary, interest earnings or E&G That was one
of the docunents.

The E&G comm tnments |ist was one of them
VWhere the central reserve sat and would sit over the
next four years so that you coul d make deci sions on
if we took noney fromthe central reserve, is there
enough noney there to use.

And then there was anot her docunent for sone
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central auxiliary resources that were accunul ated to
help with sonme of these facility projects.

So those four docunents Christy prepared and
had -- we had ready for the budget chat neeting the
next day.

MR. RUBOTTOM W' ve discussed those with
anot her w tness.

What |'mtrying -- and you weren't directly
reporting to himat that tine. But you didn't
prepare himfor that neeting with Dr. Htt; is that
correct?

THE WTNESS: Well, | would think that --

MR. RUBOTTOM O her than the activities in
t hat budget chat neeting.

THE WTNESS: Right. And the budget chat
neeti ng shoul d have tal ked about the funding before
he went to Dr. Hitt to say, let's go the additional
10 mllion. W would have tal ked about how are we
-- can we do that financially?

MR RUBOTTOM And it would be your expectation
that he woul d have taken all that know edge, naybe
t hose docunents into that neeting with Dr. Hitt.
And woul d that be the tinme that you consider that
last 10 mllion was comm tted, when he cane out and

said -- told Merck it said yes?
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THE WTNESS:. Yes. So ny -- once he got Dr.
Htt's approval to nove forward with this change in
the plan, if you will, and then Bill forwarding that
back to us, referencing back to our conversation a
week before about where that was going to conme from
then that woul d have been our -- the closing the
|l oop, if you will, to add $10 mllion to the
commtnents |ist.

MR, RUBOTTOM Okay. When we tal ked about the
UBC, you said sonething that confused nme a little
bit.

Wul d you consider Dr. Wittaker to have been
the chair of that as provost or would you consi der
Dr. Wiittaker and Dr. Merck as cochairing that
uni versity budget comm ttee?

THE WTNESS: They were cochairs.

MR, RUBOTTOM Ckay. | want to ask you about
sonething and it's because |I'mcurious and |'m not
asking if sonmebody did sonething.

| just -- | noticed that the capital
i nprovenent plan that was put in front of the board
in July included Trevor Col bourn Hall on the BOB-2
l'ist.

THE WTNESS: Wich July?

MR RUBOTTOM  Last July, '18.
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THE W TNESS: Ckay.

MR. RUBOTTOM This is after the auditors were
aski ng questions and before the exit conference when
the adm nistration found out about the issue, okay.

Trevor Col bourn is back on the BOB-2 |list for
this last year's subm ssion, and where, in the -- |
still don't understand why it was on the BOB-2 |i st
three tinmes. The |egislature approved the buil ding
three tinmes with non-appropriated funds, but it's on
the BOB-2 |ist again.

And this tine the only difference | can tell
fromthe previous subm ssion is that the source of
funds, it doesn't say E&G anynore. It says CFAUX

Are you famliar with that BOB-2 notation?

THE WTNESS: No. And | didn't even know what
the BOB-2 was until this investigation. So, you
know, | don't know why -- the CF clearly neans
carryforward; the AUX clearly neans auxiliary, so.

MR, RUBOTTOM Does that nmean to you
carryforward auxiliary funds or carryforward E&G and
auxi liary funds?

THE WTNESS: Carryforward E&G and auxiliary is
what that would nean to ne.

MR. RUBOTTOM Ckay. And you don't have any

i dea who woul d have put that on the BOB-2?
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1 THE W TNESS: No.
2 MR, RUBOTTOM Ckay. It gave ne the sense that
3 maybe Bill Merck was begi nning a refunding pl an,
4 know ng that the audit was going to cone out and
5 di scuss this.
6 WAs there any discussion |ike that --
7 THE W TNESS: No.
8 MR RUBOTTOM  -- in June or July or August?
9 THE W TNESS: Nope, not at all. There was no
10 di scussi on of changi ng the fundi ng source.
11 MR, RUBOTTOM Does that surprise you that they
12 put the building back on the BOB-2 |list when it was
13 going to be conpleted before that Iist was even
14 submitted to the BOG?
15 THE WTNESS: | don't know because | don't even
16 real ly understand what the -- | nean, what |'ve
17 heard recently is that BOB-2 |ist asks for PO&M for
18 the building. | don't know if that's accurate or
19 not .
20 MR. RUBOTTOM Yes. W can talk about it
21 | ater.
22 THE WTNESS: So | don't know.
23 MR, RUBOTTOM  You woul dn't have anything to do
24 with the Trevor Col bourn Hall building program
25 docunent that was published in '"17 -- in February or
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March of '17, would you?

THE WTNESS: No. | didn't see it until this
I nvesti gation.

MR, RUBOTTOM  When you saw t hat fundi ng
appendi x that says PECO zero, CITF zero, sonething
el se zero, university, 38 mllion, when you see
uni versity fundi ng, does that nmean anything
particularly to you?

THE WTNESS: To ne that could nean different
sources, so | would -- | would use university to be
-- it could be -- it could be anything. It could be
auxiliary, it could be interest, auxiliary interest
ear ni ngs.

MR RUBOTTOM Wuld that be conparable to the
use of internal on that -- on that docunent we
| ooked at ?

THE W TNESS: Yes, yes.

MR. RUBOTTOM  Which just neans it's not com ng
from out si de?

THE W TNESS: Ri ght.

MR. RUBOTTOM But it could nean donor?

THE WTNESS: | don't think it would nean
donor, no, no.

MR, RUBOTTOM  Ckay.

THE WTNESS: No, no. Donor | think would be
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consi dered external.

MR. RUBOTTOM Ch, on the e-mails that discuss
E&G who woul d David Noel -- would he be asking that
guestion to the provost's office, would you think,
or just directly to Ronnie?

THE WTNESS: | think it went to Lynn.

MR. RUBOTTOM Was that the one that went to
Lynn?

THE WTNESS: That was the one that | think
went to Lynn.

MR RUBOTTOM Oh, I'msorry. That's right.

Wul d that have been a request to the provost's
office that Lynn processed?

THE WTNESS: No. It was just a question to
Lynn as the provost office budget person back then,
because they woul d have used -- sounded |like they
were going to use their own noney.

So the Coll ege of Medicine has their own -- you
know, it's a little different because it has its own
budget entity.

MR, RUBOTTOM Al right. But they have E&G?

THE WTNESS: And they have E&G  Yes, they
have their own E&G budget.

MR, RUBOTTOM Wul d you have expected Lynn to

communi cate that exchange to the provost, that that
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qguesti on had been asked and that she'd gotten that
answer fromthe audit folks?

THE WTNESS: | don't know for sure whether she
woul d have; maybe nore to say they want to use
$3 mllion to set up an endownent fund. |'m not
sure.

MR, RUBOTTOM And then your e-mail to Ronnie
then, would she have been asking on behalf of the
provost or as a recipient of the provost office
or --

THE WTNESS: Well, that was Tina's response to
Ronni e.

MR. RUBOTTOM Oh, that was Tina. You
responded to --

THE WTNESS: | was just cc'd.

MR RUBOTTOM  -- Lynn?

THE WTNESS: So | responded to David Noel .

MR, RUBOTTOM So Tina's response to Ronnie.
I"msorry for confusing that.

THE W TNESS: That's okay.

MR, RUBOTTOM Woul d that have been a provost
of fi ce pass-through question to your m nd? How
woul d you process that?

| know you don't renenber it, but --

THE WTNESS: So | don't know what the
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under|yi ng question there was between -- you know, |
don't know. | don't know what pronpted Tina to send
t hat answer to Ronnie.

MR, RUBOTTOM But you woul dn't have any
expectation either way of whether she woul d have
shared that answer with -- with the provost?

THE WTNESS: It probably depends what the
under|yi ng question was, whether that was a provost
| evel conversation or just sonething --

MR RUBOTTOM Ckay. Forgive ne for not going
back and doi ng those before.

THE WTNESS: That's okay.

MR, RUBOTTOM Carine, do you have anythi ng
el se?

M5. MTZ: No.

MR. RUBOTTOM Do you have anything else to
cl ose wth?

M. MTZ: Well, the only thing we request,

Ms. Clark, and we've requested this from everybody,
Is that you agree to not discuss the deposition with
anybody, the questions that we've asked and the
answers that you provided. Can you agree to that?

THE W TNESS:  Yes.

M5. M TZ: Thank you.

MR RUBOTTOM We woul d appreciate it if she
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1 woul d wai ve revi ew just because of our tinefrane.
2 She has every opportunity to correct anything that
3 shows up in our record, and we would solicit that,
4 but | know the reporter needs an answer to that
5 guesti on.
6 MR, GREENE: Wbuld you agree that | woul d have
7 a lot nore cross-exam nation, when | haven't had a
8 full and fair opportunity to conplete the record and
9 we're going to agree to conplete this w thout

10 readi ng for purposes of expediting the

11 I nvesti gati on.

12 MR, RUBOTTOM | woul d agree.

13 THE REPORTER: Can | confirmthat you have

14 requested today's transcripts to be prepared on an
15 expedi ted basis?

16 MR, RUBOTTOM  Yes.

17 (The deposition was concluded at 6:03 p.m)
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CERTI FI CATE OF OATH

STATE OF FLORI DA:
COUNTY OF ORANGE:

I, Emly W Andersen, RVMR CRR FPR, Stenograph
Short hand Reporter, certify that TRACY CLARK personally
appeared before nme on February 15, 2019 and was duly
sSWor n.

W TNESS ny hand and official seal this 15th day of
February, 2019.

Identification:
Pr oduced I dentification
Florida Driver's License

Emidly W, Hudersen

EM LY W ANDERSEN,

Notary Public State of Florida
Commi ssi on No. GG 258112
Expires COctober 14, 2022
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CERTI FI CATE OF REPORTER

STATE OF FLORI DA:
COUNTY OF ORANGE:

I, Emly W Andersen, RVMR CRR FPR, Stenograph
Short hand Reporter, certify that | was authorized to and
di d stenographically report the foregoing deposition of
TRACY CLARK; that the review of the transcript was
requested; and that the foregoi ng Pages, 4 through 168,
inclusive, are a true and conplete record of ny
st enogr aph not es.

| further certify that | amnot a relative or
enpl oyee of any of the parties, nor aml| a relative or
counsel connected with the parties' attorneys or counsel
connected with the action, nor am| financially
interested in the outcone of the action.

DATED this 15th day of February, 2019.

Emdly W,  udensen

Emly W Andersen, RVR CRR FPR
St enogr aph Short hand Reporter
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Facilities Budget Committee Meeting (FBC)
MINUTES

Date: . March 13, 2017

Time: 9:30 - 11:00 a.m.

Location: MH-395

Facilitator: Tant

Attendees: Alcala, Bottorff, Clark, Collier, Hartmann, Kernek, Klonoff,

Koons, Korosec, Merck, Mitchell, Parks, Seabrook,Tant,
Whittaker, Wilkinson

Minutes: Wray

Discussion Points
Meeting opened at 9:30 a.m.

Opening remarks — Provost Whittaker welcomed group — Purpose of two budget committees (University and
Facilities) is to maximize the use of scarce resources by putting them to the highest good. Whittaker welcomed
diverse opinions, but urged group to leave individual agendas behind.

Allan Bottorff and Gina Seabrook presented on the Capital Improvement Plan — the 5-year capital planning
process typically starts in March. Generally, more projects get put on the list than will be funded.

4 categories on the list:

1. PECO - projects eligible for state funding. There is a ranking in this part of the list: continuation projects
come first, followed by renovation projects and land acquisition and new building projects are last.
Narratives accompany each line item, and ROl is required. The list is ranked in priority order, according to
UCF-specific criteria. Any variations to state order are detailed in the notes that we provide to the Board
of Governors (BOG). We clarified that (PCE) stands for Planning, Construction, and Equipment.

2. CITF Funding — student requested and approved — a student fee of approximately nearly $7 goes into
state university system. Students decide how to spend the accumulated funds. Bonds have been issued
previously, but that practice is waning. The timing of refunds from the state has also been sporadic. A
consequence has been that some projects must be planned and completed in phases. Allan noted that the
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Hitt library expansion, for example, is located in two additional spots on the list to be eligible for funds no
matter their origin.

Whittaker asked if the BOG re-prioritizes the list. Answer: no, but BOG sometimes questions the validity of the
projects. It was clarified that Dr. Hitt formed this committee (FBC) to make recommendations while still reserving
the right to make final decisions himself. Additionally, for projects that do not get funded, this committee is
expected to weigh priorities.

Whittaker and Bill Merck clarified that the state may elect to pay for the balance of some projects (IRAF —
Research 1 building is an example), even though we know the state will not pay for the entire project.

At 10:00 a.m., discussion about which set of numbers the committee is looking at with the 3 attachments that
accompanied today’s agenda. This set of numbers was already submitted last summer. It covers FY 17-18.
Seabrook clarified that FY 18-19 is due to trustees August 1. That means this meeting needs to be on the trustees
agenda for July meeting. To Joel Hartman’s question, the review sequence is Budget Committee > Hitt > Trustees
> BOG. The above sequence implies that this committee has a June 1 deadline for its recommendations to be
finalized.

Lee Kernek stressed that the narratives that accompany the ROl in the requests have recently become increasingly
important in the review process and have been historically difficult to obtain from those best equipped to write
them. This fact represents a pain point for those tasked with compiling the list for the state, and it is hoped that
the work of this committee can improve this situation. Whittaker addressed this by recommending that those
who request funding include ROI and narratives as part of their requests. Kernek also recommended moving the
process back so it occurs earlier on the calendar, as a desirable process improvement. Bottorff recommended
distributing the 10-point ROI checklist. Action item: Bottorff will distribute this list to the group.

Action item: ROl write-ups need to be distributed ahead of the April FBC meeting. Bottroff and Seabrook will
coordinate this distribution with Tant. To Dorcas Wilkinson’s question, will documents include the full cost of
funding? Answer yes.

How many new ROI documents need to be created? Answer: Only those for any new projects. For existing
projects, ROI statements likely need to be updated. Kernek also indicated that any update to the list needs to be
included in the master plan, which adds administrative complexity to the process.

3. Other State Sources: Includes economic development fund sources, and donor match. Any other funding
that the legislature decides to spend. General revenue, for example.

4. Non-state Sources: Includes auxiliary, housing, P3s, bonds, philanthropy, DSOs, etc.

We clarified that the summary sheets printed on the oversize paper for today’s meeting is the “internal” list,
simplified without some of the detail required by the state. Tracy indicated that F&A is using some of the parts of
this list to feed the 5-year capital spending plan, so it is important to have a common understanding of how the
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funding years factor into the priority rankings. To Whittaker’s question, Tracy Clark responded that the “internal”
list was produced in an effort to help the committee understand the total scope of the request process. It is not
necessarily the list that this committee needs to focus on in terms of 5-year spending plans. Whittaker urged the
group to consider how faculty would respond if this list were to be distributed, especially considering the
committee’s charge to increase communication, transparency, and accountability.

Additional discussion indicates it may be useful to maintain two lists; the official one that meets the state’s
requirements, and a “working” list that would more closely reflect the university’s priorities of each funding cycle,
as determined by this committee.

Bottorff and Kernek reminded the group that it will be critical to remember Utilities and Infrastructure projects
that are essential for maintaining existing facilities. In other words, the first dollar goes to deferred maintenance,
the second dollar goes to new projects. Roofs and HVAC, and telecom/data infrastructure are examples of
categories that Kernek must juggle when making allocation decisions. Kernek indicated that she follows state
formulas to determine dollar amounts, but frequently supplements those amounts with localized subject matter
expertise, particularly for construction projects.

Parks’ question: Why is the Utilities line $14 million every year? Answer: that is an historical carry-over from early
attempts to plan. More sophisticated modeling software indicates the real number is nearly $20 million, Kernek
estimates.

How does non-state sources interact with the capital campaign? Wilkinson answered that the two plans are not
closely dovetailed, but should be. Wilkinson envisions that this committee’s work and decisions have the potential
to be very helpful to the fund-raising effort.

Action item: Wilkinson requested that non-state funded line items be sub-categorized. Kernek indicated her
office will work to accomplish this.

At 10:45, there were discussions about specific line items in the non-state sources section of the list.

Hartmann asked how the Educational Plant Survey factors into new opportunities that may arise in between that
group’s campus visits, which only occur once every 5 years. Kernek responded that if a new opportunity arose, we
would request a spot survey, and they would accommodate.

How does FBC committee coordinate with Athletics? Answer: There is a designated FBC committee (not present
today) member to address this relationship.

Whittaker thanked committee members and indicated future meetings will need to be focused on strategic
prioritization and planning.

The meeting adjourned at 11:00 a.m.
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Facilities Budget Committee Meeting (FBC)

SV UCF  minutes

Date: April 7, 2017

Time: 1:00 — 2:30 p.m.

Location: MH-395

Facilitator: Tant

Attendees: Alcala, Baton, Bottorf, Clark, Collier, Jones, Hartman,

Kernek, Koons, Korosec, Merck, Parks, Seabrook, Taft,
Watson, Whittaker, Wilkinson

Minutes: Wray

Discussion Points
Meeting opened at 1:10 p.m.
This is the third FBC meeting.

Bill Merck opened with discussion about the capital plan list and discussed that the list currently lists the priorities
we’ll move up for additional decision makers to consider. Merck described the split in the FL...house and Senate
conference commiitteess next week. No funding for PO operating expenses. On new buildings, House and Senate
are opposite.

Merck and Kernek stressed that the focus is on the highlighted items at the top of Attachment A.

Any state funding for the Interdisciplinary Research building would be budget-relieving. Parks clarified that
legislature has an operating philosophy that universitites need to show good faith to begin and finish befoire
legislature funds initiatives.

Math and Engineering, and Colburne Hall are all high because those buildings are in critical nned of renovation or
replacement. On the Library, students have agreed to use CITF funding, which gets repaid to UCF in batches. State
funding is still highly politicized, and that partially determines state funding. Tracy Clark clarified that the BOG will
see the items further down on the list — the characteristics that define the items on this list were discussed. The
UCF campus entryway project was discussed as an example of possible additional, non-state sources. Partnership
buildings were another example of projects that were not initially a priority, but that the state advanced them of
being important to the state of Florida.

At 1:25, Merck opened the floor for discussion about the top-ranked items. Kernek stressed that the group
remember the path to preeminincne as a criteria. Wilkinson clarified the approval process fo non-state funding.
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Parks clarified how the priorities were ranked on Attachment A. Next stop is to Hitt, then the trustees. The dollar
amounts could change as the state dictates hardening and security criteria for any particular projects.

Whittaker suggests if Nursing gets PECO funding. Engineering |, Research, and CON at $3 million, this committee
should move that project to number 3 on the list. If state funds the planning cycle, that project would move to the
top of the list. This would send a signal to BOG that UCF’s priorities align with legislature and BOG priorities.

Whittaker confirmed that the Arts building amount ($33 million) is supported internally, and if the initiative is
supported by a fund-raising campaign at the Foundation, then that effort would also rise on the list.

Research, Nursing, and Engineering | renovations should be top of UCF list, if state funding holds up as in
committee budget. House budget does include $115 million for renovation efforts, none for new construction.
Discussions continued about possible naming rights that could brought to bear to support the Engineering
renovation. Allen Bottorf listed the criteria under the ROI that the legislature uses. Parks inquired whether it is
appropriate to consider how many different departmerits are affected by a potential renovation or new build. It's
a complex answer, because the BOG formula for making determiniations does not include the number of students
affected. Clark inquired whether the ARA building money could be re-purposed. Answer is no; the legislature is
very definitive about its funding be directed to the exact purpose for which it was given. Clark also brought up the
fact that there are 8 research buildings

Sub-committee to be formed: Hartman, Klonoff, and Parks, and Merck. Hartman indicated that the greatest space
limitations are in lab space for research (expensive to build). Lee Kernek indicated that the number of buildings is
partly a result of a John Hitt request to add them. Sub-committee to formally look at consolidating.

To classroom space, the only growth is occurring online. 85% of the classrooms are scheduled through centralized
scheduling; the means to increase usage is to wrap more classrooms into that scheduling effort. Collier stated that
the greatest space needs are in research (2.25 million square feet below what our expected need is).

Clark inquired about the life-cycle management of all the renovation efforts: Kenek answered that the order was
determined by the MEP needs which are the most critical and expensive. Wilkinson clarified that for most
renovations, the intent is for their academic mission to remain as is currently. Parks inquired if the move of some
programs to downtown, will we reconfigure the buildings left empty for wet labs? Possibly, but Hartman and
others noted that building wet labs in buildings that were not designed to accommodate them can be
prohibitivbely expensive. Whittaker picked up on Wilkinson’s point that some buildings may be an easier “sell” to
potential donors. So should we more closely analyze the non-state funding list? How long would such an effort
take? Wilkinson estimated a six-month effort. What are the odds for Cortellis funding to return? Very unlikely,
according to Merck.

Clark wondered if the re-financing of the Foundation debt should come off the list? Kernek opinion is that it would
be OK to remove this item. What is the Regional Campus Multi-Purpose building. Remove this from list — Action
item. New Education, new Arts Complex lll, and Theatre renovations. Are these eligible for removal from the list.
FCA can be provided for Theatre, or any other other building on the list.

At 2:13, consensus emerged that there is probably a need to have an internal, “working” document of this list.
Jones suggested viewing the list through the 20-year collective impact lens — would some projects rise or fall when
their contribution to collective impact or pre-eminence efforts are taken into account? Consensus is yes, it should
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help, but Whittaker cautioned the group to not build a lot of walls, but use a lot of furniture, which will
accommodate changes in pedagogy.

Kernek urged the group to examine projects that have true meaning to UCF’s purpose. Kernek confirmed that
peer institution lists

Action item: Take the Education building off this list.
On two lists: if opportunity presents itself during that year, we could not do it.
e Refion the Foundation debt
e Regional Campus
e Education building
There were additional questions about where these beliong on the list:
e 25 Ferrall Commons
¢ 29 and 30 Humanities
¢ Tech Commons Il - upstairs
e 36and37
e 40 Arts Complex lll
Rosen building should stay on

Institure for Hospitality and Health Care — an opportunity that arose but has not yet borne fruit. Kernek indicated
the Civil and Environmental Engineering should stay on the list in both places.

At 2:25 p.m., Whittker re-focused the conversation with a what-if scenario. What if we were able to do exactly
what we wanted to do? This might be a way to re-order the list?

Merck: Facilities, Performing arts, then research. That is Merck’s estimate. To Whittaker’s question, what is an
expected ROlof perhaps 30%

Whittaker ended the meeting by clarifying we really do need two lists.
We decided to review the list at top of sheet
Subcommittee will form to evaluate research

Clark - The 5-year cap ex plan needs to be finished, as an input to planning. Growth in faculty and associated post-
docs and GTAs will factor into this calculation.

Kernek again asked for input on the narratives.
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Whittaker urged the group to plan to renovate for future use, rather than renovating to accommodate past uses —
this is called adaptive re-use

The meeting adjourned at 11:00 a.m.
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UCF Facilities Budget Committee Meeting

UCF

AGENDA
Date: September 5, ZO‘G
Time: 3:30 p.m. = 5:00 p.m.
Location: MH-395
Facilitator: Provost Dale Whittaker
Voting Members: Manoj Chopra, Joel Hartman, Lisa Jones, Lee Kernek, Liz

Klonoff, Griff Parks, Bill Self, Dorcas Wilkinson, Michael
Georgiopoulos, Rick Schell, Scott Cole, Maribeth Ehasz,
Curt Sawyer, David Hansen

Other Invitees: Tracy Clark, Christy Tant, Mark Wray, Tera Alcala, Allen
Bottorff, Christy Collier, Ronnie Korosec, Robert Taft

UCF Budget Philosophy: An effective budgeting process transforms strategic goals into
achievable operating plans, and:

e Properly and continuously aligns resources
e Employs an “all-funds” approach
e Maintains fiscal responsibility with those closest to operational decisions

e Increases communication, transparency, and accountability

- --- Agenda Topics -----

1. Opening remarks Dale Whittaker

2. UCF Internal Capital Plan Tracy Clark / Lee Kerneck

3. Space request status Manoj Chopra / Christy Collier
4. FBC November Retreat overview Tera Alcala

5. Closing remarks Dale Whittaker

Date prepared: 2/12/2019 Page 1





DRAFT

UCF Facilities Projects
Five Year Internal Capital Plan, FY18 - 22
Updated as of 8/31/2017
i prjeccont | i T o | | nedots
FY18 2k -
_ _ 0 _ _ External Internal
! - -
Administrative and S t
Building Hardening for Shelter- Classroom | . 2,200,000 . 2,200,000 - - 2,200,000
Building Hardening for Shelters - Future - = 5,800,000 = 3,800,000 - - 9,800,000
Infrastructure and Chilled Water Replacement - - 5,100,000 10,200,000 7,402,120 22,703,120 - - 22,701,120
Wastewater, Water, Natural Gas Replacement - - - 7,140,000 22,980,600 30,120,600 - - 30,120,600
Alarms, Camera, Access Control - E 13,215,200 = 13,215,200 - - 13,219,200
Athietics = - | 1 i
Stadium Rust Remadiation - 4,305,750 1,305,750 2,205,750 2,205,750 8,823,000 - - 8,823,000

DOWNTOWN Ci plex - disciplinary + 1,050,000 - = - = .._.a..n.n.So_ = - 1,050,000

Generator for Biology Building 1,000,000 B - - - 1,000,000 - 1,000,600 -
L Y i and Repairs [yearly investment) 800,000 600,000 500,000 600,000 600,000 3,000,000 - - 3,000,000
Roof Replacement - Tech Commens 1| and Barbara Ying 275,000 - - - - 275,000 - 175,000
Bxterfor Door Replacement - Engineering 200,000 - - - . 200,000 - 200,000 -
Smoke System Fan Replacement - Engineering II, Psychology, HPAIl 650,000 - . - - 650,000 - - 650,000
Fire Alarm System Master Communicator 500,000 E - E - 500,000 - 500,000 -
Elevator N ization - VAB, Nich BAI 450,000 = = - - 460,000 - - 460,000
Hooring Repk - HPA and Nichol: 816,800 - - = - 816,800 - - 816,300
Classroom Upgrades and Seating Rep: {yearly i ) 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 1,500,600 . - 1,500,000
University Swing Space . 810,000 - - - 810,000 - - 810,000
Alafaya Pedestrian Safety projects {CDA) 1,842,000 300,000 250,000 = = 1,992,000 = 1,443,000 550,000
DOWNTOWN Fountain - = 200,000 - - 200,000 = 200,000 &
ilding D fitions (3 buildings) 100,000 400,000 - - 2 500,000 = 34,500 465,100
DOWNTOWN Centroplex - UCFPD ti = = 450,000 = = 450,000 - - 450,000
Reflecting Pond’ 730,000 = = - 730,000 - - 730,000
Added Wastawater Treatment Capacity - 1,575,160 . - 1,575,160 & - 1,575,160
Athletics j 5 sl i |l | Tt |
Garvy Center for Student Athlete Nutrition 1,850,000 = - - - 1,850,000 I 1,000,000 - 850,000






DRAFT

UCF Fadilities Projects :
Five Year Internal Capital Plan, FY18:- 22
Updated as of 8/31/2017

r._ isciplinary 7 h and Incubator Fadlity) and lab buildout 53,504,852 & - - 53,504,852 I = 53,504,852

CREOL Bxpansion 6,784,228 - . 6,784,226 - 6,700,000 84,228
Research Bullding || - 6,859,773 61,737,960 68,587,733 % = 8,557,733
1l |
Trevor Colburn Building and ColboumMall Demalition 34,276,000 3,724,000 1] b - 38,000,000 = 38,000,000
DOWNTOWN Dr. Phillips Academic Commons 6,000,000 48,000,000 6,000,000 - mo_.nno.nuo 40,000,000 20,000,000 -
College of Nursing and-Allied Health - 8,321,670 66,573,360 8,321,670 . 83,216,700 - - 83,216,700
Performing Arts Center - Phase | ) - . - 33,292,800 | 33,292,800 P . 33,292,800
Rosen Educational Facility 13,000,000 13,000,000 5,500,000 6,500,000
. i ’ prih=s <5 | 1 (I
Central Energy Plant [District Energy Plant IV) 15,930,401 - - - - 15,830,401 2,368,505 14,561,896 =
DOWNTOWN Tri-generation Plant 1,510,000 12,080,000 1,510,000 - - 15,100,000 - 10,320,000 4,780,000
DOWNTOWN Infrastructure 4,800,000 = - - - 4,800,000 - 4,800,600 -
DOWNTOWN Student Services-Buildout 2,700,000 2,700,000 = - - 5,400,000 = - 5,400,000
€ampus Entryways Phase 1 {CDA) 2,153,995 = : s i 2,153,996 - . 2,153,996
Northeast Campus Utiity Exterision L = 500:000 oca00 . = 2400008 : - 2,400,000
i - __&_. o VL AT O = (i j
Wayne Densch Connector 4,508,643 7,000,000 . - - 11,508,643 2,000,000 2,400,000 7,108,643
Baseball Stadium Expansion Phase I 3,396,500 = 3,396,600 3,395,600 - -
Auxiliary and Busitsess iiE== Al ﬂ =y
DOWNTOWN Garage 1,350,000 10,800,000 1,350,000 - - 13,500,000 - 13,580,000
- - - - 15,300,000 15,300,000 -

UCF Solar Farm 15,300,000
il 3 - = = i

Besearch I | |
HVAC - Transgenic Animzl Facility - 2,010,000 ~ - 2,010,000 = - 2,010,000

HVAC Chiller System Replacement - FSEC “ 6,000,000 . - 5,000,000 - - 6,000,000
Other Renovations - FSEC - 5,322,000 = = 5,322,000 = - 5,322,000
Lab Compliance tyearly Inve _ 2 E) ? z ? - -
DOWNTOWN Center for Emerging Media Renovation 5,000,000 - - = = 5,000,000 = 5,000,000 -
ing Building | it FY12 LBR) - 17,745,473 4,797,034 22,542,507 17,745,473 - 4,797,034
John C. Hitt Library Renovation Phase Il 1,710,066 10,317,062 10,317,062 10,317,062 10,317,062 42,578,314 1,710,066 - 41,268,248
Code Compliance Upgrades - Biological Science - 4,000,000 - - = 4,000,000 - - 4,000,000
Blological Sciences Renovation - - 10,189,800 5 10,189,600 - - 10,189,800
Chemistry - Phase | - - 700,241 2,876,921 3,577,162 = . 3,577,162

Chemistry - Phase Il = . = 5,275,000 5,275,000 - - 5,275,000
Chemistry - Phase Il . - - 4,579,759 700,241 5,280,000 = - 5,280,000
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Facilities Budget Committee (FBC)
Meeting

MINUTES

9/5/2017
3:30 — 5:00 p.m.
MH-395E
Christy Tant

Tera Alcala, Manoj Chopra, Scott Cole, Christy Collier, Tracy
Clark, Maribeth Ehasz, Michael Georgiopoulos, David Hansen
Joel Hartman, Lisa Jones, Lee Kernek, Liz Klonoff, Griff Parks,
Curt Sawyer, Bill Self, Rick Schell, Christy Tant, Robert Taft,
Dorcas Wilkinson

Mark Wray

Discussion Points

Provost Whittaker reminded the group of tasks and roles expected of them while serving on the FBC.
Welcome to new members on this committee: Scott Cole, Maribeth Ehasz, David Hansen, and Curt Sawyer

Tracy Clark introduced the Five Year Capital Plan document and its intended uses.

UCF Internal Capital Plan

Lee Kernek reviewed the list items:

e Research Il - this is planned for years 4 and 5 of this plan, but is completely dependent on funding

coming available

e Colbourn Hall demolition and replacement - this project is currently funded to completion

e College of Nursing and Allied Health has state interest at the state legislative level — Q: would there be
parking facilities necessary? Kernek answered that the current CoN administration has indicated there
is little interest in creating additional parking, but there may be a future need.

e Rosen Educational Facility — this project moved up in priority to take advantage of donor funding

e Performing Arts center funding would provide first “true” performance space on campus, if funded

e Central Energy Plant — currently under construction

e Downtown tri-generation plant will scale to meet the needs downtown, but some project options are

currently being studied.
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e Downtown infrastructure - capabilities need to be installed now to support future growth

e Campus Entryway Phase | — related to pedestrian safety, but also included on the Campus Master
Agreement (CDA). UCF is contractually bound to complete these renovations due to agreements made
between President Hitt and Orange County leaders.

¢ Northeast Campus Utility Extension —provides basic infrastructure for future buildout in this area of
campus

¢ Wayne Densch Connector — provides coach and staff office space for UCF Athletics
s Baseball Expansion - project is funded and will start soon
e Downtown Parking Garage — under development

e Solar Farm - will be built on approximately 40 acres but green light is on hold pending trustee review
and approval

¢ Deferred Maintenance And Capital Renewal — a list of projects, sorted by area, for this committee’s
review and input. On the John Hitt library expansion, state provided an additional $8.6 million which
will reduce the shortfall shown on the current schedule. Chemistry building needs complete
renovation —planned for a 3-phase project. Kernek noted that it may make sense to re-purpose the
existing building and construct a new chemistry facility built to purpose. No buildings are currently
certified as hurricane ride-out shelters. The one building that could be hardened will not house a
sufficient number of staff and students. The wastewater, natural gas, and chilled water lines
replacements are for the original lines (in some cases, over 50 years old).

e Non-Capital Facilities (less than $2 million) — this list is comprised of a list of needs, again sorted by
area, that do not meet the state’s definition of capital expenses.

s Q:when funding is philanthropic, when do we consider it fully funded? A: Tracy Clark used the baseball
stadium example. To achieve total funding, pledges will be paid for over time, and Tracy indicated that
the ultimate decision for each project is based on comfort level with a funding plan and decided on a
case-by case basis. The process is that the university funds the construction and the pledges reimburse
the university over time.

¢ Q:what are the sources to meet this need? A: appropriations, philanthropy, debt, and internal
resources (carryforward, E&G funding for repairs, C&G overhead, interest and investment income). It is
expected that this list will change with this committee’s input and as individual ROl presentations are
delivered.

e  Whittaker requested the addition of life-cycle data to this schedule.

FBC retreat — Tera Alcala reviewed the guiding principle and PowerPoint documents. Q: Colleges are self-
explanatory; Units are defined as non-academic areas.
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* The template provides for two requests per presentation, and requests projections for timelines for
implementation.

e |tis assumed all colleges and units will work together.

e On Core principals slide; add or move language to include how the requests link to the Collective
Impact Strategic Plan — rename this to be consistent.

¢ Add “collaboration with another college or unit” to the core principles list.
e Whittaker suggested a workshop to prepare for the retreat.

e A member suggested adding a dollar threshold ($1 to $2 million) so that presenters can better
calibrate their presentations.

e The priority list that eventually evolves from this committee’s dellberatlons is likely to be modified by
various units’ ability to self-fund some of these objectives.

e Presenters should be careful to tie their requests to preeminent funding and collective impact
objectives.

e Kernek stressed that presentations should reflect ROI. She will send state ROI guidelines (metrics,
narratives, and forms) to Christy for distribution to this group.

* The list of presenters for the retreat will go out November 1.

e Maribeth Ehasz suggested including information in the presentation template that explains the
opportunity cost of not funding various initiatives.

SPAA update — Manoj Chopra indicated work continues on the Space Policy. To prepare for opening of
Research |, SPAA is concentrating on providing space for incoming faculty clusters.

e [RAF space is being actively assigned and re-assigned as conditions change. Focus for IRAF is wet labs.
Another potential for space savings is a common lab materials storage area.

e Chopra noted that there are certain to be future requests for additional wet lab space. There was
confusion about how the schedule of supply and demand of wet lab space presented the needs.
Chopra reminded the group that there will be build/lease decisions to be made soon, and he expects
deans to be able to accurately forecast their needs. Kernek requested that a detailed explanation of
current lease rates be included in the capital expenditure planning.

e There may need to be executive-level decisions that will be required to maximize the expected space
savings from the move of several programs downtown. The decisions may need to be supported by
more meetings and discussions at the VP level and a robust communications strategy.

Meeting adjourned at 5:10 p.m.
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Tera Alcala

= ——————
From: Tera Alcala
Sent: Friday, September 29, 2017 4:.07 PM
To: Dale Whittaker; William Merck; Manoj Chopra; Joel Hartman; Lisa Jones; Lee Kernek;

Elizabeth Klonoff; Griffith Parks; William Self; Dorcas Wilkinson; Michael Georgiopoulos;
Rick Schell; Scott Cole; Maribeth Ehasz; Curtis Sawyer; dhansen@athletics.ucf.edu

Cc: Dania Suarez; Debra Copertino; Angie Carloss; Tracy Clark; Christina Tant; Mark Wray;
Allen Bottorff; Christy Collier; Robert Taft; Lashanda Brown-Neal; Cindy Hawks; Judith
De Jesus

Subject: Agenda for Facilities Budget Committee Meeting - Monday

Facilities Budget Committee,

In our prior meeting we had discussed the possibility of canceling this meeting. However, we will have a brief meeting to
review the status of the facility reserves and to discuss the potential use of such reserves. No materials are attached for
this meeting.

See you all at 3:30 on Monday in Millican Hall, Room 395E.

Regards,

Tera Alcala, CPA
Asso_ciate Controller

&SuUck

UCF Finance and Accounting

12424 Research Parkway, Suite 300
Orlando, FL 32826

Tel: 407-882-1094

Fax: 407-882-1102
tera.alcala@ucf.edu
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From: Tracy Clark

Sent: Tue 12/02/2014 3:32 PM (GMT-05:00)

To: David Noel; Lynn Gonzalez

Cc: Deborah German; Steven Omli; William Merck
Bec: .

Subject: RE: Use of Carry-Forward Funds
Attachments: AG.pdf; BOG.pdf

David,

I apologize. | did not realize you were waiting on an answer to this question. Lynn and | spoke to Steve a
few weeks ago when he was on campus and gave him our opinion at that time, so | thought that was the
end of it.

If 1 understand correctly you are looking to transfer $ 3 million of E&G funds to the UCF Foundation to
establish endowments whereby the earnings from the funds will be made available to key faculty
members for their use in various COM endeavors.

Two “rules”, if you will, make this not possible. The first is that BOG regulation 9.007(3)(a) limits the use
of E&G funds for E&G operating activities only — namely instruction, research, public service, plant
operations and maintenance, student services etc. | would not describe the establishment of an
endowment as an operating activity, and thus not a proper use of E&G funds. Second the Auditor
General has taken the position that there is no legal authority that allows the universities to transfer
cash to a DSO, whether it’s transferred as a loan or as a straight transfer of cash. This position was
reiterated in a presentation by Jim Stultz, AG Audit Manager, to the SUS controllers in June 2014. This
scenario seems like too big of a stretch from these rules for me to be comfortable with this plan.

Both the BOG regulation and selected page from the AG’s presentation are attached for your
reference. If you would like to discuss it further, please give me a call.

Tracy Clark, CPA

Associate Vice President for Finance and Controller
UCF Finance and Accounting

12424 Research Parkway, Ste 300

Orlando, Florida 32826

Phone: 407-882-1006

Fax: 407-882-1102

Tracy.Clark@ ucf.edu

From: David Noel

Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 11:25 AM
To: Lynn Gonzalez; Tracy Clark

Cc: Deborah German; Steven Omli

Subject: Use of Carry-Forward Funds

Dear Lynn and Tracy:





1094708

Can you please let me know when | can expect to receive your definitive response to our request to
move $3M in carry-forward funds to quasi-endowed funds. This movement will greatly assist our efforts
to recruit and maintain key clinical faculty for the College of Medicine. If you are leaning toward
denying this request, can you please also provide the rationale and the laws and or rules prohibiting this
movement? We would like the opportunity to try to overcome whatever objections may exist.

Being able to quickly provide some endowments will be extremely beneficial to the College of Medicine
now and into the future. This movement will also reduce our carry-forward fund total.

Many thanks for your attention to this detail and to helping the College of Medicine grow.

Best Regards, David
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Online ,
Sunshine

Select Year:

The 2014 Florida Statutes
Titte XLVIII Chapter 1004 View Entire Chapter
K-20 EDUCATION CODE PUBLIC POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

1004.28  Direct-support organizations; use of property; board of directors; activities; audit; facilities.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.~For the purposes of this section:

(a) “University direct-support organization” means an organization which is:

1. A Florida corporation not for profit incorporated under the provisions of chapter 617 and approved by the
Department of State,

2. Organized and operated exclusively to receive, hold, invest, and administer property and to make expenditures to
or for the benefit of a state university in Florida or for the benefit of a research and development park or research and
development authority affiliated with a state university and organized under part V of chapter 159,

3, Anorganization that a state university board of trustees, after review, has certified to be operating in a manner
consistent with the goals of the university and in the best Interest of the state, Any organizatfon that is denied
certification by the board of trustees shall not use the name of the university that it serves.

{b) “Personal services” includes full-time or part-time personnel as well as payroll processing,

{c) “Property” does not include student fee revenues collected pursuant to s. 1009.24.

(2) USE OF PROPERTY.—

(a) Each state university board of trustees s authorized to permit the use of property, facilities, and personal
services at any state university by any university direct-support organization, and, subject to the provisions of this
section, direct-support organizations may establish accounts with the State Board of Administration for investment of
funds pursuant to part IV of chapter 218.

(b) The board of trustees, in accordance with rules and guidelines of the Board of Gavernors, shall prescribe by rute
conditions with which a university direct-support organization must comply in order to use property, facilitles, or
personal services at any state university. Such rules shall provide for budget and audit review and oversight by the board
of trustees.

(c) The board of trustees shall not permit the use of property, facilities, or personal services at any state university
by any university direct-support organization that does not provide equal employment opportunities to all persons
regardless of race, color, religion, gender, age, or national origin.

(3) BOARD OF DIRECTORS,—The chair of the university board of trustees may appoint a representative to the board of
directors and the executive committee of any direct-support organization established under this section, The president of
the university for which the direct-support organization fs established, or his or her designee, shall also serve on the
board of directors and the executive committee of any direct-support organization established to benefit that university.

(4) ACTIVITIES; RESTRICTION.—A university direct-support organization is prohibited from giving, either directly or
indirectly, any gift to a political committee as defined in 5. 106.011 for any purpose other than those certified by a
majority roll call vote of the governing board of the direct-support organization at a regularly scheduled meeting as being
directly related to the educational mission of the university.

(5) ANNUAL AUDIT; PUBLIC RECORDS EXEMPTION; PUBLIC MEETINGS EXEMPTION.~

(a) Each direct-support organization shall provide for an annual financial audit of its accounts and records to be
conducted by an independent certified public accountant in accordance with rules adopted by the Auditor General

ttp://www.leg state.fLus/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL=1000-1099/1004/Section... 12/2/2014
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pursuant to s, 11.45(8) and by the university board of trustees. The annual audit report shall be submitted, within 9
months after the end of the fiscal year, to the Auditor General and the Board of Govemors for review. The Board of
Governors, the university board of trustees, the Auditor General, and the Office of Program Policy Analysis and
Government Accountability shall have the authority to require and receive from the organization or from its independent
auditor any records relative to the operation of the organization, The identity of donors who desire to remain anonymous
shall be protected, and that anonymity shall be maintained in the auditor’s report.

{b) All records of the organization other than the auditor's report, management letter, and any supplemental data
requested by the Board of Governors, the university board of trustees, the Auditor General, and the Office of Program
Policy Analysis and Government Accountability shall be confidential and exempt from s. 119.07(1).

(c) Any portion of a meeting of the board of directors of the organization, or of the executive committee or other
committees of such board, at which any proposal seeking research funding from the organizatfon or a plan or program for
either initfating or supporting research is discussed is exempt from s, 286,011 and s. 24(b), Art. | of the State
Constitution, This paragraph is subject to the Open Government Sunset Review Act in accordance with s, 119.15 and shall
stand repealed on October 2, 2019, unless reviewed and saved from repeal through reenactment by the Legislature.

(6) FACILITIES.—Each direct-support organization is authorized to enter into agreements to finance, design and
construct, lease, lease-purchase, purchase, or operate facilities necessary and desirable to serve the needs and purposes
of the university, as determined by the systemwide strategic plan adopted by the Board of Governors. Such agreements
are subject to the provisions of ss. 1010.62 and 1013.171.

{7) ANNUAL BUDGETS AND REPORTS.—Each direct-support organization shall submit to the university president and
the Board of Govemors its federal Internal Revenue Service Application for Recognition of Exemption form (Form 1023)

and its federal Internal Revenue Service Return of Organization Exempt from income Tax form (Form 990).
History.—s. 172, ch, 2002-387; 5. 173, ch. 2007-5; 5. 89, ch. 2007-217; 5. 31, ch. 2013-37; s. 1, ch, 2014-27,

Copyright © 1995-2014 The Florida Legislature « Privacy Statement « Contact Us ]

ttp://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL=1000-1099/1004/Section... 12/2/2014
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9.007 State University Operating Budgets

(1) Each university president shall prepare an operating budget for approval by
the university board of trustees, in accordance with instructions, guidelines, and
standard formats provided by the Board of Governors.

(2) Each university board of trustees shall adopt an operating budget for the
general operation of the university as prescribed by the regulations of the Board
of Governors. The university board of trustees-ratified operating budget is
presented to the Board of Governors for approval. Each university president
shall implement the operating budget of the university as prescribed by
regulations of the Board of Governors, policies of the university board of
trustees, provisions of the General Appropriations Act, and data reflected within
the State University System Allocation Summary and Workpapers publication.

(3) The operating budgets of each state university shall represent the following
budget entities:

(a) Education and General (E&G)- reports actual and estimated year
operating revenues and expenditures for all E&G funds, including:
General Revenue, Student and Other Fees, Educational Enhancement
Trust Fund (Lottery), Phosphate Research Trust Fund, - and including the
following previously-appropriated trust funds: Experiment Station
Federal Grant, Experiment Station Incidental, Extension Service Federal
Grant, Extension Service Incidental, UF-HSC Incidental, and UF-Health
Science Center Operations and Maintenance. In addition, expenditutres
from university carryforward funds (unexpended E&G balances from all
prior-period appropriations) shall be included in the actual history year
reporting. University carryforward funds shall not be included in any
estimated-year (budgeted) amounts.

1. Unless otherwise expressed by law, E&G funds are to be used for
E&G operating activities only, such as, but not limited to, general
instruction, research, public service, plant operations and
maintenance, student services, libraries, administrative support,
and other enroliment-related and stand-alone operations of the
universities.

2. Universities shall accumulate ending fund balances for activities
such as, but not limited to, a contingency for unfunded enrollment
growth, potential budget reductions, anticipated increases in
university operations, and prior year encumbrances. At any time
the unencumbered available balance in the E&G fund of the
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(b)

©
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university board of trustees approved operating budget falls below
five (5) percent of the approved total, the president shall provide a
written notification and explanation to the Board of Governors.

. Expenditures from any source of funds by any university shall not

exceed the funds available. No expenditure of funds, contract, or
agreement of any nature shall be made that requires additional

appropriation of state funds by the Legislature unless specifically
authorized in advance by law or the General Appropriations Act.

4. The following units are required to report under this budget entity:

State Universities

UF - Institute of Food and Agricultural Science
UF Health Science Center

USF Medical Center

FSU Medical School

UCF Medical School

FIU Medical School

FAU Medical School

Contracts and Grants - reports actual and estimated year revenues,
expenditures, and positions for university functions which are
supported by foundations, various state and federal agencies, local
units of governments, businesses, and industries. Universities shall
comply with all applicable federal, state, local, and university
regulations and guidelines as they relate to grants, contracts, and
sponsored research programs.

Auxiliary Enterprises - reports actual and estimated year revenues,
expenditures, and positions for self-supporting functions such as, but
not limited to, parking services, housing, bookstore operations, and
food services.

Local Funds - reports actual and estimated year revenues,
expenditures, and positions for the following specific areas:

1. Student Activities - revenues generated primarily from the
activity and service fee each university is authorized to charge
its students as a component of the mandatory fee schedule.
Activities commonly supported by these revenues include
student government, cultural events, student organizations, and
intramural/ club events.
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2. Intercollegiate Athletics - revenues generated from the student
athletic fee that each university is authorized to collect as a
component of the mandatory fee schedule, and from other
sources including ticket sales, radio/ TV, bowl games, and
tournament revenues.

3. Concession Fund - revenues generated from various vending
activities located around the campuses. The university’s budget
must reflect the various departments/activities on each campus
which benefit from receipt of these funds.

4. Student Financial Aid - revenues received by the university for
loans, grants, scholarships, and other student financial aid.
Expenditures of these funds must be reported by activities such
as externally-funded loans, student scholarships, need-based
financial aid, academic-based financial aid, and athletic
grants/scholarships.,

5. Technology Fee - revenues generated from the technology fee
that a university is authorized to charge its students asa
component of the mandatory fee schedule. Proceeds from this
fee shall be used to enhance instructional technology resources
for students and faculty.

6. Board-Approved Fees - student fees presented to the Board of
Governors for approval by a university board of trustees that is
intended to address a student need not currently being met
through existing university services, operations, or another fee.

7. Self-Insurance Programs - revenues received by the university
from entities and individuals protected by the self-insurance
programs. This budget must reflect expenditures related to the
administration of the self insurance programs and the
judgments or claims arising out of activities for which the self-
insurance program was created.

(e)  Faculty Practice Plan - related to the activities for the state universities’
medical schools and health centers. This budget must be designed to
report the monetary level of clinical activity regarding the training of
students, post-graduate health professionals, and medical faculty.

(4) The operating budgets of each university shall represent the following:
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(@)  The university’s plan for utilizing the resources available through
direct or continuing appropriations by the Legislature, allocation
* amendments, or from local sources including tuition. The provisions of
the General Appropriations Act and the SUS Allocation Summary and
Workpapers publication will be taken into consideration in the
development and preparation of the E&G data.

(b)  Actual prior-year revenues, expenditures (including E&G
carryforward amounts expended), and positions, as well as current-
year estimated revenues, expenditures, and positions. University
carryforward funds shall not be included in any estimated-year
(budgeted) amounts.

()  Assurance that the universities are in compliance with general
legislative intent for expenditure of the appropriated state funds and
with the Board of Governors’ guidelines and priorities.

(5) Interest earnings resulting from the investment of current-year E&G
appropriations are considered to be of the same nature as the original
appropriations, and are subject to the same expenditure regulations as the
original appropriations. E&G interest earnings are not to be utilized for non-E&G
related activities or for fixed capital outlay activities except where expressly
allowed by law. Interest earnings resulting from invested carryforward funds are
considered to be additions to the university’s carryforward balance.

Anticipated interest earnings for the estimated year from invested E&G funds
should not be included when building the detailed operating budget schedules.
Estimated-year E&G interest earnings and planned expenditures of these funds
should only be reported on the manually-prepared E&G Schedule ] and
Summary Schedule I reports.

(6) Any unexpended E&G appropriation carried forward to the fund balance in a
new fiscal year shall be utilized in support of E&G operating activities only
except where expressly allowed by law,

Authority: Section 7(d), Art. IX, Fla. Const., History-New 12-6-07, 11-21-13.
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From: Tina Maier
Sent:  Mon 3/30/2015 2:48 PM (GMT-04:00)

To: Ronnie Korosec
Cc: Tracy Clark
Bcc:

Subject: E&G funds transfer

Hello Ronnie,
I'm following up with an email regarding our recent discussion.

Educational & General (E&G) funds may not be transferred to a Contract & Grant (C&G)
account, including an overhead or PI balance account, or any other non-E&G account
or fund.

Transfer of E&G funds to a non-E&G account is strictly prohibited as E&G funds are
more restrictive and can only be used for certain E&G purposes. Any transfers of this
nature would be considered an attempt to change the color of E&G funds and an audit
finding.

Tracy — copied you in case you would like to chime in.

Regards,
Tina

Tina Maier, CPA, CFE, CIG
Associate Director, University Audit
University of Central Florida

Phone 407.823.2889

Fax 407.823.6330

Our mission is to serve the university by recommending actions to strengthen
internal controls, reduce risk to resources, and improve operations.
http://www.universityaudit.ucf.edu/
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From: Kathy Mitchell

Sent: Tue 9/11/2018 4:04 PM (GMT-04:00)
To: Tracy Clark; Christina Tant

Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: FW: EG Funded Projects (OSF) (003).xlsx
Attachments: EG Funded Projects (OSF) (003).xIsx; ATT00001.htm; RE funding for
construction_002.msg

Tracy and Christy,

Thank you for meeting with Scott and me this morning and, more importantly, for having the answers to
all of his questions! Tracy - | saw that his questions about what the president knew and when he knew it
were upsetting to you. | don’t believe that he was trying to say you did anything wrong (or that you
didn’t do something that should have been done); Bill’s decision was widely known among university
administration. As an attorney, he was trying figure out whether he had his facts straight. The worst
thing possible is for the attorney to present one set of facts, only to be contradicted by someone else
saying, “l was there and that isn’t what happened.”

Attached are Lee’s revised spreadsheet plus the email from last night with her original spreadsheet | had
this morning. I've asked Jenny to help set up regular meetings for us through the fall.

Thanks again!
Kathy

From: Lee Kernek

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 11:48 AM

To: Kathy Mitchell <Kathryn.Mitchell@ucf.edu>
Subject: Fwd: EG Funded Projects (OSF) (003).xIsx

This has more answers. The energy savings note should say OOA 2008 until we can look at old minutes.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Lashanda Brown-Neal <Lashanda.Brown-Neal@ucf.edu>
Date: September 11, 2018 at 11:43:55 AM EDT

To: Lee Kernek <Lee.Kernek@ucf.edu>

Subject: EG Funded Projects (OSF) (003).xIsx






From: Tracy Clark

Sent: Wed 9/18/2018 11:50 AM (GMT-04:00)

To: Christina Tant

Cc:

Bcec:

Subject: Fwd: additional corrections to state funding decisions

Attachments: Summary of Projects with E&G Funding Corrections.xisx; ATT00001.him

Sent from IPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Kathy Mitchell <Kathryn.Mitchell@ucf.edu>

Date: September 18, 2018 at 5:07:49 PM EDT

To: Dale Whittaker <Dale.Whittaker@ucf.edu>

Ce: Tracy Clark <Tracy.Clark@ucf.edu>, Grant Heston <Grant.Heston@ucf.edu>, Scott Cole
<Scott.Cole@ucf.edu>

Subject: additional correctlons to state funding decisions

Dr. Whittaker,

In addition to the $38M of misspent E&G funds for TCH that have been repaid, UCF will also reverse the
funding for $46.5M of E&G funds inappropriately used for 12 additional projects (see attached list),

Of this $46.5M in funded projects, $14.3M cash has already been spent and will need to be repaid from
non-E&G sources,

We are currently finalizing the source of funds to replace the $14.4M cash that has been spent and
expect to have this completed by tomorrow. VIl let you know as soon as the corrections have been
completed, but wanted to give you an update this evening,

Please give me a call If you have any questions.

Kathy

Kathy Mitchell, CPA, CCEP
Associate Director
University Audit

University of Central Florida p
4365 Andromeda Loop N, MH 341 :
Orlando, FL 32816-0080

Office: (407) 823-3711

kathryn.mitchell@ucf.edu

http://www.universityaudit.ucf.edu
UCF Integrity Line (toll free) 1-855-877-6049





From: Christina Tant <Christy. Tant@ucf.edu>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 7:45 PM
To: Tracy Clark
Subject: RE: Allocations

Lynn said that Dr. Whittaker asked for a list of the allocations/ commitments made by BOG Jr. over the last year,
including those that were previously funded either in 2013-14 or in the start up budgets for 2014-15.

He is in the process of evaluating funding requests that Lynn and Megan have compiled from AA units (some that we
haven’t seen yet) and determining which ones to push forward.

From: Tracy Clark

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 7:29 PM
To: Christina Tant

Subject: Re: Allocations

What's going on here? Isn't this just the planned allocation list, for the most part?
Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 11, 2014, at 6:06 PM, "Christina Tant" <Christy.Tant@ucf.edu> wrote:

Lynn — This email is in response to your request for tomorrow’s budget chat meeting. This represents
additions to the list of planned commitments between August 2013 and August 2014,

Megan — this format may not be what you need, but this was the best | can do on short notice. I'll be
glad to provide clarification or answer any questions.

Permanent allocations already funded for 2014-15:

New faculty lines - $2,120,033 (new for 2014-15)

New faculty lines - $7,170,000 (new for 2014-15)

Distribution of tuition rate increase - $12,654,792 (new for 2014-15)

University relations promotion - $21,135 (new for 2014-15)

Library Materials - $230,276 (fully funded in 2013-14)

University fine arts insurance policy - $2,045 (fully funded in 2013-14)

SMCA support ~ increased total commitment by $40,000 (fully funded in 2013-14)

Planned Mid Year allocations to be funded during 2014-15:

Salary increase - $7,500,000 (recurring) (new for 2014-15)

Investment in research (Osceola) - $15,000,000 (non recurring) (new for 2014-15)

Financial aid audit (return of Title IV funds) - $2,000,000 (non recurring) (new for 2014-15)

Foundation support - $1,200,000 (recurring) (new for 2014-15); partially offset by $400k rent reduction
to AA

President’s Office support - $500,000 (recurring) (new for 2014-15)

EOAA position - $90,000 (recurring) (new for 2014-15)

IQ project - $250,000 (non recurring) (new for 2014-15)

OEM camera annual maintenance - $150,000 (recurring) (new for 2014-15)






Faculty/ instructor promotional increases and TIP, RIA, SoTL - $1,250,000 (recurring incremental
commitment for 2014-15)

Pegasus Magazine — increase commitment by $35k (recurring) (only funded actuals of $347k in 2013-14)
UCF Knights Success Grant - $100,000 (recurring) (only funded actuals of $63k in 2013-14)

CS&T Information security risk audit - $100,000 (recurring) (committed during 2013-14 but not yet
funded)

Project Surface - $3,500,000 {non recurring) (committed during 2013-14 but not yet funded)

Graduate fellowships - $695,000 (non recurring) (remainder of $1m commitment made in 2013-14)
Organizational structure review - $460,000 (non recurring) (funded actuals of $95k in 2013-14)

Rekey building - $320,000 (committed during 2013-14 but not yet funded)

Creative Village Project Liaison $250,000 (non recurring) (committed during 2013-14 but not yet funded,
except A&F funded for coordinator position)

Colburn Hall ~ $18,000,000 (remainder of $28,000,000 commitment made in 2013-14)

Police — increased commitment by $1,260,000 (recurring) (committed during 2013-14 but not yet
funded)

Requests received but not yet committed:

SDES - Merit based scholarships (restore 10% admin fee) - $700,000 (recurring) - WE ONLY APPROVED IT
FOR 2014-15 ON NR BASIS

SDES - Need based aid, Top 10 Knight Program - $2 to 4 million (recurring)

SDES - Reduce student advisor ratio - $1,012,000 (recurring)

Grant Heston — $875,000 (recurring) and $1,037,000 (non recurring)

Joel Hartman - ??7

Team Grant — $1,879,462 (recurring, beginning in 2015-16)






From: Tracy Clark <Tracy.Clark@ucf.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 4:58 PM

To: Dale Whittaker; William Merck

Cc: Debra Copertino; Dania Suarez; Angie Carloss; Christina Tant
Subject: Fwd: Capital Projects

Attachments: Capital Projects_032216.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Dale and Bill

We have put together a list of unfunded and funded capital projects for your meeting tomorrow with Dr. Hitt. We
compiled it from information we had, information from John Pittman, and information we requested from Lee Kernek. If
you have any questions or changes you'd like me to the schedule, please let me know.

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Christina Tant <Christy. Tant@ucf.edu>
Date: March 22, 2016 at 4:54:21 PM EDT

To: Tracy Clark <Tracy.Clark@ucf.edu>
Subject: Capital Projects

Tracy — Attached is the list of funded and unfunded capital projects, as of today.





Capltal Projects
Current Funding Plan
Updated 3/22/16

Academic/ Research Spoce
ARA Small Research Building

Creol Building Phase Il Build-Out

Archie Carr Turtle Research

Lab Renovation/ Repalr - COS, BSBS

Lab Renovation/ Repalr - CECS
TAF Research {polluted drains)
Osceola ICAMR

Millican Hall Renovation
Swing Space/ Modulars

UCF Downtown
Academic Bullding Overrun
Tri-Gen Building
Fountain
Infrastructure
Moving Costs

Other Facliitles
Perfarming Arts Center

UCF Gateway (campus entryway)

Band Building Road & Utilities
Band Bullding Lighting
Classroom | Shelter

Twin Rivers Golf Course
Building Demolitions

Infrastructure, HYAC and Other

DUC Buy-out for Lake Nona

Alafaya Pedestrian Safety Maintenance

Unfunded Projects

Acodemlc/ Research Space

Trevor Colburn Building
Colburn Hall Renovation
Global UCF Bullding

Interdisciplinary Research Bldg - Phase
Interdisciplinary Research Bidg - Phase |l

Creol Lab - Phase | and Il
Generator for Biology Bullding

UCr Downtown
Academic Building
Garage

Center for Emerging Media Renovation

r Focl)

UCFAA Stadium/ Arena Video and Sound

UCFAA Indoor Fieldhouse
Band Building
US Tennis Association Complex

infrastructure, HVAC and Other

New Chlller
Venue HVAC Repalr
Daytona HVAC Repair

Road improvements - North Orion

Funded Projects

Central Funding Source

Estimated Funding to be  Division/ Unit Interest Auxlle E&G
Project Cost Identified Resources & Other 2
$ 13,000,000 § 13,000,000 § - $ (3 - % -
2,000,000 1,500,000 500,000 -
5,000,000 5,000,000 - - - -
1,400,000 1,400,000 . -
1,500,000 575,000 925,000 -
1,500,000 1,500,000 -
? ? -
? ? -
? ? -
10,000,000 10,000,000
20,000,000 20,000,000 <
200,000 200,000
? ?
? ? B
60,000,000 60,000,000 -
6,500,000 6,500,000 -
1,500,000 1,500,000
1,000,000 1,000,000
2,200,000 2,200,000
2,000,000 2,000,000
? ?
15,000,000 15,000,000
4,000,000 4,000,000 -
$ 146,800,000 § 145375000 § 1,425,000 | $ LS C5 ) -
$ 23,000,000 $ $ $ -8 - $ 23,000,000
15,000,000 - - . - 15,000,000
17,200,000 600,000 10,000,000 4,800,000 1,800,000
32,000,000 - 3,000,000 26,000,000 - 3,000,000
17,000,000 - 17,000,000 =
6,000,000 4,000,000 - 2,000,000
1,000,000 - 1,000,000
20,000,000 9,000,000 - 11,000,000 -
15,000,000 15,000,000 E S S
5,000,000 . s 5,000,000
7,500,000 - 7,500,000 -
3,000,000 = 3,000,000 =
2,500,000 - 2,200,000 & 300,000
3,500,000 - < - - 3,500,000
13,000,000 - - 13,000,000 -
2,800,000 : 800,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
776,250 - - - 776,250
340,000 . 340,000 - -
$ 184,616,250 § S 45,440,000 § 53,000,000 $ 29800000 5 56,376,250






From: Dania Suarez <Dania@ucf.edu>

Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2016 12:20 PM

To: Tracy Clark

Cc: Debra Copertino

Subject: Capital Projects - "An initial discussion to determine a sequence of building priorities at
the university"

Attachments: Capital Projects - Meeting with President Hitt - 32316.pdf

Hi Tracy,

Dale would like to discuss some follow-ups (to-do’s) after today’s meeting with Dr. Hitt. If you are around and can chat
with him before 1:00 pm today, please give me a call at 3-2303.

Otherwise, please check-in with us and we'll schedule some time for the two of you to chat — he said a phone call would
be great.

Thanks!
Dania

Dania M. Sudrez

Assistant Director of Administrative Services

and Assistant to the Provost and Executive Vice President
University of Central Florida

Office: 407.823.2303

dania@ucf.edu





Capital Projects
Current Funding Plan
Updated 3/22/16

ARA Small Research Building
Creol Building Phase |l Build-Out
Archie Carr Turtle Research

Lab Renovation/ Repair - COS, BSBS
Lab Renovation/ Repair - CECS

TAF Research (polluted drains) esfpeee
Osceola ICAMR

Millican Hall Renovation
Swing Space/ Modulars

UCF Downto Wﬂ( W

Academic Building Overrun

Tri-Gen Building ——qafec
Fountain

Infrastructure

g Costs

Other Facilltles
Performing Arts Center
UCF Gateway (campus entryway)
Band Building Road & Utllities
Band Building Lighting
Classroom | Shelter
Twin Rivers Golf Course
Building Demolitions

Infrastructure, HVAC ond Othe,
0OUC Buy-out for Lake Nona
Alafaya Pedestrian Safety Maintenance

Unfunded Projects

Academic/ Reseorch Space
Trevor Colburn Building
Colburn Hall Renovation
Global UCF Building

Interdisciplinary Research Bldg - Phase )

Interdisciplinary ﬁesearﬁ Bldg - Phase Il‘—

Creol Lab - Phase | a
M Generator for Biology Building

UCF Downtown
Academic Building
Garage
Cenlg or Emerging Media Renovation

rﬁ- e
Olher Fugb‘ln‘e

UCFAA Stadium/ Arena Video and Sound

UCFAA Indoor Fieldhouse

=@ Band Building

US Tennis Association Complex
Infrastructu nd Othe
New Chiller
Venue HVAC Repair
Daytona HVAC Repair
Road improvements - North Orion

Funded Projects

‘
Ta Ceionly,
. f Central Fuhding Source
Estimated Funding to be  Divifion/ Unit Interest
Auxilia E
Project Cost Identified Resources & Other v e
$ 13,000,000 $ 13,000,000 S - S - S $
2,000,000 1,500,000 500,000 - -
5,000,000 5,000,000 - - -
1,400,000 1,400,000 - - -
1,500,000 §75,000 925,000 - -
1, 500 000 1, 500 000
&. & L
es{:a-yh@sp
10,000,000 10,000,000 - -
HU 20,000,000 20,000,000
200,000 200,000 - =
? ? -
? ? - -
60,000,000 60,000,000 -
6,500,000 6,500,000 e - E
1,500,000 1,500,000 - -
1,000,000 1,000,000 - -
2,200,000 2,200,000
2,000,000 2,000,000 .
? ?
15,000,000 15,000,000 5
4,000,000 4,000,000 -
$ 146,800,000 $ 145375000 $  1,425000] $ =iy S G -
$ 23,000,000 $ $ $ $ - $ 23,000,000
15,000,000 - - - 15,000,000
17,200,000 600,000 10,000,000 4,800,000 1,800,000
32,000,000 3,000,000 26,000,000 - 3,000,000
17,000,000 - 17,000,000 -
6,000,000 4,000,000 . - 2,000,000
1,000,000 - - - 1,000,000
20,000,000 - 9,000,000 - 11,000,000 -
15,000,000 - 15,000,000 - - -
5,000,000 - - = 5,000,000
7,500,000 - 7,500,000 - - -
3,000,000 - 3,000,000 = -
2,500,000 2,200,000 - - 300,000
3,500,000 3,500,000
13,000,000 - 13,000,000 -
2,800,000 800,000 - 1,000,000 1,000,000
: . - 776,250
340,000
\ $ 184,616,250 $ £ S5 45,440,000 | $ 53,000,000 $ 29,800,000 ,5 56,376,250
& ' f 7
’ |
” .7





Debra Copertino

?Y‘csuiuj— Hoo4t
YWuKe Movslkersis
Wit oom YW e v

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Tracy Clark Wiov-12. oo
Tuesday, March 22, 2016 6:07 PM
Dale Whittaker; William Merck \T\(QS\ d%‘wﬁ A L

Debra Copertino; Dania Suarez; Angie Carloss; Christina Tant
Re: Capital Projects

One more thing - the "interest and other" means interest and investment gains and losses. Central "aux" includes the
3% increase in aux overhead among other amounts we are collecting centrally.

Sent from my iPad

On Mar 22, 2016, at 5:50 PM, Tracy Clark <Tracy.Clark@ucf.edu> wrote:

| meant to mention - | added a downtown "overrun" number of $10 million just as a place marker, in
case $60 million is not enough.

Sent from my iPad

On Mar 22, 2016, at 4:58 PM, Tracy Clark <Tracy.Clark@ucf.edu> wrote:

Dale and Bill

We have put together a list of unfunded and funded capital projects for your meeting
tomorrow with Dr, Hitt. We compiled it from information we had, information from
John Pittman, and information we requested from Lee Kernek. If you have any questions
or changes you'd like me to the schedule, please let me know.

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Christina Tant <Christy.Tant@ucf.edu>
Date: March 22, 2016 at 4:54:21 PM EDT

To: Tracy Clark <Tracy.Clark@ucf.edu>
Subject: Capital Projects

Tracy — Attached is the list of funded and unfunded capital projects, as
of today.

<Capital Projects_032216.pdf>





Mitz, Carine

From: Tracy Clark

jent: Monday, November 28, 2016 11:10 AM
To: William Merck

Subject: Re: Budget issues

Another thought I have is to start it with less than 12 until it gets up and
running productively. Start with 8 maybe - u pick who?

Sent from my iPad

> On Nov 23, 2016, at 1:37 PM, Tracy Clark <Tracy.Clark@ucf.edu> wrote:

>

> Bill,

>

> Yesterday during my challenge 2020 meeting with Dale we decided the
metric I would answer to is how the university is doing against its five-year
operating budget and five-year capital budget. My office is going to work over
the next six months on putting these budgets together, with input from all of
the colleges and units. Just wanted you to be aware of that. It's been on our
to do list, we just haven't gotten very far with it.... Now it's on the forefront.

> Also [ recommended to Dale that we establish a facilities budget committee,
to mirror our university budget committee process. Dale liked the idea and we
came up with the following recommendations to serve on the committee:

>

> Bill, executive sponsor

> Dale, executive sponsor

> Lee

> Curt

> Chris Parkinsons

> Joel Hartman

> Someone from the foundation

> Someone from COM

> A Dean

> Liz Klonoff

> Rick Schell

> Paul or Mike Kilbride

>

> Christy and I will be the staff liaisons to the committee. What do you think?
>





> Sent from IPhone
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Tracy and Christy,

Thank you far meeting with Scott and mie this morniig and, more importantly, for having the answers to all of his questions| Tracy - | saw that his questions about what the president
knew and when he knsw it were upsetting to youl | dan'| believe that he was tryng to say you did anything wrong (or that you didn’t do semething that should have besn dane), Bill's
decision was widely known among university administration. As an aftor ney, hie was tiying figure out whether he had his facts straight, The worst thing possible is for the attorney to
present one set of facts, only to be cantradicted by someane else saying, *| was thare and that isn’t whal happened.”

Attached are Lee's revised spreadsheet plus the email from last night with her original spreadsheet | had this morning. I've asked Jenny to help set up regular meetings for us through
the fall.

Thanks again!
Kathy

From: Lee Kernek

Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 11:48 AM

To: Kathy Mitchell <Kathryn.Mitchell@ucf edu>
Subject: Fwd: EG Funded Projects (OSF) {003).xIsx

This has more answers. The energy savings note should say OOA 2008 until we can look at old minutes.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Lashanda Brown-Neal <Lashunds Brown-hie:

Date: September 11, 2018 at 11:43:55 AM EDT

To: Lee Kernek <Lee.Kernek@ucf.edu>
Subject: EG Funded Projects (OSF) (003).xlIsx
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Sent from IPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Kathy Mitchell <iathiryn titchellioucf sdu>
Date: September 18, 2018 at 5:07:49 PM EDT
To: Dale Whittaker <Diale Whitlakei il edus>

Ce: Tracy Clark <Tracy.Clark@ucf.edu>, Grant Heston <Grant.Heston@ucf.edu>, Scott Cole <ScottCole@ucf.edu>

Subject: additional corrections to state funding decisions

Dr. Whittaker,

In addition to the $38M of misspent E&G funds for TCH that have been repaid, UCF will also reverse the funding for $46.5M of E&G funds inappropriately used for 12
additional projects (see attached list)

Of this $46.5M in funded projects, 14.30 gash has already been spent and will need to be repaid from non-E&G sources.

We are currently finalizing the source of funds to replace the $14.4M cash that has been spent and expect to have this completed by tomorrow. !'ll let you know as soon as
the corrections have been completed, but wanted to give you an update this evening

Please give me a call if you have any questions.
Kathy

Kathy Mitchell, CPA, CCEP
Associate Director
University Audit

University of Central Florida
4365 Andromeda Loop N, MH 341
Orlando, FL 32816-0080

Office: (407) 823-3711
kathryn.mitchell@uckedu

hitte /e univsrsitya Feduf

UCF integnity Line (toll free) 1-855-877-6049

Please note: Florida has a very broad open records law (F S 119). Emails may be subject to public disclosure

EXHIBIT
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Summary of Projects with E&G Funding Corrections

Project # Project E&G Funding Description BIi30/1ziCash Funding Departments

Reversed replacement needed
92010028 UCF579-DISTRICT ENERGY IV PLA S (1,200,000) utilities/ Infrastructure 1,101,931 02830323
92010020 UCF572-GLOBAL UCF ACHIEVEMENT {(1,626,588)  FF&E 1,626,588 10370301 10370305 10310303
92010031 UCF581-CREOL PHASE Il EXPANSIO (4,017,000) Expansion -
92010026 UCF554-INTERDISC. RES & INCUB (3,000,000) Fr&E 3,000,000 Research OH
92010048 UCF554-INTERDISC RES&INCUB BO (6,000,000) Lab Buildout 4,573,456 Research OH
92010041 UCF578A - CEM RENOVATION (5,000,000)  Repair & Renovations 115,802 23120301
92010051 UCF578C-DOWNTOWN STUDENT CENTER (5,400,000} Lease Buildout & FF&E 3
92010040 UCF578B-CIVIL, INFRASTRUCTURE (Downtown) (4,800,000) utilities/ Infrastructure 158,380 02830323
91010284 MP PROJECT # 16163001 C (Band Building) (862,704)  Repair & Renovations 727,906 23010303 23120301
92010049 UCF586-DOWNTOWN CENTRAL ENERGY (11,500,000)  Utilities/ Infrastructure e
91010124 Fl #13050003 (1,075,000}  Venue HVAC replacement 1,075,000 TBD

New Facilities Surplus
91010143 F1 #13016008 (2,000,000) Showroom & Postal Hub 2,000,000 TBD
S (46,481,293) S 14,379,063







Charles Parker

From: Kathy Mitchell

Sent: Sunday, October 7, 2018 2:48 PM
To: Christina Tant; BRENDA RACIS
Cc: Tracy Clark

Subject: RE: Transfers

Hi Brenda,

Based on the CAFA call on Friday (CAFA is the SUS group of VPs for Administration and Finance), it does appear that UCF
overcorrected when the E&G funds were reimbursed last month. After the group’s final decisions are distributed and we
get feedback from BOG, we may be reversing some portion of that $46.5 million. But we won’t know how much, if any,
until after we’ve submitted our report to BOG (due October 19, 2018) and see the guidance they provide to all
universities at that time,

Any idea when UCF’s Operational P&T will be issued? We're a bit busy replying to the investigator hired by our Board of
Trustees, so I'm just wondering when the trickle of questions from Tallahassee might stop.

Thanks for the update,
Kathy

From: Christina Tant

Sent: Sunday, October 7, 2018 2:07 PM

To: BRENDA RACIS <BRENDARACIS@AUD.STATE.FL.US>

Cc: Tracy Clark <Tracy.Clark@ucf.edu>; Kathy Mitchell <Kathryn.Mitchell@ucf.edu>
Subject: RE: Transfers

Brenda — that is correct. Please note that the university is continuing to seek clarification on the guidelines around what
is an allowable use of E&G funds and conversations with the BOG and other others in the SUS are ongoing. The current

thinking is that we may have over corrected with some of the projects on that list. I'm not certain how that impacts your
work, but | wanted you to be aware of it nonetheless. I’'m copying Kathy and Tracy in case you have follow up questions.

From: BRENDA RACIS [mailto:BRENDARACIS@AUD.STATE.FL.US]
Sent: Friday, October 5, 2018 12:06 PM

To: Christina Tant <Christy. Tant@ucf edu>

Subject: Transfers

Christy,
Per our conversation yesterday: $46.5 million was transferred to E&G in September 2018. Of this, $13.8 million was to
reimbursement E&G funds spent on expenditures. Does the remainder, $32.7 million, represent cash that had been

transferred to the construction projects but not yet spent?

Thanks,






Brenda

Brenda C. Racis, CPA

Seclion Audit Supervisor

State of Florida Auditor General
901 N. Lake Destiny Dr., Suite 190
Maitland, FI 32751

Phoue: 407-659-5990

Fax: 407-659-5995

In the event your response contains information that may be considered sensitive or confidential pursuant to Federal or State law, please do not
send that information via email. Please contact me to make alternative arrangements to provide the information.






Charles Parker

From: Kathy Mitchell

Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2018 1:04 PM

To: Tracy Clark; Christina Tant; Lee Kernek; Lashanda Brown-Neal
Subject: questions for BOG

Attachments: Questions for the BOG re the use of EG.DOCX

Thanks Tracy and Christy for starting this draft . . . does anyone have anything else we want BOG to clarify?
I’'m going to send it to the House and to the BOG tomorrow.

Kathy Mitchell, CPA, CCEP
Interim CFO

Associate Director
University Audit

University of Central Florida
4365 Andromeda Loop N, MH 341
Orlando, FL 32816-0080

Office: (407) 823-3711
kathryn.mitchell@ucf.edu
http://www.universityaudit.ucf.edu/

UCF Integrity Line (toll free) 1-855-877-6049

Please note: Florida has a very broad open records law (F.S. 119). Emails may be subject to public disclosure.






Questions for the BOG regarding the use of E&G funds for facilities

1. Furniture, fixtures and equipment. May E&G funds be used for:

a.

© oo T

Existing building?

New building?

Leased building?

Is there a dollar limit?

If there is a dollar limit, can the amount up to the dollar limit be paid for with E&G and
the balance with an alternative funding source?

Can the building be a research facility? If not, can it be mixed academic/research use?

2. Buildout. May E&G funds be used for:

a.

b.
c.
d

hoo

Existing building?

New building?

Leased building?

Is there a difference between basic buildout and occupant specific buildout - for
example buildout of the basic wet lab versus researcher specific needs)?

Is there a dollar limit?

If there is a dollar limit, can the amount up to the dollar limit be paid for with E&G and
the balance with an alternative funding source?

Can the building be a research facility? If not can it be mixed academic/research use?

3. Infrastructure. May E&G funds be used for:

a.

b.
c.
d

Existing site?

New Site?

Is there a dollar limit?

If there is a dollar limit, can the amount up to the dollar limit be paid for with E&G and
the balance with an alternative funding source?

Does it matter if it is repair or renovation of existing infrastructure verses new
infrastructure?

4. Utilities. May E&G funds be used for:

a.
b.

Chiller Plant that allows University to produce own chilled water (utility cost savings)?
Heat and Power Plant that allows University to produce its own energy source (utility
cost savings)?

Is there a doliar limit?

Can savings from energy efficiency initiatives be reinvested into energy savings
initiatives on existing buildings?

Can savings from energy efficiency initiatives be reinvested into energy savings
initiatives on new buildings?

5. Renovation. May E&G funds be used for:

a.

Renovation of a building that doesn’t extend the useful life, increase the square footage,
or change the use of a building?

Is there a dollar limit?

If there is a dollar limit, can the amount up to the dollar limit be paid for with E&G and
balance with an alternative funding source?





6.

7.

8.

10.

11.

Expansion. May E&G funds be used for:
a. Expansion of an existing building that adds more than 10,000 ft.?
b. Isthere a dollar limit?
c. Ifthereis a dollar limit, can the amount up to the dollar limit be paid for with E&G and
balance with an alternative funding source?

Planning and Design Costs. May E&G funds be used for:
a. Existing building?
b. New building?
¢. Leased building?
d. Is there a dollar limit?

Doess. 1013.74, F.S., authorize UCF to use E&G carryforward funds to pay for the UCF
Downtown Campus buildings? If so, is there a dollar limit? UCF received legislatively-approved
PECO funds in 2016 to establish a new campus in Downtown Orlando, which Governor Scott
approved on 3/15/16.

1013.74 University authorization for fixed capital outlay projects.

(6) For the 2011-2012 through 2022-2023 fiscal years, a university board of
trustees may expend reserve or carry forward balances from prior year
operational and programmatic appropriations for legislatively approved fixed
capital outlay projects authorized for the establishment of a new campus.
http://www.leg state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App mode=Display Statute&Search Stri
ng=&URL=1000-1099/1013/Sections/1013.74.html

Is there a specific definition of the appropriate uses of PO&M? The 2009 Annual Report of the
State University System of Florida, in Appendix B, gives a definition of PO&M that includes, “the
planning and design of future plant expansion and modification.” Is that allowable from PO&M?

Is it accurate to say that to be considered a “capital project” (and therefore subject to the $2M
limit on the use of E&G funds), the project must extend the useful life, increase the square
footage, or change the use of a facility? If so, then for example, would replacing a $3M HVAC
system be allowable from E&G funds because it does none of those three things?

If a new building, for example a storage facility, has construction costs less than $2M, may E&G
funds be used to construct the building?






Charles Parker

From: Kathy Mitchell

Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2018 2:40 PM

To: Tracy Clark; Christina Tant; Lee Kernek; Lashanda Brown-Neal
Subject: FW: questions for BOG

FYl

From: Scott Cole

Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2018 2:38 PM

To: Kathy Mitchell <Kathryn.Mitchell@ucf.edu>; Janet Owen <Janet.Owen@ucf.edu>
Subject: Re: questions for BOG

Janet and | met with the General Counsels this morning on this issue. We will be discussing with Vikki Shirley how to
best clarify these ambiguities.

Please hold your letter until we get back with you.

Thanks.

W. Scott Cole

Vice President and General Counsel
University of Central Florida

4365 Andromeda Loop N

MH 360

Orlando FL 32816

(407) 823-2482

From: Kathy Mitchell

Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2018 2:23:31 PM
To: Scott Cole; Janet Owen

Subject: questions for BOG

Hi Scott and Janet,

Do either of you have any questions or concerns about my sending this list of questions to the BOG for clarification?
Mr. Rubottom has also requested a copy of the questions we send to the BOG, as have the investigators.
I shared with Grant and he said it looked ok to him.

Thanks,
Kathy







Charles Parker

From: Kathy Mitchell

Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 10:21 AM
To: Chris Kinsley; Jones, Tim

Cc: Misty Shepherd; Tracy Clark; Lee Kernek
Subject: UCF's Capital Project Assumptions

Good morning Chris and Tim,

In an effort to ensure UCF provides complete and accurate information to the Board of Governors, I'm providing the
understanding with which we’re certifying the appropriateness of E&G funds utilized for capital projects. Based on prior
board guidance, we will certify based on the following:

The $2 million cap applies only to new construction costs.

There is no cap on the use of E&G funds for Furniture, Fixture, and Equipment.

There is no cap on the use of E&G funds for Planning and Design of new capital projects.

There is no cap on the use of E&G funds for Repairs or Renovations.

For a project to be considered a capital project, it must add/create square footage, change the use, or extend
the useful life of a building.

R WwNER

Please let us know early this afternoon if our understanding is incorrect so that we may have time to provide complete
and accurate information for the certification the board has requested by the close of business today.

Thank you for your assistance and guidance as we work to restore the confidence of the Board of Governors, our local
Boards of Trustees, and the Legislature in the universities’ ability to properly manage state funds.

Best regards,
Kathy

Kathy Mitchell, CPA, CCEP
Interim CFO

Associate Director
University Audit

University of Central Florida
4365 Andromeda Loop N, MH 341
Orlando, FL 32816-0080

Office: (407) 823-3711
kathryn.mitchell@ucf.edu
http://www.universityaudit.ucf.edu/

UCEF Integrity Line (toll free) 1-855-877-6049

Please note: Florida has a very broad open records law (F.S. 119). Emails may be subject to public disclosure.







Charles Parker

From: Kathy Mitchell

Sent: Sunday, November 11, 2018 2:21 PM
To: Tracy Clark; Christina Tant

Subject: FW: BOT Investigation
Attachments: UCF's Capital Project Assumptions
FYI

From: Kathy Mitchell

Sent: Sunday, November 11, 2018 2:18 PM

To: joey.burby@bclplaw.com; Robert E Gallagher <robert.e.gallagher@pwc.com>

Cc: Michelle Lynn Davis <michelle.l.davis@pwc.com>; Leftheris, Julie <Julie.Leftheris@flbog.edu>
Subject: RE: BOT Investigation

I had a conversation with Chris Kinsley. I've copied Julie Leftheris, BOG IG, since she was standing with us at the time, |
know Julie hasn’t been in the weeds with us on all of the capital project funding questions, but since she was there, she
may have heard some of this differently than | did.

I asked Chris if the BOG was going to give the universities some written guidance on the use of E&G funds for capital
projects. Chris first said that no one had asked for guidance, but I countered that | had indeed sent an email directly to
him and to Tim Jones on 11/2/18 asking precisely for that guidance (see attached). He said that he wasn't going to
respond to that email. To which | asked if he could understand the position that puts us in? He said he understood. | told
him that in the absence of anything definitive from the BOG, the SUS Council of Counsels (the General Counsels) and the
CAFA group (the CFOs) had agreed upon a common set of guidelines, and that UCF had certified as to the use of E&G
funds on capital projects using those guidelines.

The time pressure for us now is that BOG has asked all universities to come up with a plan for their carryforward
balances, present the plans for approval by the local BOTs, then present the plans for BOG approval by January 4 in time
for the January 30 BOG meeting. So backing into that timeline, we’ve picked an 11/30/18 “as of” date as the latest we
can use and still get the carryforward plan approved in time (who needs time with their families during the holidays?!?).

Which means that before 11/30/18, we need to make any reversals to the E&G corrections that were made {(including
about $10 million of the $38 million for Trevor Colbourn Hall plus all of the $13.8 million for the other buildings). Chris
definitely doesn’t want us to reverse anything related to Trevor Colbourn Hall before the AG's report comes out and
would prefer that we wait until after the first of the year. But BOG has tied our hands by requiring us send in a report on
our planned use of carryforward funds and telling us we’ll have to send in another report next year about the actual use
of those funds. We have to have our E&G carryforward balances straightened out by 11/30/18 to accomplish both of
those things, but we have no control over when the AG report will be released (it was submitted to Tallahassee for
review in August, but we still don’t have the preliminary and tentative draft of the report).

For BOG to not allow UCF to reverse the overcorrections we’ve made to our E&G funds puts UCF at a disadvantage
compared to our SUS peers. So long story short, we’re no better off than we were before the BOG meeting. Can you
hear the frustration in my voice?

We plan to discuss the situation and possible next steps with BOT Chairman Marchena when he’s on campus for the BOT
meeting this Thursday (11/15/18).

EXHIBIT






I'm in the office now until 4:30 and will be again tomorrow afternoon if you'd like to give me a call. On Tuesday, | have
back to back meetings all day starting at 9am, so the only time I'll available is 8-8:45 am.

Best regards,
Kathy

From: Burby, Joey <joey.burby@bclplaw.com>

Sent: Sunday, November 11, 2018 1:22 PM

To: Kathy Mitchell <Kathryn.Mitchell@ucf.edu>; Robert E Gallagher <robert.e.gallagher@pwe.com>
Cc: Michelle Lynn Davis <michelle.l.davis@pwc.com>

Subject: RE: BOT Investigation

Importance: High

Hi Kathy,

We'd like to schedule a call with you for tomorrow (Monday) or Tuesday morning if possible. Please let us
know when you're available. We're eager to hear about the feedback you got from the BOG last week about
the certification you provided and methodology, as it stands to significantly impact our investigation.

Thanks,
Joey
BI R R. JOSEPH BURBY, 1V
Partner
BRYAN CAVE LEIGHTON PAISNER LLP - Atlanta, GA USA
joey.burby@bclplaw.com

T: +1404 572 6815 M: +1 404 441 6928





Charles Parker

From: Kathy Mitchell

Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 10:21 AM
To: Chris Kinsley; Jones, Tim

Cc: Misty Shepherd; Tracy Clark; Lee Kernek
Subject: UCF's Capital Project Assumptions

Good morning Chris and Tim,

In an effort to ensure UCF provides complete and accurate information to the Board of Governors, I’'m providing the
understanding with which we’re certifying the appropriateness of E&G funds utilized for capital projects. Based on prior
board guidance, we will certify based on the following:

The $2 million cap applies only to new construction costs.

There is no cap on the use of E&G funds for Furniture, Fixture, and Equipment.

There is no cap on the use of E&G funds for Planning and Design of new capital projects.

There is no cap on the use of E&G funds for Repairs or Renovations.

For a project to be considered a capital project, it must add/create square footage, change the use, or extend
the useful life of a building.

el el o

Please let us know early this afternoon if our understanding is incorrect so that we may have time to provide complete
and accurate information for the certification the board has requested by the close of business today.

Thank you for your assistance and guidance as we work to restore the confidence of the Board of Governors, our local
Boards of Trustees, and the Legislature in the universities’ ability to properly manage state funds.

Best regards,
Kathy

Kathy Mitchell, CPA, CCEP
Interim CFO

Associate Director
University Audit

University of Central Florida
4365 Andromeda Loop N, MH 341
Orlando, FL 32816-0080

Office: (407) 823-3711
kathryn.mitchell@ucf.edu

http://www.universityaudit.ucf.edu/
UCF Integrity Line (toll free) 1-855-877-6049

Please note: Florida has a very broad open records law (F.S. 119). Emails may be subject to public disclosure.






Charles Parker

From: Angie Carloss on behalf of William Merck
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 10:07 AM

To: Misty Shepherd; Kathy Mitchell

Subject: FW: Open Questions from CAFA
Attachments: Carryforward Bullets 9-2018.docx

Another helpful email.

Angie Carloss
Administration and Finance
University of Central Florida
Office: (407) 823-2339

From: McKee,Michael V <mckee@UFL.EDU>

Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 3:04 PM

To: Art Kite <art.kite@fau.edu>; Betsy Bowers <bbowers@uwf.edu>; Chris Kinsley <chris.kinsley@flbog.edu>;
Reynolds,Curtis A <curtrey@UFL.EDU>; David Lechner <dlechner@usf.edu>; Jeff Atwater <jeffatwater@fau.edu>; John
Martin <jmartin@ncf.edu>; Kenneth Jessell <kjessell@fiu.edu>; Kyle Clark <kyle@fsu.edu>; Mark Mroczkowski
<mmroczkowski@floridapoly.edu>; McKee,Michael V <mckee @UFL.EDU>; Nick Trivunovich <ntrivuno@admin.usf.edu>;
Shari Shuman <sshuman@unf.edu>; Stacy Volnick <svolnick@fau.edu>; Steve Magiera <smagiera@fgcu.edu>; Tim Jlones
<tim.jones@flbog.edu>; Wanda Ford <wanda.ford@famu.edu>; William Merck <William.Merck@ucf.edu>

Cc: Gaynor, Christine <scgaynor@UFL.EDU>

Subject: FW: Open Questions from CAFA

FYI

Michael V. McKee, C.P.A. | Vice President and CFO | (352) 392-2402

From: Jones, Tim <Tim.Jones@flbog.edu>

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2018 1:58 PM

To: Kinsley, Chris <Chris.Kinsley@flbog.edu>; McKee,Michael V <mckee@UFL.EDU>
Subject: RE: Open Questions from CAFA

See our response below.

From: Kinsley, Chris

Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 11:21 AM

To: McKee, Michael <mckee@ufl.edu>; Jones, Tim <Tim.Jones@flbog.edu>
Subject: RE: Open Questions from CAFA

Mike
Good job on the summary.

One question asked was will the next Board of Governors meeting be Oct. 16" only? The answer is yes, but | haven’t has
a chance to tell everyone yet.






And Steve had the question about modulars that we are going to discuss and get back to folks on. Researching

What you said about using E&G for renovations is right; each CAFA member thinks they are following the rules.
However, when | talk to folks one on one, they interpret the rules differently, which is concerning....We are going to talk
about this more as well | am sure. Hopefully when we meet next we can discuss this issue along with the ones below (#4
and #5)

Don’t want to limit anything that is allowed and legitimate; but don’t want folks to inadvertently make a mistake
Chris

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: McKee,Michael V <mckee@UFL.EDU>

Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 11:12:18 AM

To: Jones, Tim

Cc: Kinsley, Chris
Subject: Open Questions from CAFA

Tim,
Chris did a yoemans job filling in for you, but there were a couple of things still pending. Here
they are:

1. Carryforward/Reserves document — Chris thought you had reduced the 2 pager to
less. Could you share that with us? attached

2. Did you have any Performance Based funding updates for us? No update at this time.
Workshop scheduled for 10/16 at USF

3. Jeff, Nick and | are coming to Tally on Oct. 9 to meet with DFS about our State invoicing
issues (Chris is joining us — you are welcome also). We are also taking advantage of the
trip and hoping to meet with House and Senate budget staff to discuss PO&M.

4. There was long discussion about use of E&G for renovations - $2m threshold (Chris was
going to send the statutory authorization) and what kind of work can be done — I think
we felt good about where we are at this time in terms of guidance on what is allowed
(although the UCF deal may blow that up). Researching and will get input/feedback.

5. Lastly, some discussion and lots of confusion about charging E&G units for renting space
in other campus buildings that were constructed from other fund sources (ie. Auxiliary)
researching and will get input/feedback.

| think that was it. Maybe Chris could confirm if | got everything?
Regards,

Milke

Michael V. McKee, C.P.A. | Vice President and CFO | (352) 392-2402
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State University System of Florida
The Need for Carryforward Funds

Carryforward funds are a significant and important tool in prudent higher education
management. Selected reasons dictating the need for such funds include:

* Supports bond credit ratings that provide the ability to access capital at low
borrowing costs.

¢ Funds to invest in leading priorities such as start-up packages for world-class
faculty, the potential need to supplement financial aid, and other student success
strategies.

e Allows universities to attempt to address rapidly growing deferred maintenance
backlogs.

» Funds core assets not specifically included in the budget i.e., major ERP business
systems updates (such as student information systems, HR systems and financial
systems), electric grid infrastructure, utility systems and infrastructure,
technology updates, and student success - including advising and mental health
Initiatives.

e Provides a source of funding if revenue is interrupted due to a major unforeseen
event such as a hurricane. A semester’s worth of carryforward is prudent.

e Delivers a funding source to offset the long-term liabilities associated with the
State of Florida’s mandatory Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) and
Pension obligations.

» Fosters long-range financial planning and stewardship versus the “use-it-or-lose-
it” mentality.

o University reserves help bolster the State of Florida’s balance sheet, as the State
University System is included in Florida’s Financial Statements.

Moody’s Investor Services uses monthly-days cash as one of the key measures of the
financial viability and creditworthiness of a college and university. Monthly-days cash
measures the number of days a university could cover operating expenses from
unrestricted cash and investments that could be liquidated within one month. If a SUS
school had a rating the same as the State of Florida (Aaa), the median for monthly days
cash and investments that would be expected is 186 days. For schools with Aa ratings
(UF, FSU, USF) medians would yield an expectation of 168 days cash and investments.!

! Moody'’s Investor Services “Higher Education — US Medians ~ Public Universities,” June 28,2018
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 1           THE REPORTER:  Would you raise your right hand,

 2      please.

 3           THE WITNESS:  (The witness complies.)

 4           THE REPORTER:  Do you solemnly swear that the

 5      testimony you are about to give will be the truth,

 6      the whole truth, and nothing but the truth so help

 7      you God?

 8           THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 9                        TRACY CLARK,

10  having first been duly sworn, testified under oath as

11  follows:

12                     DIRECT EXAMINATION

13  BY MS. MITZ:

14      Q.   Good afternoon, Ms. Clark.

15      A.   Hi.

16      Q.   Have you ever given a deposition before?

17      A.   One time, yes.

18      Q.   How long has it been?

19      A.   Let's see.  Fourteen years.

20      Q.   Okay.  So let me give you a little refresher on

21  what's going to happen today and some of the ground

22  rules.

23           So we've asked you to come today just to get

24  some more information about what happened at UCF.  As

25  you know, we didn't sit in on the interviews conducted
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 1  by Bryan Cave, so this has been our first opportunity to

 2  see people face-to-face and get some context behind the

 3  words that we've seen on paper.

 4           We're not going to be asking any trick

 5  questions.  There is no right or wrong answer.  We're

 6  just simply trying to fill the holes where we just don't

 7  know what happened.

 8           As you know, the court reporter is taking

 9  everything down, so please speak up and speak, you know,

10  clearly; no nodding of the head or uh-huh, huh-uh.  If

11  you know something because someone else told you, let us

12  know that.  If you're estimating or approximating

13  something, please let us know that you are doing that.

14           If you don't know something, "I don't know" is

15  a great response.  I don't want you to guess at

16  something if you don't know.  If you need something

17  reasked again or rephrased, just let us know and we'll

18  ask the question again or rephrase it for you, and I

19  think that's about it.

20           So are you ready to start?

21      A.   Yes.

22      Q.   Okay.  Can you please state your full name for

23  the record?

24      A.   Tracy Clark.

25      Q.   And have you discussed this deposition with
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 1  anybody aside from your attorneys?

 2      A.   No.

 3      Q.   Did you have an opportunity to review your

 4  interview notes from the Bryan Cave interview?

 5      A.   No.

 6      Q.   Okay.  Did you review anybody else's interview

 7  notes?

 8      A.   No.

 9      Q.   Okay.  How many times were you interviewed by

10  the Bryan Cave firm?

11      A.   Three.

12      Q.   Okay.  And was everything that you told

13  Mr. Burby true?

14      A.   I felt like that interview was intimidating, so

15  I never got to review my notes.  I felt like there was a

16  lot of times he was trying to lead me to certain

17  answers, so that's the best I can say.

18      Q.   Okay.  Let me ask you this.  Do you recall

19  making a statement that you felt wasn't accurate or

20  wasn't truthful?

21      A.   I don't know.

22      Q.   Okay.  All right.  Well, we'll go through our

23  questions and I ask that you be honest.  If you recall

24  as you're answering one of our questions that you gave a

25  different response to the Bryan Cave investigator,
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 1  please let us know that.

 2      A.   Okay.

 3      Q.   All right.  At any time while you were still at

 4  UCF, after this whole Trevor Colbourn Hall audit thing

 5  came about, did anybody interview you or start asking

 6  you questions:  Your immediate supervisor, the general

 7  counsel's office, the president's office?

 8      A.   Can you -- can you state that again?

 9      Q.   Sure.  Basically, what I'm trying to find out

10  is if anybody at UCF asked you to come in for an

11  interview or answer questions about this or if Bryan

12  Cave was the only one who ever asked you questions about

13  this.

14      A.   So Scott Cole, general counsel, asked me about

15  this.

16      Q.   Okay.  Is that the meeting that occurred in

17  September?

18      A.   Yes.

19      Q.   Is that the meeting at which Ms. Mitchell was

20  also present?

21      A.   Yes.

22      Q.   And Ms. Tant, I think?

23      A.   Yes.

24      Q.   Let's go ahead and talk about that.

25           I actually have a copy of an e-mail that I
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 1  would like to show you.

 2           Don, do you have that packet out?

 3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Yes, I do.  Which tab is it?

 4           MS. MITZ:  I think it's tab seven.

 5  BY MS. MITZ:

 6      Q.   Ms. Clark, if you wouldn't mind taking a look

 7  at that, and once you're done, let me know.

 8      A.   Okay.

 9      Q.   Do you recognize that e-mail?

10      A.   Yes.

11      Q.   Do you remember it?

12      A.   Yes.

13      Q.   Do you recall what the attachments were?

14      A.   The attachments were projects that my office

15  had identified, and Facilities and Safety had identified

16  that had used E&G funds that exceeded the $2 million

17  that we were made aware of at that time.

18           And so that's what was on the -- they were

19  projects to discuss with Scott Cole and Kathy Mitchell.

20      Q.   And is that what was discussed at the meeting

21  referred to in this e-mail?

22      A.   Yeah.  That was part of what was discussed in

23  the meeting.  That was the purpose of the meeting; that

24  was the intended purpose of the meeting.

25      Q.   Okay.  And it was just the four of you; you,
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 1  Ms. Tant, Ms. Mitchell, and Mr. Cole?

 2      A.   Yes.

 3      Q.   And were all four of you in the meeting the

 4  entire time?

 5      A.   Yes, to the best of my recollection.

 6      Q.   Okay.  So why don't I just have you tell me

 7  what happened?  You got to the meeting and what was

 8  said?

 9      A.   So we were talking about the projects that were

10  on the list and whether -- trying to determine whether

11  or not there was a question about whether or not they

12  were allowable uses of E&G funds and whether or not we

13  should reverse them under the rules that were sort of

14  being brought to our attention at that time.

15           So we were trying to get -- they were all

16  projects that we had thought were allowable use of E&G,

17  but we were trying to get the general counsel's opinion

18  at that point because of the investigation that started

19  and some of the rules that we were hearing at that time.

20  So that was kind of what started the meeting.

21           And then at some point during the meeting,

22  Scott Cole started asking Christy and I questions about

23  what Dale knew, when Dale knew it, what exact words were

24  used.

25           So this e-mail -- I got upset because it was
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 1  kind of -- I felt like we were getting interrogated and

 2  I felt like the general counsel was trying to get us to

 3  say, in his specific words, that Dale was not aware of

 4  the issues that were, you know, coming forward about

 5  Trevor Colbourn Hall.

 6      Q.   So did he succeed in getting you to say that?

 7      A.   No.

 8      Q.   Okay.  What did you tell him?

 9      A.   I said that I -- I knew that Dale knew that the

10  use of E&G funds might produce an audit comment and

11  that, in my opinion, that would have told Dale that

12  there was something to question.

13      Q.   Okay.  Did the conversation address only Trevor

14  Colbourn Hall or all the projects?

15      A.   The -- well, the projects were discussed

16  separate from that line of questioning about Trevor

17  Colbourn Hall.  So the general counsel's questioning of

18  what Dale knew about what and when and what exact words

19  were used was only about Trevor Colbourn Hall.

20      Q.   Okay.

21      A.   If that's what your question is.

22      Q.   It is; yes.

23           So did you ever volunteer to Mr. Cole that Dale

24  was aware that E&G had been used on multiple projects?

25      A.   At that meeting?
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 1      Q.   Yes, at that meeting.

 2      A.   Not at that meeting.

 3      Q.   Okay.  Did you tell him before or after that

 4  meeting?

 5      A.   After that meeting.  After that meeting, I --

 6  my office produced information for both Scott Cole and

 7  -- well, for leadership.  I'll say for Kathy Mitchell,

 8  who shared it with the rest of leadership, and that was

 9  shared with Dale Whittaker, the other projects that used

10  E&G funds.

11      Q.   Okay.

12      A.   I'm not sure if that was responsive or not.

13      Q.   You answered my question.  That's good.

14           So is there anything else from that discussion

15  with the four of you that was said by you that you

16  haven't already told us specific to Dale Whittaker's

17  knowledge?

18      A.   Just that I told Scott Cole who was saying

19  specific words, like, well, was X, Y, Z, said?  And I

20  said, well, not those exact words were said, but -- so I

21  felt like he was trying to pin me into, you know, if it

22  was phrased this way, then that meant that Dale

23  Whittaker knew.  But if it wasn't phrased that way,

24  then, you know, then that says he didn't know.

25           And I tried to say it wasn't phrased that way,

0013

 1  but, in my opinion, he knew.

 2      Q.   I got you.  So then did you become upset

 3  because of the way he was questioning you or were you

 4  upset because of what you had to say?

 5      A.   I was upset because I felt like he was trying

 6  to put words in my mouth and trying to make me reach

 7  conclusions based on his words versus my own

 8  conclusions.

 9      Q.   Okay.  Very good.  So let's go back to the

10  introductory stuff.

11           What was your position before you left UCF?

12      A.   Associate provost for budget planning and

13  administration and associate vice president for finance.

14      Q.   And how long had you been with UCF?

15      A.   Almost 12 years.

16      Q.   And who did you report to?

17      A.   I reported to Dale Whittaker and Bill Merck.  I

18  had a dual report.

19      Q.   So let's talk about that.  Did Dale Whittaker

20  start with the university on August 1st of 2014?

21      A.   Yes, sometime around then, yes.

22      Q.   Okay.  How soon after that did you start

23  reporting to him?

24      A.   He -- in March of 2015, he started a

25  reorganization analysis, if you will, or had HR work on
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 1  a reorganization analysis of the provost's office.  And

 2  that took several months, but that was started, I would

 3  say, within three to four months after he got there.

 4  And then it took a while for that to happen, and then

 5  the reorganization got put in place.

 6      Q.   So did you start reporting to him as part of

 7  that reorganization or before?

 8      A.   As part of that reorganization, my reporting to

 9  him was part of all of that, yes.

10      Q.   So in about March?

11      A.   Yes, 2015.

12      Q.   Prior to March, did you provide him any

13  information --

14      A.   Yes.

15      Q.   Okay.  You did?

16      A.   Yes.

17      Q.   All right.  Okay.

18           MR. GREENE:  Let her finish her question.

19           MS. MITZ:  No, I had stopped.  I had to think.

20  BY MS. MITZ:

21      Q.   So let's talk about that initial period.  From

22  the time you started in August until March, what did he

23  ask you for in terms of budget documents?

24      A.   Well, from the time he started, we participated

25  in what were called budget chat meetings or budget
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 1  operations group meetings.  They had a couple of

 2  different names.  Those were meetings that were started

 3  by a prior provost, between the provost and their

 4  support personnel, and the CFO and their -- his support

 5  personnel.  So those meetings continued once Provost

 6  Whittaker came.

 7           So it was in those meetings that I ended up

 8  working with Dr. Whittaker.  So those meetings started

 9  right away.  They were either every week, sometimes

10  every two weeks.

11           At that time Christy Tant and I both attended

12  from the CFO's office; the provost attended and his

13  support staff.  And so during those meetings, I was

14  asked to produce lots of budget information and answer

15  lots of budget questions and help educate the provost on

16  the budget at the university.

17      Q.   When he -- when you started working with him,

18  did he seem to have any level of understanding of

19  university budgeting or did you have to help him along

20  to get there?

21      A.   Well, I would say he had an understanding of

22  university budgeting, but I helped educate him on

23  university budgeting.

24      Q.   Did he ever talk about funds that he would have

25  worked with at Purdue that would have been similar to
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 1  E&G funds here in Florida?

 2      A.   I don't recall.

 3      Q.   Okay.  Who else would have regularly attended

 4  the budget chat meetings besides you, Christy, the

 5  provost, and his staff?  Like did Mr. Merck attend?

 6      A.   Yes.  In fact, Christy and I were there to

 7  support as Bill Merck's support staff, and the provost

 8  had his support staff which I think at the time was Lynn

 9  Gonzalez and Megan Deal (phonetic).

10      Q.   So tell me about the documents that would have

11  been presented or reviewed in those budget chat

12  meetings.  I've heard a lot about E&G commitment lists

13  and E&G allocation lists.  Were those documents reviewed

14  in budget chat meetings?

15      A.   Yes.  So the E&G commitments list was a staple

16  in those meetings.  It was a tracking document that kept

17  track of all of the decisions that were made -- that the

18  provost made and all the allocation decisions from the

19  central reserve that the provost approved in those

20  meetings.  That's what we call the E&G commitments list.

21      Q.   Okay.

22      A.   It went out five years, and would keep -- it

23  was the tracking document.  It was created before

24  Christy and I were involved in this process, so we

25  carried it on.
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 1      Q.   Did -- I'm sorry.  Go ahead.

 2      A.   That's okay.  Go ahead.

 3      Q.   Finish your answer.

 4      A.   So that was a common document.

 5           There were lots of documents produced for those

 6  meetings.  The -- what the balance in the central

 7  reserve would be rolling forward multiple years was a

 8  document that we produced so that you could see, you

 9  know, basically what available funds there were.

10           After all of those commitments that were on the

11  E&G commitments list were fulfilled, capital funding

12  projects, if any existed, you know, would have been

13  brought to those meetings.  Any -- any topic that was

14  coming up that needed kind of a financial schedule put

15  together to help explain or help inform the discussion

16  would have been brought to those meetings.

17      Q.   So these meetings weren't limited to just

18  academic budgeting matters.  It also included capital

19  funding issues, too; right?

20      A.   Yeah.  It was actually not limited to academic

21  only.  It was -- it was for the whole university budget;

22  anything to do with the whole university budget,

23  whatever that was a facility issue, whether that was

24  union negotiation issues which had financial

25  consequences, whether it was requests for more police
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 1  force, whether it was a request for a raise for the

 2  faculty.  You know, any university conversation that

 3  might require resource decisions or resource

 4  allocations.

 5      Q.   Okay.  So the few documents that you discussed

 6  that were presented during those meetings, did you ever

 7  -- like how carefully did you review those with the

 8  provost?  I mean, was he just handed a copy, he looked

 9  at it and if he had questions he asked them or did you

10  go line by line through it?  What was the interaction

11  there when he was given documents?

12      A.   So we would go basically line by line.

13           So if they were documents that were prepared by

14  finance and accounting, then we would explain the

15  documents thoroughly.

16      Q.   Would that include project by project?

17      A.   Yes.

18      Q.   So it would have been clear to him that Trevor

19  Colbourn Hall or the Colbourn Hall renovation was on the

20  list, E&G was used to fund it, and X amount of dollars?

21      A.   Absolutely.

22      Q.   And he would have seen numerous versions of

23  those documents as the construction plans changed?

24      A.   Yes.

25      Q.   Okay.  So you can definitively say it wasn't
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 1  just one document that he saw with E&G for those

 2  projects.  He would have seen multiple?

 3      A.   Correct.

 4      Q.   Okay.  And then in addition to the documents,

 5  did you guys ever have conversations about the use of

 6  E&G for either the Colbourn Hall renovation or the

 7  Trevor Colbourn Hall construction?

 8      A.   Yes.  That would have been discussed when the

 9  resource allocation decision for the $10 million, which

10  was when Dr. Whittaker was here, was made.  When that

11  decision was made to allocate an additional $10 million

12  towards Trevor Colbourn Hall, that would have been a

13  discussion with the provost and with Mr. Merck.

14      Q.   And would you have been there?

15      A.   Yes, because it appears it occurred at a budget

16  chat meeting.

17      Q.   All right.  Did you ever inform Provost

18  Whittaker about the regulation 9.007 and what E&G funds

19  could be used for?

20      A.   No.

21      Q.   Did you ever tell him what E&G funds could not

22  be used for, aside from the audit comment?

23      A.   I don't recall.

24      Q.   Okay.  Were you the one that presented the

25  August, 2014, E&G allocation document that required his
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 1  signature, as well as President Hitt's?

 2      A.   Yes.

 3      Q.   And do you recall that time when you presented

 4  it to him?

 5      A.   I recall that I would have had a meeting and

 6  gone over that report with him in detail, yes.

 7      Q.   Okay.  So then identifying each project and

 8  their funding or why they are on the form to begin with?

 9      A.   I think it was -- I think it was either a two-

10  or three-page document.  We would have gone over those

11  couple of pages.  Was it a two-page document?  In 2014,

12  was it a two-page document?

13           MS. MITZ:  We may have it.

14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  It may be in your packet.  I'm

15      not sure.  I'm trying to find out here.

16           MR. PARKER:  2013/14 was a two-pager.

17           MR. RUBOTTOM:  The 2014/15.

18           UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  It was a three-pager.

19           THE WITNESS:  If I could look at it, it would

20      be helpful.

21           MR. GREENE:  Do we have it?  Oh, don't just put

22      it in my hand.  Make it clear.

23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Tracy, could I see the big

24      packet and see if it's in there, because then we can

25      discuss the particular tab.
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 1           But go ahead and look at that.  That's fine.

 2           THE WITNESS:  So I would have spent a

 3      considerable amount of time with Dr. Whittaker going

 4      through this document, explaining what it was for,

 5      what it represented, why I was giving it to him,

 6      what the process was for him to sign it and for him

 7      to take it to Dr. Whit -- Dr. Hitt, sorry, for

 8      Dr. Hitt to sign.

 9           And we would have gone through -- I don't know

10      if we went through line by line every single, you

11      know -- police, three new officers, but we would

12      have gone through what this document -- what the

13      components of this document were, what it was doing;

14      that it was giving the budget office authority to

15      allocate these items, how it related to the overall

16      university budget.  So I would have --

17  BY MS. MITZ:

18      Q.   Okay.

19      A.   I -- I would have extensively gone over how

20  this document fits in to the university's budget, what

21  it was -- what the authority that -- the authority that

22  it was giving us and why he was receiving it and why he

23  was having to take it to Dr. Hitt.

24      Q.   Okay.

25      A.   For both their signatures.
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 1      Q.   Very thorough.  Okay.  So do you recall whether

 2  he asked a lot of questions?

 3      A.   Yes, he would have asked a lot of questions.

 4      Q.   Okay.  And were you in a position to answer all

 5  of those questions?

 6      A.   Yes.

 7      Q.   And did he ultimately sign the form?

 8      A.   Yes.

 9      Q.   Okay.  During the time that Dale Whittaker was

10  the provost, can you give me an idea -- and I am asking

11  for an estimation here -- of how many times he would

12  have been presented with these various documents that

13  reflected the funding for either Colbourn Hall or Trevor

14  Colbourn Hall as being from E&G?

15      A.   So can you restate that again?

16      Q.   Sure.  What I'm looking for is an estimation of

17  how many times you think Dale Whittaker would have seen

18  documents that showed E&G as the source of funding for

19  the Trevor Colbourn Hall or the Colbourn Hall project?

20  Would it be one document?  Did he see ten?  Did he see

21  fifty?  Can you estimate?

22      A.   Yes.  So it wouldn't be just one type of

23  document.  The E&G commitments list had it, the

24  allocation documents had it, capital funding documents

25  had it, e-mails that he was copied on where the budget
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 1  transfers were occurring, he was copied on those as the

 2  source of the -- as the decision source on those

 3  allocations.

 4           So I would say -- I would give an estimate of

 5  at least 30 documents that he would have seen that on.

 6      Q.   Okay.  And at no time in looking at those

 7  approximately 30 documents did he ever ask about E&G and

 8  why it was being used for these projects?

 9      A.   No, not to my knowledge.

10      Q.   He didn't ask you?

11      A.   Right.

12      Q.   Okay.  And correct me if I'm wrong, but my

13  understanding is when he took the position as provost,

14  he was responsible for the university's annual budget.

15  Does that sound right to you?

16      A.   Yes, that's right.

17      Q.   So that encompasses the whole budget; right?

18      A.   Yes, yes.

19      Q.   Okay.  While he was provost, did he claim

20  ownership over the university's budget or did he limit

21  himself to the academic budget?

22      A.   No.  He claimed ownership over the whole

23  university's budget.

24      Q.   Did he give himself a name like university

25  budget officer or something to that effect?
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 1      A.   I don't have knowledge of him giving himself a

 2  name.

 3      Q.   Okay.  Did you ever get the sense that Provost

 4  Whittaker was intimidated by Mr. Merck?

 5      A.   No, not at all.

 6      Q.   Did you ever get the sense that Provost

 7  Whittaker was afraid to stand up for anything that he

 8  believed in or to ask for anything that he wanted?

 9      A.   No, not at all.

10      Q.   Have you heard his statements, his public

11  statements about how he didn't think that he could

12  question Mr. Merck's decision to use E&G because he had

13  been with the university for so long and was effectively

14  tight with Dr. Hitt?  Have you heard that statement?

15      A.   Yes.

16      Q.   And do you disagree with that statement?  Well,

17  let me ask you this way.  Do you disagree that it

18  appeared that he felt like he couldn't question

19  Mr. Merck?

20      A.   Yes, I disagree with that.

21      Q.   Okay.  Did you ever see him question

22  Mr. Merck --

23      A.   Yes.

24      Q.   -- or challenge him?

25      A.   Yes.
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 1      Q.   Can you give us an example?

 2      A.   I can't think of a specific example, but it --

 3      Q.   Let me ask -- go ahead.

 4      A.   So in the budget chat meetings, there were

 5  requests for funding that were brought forward either by

 6  people contacting Dr. Whittaker for a funding need or

 7  people contacting Bill Merck for a funding need.

 8           All of those funding needs were discussed in

 9  those meetings between those two, and it would not be

10  uncommon for Dr. Whittaker to question or not approve or

11  disagree with a funding request that had come forward.

12      Q.   From Mr. Merck?

13      A.   Yes.

14      Q.   Okay.  That's a good example.  Okay.

15      A.   I wanted to say one more thing, if it's okay,

16  for the budget chat meetings.  The other --

17      Q.   Okay.

18      A.   The other thing that became a conversation at

19  the budget chat meetings was the -- the budget processes

20  that were being developed under Dr. Whittaker's

21  leadership.

22           So the university budget committee was

23  resurrected.  We talked in those meetings about who

24  should be on that committee, how that committee should

25  operate, how many people -- you know, what types of
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 1  processes we wanted to implement in those committees.

 2  That type of a conversation would occur, not just a

 3  resource decision.

 4           And Dr. Whittaker and I worked very closely on

 5  the university budget committee processes, procedures,

 6  and that was a university-wide committee or -- that

 7  committee dealt with university-wide budget issues.

 8           I was going to say, and in fact one of the big

 9  things that that committee did was about a little over a

10  year after Dr. Whittaker was here, we held a -- what was

11  called a budget philosophy meeting where we were trying

12  to sort of educate the university community, all the

13  VPs, all the deans that had all the -- that had all the

14  units about, you know, kind of the university budget

15  philosophy, resource -- you know, the appropriate use of

16  good, fiscal, sound resource management, if you will, of

17  those units.  And considering all of the resources and

18  making smart, you know, use decisions of their

19  resources.

20           And Dr. Whittaker basically recommended that

21  budget philosophy meeting, and we presented that to the

22  whole university community.

23      Q.   Okay.  And you guys also worked on the

24  facilities budget committee together; is that correct?

25      A.   Yes.
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 1      Q.   And is that the -- was it your idea, his idea,

 2  a combination of both of your ideas to form that

 3  committee?

 4      A.   It was my idea.

 5      Q.   Okay.  And how did that come up, I guess?

 6      A.   Well, the university budget committee became a

 7  collaborative way for representation across the

 8  university units to have sort of a say in resource

 9  allocation decisions or at least, you know, have a

10  voice.  And so that same process wasn't really happening

11  with facilities decisions.

12           And so because that one was working well, I

13  brought it up as an idea to Dr. Whittaker.  He had seen

14  something similar at Purdue, so he liked the idea, had

15  some immediate knowledge of how that could be, you know,

16  an effective process.  And so we started that so that

17  prioritization of what facilities were needed on campus

18  could be collectively discussed by multiple -- you know,

19  represented areas.

20      Q.   Who attended the facilities budget committee

21  meetings?

22      A.   They were attended by the members of the

23  committee which had a representative, kind of a senior

24  representative, like normally a vice president or maybe

25  another senior officer within an area across campus.  So
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 1  there was probably about 12 to 14 members of the

 2  committee.

 3           It was -- Dale Whittaker was the executive

 4  sponsor of it, as well as Mr. Merck.  There were support

 5  staff that attended, so myself was a support staff,

 6  Christy was a support staff, a couple more people in my

 7  office were support staff, and some members of the

 8  Facilities and Safety department were support staff.

 9  And some members from -- it's called SPA, like the

10  academic affairs space office.  They attended as support

11  staff.

12           So we were there to help provide information to

13  the committee for the committee to consider and work

14  with.

15      Q.   When you say Provost Whittaker was the

16  executive -- executive sponsor?

17      A.   Sponsor, yes.

18      Q.   Is that effectively a chair?

19      A.   Yes.

20      Q.   Okay.  All right.  How often did that committee

21  meet?

22      A.   I think it met monthly.

23      Q.   And was E&G funding discussed in those

24  meetings?

25      A.   Yes.  The meetings were more discussing what

0029

 1  the facility needs were.

 2      Q.   Okay.

 3      A.   It really had just gotten up and running.  I

 4  think it had been in existence -- it was getting its

 5  legs so the first sort of task of the committee was to

 6  start trying to identify what the university's facility

 7  needs were and to help prioritize those needs.  And with

 8  the ultimate goal of once that occurred, helping to

 9  figure out how we could get that accomplished.

10      Q.   Okay.  Do you recall whether the Colbourn Hall

11  renovation or the Trevor Colbourn Hall construction

12  project were discussed in the facilities budget

13  committee meetings?

14      A.   I don't recall.

15      Q.   Okay.  Do you have any recollection as to

16  whether that was discussed in the university budget

17  committee meetings?

18      A.   It was not.

19      Q.   All right.  If you don't mind, I would like you

20  to flip to tab one in that packet.  I just want to run a

21  couple of documents by you.

22           The document at tab one should be the agenda

23  for the March 13, 2017, facilities budget committee

24  meeting.  Do you see that?

25      A.   Yes.
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 1      Q.   Do you recognize that?

 2      A.   Well, I recognize it's the minutes prepared by

 3  Mark Wray from that meeting.

 4      Q.   Okay.

 5      A.   I don't recall that I read them --

 6      Q.   Right.

 7      A.   -- previously.

 8      Q.   I want to ask you a couple of questions.  So

 9  the first page, there's a line that's highlighted.  It

10  says "four categories on the list," and then what

11  follows is one, PECO, two, CITF funding, and then on the

12  bottom of the following page, three, other state sources

13  and then four, non-state sources.

14           Am I to understand that these four categories

15  were discussed in this meeting and that's why they are

16  reflected in the minutes?

17      A.   Yes.  It looks like that.

18           MR. GREENE:  Do you have a copy for us?

19  BY MS. MITZ:

20      Q.   And that's specific to what --

21           MR. GREENE:  I apologize.

22           MS. MITZ:  That's okay.

23  BY MS. MITZ:

24      Q.   The four forms of funding, do you recall

25  discussing that with members of the committee or that it

0031

 1  was discussed?

 2      A.   So it looks like in reading the beginning of

 3  these minutes, this was what was being discussed in this

 4  meeting as the CIP, the capital improvement plan.  So it

 5  looks like these -- these categories which are, I think,

 6  on the CIP were being described to the committee as what

 7  they were.

 8      Q.   This was like introductory material to them for

 9  the CIP?

10      A.   This was the -- so the committee was formed.  I

11  don't recall exactly when it was formed, but it was --

12  soon after it was formed, one of the tasks that it sort

13  of took on was at least familiarizing itself with the

14  CIP, with the intent that, going forward, it would be

15  able to influence or -- help, not influence -- but help

16  inform the projects on the CIP list.

17      Q.   Okay.

18      A.   And so the problem was the committee hadn't

19  been up and running well enough yet to really be able to

20  inform, I think, the CIP list that was due then.  But it

21  was kind of the first time it was presented.  The folks

22  on the committee were not necessarily familiar with the

23  form, so it was more of an educational process.

24           And to the extent that there was any thoughts

25  or conversation about the projects on the CIP form, it
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 1  would have been discussed.

 2      Q.   Okay.

 3      A.   So that's my memory that happened in the

 4  beginning of this committee, was the CIP sort of came

 5  first before the committee had had a chance to work on

 6  what it -- what it thought the internal priorities were

 7  and what it thought was a good list for facilities, and

 8  it was presented with this form that was due.  And so we

 9  were trying to kind of educate the committee and work

10  through that.

11      Q.   Okay.  If you could flip to page 2 of that

12  document, there's a portion in the third full paragraph

13  that's highlighted, and it says the review sequence is

14  budget committee, to Hitt, to trustees, to BOG.

15           Do you agree with that statement, that the

16  five-year capital improvement plan would go through

17  those hands before making it to the BOG?

18      A.   So the process -- so by budget committee here,

19  I'm not sure which budget committee it's referencing, if

20  it's referencing the facility's budget committee.

21           What I recall -- I don't know if these are the

22  right minutes for it, but what I recall is that the plan

23  was for that document to go from the facility -- the

24  facilities budget committee, once it was up and running

25  and had its legs, then to Dr. Hitt, and then to the
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 1  trustees, and then to the board of governors.  I don't

 2  know if it happened.  I don't know if it was happening

 3  at this time or not.

 4      Q.   Okay.  Let's say prior to this, so prior to

 5  March of 2017, did the five-year capital improvement

 6  plan also go through the hands of the general counsel

 7  and the chief of staff prior to making it to the board

 8  of trustees?

 9      A.   Well, prior to the facilities budget committee,

10  I had no involvement with the capital improvement

11  plan --

12      Q.   Okay.

13      A.   -- other than to see it in the facility, on the

14  agenda.  And my office kind of did a quality control of

15  materials presented to the -- to the facilities and

16  finance committee, made sure things footed and, you

17  know, were aesthetically nice.  So that's the only

18  involvement that we had on the CIP is when it was on the

19  agenda.

20      Q.   Okay.

21      A.   So I don't know who it went through and I

22  didn't really understand it until -- until the

23  facilities budget committee started to get educated on

24  it.

25      Q.   That makes sense.
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 1      A.   And I was involved in the facilities budget

 2  committee.

 3      Q.   Okay.  One last question on this document.  If

 4  you glance towards the bottom, the last paragraph on

 5  page 2, "'internal' list" is highlighted.  If you could

 6  read that, that sentence or that paragraph, and my

 7  question for you is, do you know what the internal list

 8  is?

 9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  What about referencing the March

10      document, Carine -- I mean the September, the

11      September document.

12           MS. MITZ:  What tab is that?

13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Three.  If you look to the

14      attachment, would that be what you are calling the

15      five year internal list?

16           THE WITNESS:  Yes.

17           MR. RUBOTTOM:  It looks different from a CIP.

18      It seems to have the same buildings.

19           THE WITNESS:  Yes, yes.

20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But it includes sources of funds

21      categorized as external or internal and then funding

22      needs.

23           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So what we were trying to

24      go with the facilities budget committee was come up

25      with an internal list that was maybe more realistic.
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 1   We hadn't gotten there yet, but my understanding of

 2   the CIP is any potential project that might come up

 3   has to be on that plan or there's no authority to do

 4   it or something like that.

 5        And so it oftentimes was described as the wish

 6   list, and so that was -- and always totaled this

 7   huge dollar amount that was unrealistic and

 8   unreasonable.

 9        And so what we were trying to do with the

10   facilities budget committee, Dr. Whittaker and I,

11   was actually get to something more realistic that

12   the university was functioning from as opposed to a

13   big long list of every potential project that might

14   happen.

15        So we started off with, okay, this is really

16   the internal list based on the way things used to

17   work, which was gathering of facility needs by

18   different people before the formation of the

19   facilities budget committee.  But the intent was to

20   move forward with the facilities budget committee

21   actually informing and having input into that

22   internal list and have it be a more realistic list.

23        So we started off with just here's an internal

24   list of everything that we know, but the plan was

25   and we had a facilities budget retreat at some point
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 1      after this time period to start to better -- better

 2      -- create a list that was more appropriate for the

 3      university's priorities.

 4  BY MS. MITZ:

 5      Q.   Okay.

 6      A.   Does that make sense?

 7      Q.   It does, yes.

 8           So let me have you flip to tab two.  It's

 9  another set of minutes from the facilities budget

10  committee meeting that occurred on April 7, 2017.  In

11  the fifth paragraph down, you see Colbourn Hall is

12  misspelled, but also highlighted.

13           So I wanted to see if you had any recollection

14  about any discussions that occurred about Colbourn Hall

15  at that meeting.

16      A.   So it looks like here we're discussing the

17  capital improvement plan.  I'm not sure.

18      Q.   Do you have any recollection about discussions

19  surrounding Colbourn Hall at that meeting?

20      A.   I am not sure what -- I'm not sure -- I'm not

21  sure what list this is referring to.  If this is

22  referring to the capital improvement, the CIP, or the

23  internal list.

24      Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.

25      A.   So I don't know about what the discussion
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 1  around it would have been.

 2      Q.   Okay.  On the second page we've highlighted the

 3  sentence that starts out, Whittaker confirmed that the

 4  arts building amount, in parens, $33 million, is

 5  supported internally.  Do you know what he meant by

 6  supported internally?

 7      A.   I think that means -- I don't know how to

 8  phrase it; like wanted, like that it was a priority for

 9  the university, not funding.  I think -- I think --

10  that's what I think this is talking about is that the

11  university desperately was interested in getting a

12  performing arts center and had been for years, and that

13  interest was still strongly there.

14      Q.   Okay.  I appreciate that clarification.

15           Let's see.  So let's go back to the third tab,

16  back to that September agenda, and I want to direct you

17  to the attachment we were just at a few minutes ago, the

18  five-year internal capital improvement plan.

19           The second page lists Trevor Colbourn building

20  and Colbourn Hall demolition under the heading academic?

21      A.   Uh-huh, yes.

22      Q.   It has the full amount, $38 million, and then

23  under secured funding sources, the $38 million appears

24  under total internal.

25           So when Provost Whittaker would have seen this
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 1  document, would he have an understanding of what

 2  internal and external secured funding sources were?

 3      A.   Yes, I think he would.

 4      Q.   And do you think that based on conversations

 5  that you had with him or your review of this document

 6  with him?

 7      A.   I think that based on the fact that it -- E&G

 8  had been represented on many prior documents that had

 9  the 38 million.

10      Q.   Okay.  So not being familiar with any of this

11  stuff, I guess my question is, why do some lists break

12  down the funding sources down to E&G, auxiliary, the

13  other CITF, and this one is more -- less detail.  Why is

14  there a difference in the two forms?

15      A.   I think this one, the purpose of this one was

16  to -- this one was more exhaustive.  It was -- the

17  bigger purpose was to identify projects that had funding

18  needs that had not been fulfilled, not to really -- not

19  to really inform of what the secured funding source was

20  for the other projects.

21           If any questions were asked, they could have

22  been answered, but because I think actually the funding

23  sources are in this document, you know, in hidden rows.

24      Q.   Oh, I see.

25      A.   But the purpose of this was to come up with,
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 1  kind of like I said, that total list of what's being --

 2  what's been brought forward as a facility need up to

 3  this point in time, and whether or not it had -- funding

 4  had been identified for it already or not.

 5           And the focus would have been more on the large

 6  400 million of projects on the list that don't have any

 7  funding source identified.

 8      Q.   All right.  Let's see.  Can you flip to

 9  document number four?  If you could just take a look at

10  that e-mail and let me know when you've had a chance to

11  review it.

12      A.   Okay.

13      Q.   All right.  Do you know -- do you recall what

14  was meant by, we're going to "review the status of the

15  facility reserves and to discuss the potential use of

16  such reserves"?

17      A.   So the only facility reserves, if you will, at

18  the university was a $1.5 million allocation that the

19  university budget committee had made towards facility --

20  deferred maintenance and facility needs.

21           So I don't recall the year that allocation was

22  made, but it was an allocation made of recurring money

23  so that every year there was at least a million, five

24  available for, you know, projects that popped up like a

25  lab renovation or a clean up of a lab or anything that
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 1  -- and that, that reserve was given to the purview of

 2  the provost and Mr. Merck to decide what the most

 3  critical uses of that million, five was each year.

 4  That's what I think this is talking about.

 5      Q.   Okay.  And just to skip backwards for a second,

 6  when we were looking at the attachments to the agenda

 7  for the September meeting, would you have given those

 8  sorts of things to Provost Whittaker ahead of the

 9  facilities budget meeting so that he could be prepared

10  for the meeting or would he be seeing those sorts of

11  documents for the first time in the meeting?

12      A.   Both would occur.

13      Q.   Okay.

14      A.   So we might -- we would oftentimes give him

15  documents that we were preparing also for the facilities

16  budget committee, or any meeting, actually.  So it's

17  likely that he would have received this, yes.

18      Q.   Okay.  Did you ever intentionally withhold any

19  information from him concerning funding sources for any

20  capital project?

21      A.   No, no, absolutely not.

22      Q.   All right.  Let me ask you about the statement

23  that Mr. Merck made in Provost Whittaker's presence and

24  possibly President Hitt's presence about the audit

25  comment.
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 1           Were you there when Provost Whittaker heard the

 2  comment?

 3      A.   Yes, I believe I was.

 4      Q.   Can you kind of set the stage for me and tell

 5  me where, what they were talking about, what was said?

 6      A.   So my recollection of -- I have a recollection

 7  of a meeting where I was in Dr. Hitt's office.  I wasn't

 8  usually in Dr. Hitt's office, rarely, so I have a

 9  recollection of that.  I was there with Bill Merck and

10  Dr. Whittaker, and I don't recall the materials we had,

11  but I am sure we had a list of projects and the funding

12  sources of those projects.

13           That would have been the common way.  That's

14  probably why I was there was my team might have produced

15  that document, and so therefore I was there to answer

16  any questions about it.

17           And the funding sources for the projects on

18  that list were discussed.  It was brought up that it

19  would have been like the other capital project lists

20  that have been produced in this investigation that

21  showed, here's the project, here's the funding sources

22  that are -- have been identified for those projects, and

23  that the projects and the funding sources would have

24  been discussed in that meeting.

25      Q.   Okay.  And so in what context did Mr. Merck
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 1  make the comment that proceeding this way might result

 2  in an audit comment or audit hit?

 3      A.   So in the context of talking about Trevor

 4  Colbourn Hall or the Colbourn Hall renovation and the

 5  replacement building, and the fact that it was being

 6  funded from E&G, that would have been on the schedule,

 7  the comment that it might produce an audit comment was

 8  made.

 9      Q.   And did either Dr. Hitt or Provost Whittaker

10  respond to that statement?

11      A.   I recall Dr. Hitt responding to the statement

12  that he and -- you know, that they felt like that was a

13  -- it was an emergency situation and a justifiable use

14  of the funds.

15      Q.   So he okayed it?

16      A.   Yes, absolutely.

17      Q.   Do you recall -- okay.

18           Do you recall Provost Whittaker saying

19  anything?

20      A.   I don't recall if he did or not.

21      Q.   Okay.  Do you think you would have recalled if

22  he said, wait a minute, that doesn't sound right, I need

23  to better understand this, or if he started questioning

24  it, do you think that would have stayed with you?

25      A.   Yeah.  He absolutely didn't challenge the
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 1  decision or the -- to me, this was a decision that he

 2  was involved in, so there was -- I don't recall him even

 3  saying anything necessarily about it, but there was

 4  definitely no challenging the decision.

 5      Q.   Okay.  And did you ever witness any other

 6  conversations where that audit comment was made in

 7  Provost Whittaker's presence?

 8      A.   I think it would have been made in a budget

 9  chat meeting, but I don't have a specific recollection

10  of who was present when that comment was made.

11      Q.   Why do you say you think it was made?  Like do

12  you recall hearing it, you just don't know the specifics

13  or someone else told you that may have happened?

14      A.   No.  I recall hearing that comment many times.

15  I just don't recall the exact locations, forum, people

16  who were in attendance as it was stated.

17      Q.   Okay.  So what I'm hearing is that you may not

18  be able to tell us definitively that Whittaker was told

19  that it may result in an audit comment more than once,

20  is that correct, in your presence?

21      A.   I don't have a specific recollection.

22      Q.   Okay.  That's fair.

23      A.   I do know that Dr. Whittaker, after the

24  investigation started, told me that he recalled Bill

25  saying it would cause an audit comment or would cause an
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 1  audit hit or whatever term.

 2      Q.   He made that admission to you after Bryan Cave

 3  was retained?

 4      A.   Yes.  The day that he met with all of Bill's

 5  direct reports to say that -- that, you know, Bill had

 6  resigned and was gone, and Misty Shepherd and Kathy

 7  Mitchell were interims.  He met with all of Bill's

 8  direct reports.

 9           And after that meeting, I met with him and

10  that's when he said he recalled Bill saying it would

11  produce an audit comment or might produce.

12      Q.   Okay.  Were you in the meeting or did you just

13  meet with him after the meeting?

14      A.   I met with him after the meeting and I was in

15  the meeting.

16      Q.   Okay, good.  I have some questions for you

17  then.

18           What exactly -- what was the purpose of the

19  meeting that he called?  Was it just to let everybody

20  know that Merck was leaving and there would be other

21  people to report to?

22      A.   Yeah.  That was the purpose, as well as to talk

23  to the team.

24      Q.   Okay.  And do you recall President Whittaker

25  making any comments about maybe initially wanting to
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 1  present what happened in one way, but then had been

 2  swayed or coached to present it another way?

 3      A.   Yes, I recall that.

 4      Q.   Can you tell me a little bit about that?

 5      A.   So in that meeting he stated that -- I think

 6  they had just come back from the board of governor's

 7  meeting.  And in the meeting he was praising Bill, he

 8  was telling, you know, all of us that we should reach

 9  out to Bill, thank him for his service, that he

10  respected Bill's decisions, that Bill had built this

11  campus, that kind of thing.  So he was speaking very

12  highly of Bill.

13      Q.   This is after the BOG meeting?

14      A.   Yes.

15      Q.   Okay.

16      A.   And encouraged all of us to reach out to Bill.

17           And he said that he wanted to -- I think -- I

18  don't recall in what order, but with -- with regard to

19  how he handled this topic at the board of governor's

20  meeting, he said that he wanted -- that he wanted to

21  discuss more than -- than the UCF incident that was

22  being considered a violation.  He wanted to talk about

23  the lack of capital funding and less restrictions on the

24  use of funds, but he was advised not to, sort of in the

25  halls of Tallahassee, and to just sort of be contrite
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 1  for this situation that UCF was in.

 2      Q.   Okay.  So it sounds to me like what he was

 3  saying was, listen, I was coached not to tell the BOG

 4  that we had justifications for doing this, and just to

 5  basically accept responsibility and kind of keep quiet.

 6  Is that kind of what you are conveying?

 7      A.   Yep.  Be contrite and, in my words, take the

 8  beating and raise other questions or concerns with the

 9  system, if you will, at a later date.

10      Q.   Okay.  Did he ever mention who suggested this?

11  The coaching, did that occur by someone in Tallahassee

12  or someone at UCF or do you know?

13      A.   I interpreted it to be in Tallahassee --

14      Q.   Okay.

15      A.   -- and possibly governors and possibly other --

16  you know, other people.

17      Q.   Okay.

18      A.   So he didn't name names, I can say that.

19      Q.   Gotcha, okay.  And so what was discussed in the

20  meeting that you had with him right after?  Was it just

21  the two of you?

22      A.   Yes.

23      Q.   Okay.  What did you guys discuss?

24      A.   So I just stopped in to ask him to actually

25  speak to Christy Tant.  She was very upset -- everybody
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 1  was very upset about the situation.  And so I wanted to

 2  -- Christy and I worked very closely with him over the

 3  years.

 4           And I asked him -- it had been a nice meeting,

 5  that he spoke to all of us to talk to us about, you

 6  know, Bill's departure, and basically it was a good

 7  leadership meeting to make you feel like, okay, things

 8  aren't going to fall apart here.  Bill, our strong

 9  leader, was gone, but we're all still here.

10           And so I asked him to have that conversation

11  with Christy, and he wouldn't.  He said -- he said -- he

12  said, well, with you there?  And I said, well, no.  I

13  just wanted him to speak to Christy because they worked

14  very closely together.

15           And so he said, you know, no, that that

16  wouldn't happen.

17           So that was the nature of the meeting.  And

18  then he said he didn't even know what was going to

19  happen to him out of this investigation, and that he --

20  you know, that he knew that Bill had said that it might

21  produce an audit comment.  So that's what I remember

22  about that meeting.

23      Q.   Okay.  So during your course of employment and

24  I guess particularly when you worked closely with

25  Provost Whittaker, did you have occasion to work closely
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 1  with any of the trustees?

 2      A.   No, not really.  The only trustee I worked

 3  closely with was Bob Garvy on the investment policy, the

 4  investments of the university.

 5      Q.   Okay.  And I think we might have some questions

 6  for you about that later.

 7           Just as a side note, is that athletic building

 8  named after him, the Garvy athletic something or other?

 9      A.   Yes.  He was a donor.  That donation occurred

10  just within the last couple or three years or within the

11  last few years.  He made a large donation for the Garvy

12  Nutrition Center, I think it is.

13      Q.   Okay.

14      A.   I think his son played football here, so he had

15  a big interest in nutrition for the athletes and made a

16  large donation for it.

17      Q.   Very nice.  Okay.  So I understand from the

18  things that I've read that you were aware of the

19  regulation 9.007 before this happened, and that you may

20  have mentioned it to Mr. Merck when you found out that

21  E&G funds were going to be used for Trevor Colbourn

22  Hall.

23           And that he told you, well, if it's something

24  we have to do, we might get an audit comment.  And you

25  respected his seniority and believed that he was doing
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 1  the right thing and you didn't object anymore.  Is that

 2  kind of a condensed version of what happened?

 3      A.   Well, I was not aware of the regulation, and I

 4  didn't bring the regulation to Bill Merck's attention.

 5      Q.   Okay.

 6      A.   So I was -- or at least I was not aware of the

 7  regulation.  I had seen e-mails now where it's attached

 8  and -- but I didn't -- it wasn't in my mind, that

 9  regulation.

10           And I didn't understand that regulation to

11  relate to the Trevor Colbourn Hall situation and I

12  didn't bring it to Bill Merck's attention --

13      Q.   Okay.

14      A.   -- in that vein.

15      Q.   Okay.  Did you ever tell him, oh, this might

16  not be right or voice any concerns about the use of E&G

17  for that construction project?

18      A.   So when the construction project first started,

19  it was a renovation.  So at a point in time it became a

20  renovation and then a replacement, kind of a combination

21  of the two.

22           And at that point, I mentioned to Bill that I

23  wasn't aware that we were able to use E&G funds for new

24  construction.  I didn't know -- it hadn't been done

25  before.
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 1           So I brought that to his attention, that that

 2  wasn't a normal -- a normal course of using E&G funds.

 3      Q.   Okay.  And what was his response?

 4      A.   His response was that -- that he didn't feel

 5  that he had other options, that there was an emergency

 6  situation -- it was an emergency situation, and so he

 7  felt like it was justifiable use of E&G funds or -- or a

 8  justifiable use of funds or a justifiable situation.

 9  I'm paraphrasing what he said, obviously.

10      Q.   Of course, of course, yeah.

11           Can you estimate about how long before the

12  meeting we talked about earlier, the meeting in Hitt's

13  office where the audit comment was made, how long before

14  that that you had this conversation with Mr. Merck?

15      A.   I have no idea.  I don't know.

16      Q.   Okay.  All right.  So if you don't mind, I

17  would like you to flip to Document 5 in the packet.

18  It's another e-mail, so I'd just ask that you take a

19  look at it, get familiar with it, and let me know when

20  you're ready.

21      A.   Okay.

22      Q.   Okay.  Do you remember this e-mail?

23      A.   I remember it now that I've read it.

24      Q.   Okay.  So if you can, if you know, what I'm

25  trying to figure out is what happened before this
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 1  e-mail.

 2           So I see David Noel is initially e-mailing,

 3  asking about using that $3 million.  Do you know

 4  anything about any conversations that happened prior to

 5  this e-mail being sent?

 6      A.   I don't recall, but the e-mail infers that

 7  David had asked whether it was -- in some form, I don't

 8  know if it was by phone.  I don't know if it was asked

 9  to Lynn, and Lynn asked me.  I'm not sure.

10      Q.   Okay.

11      A.   I'm not sure what precipitated this e-mail.

12  But clearly, it was him asking if they could do this.

13      Q.   All right.  Yeah, yeah.  Okay.

14           Who is David Noel?

15      A.   He was the CFO, I think his title was, for the

16  College of Medicine.

17      Q.   And who was Deborah German?

18      A.   She is the Dean of the College of Medicine.

19      Q.   And who is Steven Omli?

20      A.   He is the director of finance for the College

21  of Medicine.

22      Q.   Okay.  So all medicine people, gotcha.  Okay.

23           Now, do you have any recollection as to whether

24  you had to do some research to send this e-mail or if

25  you were already familiar with the regulation by the
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 1  time you sent this e-mail?

 2      A.   I don't recall.

 3      Q.   Okay.  Do you recall whether you got a lot of

 4  e-mails like that, asking whether E&G could be used for

 5  whatever reason?

 6      A.   Not normally like this.

 7      Q.   Okay.  So if you don't mind, flip to tab six.

 8  It's another e-mail.  This time you were just cc'd on

 9  it.  But if you could take a look at that and let me

10  know when you've had a chance to review it.

11      A.   Okay.

12      Q.   Do you remember this e-mail?

13      A.   I do not.  I mean, I read it now, but --

14      Q.   Okay, yeah.  No one seems to have any

15  recollection of this e-mail.

16           At this time in March of 2015, was Ronnie

17  Korosec Dale Whittaker's chief of staff?

18      A.   Probably not.

19      Q.   Okay.

20      A.   Only because I think March of 2015 is when the

21  reorganization first went into place -- sometime in

22  March, 2015 -- and Ronnie was not chief of staff right

23  off the bat, is my recollection.

24      Q.   All right.  Do you have any recollection as to

25  whether you would have followed up on this, because you
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 1  were cc'd on it?  Do you know if you would have

 2  responded or chimed in?

 3      A.   I would not have.  A lot of times, E&G -- these

 4  kind of questions would go to internal audit, and

 5  internal audit would address the issues.  Whether it was

 6  coming from a college or a unit or somebody at the

 7  university, they would -- university audit was sort of

 8  the source of these kinds of answers.

 9           So unless I was involved in whatever was

10  underneath this, receiving this as a cc would not have

11  prompted a response from me.

12      Q.   Okay.  All right.  We've already talked about

13  the e-mail at seven.

14           Let's talk a little bit about the presentations

15  to the board of trustees.  Do you have any recollection

16  of discussions of E&G being the funding source for

17  either Colbourn Hall or Trevor Colbourn Hall at any

18  committee meeting or any board meeting?

19      A.   I've seen the transcript where it was -- where

20  I said that carry forward funds were being used for

21  Trevor Colbourn and Colbourn Hall, so.

22      Q.   Let's talk about that.  What does -- what does

23  carry forward mean to you?

24      A.   It's E&G funds that are not spent in one year

25  or E&G funds that are received by the university that
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 1  are not spent in the year that they are received and

 2  they carry forward to the next year.

 3      Q.   Okay.  So in your normal practice when you were

 4  employed at UCF and you were talking about E&G with

 5  Christy Tant or someone else in your office, would you

 6  refer to it as carry forward or would you refer to it as

 7  E&G or something else?

 8      A.   The funds that roll over would be referred to

 9  as carry forward.

10      Q.   I should have clarified.  So would you call it

11  E&G carry forward or would you just call it carry

12  forward?

13      A.   Carry forward.

14      Q.   Okay.  And was that common in the finance and

15  accounting world in that part of the university?

16      A.   Yes.

17      Q.   Do you know whether the trustees would be

18  familiar with that term and know that carry forward

19  meant E&G?

20      A.   In my opinion, yes.

21      Q.   Okay.  Why do you say that?

22      A.   Well, carry forward funds was not -- it was a

23  topic over multiple years, carry forward funds.  It was

24  a state topic, it was a university topic.  And so I just

25  feel like carry forward funds were known across the
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 1  whole university and by the board of trustees and what

 2  they were, because it wasn't -- it wasn't a topic not

 3  normally discussed.

 4      Q.   Okay.  Do you recall any other time during the

 5  board meeting when you would have referred to carry

 6  forward as a funding source for any other project?

 7      A.   I don't recall.

 8      Q.   Okay.  If you read the Bryan Cave report, then

 9  you probably read that some of the trustees disagree

10  that this can be an E&G.

11           So aside from what you just described, is there

12  anything else that you can point to, like do you know if

13  they were trained when they first became trustees on the

14  different sources of funds?

15      A.   On a couple of occasions, I do think -- on a

16  couple of occasions I accompanied Bill to meet with a

17  new trustee to explain the university's budget.  We

18  would go through kind of the -- you know, the budget

19  packet, if you will, to try to explain the terms, the

20  categories, that kind of thing.

21           So I -- so that training sometimes happened

22  that I was involved in.  I think Bill Merck did that

23  more often.  I was involved in, I think, training a

24  couple of trustees that way.

25      Q.   So it would be done on an individual basis.  As
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 1  a new one came on board, you would spend some time with

 2  him or her?

 3      A.   Yes, the couple of times that I was involved,

 4  that was the case.

 5      Q.   Do you have any recollection as to which

 6  trustees you sat in on?

 7      A.   I know I sat in on trustee Alex Martins'

 8  because I had to go down to the Amway building, and I

 9  forget who the other trustees were.  I might have done

10  one or two other trustees.

11      Q.   Okay.  And you feel confident during that

12  meeting it would have been explained that carry forward

13  meant E&G?

14      A.   I can't say that those specific words were

15  used, but we talked about, you know, all the different

16  categories, E&G, auxiliary, the overall university

17  budget, DSOs, that kind of a training occurred.

18      Q.   And do you recall whether the trustees that you

19  sat with were engaged, asking questions, or sitting

20  there absorbing everything?

21      A.   I would say a little of both.

22      Q.   Okay.  And then back to that board meeting

23  where you were asked to describe the source of funding,

24  and you said carry forward.  Did any trustee ask you any

25  questions about that?
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 1      A.   No.

 2      Q.   So did you feel as if they accepted that answer

 3  and were comfortable with it?

 4      A.   Yes.  In fact, I think Mr. Merck asked me to

 5  even expand a little bit on what carry forward was.  So

 6  I think I tried to explain that it rolled over from one

 7  year to the next, unspent funds in the prior year, and

 8  received no questions.

 9      Q.   Okay.  Did you have --

10           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let me ask, do you recall which

11      board meeting that was?  Because we've listened to a

12      bunch of tapes that were committee and board

13      meetings in '14 and '15 -- at least a committee

14      meeting in '15 where these projects were discussed.

15      Certainly in '16, the committee and the board both

16      met on the final plan.

17           Do you recall which meeting you are talking

18      about where you explained carry forward?

19           THE WITNESS:  It's in the Bryan Cave exhibits

20      or it's in his report.

21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So one of those meeting that he

22      had excerpts from?

23           THE WITNESS:  One that he has transcripts,

24      because I didn't even recall it until he showed it

25      to me.
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 1        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Since then, have you gone

 2   back and listened to any of those meeting tapes or

 3   reviewed any of those meeting materials to recollect

 4   for your own recollections of how those meetings

 5   went down?

 6        THE WITNESS:  No, because I don't know how to

 7   get to the recordings.  They are not on the website.

 8   In fact, we even asked.  After Bryan Cave asked me

 9   about that transcript, we asked for a copy of that

10   transcript, and he wouldn't give it to me and my

11   attorney.

12        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did you ever ask the president's

13   office for copies of the tapes or the transcripts?

14        THE WITNESS:  No.

15        MR. RUBOTTOM:  That was all while you were

16   still employed; correct?

17        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

18        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you have any recollection of

19   the April 14th finance and facility committee

20   meeting where Colbourn Hall construction, those

21   three options or three subdivided options of -- and

22   they talked about deferring renovation.  Do you have

23   any recollection of the committee meeting where

24   finance and facilities first approved the new

25   building?
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 1        THE WITNESS:  No.

 2        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

 3        THE WITNESS:  I don't have specific

 4   recollection.

 5        I didn't recall that later meeting until Bryan

 6   Cave showed me the transcript.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  How many times do you think

 8   you've addressed the board or a committee about

 9   carry forward or other categories of money?

10        THE WITNESS:  So, I normally did not address

11   the board of trustees unless there was an agenda

12   item that I was presenting.

13        So we presented the annual operating budget,

14   which has all the categories, E&G, auxiliary,

15   concession funds.  So I would present that to the

16   board for the annual budget.  I would present the

17   quarterly investment reports, so I would address the

18   board then.

19        But normally, unless there was an agenda item

20   under my name, I wouldn't be addressing the board

21   unless somebody asked me a question, like Mr. Merck

22   did that day.

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But that was a finance and

24   facilities meeting, I believe?

25        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  That's what I'm actually
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 1   talking about.

 2        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But on a building, it would have

 3   been usually Merck and Kernek explaining the

 4   project?

 5        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 6        MR. RUBOTTOM:  You wouldn't ordinarily be

 7   getting up and talking about sources of funding?

 8        THE WITNESS:  Right.

 9        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So Bill called on you in that

10   meeting?

11        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

12        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And you gave an answer, a direct

13   answer, and I think Merck followed that up with some

14   comments.

15        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

16        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did you have any sense in that

17   meeting -- well, your only recollection is from

18   reading that.

19        Okay.  I'll stop interrupting, Carine.

20        MS. MITZ:  It's okay.  I think we've covered a

21   lot of stuff already.

22        MR. GREENE:  Do you want a break?

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you guys want to take a

24   break?

25        THE WITNESS:  I'm okay.
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 1           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, let us know when you want

 2      to stop.  We'll probably need to stop at least once.

 3  BY MS. MITZ:

 4      Q.   Ms. Clark, did you ever get the sense -- well,

 5  let me ask it this way.

 6           When you started working closely with Provost

 7  Whittaker, did it appear to you that he was grasping the

 8  information that you were sharing with him or trying to

 9  teach him or show him or did it seem like he was having

10  difficulty following?

11      A.   No, he was -- he was grasping it.

12      Q.   Okay.

13      A.   We spent a lot of time together, me going over

14  information.

15           In fact, what I had heard as to why he wanted

16  me to be a direct report to him is he thought I

17  explained things very well.  He liked the quality of the

18  information me and my team produced, and he felt like I

19  explained things in an understandable way.

20           And so -- and I'm kind of a teacher in that

21  regard, so I usually go into a lot of detail.  I can

22  start at a bigger picture and then walk people through

23  the details.

24           And so I did that continuously, and he was very

25  engaged, always asked a lot of questions.  I tried to
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 1  always make sure he and anybody else I was, you know,

 2  trying to get to understand an Excel spreadsheet that

 3  they didn't prepare, that you or your team did, that

 4  they understood what the spreadsheet said.

 5           We oftentimes prepared summaries that then

 6  worked their way down to the detail level so the people

 7  understood what, you know, the finance and accounting

 8  office was putting together, because it was a lot of

 9  detail.  And so I spent a lot of time doing that.

10      Q.   And I mean, he was effectively your boss when

11  you had the dual reporting; right?

12      A.   Yes, yes.

13      Q.   So you wanted to prepare your boss?

14      A.   Yes.

15      Q.   Was there any incentive for you to not

16  adequately prepare him?

17      A.   No.  I was a huge supporter to Dr. Whittaker.

18      Q.   Okay.  I just want to skim through the other

19  capital projects that were later discovered to have been

20  funded with E&G.

21           Do you know who -- I think I know the answer,

22  but I want to know if you know the answer.

23           Do you know who directed those E&G funds to be

24  transferred to those construction projects?

25      A.   So which projects are you talking about?
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 1   Q.   For instance, the band building.

 2        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Hey, Carine, I have on my screen

 3   that -- that date-ordered list that I use.  Can I

 4   just show that to her?

 5        MS. MITZ:  Sure.

 6        MR. RUBOTTOM:  I think you're familiar with

 7   that, Tracy.  These are kind of the short versions

 8   of the transactions that Bev Seay provided me a few

 9   weeks ago.  And I sorted them by date order because

10   it was real informative to us how decisions were

11   being made and timely.

12        So, for instance -- and let's try to talk about

13   the bigger transfers.  There's a global transfer in

14   June, June 30th of 2016, for the global UCF

15   1.6 million.  Who would have directed that transfer

16   in June of 2016?

17        THE WITNESS:  So the -- the -- so there's a

18   difference between making the commit -- making the

19   resource allocation decision and then the transfer

20   itself.

21        MR. RUBOTTOM:  I was going to get to that, yes.

22        THE WITNESS:  So before we were fired, I wasn't

23   asked to look into any of those answers to these

24   questions -- for these projects, like who asked for

25   the transfer, when did it occur.  So I never got an
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 1   opportunity to look at, say, Christy's e-mails where

 2   she was making the transfer and what she might have

 3   been referencing as to what prompted it.

 4        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

 5        THE WITNESS:  So I can't answer that question.

 6   I can answer some questions on like when -- how the

 7   decisions were made.

 8        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, let's talk about that one.

 9   When would the commitment have been made to the

10   global -- that level of commitment made to the

11   global UCF project?

12        THE WITNESS:  I don't know when it was made,

13   but it was made -- it was on one -- it was on an E&G

14   commitment list, which that was kind of a constantly

15   changing document.  And I've seen --

16        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would that have been -- I'm

17   sorry.

18        Would that have been discussed in the budget

19   chats with Dr. Whittaker in the meeting?

20        THE WITNESS:  Yes, absolutely.

21        MR. RUBOTTOM:  I cut you off.

22        THE WITNESS:  That's okay.

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  You had said you had seen --

24        THE WITNESS:  Just I've seen that on some of

25   the E&G commitment lists, so that tells me it was
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 1   centrally -- it was funded from the central

 2   resources.

 3        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Now, I've seen capital projects

 4   lists that don't have years out there.  And then

 5   I've seen like that one we looked at a while ago

 6   that kind of has a five-year plan on when funds were

 7   being allocated or planned.

 8        Did you always have a five-year plan on when

 9   funds would be transferred?

10        THE WITNESS:  No.  So that --

11        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

12        THE WITNESS:  That five-year plan that we

13   looked at for the facilities budget committee, that

14   was a new endeavor.

15        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

16        THE WITNESS:  So we -- we were -- one of the

17   things that Dr. Whittaker and I talked about when I

18   started working for him was we need a five-year

19   operating plan and we need a five-year capital plan.

20   So those were actually goals or -- you know, goals

21   that I was going to start to be held accountable to

22   trying to get a five-year operating plan for this

23   university done, which is a bear, and a five-year

24   capital plan.

25        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did Dr. Whittaker understand
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 1   those goals?

 2        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  He and I spoke about them,

 3   and those were the goals he was going to hold me to

 4   for my performance for the next year.  So that

 5   five-year capital plan for the facilities budget

 6   committee was the first time we ever tried to do

 7   anything out multiple years.

 8        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let's go to the last big day,

 9   because October 31st, there was about $20 million

10   transferred for three downtown projects.

11        When would those have been programmed or when

12   would those have been approved on a commitment list?

13        THE WITNESS:  I don't know when those would.  I

14   don't know the dates.

15        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would they be discussed in a

16   budget chat?

17        THE WITNESS:  They should have been discussed

18   in a budget chat meeting, yes.

19        MR. RUBOTTOM:  The university budget committee

20   had been meeting for some time.  Would those

21   commitments have been discussed in the university

22   budget committee?

23        THE WITNESS:  I don't know if they were or not.

24        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  What about -- what about

25   the $3 million and $6 million commitments for

0067

 1   Research 1, both of them in May of 2017?  Would

 2   those have been before the -- would those have been

 3   committed before the university budget committee had

 4   started working or --

 5        THE WITNESS:  Well, those were -- so those were

 6   not discussed in the university budget committee.

 7   They -- that was -- a lot of the funding for those

 8   came from the different units that were going into

 9   the research building.  So that was a funding plan

10   that Dr. Whittaker and I worked on with the

11   different units that were putting researchers into

12   the research building and trying to get different

13   people to be -- you know, different people to

14   contribute towards the build out and the furniture

15   and fixtures and equipment in the research building.

16   So a lot of that funding didn't come from central.

17   A lot of it came from the units, like the College of

18   Engineering and different colleges.

19        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But those would have been on

20   commitment list, E&G commitment lists or would those

21   have been secondary institutional transactions

22   between these departments?

23        THE WITNESS:  Exactly.  They would have been

24   second.

25        So they wouldn't have been -- the E&G
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 1   commitment list was only a commitment against

 2   central resource.

 3        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So these would have been E&G

 4   funds in those departments who were contributing

 5   that?

 6        THE WITNESS:  Exactly.  So we worked on what

 7   the total -- the total contribution plan,

 8   Dr. Whittaker or I did with all of these units,

 9   working with Dr. -- with Dale who the deans were

10   working with, reporting to him.  The provost's

11   division, which had some of its own funds,

12   contributed towards some of the common areas that

13   the different colleges would be using.

14        So that was kind of a whole plan put together

15   to help fund the build out, furniture and equipment

16   in the research building, and those funds came from

17   multiple units, including the provost's office.

18        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  I heard you earlier

19   mention that you saw a distinction when we went from

20   renovation to new construction, that you saw -- that

21   gave you pause about proper use of E&G.

22        I am confused about the build out deal.  I

23   understand furniture and equipment.  I understand

24   that systemwide everybody agrees furniture and

25   equipment for a new building is a proper E&G
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 1   expenditure.

 2        How do you -- how have you come by clarity or

 3   do you have clarity about the build out part of a

 4   new -- a new construction?  To me, it's one thing to

 5   come into an old building and remodel for lab space

 6   for a new use, but it's a curiosity to me that you

 7   -- that your internal finish is somehow treated

 8   different from the internal of a new building.

 9        So can you explain to me how you got or if you

10   have clarity about the appropriateness of build out

11   funding?

12        THE WITNESS:  So it was my understanding that

13   build out, furniture, fixtures and equipment were

14   all allowable uses of E&G funding.  I didn't

15   differentiate if it was build out for an existing

16   building and build out if it was a new building,

17   particularly if it was build out to a particular

18   researcher's specifications.

19        MR. RUBOTTOM:  I guess what I'm trying to get,

20   what's the difference between furniture and

21   equipment which tend to be things that can be moved

22   around, some of them might be fixtures, but they are

23   subject to being maybe repurposed at some point.

24   And I was thinking build out included cabinetry and

25   maybe internal walls and, you know, glass
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 1   enclosures, things like that.

 2        Did you categorize all those things in one

 3   category or did you distinguish furniture and

 4   equipment from internal walls and space -- internal

 5   dividing walls and things like that?

 6        THE WITNESS:  So I just use the -- or I just

 7   understood the term build out, not what the

 8   components of the build out would be.  And I didn't

 9   differentiate between, you know, build out -- I

10   don't know that that included internal walls, but I

11   think it would include, you know, cabinetry, tables,

12   some things like that, that maybe were fixed, you

13   know, or fixtures or build out.

14        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, I'm sorry I don't have

15   those listings, but I've seen a lot of listings

16   where this was furniture and equipment.  It says

17   furniture and equipment, and then other times it

18   says build out.

19        So it doesn't seem to me like the words are

20   used interchangeably.  So I'm just exploring that.

21   I have no clue, and I just want to know what your

22   understanding of that is.

23        THE WITNESS:  So I do think build out is

24   different than furniture, but I thought build out

25   and furniture and equipment was all an allowable use
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 1      of E&G.

 2           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, and everybody might think

 3      that.  We're kind of asking the whole system right

 4      now.

 5           THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

 6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Thank you for that.  Okay,

 7      Carine.

 8  BY MS. MITZ:

 9      Q.   So what I would like you to do is take a look

10  at the document behind tab eight.  It's another e-mail.

11  Let me know when you've had a chance to review it.

12      A.   Yes.

13      Q.   Do you recognize this?

14      A.   Yes.

15      Q.   Okay.  Did you have any discussions with anyone

16  after you received this e-mail?

17      A.   So, yes, I had conversations with Kathy

18  Mitchell and Christy Tant.

19      Q.   Okay.  And what did you guys talk about?

20      A.   So we talked about, I guess after this, what

21  came back to Christy and I was the more limited list of

22  -- of projects that were going to be presented to the

23  board of trustees, which was, I think, 13.8 million.

24           So we talked to Kathy about why is the full

25  46.5 million not being presented?  And she informed us
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 1  that the president's office wanted to just present the

 2  13.8, and we expressed some concern about that because

 3  we had put forward the whole list.

 4           We were sharing that with or shortly thereafter

 5  we shared all of that with the auditor general's office,

 6  the full 46.5 million, and so we had concerns about only

 7  presenting the 13.8.

 8      Q.   And what was her response again to why she

 9  wasn't going to provide that to the board?

10      A.   Well, my recollection is it was the president's

11  office call, not hers.

12           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you know if that would have

13      been Mr. Heston or the president or --

14           THE WITNESS:  I would be guessing that it was

15      probably a combination of the two.  This e-mail went

16      to Dr. Hitt or -- I mean Dr. Whittaker.

17           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Thank you.

18           THE WITNESS:  I don't know because I wasn't

19      actually in those meetings.

20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And who else was privy to that

21      conversation with Kathy?

22           THE WITNESS:  So, Christy.

23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Christy?

24           THE WITNESS:  Christy and I.

25           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And this was a verbal
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 1      conversation?

 2           THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 3           MS. MITZ:  Very interesting.  Okay.

 4  BY MS. MITZ:

 5      Q.   So did you ever -- were you ever tasked with

 6  locating any of the funds that were used to replenish

 7  the E&G accounts?

 8      A.   Yes, Christy and I were.

 9      Q.   Okay.  And --

10      A.   Is that what you were asking, the 13.8, the

11  replenishment of the -- yes, yes.

12      Q.   Okay.

13      A.   Christy had to do the most of that work because

14  I broke my wrist and was out for a couple of days at

15  this point.

16      Q.   Okay.  All right.  Do you ever recall Dale

17  Whittaker asking that money out of a provost budget be

18  used to fund, in part or entirely, either the CREOL

19  Building or the nursing building?

20      A.   Yes.

21      Q.   Okay.  Which one?

22      A.   So the provost's office had some funding that

23  it set up as like a loan fund to the colleges so that if

24  the colleges had a need, instead of just asking the

25  provost to contribute towards something, he wanted to be
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 1  able to do a -- loan them the money so that there could

 2  be an ROI on, you know, the use of money and just not

 3  sort of provide it without asking them to pay it back.

 4           So on the CREOL Building, the university budget

 5  committee was involved in the CREOL allocation for the

 6  first $4 million.  It was a decision made by the

 7  university budget committee to fund the $4 million for

 8  the CREOL expansion.

 9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Was that E&G?

10           THE WITNESS:  Yes.

11           MS. MITZ:  I wanted to know, too.  Okay.  Wait

12      a minute.  I have to interrupt you.  I'm sorry.

13           THE WITNESS:  That's okay.

14  BY MS. MITZ:

15      Q.   So Provost Whittaker is offering E&G money out

16  of the provost budget for construction of a building?

17      A.   So the loan fund was not E&G.

18      Q.   Okay.

19      A.   The loan fund was from auxiliary money.  The

20  university had some sold some broadband capacity at one

21  point and received money, you know, money from, I think,

22  Clearwire and Sprint.

23           So there was a balance of that -- of that sort

24  of windfall to the university, if you will, that Dale

25  wanted to then make available, a part of that broad --
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 1  I'll call it the broadband money.  It was auxiliary

 2  money to provide loans to the colleges and have them pay

 3  those loans back.

 4           So the CREOL -- the CREOL project, originally

 5  the request to the university budget committee -- units

 6  submitted requests to the university budget committee.

 7  It was called an exception funding request process.  So

 8  CREOL submitted a request for $4 million for the CREOL

 9  expansion, so that was one of the items on the list that

10  was being considered.  The university budget committee

11  only had available to it E&G funds to distribute.

12           So in that first year of the university budget

13  committee, the CREOL Building was approved to be funded

14  to the tune of the $4 million dollars, which is what the

15  request was, and that was from E&G carry forward funds.

16           What happened that year is the university

17  budget committee -- actually, there was no new money, so

18  it decided it was going to reallocate carry forward from

19  units that had it.  The carry forward at the university

20  is held by all the units and then there's some that are

21  held centrally.  There might be some held at a division

22  level, and then -- but mostly all the units keep their

23  carry forward year after year.

24           So that year we evaluated the funding held at

25  the unit level, and decided there were areas that had
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 1  more than they needed, and we wanted to reallocate that

 2  to more critical needs.

 3           So $10 million was identified to reallocate.

 4  We basically took that $10 million from those units, and

 5  then used it for whatever the university budget

 6  committee decided, from the long list of requests, were

 7  the most strategic priorities.

 8           So in that process, the $4 million was selected

 9  by Dale, Bill Merck, Dean German, M.J. Soileau, who was

10  a VP for research.  Dean German was the dean for the

11  College of Medicine, and Bill and Dale.  They worked

12  together.  We split up into groups to decide how to

13  allocate that $10 million.

14           And a chunk of the $10 million was given to

15  Deborah German and M.J. Soileau who are researchers or

16  have research areas under them to decide how to use that

17  funding.  Dale and Bill were given $2 million for

18  deferred maintenance and facilities projects, and decide

19  how to -- what was most critical on the list for that,

20  and then there was a student success group.

21           Dale and Bill and the research group got

22  together, and the $4 million CREOL project was on Dale

23  and Bill's list, but they got together and decided that

24  was the most critical need, and so they combined their

25  money.  Basically, there was $4 million and $2 million,
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 1  and put $4 million of that $6 million towards the CREOL

 2  project.

 3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So Dale and Bill with the

 4      concurrence of the research group chose to put the

 5      CREOL Building ahead of deferred maintenance?

 6           THE WITNESS:  Yes, ahead of any other projects

 7      on the list.

 8           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you know when this -- when

 9      this UBC meeting was?

10           THE WITNESS:  I can -- I can find out.  It was

11      -- I'm guessing now.  I want to say May of '15,

12      possibly.

13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you know whether that $4

14      million was ever transferred to construction for

15      this project?

16           THE WITNESS:  Yes, it was.  That's this $4

17      million on this list.

18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Oh, I didn't see that.

19           THE WITNESS:  Uh-huh.

20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I'm still looking for it.

21           THE WITNESS:  It's the $4 million number.  It

22      says CREOL.

23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Wait a minute.  I've got a

24      mistake.  That happens to me every time I open this

25      thing.  It -- it starts on line 17.  So there we go.
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 1   There's the $4 million.  Okay.

 2        Gotcha.  So it was transferred in February

 3   of '16.  And when was the UBC formed?

 4        THE WITNESS:  Oh, I don't recall.

 5        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

 6        THE WITNESS:  And this is when the transfer

 7   might have -- so I don't -- I don't have the

 8   information of the dates the money --

 9        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Can we look at that September

10   '17 document again for the FBC?

11        THE WITNESS:  So this is the UBC that I am

12   talking about.

13        MR. RUBOTTOM:  I understand.  I want to see if

14   CREOL -- do you know when construction was started?

15        MS. MITZ:  CREOL expansion is there.

16        THE WITNESS:  That's the same thing.

17        MS. MITZ:  Okay.

18        MR. RUBOTTOM:  6.7.  And that was estimated to

19   be spent in FY18 on this chart, and total internal

20   was 6.7.

21        THE WITNESS:  Right.

22        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So $4 million came from that

23   collaborative process.  Where did the other

24   2.7 million come from?

25        THE WITNESS:  So a part of that came from the
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 1   loan fund, the broadband loan fund money.

 2        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

 3        THE WITNESS:  And so -- so after the $4 million

 4   was approved, you know, by the university budget

 5   committee, then the dean of CREOL or the dean of

 6   optics and photonics, in the next year they started

 7   working with facilities on cost estimates for this

 8   expansion.  And there were multiple options that

 9   kind of got put forward, you know, some having more

10   space than others.

11        So I recall working with that dean and Dale on

12   options for the CREOL expansion that ranged from

13   like $5 million to $6.8 million.  I've recently seen

14   an e-mail to this effect.

15        And, you know, they just had more space, more

16   offices, more labs.  Really, the interest was to get

17   more lab space.  There was an auditorium that they

18   were also trying to build.

19        So the decision got made to go with the

20   $6.8 million option.  And so then the UBC had only

21   allocated $4 million, so the dean had to come up

22   with the balance if he wanted that larger -- that

23   better building, if you will.

24        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Could he spend his E&G on that

25   project?
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 1        THE WITNESS:  Well, we didn't discuss what he

 2   could spend on it or not.

 3        Well, I mean, I remember him identifying

 4   sources, but I don't remember us discussing what he

 5   could or couldn't use.

 6        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Well, back to the

 7   broadband and the loan fund.

 8        In that context, do you believe Dr. Whittaker

 9   had a pretty clear notion of colors of money and

10   that he could use that money differently than he

11   could use E&G funds?

12        THE WITNESS:  No.

13        MR. RUBOTTOM:  You don't think he had that

14   clear notion?

15        THE WITNESS:  Well, I guess this allocation was

16   made by the UBC and nobody thought it was wrong.  So

17   nobody -- that was just the available, like the

18   broadband money was what the loan fund just happened

19   to be funded from.

20        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

21        THE WITNESS:  Does that make sense?

22        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Yes, it does, with the exception

23   that -- so why wouldn't he just treat all of his

24   funds the same in the provost's office?  Why would

25   there be a separate categorization that this is
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 1   broadband money and that the loan fund would just be

 2   limited to that piece?

 3        THE WITNESS:  Well, that was just an available

 4   source of money that he had to be able to make these

 5   loans from.

 6        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

 7        THE WITNESS:  He could have done the same thing

 8   with some available E&G carry forward he had if he

 9   had wanted to.

10        What we were going to do with the loan fund was

11   there was -- you know, he received annually some

12   funding from continuing education, a share of the

13   continuing education funding to the tune of about

14   $400,000 a year.  So we were going to use that to

15   replenish the loan fund as colleges maybe started to

16   use it, because otherwise the loan fund would be

17   gone.

18        The thing is, none of the colleges hardly ever

19   used the loan fund so we kind of ended up disbanding

20   that practice.

21        MR. RUBOTTOM:  I saw a long range kind of

22   funding plan that was at the department level, kind

23   of the vice president level.  And it looked like the

24   provost's office had showed their annual revenues

25   and it showed their accumulations.  It looked like
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 1   the provost's office was accumulating a large amount

 2   of money over a period of time.

 3        Do you recall anything like that?

 4        THE WITNESS:  So the provost's office was

 5   accumulating a large amount of carry forward funds.

 6        MR. RUBOTTOM:  What was the purpose of those

 7   accumulations?

 8        THE WITNESS:  Well, so the reason that was

 9   happening is a lot of the new performance funding

10   that the university was receiving was going towards

11   a hiring plan.  So I don't know if you've heard,

12   there was like a plan to hire a lot more

13   tenure-track faculty because we had a bad

14   student/faculty ratio.

15        We had, during the economic downturn, colleges

16   had turned to adjunct faculty, and there's

17   accreditation issues with that.  And so there was a

18   need for more tenure track faculty.

19        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But you're accumulating carry

20   forward, and it's really hard to commit carry

21   forward to a recurring expenditure like a faculty

22   member.

23        And when was that going to start being spent

24   and how was -- how was the recurring, was that going

25   to be used to like five-year or ten-year fund a
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 1   position?

 2        THE WITNESS:  So the hiring -- so the hiring

 3   plan, the provost lines we called them, were that

 4   money was held at the provost level.  It was

 5   expected that when we would get the recurring money

 6   from the State, we would allocate it to the colleges

 7   for them to hire faculty.  They would start

 8   searching for that faculty either that year or the

 9   next year, and the accumulation of those funds would

10   help the -- would fund the start up packages for

11   those new faculty.

12        So that's why all those funds were accumulating

13   is it takes a while to hire the faculty.  There is

14   actually a need to accumulate those funds because

15   there is a big startup package commitment.

16        And so that was all happening in the provost's

17   office because until the colleges hired the faculty

18   member, it was kept at the -- at the divisional

19   level, if you will.

20        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But there were recurring funds

21   to support those positions?

22        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And so those -- those reserves,

24   they would be reported in the fund composition

25   report to the BOG as carry forward that's committed
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 1   to some faculty project?

 2        THE WITNESS:  Yes, yes.

 3        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  That helps me a lot,

 4   because a lot of the universities had some big

 5   numbers there, and that -- that makes sense to me.

 6        THE WITNESS:  And one reason over the last few

 7   years that UCF carry forward had grown was because

 8   we were -- we were very lucky and successful in

 9   receiving performance funds and a whole bunch of it

10   got committed to hiring faculty.

11        They were put towards cluster, you know,

12   research clusters were created and developed.  Those

13   were harder to -- those positions were harder to

14   fill because you're really looking for top-notch

15   experts, like one was a cyber, a cyber cluster, one

16   was like a prosthetics cluster.

17        So we were looking, you know.  We wanted to

18   hire the best faculty, not do it quickly.

19        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.

20        THE WITNESS:  And so that was causing some of

21   those funds to accumulate; some purposely so we

22   could use them for startup, and then others just if

23   it took longer to hire the faculty members, it

24   caused some accumulation of funds that then were

25   available for the provost to use for other things.
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 1        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Thank you.  Do you believe the

 2   BOG understood those kinds of accumulations?

 3        THE WITNESS:  Well, the universities have been

 4   trying to explain that, and I do think that they do,

 5   because I heard them describe that in meetings,

 6   whether it's staff, talking about this -- you know,

 7   this issue with the need to have startup funds

 8   sitting around.

 9        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.

10        THE WITNESS:  It looks like they're reserves,

11   but they're really not.

12        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Thank you.  And we're

13   trying to stay away from true academic expenditures

14   and we've been focusing on capital.

15        But back to the CREOL decision in 2015.  You

16   described your reaction in 2014 to the decision to

17   take those E&G commitments for the new Trevor

18   Colbourn Hall, but you said in May, '15, nobody even

19   questioned the CREOL commitment.

20        Is that because everybody got comfortable with

21   the Trevor Colbourn Hall decision and moved on or in

22   your mind was it just a totally different --

23        THE WITNESS:  In my mind, it was like a

24   renovation, so we didn't.

25        MR. RUBOTTOM:  The CREOL was a renovation?
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 1        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  It was actually an

 2   expansion, but we didn't know anything different

 3   between a renovation, a $4 million renovation for

 4   the CREOL Building.  In fact, the third floor was

 5   currently being renovated with labs prior to this

 6   allocation and expansion.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Have you ever looked at the

 8   statutory definition of fixed capital outlay?

 9        THE WITNESS:  I have since this investigation

10   started.  I did not before.

11        I didn't know there were any laws or

12   regulations that governed these capital

13   appropriations, these capital expenditures.

14        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Now that you have reviewed that,

15   can you see why an expansion would seem to fit under

16   that definition and not under a

17   renovation/maintenance type of definition?

18        THE WITNESS:  Well, I've learned now that

19   additional square footage, you know, makes it

20   different than a renovation, but I --

21        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did the BOG provide any guidance

22   on those things to the university?

23        THE WITNESS:  Not that I know of.

24        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Who would you expect to train

25   you, the other finance and facilities staff, on
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 1   those types of policies?

 2        THE WITNESS:  I would have expected it to come

 3   from general counsel and the board of governors.

 4        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you consider the -- I

 5   understand the idea of the president hiring bright

 6   people and counting on them to do their job.

 7        Do you see the president as having any

 8   responsibility to ensure that those people

 9   understand their job and the rules within which

10   they've been called to work?

11        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  I think that -- I think the

12   lack of training and education at the institution --

13   at this institution, and I can't speak for any

14   others, but it's the responsibility of the

15   institution.

16        So if you're going to hire people from the

17   corporate world, if you will, and have them come do

18   your accounting, then there needs to be a training

19   process so that they understand the difference

20   between, you know, expansion or renovation.

21        My office, there's still confusion on these

22   rules.

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  I understand.

24        THE WITNESS:  And in fact, that list, they're

25   still saying some of those are okay and some aren't.
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 1        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.

 2        THE WITNESS:  And after like four months of

 3   talking about this, ad nauseam, really, there's

 4   still not clarity.  And I know my office did not

 5   understand this clarity.

 6        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you think -- have you heard

 7   the various reforms, that the university has

 8   instituted policies?  Do you think those policies

 9   address that clarity issue?

10        THE WITNESS:  No.  I should say I do think that

11   going through multiple people helps, if those

12   multiple layers of people are educated as well.  So

13   it does no good for the CFO and the general counsel

14   and the president to sign a form unless they know

15   the rules, you know, clearly as well.

16        So the education has to come first and the

17   clarity has to come first, you know, a real list of

18   what the rules are.

19        And the conversations that I've had since this

20   all started, that I got to sit in when the CFOs are

21   talking, there's still not the clarity amongst the

22   universities -- amongst the different universities.

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  There's been a number of

24   systemic kind of reshapings in the past 18,

25   19 years.  The BOG was created by referendum, which
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 1   took some authority from the legislature and gave it

 2   to this new board.  The legislature reorganized the

 3   education statutes in the early 2000s and put

 4   universities and college boards under some policies

 5   that had been applicable to school boards.

 6        In those major transformations -- you were here

 7   before 2000, weren't you?  When did you come?

 8        THE WITNESS:  2007.

 9        MR. RUBOTTOM:  2007.  So that would have been

10   after the statutory.  Was that after the BOG was

11   created?

12        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

13        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So you weren't here when those

14   changes happened, so you wouldn't know what training

15   or university-wide communications went out with, oh,

16   we've got a new legislature, they're called the BOG,

17   anything like that?

18        THE WITNESS:  Right.  So I think the devolution

19   I've heard occurred in 2003.  So by the time I came,

20   the university was very independent.

21        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.

22        THE WITNESS:  So those of us who came from

23   corporate sort of brought that work experience with

24   us.

25        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So there would have been
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 1   mentality there that the board of trustees is kind

 2   of the law giver, like in a corporation?

 3        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 4        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And not a consciousness that

 5   there's these state statutes and BOG regs?

 6        THE WITNESS:  Absolutely.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

 8        THE WITNESS:  In fact, I looked to the board of

 9   governors' staff as kind of liaisons, and they --

10   you know, they just ask us for lots of information.

11   So we always provided them lots of information, you

12   know, not so much the other way back.

13        I didn't -- one of the challenges I found when

14   I came to the university was you don't have that

15   like CPA firm that you can go ask questions, you

16   know, like you can in the private world if you don't

17   understand something or -- you know, you have

18   resources to help you understand.

19        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, would you take those --

20   some questions like that to the internal audit

21   department?

22        THE WITNESS:  Yes, I would take questions to

23   the internal audit department if they came to mind.

24        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did you ever take questions to

25   the IG at the BOG?
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 1        THE WITNESS:  No.  I never even heard of the IG

 2   until this investigation.

 3        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Wow.

 4        THE WITNESS:  Until they sat in on the Bryan

 5   Cave.

 6        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Are you familiar that with --

 7   that Lee would on occasion call Chris Kinsley at the

 8   BOG to ask about some of these renovations,

 9   maintenance, can we do this, can we not do that?

10        THE WITNESS:  Yes, I am familiar with that,

11   mostly now.

12        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But you weren't --

13        THE WITNESS:  Right.

14        MR. RUBOTTOM:  -- being advised of those things

15   at the time.  That's just how she is spending money

16   that's already been in her -- already in her E&G or

17   PO&M money or some of these other transfers?

18        THE WITNESS:  Yeah, yes.

19        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And so that was just advisory

20   from BOG facilities to UCF facilities.

21        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

22        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So there wasn't any real legal

23   or audit type of inquiry and response?

24        THE WITNESS:  I think that was just Lee's way

25   and she developed a relationship with Chris Kinsley.
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 1        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.

 2        THE WITNESS:  And that gave her a source.  We

 3   didn't have, you know, that relationship --

 4        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.

 5        THE WITNESS:  -- with the board of governors.

 6        MR. RUBOTTOM:  They were working regularly on

 7   PECO lists and things like that --

 8        THE WITNESS:  Right.

 9        MR. RUBOTTOM:  -- that created that.

10        Did you feel like the general counsel's office

11   was available for those kinds of inquiries?

12        THE WITNESS:  Well, if the inquiry -- if you

13   had a question, then yes, you could ask the general

14   counsel's office.  I would say we would go to

15   internal audit more often than general counsel.

16        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

17        THE WITNESS:  They seemed to have more answers,

18   I would say.

19        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  And I don't know if I

20   asked this, but did budget chats continue after the

21   UBC was formed?

22        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would those be like preliminary?

24   Would they prepare documents to present to UBC or

25   would the issues come from totally different places
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 1      and the results go to totally different places?

 2           THE WITNESS:  I would say both.  So we might

 3      discuss what was going to happen on the -- what

 4      would be on the UBC agenda.  So it could be

 5      preparatory for the agenda for the UBC or we might

 6      discuss other budget issues.

 7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you recall any capital

 8      project that was considered by the budget chat group

 9      after the UBC was formed that was not put before the

10      UBC for its recommendation?

11           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  I think this whole list,

12      except for CREOL, was decided by -- outside of the

13      UBC.

14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And who would you think made the

15      final decision as a result of the budget chat?

16      Would that be Dr. Whittaker or Mr. Merck?

17           THE WITNESS:  Dr. Whittaker.

18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Carine, that's all I've

19      got right now.

20  BY MS. MITZ:

21      Q.   I just want to go through the remainder of the

22  exhibits real quick.

23           So Ms. Clark, if you don't mind flipping to tab

24  nine?

25      A.   Yes.
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 1      Q.   Do you recognize that e-mail?

 2      A.   Yes.

 3      Q.   So I found it interesting that this is

 4  August 11th.  So 11 days on the job, and Dr. Whittaker

 5  apparently is asking for a lot of information that goes

 6  beyond the academic budget; is that correct?

 7      A.   Yes.

 8      Q.   Okay.  And the e-mail that Christy Tant sent at

 9  the bottom, at 6:06 p.m., that listing continues on to

10  the next page or the back of the page.  It bears

11  Colbourn Hall, does it not?

12      A.   Yes.

13      Q.   And what's the amount there?

14      A.   $18 million remainder of $28 million commitment

15  made in '13/'14.

16      Q.   So this may have been -- this would have been

17  the second document that we know of that would have gone

18  past Dr. Whittaker's eyes reflecting E&G funds to

19  Colbourn Hall within the first two weeks on the job?

20      A.   Yes.

21      Q.   Is that about right?

22      A.   Yes.

23      Q.   Okay.  Let's flip to the next tab, number 10.

24  And we should both be looking at an e-mail from you to

25  Whittaker and Merck sent on March 22, 2016.  Is that
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 1  what you have in front of you?

 2      A.   Yes.

 3      Q.   Can you explain to me what's being provided

 4  here?

 5      A.   So this was a list that Dr. Whittaker asked me

 6  to have prepared that showed funded and -- like unfunded

 7  and funded capital projects for him to discuss with Dr.

 8  Hitt.

 9      Q.   Okay.  Capital projects?

10      A.   Yes.

11      Q.   We're talking about buildings?

12      A.   Yes.

13      Q.   Not faculty salaries or electric bills; right?

14      A.   Correct.

15      Q.   Okay.  And do we see Colbourn Hall here?

16      A.   Yes.

17      Q.   We do.  We see Trevor Colbourn Hall, and it

18  appears to list it at $23 million under E&G; is that

19  correct?

20      A.   Yes.

21      Q.   And if you slide up to the top of the page, I

22  see CREOL Building, phase two build out.  Is that the $2

23  million that -- no, we were talking about $4 million

24  previously.

25           Is this related at all to the discussion we had
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 1  earlier?

 2      A.   So if you look down below, it looks like CREOL,

 3  under -- below Trevor Colbourn Hall.

 4      Q.   Yes.

 5      A.   There is CREOL lab phase one and phase two, $6

 6  million.  I would expect that to be --

 7      Q.   Go to the right.  There's the four on your

 8  division unit resources?

 9      A.   Yes.

10      Q.   So is that the $4 million we were just talking

11  about?

12      A.   Let's see.

13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  It's only showing $2 million E&G

14      there.

15           THE WITNESS:  Right.

16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would that --

17           THE WITNESS:  I'm not sure why this list had --

18      unless --

19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  That's central reserve.

20           THE WITNESS:  Well, the $2 million here for

21      central reserve is based on -- I'm not sure why

22      there's $2 million in the E&G column and $4 million

23      in the division unit resources, unless --

24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would department E&G be in that

25      $4 million?
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 1        THE WITNESS:  It might be.  Although $4 million

 2   was -- my memory is $4 million was allocated from

 3   central.

 4        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And that was transferred.  We

 5   just saw that.

 6        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But that was transferred before

 8   this.

 9        MS. MITZ:  Yeah.

10        MR. RUBOTTOM:  That was transferred in

11   February.

12        THE WITNESS:  That's okay, though.  This wasn't

13   showing what wasn't transferred.  It was showing

14   what funded it.

15        So I think that $4 million should be in the E&G

16   column there and $2 million in the division unit

17   resources, if that CREOL lab phase one and phase two

18   is talking about --

19        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, this is about a month

20   after.  Is it possible who created that list just

21   hadn't -- and who would --

22        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And who would have created that

24   list?

25        THE WITNESS:  Christy, Christy or her team.
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 1  BY MS. MITZ:

 2      Q.   So if we want to track, on the documents we've

 3  already received, if we want to track the funding on

 4  CREOL, which description do we look at?  Because I have

 5  -- I'm now seeing expansion, I'm seeing CREOL lab, phase

 6  one and two, CREOL Building, phase two build out.  So

 7  what should we be following?

 8      A.   I don't know.

 9      Q.   Okay.

10      A.   I'm not sure what the phase one and phase two

11  is.

12      Q.   But there's only one CREOL Building?

13      A.   Yes.

14      Q.   Okay.

15      A.   I think -- I think that the CREOL phase one and

16  phase two, $6 million is probably the -- it was $6.8

17  million, though, so I'm not sure why this says $6

18  million.

19           The phase two build out of $2 million where

20  funding hasn't been identified, I think was the -- in

21  the CREOL project was an auditorium that wasn't built

22  out because there wasn't enough money to do that.  So

23  the dean of optics and photonics was going to -- at

24  least wanted the auditorium built, because if you didn't

25  do it when you were doing the expansion, you couldn't
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 1  come back and do it.  So they did it.  They were not

 2  going to build it out, and then he was going to try to

 3  fundraise to get the money to build out the auditorium.

 4           And so that's what I'm thinking maybe this

 5  build out for phase two up top is referring to, is the

 6  additional need to go raise some money to build out the

 7  auditorium.

 8      Q.   Okay.  All right.  So let's move on to the next

 9  tab, number 11, please.  And this is the page that I've

10  heard a lot about that bears handwriting, and I would

11  like you, if you are able, to tell me whose handwriting

12  is on the attachment identified as the Capital Projects

13  Current Funding Plan.

14      A.   That's Dale Whittaker's handwriting.

15      Q.   Okay.  Were you with him when he made these

16  notes?

17      A.   No.

18      Q.   Okay.  Do you -- were you briefed after the

19  meeting at which these notes were made?

20      A.   It looks like his secretary was telling me that

21  he wanted a follow-up phone call.

22      Q.   Okay.  Do you have -- go ahead.

23      A.   Nothing.

24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would he have made those notes

25      -- I'm sorry.

0100

 1           Would he have made those notes by himself

 2      studying that document or would that have been in a

 3      meeting, do you think?

 4           THE WITNESS:  I would be speculating.

 5           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

 6  BY MS. MITZ:

 7      Q.   Do you recall whether you had that follow-up

 8  conversation with him?

 9      A.   I don't recall, but I probably did, but I don't

10  recall the conversation, the phone call.

11           I mean, if I wanted to -- I was just going to

12  say that I would think these would have been made during

13  the meeting, because I don't think all of this

14  information would have come from just the schedule that

15  I gave him.

16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would you frequently do

17      follow-up conversations with him after those kinds

18      of meetings and analyses?

19           THE WITNESS:  Just if he had something that he

20      needed to run by me.

21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

22           THE WITNESS:  So yes and no.

23  BY MS. MITZ:

24      Q.   Okay.  There should be another, tab 12.  Okay.

25  And you may have actually touched upon this earlier.  I
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 1  think we may have been talking about this without having

 2  identified it.

 3           If you could look at your e-mail to Mr. Merck

 4  that you sent on November 23, 2016 at 1:37 p.m.?

 5      A.   Okay.  Yes.

 6      Q.   What are you referring to by saying your

 7  "challenge 2020 meeting with Dale."  What is that?

 8      A.   That was a performance review type meeting.

 9      Q.   Okay.  Is this where you discuss those goals

10  that you were addressing earlier?

11      A.   Yes.

12      Q.   All right.  So again, you're talking about

13  doing work for him, information you are going to provide

14  to him about the operating budget and the capital

15  budget?

16      A.   Yes.

17      Q.   That's well beyond the academic budget;

18  correct?

19      A.   Yes.  There is no doubt that all the work I did

20  for Dale Whittaker was about not -- about the whole

21  university budget.  That's all -- that's all I do.  I

22  mean, I do the complete picture.

23           I shouldn't say that.  The other thing I did

24  when Dale brought me under him is that we also supported

25  -- we also played the role of supporting the academic
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 1  affairs budget division needs, which means I started to

 2  work with the deans and learned a little bit about the

 3  deans' needs and work with them, attending his meetings

 4  with all his vice provosts, which included more than

 5  just the deans, but all the other -- many other areas of

 6  university research, student development and enrollment

 7  services.

 8           So I did -- we did also do the academic affairs

 9  divisional budget work out of my shop, and then -- but

10  for the most part, Christy and I did the total

11  university budget information.

12      Q.   Do you have any idea why people who are

13  employed at UCF would have believed that Dale Whittaker

14  dealt with only the academic budget for the first year

15  or year and a half of his employment?

16      A.   No.

17      Q.   All right.

18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Have you heard Dr. Whittaker say

19      that in his public statements about this whole

20      investigation?

21           THE WITNESS:  Yes.

22           MR. RUBOTTOM:  What's your reaction to his

23      statements that he -- that his focus was academics

24      or he only had responsibility for academic budgets?

25           THE WITNESS:  I think that's false.  That was
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 1   not -- my interactions with him was not just on

 2   academics, the academic budget.

 3        The academic budget is about two-thirds of the

 4   budget of the university.  So the allocation

 5   document is the entire E&G budget.  It's the

 6   authority to distribute the E&G budget to all of the

 7   divisions.  The university budget committee received

 8   requests from everybody.

 9        He did ask me to create a college budget model

10   which was going to funnel the student tuition

11   funding, like growth funding from increased credit

12   hours, basically, if you will.  We have two of the

13   colleges where sort of the burden of those

14   additional credit hours fell, and we also put some

15   performance metrics in there.

16        So the university budget committee used to have

17   authority over all of the incremental E&G money,

18   which included any new state appropriations and

19   growth -- additional tuition money, if we grew

20   credit-hour wise.

21        By creating the college budget model, it was

22   about half and half, depending on the year of the

23   state appropriations.  By creating the university --

24   or the college budget model, we basically took away

25   from the university budget committee all the tuition
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 1   money.  That funded the colleges, and then what we

 2   were left with was any performance funding or state

 3   funding that we received.

 4        So that university budget committee then had to

 5   address all the rest of the university's needs out

 6   of that -- out of that half, if you will.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Under that design, what

 8   responsibilities would go to those colleges?  Would

 9   they have to pay for their own maintenance of the

10   buildings that they occupied?  Would they have to

11   pay for the landscaping of those buildings?  Would

12   they have to pay for their utilities of those

13   buildings?  What -- what non-payroll?  Would they

14   pay for their janitorial?

15        What responsibilities were -- were going to go

16   with that, that delegation of money?

17        THE WITNESS:  So we started the budget -- the

18   budget model, I want to say, three years ago now, if

19   I've got that correctly.  And we were still in that

20   hiring plan for faculty.

21        So by taking a large chunk of the money away

22   from this central process, if you will, the

23   university budget committee, to the colleges, there

24   wasn't -- there wasn't money to hire -- to continue

25   to allocate funds towards the new hiring plan.
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 1        It was a 400 faculty member hiring plan.

 2   Before the university budget committee was formed,

 3   200 lines were funded from performance funding that

 4   we received.  That left another 200 lines to fund.

 5   And the college budget model went into effect, and

 6   so we basically had to ask the colleges to fund some

 7   of those lines.

 8        So the first couple of years they didn't have

 9   as much discretion over how to use those funds as

10   they would have liked, because Dale was very strict

11   on continuing this 400-person hiring, this 400

12   faculty hiring plan.

13        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Was that focus to reduce the

14   ratio or would that 400 include expansions of areas

15   of scholarly pursuit?  In other words, expanding

16   programs as opposed to lowering ratios.  Was it

17   both?

18        THE WITNESS:  It was both.  It was tenure

19   track, so we were looking to grow research.  So you

20   grow research -- this is what I understand now.  You

21   grow research through hiring tenure track faculty

22   because they tend to do -- they do research.

23        It was also to help address, you know, the

24   teaching load, if you will.  But it was to get -- it

25   was to get our tenure track ratio in better line
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 1   with what I understand accreditation looks for with

 2   regard to -- they want you to have tenure track

 3   faculty of some percentage.  I don't really know the

 4   criteria.

 5        So it was to promote research.  It was to

 6   promote -- provide more instructional support.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And do you believe that

 8   Dr. Whittaker knew when these E&G allocations were

 9   being made to capital projects, do you think he

10   understood that that was reducing the amount of

11   money available for these other initiatives?

12        THE WITNESS:  Well, the hiring of the faculty

13   needed recurring money.  So these projects were

14   coming from nonrecurring money.  So that's a little

15   bit of an apple and an orange, although there is the

16   need for startup.

17        But because there's the delay in hiring,

18   allocating the new recurring money towards faculty

19   helps accomplish that.

20        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Thank you.

21        MS. MITZ:  Don, I don't think I have anymore

22   questions.

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Are there -- are there facts

24   that you know that have not been brought out in the

25   Bryan Cave investigation or that we have not covered
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 1   today that you think that the house committee that's

 2   trying to understand all this needs to know,

 3   information that you have that's relevant to the

 4   investigation?

 5        THE WITNESS:  So with regard to the Bryan Cave

 6   report, there's a few things that I feel about that.

 7        One is I think it falsely attributes decision

 8   making responsibility or authority to finance and

 9   accounting that wasn't there.  Sorry, but you know,

10   finance and accounting, and myself included, had no

11   authority to allocate money in this university.

12        We had no -- we couldn't have taken that

13   central reserve and said -- any of those, and

14   allocated any of those funds.  Those decisions were

15   made either by the UBC, which we were the support

16   staff to, and it was a well-run process by us so

17   that that group of VPs could make intelligent

18   decisions.

19        If it didn't go through the UBC, then it was

20   the provost, the CFO, the president making

21   allocation decisions.  No other VP could come to us

22   and make an allocation request and we would have

23   processed it.  So the vice president for research

24   didn't get to come, you know, say, hey, Christy,

25   Tracy, you know, I need a million dollars for, you
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 1   know, grad stipends, put it on the list.  We

 2   wouldn't have accepted anything like that.  It had

 3   to come from those four areas.

 4        We explained that to Bryan Cave very strongly,

 5   and yet I feel like that report just attributes all

 6   the decision making to either Bill Merck or

 7   sometimes he talks about other university officials,

 8   like he's inferring that we had any of that

 9   authority.  So that's number one.

10        I also feel like the report downplays the

11   importance of the allocation document and excuses,

12   if you will, senior executives who signed it to say

13   "I didn't really understand what that was."  Because

14   that document was around long before I even was

15   working with budget to the level that, you know, I

16   did halfway through my career at UCF.

17        That document was created -- I think it was

18   originally created by my predecessor.  She was

19   extremely detailed oriented and very well at

20   explaining things.  It was signed by the provost and

21   the president every single year, and it was

22   explained to us as the authority for us to do the

23   budget transfers that we did.

24        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let me ask a follow-up about

25   that because I'm not sure I've seen all the
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 1   allocation documents.

 2        Is it your testimony that all of those projects

 3   that we've looked at, that have been talked about

 4   within this $85 million of transfers, that all of

 5   those projects and purposes would have been on an

 6   allocation document signed by a provost and a

 7   president?

 8        THE WITNESS:  Not necessarily.

 9        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  There were mid-year

10   commitments, but they would have checked off on

11   those commitments?

12        Would there be anything that Merck and the

13   president would do without the provosts being aware

14   of it in that timeframe?

15        THE WITNESS:  Not to my knowledge, there

16   wouldn't have been.

17        Now, a decision -- the allocation document is

18   at a point in time.  So that E&G commitments list

19   that we talked about, if -- you know, if it was on

20   -- if it was on that commitment list, which it only

21   got on there if we had approval from the provost who

22   usually worked with the president and the CFO to

23   decide what -- you know, to tell us what they

24   approved to go on that list.  If at the end of --

25   you know, if at June 30th, it was -- it was
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 1   authorized to be allocated in the next fiscal year,

 2   it went on that allocation document.

 3        If, let's say, October 1st a decision was made

 4   to allocate -- to make an allocation from central

 5   reserve, let's just say for a project.  Let's say

 6   for a lab renovation for a million dollars, and then

 7   that transfer occurred within that fiscal year, it

 8   wouldn't make its way to the next year's allocation

 9   document.

10        In fact, that's what I think happened with the

11   $10 million on Colbourn Hall is it wasn't on the

12   next allocation document because it got approved and

13   transferred.

14        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let me go back though to 2014,

15   okay.  The board decided to build a building and it

16   looked like the budget in that period was around 23

17   to 26 million.  The board deferred a decision on

18   renovation, which the budget put up in front of them

19   in that 2014, in those options lists, I believe was

20   around seven or something like that.

21        I think there was a big -- a total renovation

22   budget of between 15 and 19 at that time, but there

23   was a commitment by the board to build the building

24   for 23 to 26.  There was already 10 set aside for

25   renovation; 18 more was committed in that 2014
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 1   allocation document, and that 18 says renovation.

 2   And to my knowledge, that one number is bigger than

 3   any internal renovation budget.  I've seen PECO

 4   lists that show 19, but everything that we've looked

 5   at here shows like 15 for renovation.

 6        THE WITNESS:  Right.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So in what sense was that 18

 8   able to be categorized as renovation when the --

 9   when the board was already committed to building a

10   23-plus million dollar building, and there was no

11   renovation in the works that would cost 18?  How was

12   that characterized as renovation?

13        THE WITNESS:  Well, I think it was just added

14   to the same line and the title wasn't changed or the

15   line description wasn't changed.

16        And also, from my memory, it never really

17   totally went away from a renovation project.  It

18   became a combined renovation, because even when they

19   approved the new building, there was still work that

20   had to be done on the old building to keep it

21   eligible, if you will, or keep it up to a certain

22   standard so that it could be renovated as they

23   continued to discuss at what point it was going to

24   be or how it was going to be renovated or when it

25   was going to be renovated.  It never dropped off as
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 1   a renovation until that -- much later when I guess

 2   it was --

 3        MR. RUBOTTOM:  2016.

 4        THE WITNESS:  -- when it was decided to

 5   demolish it, right.

 6        So from our perspective, this was like a

 7   combined renovation, new building project.  You can

 8   see that as we started to create new schedules, we

 9   started to separate it and tried to separate the

10   dollars associated with the two pieces.

11        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But those were never separated

12   outside the allocation documents?

13        THE WITNESS:  Right.  They were not done at

14   that -- at that -- that happened, like right after

15   the board decided that, it got added to the list,

16   got transferred to the allocation document that way,

17   and got signed.

18        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you think in Christy's files

19   there would be a commitment list where that division

20   first occurred or would that only be on your -- on

21   your budget, on your capital projects list or your

22   internal capital plan, do you know?

23        THE WITNESS:  I think on the capital, because I

24   think on the E&G commitments list, it kind of went

25   on and then went off.
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 1        MR. RUBOTTOM:  It went off when the money was

 2   transferred?

 3        THE WITNESS:  Right, right.  So I think that it

 4   didn't necessarily maybe get separated on there.

 5   Plus, you had pieces of the dollars on there.  You

 6   didn't have the whole project dollars like you did

 7   on the capital projects list where you could

 8   separate 23 and 15.  You had some other incremental

 9   number on that list.

10        MR. RUBOTTOM:  You're accumulating funds for

11   whatever you were going to do later?

12        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  So we -- we just didn't

13   separate it.

14        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, I interrupted you.  You

15   were talking about how serious those allocation

16   documents were.

17        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  And you were saying -- so

18   again, the projects on those -- that project list,

19   some of the projects on that project list I never

20   even saw.  They were funded from a unit who has

21   control over their E&G budget and their E&G carry

22   forward.  And if they made a -- you know, if they

23   decided to fund a project, they would make those

24   journal entries, if you will.

25        So those wouldn't have come through central,
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 1   and they wouldn't have ended up on the allocation

 2   document, and they wouldn't have ended up on -- they

 3   would have been in the allocation document in the

 4   overall dollars allocated to the -- if it was a

 5   college, academic affairs.  But it wouldn't have

 6   been as a line item -- the line items on the

 7   allocation document were like individual allocations

 8   that Christy's office was planning to make.  Either

 9   new money came in and we knew where we needed to

10   allocate it, so it would be its own line item, or

11   decisions from central funds were on that list.

12        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But this 46.5 that was not

13   Colbourn, those were all central reserve transfers

14   to construction; is that right?

15        THE WITNESS:  No, no.

16        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Those included some divisional

17   or departmental transfers?

18        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So the surplus building was

19   divisionally funded.

20        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

21        THE WITNESS:  The district energy that's on

22   there was funded from a unit.  The band building was

23   funded from a couple of units, I think.

24        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So they've done that full

25   systemwide search for those transfers is your
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 1   understanding, and that's how they developed this

 2   list?

 3        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  So the way we -- my office

 4   helped develop that list.  We just ran any transfer

 5   to construction from the E&G fund, and so that

 6   picked up whether -- any -- any transfer.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Thank you.  So go on.  I

 8   didn't mean to interrupt you.

 9        THE WITNESS:  So I was just going to say, so

10   the ones that were unit-funded would not have shown

11   up on the allocation document.  Ones that were

12   mid-year would not have shown up on the allocation

13   document.

14        But ones that did cross over a year were on the

15   allocation document and that allocation document was

16   our authority on an annual, you know, once-a-year

17   basis to allocate out all of the E&G funds.  And it

18   also showed the central funds that stayed in

19   central.

20        And then the working document throughout the

21   year would have been the E&G commitments list for

22   central.  And then anything that the units did with

23   their own funds, that was decentralized down to, you

24   know, their authority.

25        So at that point, you know -- so the allocation
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 1   document, it's just an important document.  So for

 2   people to say they didn't know it was E&G or they

 3   didn't understand the importance of it, well, that's

 4   -- I don't believe that because -- and I know I went

 5   with Dr. Whittaker to Dr. Hitt's office not August,

 6   2014, but the next two years.  He asked me to join

 7   him.

 8        And I know I went over that document

 9   extensively as to what it was.  I created some

10   summaries so that it was easier to understand, and

11   so I could kind of tie it to the overall picture of

12   the university.

13        So I feel like that's understated, the

14   importance of that document.

15        I also feel like the report applies a double

16   standard like crazy, you know, and says things like

17   oh, they didn't understand what they were doing or

18   they didn't understand the laws and the rules and

19   the regulations, and they didn't know what they were

20   signing.  Yet we were fired for not understanding

21   these rules, and it implies that we did it

22   intentionally, which is false.  It implies we

23   concealed, which I think you can see there was no

24   concealing coming out of finance and accounting.

25   And it implies that we knowingly and deceptively did

0117

 1   things that's false.

 2        Yet it takes the senior executives and just

 3   excuses their knowledge or their, you know,

 4   responsibility in, you know, what happened here.  We

 5   operated, you know, under the supervision and

 6   direction of these highly experienced senior

 7   leaders.  So we wouldn't have even thought to

 8   challenge, you know, the nature of Dr. Hitt's

 9   experience, Dale Whittaker's experience.  He wasn't

10   here very long, but he was the shining star and he

11   was the heir apparent in my mind from the get-go.

12   He was a very strong leader.

13        There was -- you asked at one point about him

14   coming up to speed.  He was a very strong leader.

15   He was absorbing everything.  He was engaged in the

16   whole university's strategic plan.  He was, you

17   know, very respected by those of us who were

18   operating under his direction.  And the same with

19   Mr. Merck.

20        And I feel like the report applies all this

21   culpability to the four that they decided they

22   wanted to fire, and yet no culpability to the ones

23   who have 20, 30, 40 years of higher ed experience,

24   were making the decisions, were supervising us.  You

25   know, we had to report to them, and yet we lost our
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 1   jobs and our careers and our reputations over this,

 2   and that's just wrong.

 3        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So when they say that the

 4   elimination of these five or six people has

 5   eliminated the problem, if the problem is lack of

 6   understanding in the institution, that lack, in your

 7   mind, still remains.  Is that --

 8        THE WITNESS:  Right.  They will implement

 9   improvements.  I'm not saying there were no mistakes

10   made or you know, a lack of knowledge that the

11   university clearly should have had.

12        But we didn't -- we didn't do anything wrong.

13   We didn't do anything intentional.  We worked with,

14   you know, the skill set and the knowledge that we

15   had.  We worked very, very hard.  We were -- you

16   know, the group of people that got fired were some

17   of the hardest working people at this university and

18   really had huge amounts of improvement to this

19   university.

20        I mean, the facilities budget committee, the

21   university budget committee, all the work that

22   Christy and her team have done improved the quality

23   at this university very, very much, and most people

24   think that, I think.  And now we've just been, you

25   know, defamed as being totally, you know, deceptive
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 1   and incompetent and -- so they'll learn from what

 2   was wrong before and do better, but it wasn't wrong

 3   because of us.  And yet, you know, very severe

 4   consequences were cast upon us.

 5        That's all I can think of.

 6        MR. GREENE:  Let me ask you a couple of

 7   questions.

 8        You worked for UCF from 2007 until you were put

 9   on administrative leave --

10        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

11        MR. GREENE:  -- in January of this year?

12        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  Actually, I resigned, and

13   they -- they gave me the option to resign or go on

14   administrative leave and go to a predetermination

15   hearing and basically fight the termination.

16        They told me if I resigned -- the misconduct

17   packet that they were waving in my face, they had

18   the regulation attached to it for misconduct and

19   everything.  That if I resigned, that would not go

20   in my file.

21        And I said would I -- what would the press be

22   told?  Would they be told I resigned?

23        And they said yes, it would be portrayed that

24   it would be said that I resigned.

25        And then three hours later, they said I was
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 1   terminated and it's been all over the papers that I

 2   was terminated for misconduct.

 3        MR. GREENE:  Prior to being fired, were you

 4   evaluated annually every year, your performance?

 5        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 6        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And how were your evaluations?

 7        THE WITNESS:  Outstanding.

 8        MR. GREENE:  You came from the corporate world,

 9   you said?

10        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

11        MR. GREENE:  So this was your first experience

12   in higher education?

13        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

14        MR. GREENE:  Were you trained as to the meaning

15   of or what the permissible uses of E&G carryforward

16   were?

17        THE WITNESS:  No. We just learned on the job as

18   we went along.

19        MR. GREENE:  Did anybody ever bring BOG

20   regulation 9.007 to your attention specifically or

21   is that something you found?

22        THE WITNESS:  Nobody -- nobody brought it to my

23   attention or gave me any education about it.  I know

24   it was -- it was circulated when they were making

25   some edits to it, along with some other BOG
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 1   regulations.

 2        We were more concentrated on -- I know Burby

 3   put that in his report, and he never even asked me

 4   about those e-mails.  And the e-mails -- the people

 5   I sent that to for them to review were the bursar's

 6   office and the people that did the student tuition

 7   and fees.  And the one that was materially changing

 8   in all of those regulations was the tuition and fees

 9   regulation, so that's where we were asking.  You

10   know, I asked them if they had any comments or

11   concerns, and they said no.  And so we sent it back

12   up through -- you know, no, F&A has no concerns.

13        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let me ask one question about

14   that, though, because one of the changes was that

15   the BOG specified that interest on E&G could only be

16   spent on E&G purposes.

17        That was a new addition, I believe.  Is that

18   your recollection?

19        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  We had heard that was

20   happening.

21        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.  Was that something that

22   Mr. Merck was paying attention to?  I mean, he was

23   the one collecting all these investment earnings and

24   interest, et cetera.  Is that something that he took

25   note of and adjusted whatever plans for those funds
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 1   accordingly?

 2        THE WITNESS:  So I recall being told that E&G

 3   interest earnings needed to retain the flavor of E&G

 4   by Vanessa Fortier, and so we started accounting for

 5   it that way.  I don't remember when that was,

 6   whether that was the first time when that regulation

 7   came out that that happened.  But we didn't use to

 8   account for it that way, and we changed to that.

 9   But I remember being informed of that by Vanessa.

10        And then the other big change which we knew

11   about, we had heard it was happening, was that we

12   were going to start in the operating budget

13   submission report including carryforward

14   expenditures, because in the past all you had to

15   submit was your current annual expenditures.  No

16   carryforward expenditures were submitted as part of

17   the OB process, they call it.

18        So, that was -- you know, all the universities

19   were kind of talking about that because now there

20   was going to be this weird comparativeness because

21   it was -- you know, the numbers would go way up

22   because you spent carryforward on expenditures and

23   so that was part of that.  Those were the things I

24   remember from those -- those edits.

25        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But you understand that before
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 1   and after that, the board has never budgeted

 2   carryforward, and that's an --

 3        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 4        MR. RUBOTTOM:  -- administrative kind of loose

 5   set of money, that if they save it, then they get to

 6   spend it without the board's authorization.

 7        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And my predecessor taught

 8   us that we -- we didn't put forward to our board

 9   carryforward for approval because they had already

10   approved the spending of that money.

11        So, you know, if in one year you had $5 million

12   and it got approved and then you only spent four,

13   that $1 million left over was already approved.  So

14   the next year, we had our board approve the new

15   budget, which was another $5 million dollars, not

16   six.

17        And her explanation -- and that five, that was

18   a control total for what gets submitted up to the

19   board of governors, which was that $5 million.  So

20   we always had our board approval tied to the control

21   total that we send up to the board of governors, and

22   that didn't include carryforward.

23        So, you know, since this investigation, Christy

24   actually went out and was asking all the

25   universities, like well, what do you present to your
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 1   board for approval?  Do you ask them to approve

 2   carryforward?  And she got all kinds of -- you know,

 3   a hodgepodge of some do, some don't.  We never did,

 4   and we really followed my predecessor's package in

 5   how -- you know, in what we had the board approve.

 6        MR. RUBOTTOM:  I'm sorry.  I don't know if we

 7   asked about capital outlay budgets.  Did you work

 8   with those at all?

 9        THE WITNESS:  Not at all.

10        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

11        MR. GREENE:  Did you try to follow the laws,

12   rules, and regulations that guided your conduct

13   while you were employed at UCF?

14        THE WITNESS:  Yes, absolutely.

15        MR. GREENE:  Did you at any time, though,

16   purposely violate any law or rule or regulation that

17   you knew about?

18        THE WITNESS:  No.

19        MR. GREENE:  Did you know there was a rule or

20   statute or regulation that barred the use of E&G

21   carryforward on new buildings?

22        THE WITNESS:  No.

23        MR. GREENE:  If you had a concern about

24   anything that the university was doing, did you

25   bring it to the attention of your superiors?
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 1        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 2        MR. GREENE:  Was there ever a time when you

 3   felt like your superiors were doing something wrong

 4   that you had brought to their attention?

 5        THE WITNESS:  No.

 6        MR. GREENE:  With respect to the $46 million of

 7   other projects that were identified by UCF

 8   post-audit, did you believe all those involved

 9   permissible uses of E&G?

10        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

11        MR. GREENE:  Did anyone ever raise any

12   questions about those and say there might be an

13   audit comment or anything else?

14        THE WITNESS:  No.

15        MR. GREENE:  Now, when you brought the issue to

16   Mr. Merck's attention about the use of the funds for

17   TCH, were you satisfied when he told you that

18   there's an emergency and he thought the use could be

19   justified?

20        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

21        MR. GREENE:  And later on when there were

22   comments -- when Mr. Merck made a comment about UCF

23   possibly receiving an audit hit, was that something

24   that was concealed?

25        THE WITNESS:  No.  I heard it said multiple
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 1   times.

 2        MR. GREENE:  Was it widely disseminated

 3   throughout UCF that this project is being funded by

 4   E&G and that we might receive an audit comment for

 5   it?

 6        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 7        MR. GREENE:  Were you ever instructed to

 8   conceal or hide that or any other information

 9   concerning Trevor Colbourn Hall from anyone?

10        THE WITNESS:  No.

11        MR. GREENE:  You were asked where you might go

12   if you had questions.  Didn't general counsel

13   participate in the meetings to the board of trustees

14   and some of the budget committee meetings and other

15   matters concerning the monies that UCF was spending?

16        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So they were at every board

17   meeting, and I actually had Scott Cole added to the

18   university budget committee about one year after it

19   got its legs.

20        MR. GREENE:  So as a result of his

21   participation in those meetings, Scott Cole and

22   other members of the general counsel had to know

23   that E&G carryforward was being used to fund capital

24   projects, didn't they?

25        THE WITNESS:  Yes.
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 1        MR. GREENE:  Did anyone from the general

 2   counsel's office ever raise a question and say, hey,

 3   this might be illegal, we need to look into it, or

 4   raise any concerns whatsoever?

 5        THE WITNESS:  No, they did not.

 6        MR. GREENE:  Would you expect general counsel,

 7   when they're advised of the facts that show that

 8   something being done by the university might break a

 9   rule, would you expect that it's general counsel's

10   job to know what that rule is and to bring it to the

11   attention of the employees of the university?

12        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

13        MR. GREENE:  Did they ever do that?

14        THE WITNESS:  No.

15        MR. GREENE:  You were asked about what Dale

16   Whittaker called himself.  Is it true that he was

17   the chief budget officer for the university?

18        THE WITNESS:  That's what I understand, yes.

19        MR. GREENE:  That was the title given to him by

20   President Hitt, wasn't it?

21        THE WITNESS:  That's what I understand.

22        MR. GREENE:  And whether he actually had that

23   title or not, he acted in that capacity, didn't he?

24        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

25        MR. GREENE:  Is there anything about the
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 1   post-audit investigation that was done by UCF or

 2   presentations UCF made to the board of trustees

 3   after that investigation began that you think was

 4   questionable?

 5        THE WITNESS:  So the presentation of the

 6   13.8 million to the board of trustees you said,

 7   right --

 8        MR. GREENE:  Yes.

 9        THE WITNESS:  -- or the board of governors?

10   Board of trustees.

11        So we questioned the 13.8 million.  We

12   questioned -- I questioned not bringing to the board

13   of trustees the approval for the $40 million in the

14   constellation fund and the $20 million in the

15   deferred maintenance fund.

16        I sent e-mails to Kathy saying I feel like the

17   board of trustees needed to approve those, and --

18        MR. GREENE:  Do you think --

19        THE WITNESS:  -- she pushed back.

20        MR. GREENE:  Go ahead.

21        THE WITNESS:  I said she pushed back and was

22   going to get the president's office approval to do

23   that, and she just assured me that at the very

24   least, he would mention that those allocations had

25   been made.
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 1        MR. GREENE:  Do you think the university was

 2   less than forthcoming when it was reporting to the

 3   -- I don't remember if it was the board of trustees

 4   or the board of governors -- making a report with

 5   respect to the $46 million of other projects?

 6        THE WITNESS:  That's who was --

 7        MR. GREENE:  When Kathy Mitchell made a

 8   presentation concerning -- I think she was

 9   reacting -- it had to be the board of trustees

10   because she was reacting to Marcos Marchena's

11   questions concerning why are you just bringing this

12   to our attention, and she said, "We just found that

13   out."  Do you recall that?

14        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  She said we just found it

15   out.  That was totally false.

16        So one of the things I've been hearing recently

17   is the question of when did administration, which to

18   me administration means the president and the

19   president's, you know, closest confidantes, when did

20   they know about this 46 million?

21        Because even, I think, our board of trustees is

22   acting like, oh, we knew about this 13.8 and now,

23   through further investigation, we've found this

24   additional money.  And you know, they're attributing

25   a lot of that blame to my office, and my office
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 1   found it.

 2        My office looked for it before the board of

 3   governors even asked for the lookback period.  We

 4   immediately -- once we heard about that $2 million

 5   limit, which we didn't know about before, we went to

 6   look because we knew we had renovations for more

 7   than $2 million.  So we went to, you know, self-find

 8   it.

 9        And now the board of trustees, I heard some of

10   them speaking like, you had the opportunity back in

11   September to self-report it and you didn't do it.

12   And administration is acting like they didn't know

13   it.  Well, they did.

14        And we, my office, you know, and in conjunction

15   with Lee and her office, did self-report.  And we

16   brought it to general counsel to ask them, what

17   should be on this list?  You know, what should we

18   reverse?

19        And in an abundance of caution -- that's the

20   terminology they kept using -- Marcus Marchena kept

21   saying, you know, we're going to just reverse

22   everything that might have an issue.  So that was a

23   little bit concerning to me because it made it look

24   like this really big number, but I didn't feel like

25   I could challenge that because I felt like it would
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 1   look like I'm being aggressive on the issues and I

 2   didn't want to look that way.

 3        So I let them do that or -- you know, of course

 4   we did it.  And now this $85 million number is out

 5   there all over the place that, you know, that we've

 6   done wrong.  And throughout the whole four months,

 7   they're still trying to figure out, you know, what

 8   -- there was still a thought that there was a large

 9   amount of overcorrection here, and there was still a

10   thought of we don't really know which ones are right

11   and which ones are wrong.

12        There was even conversation about

13   overcorrection on Trevor Colbourn Hall, because were

14   there parts of that cost that could have

15   legitimately been funded from the E&G?  So --

16        MR. GREENE:  So you brought the information to

17   the attention of the administration back in

18   September of 2018?

19        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

20        MR. GREENE:  And it was the administration's

21   decision not to report that; is that correct?

22        THE WITNESS:  Yes, absolutely.

23        MR. GREENE:  What about this parking of

24   $60 million of E&G elsewhere after the investigation

25   by -- the Burby investigation began?
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 1        THE WITNESS:  So the board of governors asked

 2   for all the universities to have their board of

 3   trustees approve a carryforward plan of the part of

 4   carryforward that is considered committed.  It's the

 5   part that's not contractually restricted.  It's not

 6   encumbered.  It's not part of your statutory 5

 7   percent reserve.  It's -- you know, it's the amount

 8   of your carryforward that you have plans for, but no

 9   sort of contractual commitment against or statutory

10   commitment against.

11        So UCF's carryforward, because of all of these,

12   you know, reimbursements back to carryforward, was a

13   huge number.  And one of -- back to the confusion on

14   whether or not we had overcorrected, Kathy Mitchell

15   was trying to get clarity on which of those projects

16   were considered overcorrections and which weren't,

17   because we had to do this carryforward report as of

18   November 30th.  And if there was overcorrection, we

19   wanted to reverse the overcorrection so that the

20   carryforward number wasn't this huge number,

21   falsely.

22        And so she didn't -- she didn't get that

23   clarity.  All that carryforward came back in.  The

24   number was really large.  The university didn't want

25   the carryforward to be swept.  So the vice
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 1   presidents, at Dale's -- with Dale's leadership,

 2   started to try to figure out how -- how could they

 3   reduce the carryforward number.

 4        And first they all started -- and this happened

 5   within about a ten-day period.  And so they all

 6   started trying to find ways to spend it.  So, you

 7   know, I told them, well, you can't just say, oh,

 8   let's go to the cloud, you know, which is a big

 9   ticket number, because if you haven't spent it, it's

10   still sitting in carryforward.

11        And so they decided to do -- originally they

12   decide to do $25 million in financial aid and $20

13   million in deferred maintenance to remove that from

14   the carryforward numbers so that there wasn't this

15   huge exposure for it to be swept from the

16   university.

17        Dale ended up, after that decision was made --

18   and in fact, all the deans were even informed of the

19   $25 million.  There was a phone call between Kathy,

20   Dale, Marcos, and the provost, Elizabeth Dooley, and

21   they decided to increase the amount of the

22   scholarship fund from 25 million to 40 million,

23   because they felt like what was being left in the

24   committed section was too big of a number.

25        At that point, it was estimated it was going to
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 1   be about 45 million, which was going to put UCF on

 2   the high side of everybody's, you know, committed

 3   section, if you will, of the carryforward.

 4        And so they decided to -- the provost said to

 5   me and all the deans, you know, they got some intel

 6   that that would be too high of a number.  And so

 7   they raised the scholarship amount to 40 million.

 8        MR. GREENE:  Did anybody ever discuss why they

 9   put the money in the scholarship fund?

10        THE WITNESS:  Well, they thought that would be

11   a good public relations event or way to use the

12   funds.  Clearly, they wanted to support the

13   students.

14        MR. GREENE:  Is it unusual to fund scholarships

15   for multiple years?

16        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  We had not done that

17   before.

18        MR. GREENE:  Did anybody make a comment about

19   the state won't ever come back and take this money

20   because they don't want to take money out of the

21   mouth -- the hands of the students or something to

22   that effect?

23        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

24        MR. GREENE:  Who said what and when?

25        THE WITNESS:  I can't tell you for sure which
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 1   one of the VPs said it, but I was in the VP meeting.

 2   I was there as a subject matter expert.  And, you

 3   know, Dale went around the room and had all the VPs

 4   vote to do this $25 million and the $20 million for

 5   deferred maintenance.

 6        And so one of the VPs said, you know, they were

 7   -- because I said, I mean, I wasn't -- I didn't even

 8   know that -- I was concerned that just because we

 9   did that doesn't mean that the board of governors or

10   the legislature wouldn't reverse that.  And so

11   that's when they said that.

12        MR. GREENE:  And then the 25 million increased

13   to 40 million after a phone call between Dale

14   Whittaker and Marcos Marchena?

15        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

16        MR. GREENE:  Let me switch gears to the meeting

17   with Scott Cole in September where he interrogated

18   you about Dale's knowledge of the use of E&G.

19        THE WITNESS:  Yes, yes.

20        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did you feel intimidated as a

21   result of Scott Cole's questions from being

22   forthcoming about what Dale Whittaker knew?

23        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  I felt uncomfortable with

24   the pressure that I felt like he was putting on me

25   to cast Dale's knowledge in a certain way.
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 1        MR. GREENE:  Was he trying to get you to say

 2   that Dale knew less than he really knew?

 3        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  In my opinion, he was.

 4        MR. GREENE:  Let me go through a few documents.

 5        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let me ask a question about that

 6   meeting because I've got about six or seven I

 7   forgot.

 8        MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Go ahead.

 9        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And I want to finish them, but I

10   don't want to interrupt your flow.

11        But on that meeting, does Scott Cole come and

12   go during that meeting or was he present throughout

13   the bulk of that meeting?

14        THE WITNESS:  My memory, he was present

15   throughout the meeting.

16        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Was the questioning about

17   Whittaker's knowledge, was that about a particular

18   incident, like the audit hit comment meeting, or was

19   that about your overall communications with him over

20   the four or five years?

21        THE WITNESS:  My overall knowledge,

22   communication, you know, anything that -- that Dale

23   might know.

24        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And then on the -- where you

25   heard the audit comment, I think you said Whittaker
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 1   was in the room?

 2        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 3        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Was Hitt in the room?

 4        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 5        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Was Lee in the room?

 6        THE WITNESS:  I don't recall for sure.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Could she have been in the room?

 8        THE WITNESS:  She could have been in the room.

 9        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay, because she has a similar

10   recollection, and I'm just trying to figure out if

11   we have two clearly different meetings or if it

12   could have been the same meeting.

13        THE WITNESS:  It could have been the same.

14        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'm sorry,

15   Chuck.  I'll save the rest of them for later, but I

16   thought those were all connected.

17        MR. GREENE:  That's fine.  Jump in any time.

18        I'm going to go through a few documents with

19   you.

20        (Exhibit No. 1 was marked for identification.)

21        MR. GREENE:  Just for the record so we have it

22   in there, is that the e-mail that Kathy Mitchell

23   sent you after this meeting with Scott?

24        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

25        (Exhibit No. 2 was marked for identification.)
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 1        MR. GREENE:  And among other things, she says

 2   in here that Bill's decision was widely known among

 3   university administration?

 4        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 5        MR. GREENE:  Was the decision she was referring

 6   to, could it have been anything other than the

 7   decision to use E&G for the construction of Trevor

 8   Colbourn Hall?

 9        THE WITNESS:  No.

10        (Exhibit No. 3 was marked for identification.)

11        MR. GREENE:  What is Exhibit 3?

12        THE WITNESS:  This is the e-mail that Kathy

13   sent to Dr. Whittaker, copied to Grant Heston and

14   Scott Cole on September 18, 2018, informing them

15   that, in addition to the $38 million for Trevor

16   Colbourn Hall, we will reverse the funding for

17   46.5 million of funds inappropriately used for 12

18   additional projects, and the list of the projects

19   was attached.

20        And the list showed, you know, the total

21   reversal and then the cash replacements that were

22   necessary.  Two of these, the numbers are listed at

23   the budget amount, but the actual amounts of cash

24   spent on them actually changed, which is why this is

25   14.4 million instead of the 13.8.
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 1        MR. GREENE:  So you put that information

 2   together that is attached sometime before the date

 3   of this e-mail?

 4        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 5        MR. GREENE:  And gave it to the administration?

 6        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 7        (Exhibit No. 4 was marked for identification.)

 8        MR. GREENE:  What is Exhibit 4?

 9        THE WITNESS:  This is an e-mail from Kathy

10   Mitchell to the auditor general saying that based on

11   a call, a CAFA call, which is -- CAFA is all the

12   CFOs of all the SUS schools, all the state

13   universities; that "it does appear that UCF

14   overcorrected when the E&G funds were reimbursed

15   last month.  After the group's final decisions are

16   distributed and we get feedback from BOG, we may be

17   reversing" a part of the "46.5.  But we won't know

18   how much, if any, until after we've submitted our

19   report to" the board of governors "and see the

20   guidance they provide."

21        So that was her talking with the auditor

22   general about that we think we've overcorrected, we

23   still don't really know, we're waiting for guidance.

24        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Is that October?  I'm sorry.

25        THE WITNESS:  Yes, October 7th.
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 1        MR. GREENE:  Now, you've been fired.  When you

 2   were fired, did they give you any reasons for firing

 3   you as Dale Whittaker announced was done?

 4        THE WITNESS:  They said it was because of the

 5   Bryan Cave report.

 6        MR. GREENE:  Did they tell you any reasons

 7   other than that?

 8        THE WITNESS:  No.

 9        MR. GREENE:  Are there any reasons expressed in

10   the Bryan Cave report as to why you should be fired,

11   something you can tell other than the general

12   accusations that it makes?

13        THE WITNESS:  No.  And in fact, a lot of the --

14   I mean, anything that they say, they say the same

15   things with regard to others who weren't fired,

16   namely the president and the --

17        MR. GREENE:  Now, one of the things the Bryan

18   Cave report criticizes you and the three other

19   innocent employees who were fired about is your

20   failure to advise Dale Whittaker and others about

21   the restrictions on the use of E&G carryforward.

22   Would you agree with that?

23        THE WITNESS:  Yes, or tell anybody.

24        MR. GREENE:  Now, the administration itself is

25   very confused about what E&G carryforward can be
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 1   used for, isn't it?

 2        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 3        (Exhibit No. 5 was marked for identification.)

 4        MR. GREENE:  And Exhibit 5 is what?

 5        THE WITNESS:  Exhibit 5 is Kathy Mitchell, the

 6   interim CFO, asking Tracy or Christy and I and Lee

 7   and her team to come up a list -- with a list of all

 8   the questions that we wanted to present to the board

 9   of governors with regard to what was an allowable

10   use of E&G.

11        MR. GREENE:  So the administration didn't ask

12   you to answer those questions about the permissible

13   uses.  They told you to ask the BOG; correct?

14        THE WITNESS:  Right.

15        MR. GREENE:  And did you ask the BOG?

16        THE WITNESS:  Well, they told us to put

17   together a list, and Kathy was going to ask the BOG.

18        MR. RUBOTTOM:  What's the date of that request?

19        THE WITNESS:  October 25th.

20        (Exhibit No. 6 was marked for identification.)

21        MR. GREENE:  And what's Exhibit 6?

22        THE WITNESS:  So Exhibit 6 is Kathy sending --

23   let me back up a little bit.

24        We were trying to get all this clarification

25   because we were trying to do the two ten-year
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 1   lookback periods.  Prior to that, there had been

 2   this call with all the other CFOs and there was --

 3   you know, the rules were different than what we were

 4   hearing from the board of governors, that the school

 5   system thought the rules were.  And we clearly

 6   didn't have a good, you know, knowledge of what all

 7   the rules were.  So we're trying to --

 8        MR. GREENE:  Let me stop you there.  Sometime

 9   after this began, you participated in a conference

10   call with other universities, and they were

11   similarly confused about the permissible uses of

12   E&G?

13        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

14        MR. GREENE:  All right.  Please continue.

15        THE WITNESS:  And there was inconsistency

16   amongst the universities, you know, as to what was

17   allowable and what was not allowable.

18        So they were -- we were trying -- you know, and

19   everybody had to do that certification.  So we were

20   trying to do it, and we had all these questions

21   about, you know, is this allowed, is this allowed.

22        Like you mentioned earlier, if it's an existing

23   building, is this -- is this allowed?  But if it's a

24   new building is the exact same, you know,

25   construction type activity allowed?  So questions
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 1   like that.

 2        So we put that list together.

 3        And so Kathy Mitchell, on October 24th, sent an

 4   e-mail to Scott Cole, the general counsel, and Janet

 5   Owens who is the university relations vice president

 6   to let them know, do any of you "have any questions

 7   or concerns about my sending this list of questions

 8   to the BOG for clarification?  Mr. Rubottom has also

 9   requested a copy of the questions we send to the

10   BOG, as have the investigators.  I shared with Grant

11   and he said it looked okay to him."

12        So Scott Cole comes back and tells -- basically

13   tells her, hold off on sending the list of

14   questions.  He said that he and Janet had had a

15   meeting with the General Counsels that morning, and

16   that they were going to be discussing with Vikki

17   Shirley, who is the BOG general counsel, I think,

18   how to best clarify these ambiguities.

19        MR. GREENE:  And that date of that e-mail from

20   Kathy Mitchell is October 25, 2018?

21        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

22        (Exhibit No. 7 was marked for identification.)

23        MR. GREENE:  And then a week later on

24   November 2nd, Kathy Mitchell sent an e-mail to Chris

25   Kinsley.
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 1        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 2        MR. GREENE:  That's Exhibit 7, right.

 3        THE WITNESS:  So Kathy never sent our list of

 4   questions.

 5        We moved forward with our understanding from

 6   the CAFA call of what the rules were to do our

 7   certification.  The day before that -- actually, it

 8   looks like the day of, the day the certification was

 9   due, I think, the day of or the day before, Kathy

10   sent an e-mail to Chris Kinsley and Tim Jones

11   saying, you know, basically here's the criteria

12   we're using.  Please confirm that this is okay.

13        So basically, I'll read it.  "In an effort to

14   ensure UCF provides complete and accurate

15   information to the board of governors, I'm providing

16   the understanding with which we're certifying the

17   appropriateness of E&G funds utilized for capital

18   projects.  Based on prior board guidance, we will

19   certify based on the following."  And it lists five

20   rules.

21        And asks, "Please let us know early this

22   afternoon if our understanding is incorrect so that

23   we may have time to provide complete and accurate

24   information for the certification the board has

25   requested by the close of business today."
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 1        (Exhibit No. 8 was marked for identification.)

 2        MR. GREENE:  And what is Exhibit 8?

 3        THE WITNESS:  So Kathy didn't get a response to

 4   this.  We went ahead and filed the certification

 5   saying we had no problems other than Trevor Colbourn

 6   Hall.

 7        So then that was November 2nd.

 8        The next week was a board of governors meeting,

 9   and Kathy went and she had a -- she confronted or

10   had a conversation with Chris Kinsley to say, you

11   know, I asked for this clarification.  Are you going

12   to get back to me?

13        And he -- first he said to her, Nobody asked me

14   for any clarification on the rules or the guidance.

15        And she said, Well, yes, I did.  I sent you

16   this e-mail on this date.

17        And he said, Well, I'm not going to answer that

18   e-mail.

19        So she was livid.  She came back and told me

20   this, and then she wrote an e-mail summarizing.  She

21   was -- she was, like I said, she was livid.  She

22   came back and wrote an e-mail to Joey Burby, as well

23   as the Pricewaterhouse person, and she included

24   Julie Leftheris from the board of governors.  And

25   basically says "I had a conversation with Chris
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 1   Kinsley.  I've copied Julie ... since she was

 2   standing" there "at the time.  I know Julie hasn't

 3   been in the weeds with us on all of the capital

 4   project funding questions, but since she was there,

 5   she may have heard some of this differently."

 6        This is Kathy saying this to Joey Burby.

 7        "I asked Chris if the BOG was going to give the

 8   university some written guidance on the use of E&G

 9   funds for capital projects.  Chris first said that

10   no one had asked for guidance, but I countered that

11   I had indeed sent an e-mail directly to him and to

12   Tim Jones on 11/2 asking precisely for that

13   guidance.  He said that he wasn't going to respond

14   to that e-mail.  To which I asked if he could

15   understand the position that puts us in?  He said he

16   understood.  I told him that in the absence of

17   anything definitive from the BOG, the SUS Council of

18   Counsels and the CAFA group, the CFOs, had agreed

19   upon a common set of guidelines, and that UCF had

20   certified as to the use of E&G funds on capital

21   projects using those guidelines."

22        This is her telling Joey Burby.

23        "The time pressure for us now is that BOG has

24   asked all universities to come up with a plan for

25   their carryforward balances, present the plans for
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 1   approval by the local BOTs, then present the plans

 2   for BOG approval by January 4th ... So backing into

 3   that timeline, we've picked 11/30 'as of' date as

 4   the latest we can --" you know, basically come up

 5   with our carryforward number.

 6        "Which means that before 11/30, we need to make

 7   any reversals to the E&G corrections that were made,

 8   including about $10 million of the $38 million for

 9   Trevor Colbourn Hall, plus all of the $13.8 million

10   on the other buildings.  Chris definitely doesn't

11   want us to reverse anything related to Trevor

12   Colbourn Hall before the AG's report comes out and

13   would prefer that we wait until after the first of

14   the year.  But BOG has tied our hands by requiring

15   us" to "send in a report on our planned use of

16   carryforward funds and telling us we'll have to send

17   in another report next year about the actual use of

18   those funds."  We have to have our carryforward

19   balances straightened out -- "We have to have our

20   E&G carryforward balances straightened out by 11/30

21   to accomplish both of those things, but we have no

22   control over when the AG report will be released."

23        MR. GREENE:  So just a couple -- go ahead.

24        THE WITNESS:  Let me just --

25        MR. RUBOTTOM:  I missed the beginning.  Did
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 1   Burby solicit this information from Mitchell or did

 2   she volunteer it?

 3        THE WITNESS:  She volunteered it to him.

 4        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you know who may have

 5   directed her to send that information in?

 6        THE WITNESS:  To Burby?

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Yes.

 8        THE WITNESS:  No.  I think she was trying to

 9   let him know, like look, here's the rules we

10   followed.

11        Because at that time I think he was still going

12   to look at these other projects, and he wasn't

13   limited to Trevor Colbourn Hall at some point.  So

14   she -- because what she kept telling us is that --

15   that, you know, Burby had a stricter interpretation

16   of what the rules were than what we were coming up

17   with.

18        And so I think this was her just trying to let

19   him know, hey, look, this is where we're at and this

20   is what we've done and we're not getting the

21   guidance we need.

22        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Who is copied on that e-mail?

23        THE WITNESS:  Burby, Price -- the

24   Pricewaterhouse guy and the Pricewaterhouse gal,

25   Michelle, and Robert and this Julie from the Florida
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 1   Board of Governors.

 2        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Robert Taft?

 3        THE WITNESS:  Nobody else.  And then

 4   she said --

 5        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Which Robert?

 6        THE WITNESS:  He's the Pricewaterhouse

 7   investigator.

 8        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But Cole is not copied; Bev Seay

 9   isn't copied?

10        THE WITNESS:  No, but I'll tell you what

11   happened with Bev Seay after this.

12        So -- and down here, she goes on to say, "For

13   BOG," underlined, "to not allow UCF to reverse the

14   overcorrections we've made to our E&G funds puts UCF

15   at a disadvantage compared to our SUS peers.  So

16   long story short, we're no better off than we were

17   before the BOG meeting.  Can you hear the

18   frustration in my voice?"

19        And she says, "We plan to discuss the situation

20   and possible next steps with" the Board of Trustees

21   "Chairman Marcos Marchena, when he's on campus."

22        MR. GREENE:  So just a couple of months before

23   you were fired, the university was still looking for

24   what were permissible issues of E&G carryforward,

25   and they fired you for not knowing that precisely
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 1   four years before?

 2        THE WITNESS:  Right.

 3        And the other thing -- and so then after this,

 4   Joey -- I don't have the e-mail because I can't find

 5   it and I don't have access to my e-mails anymore,

 6   but Joey Burby wrote back.  Joey Burby had a call

 7   with Chris Kinsley, got answers to all of these

 8   items.

 9        MR. RUBOTTOM:  We've seen that.

10        THE WITNESS:  Sent that to Kathy Mitchell.  It

11   was basically a "no, you're wrong here; no, you're

12   wrong here; you're wrong on all of these," which

13   then made our certification maybe, like, was that

14   wrong possibly?

15        And so Joey sent that to Kathy.  It basically

16   said I think on all but maybe one of them, you know,

17   you were wrong on this, you were wrong on this, you

18   were wrong on this.

19        And so then I -- Kathy also told me that Bev

20   Seay was involved in that, somehow got involved in

21   this, and told Kathy, Don't put the investigators in

22   the middle of us and the BOG again.

23        So Kathy then backed off of, you know, I guess,

24   talking with Joey Burby as much, and was kind of

25   told to.
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 1        (Exhibit No. 9 was marked for identification.)

 2        MR. GREENE:  And what is Exhibit 9?  I think I

 3   took it out of order.

 4        THE WITNESS:  Let's see.  Oh, one more thing on

 5   this.  So then our certification is now up in the

 6   air.

 7        And so Kathy told me that -- so then Kathy and

 8   Dale had a call with Chancellor Criser to basically

 9   explain this situation and ask what he wanted them

10   to do about the certification that we had filed,

11   maybe based on the wrong set of rules.

12        And he said, oh, don't worry about it.  Those

13   aren't the kind of projects that we're looking for.

14        So we never recertified or anything.

15        This e-mail is just an e-mail from -- that Bill

16   Merck's old secretary found and shared with Kathy

17   Mitchell and Misty Shepherd, who ultimately shared

18   it with me, I guess.  That's where Tim Jones, Chris

19   Kinsley and Mike McKee, who is the CFO for the

20   University of Florida, were talking about a meeting

21   that -- I think probably a CAFA meeting, because

22   it's titled "Open Questions from CAFA."

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  What's the date of that?

24        THE WITNESS:  The date is September 17, 2018,

25   is the last response from Tim Jones.  So it's in the
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 1   September '18 timeframe.  And apparently Chris sat

 2   in for Tim.

 3        Mike says "Tim, Chris did a yeoman's job

 4   filling in for you."  One of the things -- this is

 5   -- here's a couple of items still pending.  One of

 6   them is a discussion about E&G for renovations, the

 7   $2 million threshold.  Mike McKee says, "Chris was

 8   going to send the statutory authorization and what

 9   kind of work can be done.  I think we felt good

10   about where we are at this time in terms of guidance

11   on what is allowed, although the UCF deal may blow

12   that up."

13        Then Chris -- let's see.  "I think that was it.

14   Maybe Chris could confirm if I got everything?"

15        Chris then writes, "Good job," Mike -- Mike,

16   "on the summary."  And down here he just says

17   researching, and will get back to you with feedback

18   on the E&G for renovation discussion.

19        Chris says what you said about -- Chris

20   Kinsley.  "What you said about using E&G for

21   renovations is right; each CAFA member thinks they

22   are following the rules.  However, when I talk to

23   folks one-on-one, they interpret the rules

24   differently, which is concerning.  We're going to

25   talk about this more as well I am sure."
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 1        MR. GREENE:  Just a couple more questions.

 2        Did you make the decision to use E&G

 3   carryforward for any project at UCF, ever?

 4        THE WITNESS:  No.

 5        MR. GREENE:  Were those decisions made by

 6   people who were senior to you both in age and levels

 7   of experience?

 8        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 9        MR. GREENE:  Did you trust and respect the

10   people who made the decisions?

11        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

12        MR. GREENE:  Was the decision to use E&G

13   carryforward for Trevor Colbourn Hall, was that

14   hidden from anyone within the administration?

15        THE WITNESS:  No.

16        MR. GREENE:  Was it known by Bill Merck,

17   President Hitt, Provosts Waldrop, Chase, and

18   Whittaker --

19        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

20        MR. GREENE:  -- and Scott Cole?

21        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

22        MR. GREENE:  Was it widely known amongst staff

23   and faculty members?

24        THE WITNESS:  It was known by staff.  I don't

25   know about faculty.
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 1        MR. GREENE:  Was it known by Marcus Marchena?

 2        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 3        MR. GREENE:  Did everyone in the budget and

 4   finance department know about it?

 5        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

 6        MR. GREENE:  Did other departments, including

 7   the office --

 8        THE WITNESS:  Well, let me -- I mean, not

 9   everybody in finance and accounting.  There's like a

10   140 people there, and so they wouldn't all know.

11        MR. GREENE:  Did many people --

12        THE WITNESS:  The poor people in the Pcard

13   department don't know.

14        MR. GREENE:  Did many people within the

15   department know?

16        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  All of the relevant people

17   in budget and --

18        MR. GREENE:  Was it ever hidden from anybody

19   within that department or any other department?

20        THE WITNESS:  No, no.

21        MR. GREENE:  Was it concealed -- the decision

22   to use E&G funds, did you conceal it from anyone?

23        THE WITNESS:  No.

24        MR. GREENE:  Do you know if anybody intended to

25   conceal it from anyone?
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 1        THE WITNESS:  No.

 2        MR. GREENE:  Did anybody ever tell you to

 3   conceal it from anyone?

 4        THE WITNESS:  No.

 5        MR. GREENE:  If you thought it was illegal,

 6   would you have participated in the use of E&G funds?

 7        THE WITNESS:  No.

 8        MR. GREENE:  That's all I have.

 9        (Discussion off the record.)

10        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did you ever discuss with

11   Dr. Whittaker plans to construct buildings with

12   donor funds or auxiliary funds?

13        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

14        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

15        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

16        MR. RUBOTTOM:  You described earlier your

17   explanation of the allocation document and some of

18   this other information to Dr. Whittaker.

19        Would that August, 2014, allocation document

20   that he signed on August 8th, would that have been

21   the first time that you had the opportunity to have

22   that kind of extensive discussion with him about the

23   carryforward commitments and the allocation document

24   and --

25        THE WITNESS:  Well, I know -- I think that he
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 1   would have already seen the E&G commitments list by

 2   then.

 3        MR. RUBOTTOM:  In what context would he have

 4   seen that in his first eight or ten days on the job?

 5        THE WITNESS:  Well, we probably had a budget

 6   chat meeting.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So he probably participated in a

 8   budget chat meeting before?

 9        THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  And one of --

10        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Thank you.

11        THE WITNESS:  One of the e-mails that I found

12   in asking to produce all these e-mails, but I didn't

13   really do anything with it because I didn't have the

14   file it was referring to.  But on those E&G

15   commitments list, you might have seen those little

16   ones and two on the left-hand side?  Well, that was

17   a Christy legend where -- I'm not going to get this

18   right, but like one meant it had been allocated out

19   and two meant it would be a -- it hadn't been

20   allocated out.  So those little ones and twos meant

21   something as to the timing of whether the allocation

22   had occurred or not.

23        So I have an e-mail where Dale is asking me

24   about what do those little ones and twos mean.  And

25   I looked around the date of that e-mail for an E&G
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 1   commitments list that maybe was dated the same, and

 2   I couldn't find one.

 3        So I can't --

 4        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you know what the date of

 5   that e-mail was?

 6        THE WITNESS:  Well, it was in August of '14.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But you don't know if it was

 8   before the August date, signing of the allocation

 9   document?

10        THE WITNESS:  I think it was right around that

11   time, and I can't remember whether it was August --

12   before that time, that day, the day before, the day

13   after, but it was right around then.

14        MR. RUBOTTOM:  The August 11th list of

15   questions that we looked at earlier, is it likely

16   that those questions arose out of those -- your

17   discussion about the allocation document and any

18   budget chats he had been to in those first couple of

19   weeks?

20        THE WITNESS:  Well, and he was also going to

21   see Dr. Hitt with that allocation document so, you

22   know, you didn't go see --

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So that was in context with him

24   taking the allocation document to Dr. Hitt?

25        THE WITNESS:  That's my assumption.
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 1        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  I didn't check the dates.

 2        THE WITNESS:  So, you know, but what that

 3   e-mail told me, and because I couldn't tie it to

 4   what exactly he was referring to, I didn't feel like

 5   it was good evi -- that I was -- I didn't share that

 6   e-mail with Joey Burby because I couldn't really tie

 7   it down.

 8        But what that tells me is he was looking in

 9   detail at the E&G commitments list at that point,

10   and it was around the time of signing the allocation

11   document.  So he was, you know, in an -- he was

12   making the effort to come up to speed on what that

13   was.

14        And then, like I said, I would have spent at

15   least an hour with him explaining it, and then he

16   would have been going -- he would have been

17   preparing himself to go ask Dr. Hitt to sign this.

18        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

19        MS. MITZ:  You started to say something about

20   -- it sounded like you were going to say you don't

21   go to Hitt --

22        THE WITNESS:  You don't go to Dr. Hitt without

23   being prepared to answer questions.  That's my

24   understanding.  That's my understanding.

25        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you recall when -- the
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 1   timeframe when Dr. Whittaker went to talk to

 2   Dr. Hitt, about January 20th of 2015, where they

 3   made the decision to do the combined project and

 4   raise the Trevor Colbourn/Colbourn renovation up to

 5   $38 million?

 6        Do you recall the fact that he had that meeting

 7   with Dr. Hitt?  Were you involved before that at

 8   all?

 9        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  There was a budget chat

10   meeting one week before that, and there's a bunch of

11   attachments to that -- you know, Christy sent me an

12   e-mail that said here's the documents for tomorrow's

13   budget chat meeting.

14        It had a capital projects list.  It showed the

15   10 million shortage, if what he took to Dr. Hitt got

16   approved, and it showed other projects.  It showed

17   all of the funding sources, whether it was

18   auxiliary, interest earnings or E&G.  That was one

19   of the documents.

20        The E&G commitments list was one of them.

21   Where the central reserve sat and would sit over the

22   next four years so that you could make decisions on

23   if we took money from the central reserve, is there

24   enough money there to use.

25        And then there was another document for some
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 1   central auxiliary resources that were accumulated to

 2   help with some of these facility projects.

 3        So those four documents Christy prepared and

 4   had -- we had ready for the budget chat meeting the

 5   next day.

 6        MR. RUBOTTOM:  We've discussed those with

 7   another witness.

 8        What I'm trying -- and you weren't directly

 9   reporting to him at that time.  But you didn't

10   prepare him for that meeting with Dr. Hitt; is that

11   correct?

12        THE WITNESS:  Well, I would think that --

13        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Other than the activities in

14   that budget chat meeting.

15        THE WITNESS:  Right.  And the budget chat

16   meeting should have talked about the funding before

17   he went to Dr. Hitt to say, let's go the additional

18   10 million.  We would have talked about how are we

19   -- can we do that financially?

20        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And it would be your expectation

21   that he would have taken all that knowledge, maybe

22   those documents into that meeting with Dr. Hitt.

23   And would that be the time that you consider that

24   last 10 million was committed, when he came out and

25   said -- told Merck it said yes?
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 1        THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So my -- once he got Dr.

 2   Hitt's approval to move forward with this change in

 3   the plan, if you will, and then Bill forwarding that

 4   back to us, referencing back to our conversation a

 5   week before about where that was going to come from,

 6   then that would have been our -- the closing the

 7   loop, if you will, to add $10 million to the

 8   commitments list.

 9        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  When we talked about the

10   UBC, you said something that confused me a little

11   bit.

12        Would you consider Dr. Whittaker to have been

13   the chair of that as provost or would you consider

14   Dr. Whittaker and Dr. Merck as cochairing that

15   university budget committee?

16        THE WITNESS:  They were cochairs.

17        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  I want to ask you about

18   something and it's because I'm curious and I'm not

19   asking if somebody did something.

20        I just -- I noticed that the capital

21   improvement plan that was put in front of the board

22   in July included Trevor Colbourn Hall on the BOB-2

23   list.

24        THE WITNESS:  Which July?

25        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Last July, '18.
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 1        THE WITNESS:  Okay.

 2        MR. RUBOTTOM:  This is after the auditors were

 3   asking questions and before the exit conference when

 4   the administration found out about the issue, okay.

 5        Trevor Colbourn is back on the BOB-2 list for

 6   this last year's submission, and where, in the -- I

 7   still don't understand why it was on the BOB-2 list

 8   three times.  The legislature approved the building

 9   three times with non-appropriated funds, but it's on

10   the BOB-2 list again.

11        And this time the only difference I can tell

12   from the previous submission is that the source of

13   funds, it doesn't say E&G anymore.  It says CFAUX.

14        Are you familiar with that BOB-2 notation?

15        THE WITNESS:  No.  And I didn't even know what

16   the BOB-2 was until this investigation.  So, you

17   know, I don't know why -- the CF clearly means

18   carryforward; the AUX clearly means auxiliary, so.

19        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Does that mean to you

20   carryforward auxiliary funds or carryforward E&G and

21   auxiliary funds?

22        THE WITNESS:  Carryforward E&G and auxiliary is

23   what that would mean to me.

24        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  And you don't have any

25   idea who would have put that on the BOB-2?
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 1        THE WITNESS:  No.

 2        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  It gave me the sense that

 3   maybe Bill Merck was beginning a refunding plan,

 4   knowing that the audit was going to come out and

 5   discuss this.

 6        Was there any discussion like that --

 7        THE WITNESS:  No.

 8        MR. RUBOTTOM:  -- in June or July or August?

 9        THE WITNESS:  Nope, not at all.  There was no

10   discussion of changing the funding source.

11        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Does that surprise you that they

12   put the building back on the BOB-2 list when it was

13   going to be completed before that list was even

14   submitted to the BOG?

15        THE WITNESS:  I don't know because I don't even

16   really understand what the -- I mean, what I've

17   heard recently is that BOB-2 list asks for PO&M for

18   the building.  I don't know if that's accurate or

19   not.

20        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Yes.  We can talk about it

21   later.

22        THE WITNESS:  So I don't know.

23        MR. RUBOTTOM:  You wouldn't have anything to do

24   with the Trevor Colbourn Hall building program

25   document that was published in '17 -- in February or
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 1   March of '17, would you?

 2        THE WITNESS:  No.  I didn't see it until this

 3   investigation.

 4        MR. RUBOTTOM:  When you saw that funding

 5   appendix that says PECO zero, CITF zero, something

 6   else zero, university, 38 million, when you see

 7   university funding, does that mean anything

 8   particularly to you?

 9        THE WITNESS:  To me that could mean different

10   sources, so I would -- I would use university to be

11   -- it could be -- it could be anything.  It could be

12   auxiliary, it could be interest, auxiliary interest

13   earnings.

14        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would that be comparable to the

15   use of internal on that -- on that document we

16   looked at?

17        THE WITNESS:  Yes, yes.

18        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Which just means it's not coming

19   from outside?

20        THE WITNESS:  Right.

21        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But it could mean donor?

22        THE WITNESS:  I don't think it would mean

23   donor, no, no.

24        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.

25        THE WITNESS:  No, no.  Donor I think would be
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 1   considered external.

 2        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Oh, on the e-mails that discuss

 3   E&G, who would David Noel -- would he be asking that

 4   question to the provost's office, would you think,

 5   or just directly to Ronnie?

 6        THE WITNESS:  I think it went to Lynn.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Was that the one that went to

 8   Lynn?

 9        THE WITNESS:  That was the one that I think

10   went to Lynn.

11        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Oh, I'm sorry.  That's right.

12        Would that have been a request to the provost's

13   office that Lynn processed?

14        THE WITNESS:  No.  It was just a question to

15   Lynn as the provost office budget person back then,

16   because they would have used -- sounded like they

17   were going to use their own money.

18        So the College of Medicine has their own -- you

19   know, it's a little different because it has its own

20   budget entity.

21        MR. RUBOTTOM:  All right.  But they have E&G?

22        THE WITNESS:  And they have E&G.  Yes, they

23   have their own E&G budget.

24        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would you have expected Lynn to

25   communicate that exchange to the provost, that that
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 1   question had been asked and that she'd gotten that

 2   answer from the audit folks?

 3        THE WITNESS:  I don't know for sure whether she

 4   would have; maybe more to say they want to use

 5   $3 million to set up an endowment fund.  I'm not

 6   sure.

 7        MR. RUBOTTOM:  And then your e-mail to Ronnie

 8   then, would she have been asking on behalf of the

 9   provost or as a recipient of the provost office

10   or --

11        THE WITNESS:  Well, that was Tina's response to

12   Ronnie.

13        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Oh, that was Tina.  You

14   responded to --

15        THE WITNESS:  I was just cc'd.

16        MR. RUBOTTOM:  -- Lynn?

17        THE WITNESS:  So I responded to David Noel.

18        MR. RUBOTTOM:  So Tina's response to Ronnie.

19   I'm sorry for confusing that.

20        THE WITNESS:  That's okay.

21        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would that have been a provost

22   office pass-through question to your mind?  How

23   would you process that?

24        I know you don't remember it, but --

25        THE WITNESS:  So I don't know what the
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 1   underlying question there was between -- you know, I

 2   don't know.  I don't know what prompted Tina to send

 3   that answer to Ronnie.

 4        MR. RUBOTTOM:  But you wouldn't have any

 5   expectation either way of whether she would have

 6   shared that answer with -- with the provost?

 7        THE WITNESS:  It probably depends what the

 8   underlying question was, whether that was a provost

 9   level conversation or just something --

10        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Forgive me for not going

11   back and doing those before.

12        THE WITNESS:  That's okay.

13        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Carine, do you have anything

14   else?

15        MS. MITZ:  No.

16        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you have anything else to

17   close with?

18        MS. MITZ:  Well, the only thing we request,

19   Ms. Clark, and we've requested this from everybody,

20   is that you agree to not discuss the deposition with

21   anybody, the questions that we've asked and the

22   answers that you provided.  Can you agree to that?

23        THE WITNESS:  Yes.

24        MS. MITZ:  Thank you.

25        MR. RUBOTTOM:  We would appreciate it if she
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 1   would waive review just because of our timeframe.

 2   She has every opportunity to correct anything that

 3   shows up in our record, and we would solicit that,

 4   but I know the reporter needs an answer to that

 5   question.

 6        MR. GREENE:  Would you agree that I would have

 7   a lot more cross-examination, when I haven't had a

 8   full and fair opportunity to complete the record and

 9   we're going to agree to complete this without

10   reading for purposes of expediting the

11   investigation.

12        MR. RUBOTTOM:  I would agree.

13        THE REPORTER:  Can I confirm that you have

14   requested today's transcripts to be prepared on an

15   expedited basis?

16        MR. RUBOTTOM:  Yes.

17        (The deposition was concluded at 6:03 p.m.)
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 7      WITNESS my hand and official seal this 15th day of

    February, 2019.
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 8      I further certify that I am not a relative or

    employee of any of the parties, nor am I a relative or

 9  counsel connected with the parties' attorneys or counsel

    connected with the action, nor am I financially

10  interested in the outcome of the action.
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             1           THE REPORTER:  Would you raise your right hand,



             2      please.



             3           THE WITNESS:  (The witness complies.)



             4           THE REPORTER:  Do you solemnly swear that the



             5      testimony you are about to give will be the truth,



             6      the whole truth, and nothing but the truth so help



             7      you God?



             8           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             9                        TRACY CLARK,



            10  having first been duly sworn, testified under oath as



            11  follows:



            12                     DIRECT EXAMINATION



            13  BY MS. MITZ:



            14      Q.   Good afternoon, Ms. Clark.



            15      A.   Hi.



            16      Q.   Have you ever given a deposition before?



            17      A.   One time, yes.



            18      Q.   How long has it been?



            19      A.   Let's see.  Fourteen years.



            20      Q.   Okay.  So let me give you a little refresher on



            21  what's going to happen today and some of the ground



            22  rules.



            23           So we've asked you to come today just to get



            24  some more information about what happened at UCF.  As



            25  you know, we didn't sit in on the interviews conducted
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             1  by Bryan Cave, so this has been our first opportunity to



             2  see people face-to-face and get some context behind the



             3  words that we've seen on paper.



             4           We're not going to be asking any trick



             5  questions.  There is no right or wrong answer.  We're



             6  just simply trying to fill the holes where we just don't



             7  know what happened.



             8           As you know, the court reporter is taking



             9  everything down, so please speak up and speak, you know,



            10  clearly; no nodding of the head or uh-huh, huh-uh.  If



            11  you know something because someone else told you, let us



            12  know that.  If you're estimating or approximating



            13  something, please let us know that you are doing that.



            14           If you don't know something, "I don't know" is



            15  a great response.  I don't want you to guess at



            16  something if you don't know.  If you need something



            17  reasked again or rephrased, just let us know and we'll



            18  ask the question again or rephrase it for you, and I



            19  think that's about it.



            20           So are you ready to start?



            21      A.   Yes.



            22      Q.   Okay.  Can you please state your full name for



            23  the record?



            24      A.   Tracy Clark.



            25      Q.   And have you discussed this deposition with
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             1  anybody aside from your attorneys?



             2      A.   No.



             3      Q.   Did you have an opportunity to review your



             4  interview notes from the Bryan Cave interview?



             5      A.   No.



             6      Q.   Okay.  Did you review anybody else's interview



             7  notes?



             8      A.   No.



             9      Q.   Okay.  How many times were you interviewed by



            10  the Bryan Cave firm?



            11      A.   Three.



            12      Q.   Okay.  And was everything that you told



            13  Mr. Burby true?



            14      A.   I felt like that interview was intimidating, so



            15  I never got to review my notes.  I felt like there was a



            16  lot of times he was trying to lead me to certain



            17  answers, so that's the best I can say.



            18      Q.   Okay.  Let me ask you this.  Do you recall



            19  making a statement that you felt wasn't accurate or



            20  wasn't truthful?



            21      A.   I don't know.



            22      Q.   Okay.  All right.  Well, we'll go through our



            23  questions and I ask that you be honest.  If you recall



            24  as you're answering one of our questions that you gave a



            25  different response to the Bryan Cave investigator,
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             1  please let us know that.



             2      A.   Okay.



             3      Q.   All right.  At any time while you were still at



             4  UCF, after this whole Trevor Colbourn Hall audit thing



             5  came about, did anybody interview you or start asking



             6  you questions:  Your immediate supervisor, the general



             7  counsel's office, the president's office?



             8      A.   Can you -- can you state that again?



             9      Q.   Sure.  Basically, what I'm trying to find out



            10  is if anybody at UCF asked you to come in for an



            11  interview or answer questions about this or if Bryan



            12  Cave was the only one who ever asked you questions about



            13  this.



            14      A.   So Scott Cole, general counsel, asked me about



            15  this.



            16      Q.   Okay.  Is that the meeting that occurred in



            17  September?



            18      A.   Yes.



            19      Q.   Is that the meeting at which Ms. Mitchell was



            20  also present?



            21      A.   Yes.



            22      Q.   And Ms. Tant, I think?



            23      A.   Yes.



            24      Q.   Let's go ahead and talk about that.



            25           I actually have a copy of an e-mail that I
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             1  would like to show you.



             2           Don, do you have that packet out?



             3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Yes, I do.  Which tab is it?



             4           MS. MITZ:  I think it's tab seven.



             5  BY MS. MITZ:



             6      Q.   Ms. Clark, if you wouldn't mind taking a look



             7  at that, and once you're done, let me know.



             8      A.   Okay.



             9      Q.   Do you recognize that e-mail?



            10      A.   Yes.



            11      Q.   Do you remember it?



            12      A.   Yes.



            13      Q.   Do you recall what the attachments were?



            14      A.   The attachments were projects that my office



            15  had identified, and Facilities and Safety had identified



            16  that had used E&G funds that exceeded the $2 million



            17  that we were made aware of at that time.



            18           And so that's what was on the -- they were



            19  projects to discuss with Scott Cole and Kathy Mitchell.



            20      Q.   And is that what was discussed at the meeting



            21  referred to in this e-mail?



            22      A.   Yeah.  That was part of what was discussed in



            23  the meeting.  That was the purpose of the meeting; that



            24  was the intended purpose of the meeting.



            25      Q.   Okay.  And it was just the four of you; you,
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             1  Ms. Tant, Ms. Mitchell, and Mr. Cole?



             2      A.   Yes.



             3      Q.   And were all four of you in the meeting the



             4  entire time?



             5      A.   Yes, to the best of my recollection.



             6      Q.   Okay.  So why don't I just have you tell me



             7  what happened?  You got to the meeting and what was



             8  said?



             9      A.   So we were talking about the projects that were



            10  on the list and whether -- trying to determine whether



            11  or not there was a question about whether or not they



            12  were allowable uses of E&G funds and whether or not we



            13  should reverse them under the rules that were sort of



            14  being brought to our attention at that time.



            15           So we were trying to get -- they were all



            16  projects that we had thought were allowable use of E&G,



            17  but we were trying to get the general counsel's opinion



            18  at that point because of the investigation that started



            19  and some of the rules that we were hearing at that time.



            20  So that was kind of what started the meeting.



            21           And then at some point during the meeting,



            22  Scott Cole started asking Christy and I questions about



            23  what Dale knew, when Dale knew it, what exact words were



            24  used.



            25           So this e-mail -- I got upset because it was
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             1  kind of -- I felt like we were getting interrogated and



             2  I felt like the general counsel was trying to get us to



             3  say, in his specific words, that Dale was not aware of



             4  the issues that were, you know, coming forward about



             5  Trevor Colbourn Hall.



             6      Q.   So did he succeed in getting you to say that?



             7      A.   No.



             8      Q.   Okay.  What did you tell him?



             9      A.   I said that I -- I knew that Dale knew that the



            10  use of E&G funds might produce an audit comment and



            11  that, in my opinion, that would have told Dale that



            12  there was something to question.



            13      Q.   Okay.  Did the conversation address only Trevor



            14  Colbourn Hall or all the projects?



            15      A.   The -- well, the projects were discussed



            16  separate from that line of questioning about Trevor



            17  Colbourn Hall.  So the general counsel's questioning of



            18  what Dale knew about what and when and what exact words



            19  were used was only about Trevor Colbourn Hall.



            20      Q.   Okay.



            21      A.   If that's what your question is.



            22      Q.   It is; yes.



            23           So did you ever volunteer to Mr. Cole that Dale



            24  was aware that E&G had been used on multiple projects?



            25      A.   At that meeting?
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             1      Q.   Yes, at that meeting.



             2      A.   Not at that meeting.



             3      Q.   Okay.  Did you tell him before or after that



             4  meeting?



             5      A.   After that meeting.  After that meeting, I --



             6  my office produced information for both Scott Cole and



             7  -- well, for leadership.  I'll say for Kathy Mitchell,



             8  who shared it with the rest of leadership, and that was



             9  shared with Dale Whittaker, the other projects that used



            10  E&G funds.



            11      Q.   Okay.



            12      A.   I'm not sure if that was responsive or not.



            13      Q.   You answered my question.  That's good.



            14           So is there anything else from that discussion



            15  with the four of you that was said by you that you



            16  haven't already told us specific to Dale Whittaker's



            17  knowledge?



            18      A.   Just that I told Scott Cole who was saying



            19  specific words, like, well, was X, Y, Z, said?  And I



            20  said, well, not those exact words were said, but -- so I



            21  felt like he was trying to pin me into, you know, if it



            22  was phrased this way, then that meant that Dale



            23  Whittaker knew.  But if it wasn't phrased that way,



            24  then, you know, then that says he didn't know.



            25           And I tried to say it wasn't phrased that way,
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             1  but, in my opinion, he knew.



             2      Q.   I got you.  So then did you become upset



             3  because of the way he was questioning you or were you



             4  upset because of what you had to say?



             5      A.   I was upset because I felt like he was trying



             6  to put words in my mouth and trying to make me reach



             7  conclusions based on his words versus my own



             8  conclusions.



             9      Q.   Okay.  Very good.  So let's go back to the



            10  introductory stuff.



            11           What was your position before you left UCF?



            12      A.   Associate provost for budget planning and



            13  administration and associate vice president for finance.



            14      Q.   And how long had you been with UCF?



            15      A.   Almost 12 years.



            16      Q.   And who did you report to?



            17      A.   I reported to Dale Whittaker and Bill Merck.  I



            18  had a dual report.



            19      Q.   So let's talk about that.  Did Dale Whittaker



            20  start with the university on August 1st of 2014?



            21      A.   Yes, sometime around then, yes.



            22      Q.   Okay.  How soon after that did you start



            23  reporting to him?



            24      A.   He -- in March of 2015, he started a



            25  reorganization analysis, if you will, or had HR work on
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             1  a reorganization analysis of the provost's office.  And



             2  that took several months, but that was started, I would



             3  say, within three to four months after he got there.



             4  And then it took a while for that to happen, and then



             5  the reorganization got put in place.



             6      Q.   So did you start reporting to him as part of



             7  that reorganization or before?



             8      A.   As part of that reorganization, my reporting to



             9  him was part of all of that, yes.



            10      Q.   So in about March?



            11      A.   Yes, 2015.



            12      Q.   Prior to March, did you provide him any



            13  information --



            14      A.   Yes.



            15      Q.   Okay.  You did?



            16      A.   Yes.



            17      Q.   All right.  Okay.



            18           MR. GREENE:  Let her finish her question.



            19           MS. MITZ:  No, I had stopped.  I had to think.



            20  BY MS. MITZ:



            21      Q.   So let's talk about that initial period.  From



            22  the time you started in August until March, what did he



            23  ask you for in terms of budget documents?



            24      A.   Well, from the time he started, we participated



            25  in what were called budget chat meetings or budget
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             1  operations group meetings.  They had a couple of



             2  different names.  Those were meetings that were started



             3  by a prior provost, between the provost and their



             4  support personnel, and the CFO and their -- his support



             5  personnel.  So those meetings continued once Provost



             6  Whittaker came.



             7           So it was in those meetings that I ended up



             8  working with Dr. Whittaker.  So those meetings started



             9  right away.  They were either every week, sometimes



            10  every two weeks.



            11           At that time Christy Tant and I both attended



            12  from the CFO's office; the provost attended and his



            13  support staff.  And so during those meetings, I was



            14  asked to produce lots of budget information and answer



            15  lots of budget questions and help educate the provost on



            16  the budget at the university.



            17      Q.   When he -- when you started working with him,



            18  did he seem to have any level of understanding of



            19  university budgeting or did you have to help him along



            20  to get there?



            21      A.   Well, I would say he had an understanding of



            22  university budgeting, but I helped educate him on



            23  university budgeting.



            24      Q.   Did he ever talk about funds that he would have



            25  worked with at Purdue that would have been similar to
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             1  E&G funds here in Florida?



             2      A.   I don't recall.



             3      Q.   Okay.  Who else would have regularly attended



             4  the budget chat meetings besides you, Christy, the



             5  provost, and his staff?  Like did Mr. Merck attend?



             6      A.   Yes.  In fact, Christy and I were there to



             7  support as Bill Merck's support staff, and the provost



             8  had his support staff which I think at the time was Lynn



             9  Gonzalez and Megan Deal (phonetic).



            10      Q.   So tell me about the documents that would have



            11  been presented or reviewed in those budget chat



            12  meetings.  I've heard a lot about E&G commitment lists



            13  and E&G allocation lists.  Were those documents reviewed



            14  in budget chat meetings?



            15      A.   Yes.  So the E&G commitments list was a staple



            16  in those meetings.  It was a tracking document that kept



            17  track of all of the decisions that were made -- that the



            18  provost made and all the allocation decisions from the



            19  central reserve that the provost approved in those



            20  meetings.  That's what we call the E&G commitments list.



            21      Q.   Okay.



            22      A.   It went out five years, and would keep -- it



            23  was the tracking document.  It was created before



            24  Christy and I were involved in this process, so we



            25  carried it on.
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             1      Q.   Did -- I'm sorry.  Go ahead.



             2      A.   That's okay.  Go ahead.



             3      Q.   Finish your answer.



             4      A.   So that was a common document.



             5           There were lots of documents produced for those



             6  meetings.  The -- what the balance in the central



             7  reserve would be rolling forward multiple years was a



             8  document that we produced so that you could see, you



             9  know, basically what available funds there were.



            10           After all of those commitments that were on the



            11  E&G commitments list were fulfilled, capital funding



            12  projects, if any existed, you know, would have been



            13  brought to those meetings.  Any -- any topic that was



            14  coming up that needed kind of a financial schedule put



            15  together to help explain or help inform the discussion



            16  would have been brought to those meetings.



            17      Q.   So these meetings weren't limited to just



            18  academic budgeting matters.  It also included capital



            19  funding issues, too; right?



            20      A.   Yeah.  It was actually not limited to academic



            21  only.  It was -- it was for the whole university budget;



            22  anything to do with the whole university budget,



            23  whatever that was a facility issue, whether that was



            24  union negotiation issues which had financial



            25  consequences, whether it was requests for more police
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             1  force, whether it was a request for a raise for the



             2  faculty.  You know, any university conversation that



             3  might require resource decisions or resource



             4  allocations.



             5      Q.   Okay.  So the few documents that you discussed



             6  that were presented during those meetings, did you ever



             7  -- like how carefully did you review those with the



             8  provost?  I mean, was he just handed a copy, he looked



             9  at it and if he had questions he asked them or did you



            10  go line by line through it?  What was the interaction



            11  there when he was given documents?



            12      A.   So we would go basically line by line.



            13           So if they were documents that were prepared by



            14  finance and accounting, then we would explain the



            15  documents thoroughly.



            16      Q.   Would that include project by project?



            17      A.   Yes.



            18      Q.   So it would have been clear to him that Trevor



            19  Colbourn Hall or the Colbourn Hall renovation was on the



            20  list, E&G was used to fund it, and X amount of dollars?



            21      A.   Absolutely.



            22      Q.   And he would have seen numerous versions of



            23  those documents as the construction plans changed?



            24      A.   Yes.



            25      Q.   Okay.  So you can definitively say it wasn't
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             1  just one document that he saw with E&G for those



             2  projects.  He would have seen multiple?



             3      A.   Correct.



             4      Q.   Okay.  And then in addition to the documents,



             5  did you guys ever have conversations about the use of



             6  E&G for either the Colbourn Hall renovation or the



             7  Trevor Colbourn Hall construction?



             8      A.   Yes.  That would have been discussed when the



             9  resource allocation decision for the $10 million, which



            10  was when Dr. Whittaker was here, was made.  When that



            11  decision was made to allocate an additional $10 million



            12  towards Trevor Colbourn Hall, that would have been a



            13  discussion with the provost and with Mr. Merck.



            14      Q.   And would you have been there?



            15      A.   Yes, because it appears it occurred at a budget



            16  chat meeting.



            17      Q.   All right.  Did you ever inform Provost



            18  Whittaker about the regulation 9.007 and what E&G funds



            19  could be used for?



            20      A.   No.



            21      Q.   Did you ever tell him what E&G funds could not



            22  be used for, aside from the audit comment?



            23      A.   I don't recall.



            24      Q.   Okay.  Were you the one that presented the



            25  August, 2014, E&G allocation document that required his
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             1  signature, as well as President Hitt's?



             2      A.   Yes.



             3      Q.   And do you recall that time when you presented



             4  it to him?



             5      A.   I recall that I would have had a meeting and



             6  gone over that report with him in detail, yes.



             7      Q.   Okay.  So then identifying each project and



             8  their funding or why they are on the form to begin with?



             9      A.   I think it was -- I think it was either a two-



            10  or three-page document.  We would have gone over those



            11  couple of pages.  Was it a two-page document?  In 2014,



            12  was it a two-page document?



            13           MS. MITZ:  We may have it.



            14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  It may be in your packet.  I'm



            15      not sure.  I'm trying to find out here.



            16           MR. PARKER:  2013/14 was a two-pager.



            17           MR. RUBOTTOM:  The 2014/15.



            18           UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  It was a three-pager.



            19           THE WITNESS:  If I could look at it, it would



            20      be helpful.



            21           MR. GREENE:  Do we have it?  Oh, don't just put



            22      it in my hand.  Make it clear.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Tracy, could I see the big



            24      packet and see if it's in there, because then we can



            25      discuss the particular tab.
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             1           But go ahead and look at that.  That's fine.



             2           THE WITNESS:  So I would have spent a



             3      considerable amount of time with Dr. Whittaker going



             4      through this document, explaining what it was for,



             5      what it represented, why I was giving it to him,



             6      what the process was for him to sign it and for him



             7      to take it to Dr. Whit -- Dr. Hitt, sorry, for



             8      Dr. Hitt to sign.



             9           And we would have gone through -- I don't know



            10      if we went through line by line every single, you



            11      know -- police, three new officers, but we would



            12      have gone through what this document -- what the



            13      components of this document were, what it was doing;



            14      that it was giving the budget office authority to



            15      allocate these items, how it related to the overall



            16      university budget.  So I would have --



            17  BY MS. MITZ:



            18      Q.   Okay.



            19      A.   I -- I would have extensively gone over how



            20  this document fits in to the university's budget, what



            21  it was -- what the authority that -- the authority that



            22  it was giving us and why he was receiving it and why he



            23  was having to take it to Dr. Hitt.



            24      Q.   Okay.



            25      A.   For both their signatures.
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             1      Q.   Very thorough.  Okay.  So do you recall whether



             2  he asked a lot of questions?



             3      A.   Yes, he would have asked a lot of questions.



             4      Q.   Okay.  And were you in a position to answer all



             5  of those questions?



             6      A.   Yes.



             7      Q.   And did he ultimately sign the form?



             8      A.   Yes.



             9      Q.   Okay.  During the time that Dale Whittaker was



            10  the provost, can you give me an idea -- and I am asking



            11  for an estimation here -- of how many times he would



            12  have been presented with these various documents that



            13  reflected the funding for either Colbourn Hall or Trevor



            14  Colbourn Hall as being from E&G?



            15      A.   So can you restate that again?



            16      Q.   Sure.  What I'm looking for is an estimation of



            17  how many times you think Dale Whittaker would have seen



            18  documents that showed E&G as the source of funding for



            19  the Trevor Colbourn Hall or the Colbourn Hall project?



            20  Would it be one document?  Did he see ten?  Did he see



            21  fifty?  Can you estimate?



            22      A.   Yes.  So it wouldn't be just one type of



            23  document.  The E&G commitments list had it, the



            24  allocation documents had it, capital funding documents



            25  had it, e-mails that he was copied on where the budget
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             1  transfers were occurring, he was copied on those as the



             2  source of the -- as the decision source on those



             3  allocations.



             4           So I would say -- I would give an estimate of



             5  at least 30 documents that he would have seen that on.



             6      Q.   Okay.  And at no time in looking at those



             7  approximately 30 documents did he ever ask about E&G and



             8  why it was being used for these projects?



             9      A.   No, not to my knowledge.



            10      Q.   He didn't ask you?



            11      A.   Right.



            12      Q.   Okay.  And correct me if I'm wrong, but my



            13  understanding is when he took the position as provost,



            14  he was responsible for the university's annual budget.



            15  Does that sound right to you?



            16      A.   Yes, that's right.



            17      Q.   So that encompasses the whole budget; right?



            18      A.   Yes, yes.



            19      Q.   Okay.  While he was provost, did he claim



            20  ownership over the university's budget or did he limit



            21  himself to the academic budget?



            22      A.   No.  He claimed ownership over the whole



            23  university's budget.



            24      Q.   Did he give himself a name like university



            25  budget officer or something to that effect?
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             1      A.   I don't have knowledge of him giving himself a



             2  name.



             3      Q.   Okay.  Did you ever get the sense that Provost



             4  Whittaker was intimidated by Mr. Merck?



             5      A.   No, not at all.



             6      Q.   Did you ever get the sense that Provost



             7  Whittaker was afraid to stand up for anything that he



             8  believed in or to ask for anything that he wanted?



             9      A.   No, not at all.



            10      Q.   Have you heard his statements, his public



            11  statements about how he didn't think that he could



            12  question Mr. Merck's decision to use E&G because he had



            13  been with the university for so long and was effectively



            14  tight with Dr. Hitt?  Have you heard that statement?



            15      A.   Yes.



            16      Q.   And do you disagree with that statement?  Well,



            17  let me ask you this way.  Do you disagree that it



            18  appeared that he felt like he couldn't question



            19  Mr. Merck?



            20      A.   Yes, I disagree with that.



            21      Q.   Okay.  Did you ever see him question



            22  Mr. Merck --



            23      A.   Yes.



            24      Q.   -- or challenge him?



            25      A.   Yes.
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             1      Q.   Can you give us an example?



             2      A.   I can't think of a specific example, but it --



             3      Q.   Let me ask -- go ahead.



             4      A.   So in the budget chat meetings, there were



             5  requests for funding that were brought forward either by



             6  people contacting Dr. Whittaker for a funding need or



             7  people contacting Bill Merck for a funding need.



             8           All of those funding needs were discussed in



             9  those meetings between those two, and it would not be



            10  uncommon for Dr. Whittaker to question or not approve or



            11  disagree with a funding request that had come forward.



            12      Q.   From Mr. Merck?



            13      A.   Yes.



            14      Q.   Okay.  That's a good example.  Okay.



            15      A.   I wanted to say one more thing, if it's okay,



            16  for the budget chat meetings.  The other --



            17      Q.   Okay.



            18      A.   The other thing that became a conversation at



            19  the budget chat meetings was the -- the budget processes



            20  that were being developed under Dr. Whittaker's



            21  leadership.



            22           So the university budget committee was



            23  resurrected.  We talked in those meetings about who



            24  should be on that committee, how that committee should



            25  operate, how many people -- you know, what types of
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             1  processes we wanted to implement in those committees.



             2  That type of a conversation would occur, not just a



             3  resource decision.



             4           And Dr. Whittaker and I worked very closely on



             5  the university budget committee processes, procedures,



             6  and that was a university-wide committee or -- that



             7  committee dealt with university-wide budget issues.



             8           I was going to say, and in fact one of the big



             9  things that that committee did was about a little over a



            10  year after Dr. Whittaker was here, we held a -- what was



            11  called a budget philosophy meeting where we were trying



            12  to sort of educate the university community, all the



            13  VPs, all the deans that had all the -- that had all the



            14  units about, you know, kind of the university budget



            15  philosophy, resource -- you know, the appropriate use of



            16  good, fiscal, sound resource management, if you will, of



            17  those units.  And considering all of the resources and



            18  making smart, you know, use decisions of their



            19  resources.



            20           And Dr. Whittaker basically recommended that



            21  budget philosophy meeting, and we presented that to the



            22  whole university community.



            23      Q.   Okay.  And you guys also worked on the



            24  facilities budget committee together; is that correct?



            25      A.   Yes.
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             1      Q.   And is that the -- was it your idea, his idea,



             2  a combination of both of your ideas to form that



             3  committee?



             4      A.   It was my idea.



             5      Q.   Okay.  And how did that come up, I guess?



             6      A.   Well, the university budget committee became a



             7  collaborative way for representation across the



             8  university units to have sort of a say in resource



             9  allocation decisions or at least, you know, have a



            10  voice.  And so that same process wasn't really happening



            11  with facilities decisions.



            12           And so because that one was working well, I



            13  brought it up as an idea to Dr. Whittaker.  He had seen



            14  something similar at Purdue, so he liked the idea, had



            15  some immediate knowledge of how that could be, you know,



            16  an effective process.  And so we started that so that



            17  prioritization of what facilities were needed on campus



            18  could be collectively discussed by multiple -- you know,



            19  represented areas.



            20      Q.   Who attended the facilities budget committee



            21  meetings?



            22      A.   They were attended by the members of the



            23  committee which had a representative, kind of a senior



            24  representative, like normally a vice president or maybe



            25  another senior officer within an area across campus.  So
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             1  there was probably about 12 to 14 members of the



             2  committee.



             3           It was -- Dale Whittaker was the executive



             4  sponsor of it, as well as Mr. Merck.  There were support



             5  staff that attended, so myself was a support staff,



             6  Christy was a support staff, a couple more people in my



             7  office were support staff, and some members of the



             8  Facilities and Safety department were support staff.



             9  And some members from -- it's called SPA, like the



            10  academic affairs space office.  They attended as support



            11  staff.



            12           So we were there to help provide information to



            13  the committee for the committee to consider and work



            14  with.



            15      Q.   When you say Provost Whittaker was the



            16  executive -- executive sponsor?



            17      A.   Sponsor, yes.



            18      Q.   Is that effectively a chair?



            19      A.   Yes.



            20      Q.   Okay.  All right.  How often did that committee



            21  meet?



            22      A.   I think it met monthly.



            23      Q.   And was E&G funding discussed in those



            24  meetings?



            25      A.   Yes.  The meetings were more discussing what
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             1  the facility needs were.



             2      Q.   Okay.



             3      A.   It really had just gotten up and running.  I



             4  think it had been in existence -- it was getting its



             5  legs so the first sort of task of the committee was to



             6  start trying to identify what the university's facility



             7  needs were and to help prioritize those needs.  And with



             8  the ultimate goal of once that occurred, helping to



             9  figure out how we could get that accomplished.



            10      Q.   Okay.  Do you recall whether the Colbourn Hall



            11  renovation or the Trevor Colbourn Hall construction



            12  project were discussed in the facilities budget



            13  committee meetings?



            14      A.   I don't recall.



            15      Q.   Okay.  Do you have any recollection as to



            16  whether that was discussed in the university budget



            17  committee meetings?



            18      A.   It was not.



            19      Q.   All right.  If you don't mind, I would like you



            20  to flip to tab one in that packet.  I just want to run a



            21  couple of documents by you.



            22           The document at tab one should be the agenda



            23  for the March 13, 2017, facilities budget committee



            24  meeting.  Do you see that?



            25      A.   Yes.
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             1      Q.   Do you recognize that?



             2      A.   Well, I recognize it's the minutes prepared by



             3  Mark Wray from that meeting.



             4      Q.   Okay.



             5      A.   I don't recall that I read them --



             6      Q.   Right.



             7      A.   -- previously.



             8      Q.   I want to ask you a couple of questions.  So



             9  the first page, there's a line that's highlighted.  It



            10  says "four categories on the list," and then what



            11  follows is one, PECO, two, CITF funding, and then on the



            12  bottom of the following page, three, other state sources



            13  and then four, non-state sources.



            14           Am I to understand that these four categories



            15  were discussed in this meeting and that's why they are



            16  reflected in the minutes?



            17      A.   Yes.  It looks like that.



            18           MR. GREENE:  Do you have a copy for us?



            19  BY MS. MITZ:



            20      Q.   And that's specific to what --



            21           MR. GREENE:  I apologize.



            22           MS. MITZ:  That's okay.



            23  BY MS. MITZ:



            24      Q.   The four forms of funding, do you recall



            25  discussing that with members of the committee or that it
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             1  was discussed?



             2      A.   So it looks like in reading the beginning of



             3  these minutes, this was what was being discussed in this



             4  meeting as the CIP, the capital improvement plan.  So it



             5  looks like these -- these categories which are, I think,



             6  on the CIP were being described to the committee as what



             7  they were.



             8      Q.   This was like introductory material to them for



             9  the CIP?



            10      A.   This was the -- so the committee was formed.  I



            11  don't recall exactly when it was formed, but it was --



            12  soon after it was formed, one of the tasks that it sort



            13  of took on was at least familiarizing itself with the



            14  CIP, with the intent that, going forward, it would be



            15  able to influence or -- help, not influence -- but help



            16  inform the projects on the CIP list.



            17      Q.   Okay.



            18      A.   And so the problem was the committee hadn't



            19  been up and running well enough yet to really be able to



            20  inform, I think, the CIP list that was due then.  But it



            21  was kind of the first time it was presented.  The folks



            22  on the committee were not necessarily familiar with the



            23  form, so it was more of an educational process.



            24           And to the extent that there was any thoughts



            25  or conversation about the projects on the CIP form, it
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             1  would have been discussed.



             2      Q.   Okay.



             3      A.   So that's my memory that happened in the



             4  beginning of this committee, was the CIP sort of came



             5  first before the committee had had a chance to work on



             6  what it -- what it thought the internal priorities were



             7  and what it thought was a good list for facilities, and



             8  it was presented with this form that was due.  And so we



             9  were trying to kind of educate the committee and work



            10  through that.



            11      Q.   Okay.  If you could flip to page 2 of that



            12  document, there's a portion in the third full paragraph



            13  that's highlighted, and it says the review sequence is



            14  budget committee, to Hitt, to trustees, to BOG.



            15           Do you agree with that statement, that the



            16  five-year capital improvement plan would go through



            17  those hands before making it to the BOG?



            18      A.   So the process -- so by budget committee here,



            19  I'm not sure which budget committee it's referencing, if



            20  it's referencing the facility's budget committee.



            21           What I recall -- I don't know if these are the



            22  right minutes for it, but what I recall is that the plan



            23  was for that document to go from the facility -- the



            24  facilities budget committee, once it was up and running



            25  and had its legs, then to Dr. Hitt, and then to the
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             1  trustees, and then to the board of governors.  I don't



             2  know if it happened.  I don't know if it was happening



             3  at this time or not.



             4      Q.   Okay.  Let's say prior to this, so prior to



             5  March of 2017, did the five-year capital improvement



             6  plan also go through the hands of the general counsel



             7  and the chief of staff prior to making it to the board



             8  of trustees?



             9      A.   Well, prior to the facilities budget committee,



            10  I had no involvement with the capital improvement



            11  plan --



            12      Q.   Okay.



            13      A.   -- other than to see it in the facility, on the



            14  agenda.  And my office kind of did a quality control of



            15  materials presented to the -- to the facilities and



            16  finance committee, made sure things footed and, you



            17  know, were aesthetically nice.  So that's the only



            18  involvement that we had on the CIP is when it was on the



            19  agenda.



            20      Q.   Okay.



            21      A.   So I don't know who it went through and I



            22  didn't really understand it until -- until the



            23  facilities budget committee started to get educated on



            24  it.



            25      Q.   That makes sense.
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             1      A.   And I was involved in the facilities budget



             2  committee.



             3      Q.   Okay.  One last question on this document.  If



             4  you glance towards the bottom, the last paragraph on



             5  page 2, "'internal' list" is highlighted.  If you could



             6  read that, that sentence or that paragraph, and my



             7  question for you is, do you know what the internal list



             8  is?



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  What about referencing the March



            10      document, Carine -- I mean the September, the



            11      September document.



            12           MS. MITZ:  What tab is that?



            13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Three.  If you look to the



            14      attachment, would that be what you are calling the



            15      five year internal list?



            16           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            17           MR. RUBOTTOM:  It looks different from a CIP.



            18      It seems to have the same buildings.



            19           THE WITNESS:  Yes, yes.



            20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But it includes sources of funds



            21      categorized as external or internal and then funding



            22      needs.



            23           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So what we were trying to



            24      go with the facilities budget committee was come up



            25      with an internal list that was maybe more realistic.
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             1      We hadn't gotten there yet, but my understanding of



             2      the CIP is any potential project that might come up



             3      has to be on that plan or there's no authority to do



             4      it or something like that.



             5           And so it oftentimes was described as the wish



             6      list, and so that was -- and always totaled this



             7      huge dollar amount that was unrealistic and



             8      unreasonable.



             9           And so what we were trying to do with the



            10      facilities budget committee, Dr. Whittaker and I,



            11      was actually get to something more realistic that



            12      the university was functioning from as opposed to a



            13      big long list of every potential project that might



            14      happen.



            15           So we started off with, okay, this is really



            16      the internal list based on the way things used to



            17      work, which was gathering of facility needs by



            18      different people before the formation of the



            19      facilities budget committee.  But the intent was to



            20      move forward with the facilities budget committee



            21      actually informing and having input into that



            22      internal list and have it be a more realistic list.



            23           So we started off with just here's an internal



            24      list of everything that we know, but the plan was



            25      and we had a facilities budget retreat at some point
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             1      after this time period to start to better -- better



             2      -- create a list that was more appropriate for the



             3      university's priorities.



             4  BY MS. MITZ:



             5      Q.   Okay.



             6      A.   Does that make sense?



             7      Q.   It does, yes.



             8           So let me have you flip to tab two.  It's



             9  another set of minutes from the facilities budget



            10  committee meeting that occurred on April 7, 2017.  In



            11  the fifth paragraph down, you see Colbourn Hall is



            12  misspelled, but also highlighted.



            13           So I wanted to see if you had any recollection



            14  about any discussions that occurred about Colbourn Hall



            15  at that meeting.



            16      A.   So it looks like here we're discussing the



            17  capital improvement plan.  I'm not sure.



            18      Q.   Do you have any recollection about discussions



            19  surrounding Colbourn Hall at that meeting?



            20      A.   I am not sure what -- I'm not sure -- I'm not



            21  sure what list this is referring to.  If this is



            22  referring to the capital improvement, the CIP, or the



            23  internal list.



            24      Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.



            25      A.   So I don't know about what the discussion
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             1  around it would have been.



             2      Q.   Okay.  On the second page we've highlighted the



             3  sentence that starts out, Whittaker confirmed that the



             4  arts building amount, in parens, $33 million, is



             5  supported internally.  Do you know what he meant by



             6  supported internally?



             7      A.   I think that means -- I don't know how to



             8  phrase it; like wanted, like that it was a priority for



             9  the university, not funding.  I think -- I think --



            10  that's what I think this is talking about is that the



            11  university desperately was interested in getting a



            12  performing arts center and had been for years, and that



            13  interest was still strongly there.



            14      Q.   Okay.  I appreciate that clarification.



            15           Let's see.  So let's go back to the third tab,



            16  back to that September agenda, and I want to direct you



            17  to the attachment we were just at a few minutes ago, the



            18  five-year internal capital improvement plan.



            19           The second page lists Trevor Colbourn building



            20  and Colbourn Hall demolition under the heading academic?



            21      A.   Uh-huh, yes.



            22      Q.   It has the full amount, $38 million, and then



            23  under secured funding sources, the $38 million appears



            24  under total internal.



            25           So when Provost Whittaker would have seen this
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             1  document, would he have an understanding of what



             2  internal and external secured funding sources were?



             3      A.   Yes, I think he would.



             4      Q.   And do you think that based on conversations



             5  that you had with him or your review of this document



             6  with him?



             7      A.   I think that based on the fact that it -- E&G



             8  had been represented on many prior documents that had



             9  the 38 million.



            10      Q.   Okay.  So not being familiar with any of this



            11  stuff, I guess my question is, why do some lists break



            12  down the funding sources down to E&G, auxiliary, the



            13  other CITF, and this one is more -- less detail.  Why is



            14  there a difference in the two forms?



            15      A.   I think this one, the purpose of this one was



            16  to -- this one was more exhaustive.  It was -- the



            17  bigger purpose was to identify projects that had funding



            18  needs that had not been fulfilled, not to really -- not



            19  to really inform of what the secured funding source was



            20  for the other projects.



            21           If any questions were asked, they could have



            22  been answered, but because I think actually the funding



            23  sources are in this document, you know, in hidden rows.



            24      Q.   Oh, I see.



            25      A.   But the purpose of this was to come up with,
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             1  kind of like I said, that total list of what's being --



             2  what's been brought forward as a facility need up to



             3  this point in time, and whether or not it had -- funding



             4  had been identified for it already or not.



             5           And the focus would have been more on the large



             6  400 million of projects on the list that don't have any



             7  funding source identified.



             8      Q.   All right.  Let's see.  Can you flip to



             9  document number four?  If you could just take a look at



            10  that e-mail and let me know when you've had a chance to



            11  review it.



            12      A.   Okay.



            13      Q.   All right.  Do you know -- do you recall what



            14  was meant by, we're going to "review the status of the



            15  facility reserves and to discuss the potential use of



            16  such reserves"?



            17      A.   So the only facility reserves, if you will, at



            18  the university was a $1.5 million allocation that the



            19  university budget committee had made towards facility --



            20  deferred maintenance and facility needs.



            21           So I don't recall the year that allocation was



            22  made, but it was an allocation made of recurring money



            23  so that every year there was at least a million, five



            24  available for, you know, projects that popped up like a



            25  lab renovation or a clean up of a lab or anything that
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             1  -- and that, that reserve was given to the purview of



             2  the provost and Mr. Merck to decide what the most



             3  critical uses of that million, five was each year.



             4  That's what I think this is talking about.



             5      Q.   Okay.  And just to skip backwards for a second,



             6  when we were looking at the attachments to the agenda



             7  for the September meeting, would you have given those



             8  sorts of things to Provost Whittaker ahead of the



             9  facilities budget meeting so that he could be prepared



            10  for the meeting or would he be seeing those sorts of



            11  documents for the first time in the meeting?



            12      A.   Both would occur.



            13      Q.   Okay.



            14      A.   So we might -- we would oftentimes give him



            15  documents that we were preparing also for the facilities



            16  budget committee, or any meeting, actually.  So it's



            17  likely that he would have received this, yes.



            18      Q.   Okay.  Did you ever intentionally withhold any



            19  information from him concerning funding sources for any



            20  capital project?



            21      A.   No, no, absolutely not.



            22      Q.   All right.  Let me ask you about the statement



            23  that Mr. Merck made in Provost Whittaker's presence and



            24  possibly President Hitt's presence about the audit



            25  comment.
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             1           Were you there when Provost Whittaker heard the



             2  comment?



             3      A.   Yes, I believe I was.



             4      Q.   Can you kind of set the stage for me and tell



             5  me where, what they were talking about, what was said?



             6      A.   So my recollection of -- I have a recollection



             7  of a meeting where I was in Dr. Hitt's office.  I wasn't



             8  usually in Dr. Hitt's office, rarely, so I have a



             9  recollection of that.  I was there with Bill Merck and



            10  Dr. Whittaker, and I don't recall the materials we had,



            11  but I am sure we had a list of projects and the funding



            12  sources of those projects.



            13           That would have been the common way.  That's



            14  probably why I was there was my team might have produced



            15  that document, and so therefore I was there to answer



            16  any questions about it.



            17           And the funding sources for the projects on



            18  that list were discussed.  It was brought up that it



            19  would have been like the other capital project lists



            20  that have been produced in this investigation that



            21  showed, here's the project, here's the funding sources



            22  that are -- have been identified for those projects, and



            23  that the projects and the funding sources would have



            24  been discussed in that meeting.



            25      Q.   Okay.  And so in what context did Mr. Merck
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             1  make the comment that proceeding this way might result



             2  in an audit comment or audit hit?



             3      A.   So in the context of talking about Trevor



             4  Colbourn Hall or the Colbourn Hall renovation and the



             5  replacement building, and the fact that it was being



             6  funded from E&G, that would have been on the schedule,



             7  the comment that it might produce an audit comment was



             8  made.



             9      Q.   And did either Dr. Hitt or Provost Whittaker



            10  respond to that statement?



            11      A.   I recall Dr. Hitt responding to the statement



            12  that he and -- you know, that they felt like that was a



            13  -- it was an emergency situation and a justifiable use



            14  of the funds.



            15      Q.   So he okayed it?



            16      A.   Yes, absolutely.



            17      Q.   Do you recall -- okay.



            18           Do you recall Provost Whittaker saying



            19  anything?



            20      A.   I don't recall if he did or not.



            21      Q.   Okay.  Do you think you would have recalled if



            22  he said, wait a minute, that doesn't sound right, I need



            23  to better understand this, or if he started questioning



            24  it, do you think that would have stayed with you?



            25      A.   Yeah.  He absolutely didn't challenge the
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             1  decision or the -- to me, this was a decision that he



             2  was involved in, so there was -- I don't recall him even



             3  saying anything necessarily about it, but there was



             4  definitely no challenging the decision.



             5      Q.   Okay.  And did you ever witness any other



             6  conversations where that audit comment was made in



             7  Provost Whittaker's presence?



             8      A.   I think it would have been made in a budget



             9  chat meeting, but I don't have a specific recollection



            10  of who was present when that comment was made.



            11      Q.   Why do you say you think it was made?  Like do



            12  you recall hearing it, you just don't know the specifics



            13  or someone else told you that may have happened?



            14      A.   No.  I recall hearing that comment many times.



            15  I just don't recall the exact locations, forum, people



            16  who were in attendance as it was stated.



            17      Q.   Okay.  So what I'm hearing is that you may not



            18  be able to tell us definitively that Whittaker was told



            19  that it may result in an audit comment more than once,



            20  is that correct, in your presence?



            21      A.   I don't have a specific recollection.



            22      Q.   Okay.  That's fair.



            23      A.   I do know that Dr. Whittaker, after the



            24  investigation started, told me that he recalled Bill



            25  saying it would cause an audit comment or would cause an
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             1  audit hit or whatever term.



             2      Q.   He made that admission to you after Bryan Cave



             3  was retained?



             4      A.   Yes.  The day that he met with all of Bill's



             5  direct reports to say that -- that, you know, Bill had



             6  resigned and was gone, and Misty Shepherd and Kathy



             7  Mitchell were interims.  He met with all of Bill's



             8  direct reports.



             9           And after that meeting, I met with him and



            10  that's when he said he recalled Bill saying it would



            11  produce an audit comment or might produce.



            12      Q.   Okay.  Were you in the meeting or did you just



            13  meet with him after the meeting?



            14      A.   I met with him after the meeting and I was in



            15  the meeting.



            16      Q.   Okay, good.  I have some questions for you



            17  then.



            18           What exactly -- what was the purpose of the



            19  meeting that he called?  Was it just to let everybody



            20  know that Merck was leaving and there would be other



            21  people to report to?



            22      A.   Yeah.  That was the purpose, as well as to talk



            23  to the team.



            24      Q.   Okay.  And do you recall President Whittaker



            25  making any comments about maybe initially wanting to
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             1  present what happened in one way, but then had been



             2  swayed or coached to present it another way?



             3      A.   Yes, I recall that.



             4      Q.   Can you tell me a little bit about that?



             5      A.   So in that meeting he stated that -- I think



             6  they had just come back from the board of governor's



             7  meeting.  And in the meeting he was praising Bill, he



             8  was telling, you know, all of us that we should reach



             9  out to Bill, thank him for his service, that he



            10  respected Bill's decisions, that Bill had built this



            11  campus, that kind of thing.  So he was speaking very



            12  highly of Bill.



            13      Q.   This is after the BOG meeting?



            14      A.   Yes.



            15      Q.   Okay.



            16      A.   And encouraged all of us to reach out to Bill.



            17           And he said that he wanted to -- I think -- I



            18  don't recall in what order, but with -- with regard to



            19  how he handled this topic at the board of governor's



            20  meeting, he said that he wanted -- that he wanted to



            21  discuss more than -- than the UCF incident that was



            22  being considered a violation.  He wanted to talk about



            23  the lack of capital funding and less restrictions on the



            24  use of funds, but he was advised not to, sort of in the



            25  halls of Tallahassee, and to just sort of be contrite
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             1  for this situation that UCF was in.



             2      Q.   Okay.  So it sounds to me like what he was



             3  saying was, listen, I was coached not to tell the BOG



             4  that we had justifications for doing this, and just to



             5  basically accept responsibility and kind of keep quiet.



             6  Is that kind of what you are conveying?



             7      A.   Yep.  Be contrite and, in my words, take the



             8  beating and raise other questions or concerns with the



             9  system, if you will, at a later date.



            10      Q.   Okay.  Did he ever mention who suggested this?



            11  The coaching, did that occur by someone in Tallahassee



            12  or someone at UCF or do you know?



            13      A.   I interpreted it to be in Tallahassee --



            14      Q.   Okay.



            15      A.   -- and possibly governors and possibly other --



            16  you know, other people.



            17      Q.   Okay.



            18      A.   So he didn't name names, I can say that.



            19      Q.   Gotcha, okay.  And so what was discussed in the



            20  meeting that you had with him right after?  Was it just



            21  the two of you?



            22      A.   Yes.



            23      Q.   Okay.  What did you guys discuss?



            24      A.   So I just stopped in to ask him to actually



            25  speak to Christy Tant.  She was very upset -- everybody





                                                                      47







             1  was very upset about the situation.  And so I wanted to



             2  -- Christy and I worked very closely with him over the



             3  years.



             4           And I asked him -- it had been a nice meeting,



             5  that he spoke to all of us to talk to us about, you



             6  know, Bill's departure, and basically it was a good



             7  leadership meeting to make you feel like, okay, things



             8  aren't going to fall apart here.  Bill, our strong



             9  leader, was gone, but we're all still here.



            10           And so I asked him to have that conversation



            11  with Christy, and he wouldn't.  He said -- he said -- he



            12  said, well, with you there?  And I said, well, no.  I



            13  just wanted him to speak to Christy because they worked



            14  very closely together.



            15           And so he said, you know, no, that that



            16  wouldn't happen.



            17           So that was the nature of the meeting.  And



            18  then he said he didn't even know what was going to



            19  happen to him out of this investigation, and that he --



            20  you know, that he knew that Bill had said that it might



            21  produce an audit comment.  So that's what I remember



            22  about that meeting.



            23      Q.   Okay.  So during your course of employment and



            24  I guess particularly when you worked closely with



            25  Provost Whittaker, did you have occasion to work closely
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             1  with any of the trustees?



             2      A.   No, not really.  The only trustee I worked



             3  closely with was Bob Garvy on the investment policy, the



             4  investments of the university.



             5      Q.   Okay.  And I think we might have some questions



             6  for you about that later.



             7           Just as a side note, is that athletic building



             8  named after him, the Garvy athletic something or other?



             9      A.   Yes.  He was a donor.  That donation occurred



            10  just within the last couple or three years or within the



            11  last few years.  He made a large donation for the Garvy



            12  Nutrition Center, I think it is.



            13      Q.   Okay.



            14      A.   I think his son played football here, so he had



            15  a big interest in nutrition for the athletes and made a



            16  large donation for it.



            17      Q.   Very nice.  Okay.  So I understand from the



            18  things that I've read that you were aware of the



            19  regulation 9.007 before this happened, and that you may



            20  have mentioned it to Mr. Merck when you found out that



            21  E&G funds were going to be used for Trevor Colbourn



            22  Hall.



            23           And that he told you, well, if it's something



            24  we have to do, we might get an audit comment.  And you



            25  respected his seniority and believed that he was doing





                                                                      49







             1  the right thing and you didn't object anymore.  Is that



             2  kind of a condensed version of what happened?



             3      A.   Well, I was not aware of the regulation, and I



             4  didn't bring the regulation to Bill Merck's attention.



             5      Q.   Okay.



             6      A.   So I was -- or at least I was not aware of the



             7  regulation.  I had seen e-mails now where it's attached



             8  and -- but I didn't -- it wasn't in my mind, that



             9  regulation.



            10           And I didn't understand that regulation to



            11  relate to the Trevor Colbourn Hall situation and I



            12  didn't bring it to Bill Merck's attention --



            13      Q.   Okay.



            14      A.   -- in that vein.



            15      Q.   Okay.  Did you ever tell him, oh, this might



            16  not be right or voice any concerns about the use of E&G



            17  for that construction project?



            18      A.   So when the construction project first started,



            19  it was a renovation.  So at a point in time it became a



            20  renovation and then a replacement, kind of a combination



            21  of the two.



            22           And at that point, I mentioned to Bill that I



            23  wasn't aware that we were able to use E&G funds for new



            24  construction.  I didn't know -- it hadn't been done



            25  before.
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             1           So I brought that to his attention, that that



             2  wasn't a normal -- a normal course of using E&G funds.



             3      Q.   Okay.  And what was his response?



             4      A.   His response was that -- that he didn't feel



             5  that he had other options, that there was an emergency



             6  situation -- it was an emergency situation, and so he



             7  felt like it was justifiable use of E&G funds or -- or a



             8  justifiable use of funds or a justifiable situation.



             9  I'm paraphrasing what he said, obviously.



            10      Q.   Of course, of course, yeah.



            11           Can you estimate about how long before the



            12  meeting we talked about earlier, the meeting in Hitt's



            13  office where the audit comment was made, how long before



            14  that that you had this conversation with Mr. Merck?



            15      A.   I have no idea.  I don't know.



            16      Q.   Okay.  All right.  So if you don't mind, I



            17  would like you to flip to Document 5 in the packet.



            18  It's another e-mail, so I'd just ask that you take a



            19  look at it, get familiar with it, and let me know when



            20  you're ready.



            21      A.   Okay.



            22      Q.   Okay.  Do you remember this e-mail?



            23      A.   I remember it now that I've read it.



            24      Q.   Okay.  So if you can, if you know, what I'm



            25  trying to figure out is what happened before this
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             1  e-mail.



             2           So I see David Noel is initially e-mailing,



             3  asking about using that $3 million.  Do you know



             4  anything about any conversations that happened prior to



             5  this e-mail being sent?



             6      A.   I don't recall, but the e-mail infers that



             7  David had asked whether it was -- in some form, I don't



             8  know if it was by phone.  I don't know if it was asked



             9  to Lynn, and Lynn asked me.  I'm not sure.



            10      Q.   Okay.



            11      A.   I'm not sure what precipitated this e-mail.



            12  But clearly, it was him asking if they could do this.



            13      Q.   All right.  Yeah, yeah.  Okay.



            14           Who is David Noel?



            15      A.   He was the CFO, I think his title was, for the



            16  College of Medicine.



            17      Q.   And who was Deborah German?



            18      A.   She is the Dean of the College of Medicine.



            19      Q.   And who is Steven Omli?



            20      A.   He is the director of finance for the College



            21  of Medicine.



            22      Q.   Okay.  So all medicine people, gotcha.  Okay.



            23           Now, do you have any recollection as to whether



            24  you had to do some research to send this e-mail or if



            25  you were already familiar with the regulation by the
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             1  time you sent this e-mail?



             2      A.   I don't recall.



             3      Q.   Okay.  Do you recall whether you got a lot of



             4  e-mails like that, asking whether E&G could be used for



             5  whatever reason?



             6      A.   Not normally like this.



             7      Q.   Okay.  So if you don't mind, flip to tab six.



             8  It's another e-mail.  This time you were just cc'd on



             9  it.  But if you could take a look at that and let me



            10  know when you've had a chance to review it.



            11      A.   Okay.



            12      Q.   Do you remember this e-mail?



            13      A.   I do not.  I mean, I read it now, but --



            14      Q.   Okay, yeah.  No one seems to have any



            15  recollection of this e-mail.



            16           At this time in March of 2015, was Ronnie



            17  Korosec Dale Whittaker's chief of staff?



            18      A.   Probably not.



            19      Q.   Okay.



            20      A.   Only because I think March of 2015 is when the



            21  reorganization first went into place -- sometime in



            22  March, 2015 -- and Ronnie was not chief of staff right



            23  off the bat, is my recollection.



            24      Q.   All right.  Do you have any recollection as to



            25  whether you would have followed up on this, because you
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             1  were cc'd on it?  Do you know if you would have



             2  responded or chimed in?



             3      A.   I would not have.  A lot of times, E&G -- these



             4  kind of questions would go to internal audit, and



             5  internal audit would address the issues.  Whether it was



             6  coming from a college or a unit or somebody at the



             7  university, they would -- university audit was sort of



             8  the source of these kinds of answers.



             9           So unless I was involved in whatever was



            10  underneath this, receiving this as a cc would not have



            11  prompted a response from me.



            12      Q.   Okay.  All right.  We've already talked about



            13  the e-mail at seven.



            14           Let's talk a little bit about the presentations



            15  to the board of trustees.  Do you have any recollection



            16  of discussions of E&G being the funding source for



            17  either Colbourn Hall or Trevor Colbourn Hall at any



            18  committee meeting or any board meeting?



            19      A.   I've seen the transcript where it was -- where



            20  I said that carry forward funds were being used for



            21  Trevor Colbourn and Colbourn Hall, so.



            22      Q.   Let's talk about that.  What does -- what does



            23  carry forward mean to you?



            24      A.   It's E&G funds that are not spent in one year



            25  or E&G funds that are received by the university that
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             1  are not spent in the year that they are received and



             2  they carry forward to the next year.



             3      Q.   Okay.  So in your normal practice when you were



             4  employed at UCF and you were talking about E&G with



             5  Christy Tant or someone else in your office, would you



             6  refer to it as carry forward or would you refer to it as



             7  E&G or something else?



             8      A.   The funds that roll over would be referred to



             9  as carry forward.



            10      Q.   I should have clarified.  So would you call it



            11  E&G carry forward or would you just call it carry



            12  forward?



            13      A.   Carry forward.



            14      Q.   Okay.  And was that common in the finance and



            15  accounting world in that part of the university?



            16      A.   Yes.



            17      Q.   Do you know whether the trustees would be



            18  familiar with that term and know that carry forward



            19  meant E&G?



            20      A.   In my opinion, yes.



            21      Q.   Okay.  Why do you say that?



            22      A.   Well, carry forward funds was not -- it was a



            23  topic over multiple years, carry forward funds.  It was



            24  a state topic, it was a university topic.  And so I just



            25  feel like carry forward funds were known across the
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             1  whole university and by the board of trustees and what



             2  they were, because it wasn't -- it wasn't a topic not



             3  normally discussed.



             4      Q.   Okay.  Do you recall any other time during the



             5  board meeting when you would have referred to carry



             6  forward as a funding source for any other project?



             7      A.   I don't recall.



             8      Q.   Okay.  If you read the Bryan Cave report, then



             9  you probably read that some of the trustees disagree



            10  that this can be an E&G.



            11           So aside from what you just described, is there



            12  anything else that you can point to, like do you know if



            13  they were trained when they first became trustees on the



            14  different sources of funds?



            15      A.   On a couple of occasions, I do think -- on a



            16  couple of occasions I accompanied Bill to meet with a



            17  new trustee to explain the university's budget.  We



            18  would go through kind of the -- you know, the budget



            19  packet, if you will, to try to explain the terms, the



            20  categories, that kind of thing.



            21           So I -- so that training sometimes happened



            22  that I was involved in.  I think Bill Merck did that



            23  more often.  I was involved in, I think, training a



            24  couple of trustees that way.



            25      Q.   So it would be done on an individual basis.  As
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             1  a new one came on board, you would spend some time with



             2  him or her?



             3      A.   Yes, the couple of times that I was involved,



             4  that was the case.



             5      Q.   Do you have any recollection as to which



             6  trustees you sat in on?



             7      A.   I know I sat in on trustee Alex Martins'



             8  because I had to go down to the Amway building, and I



             9  forget who the other trustees were.  I might have done



            10  one or two other trustees.



            11      Q.   Okay.  And you feel confident during that



            12  meeting it would have been explained that carry forward



            13  meant E&G?



            14      A.   I can't say that those specific words were



            15  used, but we talked about, you know, all the different



            16  categories, E&G, auxiliary, the overall university



            17  budget, DSOs, that kind of a training occurred.



            18      Q.   And do you recall whether the trustees that you



            19  sat with were engaged, asking questions, or sitting



            20  there absorbing everything?



            21      A.   I would say a little of both.



            22      Q.   Okay.  And then back to that board meeting



            23  where you were asked to describe the source of funding,



            24  and you said carry forward.  Did any trustee ask you any



            25  questions about that?
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             1      A.   No.



             2      Q.   So did you feel as if they accepted that answer



             3  and were comfortable with it?



             4      A.   Yes.  In fact, I think Mr. Merck asked me to



             5  even expand a little bit on what carry forward was.  So



             6  I think I tried to explain that it rolled over from one



             7  year to the next, unspent funds in the prior year, and



             8  received no questions.



             9      Q.   Okay.  Did you have --



            10           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let me ask, do you recall which



            11      board meeting that was?  Because we've listened to a



            12      bunch of tapes that were committee and board



            13      meetings in '14 and '15 -- at least a committee



            14      meeting in '15 where these projects were discussed.



            15      Certainly in '16, the committee and the board both



            16      met on the final plan.



            17           Do you recall which meeting you are talking



            18      about where you explained carry forward?



            19           THE WITNESS:  It's in the Bryan Cave exhibits



            20      or it's in his report.



            21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So one of those meeting that he



            22      had excerpts from?



            23           THE WITNESS:  One that he has transcripts,



            24      because I didn't even recall it until he showed it



            25      to me.
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             1           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Since then, have you gone



             2      back and listened to any of those meeting tapes or



             3      reviewed any of those meeting materials to recollect



             4      for your own recollections of how those meetings



             5      went down?



             6           THE WITNESS:  No, because I don't know how to



             7      get to the recordings.  They are not on the website.



             8      In fact, we even asked.  After Bryan Cave asked me



             9      about that transcript, we asked for a copy of that



            10      transcript, and he wouldn't give it to me and my



            11      attorney.



            12           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did you ever ask the president's



            13      office for copies of the tapes or the transcripts?



            14           THE WITNESS:  No.



            15           MR. RUBOTTOM:  That was all while you were



            16      still employed; correct?



            17           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you have any recollection of



            19      the April 14th finance and facility committee



            20      meeting where Colbourn Hall construction, those



            21      three options or three subdivided options of -- and



            22      they talked about deferring renovation.  Do you have



            23      any recollection of the committee meeting where



            24      finance and facilities first approved the new



            25      building?
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             1           THE WITNESS:  No.



             2           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



             3           THE WITNESS:  I don't have specific



             4      recollection.



             5           I didn't recall that later meeting until Bryan



             6      Cave showed me the transcript.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  How many times do you think



             8      you've addressed the board or a committee about



             9      carry forward or other categories of money?



            10           THE WITNESS:  So, I normally did not address



            11      the board of trustees unless there was an agenda



            12      item that I was presenting.



            13           So we presented the annual operating budget,



            14      which has all the categories, E&G, auxiliary,



            15      concession funds.  So I would present that to the



            16      board for the annual budget.  I would present the



            17      quarterly investment reports, so I would address the



            18      board then.



            19           But normally, unless there was an agenda item



            20      under my name, I wouldn't be addressing the board



            21      unless somebody asked me a question, like Mr. Merck



            22      did that day.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But that was a finance and



            24      facilities meeting, I believe?



            25           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  That's what I'm actually
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             1      talking about.



             2           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But on a building, it would have



             3      been usually Merck and Kernek explaining the



             4      project?



             5           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  You wouldn't ordinarily be



             7      getting up and talking about sources of funding?



             8           THE WITNESS:  Right.



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So Bill called on you in that



            10      meeting?



            11           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            12           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And you gave an answer, a direct



            13      answer, and I think Merck followed that up with some



            14      comments.



            15           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did you have any sense in that



            17      meeting -- well, your only recollection is from



            18      reading that.



            19           Okay.  I'll stop interrupting, Carine.



            20           MS. MITZ:  It's okay.  I think we've covered a



            21      lot of stuff already.



            22           MR. GREENE:  Do you want a break?



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you guys want to take a



            24      break?



            25           THE WITNESS:  I'm okay.
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             1           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, let us know when you want



             2      to stop.  We'll probably need to stop at least once.



             3  BY MS. MITZ:



             4      Q.   Ms. Clark, did you ever get the sense -- well,



             5  let me ask it this way.



             6           When you started working closely with Provost



             7  Whittaker, did it appear to you that he was grasping the



             8  information that you were sharing with him or trying to



             9  teach him or show him or did it seem like he was having



            10  difficulty following?



            11      A.   No, he was -- he was grasping it.



            12      Q.   Okay.



            13      A.   We spent a lot of time together, me going over



            14  information.



            15           In fact, what I had heard as to why he wanted



            16  me to be a direct report to him is he thought I



            17  explained things very well.  He liked the quality of the



            18  information me and my team produced, and he felt like I



            19  explained things in an understandable way.



            20           And so -- and I'm kind of a teacher in that



            21  regard, so I usually go into a lot of detail.  I can



            22  start at a bigger picture and then walk people through



            23  the details.



            24           And so I did that continuously, and he was very



            25  engaged, always asked a lot of questions.  I tried to
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             1  always make sure he and anybody else I was, you know,



             2  trying to get to understand an Excel spreadsheet that



             3  they didn't prepare, that you or your team did, that



             4  they understood what the spreadsheet said.



             5           We oftentimes prepared summaries that then



             6  worked their way down to the detail level so the people



             7  understood what, you know, the finance and accounting



             8  office was putting together, because it was a lot of



             9  detail.  And so I spent a lot of time doing that.



            10      Q.   And I mean, he was effectively your boss when



            11  you had the dual reporting; right?



            12      A.   Yes, yes.



            13      Q.   So you wanted to prepare your boss?



            14      A.   Yes.



            15      Q.   Was there any incentive for you to not



            16  adequately prepare him?



            17      A.   No.  I was a huge supporter to Dr. Whittaker.



            18      Q.   Okay.  I just want to skim through the other



            19  capital projects that were later discovered to have been



            20  funded with E&G.



            21           Do you know who -- I think I know the answer,



            22  but I want to know if you know the answer.



            23           Do you know who directed those E&G funds to be



            24  transferred to those construction projects?



            25      A.   So which projects are you talking about?
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             1      Q.   For instance, the band building.



             2           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Hey, Carine, I have on my screen



             3      that -- that date-ordered list that I use.  Can I



             4      just show that to her?



             5           MS. MITZ:  Sure.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I think you're familiar with



             7      that, Tracy.  These are kind of the short versions



             8      of the transactions that Bev Seay provided me a few



             9      weeks ago.  And I sorted them by date order because



            10      it was real informative to us how decisions were



            11      being made and timely.



            12           So, for instance -- and let's try to talk about



            13      the bigger transfers.  There's a global transfer in



            14      June, June 30th of 2016, for the global UCF



            15      1.6 million.  Who would have directed that transfer



            16      in June of 2016?



            17           THE WITNESS:  So the -- the -- so there's a



            18      difference between making the commit -- making the



            19      resource allocation decision and then the transfer



            20      itself.



            21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I was going to get to that, yes.



            22           THE WITNESS:  So before we were fired, I wasn't



            23      asked to look into any of those answers to these



            24      questions -- for these projects, like who asked for



            25      the transfer, when did it occur.  So I never got an
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             1      opportunity to look at, say, Christy's e-mails where



             2      she was making the transfer and what she might have



             3      been referencing as to what prompted it.



             4           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



             5           THE WITNESS:  So I can't answer that question.



             6      I can answer some questions on like when -- how the



             7      decisions were made.



             8           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, let's talk about that one.



             9      When would the commitment have been made to the



            10      global -- that level of commitment made to the



            11      global UCF project?



            12           THE WITNESS:  I don't know when it was made,



            13      but it was made -- it was on one -- it was on an E&G



            14      commitment list, which that was kind of a constantly



            15      changing document.  And I've seen --



            16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would that have been -- I'm



            17      sorry.



            18           Would that have been discussed in the budget



            19      chats with Dr. Whittaker in the meeting?



            20           THE WITNESS:  Yes, absolutely.



            21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I cut you off.



            22           THE WITNESS:  That's okay.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  You had said you had seen --



            24           THE WITNESS:  Just I've seen that on some of



            25      the E&G commitment lists, so that tells me it was
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             1      centrally -- it was funded from the central



             2      resources.



             3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Now, I've seen capital projects



             4      lists that don't have years out there.  And then



             5      I've seen like that one we looked at a while ago



             6      that kind of has a five-year plan on when funds were



             7      being allocated or planned.



             8           Did you always have a five-year plan on when



             9      funds would be transferred?



            10           THE WITNESS:  No.  So that --



            11           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



            12           THE WITNESS:  That five-year plan that we



            13      looked at for the facilities budget committee, that



            14      was a new endeavor.



            15           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



            16           THE WITNESS:  So we -- we were -- one of the



            17      things that Dr. Whittaker and I talked about when I



            18      started working for him was we need a five-year



            19      operating plan and we need a five-year capital plan.



            20      So those were actually goals or -- you know, goals



            21      that I was going to start to be held accountable to



            22      trying to get a five-year operating plan for this



            23      university done, which is a bear, and a five-year



            24      capital plan.



            25           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did Dr. Whittaker understand
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             1      those goals?



             2           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  He and I spoke about them,



             3      and those were the goals he was going to hold me to



             4      for my performance for the next year.  So that



             5      five-year capital plan for the facilities budget



             6      committee was the first time we ever tried to do



             7      anything out multiple years.



             8           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let's go to the last big day,



             9      because October 31st, there was about $20 million



            10      transferred for three downtown projects.



            11           When would those have been programmed or when



            12      would those have been approved on a commitment list?



            13           THE WITNESS:  I don't know when those would.  I



            14      don't know the dates.



            15           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would they be discussed in a



            16      budget chat?



            17           THE WITNESS:  They should have been discussed



            18      in a budget chat meeting, yes.



            19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  The university budget committee



            20      had been meeting for some time.  Would those



            21      commitments have been discussed in the university



            22      budget committee?



            23           THE WITNESS:  I don't know if they were or not.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  What about -- what about



            25      the $3 million and $6 million commitments for
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             1      Research 1, both of them in May of 2017?  Would



             2      those have been before the -- would those have been



             3      committed before the university budget committee had



             4      started working or --



             5           THE WITNESS:  Well, those were -- so those were



             6      not discussed in the university budget committee.



             7      They -- that was -- a lot of the funding for those



             8      came from the different units that were going into



             9      the research building.  So that was a funding plan



            10      that Dr. Whittaker and I worked on with the



            11      different units that were putting researchers into



            12      the research building and trying to get different



            13      people to be -- you know, different people to



            14      contribute towards the build out and the furniture



            15      and fixtures and equipment in the research building.



            16      So a lot of that funding didn't come from central.



            17      A lot of it came from the units, like the College of



            18      Engineering and different colleges.



            19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But those would have been on



            20      commitment list, E&G commitment lists or would those



            21      have been secondary institutional transactions



            22      between these departments?



            23           THE WITNESS:  Exactly.  They would have been



            24      second.



            25           So they wouldn't have been -- the E&G
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             1      commitment list was only a commitment against



             2      central resource.



             3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So these would have been E&G



             4      funds in those departments who were contributing



             5      that?



             6           THE WITNESS:  Exactly.  So we worked on what



             7      the total -- the total contribution plan,



             8      Dr. Whittaker or I did with all of these units,



             9      working with Dr. -- with Dale who the deans were



            10      working with, reporting to him.  The provost's



            11      division, which had some of its own funds,



            12      contributed towards some of the common areas that



            13      the different colleges would be using.



            14           So that was kind of a whole plan put together



            15      to help fund the build out, furniture and equipment



            16      in the research building, and those funds came from



            17      multiple units, including the provost's office.



            18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  I heard you earlier



            19      mention that you saw a distinction when we went from



            20      renovation to new construction, that you saw -- that



            21      gave you pause about proper use of E&G.



            22           I am confused about the build out deal.  I



            23      understand furniture and equipment.  I understand



            24      that systemwide everybody agrees furniture and



            25      equipment for a new building is a proper E&G
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             1      expenditure.



             2           How do you -- how have you come by clarity or



             3      do you have clarity about the build out part of a



             4      new -- a new construction?  To me, it's one thing to



             5      come into an old building and remodel for lab space



             6      for a new use, but it's a curiosity to me that you



             7      -- that your internal finish is somehow treated



             8      different from the internal of a new building.



             9           So can you explain to me how you got or if you



            10      have clarity about the appropriateness of build out



            11      funding?



            12           THE WITNESS:  So it was my understanding that



            13      build out, furniture, fixtures and equipment were



            14      all allowable uses of E&G funding.  I didn't



            15      differentiate if it was build out for an existing



            16      building and build out if it was a new building,



            17      particularly if it was build out to a particular



            18      researcher's specifications.



            19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I guess what I'm trying to get,



            20      what's the difference between furniture and



            21      equipment which tend to be things that can be moved



            22      around, some of them might be fixtures, but they are



            23      subject to being maybe repurposed at some point.



            24      And I was thinking build out included cabinetry and



            25      maybe internal walls and, you know, glass
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             1      enclosures, things like that.



             2           Did you categorize all those things in one



             3      category or did you distinguish furniture and



             4      equipment from internal walls and space -- internal



             5      dividing walls and things like that?



             6           THE WITNESS:  So I just use the -- or I just



             7      understood the term build out, not what the



             8      components of the build out would be.  And I didn't



             9      differentiate between, you know, build out -- I



            10      don't know that that included internal walls, but I



            11      think it would include, you know, cabinetry, tables,



            12      some things like that, that maybe were fixed, you



            13      know, or fixtures or build out.



            14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, I'm sorry I don't have



            15      those listings, but I've seen a lot of listings



            16      where this was furniture and equipment.  It says



            17      furniture and equipment, and then other times it



            18      says build out.



            19           So it doesn't seem to me like the words are



            20      used interchangeably.  So I'm just exploring that.



            21      I have no clue, and I just want to know what your



            22      understanding of that is.



            23           THE WITNESS:  So I do think build out is



            24      different than furniture, but I thought build out



            25      and furniture and equipment was all an allowable use
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             1      of E&G.



             2           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, and everybody might think



             3      that.  We're kind of asking the whole system right



             4      now.



             5           THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Thank you for that.  Okay,



             7      Carine.



             8  BY MS. MITZ:



             9      Q.   So what I would like you to do is take a look



            10  at the document behind tab eight.  It's another e-mail.



            11  Let me know when you've had a chance to review it.



            12      A.   Yes.



            13      Q.   Do you recognize this?



            14      A.   Yes.



            15      Q.   Okay.  Did you have any discussions with anyone



            16  after you received this e-mail?



            17      A.   So, yes, I had conversations with Kathy



            18  Mitchell and Christy Tant.



            19      Q.   Okay.  And what did you guys talk about?



            20      A.   So we talked about, I guess after this, what



            21  came back to Christy and I was the more limited list of



            22  -- of projects that were going to be presented to the



            23  board of trustees, which was, I think, 13.8 million.



            24           So we talked to Kathy about why is the full



            25  46.5 million not being presented?  And she informed us
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             1  that the president's office wanted to just present the



             2  13.8, and we expressed some concern about that because



             3  we had put forward the whole list.



             4           We were sharing that with or shortly thereafter



             5  we shared all of that with the auditor general's office,



             6  the full 46.5 million, and so we had concerns about only



             7  presenting the 13.8.



             8      Q.   And what was her response again to why she



             9  wasn't going to provide that to the board?



            10      A.   Well, my recollection is it was the president's



            11  office call, not hers.



            12           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you know if that would have



            13      been Mr. Heston or the president or --



            14           THE WITNESS:  I would be guessing that it was



            15      probably a combination of the two.  This e-mail went



            16      to Dr. Hitt or -- I mean Dr. Whittaker.



            17           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Thank you.



            18           THE WITNESS:  I don't know because I wasn't



            19      actually in those meetings.



            20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And who else was privy to that



            21      conversation with Kathy?



            22           THE WITNESS:  So, Christy.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Christy?



            24           THE WITNESS:  Christy and I.



            25           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And this was a verbal
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             1      conversation?



             2           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             3           MS. MITZ:  Very interesting.  Okay.



             4  BY MS. MITZ:



             5      Q.   So did you ever -- were you ever tasked with



             6  locating any of the funds that were used to replenish



             7  the E&G accounts?



             8      A.   Yes, Christy and I were.



             9      Q.   Okay.  And --



            10      A.   Is that what you were asking, the 13.8, the



            11  replenishment of the -- yes, yes.



            12      Q.   Okay.



            13      A.   Christy had to do the most of that work because



            14  I broke my wrist and was out for a couple of days at



            15  this point.



            16      Q.   Okay.  All right.  Do you ever recall Dale



            17  Whittaker asking that money out of a provost budget be



            18  used to fund, in part or entirely, either the CREOL



            19  Building or the nursing building?



            20      A.   Yes.



            21      Q.   Okay.  Which one?



            22      A.   So the provost's office had some funding that



            23  it set up as like a loan fund to the colleges so that if



            24  the colleges had a need, instead of just asking the



            25  provost to contribute towards something, he wanted to be
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             1  able to do a -- loan them the money so that there could



             2  be an ROI on, you know, the use of money and just not



             3  sort of provide it without asking them to pay it back.



             4           So on the CREOL Building, the university budget



             5  committee was involved in the CREOL allocation for the



             6  first $4 million.  It was a decision made by the



             7  university budget committee to fund the $4 million for



             8  the CREOL expansion.



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Was that E&G?



            10           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            11           MS. MITZ:  I wanted to know, too.  Okay.  Wait



            12      a minute.  I have to interrupt you.  I'm sorry.



            13           THE WITNESS:  That's okay.



            14  BY MS. MITZ:



            15      Q.   So Provost Whittaker is offering E&G money out



            16  of the provost budget for construction of a building?



            17      A.   So the loan fund was not E&G.



            18      Q.   Okay.



            19      A.   The loan fund was from auxiliary money.  The



            20  university had some sold some broadband capacity at one



            21  point and received money, you know, money from, I think,



            22  Clearwire and Sprint.



            23           So there was a balance of that -- of that sort



            24  of windfall to the university, if you will, that Dale



            25  wanted to then make available, a part of that broad --
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             1  I'll call it the broadband money.  It was auxiliary



             2  money to provide loans to the colleges and have them pay



             3  those loans back.



             4           So the CREOL -- the CREOL project, originally



             5  the request to the university budget committee -- units



             6  submitted requests to the university budget committee.



             7  It was called an exception funding request process.  So



             8  CREOL submitted a request for $4 million for the CREOL



             9  expansion, so that was one of the items on the list that



            10  was being considered.  The university budget committee



            11  only had available to it E&G funds to distribute.



            12           So in that first year of the university budget



            13  committee, the CREOL Building was approved to be funded



            14  to the tune of the $4 million dollars, which is what the



            15  request was, and that was from E&G carry forward funds.



            16           What happened that year is the university



            17  budget committee -- actually, there was no new money, so



            18  it decided it was going to reallocate carry forward from



            19  units that had it.  The carry forward at the university



            20  is held by all the units and then there's some that are



            21  held centrally.  There might be some held at a division



            22  level, and then -- but mostly all the units keep their



            23  carry forward year after year.



            24           So that year we evaluated the funding held at



            25  the unit level, and decided there were areas that had
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             1  more than they needed, and we wanted to reallocate that



             2  to more critical needs.



             3           So $10 million was identified to reallocate.



             4  We basically took that $10 million from those units, and



             5  then used it for whatever the university budget



             6  committee decided, from the long list of requests, were



             7  the most strategic priorities.



             8           So in that process, the $4 million was selected



             9  by Dale, Bill Merck, Dean German, M.J. Soileau, who was



            10  a VP for research.  Dean German was the dean for the



            11  College of Medicine, and Bill and Dale.  They worked



            12  together.  We split up into groups to decide how to



            13  allocate that $10 million.



            14           And a chunk of the $10 million was given to



            15  Deborah German and M.J. Soileau who are researchers or



            16  have research areas under them to decide how to use that



            17  funding.  Dale and Bill were given $2 million for



            18  deferred maintenance and facilities projects, and decide



            19  how to -- what was most critical on the list for that,



            20  and then there was a student success group.



            21           Dale and Bill and the research group got



            22  together, and the $4 million CREOL project was on Dale



            23  and Bill's list, but they got together and decided that



            24  was the most critical need, and so they combined their



            25  money.  Basically, there was $4 million and $2 million,
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             1  and put $4 million of that $6 million towards the CREOL



             2  project.



             3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So Dale and Bill with the



             4      concurrence of the research group chose to put the



             5      CREOL Building ahead of deferred maintenance?



             6           THE WITNESS:  Yes, ahead of any other projects



             7      on the list.



             8           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you know when this -- when



             9      this UBC meeting was?



            10           THE WITNESS:  I can -- I can find out.  It was



            11      -- I'm guessing now.  I want to say May of '15,



            12      possibly.



            13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you know whether that $4



            14      million was ever transferred to construction for



            15      this project?



            16           THE WITNESS:  Yes, it was.  That's this $4



            17      million on this list.



            18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Oh, I didn't see that.



            19           THE WITNESS:  Uh-huh.



            20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I'm still looking for it.



            21           THE WITNESS:  It's the $4 million number.  It



            22      says CREOL.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Wait a minute.  I've got a



            24      mistake.  That happens to me every time I open this



            25      thing.  It -- it starts on line 17.  So there we go.
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             1      There's the $4 million.  Okay.



             2           Gotcha.  So it was transferred in February



             3      of '16.  And when was the UBC formed?



             4           THE WITNESS:  Oh, I don't recall.



             5           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



             6           THE WITNESS:  And this is when the transfer



             7      might have -- so I don't -- I don't have the



             8      information of the dates the money --



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Can we look at that September



            10      '17 document again for the FBC?



            11           THE WITNESS:  So this is the UBC that I am



            12      talking about.



            13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I understand.  I want to see if



            14      CREOL -- do you know when construction was started?



            15           MS. MITZ:  CREOL expansion is there.



            16           THE WITNESS:  That's the same thing.



            17           MS. MITZ:  Okay.



            18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  6.7.  And that was estimated to



            19      be spent in FY18 on this chart, and total internal



            20      was 6.7.



            21           THE WITNESS:  Right.



            22           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So $4 million came from that



            23      collaborative process.  Where did the other



            24      2.7 million come from?



            25           THE WITNESS:  So a part of that came from the
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             1      loan fund, the broadband loan fund money.



             2           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



             3           THE WITNESS:  And so -- so after the $4 million



             4      was approved, you know, by the university budget



             5      committee, then the dean of CREOL or the dean of



             6      optics and photonics, in the next year they started



             7      working with facilities on cost estimates for this



             8      expansion.  And there were multiple options that



             9      kind of got put forward, you know, some having more



            10      space than others.



            11           So I recall working with that dean and Dale on



            12      options for the CREOL expansion that ranged from



            13      like $5 million to $6.8 million.  I've recently seen



            14      an e-mail to this effect.



            15           And, you know, they just had more space, more



            16      offices, more labs.  Really, the interest was to get



            17      more lab space.  There was an auditorium that they



            18      were also trying to build.



            19           So the decision got made to go with the



            20      $6.8 million option.  And so then the UBC had only



            21      allocated $4 million, so the dean had to come up



            22      with the balance if he wanted that larger -- that



            23      better building, if you will.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Could he spend his E&G on that



            25      project?
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             1           THE WITNESS:  Well, we didn't discuss what he



             2      could spend on it or not.



             3           Well, I mean, I remember him identifying



             4      sources, but I don't remember us discussing what he



             5      could or couldn't use.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Well, back to the



             7      broadband and the loan fund.



             8           In that context, do you believe Dr. Whittaker



             9      had a pretty clear notion of colors of money and



            10      that he could use that money differently than he



            11      could use E&G funds?



            12           THE WITNESS:  No.



            13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  You don't think he had that



            14      clear notion?



            15           THE WITNESS:  Well, I guess this allocation was



            16      made by the UBC and nobody thought it was wrong.  So



            17      nobody -- that was just the available, like the



            18      broadband money was what the loan fund just happened



            19      to be funded from.



            20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



            21           THE WITNESS:  Does that make sense?



            22           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Yes, it does, with the exception



            23      that -- so why wouldn't he just treat all of his



            24      funds the same in the provost's office?  Why would



            25      there be a separate categorization that this is
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             1      broadband money and that the loan fund would just be



             2      limited to that piece?



             3           THE WITNESS:  Well, that was just an available



             4      source of money that he had to be able to make these



             5      loans from.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



             7           THE WITNESS:  He could have done the same thing



             8      with some available E&G carry forward he had if he



             9      had wanted to.



            10           What we were going to do with the loan fund was



            11      there was -- you know, he received annually some



            12      funding from continuing education, a share of the



            13      continuing education funding to the tune of about



            14      $400,000 a year.  So we were going to use that to



            15      replenish the loan fund as colleges maybe started to



            16      use it, because otherwise the loan fund would be



            17      gone.



            18           The thing is, none of the colleges hardly ever



            19      used the loan fund so we kind of ended up disbanding



            20      that practice.



            21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I saw a long range kind of



            22      funding plan that was at the department level, kind



            23      of the vice president level.  And it looked like the



            24      provost's office had showed their annual revenues



            25      and it showed their accumulations.  It looked like
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             1      the provost's office was accumulating a large amount



             2      of money over a period of time.



             3           Do you recall anything like that?



             4           THE WITNESS:  So the provost's office was



             5      accumulating a large amount of carry forward funds.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  What was the purpose of those



             7      accumulations?



             8           THE WITNESS:  Well, so the reason that was



             9      happening is a lot of the new performance funding



            10      that the university was receiving was going towards



            11      a hiring plan.  So I don't know if you've heard,



            12      there was like a plan to hire a lot more



            13      tenure-track faculty because we had a bad



            14      student/faculty ratio.



            15           We had, during the economic downturn, colleges



            16      had turned to adjunct faculty, and there's



            17      accreditation issues with that.  And so there was a



            18      need for more tenure track faculty.



            19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But you're accumulating carry



            20      forward, and it's really hard to commit carry



            21      forward to a recurring expenditure like a faculty



            22      member.



            23           And when was that going to start being spent



            24      and how was -- how was the recurring, was that going



            25      to be used to like five-year or ten-year fund a
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             1      position?



             2           THE WITNESS:  So the hiring -- so the hiring



             3      plan, the provost lines we called them, were that



             4      money was held at the provost level.  It was



             5      expected that when we would get the recurring money



             6      from the State, we would allocate it to the colleges



             7      for them to hire faculty.  They would start



             8      searching for that faculty either that year or the



             9      next year, and the accumulation of those funds would



            10      help the -- would fund the start up packages for



            11      those new faculty.



            12           So that's why all those funds were accumulating



            13      is it takes a while to hire the faculty.  There is



            14      actually a need to accumulate those funds because



            15      there is a big startup package commitment.



            16           And so that was all happening in the provost's



            17      office because until the colleges hired the faculty



            18      member, it was kept at the -- at the divisional



            19      level, if you will.



            20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But there were recurring funds



            21      to support those positions?



            22           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And so those -- those reserves,



            24      they would be reported in the fund composition



            25      report to the BOG as carry forward that's committed
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             1      to some faculty project?



             2           THE WITNESS:  Yes, yes.



             3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  That helps me a lot,



             4      because a lot of the universities had some big



             5      numbers there, and that -- that makes sense to me.



             6           THE WITNESS:  And one reason over the last few



             7      years that UCF carry forward had grown was because



             8      we were -- we were very lucky and successful in



             9      receiving performance funds and a whole bunch of it



            10      got committed to hiring faculty.



            11           They were put towards cluster, you know,



            12      research clusters were created and developed.  Those



            13      were harder to -- those positions were harder to



            14      fill because you're really looking for top-notch



            15      experts, like one was a cyber, a cyber cluster, one



            16      was like a prosthetics cluster.



            17           So we were looking, you know.  We wanted to



            18      hire the best faculty, not do it quickly.



            19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.



            20           THE WITNESS:  And so that was causing some of



            21      those funds to accumulate; some purposely so we



            22      could use them for startup, and then others just if



            23      it took longer to hire the faculty members, it



            24      caused some accumulation of funds that then were



            25      available for the provost to use for other things.
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             1           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Thank you.  Do you believe the



             2      BOG understood those kinds of accumulations?



             3           THE WITNESS:  Well, the universities have been



             4      trying to explain that, and I do think that they do,



             5      because I heard them describe that in meetings,



             6      whether it's staff, talking about this -- you know,



             7      this issue with the need to have startup funds



             8      sitting around.



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.



            10           THE WITNESS:  It looks like they're reserves,



            11      but they're really not.



            12           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Thank you.  And we're



            13      trying to stay away from true academic expenditures



            14      and we've been focusing on capital.



            15           But back to the CREOL decision in 2015.  You



            16      described your reaction in 2014 to the decision to



            17      take those E&G commitments for the new Trevor



            18      Colbourn Hall, but you said in May, '15, nobody even



            19      questioned the CREOL commitment.



            20           Is that because everybody got comfortable with



            21      the Trevor Colbourn Hall decision and moved on or in



            22      your mind was it just a totally different --



            23           THE WITNESS:  In my mind, it was like a



            24      renovation, so we didn't.



            25           MR. RUBOTTOM:  The CREOL was a renovation?
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             1           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  It was actually an



             2      expansion, but we didn't know anything different



             3      between a renovation, a $4 million renovation for



             4      the CREOL Building.  In fact, the third floor was



             5      currently being renovated with labs prior to this



             6      allocation and expansion.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Have you ever looked at the



             8      statutory definition of fixed capital outlay?



             9           THE WITNESS:  I have since this investigation



            10      started.  I did not before.



            11           I didn't know there were any laws or



            12      regulations that governed these capital



            13      appropriations, these capital expenditures.



            14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Now that you have reviewed that,



            15      can you see why an expansion would seem to fit under



            16      that definition and not under a



            17      renovation/maintenance type of definition?



            18           THE WITNESS:  Well, I've learned now that



            19      additional square footage, you know, makes it



            20      different than a renovation, but I --



            21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did the BOG provide any guidance



            22      on those things to the university?



            23           THE WITNESS:  Not that I know of.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Who would you expect to train



            25      you, the other finance and facilities staff, on
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             1      those types of policies?



             2           THE WITNESS:  I would have expected it to come



             3      from general counsel and the board of governors.



             4           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you consider the -- I



             5      understand the idea of the president hiring bright



             6      people and counting on them to do their job.



             7           Do you see the president as having any



             8      responsibility to ensure that those people



             9      understand their job and the rules within which



            10      they've been called to work?



            11           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  I think that -- I think the



            12      lack of training and education at the institution --



            13      at this institution, and I can't speak for any



            14      others, but it's the responsibility of the



            15      institution.



            16           So if you're going to hire people from the



            17      corporate world, if you will, and have them come do



            18      your accounting, then there needs to be a training



            19      process so that they understand the difference



            20      between, you know, expansion or renovation.



            21           My office, there's still confusion on these



            22      rules.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I understand.



            24           THE WITNESS:  And in fact, that list, they're



            25      still saying some of those are okay and some aren't.
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             1           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.



             2           THE WITNESS:  And after like four months of



             3      talking about this, ad nauseam, really, there's



             4      still not clarity.  And I know my office did not



             5      understand this clarity.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you think -- have you heard



             7      the various reforms, that the university has



             8      instituted policies?  Do you think those policies



             9      address that clarity issue?



            10           THE WITNESS:  No.  I should say I do think that



            11      going through multiple people helps, if those



            12      multiple layers of people are educated as well.  So



            13      it does no good for the CFO and the general counsel



            14      and the president to sign a form unless they know



            15      the rules, you know, clearly as well.



            16           So the education has to come first and the



            17      clarity has to come first, you know, a real list of



            18      what the rules are.



            19           And the conversations that I've had since this



            20      all started, that I got to sit in when the CFOs are



            21      talking, there's still not the clarity amongst the



            22      universities -- amongst the different universities.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  There's been a number of



            24      systemic kind of reshapings in the past 18,



            25      19 years.  The BOG was created by referendum, which
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             1      took some authority from the legislature and gave it



             2      to this new board.  The legislature reorganized the



             3      education statutes in the early 2000s and put



             4      universities and college boards under some policies



             5      that had been applicable to school boards.



             6           In those major transformations -- you were here



             7      before 2000, weren't you?  When did you come?



             8           THE WITNESS:  2007.



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  2007.  So that would have been



            10      after the statutory.  Was that after the BOG was



            11      created?



            12           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So you weren't here when those



            14      changes happened, so you wouldn't know what training



            15      or university-wide communications went out with, oh,



            16      we've got a new legislature, they're called the BOG,



            17      anything like that?



            18           THE WITNESS:  Right.  So I think the devolution



            19      I've heard occurred in 2003.  So by the time I came,



            20      the university was very independent.



            21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.



            22           THE WITNESS:  So those of us who came from



            23      corporate sort of brought that work experience with



            24      us.



            25           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So there would have been
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             1      mentality there that the board of trustees is kind



             2      of the law giver, like in a corporation?



             3           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             4           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And not a consciousness that



             5      there's these state statutes and BOG regs?



             6           THE WITNESS:  Absolutely.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



             8           THE WITNESS:  In fact, I looked to the board of



             9      governors' staff as kind of liaisons, and they --



            10      you know, they just ask us for lots of information.



            11      So we always provided them lots of information, you



            12      know, not so much the other way back.



            13           I didn't -- one of the challenges I found when



            14      I came to the university was you don't have that



            15      like CPA firm that you can go ask questions, you



            16      know, like you can in the private world if you don't



            17      understand something or -- you know, you have



            18      resources to help you understand.



            19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, would you take those --



            20      some questions like that to the internal audit



            21      department?



            22           THE WITNESS:  Yes, I would take questions to



            23      the internal audit department if they came to mind.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did you ever take questions to



            25      the IG at the BOG?
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             1           THE WITNESS:  No.  I never even heard of the IG



             2      until this investigation.



             3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Wow.



             4           THE WITNESS:  Until they sat in on the Bryan



             5      Cave.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Are you familiar that with --



             7      that Lee would on occasion call Chris Kinsley at the



             8      BOG to ask about some of these renovations,



             9      maintenance, can we do this, can we not do that?



            10           THE WITNESS:  Yes, I am familiar with that,



            11      mostly now.



            12           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But you weren't --



            13           THE WITNESS:  Right.



            14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  -- being advised of those things



            15      at the time.  That's just how she is spending money



            16      that's already been in her -- already in her E&G or



            17      PO&M money or some of these other transfers?



            18           THE WITNESS:  Yeah, yes.



            19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And so that was just advisory



            20      from BOG facilities to UCF facilities.



            21           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            22           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So there wasn't any real legal



            23      or audit type of inquiry and response?



            24           THE WITNESS:  I think that was just Lee's way



            25      and she developed a relationship with Chris Kinsley.
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             1           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.



             2           THE WITNESS:  And that gave her a source.  We



             3      didn't have, you know, that relationship --



             4           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.



             5           THE WITNESS:  -- with the board of governors.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  They were working regularly on



             7      PECO lists and things like that --



             8           THE WITNESS:  Right.



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  -- that created that.



            10           Did you feel like the general counsel's office



            11      was available for those kinds of inquiries?



            12           THE WITNESS:  Well, if the inquiry -- if you



            13      had a question, then yes, you could ask the general



            14      counsel's office.  I would say we would go to



            15      internal audit more often than general counsel.



            16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



            17           THE WITNESS:  They seemed to have more answers,



            18      I would say.



            19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  And I don't know if I



            20      asked this, but did budget chats continue after the



            21      UBC was formed?



            22           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would those be like preliminary?



            24      Would they prepare documents to present to UBC or



            25      would the issues come from totally different places





                                                                      93







             1      and the results go to totally different places?



             2           THE WITNESS:  I would say both.  So we might



             3      discuss what was going to happen on the -- what



             4      would be on the UBC agenda.  So it could be



             5      preparatory for the agenda for the UBC or we might



             6      discuss other budget issues.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you recall any capital



             8      project that was considered by the budget chat group



             9      after the UBC was formed that was not put before the



            10      UBC for its recommendation?



            11           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  I think this whole list,



            12      except for CREOL, was decided by -- outside of the



            13      UBC.



            14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And who would you think made the



            15      final decision as a result of the budget chat?



            16      Would that be Dr. Whittaker or Mr. Merck?



            17           THE WITNESS:  Dr. Whittaker.



            18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Carine, that's all I've



            19      got right now.



            20  BY MS. MITZ:



            21      Q.   I just want to go through the remainder of the



            22  exhibits real quick.



            23           So Ms. Clark, if you don't mind flipping to tab



            24  nine?



            25      A.   Yes.
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             1      Q.   Do you recognize that e-mail?



             2      A.   Yes.



             3      Q.   So I found it interesting that this is



             4  August 11th.  So 11 days on the job, and Dr. Whittaker



             5  apparently is asking for a lot of information that goes



             6  beyond the academic budget; is that correct?



             7      A.   Yes.



             8      Q.   Okay.  And the e-mail that Christy Tant sent at



             9  the bottom, at 6:06 p.m., that listing continues on to



            10  the next page or the back of the page.  It bears



            11  Colbourn Hall, does it not?



            12      A.   Yes.



            13      Q.   And what's the amount there?



            14      A.   $18 million remainder of $28 million commitment



            15  made in '13/'14.



            16      Q.   So this may have been -- this would have been



            17  the second document that we know of that would have gone



            18  past Dr. Whittaker's eyes reflecting E&G funds to



            19  Colbourn Hall within the first two weeks on the job?



            20      A.   Yes.



            21      Q.   Is that about right?



            22      A.   Yes.



            23      Q.   Okay.  Let's flip to the next tab, number 10.



            24  And we should both be looking at an e-mail from you to



            25  Whittaker and Merck sent on March 22, 2016.  Is that
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             1  what you have in front of you?



             2      A.   Yes.



             3      Q.   Can you explain to me what's being provided



             4  here?



             5      A.   So this was a list that Dr. Whittaker asked me



             6  to have prepared that showed funded and -- like unfunded



             7  and funded capital projects for him to discuss with Dr.



             8  Hitt.



             9      Q.   Okay.  Capital projects?



            10      A.   Yes.



            11      Q.   We're talking about buildings?



            12      A.   Yes.



            13      Q.   Not faculty salaries or electric bills; right?



            14      A.   Correct.



            15      Q.   Okay.  And do we see Colbourn Hall here?



            16      A.   Yes.



            17      Q.   We do.  We see Trevor Colbourn Hall, and it



            18  appears to list it at $23 million under E&G; is that



            19  correct?



            20      A.   Yes.



            21      Q.   And if you slide up to the top of the page, I



            22  see CREOL Building, phase two build out.  Is that the $2



            23  million that -- no, we were talking about $4 million



            24  previously.



            25           Is this related at all to the discussion we had
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             1  earlier?



             2      A.   So if you look down below, it looks like CREOL,



             3  under -- below Trevor Colbourn Hall.



             4      Q.   Yes.



             5      A.   There is CREOL lab phase one and phase two, $6



             6  million.  I would expect that to be --



             7      Q.   Go to the right.  There's the four on your



             8  division unit resources?



             9      A.   Yes.



            10      Q.   So is that the $4 million we were just talking



            11  about?



            12      A.   Let's see.



            13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  It's only showing $2 million E&G



            14      there.



            15           THE WITNESS:  Right.



            16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would that --



            17           THE WITNESS:  I'm not sure why this list had --



            18      unless --



            19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  That's central reserve.



            20           THE WITNESS:  Well, the $2 million here for



            21      central reserve is based on -- I'm not sure why



            22      there's $2 million in the E&G column and $4 million



            23      in the division unit resources, unless --



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would department E&G be in that



            25      $4 million?





                                                                      97







             1           THE WITNESS:  It might be.  Although $4 million



             2      was -- my memory is $4 million was allocated from



             3      central.



             4           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And that was transferred.  We



             5      just saw that.



             6           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But that was transferred before



             8      this.



             9           MS. MITZ:  Yeah.



            10           MR. RUBOTTOM:  That was transferred in



            11      February.



            12           THE WITNESS:  That's okay, though.  This wasn't



            13      showing what wasn't transferred.  It was showing



            14      what funded it.



            15           So I think that $4 million should be in the E&G



            16      column there and $2 million in the division unit



            17      resources, if that CREOL lab phase one and phase two



            18      is talking about --



            19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, this is about a month



            20      after.  Is it possible who created that list just



            21      hadn't -- and who would --



            22           THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And who would have created that



            24      list?



            25           THE WITNESS:  Christy, Christy or her team.
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             1  BY MS. MITZ:



             2      Q.   So if we want to track, on the documents we've



             3  already received, if we want to track the funding on



             4  CREOL, which description do we look at?  Because I have



             5  -- I'm now seeing expansion, I'm seeing CREOL lab, phase



             6  one and two, CREOL Building, phase two build out.  So



             7  what should we be following?



             8      A.   I don't know.



             9      Q.   Okay.



            10      A.   I'm not sure what the phase one and phase two



            11  is.



            12      Q.   But there's only one CREOL Building?



            13      A.   Yes.



            14      Q.   Okay.



            15      A.   I think -- I think that the CREOL phase one and



            16  phase two, $6 million is probably the -- it was $6.8



            17  million, though, so I'm not sure why this says $6



            18  million.



            19           The phase two build out of $2 million where



            20  funding hasn't been identified, I think was the -- in



            21  the CREOL project was an auditorium that wasn't built



            22  out because there wasn't enough money to do that.  So



            23  the dean of optics and photonics was going to -- at



            24  least wanted the auditorium built, because if you didn't



            25  do it when you were doing the expansion, you couldn't
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             1  come back and do it.  So they did it.  They were not



             2  going to build it out, and then he was going to try to



             3  fundraise to get the money to build out the auditorium.



             4           And so that's what I'm thinking maybe this



             5  build out for phase two up top is referring to, is the



             6  additional need to go raise some money to build out the



             7  auditorium.



             8      Q.   Okay.  All right.  So let's move on to the next



             9  tab, number 11, please.  And this is the page that I've



            10  heard a lot about that bears handwriting, and I would



            11  like you, if you are able, to tell me whose handwriting



            12  is on the attachment identified as the Capital Projects



            13  Current Funding Plan.



            14      A.   That's Dale Whittaker's handwriting.



            15      Q.   Okay.  Were you with him when he made these



            16  notes?



            17      A.   No.



            18      Q.   Okay.  Do you -- were you briefed after the



            19  meeting at which these notes were made?



            20      A.   It looks like his secretary was telling me that



            21  he wanted a follow-up phone call.



            22      Q.   Okay.  Do you have -- go ahead.



            23      A.   Nothing.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would he have made those notes



            25      -- I'm sorry.
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             1           Would he have made those notes by himself



             2      studying that document or would that have been in a



             3      meeting, do you think?



             4           THE WITNESS:  I would be speculating.



             5           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



             6  BY MS. MITZ:



             7      Q.   Do you recall whether you had that follow-up



             8  conversation with him?



             9      A.   I don't recall, but I probably did, but I don't



            10  recall the conversation, the phone call.



            11           I mean, if I wanted to -- I was just going to



            12  say that I would think these would have been made during



            13  the meeting, because I don't think all of this



            14  information would have come from just the schedule that



            15  I gave him.



            16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would you frequently do



            17      follow-up conversations with him after those kinds



            18      of meetings and analyses?



            19           THE WITNESS:  Just if he had something that he



            20      needed to run by me.



            21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



            22           THE WITNESS:  So yes and no.



            23  BY MS. MITZ:



            24      Q.   Okay.  There should be another, tab 12.  Okay.



            25  And you may have actually touched upon this earlier.  I
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             1  think we may have been talking about this without having



             2  identified it.



             3           If you could look at your e-mail to Mr. Merck



             4  that you sent on November 23, 2016 at 1:37 p.m.?



             5      A.   Okay.  Yes.



             6      Q.   What are you referring to by saying your



             7  "challenge 2020 meeting with Dale."  What is that?



             8      A.   That was a performance review type meeting.



             9      Q.   Okay.  Is this where you discuss those goals



            10  that you were addressing earlier?



            11      A.   Yes.



            12      Q.   All right.  So again, you're talking about



            13  doing work for him, information you are going to provide



            14  to him about the operating budget and the capital



            15  budget?



            16      A.   Yes.



            17      Q.   That's well beyond the academic budget;



            18  correct?



            19      A.   Yes.  There is no doubt that all the work I did



            20  for Dale Whittaker was about not -- about the whole



            21  university budget.  That's all -- that's all I do.  I



            22  mean, I do the complete picture.



            23           I shouldn't say that.  The other thing I did



            24  when Dale brought me under him is that we also supported



            25  -- we also played the role of supporting the academic
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             1  affairs budget division needs, which means I started to



             2  work with the deans and learned a little bit about the



             3  deans' needs and work with them, attending his meetings



             4  with all his vice provosts, which included more than



             5  just the deans, but all the other -- many other areas of



             6  university research, student development and enrollment



             7  services.



             8           So I did -- we did also do the academic affairs



             9  divisional budget work out of my shop, and then -- but



            10  for the most part, Christy and I did the total



            11  university budget information.



            12      Q.   Do you have any idea why people who are



            13  employed at UCF would have believed that Dale Whittaker



            14  dealt with only the academic budget for the first year



            15  or year and a half of his employment?



            16      A.   No.



            17      Q.   All right.



            18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Have you heard Dr. Whittaker say



            19      that in his public statements about this whole



            20      investigation?



            21           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            22           MR. RUBOTTOM:  What's your reaction to his



            23      statements that he -- that his focus was academics



            24      or he only had responsibility for academic budgets?



            25           THE WITNESS:  I think that's false.  That was
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             1      not -- my interactions with him was not just on



             2      academics, the academic budget.



             3           The academic budget is about two-thirds of the



             4      budget of the university.  So the allocation



             5      document is the entire E&G budget.  It's the



             6      authority to distribute the E&G budget to all of the



             7      divisions.  The university budget committee received



             8      requests from everybody.



             9           He did ask me to create a college budget model



            10      which was going to funnel the student tuition



            11      funding, like growth funding from increased credit



            12      hours, basically, if you will.  We have two of the



            13      colleges where sort of the burden of those



            14      additional credit hours fell, and we also put some



            15      performance metrics in there.



            16           So the university budget committee used to have



            17      authority over all of the incremental E&G money,



            18      which included any new state appropriations and



            19      growth -- additional tuition money, if we grew



            20      credit-hour wise.



            21           By creating the college budget model, it was



            22      about half and half, depending on the year of the



            23      state appropriations.  By creating the university --



            24      or the college budget model, we basically took away



            25      from the university budget committee all the tuition
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             1      money.  That funded the colleges, and then what we



             2      were left with was any performance funding or state



             3      funding that we received.



             4           So that university budget committee then had to



             5      address all the rest of the university's needs out



             6      of that -- out of that half, if you will.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Under that design, what



             8      responsibilities would go to those colleges?  Would



             9      they have to pay for their own maintenance of the



            10      buildings that they occupied?  Would they have to



            11      pay for the landscaping of those buildings?  Would



            12      they have to pay for their utilities of those



            13      buildings?  What -- what non-payroll?  Would they



            14      pay for their janitorial?



            15           What responsibilities were -- were going to go



            16      with that, that delegation of money?



            17           THE WITNESS:  So we started the budget -- the



            18      budget model, I want to say, three years ago now, if



            19      I've got that correctly.  And we were still in that



            20      hiring plan for faculty.



            21           So by taking a large chunk of the money away



            22      from this central process, if you will, the



            23      university budget committee, to the colleges, there



            24      wasn't -- there wasn't money to hire -- to continue



            25      to allocate funds towards the new hiring plan.
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             1           It was a 400 faculty member hiring plan.



             2      Before the university budget committee was formed,



             3      200 lines were funded from performance funding that



             4      we received.  That left another 200 lines to fund.



             5      And the college budget model went into effect, and



             6      so we basically had to ask the colleges to fund some



             7      of those lines.



             8           So the first couple of years they didn't have



             9      as much discretion over how to use those funds as



            10      they would have liked, because Dale was very strict



            11      on continuing this 400-person hiring, this 400



            12      faculty hiring plan.



            13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Was that focus to reduce the



            14      ratio or would that 400 include expansions of areas



            15      of scholarly pursuit?  In other words, expanding



            16      programs as opposed to lowering ratios.  Was it



            17      both?



            18           THE WITNESS:  It was both.  It was tenure



            19      track, so we were looking to grow research.  So you



            20      grow research -- this is what I understand now.  You



            21      grow research through hiring tenure track faculty



            22      because they tend to do -- they do research.



            23           It was also to help address, you know, the



            24      teaching load, if you will.  But it was to get -- it



            25      was to get our tenure track ratio in better line
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             1      with what I understand accreditation looks for with



             2      regard to -- they want you to have tenure track



             3      faculty of some percentage.  I don't really know the



             4      criteria.



             5           So it was to promote research.  It was to



             6      promote -- provide more instructional support.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And do you believe that



             8      Dr. Whittaker knew when these E&G allocations were



             9      being made to capital projects, do you think he



            10      understood that that was reducing the amount of



            11      money available for these other initiatives?



            12           THE WITNESS:  Well, the hiring of the faculty



            13      needed recurring money.  So these projects were



            14      coming from nonrecurring money.  So that's a little



            15      bit of an apple and an orange, although there is the



            16      need for startup.



            17           But because there's the delay in hiring,



            18      allocating the new recurring money towards faculty



            19      helps accomplish that.



            20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Thank you.



            21           MS. MITZ:  Don, I don't think I have anymore



            22      questions.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Are there -- are there facts



            24      that you know that have not been brought out in the



            25      Bryan Cave investigation or that we have not covered
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             1      today that you think that the house committee that's



             2      trying to understand all this needs to know,



             3      information that you have that's relevant to the



             4      investigation?



             5           THE WITNESS:  So with regard to the Bryan Cave



             6      report, there's a few things that I feel about that.



             7           One is I think it falsely attributes decision



             8      making responsibility or authority to finance and



             9      accounting that wasn't there.  Sorry, but you know,



            10      finance and accounting, and myself included, had no



            11      authority to allocate money in this university.



            12           We had no -- we couldn't have taken that



            13      central reserve and said -- any of those, and



            14      allocated any of those funds.  Those decisions were



            15      made either by the UBC, which we were the support



            16      staff to, and it was a well-run process by us so



            17      that that group of VPs could make intelligent



            18      decisions.



            19           If it didn't go through the UBC, then it was



            20      the provost, the CFO, the president making



            21      allocation decisions.  No other VP could come to us



            22      and make an allocation request and we would have



            23      processed it.  So the vice president for research



            24      didn't get to come, you know, say, hey, Christy,



            25      Tracy, you know, I need a million dollars for, you
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             1      know, grad stipends, put it on the list.  We



             2      wouldn't have accepted anything like that.  It had



             3      to come from those four areas.



             4           We explained that to Bryan Cave very strongly,



             5      and yet I feel like that report just attributes all



             6      the decision making to either Bill Merck or



             7      sometimes he talks about other university officials,



             8      like he's inferring that we had any of that



             9      authority.  So that's number one.



            10           I also feel like the report downplays the



            11      importance of the allocation document and excuses,



            12      if you will, senior executives who signed it to say



            13      "I didn't really understand what that was."  Because



            14      that document was around long before I even was



            15      working with budget to the level that, you know, I



            16      did halfway through my career at UCF.



            17           That document was created -- I think it was



            18      originally created by my predecessor.  She was



            19      extremely detailed oriented and very well at



            20      explaining things.  It was signed by the provost and



            21      the president every single year, and it was



            22      explained to us as the authority for us to do the



            23      budget transfers that we did.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let me ask a follow-up about



            25      that because I'm not sure I've seen all the
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             1      allocation documents.



             2           Is it your testimony that all of those projects



             3      that we've looked at, that have been talked about



             4      within this $85 million of transfers, that all of



             5      those projects and purposes would have been on an



             6      allocation document signed by a provost and a



             7      president?



             8           THE WITNESS:  Not necessarily.



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  There were mid-year



            10      commitments, but they would have checked off on



            11      those commitments?



            12           Would there be anything that Merck and the



            13      president would do without the provosts being aware



            14      of it in that timeframe?



            15           THE WITNESS:  Not to my knowledge, there



            16      wouldn't have been.



            17           Now, a decision -- the allocation document is



            18      at a point in time.  So that E&G commitments list



            19      that we talked about, if -- you know, if it was on



            20      -- if it was on that commitment list, which it only



            21      got on there if we had approval from the provost who



            22      usually worked with the president and the CFO to



            23      decide what -- you know, to tell us what they



            24      approved to go on that list.  If at the end of --



            25      you know, if at June 30th, it was -- it was
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             1      authorized to be allocated in the next fiscal year,



             2      it went on that allocation document.



             3           If, let's say, October 1st a decision was made



             4      to allocate -- to make an allocation from central



             5      reserve, let's just say for a project.  Let's say



             6      for a lab renovation for a million dollars, and then



             7      that transfer occurred within that fiscal year, it



             8      wouldn't make its way to the next year's allocation



             9      document.



            10           In fact, that's what I think happened with the



            11      $10 million on Colbourn Hall is it wasn't on the



            12      next allocation document because it got approved and



            13      transferred.



            14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let me go back though to 2014,



            15      okay.  The board decided to build a building and it



            16      looked like the budget in that period was around 23



            17      to 26 million.  The board deferred a decision on



            18      renovation, which the budget put up in front of them



            19      in that 2014, in those options lists, I believe was



            20      around seven or something like that.



            21           I think there was a big -- a total renovation



            22      budget of between 15 and 19 at that time, but there



            23      was a commitment by the board to build the building



            24      for 23 to 26.  There was already 10 set aside for



            25      renovation; 18 more was committed in that 2014
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             1      allocation document, and that 18 says renovation.



             2      And to my knowledge, that one number is bigger than



             3      any internal renovation budget.  I've seen PECO



             4      lists that show 19, but everything that we've looked



             5      at here shows like 15 for renovation.



             6           THE WITNESS:  Right.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So in what sense was that 18



             8      able to be categorized as renovation when the --



             9      when the board was already committed to building a



            10      23-plus million dollar building, and there was no



            11      renovation in the works that would cost 18?  How was



            12      that characterized as renovation?



            13           THE WITNESS:  Well, I think it was just added



            14      to the same line and the title wasn't changed or the



            15      line description wasn't changed.



            16           And also, from my memory, it never really



            17      totally went away from a renovation project.  It



            18      became a combined renovation, because even when they



            19      approved the new building, there was still work that



            20      had to be done on the old building to keep it



            21      eligible, if you will, or keep it up to a certain



            22      standard so that it could be renovated as they



            23      continued to discuss at what point it was going to



            24      be or how it was going to be renovated or when it



            25      was going to be renovated.  It never dropped off as
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             1      a renovation until that -- much later when I guess



             2      it was --



             3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  2016.



             4           THE WITNESS:  -- when it was decided to



             5      demolish it, right.



             6           So from our perspective, this was like a



             7      combined renovation, new building project.  You can



             8      see that as we started to create new schedules, we



             9      started to separate it and tried to separate the



            10      dollars associated with the two pieces.



            11           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But those were never separated



            12      outside the allocation documents?



            13           THE WITNESS:  Right.  They were not done at



            14      that -- at that -- that happened, like right after



            15      the board decided that, it got added to the list,



            16      got transferred to the allocation document that way,



            17      and got signed.



            18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you think in Christy's files



            19      there would be a commitment list where that division



            20      first occurred or would that only be on your -- on



            21      your budget, on your capital projects list or your



            22      internal capital plan, do you know?



            23           THE WITNESS:  I think on the capital, because I



            24      think on the E&G commitments list, it kind of went



            25      on and then went off.
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             1           MR. RUBOTTOM:  It went off when the money was



             2      transferred?



             3           THE WITNESS:  Right, right.  So I think that it



             4      didn't necessarily maybe get separated on there.



             5      Plus, you had pieces of the dollars on there.  You



             6      didn't have the whole project dollars like you did



             7      on the capital projects list where you could



             8      separate 23 and 15.  You had some other incremental



             9      number on that list.



            10           MR. RUBOTTOM:  You're accumulating funds for



            11      whatever you were going to do later?



            12           THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  So we -- we just didn't



            13      separate it.



            14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Well, I interrupted you.  You



            15      were talking about how serious those allocation



            16      documents were.



            17           THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  And you were saying -- so



            18      again, the projects on those -- that project list,



            19      some of the projects on that project list I never



            20      even saw.  They were funded from a unit who has



            21      control over their E&G budget and their E&G carry



            22      forward.  And if they made a -- you know, if they



            23      decided to fund a project, they would make those



            24      journal entries, if you will.



            25           So those wouldn't have come through central,
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             1      and they wouldn't have ended up on the allocation



             2      document, and they wouldn't have ended up on -- they



             3      would have been in the allocation document in the



             4      overall dollars allocated to the -- if it was a



             5      college, academic affairs.  But it wouldn't have



             6      been as a line item -- the line items on the



             7      allocation document were like individual allocations



             8      that Christy's office was planning to make.  Either



             9      new money came in and we knew where we needed to



            10      allocate it, so it would be its own line item, or



            11      decisions from central funds were on that list.



            12           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But this 46.5 that was not



            13      Colbourn, those were all central reserve transfers



            14      to construction; is that right?



            15           THE WITNESS:  No, no.



            16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Those included some divisional



            17      or departmental transfers?



            18           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So the surplus building was



            19      divisionally funded.



            20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



            21           THE WITNESS:  The district energy that's on



            22      there was funded from a unit.  The band building was



            23      funded from a couple of units, I think.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So they've done that full



            25      systemwide search for those transfers is your
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             1      understanding, and that's how they developed this



             2      list?



             3           THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  So the way we -- my office



             4      helped develop that list.  We just ran any transfer



             5      to construction from the E&G fund, and so that



             6      picked up whether -- any -- any transfer.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Thank you.  So go on.  I



             8      didn't mean to interrupt you.



             9           THE WITNESS:  So I was just going to say, so



            10      the ones that were unit-funded would not have shown



            11      up on the allocation document.  Ones that were



            12      mid-year would not have shown up on the allocation



            13      document.



            14           But ones that did cross over a year were on the



            15      allocation document and that allocation document was



            16      our authority on an annual, you know, once-a-year



            17      basis to allocate out all of the E&G funds.  And it



            18      also showed the central funds that stayed in



            19      central.



            20           And then the working document throughout the



            21      year would have been the E&G commitments list for



            22      central.  And then anything that the units did with



            23      their own funds, that was decentralized down to, you



            24      know, their authority.



            25           So at that point, you know -- so the allocation
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             1      document, it's just an important document.  So for



             2      people to say they didn't know it was E&G or they



             3      didn't understand the importance of it, well, that's



             4      -- I don't believe that because -- and I know I went



             5      with Dr. Whittaker to Dr. Hitt's office not August,



             6      2014, but the next two years.  He asked me to join



             7      him.



             8           And I know I went over that document



             9      extensively as to what it was.  I created some



            10      summaries so that it was easier to understand, and



            11      so I could kind of tie it to the overall picture of



            12      the university.



            13           So I feel like that's understated, the



            14      importance of that document.



            15           I also feel like the report applies a double



            16      standard like crazy, you know, and says things like



            17      oh, they didn't understand what they were doing or



            18      they didn't understand the laws and the rules and



            19      the regulations, and they didn't know what they were



            20      signing.  Yet we were fired for not understanding



            21      these rules, and it implies that we did it



            22      intentionally, which is false.  It implies we



            23      concealed, which I think you can see there was no



            24      concealing coming out of finance and accounting.



            25      And it implies that we knowingly and deceptively did
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             1      things that's false.



             2           Yet it takes the senior executives and just



             3      excuses their knowledge or their, you know,



             4      responsibility in, you know, what happened here.  We



             5      operated, you know, under the supervision and



             6      direction of these highly experienced senior



             7      leaders.  So we wouldn't have even thought to



             8      challenge, you know, the nature of Dr. Hitt's



             9      experience, Dale Whittaker's experience.  He wasn't



            10      here very long, but he was the shining star and he



            11      was the heir apparent in my mind from the get-go.



            12      He was a very strong leader.



            13           There was -- you asked at one point about him



            14      coming up to speed.  He was a very strong leader.



            15      He was absorbing everything.  He was engaged in the



            16      whole university's strategic plan.  He was, you



            17      know, very respected by those of us who were



            18      operating under his direction.  And the same with



            19      Mr. Merck.



            20           And I feel like the report applies all this



            21      culpability to the four that they decided they



            22      wanted to fire, and yet no culpability to the ones



            23      who have 20, 30, 40 years of higher ed experience,



            24      were making the decisions, were supervising us.  You



            25      know, we had to report to them, and yet we lost our
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             1      jobs and our careers and our reputations over this,



             2      and that's just wrong.



             3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So when they say that the



             4      elimination of these five or six people has



             5      eliminated the problem, if the problem is lack of



             6      understanding in the institution, that lack, in your



             7      mind, still remains.  Is that --



             8           THE WITNESS:  Right.  They will implement



             9      improvements.  I'm not saying there were no mistakes



            10      made or you know, a lack of knowledge that the



            11      university clearly should have had.



            12           But we didn't -- we didn't do anything wrong.



            13      We didn't do anything intentional.  We worked with,



            14      you know, the skill set and the knowledge that we



            15      had.  We worked very, very hard.  We were -- you



            16      know, the group of people that got fired were some



            17      of the hardest working people at this university and



            18      really had huge amounts of improvement to this



            19      university.



            20           I mean, the facilities budget committee, the



            21      university budget committee, all the work that



            22      Christy and her team have done improved the quality



            23      at this university very, very much, and most people



            24      think that, I think.  And now we've just been, you



            25      know, defamed as being totally, you know, deceptive





                                                                      119







             1      and incompetent and -- so they'll learn from what



             2      was wrong before and do better, but it wasn't wrong



             3      because of us.  And yet, you know, very severe



             4      consequences were cast upon us.



             5           That's all I can think of.



             6           MR. GREENE:  Let me ask you a couple of



             7      questions.



             8           You worked for UCF from 2007 until you were put



             9      on administrative leave --



            10           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            11           MR. GREENE:  -- in January of this year?



            12           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  Actually, I resigned, and



            13      they -- they gave me the option to resign or go on



            14      administrative leave and go to a predetermination



            15      hearing and basically fight the termination.



            16           They told me if I resigned -- the misconduct



            17      packet that they were waving in my face, they had



            18      the regulation attached to it for misconduct and



            19      everything.  That if I resigned, that would not go



            20      in my file.



            21           And I said would I -- what would the press be



            22      told?  Would they be told I resigned?



            23           And they said yes, it would be portrayed that



            24      it would be said that I resigned.



            25           And then three hours later, they said I was
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             1      terminated and it's been all over the papers that I



             2      was terminated for misconduct.



             3           MR. GREENE:  Prior to being fired, were you



             4      evaluated annually every year, your performance?



             5           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And how were your evaluations?



             7           THE WITNESS:  Outstanding.



             8           MR. GREENE:  You came from the corporate world,



             9      you said?



            10           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            11           MR. GREENE:  So this was your first experience



            12      in higher education?



            13           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            14           MR. GREENE:  Were you trained as to the meaning



            15      of or what the permissible uses of E&G carryforward



            16      were?



            17           THE WITNESS:  No. We just learned on the job as



            18      we went along.



            19           MR. GREENE:  Did anybody ever bring BOG



            20      regulation 9.007 to your attention specifically or



            21      is that something you found?



            22           THE WITNESS:  Nobody -- nobody brought it to my



            23      attention or gave me any education about it.  I know



            24      it was -- it was circulated when they were making



            25      some edits to it, along with some other BOG
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             1      regulations.



             2           We were more concentrated on -- I know Burby



             3      put that in his report, and he never even asked me



             4      about those e-mails.  And the e-mails -- the people



             5      I sent that to for them to review were the bursar's



             6      office and the people that did the student tuition



             7      and fees.  And the one that was materially changing



             8      in all of those regulations was the tuition and fees



             9      regulation, so that's where we were asking.  You



            10      know, I asked them if they had any comments or



            11      concerns, and they said no.  And so we sent it back



            12      up through -- you know, no, F&A has no concerns.



            13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let me ask one question about



            14      that, though, because one of the changes was that



            15      the BOG specified that interest on E&G could only be



            16      spent on E&G purposes.



            17           That was a new addition, I believe.  Is that



            18      your recollection?



            19           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  We had heard that was



            20      happening.



            21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Right.  Was that something that



            22      Mr. Merck was paying attention to?  I mean, he was



            23      the one collecting all these investment earnings and



            24      interest, et cetera.  Is that something that he took



            25      note of and adjusted whatever plans for those funds
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             1      accordingly?



             2           THE WITNESS:  So I recall being told that E&G



             3      interest earnings needed to retain the flavor of E&G



             4      by Vanessa Fortier, and so we started accounting for



             5      it that way.  I don't remember when that was,



             6      whether that was the first time when that regulation



             7      came out that that happened.  But we didn't use to



             8      account for it that way, and we changed to that.



             9      But I remember being informed of that by Vanessa.



            10           And then the other big change which we knew



            11      about, we had heard it was happening, was that we



            12      were going to start in the operating budget



            13      submission report including carryforward



            14      expenditures, because in the past all you had to



            15      submit was your current annual expenditures.  No



            16      carryforward expenditures were submitted as part of



            17      the OB process, they call it.



            18           So, that was -- you know, all the universities



            19      were kind of talking about that because now there



            20      was going to be this weird comparativeness because



            21      it was -- you know, the numbers would go way up



            22      because you spent carryforward on expenditures and



            23      so that was part of that.  Those were the things I



            24      remember from those -- those edits.



            25           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But you understand that before
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             1      and after that, the board has never budgeted



             2      carryforward, and that's an --



             3           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             4           MR. RUBOTTOM:  -- administrative kind of loose



             5      set of money, that if they save it, then they get to



             6      spend it without the board's authorization.



             7           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  And my predecessor taught



             8      us that we -- we didn't put forward to our board



             9      carryforward for approval because they had already



            10      approved the spending of that money.



            11           So, you know, if in one year you had $5 million



            12      and it got approved and then you only spent four,



            13      that $1 million left over was already approved.  So



            14      the next year, we had our board approve the new



            15      budget, which was another $5 million dollars, not



            16      six.



            17           And her explanation -- and that five, that was



            18      a control total for what gets submitted up to the



            19      board of governors, which was that $5 million.  So



            20      we always had our board approval tied to the control



            21      total that we send up to the board of governors, and



            22      that didn't include carryforward.



            23           So, you know, since this investigation, Christy



            24      actually went out and was asking all the



            25      universities, like well, what do you present to your





                                                                      124







             1      board for approval?  Do you ask them to approve



             2      carryforward?  And she got all kinds of -- you know,



             3      a hodgepodge of some do, some don't.  We never did,



             4      and we really followed my predecessor's package in



             5      how -- you know, in what we had the board approve.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I'm sorry.  I don't know if we



             7      asked about capital outlay budgets.  Did you work



             8      with those at all?



             9           THE WITNESS:  Not at all.



            10           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



            11           MR. GREENE:  Did you try to follow the laws,



            12      rules, and regulations that guided your conduct



            13      while you were employed at UCF?



            14           THE WITNESS:  Yes, absolutely.



            15           MR. GREENE:  Did you at any time, though,



            16      purposely violate any law or rule or regulation that



            17      you knew about?



            18           THE WITNESS:  No.



            19           MR. GREENE:  Did you know there was a rule or



            20      statute or regulation that barred the use of E&G



            21      carryforward on new buildings?



            22           THE WITNESS:  No.



            23           MR. GREENE:  If you had a concern about



            24      anything that the university was doing, did you



            25      bring it to the attention of your superiors?
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             1           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             2           MR. GREENE:  Was there ever a time when you



             3      felt like your superiors were doing something wrong



             4      that you had brought to their attention?



             5           THE WITNESS:  No.



             6           MR. GREENE:  With respect to the $46 million of



             7      other projects that were identified by UCF



             8      post-audit, did you believe all those involved



             9      permissible uses of E&G?



            10           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            11           MR. GREENE:  Did anyone ever raise any



            12      questions about those and say there might be an



            13      audit comment or anything else?



            14           THE WITNESS:  No.



            15           MR. GREENE:  Now, when you brought the issue to



            16      Mr. Merck's attention about the use of the funds for



            17      TCH, were you satisfied when he told you that



            18      there's an emergency and he thought the use could be



            19      justified?



            20           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            21           MR. GREENE:  And later on when there were



            22      comments -- when Mr. Merck made a comment about UCF



            23      possibly receiving an audit hit, was that something



            24      that was concealed?



            25           THE WITNESS:  No.  I heard it said multiple
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             1      times.



             2           MR. GREENE:  Was it widely disseminated



             3      throughout UCF that this project is being funded by



             4      E&G and that we might receive an audit comment for



             5      it?



             6           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             7           MR. GREENE:  Were you ever instructed to



             8      conceal or hide that or any other information



             9      concerning Trevor Colbourn Hall from anyone?



            10           THE WITNESS:  No.



            11           MR. GREENE:  You were asked where you might go



            12      if you had questions.  Didn't general counsel



            13      participate in the meetings to the board of trustees



            14      and some of the budget committee meetings and other



            15      matters concerning the monies that UCF was spending?



            16           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So they were at every board



            17      meeting, and I actually had Scott Cole added to the



            18      university budget committee about one year after it



            19      got its legs.



            20           MR. GREENE:  So as a result of his



            21      participation in those meetings, Scott Cole and



            22      other members of the general counsel had to know



            23      that E&G carryforward was being used to fund capital



            24      projects, didn't they?



            25           THE WITNESS:  Yes.
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             1           MR. GREENE:  Did anyone from the general



             2      counsel's office ever raise a question and say, hey,



             3      this might be illegal, we need to look into it, or



             4      raise any concerns whatsoever?



             5           THE WITNESS:  No, they did not.



             6           MR. GREENE:  Would you expect general counsel,



             7      when they're advised of the facts that show that



             8      something being done by the university might break a



             9      rule, would you expect that it's general counsel's



            10      job to know what that rule is and to bring it to the



            11      attention of the employees of the university?



            12           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            13           MR. GREENE:  Did they ever do that?



            14           THE WITNESS:  No.



            15           MR. GREENE:  You were asked about what Dale



            16      Whittaker called himself.  Is it true that he was



            17      the chief budget officer for the university?



            18           THE WITNESS:  That's what I understand, yes.



            19           MR. GREENE:  That was the title given to him by



            20      President Hitt, wasn't it?



            21           THE WITNESS:  That's what I understand.



            22           MR. GREENE:  And whether he actually had that



            23      title or not, he acted in that capacity, didn't he?



            24           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            25           MR. GREENE:  Is there anything about the
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             1      post-audit investigation that was done by UCF or



             2      presentations UCF made to the board of trustees



             3      after that investigation began that you think was



             4      questionable?



             5           THE WITNESS:  So the presentation of the



             6      13.8 million to the board of trustees you said,



             7      right --



             8           MR. GREENE:  Yes.



             9           THE WITNESS:  -- or the board of governors?



            10      Board of trustees.



            11           So we questioned the 13.8 million.  We



            12      questioned -- I questioned not bringing to the board



            13      of trustees the approval for the $40 million in the



            14      constellation fund and the $20 million in the



            15      deferred maintenance fund.



            16           I sent e-mails to Kathy saying I feel like the



            17      board of trustees needed to approve those, and --



            18           MR. GREENE:  Do you think --



            19           THE WITNESS:  -- she pushed back.



            20           MR. GREENE:  Go ahead.



            21           THE WITNESS:  I said she pushed back and was



            22      going to get the president's office approval to do



            23      that, and she just assured me that at the very



            24      least, he would mention that those allocations had



            25      been made.
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             1           MR. GREENE:  Do you think the university was



             2      less than forthcoming when it was reporting to the



             3      -- I don't remember if it was the board of trustees



             4      or the board of governors -- making a report with



             5      respect to the $46 million of other projects?



             6           THE WITNESS:  That's who was --



             7           MR. GREENE:  When Kathy Mitchell made a



             8      presentation concerning -- I think she was



             9      reacting -- it had to be the board of trustees



            10      because she was reacting to Marcos Marchena's



            11      questions concerning why are you just bringing this



            12      to our attention, and she said, "We just found that



            13      out."  Do you recall that?



            14           THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  She said we just found it



            15      out.  That was totally false.



            16           So one of the things I've been hearing recently



            17      is the question of when did administration, which to



            18      me administration means the president and the



            19      president's, you know, closest confidantes, when did



            20      they know about this 46 million?



            21           Because even, I think, our board of trustees is



            22      acting like, oh, we knew about this 13.8 and now,



            23      through further investigation, we've found this



            24      additional money.  And you know, they're attributing



            25      a lot of that blame to my office, and my office
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             1      found it.



             2           My office looked for it before the board of



             3      governors even asked for the lookback period.  We



             4      immediately -- once we heard about that $2 million



             5      limit, which we didn't know about before, we went to



             6      look because we knew we had renovations for more



             7      than $2 million.  So we went to, you know, self-find



             8      it.



             9           And now the board of trustees, I heard some of



            10      them speaking like, you had the opportunity back in



            11      September to self-report it and you didn't do it.



            12      And administration is acting like they didn't know



            13      it.  Well, they did.



            14           And we, my office, you know, and in conjunction



            15      with Lee and her office, did self-report.  And we



            16      brought it to general counsel to ask them, what



            17      should be on this list?  You know, what should we



            18      reverse?



            19           And in an abundance of caution -- that's the



            20      terminology they kept using -- Marcus Marchena kept



            21      saying, you know, we're going to just reverse



            22      everything that might have an issue.  So that was a



            23      little bit concerning to me because it made it look



            24      like this really big number, but I didn't feel like



            25      I could challenge that because I felt like it would
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             1      look like I'm being aggressive on the issues and I



             2      didn't want to look that way.



             3           So I let them do that or -- you know, of course



             4      we did it.  And now this $85 million number is out



             5      there all over the place that, you know, that we've



             6      done wrong.  And throughout the whole four months,



             7      they're still trying to figure out, you know, what



             8      -- there was still a thought that there was a large



             9      amount of overcorrection here, and there was still a



            10      thought of we don't really know which ones are right



            11      and which ones are wrong.



            12           There was even conversation about



            13      overcorrection on Trevor Colbourn Hall, because were



            14      there parts of that cost that could have



            15      legitimately been funded from the E&G?  So --



            16           MR. GREENE:  So you brought the information to



            17      the attention of the administration back in



            18      September of 2018?



            19           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            20           MR. GREENE:  And it was the administration's



            21      decision not to report that; is that correct?



            22           THE WITNESS:  Yes, absolutely.



            23           MR. GREENE:  What about this parking of



            24      $60 million of E&G elsewhere after the investigation



            25      by -- the Burby investigation began?
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             1           THE WITNESS:  So the board of governors asked



             2      for all the universities to have their board of



             3      trustees approve a carryforward plan of the part of



             4      carryforward that is considered committed.  It's the



             5      part that's not contractually restricted.  It's not



             6      encumbered.  It's not part of your statutory 5



             7      percent reserve.  It's -- you know, it's the amount



             8      of your carryforward that you have plans for, but no



             9      sort of contractual commitment against or statutory



            10      commitment against.



            11           So UCF's carryforward, because of all of these,



            12      you know, reimbursements back to carryforward, was a



            13      huge number.  And one of -- back to the confusion on



            14      whether or not we had overcorrected, Kathy Mitchell



            15      was trying to get clarity on which of those projects



            16      were considered overcorrections and which weren't,



            17      because we had to do this carryforward report as of



            18      November 30th.  And if there was overcorrection, we



            19      wanted to reverse the overcorrection so that the



            20      carryforward number wasn't this huge number,



            21      falsely.



            22           And so she didn't -- she didn't get that



            23      clarity.  All that carryforward came back in.  The



            24      number was really large.  The university didn't want



            25      the carryforward to be swept.  So the vice
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             1      presidents, at Dale's -- with Dale's leadership,



             2      started to try to figure out how -- how could they



             3      reduce the carryforward number.



             4           And first they all started -- and this happened



             5      within about a ten-day period.  And so they all



             6      started trying to find ways to spend it.  So, you



             7      know, I told them, well, you can't just say, oh,



             8      let's go to the cloud, you know, which is a big



             9      ticket number, because if you haven't spent it, it's



            10      still sitting in carryforward.



            11           And so they decided to do -- originally they



            12      decide to do $25 million in financial aid and $20



            13      million in deferred maintenance to remove that from



            14      the carryforward numbers so that there wasn't this



            15      huge exposure for it to be swept from the



            16      university.



            17           Dale ended up, after that decision was made --



            18      and in fact, all the deans were even informed of the



            19      $25 million.  There was a phone call between Kathy,



            20      Dale, Marcos, and the provost, Elizabeth Dooley, and



            21      they decided to increase the amount of the



            22      scholarship fund from 25 million to 40 million,



            23      because they felt like what was being left in the



            24      committed section was too big of a number.



            25           At that point, it was estimated it was going to
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             1      be about 45 million, which was going to put UCF on



             2      the high side of everybody's, you know, committed



             3      section, if you will, of the carryforward.



             4           And so they decided to -- the provost said to



             5      me and all the deans, you know, they got some intel



             6      that that would be too high of a number.  And so



             7      they raised the scholarship amount to 40 million.



             8           MR. GREENE:  Did anybody ever discuss why they



             9      put the money in the scholarship fund?



            10           THE WITNESS:  Well, they thought that would be



            11      a good public relations event or way to use the



            12      funds.  Clearly, they wanted to support the



            13      students.



            14           MR. GREENE:  Is it unusual to fund scholarships



            15      for multiple years?



            16           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  We had not done that



            17      before.



            18           MR. GREENE:  Did anybody make a comment about



            19      the state won't ever come back and take this money



            20      because they don't want to take money out of the



            21      mouth -- the hands of the students or something to



            22      that effect?



            23           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            24           MR. GREENE:  Who said what and when?



            25           THE WITNESS:  I can't tell you for sure which
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             1      one of the VPs said it, but I was in the VP meeting.



             2      I was there as a subject matter expert.  And, you



             3      know, Dale went around the room and had all the VPs



             4      vote to do this $25 million and the $20 million for



             5      deferred maintenance.



             6           And so one of the VPs said, you know, they were



             7      -- because I said, I mean, I wasn't -- I didn't even



             8      know that -- I was concerned that just because we



             9      did that doesn't mean that the board of governors or



            10      the legislature wouldn't reverse that.  And so



            11      that's when they said that.



            12           MR. GREENE:  And then the 25 million increased



            13      to 40 million after a phone call between Dale



            14      Whittaker and Marcos Marchena?



            15           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            16           MR. GREENE:  Let me switch gears to the meeting



            17      with Scott Cole in September where he interrogated



            18      you about Dale's knowledge of the use of E&G.



            19           THE WITNESS:  Yes, yes.



            20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did you feel intimidated as a



            21      result of Scott Cole's questions from being



            22      forthcoming about what Dale Whittaker knew?



            23           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  I felt uncomfortable with



            24      the pressure that I felt like he was putting on me



            25      to cast Dale's knowledge in a certain way.
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             1           MR. GREENE:  Was he trying to get you to say



             2      that Dale knew less than he really knew?



             3           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  In my opinion, he was.



             4           MR. GREENE:  Let me go through a few documents.



             5           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Let me ask a question about that



             6      meeting because I've got about six or seven I



             7      forgot.



             8           MR. GREENE:  Okay.  Go ahead.



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And I want to finish them, but I



            10      don't want to interrupt your flow.



            11           But on that meeting, does Scott Cole come and



            12      go during that meeting or was he present throughout



            13      the bulk of that meeting?



            14           THE WITNESS:  My memory, he was present



            15      throughout the meeting.



            16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Was the questioning about



            17      Whittaker's knowledge, was that about a particular



            18      incident, like the audit hit comment meeting, or was



            19      that about your overall communications with him over



            20      the four or five years?



            21           THE WITNESS:  My overall knowledge,



            22      communication, you know, anything that -- that Dale



            23      might know.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And then on the -- where you



            25      heard the audit comment, I think you said Whittaker
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             1      was in the room?



             2           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Was Hitt in the room?



             4           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             5           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Was Lee in the room?



             6           THE WITNESS:  I don't recall for sure.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Could she have been in the room?



             8           THE WITNESS:  She could have been in the room.



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay, because she has a similar



            10      recollection, and I'm just trying to figure out if



            11      we have two clearly different meetings or if it



            12      could have been the same meeting.



            13           THE WITNESS:  It could have been the same.



            14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'm sorry,



            15      Chuck.  I'll save the rest of them for later, but I



            16      thought those were all connected.



            17           MR. GREENE:  That's fine.  Jump in any time.



            18           I'm going to go through a few documents with



            19      you.



            20           (Exhibit No. 1 was marked for identification.)



            21           MR. GREENE:  Just for the record so we have it



            22      in there, is that the e-mail that Kathy Mitchell



            23      sent you after this meeting with Scott?



            24           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            25           (Exhibit No. 2 was marked for identification.)
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             1           MR. GREENE:  And among other things, she says



             2      in here that Bill's decision was widely known among



             3      university administration?



             4           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             5           MR. GREENE:  Was the decision she was referring



             6      to, could it have been anything other than the



             7      decision to use E&G for the construction of Trevor



             8      Colbourn Hall?



             9           THE WITNESS:  No.



            10           (Exhibit No. 3 was marked for identification.)



            11           MR. GREENE:  What is Exhibit 3?



            12           THE WITNESS:  This is the e-mail that Kathy



            13      sent to Dr. Whittaker, copied to Grant Heston and



            14      Scott Cole on September 18, 2018, informing them



            15      that, in addition to the $38 million for Trevor



            16      Colbourn Hall, we will reverse the funding for



            17      46.5 million of funds inappropriately used for 12



            18      additional projects, and the list of the projects



            19      was attached.



            20           And the list showed, you know, the total



            21      reversal and then the cash replacements that were



            22      necessary.  Two of these, the numbers are listed at



            23      the budget amount, but the actual amounts of cash



            24      spent on them actually changed, which is why this is



            25      14.4 million instead of the 13.8.





                                                                      139







             1           MR. GREENE:  So you put that information



             2      together that is attached sometime before the date



             3      of this e-mail?



             4           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             5           MR. GREENE:  And gave it to the administration?



             6           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             7           (Exhibit No. 4 was marked for identification.)



             8           MR. GREENE:  What is Exhibit 4?



             9           THE WITNESS:  This is an e-mail from Kathy



            10      Mitchell to the auditor general saying that based on



            11      a call, a CAFA call, which is -- CAFA is all the



            12      CFOs of all the SUS schools, all the state



            13      universities; that "it does appear that UCF



            14      overcorrected when the E&G funds were reimbursed



            15      last month.  After the group's final decisions are



            16      distributed and we get feedback from BOG, we may be



            17      reversing" a part of the "46.5.  But we won't know



            18      how much, if any, until after we've submitted our



            19      report to" the board of governors "and see the



            20      guidance they provide."



            21           So that was her talking with the auditor



            22      general about that we think we've overcorrected, we



            23      still don't really know, we're waiting for guidance.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Is that October?  I'm sorry.



            25           THE WITNESS:  Yes, October 7th.
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             1           MR. GREENE:  Now, you've been fired.  When you



             2      were fired, did they give you any reasons for firing



             3      you as Dale Whittaker announced was done?



             4           THE WITNESS:  They said it was because of the



             5      Bryan Cave report.



             6           MR. GREENE:  Did they tell you any reasons



             7      other than that?



             8           THE WITNESS:  No.



             9           MR. GREENE:  Are there any reasons expressed in



            10      the Bryan Cave report as to why you should be fired,



            11      something you can tell other than the general



            12      accusations that it makes?



            13           THE WITNESS:  No.  And in fact, a lot of the --



            14      I mean, anything that they say, they say the same



            15      things with regard to others who weren't fired,



            16      namely the president and the --



            17           MR. GREENE:  Now, one of the things the Bryan



            18      Cave report criticizes you and the three other



            19      innocent employees who were fired about is your



            20      failure to advise Dale Whittaker and others about



            21      the restrictions on the use of E&G carryforward.



            22      Would you agree with that?



            23           THE WITNESS:  Yes, or tell anybody.



            24           MR. GREENE:  Now, the administration itself is



            25      very confused about what E&G carryforward can be
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             1      used for, isn't it?



             2           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             3           (Exhibit No. 5 was marked for identification.)



             4           MR. GREENE:  And Exhibit 5 is what?



             5           THE WITNESS:  Exhibit 5 is Kathy Mitchell, the



             6      interim CFO, asking Tracy or Christy and I and Lee



             7      and her team to come up a list -- with a list of all



             8      the questions that we wanted to present to the board



             9      of governors with regard to what was an allowable



            10      use of E&G.



            11           MR. GREENE:  So the administration didn't ask



            12      you to answer those questions about the permissible



            13      uses.  They told you to ask the BOG; correct?



            14           THE WITNESS:  Right.



            15           MR. GREENE:  And did you ask the BOG?



            16           THE WITNESS:  Well, they told us to put



            17      together a list, and Kathy was going to ask the BOG.



            18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  What's the date of that request?



            19           THE WITNESS:  October 25th.



            20           (Exhibit No. 6 was marked for identification.)



            21           MR. GREENE:  And what's Exhibit 6?



            22           THE WITNESS:  So Exhibit 6 is Kathy sending --



            23      let me back up a little bit.



            24           We were trying to get all this clarification



            25      because we were trying to do the two ten-year
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             1      lookback periods.  Prior to that, there had been



             2      this call with all the other CFOs and there was --



             3      you know, the rules were different than what we were



             4      hearing from the board of governors, that the school



             5      system thought the rules were.  And we clearly



             6      didn't have a good, you know, knowledge of what all



             7      the rules were.  So we're trying to --



             8           MR. GREENE:  Let me stop you there.  Sometime



             9      after this began, you participated in a conference



            10      call with other universities, and they were



            11      similarly confused about the permissible uses of



            12      E&G?



            13           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            14           MR. GREENE:  All right.  Please continue.



            15           THE WITNESS:  And there was inconsistency



            16      amongst the universities, you know, as to what was



            17      allowable and what was not allowable.



            18           So they were -- we were trying -- you know, and



            19      everybody had to do that certification.  So we were



            20      trying to do it, and we had all these questions



            21      about, you know, is this allowed, is this allowed.



            22           Like you mentioned earlier, if it's an existing



            23      building, is this -- is this allowed?  But if it's a



            24      new building is the exact same, you know,



            25      construction type activity allowed?  So questions
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             1      like that.



             2           So we put that list together.



             3           And so Kathy Mitchell, on October 24th, sent an



             4      e-mail to Scott Cole, the general counsel, and Janet



             5      Owens who is the university relations vice president



             6      to let them know, do any of you "have any questions



             7      or concerns about my sending this list of questions



             8      to the BOG for clarification?  Mr. Rubottom has also



             9      requested a copy of the questions we send to the



            10      BOG, as have the investigators.  I shared with Grant



            11      and he said it looked okay to him."



            12           So Scott Cole comes back and tells -- basically



            13      tells her, hold off on sending the list of



            14      questions.  He said that he and Janet had had a



            15      meeting with the General Counsels that morning, and



            16      that they were going to be discussing with Vikki



            17      Shirley, who is the BOG general counsel, I think,



            18      how to best clarify these ambiguities.



            19           MR. GREENE:  And that date of that e-mail from



            20      Kathy Mitchell is October 25, 2018?



            21           THE WITNESS:  Yeah.



            22           (Exhibit No. 7 was marked for identification.)



            23           MR. GREENE:  And then a week later on



            24      November 2nd, Kathy Mitchell sent an e-mail to Chris



            25      Kinsley.





                                                                      144







             1           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             2           MR. GREENE:  That's Exhibit 7, right.



             3           THE WITNESS:  So Kathy never sent our list of



             4      questions.



             5           We moved forward with our understanding from



             6      the CAFA call of what the rules were to do our



             7      certification.  The day before that -- actually, it



             8      looks like the day of, the day the certification was



             9      due, I think, the day of or the day before, Kathy



            10      sent an e-mail to Chris Kinsley and Tim Jones



            11      saying, you know, basically here's the criteria



            12      we're using.  Please confirm that this is okay.



            13           So basically, I'll read it.  "In an effort to



            14      ensure UCF provides complete and accurate



            15      information to the board of governors, I'm providing



            16      the understanding with which we're certifying the



            17      appropriateness of E&G funds utilized for capital



            18      projects.  Based on prior board guidance, we will



            19      certify based on the following."  And it lists five



            20      rules.



            21           And asks, "Please let us know early this



            22      afternoon if our understanding is incorrect so that



            23      we may have time to provide complete and accurate



            24      information for the certification the board has



            25      requested by the close of business today."
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             1           (Exhibit No. 8 was marked for identification.)



             2           MR. GREENE:  And what is Exhibit 8?



             3           THE WITNESS:  So Kathy didn't get a response to



             4      this.  We went ahead and filed the certification



             5      saying we had no problems other than Trevor Colbourn



             6      Hall.



             7           So then that was November 2nd.



             8           The next week was a board of governors meeting,



             9      and Kathy went and she had a -- she confronted or



            10      had a conversation with Chris Kinsley to say, you



            11      know, I asked for this clarification.  Are you going



            12      to get back to me?



            13           And he -- first he said to her, Nobody asked me



            14      for any clarification on the rules or the guidance.



            15           And she said, Well, yes, I did.  I sent you



            16      this e-mail on this date.



            17           And he said, Well, I'm not going to answer that



            18      e-mail.



            19           So she was livid.  She came back and told me



            20      this, and then she wrote an e-mail summarizing.  She



            21      was -- she was, like I said, she was livid.  She



            22      came back and wrote an e-mail to Joey Burby, as well



            23      as the Pricewaterhouse person, and she included



            24      Julie Leftheris from the board of governors.  And



            25      basically says "I had a conversation with Chris
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             1      Kinsley.  I've copied Julie ... since she was



             2      standing" there "at the time.  I know Julie hasn't



             3      been in the weeds with us on all of the capital



             4      project funding questions, but since she was there,



             5      she may have heard some of this differently."



             6           This is Kathy saying this to Joey Burby.



             7           "I asked Chris if the BOG was going to give the



             8      university some written guidance on the use of E&G



             9      funds for capital projects.  Chris first said that



            10      no one had asked for guidance, but I countered that



            11      I had indeed sent an e-mail directly to him and to



            12      Tim Jones on 11/2 asking precisely for that



            13      guidance.  He said that he wasn't going to respond



            14      to that e-mail.  To which I asked if he could



            15      understand the position that puts us in?  He said he



            16      understood.  I told him that in the absence of



            17      anything definitive from the BOG, the SUS Council of



            18      Counsels and the CAFA group, the CFOs, had agreed



            19      upon a common set of guidelines, and that UCF had



            20      certified as to the use of E&G funds on capital



            21      projects using those guidelines."



            22           This is her telling Joey Burby.



            23           "The time pressure for us now is that BOG has



            24      asked all universities to come up with a plan for



            25      their carryforward balances, present the plans for
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             1      approval by the local BOTs, then present the plans



             2      for BOG approval by January 4th ... So backing into



             3      that timeline, we've picked 11/30 'as of' date as



             4      the latest we can --" you know, basically come up



             5      with our carryforward number.



             6           "Which means that before 11/30, we need to make



             7      any reversals to the E&G corrections that were made,



             8      including about $10 million of the $38 million for



             9      Trevor Colbourn Hall, plus all of the $13.8 million



            10      on the other buildings.  Chris definitely doesn't



            11      want us to reverse anything related to Trevor



            12      Colbourn Hall before the AG's report comes out and



            13      would prefer that we wait until after the first of



            14      the year.  But BOG has tied our hands by requiring



            15      us" to "send in a report on our planned use of



            16      carryforward funds and telling us we'll have to send



            17      in another report next year about the actual use of



            18      those funds."  We have to have our carryforward



            19      balances straightened out -- "We have to have our



            20      E&G carryforward balances straightened out by 11/30



            21      to accomplish both of those things, but we have no



            22      control over when the AG report will be released."



            23           MR. GREENE:  So just a couple -- go ahead.



            24           THE WITNESS:  Let me just --



            25           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I missed the beginning.  Did
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             1      Burby solicit this information from Mitchell or did



             2      she volunteer it?



             3           THE WITNESS:  She volunteered it to him.



             4           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you know who may have



             5      directed her to send that information in?



             6           THE WITNESS:  To Burby?



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Yes.



             8           THE WITNESS:  No.  I think she was trying to



             9      let him know, like look, here's the rules we



            10      followed.



            11           Because at that time I think he was still going



            12      to look at these other projects, and he wasn't



            13      limited to Trevor Colbourn Hall at some point.  So



            14      she -- because what she kept telling us is that --



            15      that, you know, Burby had a stricter interpretation



            16      of what the rules were than what we were coming up



            17      with.



            18           And so I think this was her just trying to let



            19      him know, hey, look, this is where we're at and this



            20      is what we've done and we're not getting the



            21      guidance we need.



            22           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Who is copied on that e-mail?



            23           THE WITNESS:  Burby, Price -- the



            24      Pricewaterhouse guy and the Pricewaterhouse gal,



            25      Michelle, and Robert and this Julie from the Florida
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             1      Board of Governors.



             2           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Robert Taft?



             3           THE WITNESS:  Nobody else.  And then



             4      she said --



             5           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Which Robert?



             6           THE WITNESS:  He's the Pricewaterhouse



             7      investigator.



             8           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But Cole is not copied; Bev Seay



             9      isn't copied?



            10           THE WITNESS:  No, but I'll tell you what



            11      happened with Bev Seay after this.



            12           So -- and down here, she goes on to say, "For



            13      BOG," underlined, "to not allow UCF to reverse the



            14      overcorrections we've made to our E&G funds puts UCF



            15      at a disadvantage compared to our SUS peers.  So



            16      long story short, we're no better off than we were



            17      before the BOG meeting.  Can you hear the



            18      frustration in my voice?"



            19           And she says, "We plan to discuss the situation



            20      and possible next steps with" the Board of Trustees



            21      "Chairman Marcos Marchena, when he's on campus."



            22           MR. GREENE:  So just a couple of months before



            23      you were fired, the university was still looking for



            24      what were permissible issues of E&G carryforward,



            25      and they fired you for not knowing that precisely
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             1      four years before?



             2           THE WITNESS:  Right.



             3           And the other thing -- and so then after this,



             4      Joey -- I don't have the e-mail because I can't find



             5      it and I don't have access to my e-mails anymore,



             6      but Joey Burby wrote back.  Joey Burby had a call



             7      with Chris Kinsley, got answers to all of these



             8      items.



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  We've seen that.



            10           THE WITNESS:  Sent that to Kathy Mitchell.  It



            11      was basically a "no, you're wrong here; no, you're



            12      wrong here; you're wrong on all of these," which



            13      then made our certification maybe, like, was that



            14      wrong possibly?



            15           And so Joey sent that to Kathy.  It basically



            16      said I think on all but maybe one of them, you know,



            17      you were wrong on this, you were wrong on this, you



            18      were wrong on this.



            19           And so then I -- Kathy also told me that Bev



            20      Seay was involved in that, somehow got involved in



            21      this, and told Kathy, Don't put the investigators in



            22      the middle of us and the BOG again.



            23           So Kathy then backed off of, you know, I guess,



            24      talking with Joey Burby as much, and was kind of



            25      told to.
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             1           (Exhibit No. 9 was marked for identification.)



             2           MR. GREENE:  And what is Exhibit 9?  I think I



             3      took it out of order.



             4           THE WITNESS:  Let's see.  Oh, one more thing on



             5      this.  So then our certification is now up in the



             6      air.



             7           And so Kathy told me that -- so then Kathy and



             8      Dale had a call with Chancellor Criser to basically



             9      explain this situation and ask what he wanted them



            10      to do about the certification that we had filed,



            11      maybe based on the wrong set of rules.



            12           And he said, oh, don't worry about it.  Those



            13      aren't the kind of projects that we're looking for.



            14           So we never recertified or anything.



            15           This e-mail is just an e-mail from -- that Bill



            16      Merck's old secretary found and shared with Kathy



            17      Mitchell and Misty Shepherd, who ultimately shared



            18      it with me, I guess.  That's where Tim Jones, Chris



            19      Kinsley and Mike McKee, who is the CFO for the



            20      University of Florida, were talking about a meeting



            21      that -- I think probably a CAFA meeting, because



            22      it's titled "Open Questions from CAFA."



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  What's the date of that?



            24           THE WITNESS:  The date is September 17, 2018,



            25      is the last response from Tim Jones.  So it's in the
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             1      September '18 timeframe.  And apparently Chris sat



             2      in for Tim.



             3           Mike says "Tim, Chris did a yeoman's job



             4      filling in for you."  One of the things -- this is



             5      -- here's a couple of items still pending.  One of



             6      them is a discussion about E&G for renovations, the



             7      $2 million threshold.  Mike McKee says, "Chris was



             8      going to send the statutory authorization and what



             9      kind of work can be done.  I think we felt good



            10      about where we are at this time in terms of guidance



            11      on what is allowed, although the UCF deal may blow



            12      that up."



            13           Then Chris -- let's see.  "I think that was it.



            14      Maybe Chris could confirm if I got everything?"



            15           Chris then writes, "Good job," Mike -- Mike,



            16      "on the summary."  And down here he just says



            17      researching, and will get back to you with feedback



            18      on the E&G for renovation discussion.



            19           Chris says what you said about -- Chris



            20      Kinsley.  "What you said about using E&G for



            21      renovations is right; each CAFA member thinks they



            22      are following the rules.  However, when I talk to



            23      folks one-on-one, they interpret the rules



            24      differently, which is concerning.  We're going to



            25      talk about this more as well I am sure."
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             1           MR. GREENE:  Just a couple more questions.



             2           Did you make the decision to use E&G



             3      carryforward for any project at UCF, ever?



             4           THE WITNESS:  No.



             5           MR. GREENE:  Were those decisions made by



             6      people who were senior to you both in age and levels



             7      of experience?



             8           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             9           MR. GREENE:  Did you trust and respect the



            10      people who made the decisions?



            11           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            12           MR. GREENE:  Was the decision to use E&G



            13      carryforward for Trevor Colbourn Hall, was that



            14      hidden from anyone within the administration?



            15           THE WITNESS:  No.



            16           MR. GREENE:  Was it known by Bill Merck,



            17      President Hitt, Provosts Waldrop, Chase, and



            18      Whittaker --



            19           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            20           MR. GREENE:  -- and Scott Cole?



            21           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            22           MR. GREENE:  Was it widely known amongst staff



            23      and faculty members?



            24           THE WITNESS:  It was known by staff.  I don't



            25      know about faculty.
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             1           MR. GREENE:  Was it known by Marcus Marchena?



             2           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             3           MR. GREENE:  Did everyone in the budget and



             4      finance department know about it?



             5           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



             6           MR. GREENE:  Did other departments, including



             7      the office --



             8           THE WITNESS:  Well, let me -- I mean, not



             9      everybody in finance and accounting.  There's like a



            10      140 people there, and so they wouldn't all know.



            11           MR. GREENE:  Did many people --



            12           THE WITNESS:  The poor people in the Pcard



            13      department don't know.



            14           MR. GREENE:  Did many people within the



            15      department know?



            16           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  All of the relevant people



            17      in budget and --



            18           MR. GREENE:  Was it ever hidden from anybody



            19      within that department or any other department?



            20           THE WITNESS:  No, no.



            21           MR. GREENE:  Was it concealed -- the decision



            22      to use E&G funds, did you conceal it from anyone?



            23           THE WITNESS:  No.



            24           MR. GREENE:  Do you know if anybody intended to



            25      conceal it from anyone?
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             1           THE WITNESS:  No.



             2           MR. GREENE:  Did anybody ever tell you to



             3      conceal it from anyone?



             4           THE WITNESS:  No.



             5           MR. GREENE:  If you thought it was illegal,



             6      would you have participated in the use of E&G funds?



             7           THE WITNESS:  No.



             8           MR. GREENE:  That's all I have.



             9           (Discussion off the record.)



            10           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Did you ever discuss with



            11      Dr. Whittaker plans to construct buildings with



            12      donor funds or auxiliary funds?



            13           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



            15           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  You described earlier your



            17      explanation of the allocation document and some of



            18      this other information to Dr. Whittaker.



            19           Would that August, 2014, allocation document



            20      that he signed on August 8th, would that have been



            21      the first time that you had the opportunity to have



            22      that kind of extensive discussion with him about the



            23      carryforward commitments and the allocation document



            24      and --



            25           THE WITNESS:  Well, I know -- I think that he
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             1      would have already seen the E&G commitments list by



             2      then.



             3           MR. RUBOTTOM:  In what context would he have



             4      seen that in his first eight or ten days on the job?



             5           THE WITNESS:  Well, we probably had a budget



             6      chat meeting.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So he probably participated in a



             8      budget chat meeting before?



             9           THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  And one of --



            10           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Thank you.



            11           THE WITNESS:  One of the e-mails that I found



            12      in asking to produce all these e-mails, but I didn't



            13      really do anything with it because I didn't have the



            14      file it was referring to.  But on those E&G



            15      commitments list, you might have seen those little



            16      ones and two on the left-hand side?  Well, that was



            17      a Christy legend where -- I'm not going to get this



            18      right, but like one meant it had been allocated out



            19      and two meant it would be a -- it hadn't been



            20      allocated out.  So those little ones and twos meant



            21      something as to the timing of whether the allocation



            22      had occurred or not.



            23           So I have an e-mail where Dale is asking me



            24      about what do those little ones and twos mean.  And



            25      I looked around the date of that e-mail for an E&G
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             1      commitments list that maybe was dated the same, and



             2      I couldn't find one.



             3           So I can't --



             4           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you know what the date of



             5      that e-mail was?



             6           THE WITNESS:  Well, it was in August of '14.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But you don't know if it was



             8      before the August date, signing of the allocation



             9      document?



            10           THE WITNESS:  I think it was right around that



            11      time, and I can't remember whether it was August --



            12      before that time, that day, the day before, the day



            13      after, but it was right around then.



            14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  The August 11th list of



            15      questions that we looked at earlier, is it likely



            16      that those questions arose out of those -- your



            17      discussion about the allocation document and any



            18      budget chats he had been to in those first couple of



            19      weeks?



            20           THE WITNESS:  Well, and he was also going to



            21      see Dr. Hitt with that allocation document so, you



            22      know, you didn't go see --



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So that was in context with him



            24      taking the allocation document to Dr. Hitt?



            25           THE WITNESS:  That's my assumption.
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             1           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  I didn't check the dates.



             2           THE WITNESS:  So, you know, but what that



             3      e-mail told me, and because I couldn't tie it to



             4      what exactly he was referring to, I didn't feel like



             5      it was good evi -- that I was -- I didn't share that



             6      e-mail with Joey Burby because I couldn't really tie



             7      it down.



             8           But what that tells me is he was looking in



             9      detail at the E&G commitments list at that point,



            10      and it was around the time of signing the allocation



            11      document.  So he was, you know, in an -- he was



            12      making the effort to come up to speed on what that



            13      was.



            14           And then, like I said, I would have spent at



            15      least an hour with him explaining it, and then he



            16      would have been going -- he would have been



            17      preparing himself to go ask Dr. Hitt to sign this.



            18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



            19           MS. MITZ:  You started to say something about



            20      -- it sounded like you were going to say you don't



            21      go to Hitt --



            22           THE WITNESS:  You don't go to Dr. Hitt without



            23      being prepared to answer questions.  That's my



            24      understanding.  That's my understanding.



            25           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you recall when -- the
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             1      timeframe when Dr. Whittaker went to talk to



             2      Dr. Hitt, about January 20th of 2015, where they



             3      made the decision to do the combined project and



             4      raise the Trevor Colbourn/Colbourn renovation up to



             5      $38 million?



             6           Do you recall the fact that he had that meeting



             7      with Dr. Hitt?  Were you involved before that at



             8      all?



             9           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  There was a budget chat



            10      meeting one week before that, and there's a bunch of



            11      attachments to that -- you know, Christy sent me an



            12      e-mail that said here's the documents for tomorrow's



            13      budget chat meeting.



            14           It had a capital projects list.  It showed the



            15      10 million shortage, if what he took to Dr. Hitt got



            16      approved, and it showed other projects.  It showed



            17      all of the funding sources, whether it was



            18      auxiliary, interest earnings or E&G.  That was one



            19      of the documents.



            20           The E&G commitments list was one of them.



            21      Where the central reserve sat and would sit over the



            22      next four years so that you could make decisions on



            23      if we took money from the central reserve, is there



            24      enough money there to use.



            25           And then there was another document for some
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             1      central auxiliary resources that were accumulated to



             2      help with some of these facility projects.



             3           So those four documents Christy prepared and



             4      had -- we had ready for the budget chat meeting the



             5      next day.



             6           MR. RUBOTTOM:  We've discussed those with



             7      another witness.



             8           What I'm trying -- and you weren't directly



             9      reporting to him at that time.  But you didn't



            10      prepare him for that meeting with Dr. Hitt; is that



            11      correct?



            12           THE WITNESS:  Well, I would think that --



            13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Other than the activities in



            14      that budget chat meeting.



            15           THE WITNESS:  Right.  And the budget chat



            16      meeting should have talked about the funding before



            17      he went to Dr. Hitt to say, let's go the additional



            18      10 million.  We would have talked about how are we



            19      -- can we do that financially?



            20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And it would be your expectation



            21      that he would have taken all that knowledge, maybe



            22      those documents into that meeting with Dr. Hitt.



            23      And would that be the time that you consider that



            24      last 10 million was committed, when he came out and



            25      said -- told Merck it said yes?
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             1           THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So my -- once he got Dr.



             2      Hitt's approval to move forward with this change in



             3      the plan, if you will, and then Bill forwarding that



             4      back to us, referencing back to our conversation a



             5      week before about where that was going to come from,



             6      then that would have been our -- the closing the



             7      loop, if you will, to add $10 million to the



             8      commitments list.



             9           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  When we talked about the



            10      UBC, you said something that confused me a little



            11      bit.



            12           Would you consider Dr. Whittaker to have been



            13      the chair of that as provost or would you consider



            14      Dr. Whittaker and Dr. Merck as cochairing that



            15      university budget committee?



            16           THE WITNESS:  They were cochairs.



            17           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  I want to ask you about



            18      something and it's because I'm curious and I'm not



            19      asking if somebody did something.



            20           I just -- I noticed that the capital



            21      improvement plan that was put in front of the board



            22      in July included Trevor Colbourn Hall on the BOB-2



            23      list.



            24           THE WITNESS:  Which July?



            25           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Last July, '18.
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             1           THE WITNESS:  Okay.



             2           MR. RUBOTTOM:  This is after the auditors were



             3      asking questions and before the exit conference when



             4      the administration found out about the issue, okay.



             5           Trevor Colbourn is back on the BOB-2 list for



             6      this last year's submission, and where, in the -- I



             7      still don't understand why it was on the BOB-2 list



             8      three times.  The legislature approved the building



             9      three times with non-appropriated funds, but it's on



            10      the BOB-2 list again.



            11           And this time the only difference I can tell



            12      from the previous submission is that the source of



            13      funds, it doesn't say E&G anymore.  It says CFAUX.



            14           Are you familiar with that BOB-2 notation?



            15           THE WITNESS:  No.  And I didn't even know what



            16      the BOB-2 was until this investigation.  So, you



            17      know, I don't know why -- the CF clearly means



            18      carryforward; the AUX clearly means auxiliary, so.



            19           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Does that mean to you



            20      carryforward auxiliary funds or carryforward E&G and



            21      auxiliary funds?



            22           THE WITNESS:  Carryforward E&G and auxiliary is



            23      what that would mean to me.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  And you don't have any



            25      idea who would have put that on the BOB-2?
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             1           THE WITNESS:  No.



             2           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  It gave me the sense that



             3      maybe Bill Merck was beginning a refunding plan,



             4      knowing that the audit was going to come out and



             5      discuss this.



             6           Was there any discussion like that --



             7           THE WITNESS:  No.



             8           MR. RUBOTTOM:  -- in June or July or August?



             9           THE WITNESS:  Nope, not at all.  There was no



            10      discussion of changing the funding source.



            11           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Does that surprise you that they



            12      put the building back on the BOB-2 list when it was



            13      going to be completed before that list was even



            14      submitted to the BOG?



            15           THE WITNESS:  I don't know because I don't even



            16      really understand what the -- I mean, what I've



            17      heard recently is that BOB-2 list asks for PO&M for



            18      the building.  I don't know if that's accurate or



            19      not.



            20           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Yes.  We can talk about it



            21      later.



            22           THE WITNESS:  So I don't know.



            23           MR. RUBOTTOM:  You wouldn't have anything to do



            24      with the Trevor Colbourn Hall building program



            25      document that was published in '17 -- in February or
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             1      March of '17, would you?



             2           THE WITNESS:  No.  I didn't see it until this



             3      investigation.



             4           MR. RUBOTTOM:  When you saw that funding



             5      appendix that says PECO zero, CITF zero, something



             6      else zero, university, 38 million, when you see



             7      university funding, does that mean anything



             8      particularly to you?



             9           THE WITNESS:  To me that could mean different



            10      sources, so I would -- I would use university to be



            11      -- it could be -- it could be anything.  It could be



            12      auxiliary, it could be interest, auxiliary interest



            13      earnings.



            14           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would that be comparable to the



            15      use of internal on that -- on that document we



            16      looked at?



            17           THE WITNESS:  Yes, yes.



            18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Which just means it's not coming



            19      from outside?



            20           THE WITNESS:  Right.



            21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But it could mean donor?



            22           THE WITNESS:  I don't think it would mean



            23      donor, no, no.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.



            25           THE WITNESS:  No, no.  Donor I think would be
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             1      considered external.



             2           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Oh, on the e-mails that discuss



             3      E&G, who would David Noel -- would he be asking that



             4      question to the provost's office, would you think,



             5      or just directly to Ronnie?



             6           THE WITNESS:  I think it went to Lynn.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Was that the one that went to



             8      Lynn?



             9           THE WITNESS:  That was the one that I think



            10      went to Lynn.



            11           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Oh, I'm sorry.  That's right.



            12           Would that have been a request to the provost's



            13      office that Lynn processed?



            14           THE WITNESS:  No.  It was just a question to



            15      Lynn as the provost office budget person back then,



            16      because they would have used -- sounded like they



            17      were going to use their own money.



            18           So the College of Medicine has their own -- you



            19      know, it's a little different because it has its own



            20      budget entity.



            21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  All right.  But they have E&G?



            22           THE WITNESS:  And they have E&G.  Yes, they



            23      have their own E&G budget.



            24           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would you have expected Lynn to



            25      communicate that exchange to the provost, that that
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             1      question had been asked and that she'd gotten that



             2      answer from the audit folks?



             3           THE WITNESS:  I don't know for sure whether she



             4      would have; maybe more to say they want to use



             5      $3 million to set up an endowment fund.  I'm not



             6      sure.



             7           MR. RUBOTTOM:  And then your e-mail to Ronnie



             8      then, would she have been asking on behalf of the



             9      provost or as a recipient of the provost office



            10      or --



            11           THE WITNESS:  Well, that was Tina's response to



            12      Ronnie.



            13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Oh, that was Tina.  You



            14      responded to --



            15           THE WITNESS:  I was just cc'd.



            16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  -- Lynn?



            17           THE WITNESS:  So I responded to David Noel.



            18           MR. RUBOTTOM:  So Tina's response to Ronnie.



            19      I'm sorry for confusing that.



            20           THE WITNESS:  That's okay.



            21           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Would that have been a provost



            22      office pass-through question to your mind?  How



            23      would you process that?



            24           I know you don't remember it, but --



            25           THE WITNESS:  So I don't know what the
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             1      underlying question there was between -- you know, I



             2      don't know.  I don't know what prompted Tina to send



             3      that answer to Ronnie.



             4           MR. RUBOTTOM:  But you wouldn't have any



             5      expectation either way of whether she would have



             6      shared that answer with -- with the provost?



             7           THE WITNESS:  It probably depends what the



             8      underlying question was, whether that was a provost



             9      level conversation or just something --



            10           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Okay.  Forgive me for not going



            11      back and doing those before.



            12           THE WITNESS:  That's okay.



            13           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Carine, do you have anything



            14      else?



            15           MS. MITZ:  No.



            16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Do you have anything else to



            17      close with?



            18           MS. MITZ:  Well, the only thing we request,



            19      Ms. Clark, and we've requested this from everybody,



            20      is that you agree to not discuss the deposition with



            21      anybody, the questions that we've asked and the



            22      answers that you provided.  Can you agree to that?



            23           THE WITNESS:  Yes.



            24           MS. MITZ:  Thank you.



            25           MR. RUBOTTOM:  We would appreciate it if she
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             1      would waive review just because of our timeframe.



             2      She has every opportunity to correct anything that



             3      shows up in our record, and we would solicit that,



             4      but I know the reporter needs an answer to that



             5      question.



             6           MR. GREENE:  Would you agree that I would have



             7      a lot more cross-examination, when I haven't had a



             8      full and fair opportunity to complete the record and



             9      we're going to agree to complete this without



            10      reading for purposes of expediting the



            11      investigation.



            12           MR. RUBOTTOM:  I would agree.



            13           THE REPORTER:  Can I confirm that you have



            14      requested today's transcripts to be prepared on an



            15      expedited basis?



            16           MR. RUBOTTOM:  Yes.



            17           (The deposition was concluded at 6:03 p.m.)
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