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Charges to the Committee 
 
FY2020 Standing charges: 

 
1. Participate in the University’s planning processes by communicating with the Provost and the 

Provost’s senior staff on matters of capital strategic planning, infrastructure, IT resources, and 
sustainability, and examine how current financial circumstances (the health of the state 
economy, current university indebtedness, school-specific fees and charges, etc.) will 
influence such projects.  Report issues and any recommendations for action to Sen Ex.  

 
2. Provide committee representation at budget meetings held by the Provost and the Provost’s 

senior staff to review planning reports and budgetary submissions made by the various units.  
Report issues and any recommendations to SenEx for consideration.  

 
3. Monitor enrollment trends and changes in tuition plans and their potential effects on 

enrollment and revenue generation. 
 
FY2020 Specific charges: 

  
1. Report on the cost and benefit of offering in-state tuition to residents of border states.  Include 

data regarding current schools that offer in-state tuition to residents of border states.  Due 
February 1, 2020. 

2. Monitor the implementation of the new Budget Model. Report to SenEx regularly, how the new 
budget model is working.     

3. Review and report on the impact of unexpected revenue sources including but not limited to the 
sale of Oldfather Studio and the state budget.   

4. Work with the KS Union Director, David Mucci, requesting information regarding long term 
partnerships between the KS Union and outside contractors and consultants.    

5. Obtain and review Information regarding shared advertising with the various university affiliates. 
6. Review changes of graduate travel and research funding from the budget cuts. (See Governance 

Office for additional information)  
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Responses to Charges 
 
FY2020 Standing charge 1: 

 
 Participate in the University’s planning processes by communicating with the Provost and the 

Provost’s senior staff on matters of capital strategic planning, infrastructure, IT resources, and 
sustainability, and examine how current financial circumstances (the health of the state 
economy, current university indebtedness, school-specific fees and charges, etc.) will influence 
such projects.  Report issues and any recommendations for action to Sen Ex.  

 
Report: 
 
Jason Hornberger, Senior Associate Vice Provost, Administration and Finance and ex officio member of 
the Committee communicated the following to the Committee: 
 
 Capital Planning – Following a period of significant growth, we do not have any major capital 

investments planned in the next several years. However, we are taking advantage of historically 
low interest rates and are in the process of refinancing some of our existing debt that will yield 
interest expense savings.  

 
The Committee sought information from CIO Mary Walsh asking what, if any, major investments are 
planned In the IT area?  Specifically, Walsh was asked about the decision to invest in Wireless First.  
What are the costs of this investment to date?  What will be the costs into the future?  What are the 
benefits of this investment?  Walsh promised to address these questions but, to date, has not 
responded. 
 
Jason Hornberger informs the Committee, via email message, that the: 
 
 Total cost of the wireless first investment with HP Aruba over 5 years is $10,977,596.33. We also 

spent some additional money internally to get campus ready for this new wireless initiative."   
 
Thus, the WiFi system is costing KU over $2,000,000 per year. 
 
Concerning the costs of prior capital plans, the Committee sought information on the debt service costs 
of the Central District, especially Integrated Sciences Building? 
 
Jason Hornberger informs the Committee, via email message, the KU portion, excluding affiliated 
corporation (housing, the Union, parking) is about $10,000,000 per year, debt service plus KU’s share of 
the site development costs. 
 



Report of the University Senate Planning and Resources Committee                                April 29, 2020 
 
 

4 
 

 
 
 
Combining the Wireless First system and the Central District amounts of about $12,000,000 in annual 
expenses while the University was searching for $20,000,000 in cuts to the base budget, may be leading 
causes of program cancelation, staff layoffs/termination, and the implementation of the voluntary 
separation program for faculty members.  Concerns were raised that greater governance participation in 
the discussion and implementation of these initiatives, could have aided in reducing the budgetary crisis. 
 

 
 

  

KUCDC Lease Payments

 ISB  RESIDENCE HALL  APARTMENTS  UNION  PARKING 
 PLANT & SITE 

DEVELOPMENT  TOTAL 
FY 2016 -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         
FY 2017 -                         408,290.40          -                         -                         851,291.62          633,040.16          1,892,622.18       
FY 2018 2,914,083.32       2,592,045.24       549,393.96          136,368.52          1,197,949.95       3,473,870.06       10,863,711.05    
FY 2019 8,741,749.96       2,918,583.33       3,385,405.31       685,017.59          1,196,666.67       3,788,083.33       20,715,506.20    
FY 2020 8,741,749.96       2,978,916.67       3,803,000.00       741,083.33          1,196,166.67       3,789,000.00       21,249,916.63    
FY 2021 8,742,749.96       3,036,666.67       3,879,500.00       739,833.33          1,196,583.33       3,789,083.33       21,384,416.63    
FY 2022 8,741,083.28       3,096,750.00       3,958,666.67       741,333.33          1,197,833.33       3,789,916.67       21,525,583.28    
FY 2023 8,741,583.28       3,160,500.00       4,036,750.00       740,416.67          1,196,500.00       3,789,666.67       21,665,416.61    
FY 2024 8,742,166.68       3,224,166.67       4,115,166.67       738,833.33          1,197,666.67       3,789,916.67       21,807,916.68    
FY 2025 8,744,166.72       3,287,500.00       4,196,916.67       741,583.33          1,197,833.33       3,788,833.33       21,956,833.39    
FY 2026 8,743,833.36       3,351,916.67       4,281,500.00       740,083.33          1,197,000.00       3,789,666.67       22,104,000.03    
FY 2027 8,742,583.28       3,397,083.33       4,338,416.67       739,500.00          1,196,833.33       3,790,500.00       22,204,916.61    
FY 2028 8,743,416.68       3,398,666.67       4,338,666.67       741,416.67          1,198,916.67       3,789,500.00       22,210,583.35    
FY 2029 8,744,166.72       3,400,250.00       4,341,416.67       740,666.67          1,198,083.33       3,789,916.67       22,214,500.05    
FY 2030 8,742,750.04       3,398,333.33       4,341,333.33       737,333.33          1,196,083.33       3,789,833.33       22,205,666.71    
FY 2031 8,742,166.64       3,396,250.00       4,341,666.67       738,166.67          1,197,916.67       3,789,083.33       22,205,249.97    
FY 2032 8,741,916.68       3,397,166.67       4,340,500.00       739,583.33          1,196,666.67       3,790,833.33       22,206,666.68    
FY 2033 8,741,500.04       3,395,750.00       4,337,666.67       738,166.67          1,197,416.67       3,789,750.00       22,200,250.04    
FY 2034 8,742,083.36       3,395,250.00       4,338,000.00       739,000.00          1,196,666.67       3,789,083.33       22,200,083.36    
FY 2035 8,743,083.32       3,395,416.67       4,337,750.00       738,583.33          1,196,083.33       3,788,583.33       22,199,499.99    
FY 2036 8,740,583.28       3,396,000.00       4,338,333.33       738,583.33          1,197,250.00       3,788,000.00       22,198,749.95    
FY 2037 8,740,833.28       3,396,750.00       4,339,416.67       740,583.33          1,196,666.67       3,787,083.33       22,201,333.28    
FY 2038 8,741,416.68       3,397,416.67       4,337,333.33       741,083.33          1,196,000.00       3,787,250.00       22,200,500.01    
FY 2039 8,741,666.72       3,397,750.00       4,338,583.33       740,083.33          1,196,833.33       3,788,166.67       22,203,083.39    
FY 2040 8,744,250.04       3,397,500.00       4,341,000.00       739,250.00          1,197,333.33       3,786,166.67       22,205,500.04    
FY 2041 8,743,333.28       3,396,416.67       4,340,833.33       493,500.00          1,199,083.33       3,787,750.00       21,960,916.61    
FY 2042 8,743,333.28       3,395,916.67       4,339,500.00       -                         1,198,583.33       3,789,083.33       21,466,416.61    
FY 2043 8,743,416.68       3,397,333.33       4,340,000.00       -                         1,197,500.00       3,788,166.67       21,466,416.68    
FY 2044 8,741,083.36       3,396,916.67       4,340,166.67       -                         1,197,416.67       3,789,750.00       21,465,333.36    
FY 2045 8,742,250.00       3,396,083.33       4,339,583.33       -                         1,196,500.00       3,788,333.33       21,462,750.00    
FY 2046 5,827,500.00       2,264,500.00       2,894,500.00       -                         798,000.00          2,527,000.00       14,311,500.00    

TOTAL 244,786,499.88  94,862,085.64    117,550,965.94  16,850,052.78    35,171,324.90    108,934,910.22  618,155,839.36  
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FY2020 Standing charge 2: 
 
 Provide committee representation at budget meetings held by the Provost and the Provost’s 

senior staff to review planning reports and budgetary submissions made by the various units.  
Report issues and any recommendations to SenEx for consideration.  
 

Report: 
 
Representing the Committee, McClure observed the budget presentations made by deans of units 
producing student-credit hours on February 14, 2020. 
 
Notes: 
 
Presentations Scored by Administrators but not by Faculty 
 
The deans of the student credit hour academic units made presentation to the collected deans and 
administrators with a few observers allowed in the room.  The attendees were categorized between 
those who would score the presentations and those who would simply observe.  Those scoring included 
administrators without faculty rank. No line faculty were included among the scorers. 
 
Data from Academic Analytics were used to inform the presentations 
 
Each presentation contained a ranking of the units against a set of peers along several metrics.  It 
appears that the metrics were developed using data from Academic Analytics.  The data from Academic 
Analytics have been shown to be highly flawed.  While the data may be accurate for some disciplines 
(e.g. the hard science funded by specific federal agencies), the data are known to be very inaccurate for 
other disciplines (e.g.: humanities, social sciences, etc.)  At no time during the presentations were the 
limitations of the Academic Analytics data discussed. 
 
The presentations were closed to the larger university community 
 
Access to the presentations was restricted.  Only the deans, the administrators and a small number of 
observers from Governance were allowed in the room.  Notebooks containing the PowerPoint slides of 
each presentation were made available to the attendees during the meeting, but the notebooks had to 
be surrendered at the end of the meeting. 
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FY2020 Standing charge 3: 
 
 Monitor enrollment trends and changes in tuition plans and their potential effects on 

enrollment and revenue generation. 
 

Report: 
 
McClure sent an email message to Matt Melvin asking about the University’s expectations 
concerning enrollment, especially the concern about an expected drop in enrollment as a function 
of the reduced fertility rate during the great recession.  The projected loss in enrollment is 
sometimes called the “enrollment cliff.”  In addition, Melvin was asked to comment upon the 
practice of admitting students under the exception provisions, which admits students who do not 
normally meet KU’s minimum entrance requirements. 
 
 

Matt Melvin, Vice Provost - Enrollment Management wrote: 
 
The enrollment cliff term was popularized by the author of a 2018 book entitled Demographics and the 
Demand for Higher Education. I have attached a copy of a presentation he did for the College Board 
which provides an overview of a Higher Education Demand Index (HEDI) which predicts a significant cliff 
effect in 2026. The deck includes expected declines based on his analysis as well as a link where you can 
access the raw data files.  
 

 
 
Determining the impact specifically at KU is difficult considering our existing market position and 
demographic profile of students. As you are already aware, we typically attract students from broader 
geographic regions, from those whose parents have higher levels of educational attainment and greater 
wealth. Chart below was provided by our outside research counsel and provides some insight into 
potential impact using CBSA as the unit of analysis. In terms of core population (defined as one parent 
with a BA or more), we see only slight decreases in some markets and actual growth in other markets. I 
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think we will continue to struggle to meet mission-based aspirations associated with attracting more 
first-generation, rural and students of color given the expected changes. However, believe the existing 
academic, demographic, financial profile of the current KU population should serve to mitigate some of 
the cliff effects.  

 
 
 
Efforts will continue to balance the enrollment portfolio by diversifying the enrollment mix with dual 
credit, transfer, graduate, adult, on-line students. Graduate program enrollments have declined so I 
would anticipate more work being undertaken to create more market-centric academic programs. . . .  
 
Based on BOR guidelines, we have a 10% exceptions window which allows us to admit up to 10% of our 
total admits through an exceptions window. Historically, we utilize less than 2% of the window so 
typically have 150 or so admitted under the exceptions window that enroll. Based on BOR requirements, 
any student admitted under an exceptions window must have an individual plan of success. These plans 
have been administered with existing resources in Undergraduate Studies. No new resources have been 
developed to serve this student population. … 
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Specific charge 1 
 
 Report on the cost and benefit of offering in-state tuition to residents of border states.  Include 

data regarding current schools that offer in-state tuition to residents of border states.  Due 
February 1, 2020. 

 
The Committee approved a report in response to this charge at is meeting on January 27, 2020.  The 
report was sent to the University Senate Executive Committee and is included here. 
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Report to  
The University Senate Executive Committee 
 
from   
 
The University Senate Committee on Planning and Resources 
Addressing Specific Charge 1 For Academic Year 2019-2020 
 
January 27, 2020 
 
Specific charge 1:  Report on the cost and benefit of offering in-state tuition to residents of border 
states.  Include data regarding current schools that offer in-state tuition to residents of border states.  
Due February 1, 2020. 
 

1. What is the cost of tuition and fees for an entering freshman in the College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences? 

  
Data from the College is used to represent the typical student so as to avoid the issues of 
additional fees and higher costs for students in the various professional schools. 

 
 Annual tuition and fees paid by entering student: 
 
     Tuition  Fees  Total 
 
 In-state student   $10,182 $984  $11,166 
 Out-of-state student  $27,050 $984  $28,034 
 
 Takeaway: The ratio of in-state to out-of-state tuition and fees is 2.51, i.e.: out-of-state students 

pay 251% of the tuition and fees paid by in-state students.  
 

2. What are the costs of instruction of the typical KU student? 
 
 Nick Stevens provided an estimate of cost of instruction for the typical undergraduate student in 

the College. 
 
  Calculation Details: 
 
  Total Instruction Cost:     $ 323,480,561 
  Credit Hour Total (Sum 17, Fall 17, Sprint 18):             640,545 
  Cost Per Credit Hour:     $ 505/hour 
  FY18 Resident Rate:     $ 327/hour 
  150% of Resident Rate:     $ 491 
 

Conclusion:  Using FY18 data, KU’s cost of instruction is 154% of its resident tuition rate. 
 

 Disclaimer: There are many nuances with this approach in terms of residency, student 
level (graduate versus undergraduate), accurate coding of instructional costs, etc.  This
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 is a reasonable approximation of KU’s instructional cost and is accurate enough to 
answer the question.  The results can be shared with governance as appropriate but 
should not be quoted as an official number. 
 
Instructional Cost Details:  
Cost Included: Academic Instruction, Academic Support, Student Services, Institutional 
Support, Physical Plant, Utilities. 
Costs Excluded: Research, Public Service, Scholarships/Fellowships, Auxiliaries, Debt 
Service, Capital Improvements, Course Fees, Other General Use Funds Not Related to 
Instruction. 
 

 While we can identify certain instructional costs specific to the College, I am unable to 
identify a proportional cost of utility, student services, etc. for just the College.  As a 
result, the figures I provided use data from ALL students, but would only include cost 
and revenue for pure tuition/state appropriations by excluding course fees/differential 
tuition.  This allows us to make a reasonable estimate for the “cost to educate a student 
in the College” but using data for all students. 
 

 Note:  Course fees were removed from the cost side, so the comparisons are between 
resident tuition rates only. 

 
 Takeaway:  The cost of instruction is approximately 150% of the resident tuition rate.   
 

3. How does KU compare to other regional schools in terms of out-of-state tuition? 
 
 KU has the highest out-of-state tuition among public universities in the Big 12 athletic 

conference, which serves as a regional comparison group. 
 
 Takeaway: KU’s out-of-state tuition is high, but it must contribute to covering the cost of 

instruction which is greater than the tuition charged to in-state students. 
 

4. What is the price elasticity of demand for KU among prospective out-of-state students?  
Specifically, would a 10% reduction in the price of KU to out-of-state students result in 
enrollment increases of more than 10%? 
 

 KU’s out-of-state tuition is high, at 250% of the in-state tuition, and it is high relative to other Big 
12 schools.  This suggests that out-of-state tuition might be lowered as long as the cost of 
instruction is covered and as long as there is a net increase of revenue due to increased 
enrollment. 

 
 KU operates a scholarship program for students with high academic promise as indicated by 

combined ACT scores and high school grade point average.  The enrollment responses to this 
scholarship program provide the opportunity to estimate the price elasticity of demand for KU 
among out-ot-state students.   

 
 Data from the scholarship program offer a way to estimate the price elasticity for out-of-state 

students.  For the Excellence students a 62% drop in tuition through the program generates a 
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Estimates of Price Elasticity for Out-of-State Students from KU Enrollment Scholarship Data

Program Award Net Price Awards Awards Yield Enrollment Estimated
as percent of Tuition Change Offered Accepted Rate: Increase Elasticity
gap between Revenue Percent
in-state and Accepting
out-of-state

KU Excellence
  30 ACT or 1360 SAT and 3.75 GPA 100% 10,092$  62.6% 1,258       251 20.0% 31.9% 0.51             
KU Distinction
  28 ACT or 1300 SAT and 3.50 GPA 85% 12,615$  53.2% 1,072       211 19.7% 30.1% 0.57             
KU Achievement
  24 ACT or 1160 SAT and 2.35 GPA 70% 15,138$  43.9% 2,634       522 19.8% 31.0% 0.71             

Out-of-State full pay 0% 26,960$  4,171       631 15.1%

32% increase in student enrollment compared to out-of-state students with no scholarship.  This 
suggests that the elasticity is about 0.5.  For the Distinction students the elasticity is about 0.6, 
and for the Achievement students the elasticity is about 0.7.   

 
 These estimates suggest that a tuition reduction would not benefit the University.  A 10% 

reduction in out-of-state tuition would result in only a 5% to 7% increase in enrollment.   
 
 These estimates could be wrong because they are drawn from the behavior of students 

identified as having high academic promise.  These students may have more educational options 
than do students in general.  It is possible that the elasticity could be higher in the general 
population of out-of-state students.  There is some evidence of this higher response as the 
estimated elasticities increase as the level of academic promise falls.  However, it seems unlikely 
that the elasticity would rise to a level significantly greater than 1.0 which would be necessary 
for the tuition reduction to result in a revenue increase. 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. Do other universities in the region have success with tuition discounts? 
 
 Three universities in the region have discount programs, but none may be schools sufficiently 

comparable to KU to provide models for beneficial tuition discount programs. 
 
 Wichita State University:  WSU offers tuition discounts to students from surrounding states with 

some success.  However, WSU does not draw a significant share of its students from outside of 
the Wichita metropolitan area.  Thus, it risks little in offering discounted out-of-state tuition as 
the students probably would not have come to WSU. The KU student body is 40% from out-of-
state.  There is a significant risk that any student from a nearby state who is eligible for a tuition 
discount may have come to KU without the discount which could result in a net loss of tuition. 

 
 University of Missouri, Kansas City:  UMKC offers discounts of Kansas students from counties in 

close proximity to Kansas City.  About 1,400 students from Johnson County, Kansas participate 
in this program, suggesting that students in the metropolitan area are price responsive.  
However, UMKC’s primary draw is to working students who seek to complete their coursework 
on a part-time, night-time basis.  KU is built around educating full-time, day-time students.  It is 
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unclear that discounts of this type would work for KU given the different type of student it is 
seeking to attract. 

 
 University of Arkansas:  The University of Arkansas has been aggressively recruiting students 

from nearby states through significant tuition discounts.  These discounts have successfully 
attracted students from Kansas.  However, Arkansas may have been motivated by a desire to 
boost its total enrollment from its prior level of about 12,000 students to its current level of 
about 20,000 students.  Having increased its enrollment to its current level, the University of 
Arkansas is reducing its tuition discounts.  It seems unlikely that the University would 
discontinue these discount programs if they were both attracting students and increasing 
revenue beyond costs.    

 
 
 
End of report to the University Senate Executive Committee on Specific Charge 1. 
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Specific Charge 2 
 

Monitor the implementation of the new Budget Model. Report to SenEx regularly, how the 
new budget model is working.     

 
Report: 
 
The Committee received a report from Jason Hornberger on the impact of the budget cuts and setting 
baseline for implementation of the new budget model. 
 

 Hornberger distributed two tables listing the 2019 fiscal year assessable base budget, first for the major 
areas of KU-Lawrence, and second for the departments of the college.  (Attached.)  The tables also list 
each unit’s share of the $20,000,000 budget cut as well as the total reduction absorbed.  The reduction 
was also listed as a percent of the base. 
 
Issues raised and findings: 
 
1. Which departments were cut significantly more than 5.8%? 

 
It appears that the Chancellor’s office and the Provost’s office absorbed more than 5.87% cuts.  
However, components of their offices did not absorb full cuts, leave both offices with 5.87% cuts.  
McClure noted that this falls short of the promise given by the administration that it would absorb 
greater cuts than were being asked of the faculty and staff. 
 

2. Which department were cut significantly less than 5.8%? 
 

 As noted on the table, the School of Law has been engaged in a planned contraction which 
permitted to it absorb a smaller cut this year as it has been cutting for some time. 

 The Business school absorbed no cuts because of its growth in enrollment.  
 

3. Was the aircraft moved to an independent affiliate? 
 
 The Operating Budget for FY2020 continues to show the aircraft as costing $1.2 million dollars.  

Hornberger indicated that the administration is working on a solution to the aviation services 
problem. 

 
4. Was the funding for Kansas Athletics Inc. cut by 5.8% or more? 

 
 Yes.  Athletics continues to be funded by the Chancellor’s office, but at a lower level of spending. 
 McClure noted that the in February 2019, the Chancellor indicated that he hoped to wean KAI off of 

University funds in 18 to 24 months. 
 

5. What is the debt service on the Central District, especially Integrated Sciences Building? 
  

McClure requested this information. 
 

6. What were significant changes in the College?  
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 The College did not meet its goals, falling over $2 million short of the expected $6.3 million in cuts.  
 Much of the variation in percentage of reduction between departments can be explained by 

differences in faculty and staff attrition.  See the attached table. 
 
7. Is the University reducing its use of consultants? 
  

The University made very heavy use of consultants in the past.  It appears that spending on 
consultants has fallen over recent years. 
 

 
 

Huron was, by far, the consultant with the largest contract.  In excess of $11,000,000 of consulting 
services were purchased from Huron during FY13 and FY14.  Expenditures on this firm have now 
fallen to a negligible amount. 
 
  

Fiscal Year FY13 FY14 FY 15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19
Total Expenditures on Consultants 25,027,628   12,695,059   6,536,604     2,123,918     2,265,695     8,041,272     581,952         
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Specific Charge 3 
 

 Review and report on the impact of unexpected revenue sources including but not limited to 
the sale of Oldfather Studio and the state budget.   

 
Report: 
 
Jason Hornberger, Senior Associate Vice Provost, Administration and Finance, informed the Committee 
that the search for new revenues for the University is an ongoing exercise.  Specifically, he stated that. “ 
We continue to continue down a path to sell Oldfather Studios and invest the proceeds in existing 
building maintenance.” 
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Specific Charge 4 
 

Work with the KS Union Director, David Mucci, requesting information regarding long term 
partnerships between the KS Union and outside contractors and consultants.    

 
Report: 
 
Committee Chair Kirk McClure met with David Mucci, Director of the Memorial Corporation concerning 
the contract with Chick-fil-A.  The meeting was held October 7, 2019.  The Committee heard comments 
from McClure on the meeting, and notes follow. 
 
Notes from the meeting: 
 

• The Kansas Memorial Union has 30 to 50 partnerships at any given time. 
• The Corporate Board approved the partnership with Chick-fil-A years ago. 
• The contract extends into 2024. 
• Moving the Chick-fil-A space to the Kansas Union from the Underground was largely due to 

problems with mechanical equipment in Wesco Hall that were best remedied by moving the 
operation to the Kansas Union. 

• Mucci asserts that the Chick-fil-A agreement meets all KU and State of Kansas non-
discriminatory policies and requirements, including being an equal opportunity employer, 
nondiscrimination and workplace safety, and anti-discrimination laws which cover prohibiting 
sexual harassment and retaliation. 

• Note that sexual orientation is not now protected nor mentioned. 
• For the Union to terminate the contract could cost the Union over $300,000.  If litigated, the 

cost could go much higher. 
 
Members of the Committee discussed the results and agreed to report back to the Governance 
leadership without any specific recommendation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Report of the University Senate Planning and Resources Committee                                April 29, 2020 
 
 

19 
 

Specific Charge 5 
 

Obtain and review Information regarding shared advertising with the various university affiliates. 
 

 A request for information was sent to Diane Goddard for information on the scope of work of 
the Executive Sponsorship Committee. 
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Specific Charge 6 
 
Review changes of graduate travel and research funding from the budget cuts.  

 
 A request was sent to Zach Thomason for information on these changes. 
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