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I.
Overview of Risk Services
The System Office of Risk Services is comprised of the following five units: Claims Management, Emergency Management, Environmental Health and Safety, Insurance, and Risk Management.  Our mission is to: 

“Assist the University in achieving its primary goals of education, research, and service with minimal disruption from adverse events.”

Toward this end, we have front-line programs, such as Emergency Management, Environmental Health and Safety, and Risk Management, geared as proactive efforts to eliminate, reduce, or minimize loss.  When losses do occur, we have responsive programs within our Insurance and Claims Management areas.



II.
Enterprise Risk Management

Over the last year, Risk Services and Internal Audit have continued to focus efforts on Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) as a more robust and comprehensive approach to identifying and managing risk at the University of Alaska.  As defined by the Committee of Sponsoring Organizations (developer of one of the frameworks for ERM implementation), ERM is
“…a process, effected by an entity’s board of directors, management and other personnel, applied in strategy setting and across the enterprise, designed to identify potential events that may affect the entity, and manage risks to be within its risk appetite, to provide reasonable assurance regarding the achievement of entity objectives.” 

The primary objectives of an ERM program include the following:

· Help align risk appetite and strategy

· Enhance risk response decisions (select among alternatives such as risk avoidance, reduction, sharing and acceptance)

· Reduce operational surprises and losses

· Identify and manage multiple and cross-enterprise risks (inter-related impacts and integrated responses)

· Seize opportunities

· Improve allocation of capital

· To have a formal, documented method to demonstrate that risks are known, ranked, any mitigating controls are considered, and the high-risk areas are dealt with or that the risk is accepted by management 

· To be able to present the consolidated risk assessment (or risk register) to the Board of Regents for their knowledge

· To have the risk assessment results available for use during strategic planning sessions and operating reviews

· To facilitate the development of the annual audit plan based on risks identified by the campuses; present the audit plan to the Board of Regents Audit Committee demonstrating the linkage to the high-risk areas.

We have facilitated an executive level risk assessment at each of the MAUs in 2009 and 2010.  As part of the risk assessment, each MAU selected up to five highest priority risks and have developed, or are in the process of developing, a risk management plan for each risk.  A risk register is attached for your review.  Into FY 2011, we will continue to facilitate the executive level assessments and plan updates as well as assist the MAUs in conducting department level risk assessments.


III.
Prevention and Loss Control Programs
   
A.
Emergency Management

Our team includes one system position and a position each dedicated to UAA and UAF.  Our system position is currently filling first-line services for the UAS Campuses in addition to the role of system wide director.  

Emergency Management (EM) is responsible for the overall planning, coordination, execution, and sustainment of an all-hazard Emergency Management Program (EMP).  Continuous EMP process review and enhancement of our public safety and campus-based emergency management needs are critical to ensuring the highest level of preparedness and readiness.  
UA EM plans and programs are developed in collaboration and coordination with the surrounding communities and partners from the state/local community, government, public safety, and public health entities. This “stakeholder” approach builds and maintains capability; while giving our campuses the incident management tools and confidence necessary to prepare for, respond to, and recover from all-hazards.  
The University of Alaska’s EMP is compliance focused and practices are based upon the National Incident Management System (NIMS), Incident Command System (ICS), and the Higher Ed Opportunity Act (HEOA) mandated standards.  

Great strides continue to be made within the area of delivered tangible ICS and NIMS training, as well as Campus Community Emergency Response Team (CCERT) training at seven of our campuses.  Recent real-world events (Ft Hood, Haiti, and University of Alabama-Huntsville) have shown, that routine days can bring crisis, in which the knowledge and confidence of a sound EMP will make a positive impact to an institution’s response, recovery, and most importantly its reputation.  Recently, the EM staff at UAA and SW participated in the State of Alaska, Division of Homeland Security, Alaska Shield exercise.  

Program Vision:  Maintain current course of a building block approach to EM with sound preparedness and public safety goals for community preparedness and safety.  At the core of our EMP goals for our staff is the development of sustained “capability”.  Through our EM goals and objectives, our capability will be greatly enhanced through training and increased confidence with participation in objective based exercises.

   B.
Environmental, Health and Safety

The University of Alaska is required by federal, state and local governmental agencies to comply with numerous guidelines, regulations, and standards.  In the system office, our primary service is to develop and implement a system-wide compliance management framework, tools, processes, and resources.  The system office also conducts periodic compliance audits at the campuses, provides bi-annual reports to the president on compliance status, and manages a loss prevention program.

FY 2010 brought further enhancements to our Compliance Assistance and Assurance Program (CAAP).   The System Office of Risk Services, in collaboration with UAA, UAF and UAS, continues to build on the management processes which provide an avenue to improve environmental, health and safety initiatives throughout the University of Alaska system.  
An integral part of the university’s compliance efforts is the Intelex database.  Intelex provides a web based management framework, accessible from any university location, for the collection, review and storage of compliance information and preparation of management/government reports.  The system tracks who is responsible for doing what, when, where and how, centralizes data, documents and activities into an organization wide system, helps to maintain a history of compliance tasks completed as well as manage the required periodic reviews.


IV.
Risk Financing Programs

Insurance – the university is self-insured for major coverages such as general liability, auto, workers’ compensation, and, to a lesser degree, property.  UA participates in broker selection with the State of Alaska and markets its property, marine and aviation in conjunction with the State.

A.  Insurance  

Our goal is to balance the cost/benefit of insurance programs.  As world insurance markets change or as our internal environment changes, we work with our broker to restructure programs where it makes sense.
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B.  Claims Management

Claims – With offices in Fairbanks and Anchorage, we maintain a staff of three highly qualified claims adjusters to assist individuals who have sustained a loss or injury.  All lines of coverage are handled in-house.  Major lines include:

· Workers’ Compensation

· General Liability 

· Auto

· Employment Practices 

· Property 

· Marine 

· Aviation
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In addition to handling the claims and litigation that does arise, the claims management unit develops and manages loss control programs in workers’ compensation, where we have the highest loss per year (5 year average exceeds $1million per year) such as the Return to Work Program for employees who have sustained an injury or illness in the course of their employment, enlistment of proactive medical case managers as needed, referrals for ergonomic evaluations, bill auditing, and participation in preferred provider arrangements, when available. 


V.
Conclusion
Ultimate success in managing risk services requires a true team approach.  Champions of our various initiatives need to include the Board of Regents, President, Chancellors, Deans, department chairs, and executive staff so that the ultimate goal of risk awareness, risk management, and compliance are accomplished.   The System Office of Risk Services strives to assist all MAUs succeed through identifying and prioritizing issues, establishing realistic expectations and time lines for risk management initiatives, help develop well defined roles and responsibilities, facilitate appropriate internal training, and identify objective benchmarks to monitor progress.  
APPENDIX – RISK REGISTER 2010

ENTERPRISE RISK MANAGEMENT
ANNUAL REPORT TO BOARD OF REGENTS
2010 RISK REGISTER

In 2009 and 2010, Julie Baecker and Nikki Pittman facilitated an executive level risk assessment at each MAU.  The University’s risk register follows.  The first section is a tabular summary of up to five top risks identified by each MAU.  The risks have been ranked and prioritized according to the Level of Concern for each Issue.  
The scoring matrix is as follows. 

	Level of Concern for Issue


	
	Current Level of Mitigation or Action



	5
	VERY concerned
	
	5
	SATISFACTORY

	4
	SOMEWHAT concerned
	
	4
	SOMEWHAT satisfactory

	3
	MODERATELY concerned
	
	3
	AVERAGE

	2
	MINIMALLY concerned
	
	2
	BELOW Average

	1
	NOT concerned
	
	1
	UNACCEPTABLE


All risk assessments are dynamic and subject to reassessment at the Risk Owner’s discretion.  Reporting to the Board of Regents will occur on an annual basis, at which time, updates on prior year risks will be given and any new risks noted.

Definitions:
Risk - the threat or possibility that an action or event will adversely or beneficially affect an organization’s ability to achieve its objectives

Raw risk - the level of risk faced by an organization before any internal controls are applied.

Residual risk - the level of risk faced by an organization after internal controls have been applied.

Internal controls - the processes, policies and procedures used to govern the University’s work or any additional controls or mitigating actions taken to deal with a particular situation. 

Risk owner - an individual staff member, who is closely involved with the risk, is able to monitor the risk, initiate action if the risk becomes more serious, or escalate to senior management if necessary.

Risk tolerance - the amount of risk an organization is prepared to tolerate before action is required.

Risk indicators - provide the risk owner with early warning that action may be required to mitigate that risk through stronger internal control or, if it is outside the University’s control to be aware of it and closely monitor.  These indicators should be measurable and underpinned with data.
	UAA Risk Register

	Executive Level Risk Assessment
	Conducted November 12, 2009

	Risk Number
	Risk
	Risk Owner
	Issue Value
	Current Level of Mitigation

	01-2009 UAA


	Misperception of Mission
	Chancellor
	4.86/5
	1.71/5

	02-2009 UAA


	Unclear Assignments of Responsibility and Authority
	Chancellor
	4.57/5
	1.14/5

	03-2009 UAA
	Resource Weakness
	Chancellor
	4.38/5
	2.43/5




	UAF Risk Register

	Executive Level Risk Assessment
	Conducted April 29, 2010

	Risk Number
	Risk
	Risk Owner
	Issue Value
	Current Level of Mitigation

	01-2010 UAF


	Inability to timely replace heat and power plant with cost effective solution
	Chancellor
	4.85/5
	3.15/5

	02-2010 UAF


	Facilities failure due to lack of R&R funding
	Chancellor
	4.69/5
	2.77/5

	03-2010 UAF


	Increase in fixed cost in the face of declining/stagnant state and federal budgets
	Chancellor
	Combined 6-7-8-9 (23 HIGH rankings)
	2.08-2.77/5

	04-2010 UAF


	Inadequate research and teaching facilities (lack of construction funding)
	Chancellor
	4.54/5
	2.38/5

	05-2010 UAF


	GF reduction and/or implementation of formula tying GF appropriation to non-Federal revenue
	Chancellor
	4.50/5
	3.00/5


	UAS Risk Register

	Executive Level Risk Assessment
	Conducted August 7, 2009

	Risk Number
	Risk
	Risk Owner
	Issue Value
	Current Level of Mitigation

	01-2009 UAS


	Organizational Size
	Chancellor


	5.00/5
	3.40/5

	02-2009 UAS


	Enrollment management over next decade
	Executive Team


	5.00/5
	3.60/5

	03-2009 UAS


	Academic leadership turnover
	Provost


	4.40/5
	2.20/5

	04-2009 UAS


	Business continuity planning
	Executive Team
	4.40/5
	2.60/5

	05-2009 UAS


	Long term capital investment plan
	Executive Team
	4.20/5
	3.20/5


	SW Risk Register


	Executive Level Risk Assessment
	Conducted November 2, 2009

	Risk Number
	Risk
	Risk Owner
	Issue Value
	Current Level of Mitigation

	01-2009 SW


	MAU mission capability & alignment
	President/Board of Regents
	4.14/5
	2.00/5

	02-2009 SW 


	General funding (lack of)
	VP University Relations
	3.86/5
	3.14/5

	03-2009 SW


	Accountability shortfalls
	CFO
	3.86/5
	3.00/5

	04-2009 SW


	Difficulty with silo management styles
	President
	3.71/5
	2.00/5

	05-2009 SW


	Lack of funding for R&R
	President/Board of Regents
	3.71/5
	3.00/5
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