The University of Texas System

Historically Underutilized Business (HUB) Program
Executive Summary

As noted in the table below, The University of Texas System’s total expenditures on
reportable goods and services increased 9.0% from $1.3 billion in 2001 to $1.5 billion in
2002, while HUB expenditures increased 17.6% ($26.6 million) to $177.2 million for 2002.
HUB expenditures and HUB participation rates for each U. T. System component
institution for 2001 and 2002 are reflected on Attachment 1. No underutilized HUB
participation goals were met; however, three overutilized HUB participation goals in
the categories of heavy construction, special trade construction, and professional
services were exceeded. U. T. System underutilized HUB participation rate exceeded
the overall state percentage, and the U. T. System percentages exceeded the state
average rates in four procurement categories (building construction, special trade

construction, other services, and commodities).

The statewide HUB program reported a 22% increase in expenditures on reportable
goods and services in 2002; however, total HUB expenditures decreased 3.3% ($34
million) from 2001. No underutilized HUB participation goals were met; however,
overutilized HUB participation goals were met in the professional services, and
commodities procurement categories.

The University of Texas System
HUB Expenditures

Total HUB HUB
Fiscal Year Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures %
2002 $ 1,468,463,058 $ 177,150,385 12.0%
2001 $1,347,193,062 $ 150,579,045 11.2%
Increase (3) $ 121,269,996 $ 26,571,340
Increase (%) 9.0% 17.6%

Statewide HUB Expenditures

Total HUB HUB
Fiscal Year Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures %
2002 $10,180,014,489 $ 982,305,670 9.6%
2001 $ 8,341,705,020 $1,016,340,002 12.2%
Increase/Decrease ($) $ 1,838,309,469 $ (34,034,332)
Increase/Decrease (%) 22.0% (3.3)%
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The following five U. T. institutions are noted among the Top 25 Agencies Spending
more than $5 Million with Largest Percentage Spent with HUBs (Attachment 2): U. T.
San Antonio (26.6%), U. T. Dallas (24.9%), U. T. Brownsville (21.0%), U. T. Arlington
(18.0%), and U. T. Pan American (17.9%). Twelve U. T. institutions are also among the
Top 50 Agencies by Total Expenditures.

The State HUB Report was based upon incorrectly reported expenditures for The
University of Texas Health Science Center at Houston (HSC-H). Total expenditures for
HSC-H were overstated by $1.5 billion resulting in a misstated total HUB expenditure
rate of .67% for the institution. Actual total expenditures for the institution were $107.3
million with a HUB expenditure rate of 9.8% ($10.5 million). U. T. System is currently
working with the Texas Building and Procurement Commission to address these issues,
and a corrected State HUB Report is anticipated.

A separate report pertaining to HUB participation in revenue financing expenditures is
required by the Texas Education Code. U. T. System reports 10.5% minority-and-
woman-owned business enterprise (MWBE) participation in contracts relating to items
financed by revenue bond proceeds, and 5% MWABE participation in contracts relating
to costs of issuing bonds.

The complete fiscal year 2002 Annual Historically Underutilized Business (HUB) Report
is available for your review upon request.
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The University of Texs System
HUB Program Performance by Institution

2002

HUB Expenditures

HUB

Attachment |

Expenditures Change Participation Rates
Institutions 2001 2002 (%) (%) 2001 2002
U. T. Arlington $ 5123850 % 6,783,159 $ 1,659,309 324 % 13.8 % 179 %
U.T. Austin 22,231,278 20,131,000 (2,100,278) (9.5) 11.6 10.3
U. T. Brownsville 1,382,229 1,390,397 8,168 0.6 32.7 21.0
U.T. Dalas 3,921,016 8,085,788 4,164,772 106.2 20.2 24.9
U. T. El Paso 2,752,686 2,439,759 (312,927) (11.4) 115 10.6
U. T. Pan American 2,589,607 3,100,396 510,789 19.7 18.1 17.8
U. T. Permian Basin 359,781 406,412 46,631 13.0 11.0 8.2
U. T. San Antonio 7,039,416 8,325,701 1,286,285 18.3 22.7 26.6
U.T. Tyler 720,658 743,501 22,843 3.2 11.2 11.3
Academic Institutions 46,120,521 51,406,113 5,285,592 115
U. T. Southwestern Medical Center at Dallas 18,212,498 16,768,448 (1,444,050) (7.9) 15.0 135
U. T. Medical Branch at Galveston 19,988,514 26,039,998 6,051,484 30.3 12.0 12.8
U. T. Health Science Center at Houston 11,674,444 10,543,990 (1,130,454) (9.7) 15.6 9.8
U. T. Health Science Center at San Antonio 6,224,006 6,308,423 84,417 14 12.7 13.3
U. T. M. D. Anderson Cancer Center 22,227,347 27,544,538 5,317,191 239 75 10.7
U. T. Health Center at Tyler 1,260,111 2,218,557 958,446 76.1 4.6 5.7
Health Institutions 79,586,920 89,423,954 9,837,034 124

System Administration 24,871,604 36,320,318 11,448,714 46.0 8.09 10.2
TOTAL $ 150,579,045 $ 177,150,385 $ 26,571,340 17.7 %
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