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MEETING MINUTES
Draft for Approval by the Finance Committee, September 9, 2024

Who: Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education
Meeting Type: Finance Committee

Date: June 10, 2024

Time: 1:00 p.m. ET

Location: Virtual Meeting via ZOOM Webinar

CALL TO ORDER

The Finance Committee met Monday, June 10, 2024, at 1:00 p.m., ET. The meeting occurred
virtually via ZOOM webinar. Committee Chair Jacob Brown presided.

ROLL CALL

Attended: Jacob Brown, Kellie Ellis, Chloe Marstiller, and Elaine Walker.
Did not attend: Jennifer Collins and Madison Silvert

Heather Faesy, CPE’s senior associate for board relations, served as recorder of the meeting
minutes.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

The minutes of the March 25, 2024, Finance Committee meeting were approved as
presented.

CAMPUS TUITION AND FEE PROPOSALS FOR ACADEMIC YEAR 2024-25

Mr. Ryan Kaffenberger, Associate Director of Finance and Budget, presented the proposed
tuition and mandatory fee proposals for academic year 2024-25 from Eastern Kentucky
University (EKU), Morehead State University (MoSU), Murray State University (MuSU),
Western Kentucky University (WKU), and the Kentucky Community and Technical College
System (KCTCS).

On March 31, 2023, the Council approved resident undergraduate tuition and fee ceilings for
2023-24 and 2024-25 that equated to:
¢ Maximum base rate increases of no more than 5.0 percent over two years, and no
more than 3.0 percent in any one year, for public universities.
¢ Maximum base rate increases of no more than $7.00 per credit hour over two years,
and no more than $4.00 per credit hour in any one year, for KCTCS.



It also approved a recommendation that allows institutions to submit:
¢ Nonresident undergraduate tuition and fees that comply with the Council’s Tuition
and Mandatory Fees Policy, or an existing MOU between the Council and an
institution.
o Market competitive tuition and fee rates for graduate and online courses

In 2023-24, campus-adopted base rates complied with Council-approved ceilings. Rate
increases at every university were at or below the 3.0%, one-year cap. KCTCS increased its
base rate by $4.00 per credit hour in 2023-24, or at the cap. The system average increase
was 2.8% for resident undergraduate students. This followed four years where system
average increases were the lowest in more than 20 years (i.e., 1.4% per year).

The following proposed tuition and fee rates were submitted for Council review and
approval. All proposals comply with the Council’s approved ceiling for resident
undergraduate tuition and mandatory fees. Additionally, all submitted proposed tuition and
fee charges for nonresident and online students also adhere to Council parameters.

e Eastern Kentucky University — Increase its annual base-rate charge for resident
undergraduate students by $190.00, or 1.9 percent.

¢ Morehead State University - Increase its annual base-rate charge for resident
undergraduate students by $186.00, or 1.9 percent.

o Murray State University - Increase its annual base-rate charge for resident
undergraduate students by $192.00, or 2.0 percent.

o Western Kentucky University - Increase its annual base-rate charge for resident
undergraduate students by $216.00, or 1.9 percent.

e Kentucky Community and Technical College System - Increase its per-credit-hour
base-rate charge for resident students by $3.00, or 1.6 percent.

MOTION: Ms. Walker moved the Finance Committee endorse and recommend to the
Council approval of tuition and mandatory fee proposals for academic year 2024-25 from
EKU, MoSU, MuSU, WKU, and KCTCS. Dr. Ellis seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed.

The governing boards of two universities, the University of Kentucky (UK) and Northern
Kentucky University (NKU), are scheduled to take action on their respective institution’s
tuition and fee rates after the June 10 Finance Committee meeting and before the June 21
Council meeting (i.e., UK’s Board of Trustees meets on June 14 and NKU’s Board of
Regents meets on June 12). Due to the timing of these board meetings, CPE staff will bring



tuition and fee rate proposals for UK and NKU, which have been approved by their
respective boards, for Council review and approval at the June 21 meeting.

REQUEST FOR DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY

Mr. Kaffenberger presented the staff's recommendation that the Committee approve and
endorse to the full Council a request to delegate authority to the CPE President to approve
the University of Louisville’s 2024-25 tuition and mandatory fee proposal, provided it
complies with Council parameters.

The Council requires institutions to secure approval of proposed tuition and fee rates from
their respective governing boards before bringing those proposals to the full Council for
approval. In 2024, University of Louisville officials informed CPE staff that their Board of
Trustees will not meet to approve the institution’s tuition and fee proposal until six days after
the Council meetings on June 21, 2024. Instead of requiring the University of Louisville to
wait for approval until the Council’'s next meeting in September, staff recommended the
Council delegate authority to the CPE President to review and approve the university’s
2024-25 tuition and fee proposal, provided it complies with Council-approved parameters.

MOTION: Ms. Walker moved that the Finance Committee approve and endorse to the full
Council a request to delegate authority to the CPE President to approve the University of
Louisville’'s 2024-25 tuition and mandatory fee proposal, provided it complies with Council
parameters. Ms. Marstiller seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed.

ASSET PRESERVATION GUIDELINES

Dr. Bill Payne, Vice President of Finance, presented three actionable requests in relation to
the Asset Preservation Pool Guidelines.

The enacted 2024-2026 Budget of the Commonwealth (24 RS, HB 6) appropriated $563.0
million to support individual asset preservation, renovation, and maintenance projects at the
postsecondary institutions. Following passage of HB 6, staff worked with campus officials to
update the current version of asset preservation guidelines, including eligibility criteria and a
process for accessing 2024-26 pool funds. The guidelines identify the total amount of
funding in the Asset Preservation Pool and the allocation available for each institution. They
identify matching requirements and eligible uses of pool funds and establish a process for
identifying eligible projects, documenting expenditures, and requesting reimbursement.

A copy of staff recommended 2024-2026 Asset Preservation Pool Guidelines were provided
in the materials and were for the most part very similar to the 2022-24 guidelines. There
were some minor changes to reflect differing dates, funding amounts, and campus
allocations, but also substantive changes that:



o Clarify that if an individual project contains both asset preservation and expansion
components, asset preservation funds may be used to pay for the renovation portion
of the project.

¢ Increase the threshold allowing an institution to demolish and reconstruct a facility
rather than renovate.

e Permit asset preservation funds to be used for minor additions, if it will enhance
accessibility, functionality, or safety and security of a facility.

¢ Allowing a project or portion of a project to be overseen by an institution’s chief
facilities officer if it would achieve time and cost savings.

MOTION: Ms. Walker moved the Finance Committee approve and endorse to the full
Council the proposed 2024-26 Asset Preservation Pool Guidelines as proposed with the
additional clarification language that all applicable laws and regulations will still be adhered
to if a project or portion of a project qualifies as one that can be oversee by an institution’s
chief facilities officer. Ms. Marstiller seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed.

MOTION: Following the previous approval, Ms. Walker moved that the Finance Committee
approve and endorse to the full Council the same proposed revisions to the 2022-24 Asset
Preservation Pool Guidelines. Dr. Ellis seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed.

The enacted state budget (24 RS, HB 6) contains language stating that capital projects, as
defined in KRS 45.750(1)(f), which are funded from the Asset Preservation Pool, or from a
combination of pool and campus matching funds, are authorized. Capital projects funded
from the pool that meet or exceed a $1.0 million threshold for construction or a $200,000
threshold for an item of equipment already have approval from the General Assembly. For
this reason and to expedite the reimbursement request process, staff recommended that the
Council delegate authority for interim capital project approval to staff, for projects funded
from the Asset Preservation Pool.

MOTION: Ms. Walker moved that the Committee endorse for final Council approval the
delegation of authority to staff to approve capital projects funding from Asset Preservation

Funds. Dr. Ellis seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed.

PERFORMANCE FUNDING UPDATE

Dr. Payne provided an update on university and KCTCS funding models, including the
findings and recommendations of the 2023 Postsecondary Education Working Group,



changes to the funding models, actions by policymakers, and distribution of 2024-25
performance funds.

In the enacted 2024-26 Budget of the Commonwealth (RS 24, HB 6), the General Assembly
appropriated $105.0 million to the Postsecondary Education Performance Fund in fiscal year
2024-25, representing an increase of $7.7 million, or 7.9 percent, from $97.3 million
appropriated the year before. Kentucky’s Performance Funding Statute (KRS 164.092) calls
on the Council on Postsecondary Education to run the funding model and certify to the
Office of the State Budget Director by May 1 each year, the amount to be distributed from
the fund to each public university and KCTCS.

2024-25 Performance Fund Distribution

Public Universities and KCTCS:

Institution Distribution
University of Kentucky $34,737,000
University of Louisville 18,752,200
Eastern Kentucky University 4,769,400
Kentucky State University 0
Morehead State University 214,400
Murray State University 4,759,800
Northern Kentucky University 13,224,300
Western Kentucky University 5,460,300
KCTCS 23,082,600
Total Performance Fund $105,000,000

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL COST OF ATTENDANCE

This item was postponed to a future meeting.

ADJOURNMENT

The Finance Committee adjourned at 2:25 p.m., ET.



FINANCE COMMITTEE ACTION ITEM
KENTUCKY COUNCIL ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION September 9, 2024

TITLE: Memorandum of Understanding — Nonresident Tuition and Fees at
Northern Kentucky University

DESCRIPTION: Staff recommends that the Committee endorse for Council approval the
proposed Memorandum of Understanding between the Council and
Northern Kentucky University regarding nonresident student tuition and
fees.

STAFF CONTACTS: Travis Powell, Senior Vice President and General Counsel
Bill Payne, Vice President, Finance Policy and Programs

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

At its March 31, 2023, meeting, the Council approved its current policy regarding nonresident
student tuition and fees as part of the Tuition and Mandatory Fee Policy for academic years
2023-24 and 2024-25. The nonresident tuition and fee policy requires institutions’ average net
tuition and fee revenue generated per nonresident undergraduate student to equal or exceed
130% of the annual full-time tuition and fee charge assessed to resident undergraduate
students (i.e., the published in-state sticker price). Institutions can request an exception to this
rule through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) process that will be evaluated on a case-
by-case basis by the Council.

The main purpose of the MOU process is to clearly identify goals and strategies embedded in
enrollment management plans that advance the unique missions of requesting institutions. The
Council’s full policy pertaining to nonresident student tuition and fees can be found in the
background section below.

Northern Kentucky University (NKU) currently has an MOU with the Council regarding
nonresident student tuition and fees. On April 24, 2020, the Council approved the attached
MOU between NKU and the Council, which launched a tuition scholarship program at the
institution called the Educational Discount to Graduate and Excel (EDGE) program (see
Attachment A). At that time, the Council acknowledged that, although NKU would not meet the
130% threshold required in the Council’s Policy as a result of the EDGE program, the increased
nonresident student enroliment would benefit both the Commonwealth and NKU. Key features
of the EDGE program, as outlined in the existing MOU, include:

e For Fall 2020, the EDGE program offers a tuition discount to recognize the academic
excellence of students from all states and countries.



Students may receive a tuition discount lowering their net tuition and fees to the resident
rate plus $500.

The scholarship amount does not lower out-of-state tuition below the resident rate and is
dependent on available funds.

Students must have a high school GPA of 2.5 unweighted or greater.

Students must maintain full-time consecutive enrollment and be in good academic
standing to continue receiving the scholarship.

The EDGE program is not available to students in fully online programs.

NKU will ensure that academically qualified Kentucky residents will not be displaced as a
result of this agreement.

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS

On July 18, 2024, NKU submitted proposed modifications to its MOU to CPE staff and is
seeking Council approval (see Attachment B). The program described in the agreement has
been approved by the university’s Board of Regents.

The MOU would launch a new undergraduate tuition program, beginning in the Fall 2025
semester, called the NKU Tri-state program. Under the NKU Tri-state program, new first-time
freshmen from Kentucky, Ohio, and Indiana would pay the in-state annual tuition rate plus all
mandatory fees. All students outside of Kentucky, Ohio, and Indiana (domestic and
international) would be charged a single tuition rate, one that is at least 130% of the NKU Tri-
state rate (proposed as $14,999 for Fall 2025). Furthermore, the proposed agreement would
eliminate the EDGE scholarship program, as featured in NKU’s 2020 MOU, for new students
from 2025 on. Key features of the NKU Tri-state program, as outlined in the proposed MOU,
include:

Current students who are residents of Ohio and Indiana will retain their current tuition
and institutional scholarships/discount pricing model, subject to any applicable approved
tuition rate increases.

NKU will continue to have two competitive scholarships (Presidents and Governors)
offered to a limited number of the highest-achieving high school students from any state.
NKU will offer academic merit scholarships, dependent on available funds, as follows.

o Kentucky residents who qualify for higher levels of academic merit scholarships
based upon high school GPA will receive amounts of $3,000, $2,000, and $1,000
per year at corresponding GPA levels.

o Ohio and Indiana residents will qualify for lower levels of academic merit
scholarships per year based upon high school GPA at $2,000 and $1,000
amounts.

0 Residents of states and countries outside of Kentucky, Ohio, and Indiana are
ineligible for these academic merit scholarships.

Students are eligible to apply for NKU foundation-funded scholarships.
Students must have a high school GPA of 2.0 unweighted or greater.



o The NKU Tri-state program is not available to students in fully online programs.

NKU officials believe that the proposed NKU Tri-state program effectively recognizes students
from states — Kentucky, Ohio, and Indiana — that are geographically strategic and aligned with
the institution’s mission as a regionally engaged, comprehensive university.

BACKGROUND

Below is the language from the Council’s Tuition and Mandatory Fee Policy: Academic Years
2023-24 and 2024-25 pertaining to nonresident student tuition and fees.

The Council and the institutions believe that nonresident students should pay a larger share
of their educational costs than do resident students. As such, published tuition and fee
levels adopted for nonresident students shall be higher than the prices for resident students
enrolled in comparable programs of study.

In addition, every institution shall manage its tuition and fee rate structures, price
discounting, and scholarship aid for out-of-state students, such that in any given year, the
average net tuition and fee revenue generated per nonresident undergraduate student
equals or exceeds130% of the annual full-time tuition and fee charge assessed to resident
undergraduate students (i.e., the published in-state sticker price). As part of the tuition and
fee setting process, staff shall monitor and report annually to the Council regarding
compliance with this requirement.

The Council acknowledges that in some instances increasing nonresident student
enroliment benefits both the Commonwealth and the institution. For this reason, exceptions
to the 130% threshold may be requested through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
process and will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis by the Council. The main objective of
the MOU process is to clearly delineate goals and strategies embedded in enroliment
management plans that advance the unique missions of requesting institutions. (Tuition and
Mandatory Fee Policy: Academic Years 2023-24 and 2024-25, pp. 2-3)

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Finance Committee accept the proposed Memorandum of
Understanding between the Council and Northern Kentucky University regarding nonresident
student tuition and fees, and recommend approval to the Council at its September 16, 2024,
meeting.



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
between NORTHERN KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY and

THE KENTUCKY COUNCIL ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

This Memorandum of Understanding is made between Northern Kentucky University, located in
Highland Heights, Kentucky, and the Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education, a governmental
agency of the Commonwealth, with its address at 100 Airport Road, Second Floor, Frankfort KY 40601.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education (Council or CPE) is responsible for
determining tuition at public postsecondary institutions in the Commonwealth of Kentucky;

WHEREAS, the Council annually adopts a Tuition and Mandatory Fee Policy (Policy) based on the
following fundamental objectives:

e Funding Adequacy;

e Shared Benefits and Responsibility;

o Affordability and Access;

e Effective Use of Resources; and

e Attracting and Importing Talent to Kentucky

WHEREAS, the Policy acknowledges that in order to meet the last objective, the Council and the
institutions are committed to making Kentucky institutions financially attractive to nonresident
students;

WHEREAS, the standard for non-resident tuition articulated in the Policy requires that in any given year,

the average net tuition and fee revenue generated per nonresident undergraduate student equals or
exceeds 130% of the annual full-time tuition and fee charge assessed to resident undergraduate
students (i.e., the published in-state sticker price);

WHEREAS, the Policy allows institutions to request exceptions to the 130% threshold through a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) process that delineates goals and strategies embedded in
enrollment management plans that advance the unique missions of requesting institutions;

WHEREAS, Northern Kentucky University (NKU) desires to align financial aid around its strategic
framework to improve access for students, particularly first generation, underrepresented and
international, and create a geographically diverse student population;

WHEREAS, NKU requests an exception to the 130% threshold in order to assist in obtaining those goals;

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council and NKU do enter into this Agreement for the purpose and period
specified below.

SECTION ONE: TERMS OF THE AGREEMENT
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1. Northern Kentucky University has launched a new undergraduate tuition program—the NKU Tri-state
program — beginning Fall 2025. Under the NKU Tri-state program, beginning in Fall 2025, new first-time
freshmen from Kentucky, Ohio, and Indiana will pay the in-state annual tuition rate plus all mandatory
fees (in 2024-2025, $11,088 annual tuition, a rate that will be subject to change based on tuition
increases in 2025 onward). NKU Tri-state offers the in-state tuition rate to recognize students from the
states of Kentucky, Ohio, and Indiana, which comprise our tri-state region. These states are
geographically strategic and also align with our mission as a regionally engaged, regional comprehensive
university. All students outside of Kentucky, Ohio, and Indiana (domestic and international) will be
charged the same tuition rate, one that is at least 130% of the NKU Tri-state rate (proposed as $14,999
for Fall 2025). For all students to be eligible for admission, they must have a high school GPA of 2.0
unweighted or greater. Other stipulations of the program are as follows:

a. The NKU Tri-state program is not available for students enrolled in fully online academic
programs.

b. Current students who are residents of Ohio and Indiana will retain their current tuition
and institutional scholarships/discount pricing model, subject to any applicable
approved tuition rate increases.

c. NKU will continue to have two competitive scholarships (Presidents and Governors)
offered to a limited number of the highest-achieving high school students from any
state.

d. NKU will offer academic merit scholarships as follows. Kentucky residents who qualify
for higher levels of academic merit scholarships based upon high school GPA will receive
amounts of $3,000, $2,000, and $1,000 per year at corresponding GPA levels. Ohio and
Indiana residents will qualify for lower levels of academic merit scholarships per year
based upon high school GPA at $2,000 and $1,000 amounts. Residents of states and
countries outside of Kentucky, Ohio, and Indiana are ineligible for these academic merit
scholarships. However, all students are eligible to apply for NKU foundation-funded
scholarships.

e. Northern Kentucky University will ensure that academically qualified Kentucky residents
will not be displaced as a result of this agreement.

f.  Academic merit and competitive scholarship amounts will be reviewed on an annual
basis and are dependent on available funds.

g. This agreement eliminates the EDGE scholarship featured in its 2020 CPE MOU for new
students from 2025 onward.

2. The Council agrees that while the NKU Tri-state program will allow three “Tri-state” states’ residents
the same tuition and fee rates, all other nonresidents’ rates will equal or exceed 130% of the annual full-
time tuition and fee charge assessed to undergraduate Kentucky, Ohio, and Indiana residents. The
increased nonresident student enrollment from Ohio and Indiana will benefit both the Commonwealth
and Northern Kentucky University.

3. The Council agrees that due to the benefits of the “NKU Tri-state” program to the Commonwealth and
Northern Kentucky University, an exception to the nonresident tuition and fee policy is granted.

4. Northern Kentucky University agrees to report to the council annually the results of this agreement.
This report will include a summary of the entire program with breakouts of each geographic area in
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which a tuition and fee rate changes or discounts are applied. Both the summary and the breakouts shall
include the following:

a. Total applications received and total accepted;
b. Total enroliment;
c. Enrollment demographics;

d. Retention, graduation, and degrees conferred for the total area and broken down by each
demographic group (as they become available);

e. Total tuition and fee revenue generated by semester; and
f. Average tuition and fee revenue collected for each student.

5.The Council reserves the right to request any additional data related to the program to assist in
evaluating the impact of the Tri-state program.

SECTION TWO: LENGTH OF THE AGREEMENT

Upon approval by the Council, this agreement shall be effective beginning in the Fall 2025 semester. This
agreement shall renew annually upon mutual consent of the parties.

APPROVED:

Aaron Thompson, PhD Date

President, Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education

Cady Short-Thompson, PhD Date
President, Northern Kentucky University

Travis Powell Date

General Counsel, Council on Postsecondary Education

Grant Garber (optional) Date

General Counsel, Northern Kentucky University

12



FINANCE COMMITTEE ACTION ITEM
KENTUCKY COUNCIL ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION September 9, 2024

TITLE: Proposed Raze and Replace Asset Preservation Pool Project:
Somerset Community College, Laurel South Campus, Phases | and Il

DESCRIPTION: CPE staff will present for Committee review KCTCS’s request to use
funds from the 2022-24 and 2024-26 Asset Preservation Pools to raze
the Somerset Community College Laurel South Campus building and
replace it with a new building at the Laurel North Campus. If approved,
it would go before the full Council for final approval at the September
16, 2024, meeting.

STAFF CONTACTS: Ryan Kaffenberger, Director, Finance Policy and Programs
Bill Payne, Vice President, Finance Policy and Programs

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

KCTCS is requesting approval to use funds from the 2022-24 and 2024-26 Asset Preservation
Pools to demolish the Somerset Community College, Laurel South Campus building and
replace it with a new building located on Laurel North Campus. The institution is requesting
approval to finance building design under Phase | of the project, using 2022-24 Asset
Preservation Pool funds, at a total project scope of $3,000,000. Additionally, KCTCS is
requesting approval to fund demolition and construction costs under Phase |l of the project
using 2024-26 Asset Preservation Pool funds at a total project scope of $30,000,000 (see
KCTCS letter in Attachment A).

The proposed raze and replace project is a combination and modification of two projects
previously approved by the Council as part of the 2022-24 and 2024-26 biennial budget
requests. The 2022-24 budget request contained a project titled, “Renovate Laurel South
Campus Phase I-Somerset CC,” at $6,000,000. The 2024-26 budget request contained a
project titled, “Renovate or Replace Laurel South Campus Phase II-Somerset CC,” at
$30,000,000.

Somerset Community College’s Laurel Campus currently consists of four buildings: Laurel North
Building 1, Laurel North Building 2, the Health Sciences building, and Laurel South Campus
building. The Laurel South Campus building is separated from the North Campus buildings by
approximately two miles (i.e., approximately a five-minute drive). KCTCS is proposing the Laurel
South Campus building be razed and replaced with a new building located on the Laurel North
Campus with the other facilities (see maps in Attachments B and C).
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White Pollard Architects completed a study on September 1, 2023, estimating both the cost to
renovate the Somerset Community College, Laurel South Campus building and the cost to
construct a comparable new facility on the Laurel North Campus. The firm also provided an
estimated cost to demolish the existing building on August 16, 2024. The cost to renovate the
building was estimated at $25,063,577. The cost to raze and replace was estimated at
$28,571,398 (see Attachments D). As such, the estimated cost to raze and replace the South
Laurel facility does not exceed 115% of the estimated cost to renovate the building. Therefore,
KCTCS' raze and replace request complies with the Council’'s 2022-24 and 2024-26 Asset
Preservation Pool Guidelines.

The Laurel South Campus facility is currently home to multiple technical programs, including
HVAC and welding programs, which are in high demand by industry in the area. KCTCS staff
indicated that the replacement building would house the same programs and be designed to
meet current technology and teaching space needs. Additionally, KCTCS staff anticipate the
design of the new building will result in a more space-efficient facility that requires less square
footage, thereby bringing the cost of the replacement building even closer to the estimated
renovation cost. Furthermore, after demolition, the land that the existing facility is situated on will
be returned to the local school board as a deed transfer.

ASSET PRESERVATION POOL GUIDELINES

In the 2022-24 Budget of the Commonwealth (22 RS, HB 1), the Kentucky General Assembly
authorized $683.5 million in General Fund supported bond funds for a Postsecondary Education
Asset Preservation Pool to provide funding for individual asset preservation, renovation, and
maintenance projects at Kentucky public postsecondary institutions. In 2024-26, the General
Assembly made another major investment in the renovation and renewal of existing
postsecondary education facilities. The enacted 2024-26 Budget of the Commonwealth (24 RS,
HB 6) authorized $563.0 million in General Fund supported bond funds for a Postsecondary
Education Asset Preservation Pool to provide funding “for individual asset preservation,
renovation, and maintenance projects at Kentucky’s public postsecondary institutions in
Education, General, and state-owned and operated residential housing facilities.”

In each biennium, the General Assembly included language in the budget bill authorizing capital
projects, as defined in KRS 45.750(1)(f), funded from the Asset Preservation Pools. Per KRS
164.020(11)(a), CPE is also required to “review and approve all capital construction projects
covered by KRS 45.750(1)(f), including real property acquisitions, and regardless of the source
of funding for projects or acquisitions.” Furthermore, CPE, in collaboration with the Office of the
State Budget Director, certifies that individual projects are eligible for Asset Preservation Pool
funds. As such, on June 17, 2022, and June 21, 2024, the Council approved the 2022-24 Asset
Preservation Pool Guidelines and 2024-26 Asset Preservation Pool Guidelines (the Guidelines),
respectively, which specify the criteria institutions’ capital projects must meet in order to be
eligible for funding from the Asset Preservation Pools. The 2022-24 Asset Preservation Pool
Guidelines were revised at the June 21, 2024, Council meeting to incorporate new language,
which was also included in the 2024-26 Asset Preservation Pool Guidelines. At each of these
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meetings, the Council delegated authority to CPE staff to review and approve capital projects
submitted for Asset Preservation Pool funds to expedite the reimbursement process.

Both the 2022-24 Asset Preservation Pool Guidelines and 2024-26 Asset Preservation Pool
Guidelines include an exception to the Council’s delegation of authority to CPE staff for project
review and approval. The Guidelines allow Asset Preservation Pool funds to be used for the
demolition and reconstruction of a facility if the estimated cost to raze and replace does not
exceed 115% of the estimated cost to renovate the facility and is certified in writing by an
independent third-party industry professional. CPE staff is required to bring raze and replace
requests to the Finance Committee and full Council, along with the certified cost estimates, for
review and approval. Excerpts of relevant language from the guidelines are provided below:

e For the purposes of these guidelines, “facilities” includes buildings, building systems,
and campus infrastructure, such as roads, walkways, electrical grids, steam tunnels, and
water chiller plants, that support current and ongoing use of eligible facilities.

o Generally, new construction and expansion projects are not eligible to receive funds
from the Asset Preservation Pool. However, under certain limited circumstances, as
described below, use of asset preservation funds to finance new construction or
expansion may be permissible.

o If it would be more cost effective to raze and replace rather than renovate an existing
facility, then asset preservation funds may be used for demolition and reconstruction.
For such a project to be considered cost effective, the cost to raze and replace may not
exceed 115% of the cost required to renovate a facility. The cost of each option must be
certified in writing by an independent third-party industry professional.

¢ ltis anticipated that requests to raze and replace rather than renovate an existing facility
will be infrequent occurrences. For this reason, CPE staff will bring such requests along
with certified cost estimates from independent third-party industry professionals to the
Finance Committee and full Council for review and approval.

RECOMMENDATION

KCTCS’s request to raze and replace the Somerset Community College, Laurel South Campus
building complies with the eligibility criteria contained in the Council’s guidelines; however, the
Guidelines do not specifically address whether funds can be used to demolish a facility and
replace it with a new comparable facility at a different site. As such, CPE staff defers to the
judgement of the Council with regard to the eligibility and approval of the Somerset Community
College, Laurel South Campus raze and replace project.
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KCTCS Somerset Community College

Laurel South Campus Raze and Replace Project
For accessing 22-24 and 24-26 Asset Preservation Pool funds
Cost Comparisons

Source: White Pollard Architects, Laurel South Renovation Study

Cost Estimates

Attachment D

“If it would be more cost effective to raze and replace rather than renovate an existing facility, then asset preservation
funds may be used for demolition and reconstruction. For such a project to be considered cost effective, the cost to raze
and replace may not exceed 115% of the cost required to renovate a facility . The cost of each option must be certified in
writing by an independent third-party industry professional.” - Asset Preservation Pool Guidelines

Renovation

Raze and Replace
Cost of a New Trade School Building
New Parking Lot and Drives
Demolishing the Existing Building
Total Cost to Raze and Replace

$25,063,576.87

$27,462,600.00
$557,494.08
$551,303.77

$28,571,397.85

Cost Comparison
Do the cost estimates meet Council guidelines?

114.00%

Yes
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Laurel South Feasiblility Study

KCTCS Somerset - 235 S Laurel Rd
London, Kentucky 40744

1 September 2023

WHITE | POLLARD architects, was contracted to provide an architectural survey of
existing conditions at the Laurel South Campus of Somerset Community College WPa toured and
documented the existing conditions on August 1, 2023. The 62,000 SF building at the Laurel South
Campus (Building #1701) consists of an original masonry building built in the 1960s and a steel
framed addition with masonry infill built in 1975. The masonry portions of the walls are white brick
with CMU back-up. The facility currently houses several programs: Cosmetology, Criminal Justice,
Auto Tech, Diesel Tech, Welding, HVAC, Carpentry, Electrical Construction, IMT and the Share and
Care Center. Drawings of the building are included in Appendix A.

Existing Building Overview

The existing, roughly 62,000 SF, one-story building was constructed in the 1960s with an addition
added in 1975. The exterior envelope is predominately white brick with a band of metal panels at
the upper portion. The CMU back-up extends behind both the brick and metal panel and supports
large trusses and a metal roof deck. Exterior windows are single-paned, steel showing signs of rust
in many locations. Entry and secondary egress doors are hollow metal in hollow metal frames and
are also rusted in many places. There are eleven large overhead coiling doors that are mostly
uninsulated and in poor repair. The aging roof and mechanical systems are in need of replacenﬁnt.
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KCTCS Somerset - 235 S Laurel Rd
London, Kentucky 40744

The roof is a modified bitumen system that is 23 years old. It has numerous water vapor blisters
throughout the roof area and the granules are missing in large areas leading to degradation of the
membrane where exposed to UV. The foil-faced flashing at the roof edges and mechanical curbs
is damaged in many places and the roof edge itself is nearly flush with the roof. There are only four
roof drains for the entire 1975 addition, a single drain over the connector, and nine for the original
building. During our visit, WPa observed most of the drains were covered with pine needles and
granules. It appears that these drains do not provide adequate drainage as we also observed
clumps of pine needles washed up against the edge flashing around the perimeter of the roof
where foil-faced coverings were damaged. This would provide ample opportunities for water to
penetrate the wall cavities from the roof and allow the relief angles to rust (especially if those angles
were not galvanized when installed). The roof replacement will require a full tear-off (membrane
and existing insulation) exposing the metal deck. Per the Kentucky Building Code, this will require
new insulation to be installed per the current IECC standards. This will increase the thickness of the
roof system and require some re-design of the roof edge conditions to accommodate the
increased thickness of the roof system. This will also affect the mechanical curbs as many of them
are less than 8” tall currently.

During the site visit, WPa documented a consistent occurrence of instances where mortar was
falling out of the wall in long pieces. Upon more detailed inspection, the phenomenon is occurring
at rusted relief angles in the wall. This is due to water that is getting into the wall cavity (which is
very small according to the drawings of the 1975 addition provided by the owner). There is also
some deformation in the upper portions of the exterior walls at corners that is likely due to differential
expansion and contraction - the original 1971 Building does not have any masonry expansion joints.
Where the mortar or bricks are damaged the building is likely taking on more moisture which is
affecting the wall integrity as well as the indoor air quality. Discoloration in horizontal bands at the
relief angle locations supports this assumption.

The interior air is humid (57% - 60% measured during the site visit) and the interior finishes are
suffering as a result. Of the nine restrooms in the building only two of them are accessible and all
of them are undersized by current codes. Floors are a mix of VCT and carpet throughout and there
is terrazzo in the corridors of the original building. Some VCT (particularly in the esthetics area is 8”
tile and could contain asbestos. These should be tested. The acoustical ceiling tiles are sagging
and discolored in most of the building spaces and many walls show signs of mildew and mold.
Interior solid-core wood doors are in poor repair and have been modified repeatedly for changes
in hardware. There is also inconsistency in door type throughout the building as many walls have
been added through the years and doors have been added with whatever is available at the time.
The interior needs to be repainted throughout and most floor finishes should be updated.

Throughout the building, lighting, lighting controls, HYAC systems and fire alarm controls and
devices are outdated and inefficient. The rooftop units are over 40 years old and cannot keep up
with the current needs of the building. While the building is equipped with an automatic fire
suppression system, there have been numerous changes to the layout of the building spaces and
to their uses so, the sprinkler system may not be providing the intended coverage in all areas at this
time. This is also true of the HVAC design — while comparing the original construction documents to
the observed spaces, there have been many alterations to the building plan over the years. When
replacing the aging mechanical units, the ductwork layouts should be evaluated to ensure they
are performing as intended.
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The shop areas need upgraded exhaust systems. The welding, diesel tech, auto tech and
carpentry areas need systems designed for those activities to ensure the safety of the students in
these areas. The carpentry shop has an aging dust extraction system that needs to be replaced,
the distribution of this system appears to be functioning as needed.

Boilers, Air Compressors and Generators are all in need of upgrades or replacement. The main
switch gear is likely original to the building and should be replaced and brought up to current
electrical codes.

In general, the building is dull, uninspiring and lacks of a clear entrance for visitors. A renovation
of the building should include significant upgrades to the appearance and character of the
building as well as repairs to aging elements. Fences and landscaping walls that are in poor
condition should be repaired or replaced. The site also needs to have its 131,000 SF parking lot, with
262 parking spaces, resurfaced and re-striped. Any damaged curbs should be repaired and the
design should prioritize accessibility.

As with many buildings constructed at that time, there are many issues with the design and
construction that have led to the deterioration of the building. It was designed prior to the adoption
of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and many features do not conform to the standards
set forth in ANSI A117.1 Guidelines. Additionally, the building was designed before creation of
energy conservation codes. There is little, if any, air-space or insulation in the exterior walls, the roof-
top insulation is less than that required by the International Energy Conservation Code. The majority
of restrooms are not accessible and the fixture count is significantly lower than that required by the
2017 Kentucky State Plumbing Law, Regulations and Code Book for higher education occupancies
- especially in regard to the fixture counts for females (815 KAR 20:191 Minimum fixture requirements
- Section 8).

Exterior Envelope

The exterior envelope presents several challenges and needs many improvements and repairs.
Starting at the roof, which is showing clear signs that water is getting through the membrane, and
including the drainage design of that roof which may be undersized or vulnerable to interference
from nearby trees. If standing water is being blown to the roof edges where there are many
damages to the flashing it is easy to understand how water is getting into the wall cavities. Those
cavities are very small (a maximum of 3/8” between the 1'2” rigid insulation and the back of the
face brick) and can easily be blocked by mortar droppings or other debris. Without an adequate
air space and weeps, moisture in the wall accumulates and damages bricks during freeze/thaw
cycles, rusts unprotected steel lintels and angles, and moves through wall materials causing interior
humidity and discoloration of exterior brick. In addition to the water issues at the perimeter, the
existing windows and doors are in poor shape and should be replaced with more energy efficient
elements.

Roof Conditions

The current roof was installed in 2000 and is about 23 years old. There are no walk pads on the roof
and there is significant loss of granules over the whole area. Flashings are compromised and the
membrane is cracking in large areas.

23



Laurel South Feasiblility Study
KCTCS Somerset - 235 S Laurel Rd
London, Kentucky 40744

During WPa’s site visit, the roof drains were covered with
pine needles and deep piles of roof granules. (this can be
seen in the photo to the right.) Additionally, there are
blisters in the roof membrane visibile beyond the drain.

This photo of the roof edge at the rear of the original 1971
building shows the cracking of the membrane along the
roof edges where granules have been displaced (darker
areas) and the edge flashing detail. The mechanical until
seen on the ground below is the sawdust extraction
system for the carpentry shop. This view also shows the
condition of the existing parking lot.
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In this image, looking down on the low bay portion of the
building, the long blisters in the roof are clearly visible.
These occur when moisture gets under the membrane
and becomes vapor as the roof heats up. It is safe to
assume that the insulation under the membrane is wet
and no longer providing much R value to the building. A
new roof will require a full tear-off.

This photo shows the expansion joint on the roof of the
original building. The joint runs above the wall of the
corridor separating the offices and classroom portion of
the building from the Construction and HVAC shop areas
on the back side of the building. In the corridor below
there is a long crack in the terrazzo floor running the
length of the corridor. It appears some settling has
occurred beneath this wall.
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The problem with the blocked roof drains was consistent
on the roof of the 1975 addition. All four of the roof drains
were covered in pine needles and surrounded by piles of
granules. The discoloration of the roof where the granules
have become dislodged, exposing the modified bitumen
membrane to UV light is also apparent here. Note the
mechanical curb under the unit in the background: with
the addition of new roof insulation there will be little room
to properly flash the curbs into the roof system. All roof
penetrations will need to be extended to the new roof
level.

The loss of roof granules is very
evident where there is frequent foot
traffic on the roof. The area around
the roof access hatch is nearly bare.
A variety of low mechanical curbs
likely to be affected by the
increased thickness of the roof
system in the background can be
seen.
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The foil-faced flashing at the roof
perimeter is puling up and
damaged in many places. The gaps
in the flashing where the material
has stretched shown here, allow
water to penetrate and enter the
wall cavity

In other places, the flashing material
is torn or missing. Here is appears to
have snagged pine needles at the
roof edge.
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The damage to the foil-faced
flashing is pervasive. WPa
documented many conditions like
the ones shown at roof edges,
mechanical curbs and other
features.

This overview of the original
building’s roof shows the state of the
existing roof. Dark areas are places
where the roof has lost granules. In
the foreground extensive cracking
of the membrane is visible. The low
curbs on the mechanical unit on this
portion of the roof is also visible. The
roof drains on the original building
do not seem to suffer from the
presence of debiris like the 1975 roof.
The original building also has
significantly more roof drains on its
smaller area.
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The detail at right is a typical roof detail from the
construction documents for the 1975 addition. The detall
shows the roof edge flashing and the 22" of roof
insulation called for in this system. Current [ECC standards
call for as much as 5” of continuous rigid insulation. It is
also worth noting that the flashing is not designed to
redirect water that has entered the wall system to the
exterior. Any water that enters the wall from above will
easily find its way into the wall cavity. (The construction
documents have no details showing the installation of the
relief angles.)

Windows and Exterior Doors

The exterior windows are steel with single paned, uninsulated glazing. WPa documented
deteriorating glazing sealants, rusted frames and sashes, and damaged hardware aat numerous
windows in the original 1971 building as well as the 1975 addition. Exterior doors are painted, hollow-
metal doors and frames — some with sidelites at public entrances. The building has eleven large
(10’ x 10’ or 10’ x 12’) over-head coiling doors that are uninsulated, rusting or in need of repair. In
many places window and door lintels are rusting and should be inspected for structural integrity.
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This is a typical steel window showing
signs of rust in multiple places. These
windows are uninsulated and not
thermally broken allowing for
thermal bridging that can cause
condensation in the winter and
summer. WPa recommends these
windows be replaced with energy
efficient ones. Note the
discoloration in the bricks below the
window and in a horizontal band at
the left side near the window head.
These are the signs that water is
accumulating in the wall cavity.

This steel window has a damaged
sash that does not seal properly.
There are signs of rust in the gap at
the top.
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This mage shows the deterioration of
the glazing sealant in this window.
The bottom of the sash is also
showing significant wear.

This image shows another window
with rust in various places. This
window also has a damaged sill that
is allowing moisture into the wall
cavity below the window. Note the
gap between sill lengths under the
middle sash.
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This is the main entry to the Laurel
South Campus. The two pairs of
doors — each separated by a sidelite
— are flush hollow-metal doors. In
addition to being in bad shape,
these doors do not provide an
appropriate first impression to the
campus.

This enlarged section of the previous
image shows the damage to the
doors and the infilled transoms
above each door. Most outward-
swinging exterior doors are also
showing rust on the hinges as well as
the bottoms of many frames. The
configuration shown here is typical
at most entries.
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All exterior hollow-metal door frames
have a 4” head. Many doors like
these have been fitted for multiple
hardware sets over the years and
were not typically repainted to
cover the locations of old hardware.
The doors here at the end of the
main corridor in the 1975 addition
are in particularly good shape.

This door into the carpentry shop
area shows bare metal where an old
lockset was removed. There is rust on
the panel at the lite kit and the lintel
above the door is rusted. The
discolored bricks above the lintel
hint that water in the wall cavity has
collected there, causing the lintel to
rust and swell which is also causing
the mortar joint to pop out. Water
stains on the frame head also
indicate that water has worked its
way out below the lintel.
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The over-head coiling garage doors
typically extend to the top of the
brick as shown here on the original
1971 building. The jamb on the left
side of the door is showing rust which
begins about 32” below the top of
the brick. A line of discolored bricks
to the left of the door suggests there
is a relief angle there collecting
water.

This detail of the same door shows a
damaged sweep at the top of the
opening as well as a portion of the
metal panels that is not closed off
properly at the bottom edge. The
condition repeats in many places
around the perimeter of the building.
This may be due to differential
expansion and contraction
between the masonry and the
panels.
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Exterior Envelope

The condition of the exterior envelope at Laurel South is curious. The original 1971 building and the
1975 addition were both designed by architect, L.E. Browning, and structural engineers, Hugh
Dillehay & Assoc. so there is some continuity between the buildings. The original building was
designed without expansion joints and the 1975 addition has them. Both projects use what appear
to be relief angles at about 32”0.C. vertically around the perimeter of the building. These are not
documented in any of the drawings.

During our site visit, WPa documented a lot of damaged mortar joints that regularly occurred every
32” vertically around the building. When inspected, the mortar joints were loose in between the
bricks and falling out of the wall in many places. In other places, the rusted steel edges or angles
were seen poking through the mortar. The presence of relief angles is common in buildings
constructed in this time period. However, there is a growing opinion that they were designed and
located incorrectly and often with greater frequency than was actually needed to relieve the loads
in the masonry. In an article by Brian E Trimble in Structural Magazine (May 2009), he states that
guidelines for relief angles require them at 30’-0” vertically in steel structures and not at all in CMU
structures. That is considerably greater spacing than seen at Laurel South.

The fact that the steel angles are visible is also cause for concern as the proper detail for the angle
provides a mortar joint under the angle leg, flashing, a weep above the angle and finished off with
backer rod and sealant at the wall face. (BIA Technical Note 18A “Accommodating Expansion of
Brickwork” — See Appendix C). With the presence of rusting and discoloration in the bricks, it is
obvious that the flashing and weeping of the angles was not performed or has been hindered by
the very thin air space in the wall cavity. Itis possible that the angles were actually intended to act
more like a masonry anchor in the wall.
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The deformation of the upper, metal-panel-covered
portions of the building is shown here at the South corner
of the original building. This is the most pronounced
instance and may be partially due to the lack of masonry
expansion joints on this portion of the building. There are
bricks in many places that have spalled faces like the one
five courses down from the top of the brick area.

This photo of the parking lot side of the 1975 addition
shows the expected expansion joint where the stresses in
a brick wall are likely to cause damage to the bricks.
However, this area again shows the issues with the relief
angles 32” from the top of the brick (8 courses down)
where the mortar has popped out of the joint. This issue
with the relief angles is typical on all sides of the building.
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Even  with properly located
expansion joints, the expansion and
contraction in the building gis still
causing bricks to spall and break.
The image at right shows a broken
brick on the right side of the
expansion joint and two bricks
above it with spalled faces.

This deformations in the brick are
subtle in most places and difficult to
document. However, in this photo
the undulations in the brick surface
are fairly clear. The familiar
horizontal striping associated with
the relief angles is also evident.
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WPa attempted to photographically
document the apparent bulging in
some wallls but were unable to make
it apparent. Here, a level shows that
the wall is slightly leaning outward.

This mortar joints are so deteriorated
that the mortar can be easily
removed by hand at lintels and relief
angles. In the empty mortar joint the
rusted lintel is clearly visible.
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In the same area as the previous image, WPa found
numerous fragments of mortar joints scattered on the
sidewalk.
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Interior Environment

The interior of the building is plagued by dated finishes, alterations to the plan, and damage due
to humidity. Mechanical, electrical and plumbing systems are dated and in need of upgrading
throughout the building.

Interior Finishes and Doors

The main corridors in the 1971 building are terrazzo. The
crack shown here runs the majority of the way down the
wall separating the office/classroom spaces on the right
from the open shop areas on the left. The building
appears to be divided structurally along this line and there
is an expansion joint on the roof directly above. This wall
on the left side of the image is a bearing wall and has
experienced some settling since the building was
constructed.

The VCT flooring in the Esthetics area
consists of 8” x 8” tiles. These tiles are
typically associated with asbestos
products and should be tested
before any work in this area begins.
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The interior finishes in many areas are
dated. Ceiling tiles are sagging and
discolored from the humidity and
age. The accordion wall panel on
the right of this image is in
particularly bad shape. Many
classroom spaces have no windows
and poor lighting. Carpets are wall
to wall and hold on to mildew smells,
stains and wear in many areas.

This area in the original building was
renovated during the addition
project in 1975. However, the
sagging acoustical ceiling tiles, cut-
pile carpets, and dated colors and
finishes show the age of the space.
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The interior doors on many spaces
are in bad shape. Some doors are
showing the effects of changes in
humidity over 45 years, others have
obvious water damage, and some
are repurposed doors or doors that
have been damaged through use.
Interior doors need to be replaced
to provide a consistent look and to
ensure the right door is used for the
space it serves.

These doors, in what is now the
teacher’s lounge, originally served
spaces associated with the original
cafeteria. These doors to offices
should reflect the space they serve.
This is another space that has been
adapted to its current use. The
carpet, casework and lighting are
not appropriate for a teacher’s
lounge and should be updated.
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This door, in a shop area, has obvious water damage at
the bottom. This is another example of doors that are
inappropriate for their environment. Doors in areas like this
should be hollow-metal and galvanized to protect them
from elements.

This photo shows another door in an area that should
have had a hollow metal-door based on the use of the
space. This door in the autobody shop is also showing
water damage at the bottom edges.
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Even in areas that are less exposed to the elements and
physical abuse, the doors are showing their age. This door
into an office area has several chips in the latch-side edge
and the veneer is starting to pull away in spots. This photo
also shows the condition of the carpet in the offices at the
door threshold where no transition strip was installed — or
has been damaged and removed.

This is the office of the Dean of Business and Applied
Technology. It has been converted from the reception
area (1971) serving the offices behind it to a Book Room
(1975) and back into an office. It still has the transaction
counter and window serving the lobby in place.
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Restrooms

The sign to the left of the door explains that “accessible
restrooms are available in Rooms 217A and 217B” at the
other end of the building. The door here is 32” wide and
leads into a series of switch backs to enter this unisex
restroom. The other restroom that was originally paired
with it has been converted into a lactation room to the
right down the corridor. This building, designed and
constructed long before the Americans with Disabilities
Act was passed into law has very few accessible features.
The fact that it was built with CMU walls and terrazzo
floors makes changes to the restrooms very difficult.
Moreover, by the current Kentucky Plumbing Code, the
building should have 13 water closets for females in the
design. The existing count falls far below this number.
(1:25 water closets to females and 1:50 water closets to
males).

This restroom is probably the most problematic in the
building. In addition to opening into a tiny vestibule with
another door, the restroom itself is only 6’-0” wide (see
next image) and contains three water closets and three
urinals (one of the largest in the building). The fact that it
is served by two doors that are only 28” wide makes it
uncomfortable for most people. The women’s restroom
just to the right of this image has the same entry
configuration but only serves a single person.
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This restroom, behind the door in the previous image, is
one of the largest restrooms in the building (fixture-wise).
It contains half the required fixtures for males. At just 6°-0”
wide it is almost impossible to make ADA accessible.

This unisex restroom in the faculty lounge was converted
from a trashcan washing room that was only accessed
from the outside and a janitor’s area in the original
kitchen off the cafeteria. There is a considerable
deformation in the floor where a CMA wall was removed.
At the time of WPa’s visit to the site there was also an
active leak in the ceiling of thisroom - water can be seen
on the floor in the photo.
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The accessible restrooms at 217A and 217B are actually
in 217B and 217C according to the room plan provided
to WPa. However, since there is no room signage outside
the restrooms, it hardly matters. This photo pf the men’s
room shows that it meets the bare minimum required for
accessibility: One toilet, two urinals and two sinks. The
lighting and finishes are well cared for but minimal.

The women’s room next door is
similar in size and in its lack of lighting
and minimal approach to finishes.
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Building Systems

The building systems at Laurel South are over 40 years old. Rooftop units, plumbing, boilers, air
compressors, generators, lighting, fire alarm and all the associated controls need to be upgraded.
All upgrades need to take into account the various alterations to the building that have occurred
since 1975. Space layouts have changed and the uses of some shop areas is also different from
the original design. The Electrical shop is a good example. It was originally designed for masonry
and has a variety of systems in place that are no longer needed. Classrooms, offices and lounges
have been created from kitchens, storage rooms and cafeterias. The existing units (and the
building envelope) were also never meant to keep up with the humidity levels inside the building
or meet the current energy efficiency standards. The exhaust systems in most shop areas need
improvements for safety and building upkeep. WPa’s recommendations for improvements to the
building systems are based on stated ages of the systems in place, recent experience with similar
buildings of this time period, size and construction. There was no MEP consultant assigned to this
study.

Mechanical & Electrical

The photo at right is a good starting
place for a discussion about the
mechanical systems in the Laurel
South building. This mechanical unit
is serving the former masonry shop
which has been converted into the
electrical shop. The HVAC needs
changed and this is how those
needs were met.
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The photo shows the interior of the
electrical shop and the surface
mounted unit and  ductwork
connected to the condenser
outside through the window. Shop
areas were not designed with air
conditioning originally. They were
designed for heat only which was
provided by a steam radiator with a
fan (one can be seen on the ceiling
to the right of the light fixture (yellow
pipes) The A/C has been added
later.

An overview of the mechanical
room in the 1975 addition from the
mezzanine over the restroom,
showing the boilers, and the original
switchgears in the background. The
yellow piping supplies hot water to
radiators with fans in the shop areas.
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The photo shows the smaller boiler in
the back of the mechanical room.

Another overview of the mechanical
room in the 1975 addition.
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This image shows the mechanical room in the original
1971 building. The main switch gear and various air
compressors are visible. Most electrical and mechanical
equipment is original to the building.

This view is facing the opposite direction. A boller is visible
behind the switch gear.
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MEP Controls

Lighting and HVAC controls are
outdated and should be upgraded
with the new mechanical units.

There are a variety of panels and
devices associated with the fire
alarm. Many of these are outdated
and should be upgraded if no longer
serviceable.
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This photo shows the fire alarm and
master clock panels against the
back wall of the food pantry. The
Simplex 2350 master clock system is
no longer made. However some
version of the Simplex 4005 Life Alarm
and the 4009 IDNet NAC Extender
appear to be available as recently
as recently at 2021. WPa has been
told that there have been no
upgrades to the systems since the
building was renovated in 1975.

This view is of the communications room. This space was
originally a first aid office. The building needs a
communications / data room built for this purpose.
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Exhaust and Venting

The Automotive Lab has a number of
nozzles attached to an exhaust
extraction .system. These systems
are crucial when working on a
running vehicle indoors. WPa was
unable to find about the
attachment protocols for the nozzles
in place. The ones seen here did not
appear to have clips to hold them in
place on horizontal exhaust systems
like those on the car shown.

The Diesel Technology Lab, however
did not appear to have any exhaust
extraction systems. These shop
spaces are provided with only
heaters (fan-powered radiators) and
are not conditioned spaces. The
office spaces and classrooms have
been equipped with a variety of A/C
solutions from PTAC units to
residential window units to provide
cooling in these areas.
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The Welding Technology Lab has an
extensive exhaust system with a
number of hoods throughout the
space. However, the system itself
appeared to be aging.

The Electrical Shop has an exhaust
system in place. However, it is a
remnant of the masonry shop which
occupied the space in the original
design of the building and it is no
longer used.
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The Construction Technology Lab
utilizes a sawdust collection and
extraction system to collect sawdust
from floor inlets and at various
machines. These units exhaust the
sawdust and deposit it in the barrels
seen below the units. This system is
aging and needs to be upgraded.
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Site Improvements

The site around Laurel South has a number of landscape wallls and fences which mostly need to be
repaired or replaced. Many masonry walls are falling apart, and the fenced areas need to be
cleaned up and the fences replaced. Laurel South suffers from a lack of a clear entry to help visitors
find a way in. Providing an clear entry can be done a number of ways, especially with regard to
the small lobby one encounters once they are inside. While the design of a new entry is beyond
the scope of this study, WPa has experience designing entries for similar facilities to make estimates
of probable cost. The 131,000 SF parking lot needs to be resurfaced and restriped. Any damaged
curbs or islands should be repaired as well. The current lot holds roughly 262 spaces. At the West
end of the 1975 addition there is a detached maintenance building that stores supplies and
equipment. This building needs to be replaced or reskinned and renovated at the very least.

The Laurel South Campus showing the parking lot and drives.
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Brick landscape walls that are in bad shape need to be
repaired or rebuilt depending on whether they are
retaining walls or simply decorative like this one at the
right.

This view of the maintenance shed from the roof of the
1975 addition shows the need for new fencing and walls
as well as the condition of the asphalt parking lot. The
building itself seems structurally sound but could use a
new metal skin and some improved shelving and storage
inside as well as upgrades to insulation were needed and
any heating units.
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The right side of the maintenance
building contains mowers and
supplies for maintaining the site.

The left side of the maintenance
building contains supplies for the
building and its upkeep.
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This fenced area is outside the HVAC
shop and houses a collection of
condensing units associated with
the shop. Renovation of the building
should address areas like this outside
as well.

This retaining wall along the sidewalk
leading to the main entrance is in
disrepair. The wall has cracked and
spalling bricks, damaged mortar
joints and significant discoloration as
it leads visitors up to the lobby.
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Recommendations:

Based on the documents provided to WHITE|POLLARD architects, our on-site observations and
research, we recommend the following items to be included in the renovation of the Laurel South
Campus:

Exterior Envelope

The building exteriors need a number of improvements. The roof may be the most pressing of these.
For a twenty-three year old roof, it is in pretty bad shape and there is evidence that water is getting
under the membrane in many places — especially on the 1975 addition’s roof. WPa recommends
a full tear-off of the existing roof system to the deck and replacing it with [IECC required insulation
and a new SBS modified bitumen roof system. Alterations to the roof edges and new flashings
around the perimeter will be required to respond to the deeper system thickness. Roof drains should
be extended to the new roof level and equipped with overflow protection to prevent water from
ponding on the roof when one or more of the four roof drains become blocked by debris from
nearby trees. Most mechanical curbs will need to be altered as well (see MEP recommendations).

The existing, steel, uninsulated windows should be removed, the openings properly flashed, and
new, insulated and thermally broken frames with insulated, low-e glazing units installed. Exterior
doors at main entries to the building should also be replaced with more inviting aluminum storefront
frames and entry doors. The storefront systems should also be thermally broken and insulated and
include insulated glazing in the sidelites and doors. Doors that are not part of a main entry (at shop
areas, for example) should be replaced with new hollow-metal frames and doors that are insulated,
thermally broken, hot-dipped galvanized and weather-tight. Any damaged lintels should be
repaired or replaced, all rust removed from existing lintels and repainted. New lintels should be hot-
dipped galvanized and painted. All of the large, over-head coiling garage doors should be
replaced with insulated ones with new motors and rails. Jambs and heads should be repaired and
prepped to allow the new doors to seal properly when installed.

WPa recommends replacing the metal panels at the tops of the walls to make sure they are flashed
properly and weather-tight. In areas where there appears to be horizontal movement in the top
portions of the wall, a structural engineer should evaluate the cause and whether it is a item for
continued concern or the remnant of building settling that has stopped.

The brick and mortar issues are tricky and there is no easy way to replace the rusting relief angles
without removing the exterior brick and re-building it. The relieg angles could be replaced with hot-
dipped galvanized angles at that time and the condition of the wall cavity insulation could be
assessed, remediated and resolved before new brick in re-installed. It is possible that a new roof,
new flashings and new metal panel skins at the top of the wall would halt the ingress of moisture
into the wall cavities and prevent further rusting and expansion. Under those circumstances simply
repairing the damaged mortar and brick could suffice but there is no guarantee that the rusting
wouldn’t continue to expand from some other cause. Regardless it is safe to assume that the wall
insulation in the discolored areas is of little value at this time for energy efficiency.

Interior Environment

Most interior finishes need to be updated. Some elements like the acoustical ceilings are in such
poor shape (sagging, discoloration, etc.) from exposure to humidity that they should be completely

replaced. There are a variety of floor finished throughout the building and many of them are daé[ed
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or not appropriate for a higher education building. The terrazzo floors are unique and tend to
endure. There is no obvious need to remove them or cover them up. The variety of VCT colors and
patterns should be standardized across the building. Vinyl sheet flooring should be removed and
replaced with new VCT. Carpet tiles should replace the cut-pile carpetsin office areas. Shop floors
could benefit from a thorough cleaning and new epoxy coatings that are easy to maintain and
clean. The entire building needs to be repainted.

Interior doors should be replaced with new solid-core wood doors with new hardware and locks at
all locations where a solid-core wood door is appropriate. The shop areas where the interior
environment is variable due to garage door operation, cleaning and other activities should be
equipped with new, galvanized, hollow-metal doors. Most interior frames are likely in good shape
but where there has been water damage to doors in shop areas, new, galvanized hollow-metal
frames are also recommended.

The restroom problems are not easy to address as there are few opportunities to add new restrooms
within the existing building footprint, and even fewer opportunities to modify existing restrooms to
meet the ADA requirements for maneuvering and clearances. This could be addressed as part of
a new entry project that extends the existing lobby and provides a focal point to the building.
Restrooms included in that design could be sized to meet the ADA and the fixture shortages of the
existing building. The existing restrooms need to be updated with new fixtures and accessories, as
well as finishes.

The operable partitions in several classrooms are dated and should either be replaced with new
operable acoustical panels to properly divide the spaces or be removed altogether. The Student
and Faculty Lounges also need upgrading. Currently, both these spaces feel like an afterthought
and do not really provide the type of experience one would expect from a lounge area.

The shop areas almost all have storage problems. Materials are stored haphazardly on mezzanine
spaces accessed by ladders or spiral stairs which do not provide safe access to the areas. Railings
around such areas are sometimes non-existent. In the original building, tool storage is lacking. In
one instance, in the Carpentry Lab, tools were being hung on sprinkler pipes due to lack of suitable
storage options. Tools and materials need to be stored in areas that are safe to access and provide
security and easy access to the items.

Because the building has very little natural lighting, the need for quality artificial lighting is at a
premium. The existing light fixtures should be upgraded to brighter LEDs with new lighting controls
throughout the building. In addition to improving the interior environment, LED lighting reduces
operational costs through energy efficiency and ease of maintenance.

Building Systems

The HVAC and power systems in the buildings are over 40 years old. On similar buildings, it has been
recommended that all the mechanical units be replaced. This will also require some new systems
like make-up air that have been incorporated into the mechanical code since the building was
constructed. The ductwork layout should be carefully considered at that time to make sure spaces
that have been altered since the initial design will be properly conditioned. The use of the hot-
water radiant heaters in various shop areas should also be evaluated to determine if this is the best
approach to heating these spaces today.
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Much of the main power distribution equipment appears to be original to the building and may not
meet current codes. WPa’s cost estimate assumes that these elements will be upgraded as part of
a major renovation.

The various exhaust systems in the shop areas need to be upgraded and modernized - or provided
in the case of the diesel technology lab. The defunct exhaust system in the electrical shop should
be removed if no longer needed.

Site Improvements

WPa recommends repairs and improvements to all landscaping walls and fences around the
building. This will add to the much-needed sense of place at the Laurel South Campus.

The whole asphalt parking lot and associated drives need to be resurfaced and restriped.

The small maintenance building behind the 1975 addition houses a large amount of equipment for
the upkeep of the building and grounds. It would improve the appearance of the building to have
a new metal skin to match the new metal panels on the main building. The interior of this building
could also use improved storage shelving and updated insulation and heating.

An improved entry addition is the most effective way to give the building a presence and establish
a focal point for visitors. Additionally, a new entry addition provides an opportunity to easily add
much needed restrooms for accessibility. WPa recommends seriously considering this approach to
resolve multiple shortcomings of the building at the same time.

Other Considerations

An additional factor that will affect the cost of renovation are the user agency’s request that the
building remain occupied during construction. This will complicate the schedule and ability of
contractors to work on systems that affect the whole building. HVAC, electrical, plumbing
upgrades would affect large areas of the building at once. Other work could easily be phased.
WHITE | POLLARD architects recommends that the work be divided into three parts according to
the roof areas: the original building, the low bay portions of the 1975 addition and the high bay
portions of the addition. The actual order, and extent, of each phase would require close
coordination with an MEP Consultant as the upgrading of building systems will be a primary driver
of the phasing. WPa’s recent experience with long lead-time items, like major electrical
components, will make the phasing even more difficult.
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New Construction:

WHITE | POLLARD architects was also asked to estimate the cost of a new building of the same size,
construction, and program to be located on a site at the Laurel North Campus.

Due to the natural slope of the site and the types of spaces it would contain, the building would need
to be two-stories in areas with offices and more traditional classrooms. The shop areas would need to
have taller clearances and could be located on the lower portion of the site to the East where they
have access to the drives and parking areas for overhead doors. The area of the new building would
increase to account for stairs and elevators to serve the two-story version of the original program.
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summary

The building at Laurel South has been in service for over 50 years. In those 50 years, codes have
changed, programmatic needs have changed, and the building itself has changed. During our
site visit, a number of issues were immediately apparent: the building was in need of a face lift,
water was getting into the walls, and the building had been modified haphazardly over the years
to try to keep up with the changing needs of the school. WPa was provided construction
documents for the 1975 addition but no plans of the original building are known to exist — an issue
that causes problems for the maintenance staff on a regular basis. To provide a meaningful
renovation of the Laurel South building, more than finishes must be considered. There are design
issues that are affecting the brick exterior and will likely continue affecting the brick exterior forever.
Water has gotten into the walls and damaged the wall system (wet insulation, rusted angles,
damaged mortar, cracked and broken bricks). As long as water continues to enter the wall the
problems will persist. The building systems are as old as the building itself and while they have been
maintained, they were not designed to do the job they need to do now. Energy Efficiency, Safety
and Accessibility all place demands on the building and some are not easy to address. Systems
like the roof will require complete removal and the new roof will have to meet current codes - this
means thicker insulation and changes to the roof edge and mechanical curb design.

WPa has attempted to address all the issues we found during our visit in this report but, there are
likely a number of issues still to be uncovered. WPa took over 700 pictures, measured humidity levels,
researched the design of the building and observed every space. Our estimate addresses
everything found in the limited time available.

Cost Estimates

The Cost Estimate for the proposed renovations is based on areas, dimensions and quantities
derived from a building model constructed from available construction documents, plans and
observed conditions at the site. Unit costs are based on a variety of sources, past experience with
similar systems and building types and recent trends and are determined by a variety of elements
that may not be explicitly mentioned in the item description. (See Appendix B)

Laurel South Renovation $25,063,576.87.
New Building at Laurel North $28,020,094.08
Comparison of renovation costs to cost of new construction 89.4%

WPa is providing the cost for new construction to provide a reference for the costs of renovating
the existing building. The cost of new construction would be approximately $2,956,517.20 more
than the estimated cost to repair the existing building. However, the costs associated with the

temporary relocation of programs during repairs is difficult to estimate with a complex renovation
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that will occur while the building is partially occupied and in an economic climate where lead times
on items can suddenly increase, causing delays. Additionally, the new construction is based on a
building of similar size and program - a new building on the North Campus might have slightly
different programmatic needs. The schematic design of a new facility was not part of the scope
of this study.

WHITE | POLLARD architects has enjoyed the opportunity to work with you on this challenging project.
Renovation projects are always difficult to quantify, and some issues can only be discovered once
construction begins. With buildings that are in the process of failing, that unknown element can be
even more unpredictable as one failing element may cause damage to other elements in places
that are hard to observe during design. While WPa was tasked with assessing the needs of the
existing building, it was important to keep those needs in context with the possibility of completely
replacing the building rather than attempting to address all the programmatic challenges and
construction issues inherent in buildings constructed at that time. Please feel free to contact us if
clarifications are needed or if there are additional questions or concerns.

Respectfully Submitted,

Kell D Pollard, AIA, NCARB, LEED AP Steven M White, AIA, LEED AP
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Appendix A

Existing Building Room Plan
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Appendix B

Cost Estimates
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COST ESTIMATE - RENOVATION

KCTCS - Somerset Community College -
Laurel South Renovation Study
470-CAYX-SS74-00

Existing II-B Construction - Total Square Footage = 51,956 Square Feet
REPAIRS AND IMPROVEMENTS

STRUCTURAL REPAIRS unit cost X quantity
1.0 Structural Masonry Repairs 14,880.00 1 $ 14,880.00
2.0 Roof and Framing Modifications 49,600.00 1 $ 49,600.00
3.0 Foundation Repairs & New Footers for Brick 167,748.51 1 $ 167,748.51
4.0 Misc. Structural Items 20% $ 46,445.70
Structural Subtotal: $ 278,674.21
ARCHITECTURAL REPAIRS unit cost X quantity
1.0 New SBS Modified Bitumin Roof Install, Repair & Insulation $ 32.76 /sf 62,100 SF _$ 2,034,396.00
2.0 New Copings and Extended Parapets / Flashing $ 9421 /if 1600 LF $ 186,913.04
3.0 Energy Efficient Windows & Flashings (Blinds) $ 1,566.31 /ea 46 ea $ 72,050.08
4.0 New Alum Entries, Doors & Sidelites (ADA & Security Card Readers) $ 9,5639.15 /ea 6 ea $ 57,234.90
5.0 Large Energy Efficient Windows & Flashings (Blinds) $ 9,595.99 /ea 2 ea $ 19,191.98
6.0 New Acoustical Tile Ceilings and Grids $ 9.40 /sf 28812 SF % 270,832.80
7.0 New Accessible Restrooms (8 WC, 4 Lavs, 4 Urin.) $ 10,052.01 /ea 20 ea $ 201,040.25
8.0 New Interior Paint $ 252 /sf 160,545 SF  $ 404,573.40
9.0 Exterior Metal Panel Replacement $ 17.42 /sf 6,485 SF % 112,987.94
10.0 Brick Replacement (Mortar, Relief Angles, Exp Joints, CMU Repair) $ 72.67 /st 19,111 SF  $ 1,388,856.73
11.0 Exterior Doors (non-entrances) $ 2,820.00 /ea 13 SF $ 36,660.00
12.0 Epoxy Floor Coating in Shop Areas (prep floors) $14.40 /sf 25,624 SF $ 368,985.60
13.0 New Operable Partitions at Classrooms (acoustical) $ 107.88 /sf 744 SF$ 80,262.72
14.0 Upgraded Student and Faculty Lounge Areas $ 26.04 /if 1,532 If $ 39,893.28
15.0 New Door Panels and Hardware for allrooms $ 1,785.60 /ea 109 ea $ 194,630.40
16.0 Extend / Replace Roof Drains $ 2,855.34 /ea 14 ea $ 39,974.69
17.0 New Entry / Extended Lobby (restrooms notincl.) $ 217.12 /sf 2,200 sf $ 477,672.80
18.0 Upgraded shop storage areas & mezzanines $ 20.80 /sf 901 sf  $ 18,743.95
19.0 - $ - Jea 1 ea $ -
20.0 New Floor Finishes (excl. Corridors) $ 6.61 /ea 36,861 ea $ 243,621.72
21.0 - $ - Jea 12 ea $ -
22.0 Temporary Classroom Trailers $ 416,000.00 /ea 1 ea $ 416,000.00
23.0 Miscellaneous Labor & Material X 30% $ 1,435,421.13
Architectural Subtotal: $ 8,099,943.40
MEP REPAIRS & IMPROVEMENTS unit cost X quantity
1.0 Upgraded Exhaust, Ventillation and Extraction Systems $ 2,059,200.00 /ea 1# 8 2,059,200.00
2.0 Undate Existing Plumbing and Fixtures $1,711,460.25 /ea 1 # $ 1,711,460.25
3.0 New HVAC and Makeup Air System $ 3,617,237.52 /ea 1# 8 3,617,237.52
4.0 Updated Electrical and Lighting $ 2,567,192.93 /ea 1 # $ 2,567,192.93
3.0 Updated Communication and Data $ 203,801.65 /ea 1# 8 203,801.65
3.0 Electric Safety and Security $ 866,159.15 /ea 1 # $ 866,159.15
4.0 Miscellaneous Labor & Material X 20% $ 754,132.05
MEP Subtotal: $ 11,779,183.55
SITE IMPROVEMENTS unit cost X quantity
1.0 New Parking lot surface and striping $ 2,127.84 /sp 262 sp  $ 557,494.08
2.0 Upgraded Maintenance Bldg $  49,600.00 /ea 1 ea $ 49,600.600)
3.0 Miscelaneous Labor & Materials Page 1 - X 20 % cBst Estimate W2HdAE82




Site Improvements Subtotal:

$ 728,512.90

ARCH ESTIMATE OF CONSTRUCTION COST SUBTOTAL (No OHP + GC) :

$ 20,886,314.06

Contractors O & P + General Conditions

1.0 Contractor's Overhead & Profit + Federal Wage Rate X 15% 3,132,947.11
2.0 Contractor's General Conditions X 5% 1,044,315.70
TOTAL CONTRACTOR O&P + GENERAL CONDITIONS COST: $ 4,177,262.81

ARCH TOTAL ESTIMATE OF CONSTRUCTION COST (IIA+V+VI):

$ 25,063,576.87

PROJECT COST PER SQUARE FOOT (Arch & Sitework): $ 25,063,576.87 /

Page 2

51,956

sf

$ 482.40
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COST ESTIMATE - NEW CONSTRUCTION

KCTCS - Somerset Community College -
Laurel South Renovation Study
470-CAYX-SS74-00

ESTIMATED COSTS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION

Trade School Building with two-story classroom section and one-story high bay based on program of existing building

New Trade School Building on the North Campus (62,000 SF) Unit Cost Quantity

1.0 Costof aNew Trade School Buiding $438.00 /SF 62700 SF

2.0 New Parking Lot and Drives $2,127.84 /space 262 spaces
3.0 $0.00 0 LF

4

$27,462,600.00

$557,494.08
$0.00

Total Cost for New Construction

$28,020,094.08

Page 1
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Appendix C

Brick Industry Association, Technical Note 18A
Brick Industry Association, Technical Note 31B
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TECHNICAL NOTES on Brick Construction | 18A

12007 Sunrise Valley Drive, Suite 430, Reston, Virginia 20191 | www.gobrick.com | 703-620-0010 %allé

Accommodating Expansion
of Brickwork

Abstract: Expansion joints are used in brickwork to accommodate movement and to avoid cracking. This Technical Note

describes typical movement joints used in building construction and gives guidance regarding their placement. The theory and
rationale for the guidelines are presented. Examples are given showing proper placement of expansion joints to avoid cracking
of brickwork and methods to improve the aesthetic impact of expansion joints. Also included is information about bond breaks,

bond beams and flexible anchorage.

Key Words: bond breaks, differential movement, expansion joints, flexible anchorage, movement, sealants.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS:

Vertical Expansion Joints in Brick Veneer:

« For brickwork without openings, space no more than 25 ft
(7.6 m) o.c.

* For brickwork with multiple openings, consider
symmetrical placement of expansion joints and reduced
spacing of no more than 20 ft (6.1 m) o.c.

» When spacing between vertical expansion joints in
parapets is more than 15 ft (4.6 m), make expansion
joints wider or place additional expansion joints halfway
between full-height expansion joints

* Place as follows:

« at or near corners

« at offsets and setbacks

« at wall intersections

« at changes in wall height

» where wall backing system changes

» where support of brick veneer changes

» where wall function or climatic exposure changes
 Extend to top of brickwork, including parapets

Horizontal Expansion Joints in Brick Veneer:
* Locate immediately below shelf angles

» Minimum %4 in. (6.4 mm) space or compressible material
recommended below shelf angle

« For brick infill, place between the top of brickwork and
structural frame

INTRODUCTION

Brickwork Without Shelf Angles:
» Accommodate brickwork movement by:

* placing expansion joints around elements that are
rigidly attached to the frame and project into the
veneer, such as windows and doorframes

« installing metal caps or copings that allow independent
vertical movement of wythes

« installing jamb receptors that allow independent
movement between the brick and window frame

« installing adjustable anchors or ties

Expansion Joint Sealants:

» Comply with ASTM C920, Grade NS, Use M

* Class 50 minimum compressibility recommended;
Class 25 alternate

* Consult sealant manufacturer’s literature for guidance
regarding use of primer and backing materials

Bond Breaks:

+ Use building paper, flashing, or 4 to 6 mil thick
polyethylene sheeting to separate brickwork from
dissimilar materials, foundations and slabs

Load-Bearing Masonry:

» Use reinforcement to accommodate stress
concentrations, particularly in parapets, at applied loading
points and around openings

« Consider effect of vertical expansion joints on brickwork
stability

A system of movement joints is necessary to accommodate the changes in volume that all building materials
experience. Failure to permit the movements caused by these changes may result in cracks in brickwork, as
discussed in Technical Note 18. The type, size and placement of movement joints are critical to the proper
performance of a building. This Technical Note defines the types of movement joints and discusses the proper
design of expansion joints for brickwork. Details of expansion joints are provided for load-bearing and non-load-
bearing applications. Movement joints are typically included in the design of commercial and multistory structures
and, although rare, must also be considered for residential structures.

© 2019 Brick Industry Association, Reston, Virginia
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TYPES OF MOVEMENT JOINTS

The primary type of movement joint used in brick construction is the expansion joint. Other types of movement
joints in buildings include control joints, building expansion joints and construction (cold) joints. Each of these is
designed for a specific application, and they should not be used interchangeably. It is important to understand the
proper function of each movement joint, as improper application will prevent the joint from functioning properly and
may result in damage to the masonry.

An expansion joint prevents cracking by separating brick masonry into segments, reducing the cumulative effects
of movements caused by changes in temperature, moisture expansion, elastic deformation, settlement and
creep. Expansion joints may be horizontal or vertical. The joints are formed by leaving a continuous unobstructed
opening through the brick wythe that may be filled with a highly compressible material. This allows the joints

to partially close as the brickwork expands. Expansion joints must be located so the structural integrity of the
brickwork is not compromised.

A control joint creates a plane of weakness in concrete or concrete masonry construction that, in conjunction with
reinforcement or joint reinforcement, causes a crack resulting from shrinkage to occur at a predetermined location
in a straight line. A control joint is usually a partial depth indentation cut or formed into concrete or a vertical gap
through a concrete masonry wythe that may be filled with inelastic materials. A control joint will tend to widen as
the concrete or concrete masonry shrinks. Control joints must be located so that the structural integrity of the
concrete or concrete masonry is not affected.

A building expansion joint is used to separate a building into discrete sections so stresses developed in one
section will not affect the integrity of the entire structure. A building expansion joint extends through the entire wall
assembly, other components of the building envelope, and the underlying structure, and is wider than a typical
expansion or control joint in a masonry wythe.

A construction joint (cold joint) occurs primarily in concrete construction when construction work is interrupted.
Construction joints should be located where they will least impair the strength of the structure.

EXPANSION JOINT CONSTRUCTION

Although the primary purpose of expansion joints is to accommodate expansive movement of brickwork, the joint
also must resist water penetration and air infiltration. Figure 1 shows typical examples of vertical expansion joints.
A premolded foam or neoprene pad that extends through the full wythe thickness aids in keeping mortar or other
debris from clogging the joint and increases water penetration resistance. Fiberboard and similar materials are not
suitable for this purpose because they are not as compressible.

Expansion joints should be formed as the wall is built, as shown in Photo 1. As expansion joints are formed, it
is important to prevent mortar, ties or wire joint reinforcement from bridging the expansion joint. If this occurs,
movement will be restricted and the expansion joint will not perform as intended. In some cases, vertical

Figure 1 Photo 1
Vertical Expansion Joints Vertical Expansion Joint Construction
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expansion joints may be cut into existing brickwork

as a remedial action. However, proper placement

and alignment of expansion joints cut into completed
brickwork are necessary to avoid small slivers of brick
adjacent to the joint, as shown in Photo 2.

Sealants

Sealants are used on the exterior side of expansion
joints to prevent water and air penetration. Many
different types of sealants are available, although
those that exhibit the highest expansion and
compression capabilities are best. Sealants used with
expansion joints should conform to the requirements
of ASTM C920, Standard Specification for Elastomeric
Joint Sealants [Ref. 1], Grade NS, Use M, and be
sufficiently compressible, resistant to weathering
(ultraviolet light) and bond well to adjacent materials.

Photo 2
Poorly Aligned Remedial Expansion Joint

Grade NS specifies a non-sagging sealant applied to
joints installed on vertical surfaces at temperatures between 40 and 122 °F (4.4 and 50 °C). Use M indicates a
sealant that meets the requirements of the specification when tested on mortar specimens.

Sealant manufacturers should be consulted for the suitability of their sealants for expansion joint applications.
Compatibility of sealants with adjacent materials such as brick, flashings, metals, etc., also must be taken into
consideration. Silicone sealants are generally recommended for use on brickwork. Other sealant types that
have been used successfully in brickwork include polyurethanes and polysulfides. Most sealants suitable for
use in brickwork expansion joints meet an ASTM C920 Class 25, Class 50 or Class 100/50 rating. Class 25 and
Class 50 ratings require the sealant to expand and contract by at least 25 percent or 50 percent of the initial
joint width, respectively. The Class 100/50 rating requires the sealant to withstand 100 percent expansion and
50 percent contraction when tested for adhesion and cohesion. Sealants meeting Class 50 or Class 100/50 are
recommended to minimize the number of joints. Many sealants require a primer to be applied to the masonry
surface to ensure adequate bond. Field adhesion testing of the specified expansion joint sealants should be
performed prior to construction for all substrates on the project in order to verify the sealant bond and determine
the need for a primer.

Use a circular foam backer rod behind sealants to keep the sealant at a constant depth and to provide a surface
to tool the sealant against. The backer rod should be sized approximately 25 percent larger than the joint width
to provide the appropriate fit. The sealant must not adhere to the backer rod. The depth of the sealant should be
approximately one-half the width of the expansion joint, with a minimum sealant depth of 4 in. (6.4 mm).

VERTICAL EXPANSION JOINTS
Spacing

No single recommendation on the positioning and spacing of expansion joints can be applicable to all structures.
Each structure should be analyzed to determine the full extent of movement expected. Accommodate these
movements with a series of expansion joints. Determine the spacing of expansion joints by considering the
amount of expected wall movement, the desired size of the expansion joint, and the compressibility of the sealant,
backer and filler materials. In addition to the amount of anticipated movement, other variables that also may affect
the size and spacing of expansion joints include restraint conditions, elastic deformation due to loads, shrinkage
and creep of mortar, construction tolerances, and wall orientation.

The theory and equation for estimating the anticipated extent of unrestrained brick wythe movement are presented
in Technical Note 18. Estimated movement is based on the theoretical movement of the brickwork attributed

to each property and expressed as coefficients of moisture expansion (k.), thermal expansion (k) and freezing
expansion (k;). As discussed in Technical Note 18, for most unrestrained brickwork, the total extent of movement
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can be estimated as the length of the brickwork multiplied by 0.0009. A derivative of this equation can be written to
calculate the theoretical spacing between vertical expansion joints as follows:

W Eq. 1
S, = i q
0.09

where:

Se = spacing between expansion joints, in. (mm)

w; = width of expansion joint, typically the mortar joint width, in. (mm)

e; = percent compressibility of expansion joint material (least of sealant, backer and filler)

The expansion joint is typically sized to resemble a mortar joint, usually % in. (10 mm) to %z in. (13 mm). The width
of an expansion joint may be limited by the sealant capabilities. Compressibility of modern sealants in the 25 to
50 percent range is typical for brickwork.

Example. Consider a typical brick veneer with a desired expansion joint size of 2 in. (13 mm) and a sealant with
50 percent compressibility. Equation 1 gives the following theoretical expansion joint spacing:
(0.5 in.)(50)

Se = —————— = 278in.or 23ft, 2in. (7.06 m)
0.09

Therefore, the maximum theoretical spacing between vertical expansion joints in a straight wall would be 23 ft,

2 in. (7.06 m). This theoretical spacing does not take into account window openings, corners or properties of
other materials that may require a reduction in expansion joint spacing. In most instances, it is desirable to be
conservative when calculating spacing between joints, but it may be justifiable to exceed the theoretical maximum
spacing based on engineering judgment. For example, calculations may result in a theoretical spacing of
expansion joints every 23 ft, 2 in. (7.06 m), but the actual expansion joint spacing is set at 24 ft (7.32 m) to match
the structural column spacing or a specific modular dimension. Vertical expansion joint spacing should not exceed
25 ft (7.6 m) in brickwork without openings and 20 ft (6.1 m) for brickwork with multiple openings.

Placement

The actual location of vertical expansion joints in

a structure is dependent upon the configuration

of the structure, as well as the expected amount

of movement. In addition to placing an adequate
number of expansion joints within long walls, consider
placing expansion joints at areas of natural stress
concentration, such as corners, offsets, openings,
wall intersections, changes in wall heights, junctions,
parapets, material transitions, deflection of supports
and deflection of wood.

Corners. Walls expand toward their ends, which

may cause distress where they intersect on one or

both sides of a corner, as shown in Figure 2a. Place

expansion joints near corners to alleviate this stress.

The preferred location is within 2 ft (600 mm) of the

corner on either side. This is because masons can

typically reach about 2 ft (600 mm) around the corner

from where they are working, so this is a convenient Figure 2

location for joint placement. An expansion joint should Vertical Expansion Joints at Corners
be placed within approximately 10 ft (3 m) of at least
one side of the corner in either wall. The sum of
distances from a corner to first vertical expansion joint in each wall should not exceed the spacing of expansion
joints in a straight wall, as shown in Figure 2b. For example, if the spacing between vertical expansion joints on
a straight wall is 25 ft (7.6 m), then the spacing of expansion joints around a corner could be 10 ft (3.0 m) on one
side of the corner and 15 ft (4.6 m) on the other side.
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Figure 3 Figure 4
Vertical Expansion Joints at Offsets Cracking at “Punched” Windows

Offsets and Setbacks. As the ends of parallel walls expand, they tend to rotate the wall section that connects
them, resulting in cracks, as shown in Figure 3a. Place expansion joints at the offset to allow the parallel walls to
expand, as Figure 3b illustrates. Expansion joints placed at inside corners are less visible.

Openings. In structures containing “punched” windows and door openings at regularly spaced intervals, more
movement occurs in the brickwork above and below the openings than in the brickwork between the openings.
Less movement occurs along the line of openings since there is less masonry. This differential movement creates
a stress concentration where the two sections of brickwork meet, which can cause cracks that emanate from the
corners of the opening, as in Figure 4. This pattern of cracking does not exist in structures with continuous ribbon
windows, as there are only spandrels of similar length and no smaller sections of brickwork between windows.

Window and door openings typically act as “natural” expansion joints and may govern or otherwise play a role in
determining the placement of movement joints. Because of this, it is typically desired to place joints aligned with
the edges of these openings; however, the feasibility of doing so will often depend on the size of openings in a
given wall section, how the brickwork is supported above the opening and how the openings are aligned. Sealant
joints are typically placed around the perimeter of the door or window frame to allow for movement between the
door or window and the masonry rough opening (perimeter joints). These perimeter sealant joints may intersect
with veneer expansion joints. For instance, when a vertical veneer expansion joint aligns with a window or door
opening, the same sealant joint can serve as both the perimeter joint and the vertical expansion joint along the
height of the window or door unit.

Where the masonry above an opening is supported by shelf angles attached to the structure, there are no
impediments to placing a vertical expansion joint aligned with the jamb of the opening. In this case, the same
sealant joint can serve as both the perimeter joint and the horizontal expansion joint along the width of the
window.

If a loose laid lintel is used to support the brickwork above an opening, expansion joints can also be placed
alongside the opening, as shown in Figure 5a. However, this configuration is more complicated to detail

and construct. Because the lintel is not attached to the structure, it must be allowed to expand and contract
independently of the brick. A slip plane should be formed by placing flashing above and below the angle. Mortar
placed in front of the lintel is subject to cracking; thus, a backer rod and sealant should be used, as shown in
Figure 5b. Because steel expands more than masonry, a ¥s to 4 in. (3.2 to 6.4 mm) space should be left at each
end of the lintel. These measures form a pocket that allows movement of the steel angle within the brickwork.

If a vertical expansion joint cannot be built in this manner, it is not recommended to place a joint alongside the
opening.
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Figure 5 Figure 6
Expansion Joint at a Loose Lintel Expansion Joints at Junctions

Locating the expansion joint adjacent to the window when using a loose-laid lintel will influence the dead weight
of the masonry bearing on the lintel. The full height and thus weight of the masonry above the opening should be
assumed to bear on the lintel instead of the triangular-shaped load typically assumed for loose-laid lintels. See
Technical Note 31B for more information about steel lintel design.

There are alternatives to placing vertical expansion joints adjacent to window and door openings. Particularly for
openings with loose-laid lintels, shifting the joint past the end of the lintel will simplify detailing. A variation on this
option is to place expansion joints halfway between the windows. Doing so provides a purposeful aesthetic but
requires a sufficiently wide section of masonry between the openings, typically no less than 4 ft (1.2 m). When
windows are too close together to permit an expansion joint between them, consider installing expansion joints at
each end of the window group. In this case, joint reinforcing is recommended to be placed in the courses directly
above and below the window group to reduce the risk of cracking. The joint reinforcing should be engineered.

Junctions. Expansion joints should be located at junctions of walls with different environmental exposures or
support conditions. Separate portions of brickwork exposed to different climatic conditions with expansion joints
since each area will move differently. An exterior wall containing brickwork that extends into a building’s interior
should have an expansion joint separating the exterior brickwork from the interior brickwork. Expansion joints
should also be installed to separate adjacent walls of different heights to avoid cracking caused by differential
movement, particularly when the height difference is very large. Examples are shown in Figure 6.
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Parapets. Parapets require special treatment due to their differing configuration compared with a typical building
wall. A parapet is exposed to moisture and the environment on three sides instead of one, which increases the
amount of movement it can experience. A parapet also lacks sufficient dead load from brickwork above to restrain
movement. Because of these conditions, additional accommodations for movement are required in parapets. It is
recommended to extend all vertical expansion joints through the parapet and place additional parapet expansion
joints approximately halfway between those running full height, such that the spacing between joints is no more
than 15 ft (4.6 m) apart at the top of the parapet. These parapet expansion joints must continue to a horizontal
expansion joint. Usually they will be terminated at the horizontal joint associated with the shelf angle at the roof
level. If joint spacing of no more than 15 ft (4.6 m) cannot be achieved, widen the expansion joints. If additional
parapet joints cannot be installed, continuous joint reinforcement should be installed at 16 in. (406 mm) o.c.
vertically in the parapet.

Material Transitions. Many modern buildings incorporate a variety of cladding materials in their design, with
multiple materials present on the same facade. Expansion joints should always be placed at the transitions
between brick and non-masonry cladding systems to accommodate the movement of each material. Closure of
the brick air space, flashing and drainage between cladding systems is necessary in many cases. Expansion
joints are also required between brick and projecting elements such as pipes, vents and ducts. Refer to

Technical Note 7 for more information about flashing requirements and recommendations at material transitions. In
the case of horizontal joints, increased width to accommodate additional movement due to frame shrinkage may
be required.

Masonry Infill. Expansion joints should be placed around masonry infill to isolate it from the surrounding structural
frame. The expansion joint along the top course of the infill should accommodate the deflection of the beam, floor
or roof system above.

Deflection of Support. Brickwork can be supported by a beam or floor, provided that the maximum deflection of
that support is L/600. These spandrel sections of brickwork are subject to stresses from deflection of the support.
Reduced spacing between expansion joints will permit deflection to occur without cracking the brickwork.

Support on Wood. Building Code Requirements for Masonry Structures (TMS 402) [Ref. 4] and most building
codes allow anchored masonry veneer with an installed weight not exceeding 40 Ib/ft? (1,915 Pa) and a maximum
height of 12 ft (3.66 m) to be supported on wood construction, provided that a vertical expansion joint is used to
isolate the veneer supported by wood from the veneer supported by the foundation.

Planning Expansion Joint Placement During Design

It can be difficult to decide where to begin when determining the placement of vertical expansion joints. Starting at
a corner and placing joints at the typical spacing around the building perimeter is not a recommended approach.
The following approach is suggested, which prioritizes placing joints at known areas of stress concentrations prior
to considering maximum recommended spacing.

1. Place joints at transitions between brick and other cladding systems or structures.

2. Place joints at junctions such as changes in support conditions and interfaces between walls of

differing height.

Place joints at all inside corners (offsets and setbacks) with brick on both sides.

Place joints near outside corners with brick on both sides, per Figure 2b.

Where possible, place joints near detailing such as quoins or reveals to minimize their appearance.

Based on whether the brickwork has openings, determine the maximum spacing between joints,

and place additional joints where needed. It is often preferable to place joints closer together where

they have minimal impact on architectural features rather than spacing them at the recommended

maximum distance. Joints at closer spacing can be used to create an aesthetic layout.

7. Extend vertical joints through the parapet. When spacing between vertical joints in a parapet is more
than 15 ft (4.6 m), either widen the joints or place additional parapet expansion joints as needed to
achieve a maximum 15 ft (4.6 m) spacing.

o0k w
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Aesthetic Effects

Although expansion joints are usually noticeable on flat walls of masonry buildings, there are ways to reduce their
visual impact. Architectural features such as quoins, recessed panels of brickwork or a change in bond pattern
reduce the visual impact of vertical expansion joints. In some cases, it may be desirable to accentuate the location
of the expansion joint as a design detail. This is possible by recessing the brickwork at the expansion joint or by
using special-shaped brick units as shown in Photo 3.

Colored sealants that match the brick in running bond, or the mortar in stack bond, help to hide vertical expansion
joints. Mason’s sand also can be rubbed into new sealant to remove the sheen, making the joint blend in

more. Expansion joints also are less noticeable when located at inside corners. Hiding expansion joints behind
downspouts or other building elements can inhibit maintenance access and is not advised. Installing expansion
joints to follow the masonry bond pattern (toothing or zipper joint) is not recommended. Their shape creates
difficulty in keeping debris out of the joint during construction; such debris could interfere with movement. In
addition, the articulated shape subjects the sealant to both shear and tension combined, which adversely affects
the performance of the sealant.

Symmetrical placement of expansion joints on the elevation of buildings is usually most aesthetically pleasing.
Further, placing the expansion joints in a pattern such that wall areas and openings are symmetrical between
expansion joints will reduce the likelihood of cracking.

Photo 3 Figure 7
Accentuated Expansion Joint Horizontal Expansion Joint at Shelf Angle

HORIZONTAL EXPANSION JOINTS

Horizontal expansion joints are typically needed if the brick wythe is supported on a shelf angle attached to the
frame or used as infill within the frame. Placing horizontal expansion joints below shelf angles provides sufficient
space for vertical expansion of the brickwork below and deformation of the shelf angle and the structure to which
it is attached. The joint is formed by leaving an unobstructed space, typically %4 in. (6 mm) in height, or placing a
highly compressible material beneath the angle, and a backer rod and sealant at the toe of the angle to seal the
joint. Structures that support the brick wythe on shelf angles, usually at each floor, must have horizontal expansion
joints under each shelf angle. Larger sized expansion joints may be required to accommodate the differential
movement of taller story heights or where a shelf angle supports more than one story of brickwork. Figure 7
shows a typical detail of a horizontal expansion joint beneath a shelf angle.

If the shelf angle is not attached to the structure when the brick below it are laid, then any temporary shims that
support the angle during installation must be removed after the shelf angle is connected. It is not necessary to
interrupt shelf angles at vertical expansion joint locations. However, shelf angles must be discontinuous to provide

(o]

(o)
www.gobrick.com | Brick Industry Association | TN 18A | Accommodating Expansion of Brickwork | Page 8 of 13




for their own thermal expansion. A space of Y4 in. in 20 ft (6 mm in 6 m) of shelf angle length is typically sufficient.
Bolt heads anchoring a shelf angle to the structure should be covered to decrease the possibility of flashing
puncture.

The size of the horizontal expansion joint should take into account movements of the brickwork and movements of
the frame. Frame movements include both material and load-induced movements, such as deflections of the shelf
angle; rotation of the horizontal leg of the shelf angle; and movement of the support from deflection, temperature
change, shrinkage, creep or other factors.

When a large horizontal expansion joint is necessary, a lipped brick course may be used to allow movement while
minimizing the aesthetic impact of the joint. To avoid problems with breakage, the height and depth of the lipped
portion of the brick should be at least /2 in. (13 mm). When specifying the depth of the lip, keep in mind that at
least two-thirds of the total thickness of the brick must bear directly on the shelf angle. No more than one-third of
the thickness of the brick wythe is permitted to overhang the shelf angle. For lipped brick, this overhang dimension
must include the depth of the lip. Lipped brick should be made by the brick manufacturer for quality assurance
purposes.

Construction using lipped brick requires careful consideration of the frame movements noted previously. Allowance
for adjacent material tolerances including the building frame should also be considered. Adequate space should
be provided between the lipped portion of the brick and the shelf angle to ensure no contact. Contact should not
occur between the lipped brick and the brickwork below the shelf angle or between the lip of the brick and the
shelf angle, not only during construction, but also throughout the life of the building.

Lipped brick may be installed as the first course above a shelf angle, as shown in Figure 8a. Flashing should be
placed between the shelf angle and the lipped brick course. Proper installation of flashing is made more difficult
with lipped brick because the flashing must conform to the shape of the lip. This shape may be achieved with
more rigid flashing materials or drip edges preformed to the shape of the lip. If the specified flashing materials
are made of composite, plastic or rubber, then a sheet metal drip edge should be used. The practice of placing
flashing one course above the shelf angle is not recommended, as this can increase the potential for moisture
entering the course below.

Lipped brick also may be inverted and placed on the top course of brickwork located directly beneath a shelf angle
with the lip oriented upward, as shown in Figure 8b. While installing an inverted lipped brick course allows the
flashing of the brickwork above to maintain a straight profile through the brickwork, it also allows the lipped brick

Lipped Brick Inverted Lipped Brick
(a) (b)
Figure 8
Alternate Expansion Joint Detail
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course to move independent of the shelf angle. As a consequence, there is an increased possibility of the shelf
angle coming in contact with the lipped brick course, resulting in cracking at the lip. When a course of inverted
lipped brick is installed, it is difficult, if not impossible, to install compressible material below the shelf angle, as
well as to access and remove temporary shims supporting the shelf angle above.

Horizontal expansion joints are also recommended when brick is used as an infill material within the frame of
the structure. Expansion joints must be provided between the top course of brickwork and the member above.
Deflections of the frame should be considered when sizing the expansion joint to avoid inadvertently loading the
brickwork.

STRUCTURES WITHOUT SHELF ANGLES

Some buildings with brick veneer construction do not support the brickwork on shelf angles. Low-rise buildings
constructed with wood and steel stud framing and buildings with shear walls typically do not exceed prescriptive
height limits for masonry veneer and do not need shelf angles to support the brickwork. The TMS Code
prescriptively permits brick veneer with wood or steel stud framing to a height of 30 ft (9 m) to the top plate

and 38 ft (12 m) to the top of a gable. However, there are no prescriptive height limits or intermediate support
requirements for brick veneer with a rigid backing of concrete or concrete masonry. Such veneers may be
supported without intermediate shelf angles to a recommended maximum height of about 50 ft (15 m), provided
that the building is detailed appropriately for the differential movement and that the moisture drainage system is
designed and constructed properly.

In these buildings, differential movement is accommodated by the anchor or tie system, window details, and
detailing at the top of the wall. These details must provide independent vertical movement between the brickwork
and the backing. Building components that extend into or through the brick veneer (windows, doors, vents,

etc.) also must be detailed to allow independent vertical movement of the brick veneer and the component. The
structural frame or backing provides the brick veneer with lateral support and carries all other vertical loads. The
veneer is anchored by flexible connectors or adjustable anchors that permit differential movement. Allowance

for differential movement between the exterior brickwork and the adjacent components should be provided at all
openings and at the tops of walls. Vertical expansion joints also must be incorporated, as discussed in previous
sections of this Technical Note.

Connectors, anchors or ties that transfer load from the brick wythe to a structural frame or backing that provides
lateral support should resist movement perpendicular to the plane of the wall (tension and compression) but
allow movement parallel to the wall without becoming disengaged. This flexible anchorage permits differential
movement between the structure and the brickwork. Figure 9 shows typical methods for anchoring masonry walls
to columns and beams. Technical Note 44B provides detailed information about masonry ties and anchors.

The size and spacing of anchors and ties are based on tensile and compressive loads induced by lateral loads
on the walls or on prescriptive anchor and tie spacing requirements in building codes. Technical Note 44B lists
recommended tie spacing based on application.

There must be sufficient clearance among the masonry elements and the beams and columns of the structural
frame to permit the expected differential movement. The masonry walls may be more rigid than the structural
frame. This clearance provides isolation between the brickwork and frame, allowing independent movement.

COMBINING MATERIALS

As discussed in Technical Note 18, brick have different movement properties compared with other building
materials. When other materials are used in combination with brick, the movement properties of that building
material (concrete, concrete masonry cast stone, etc.) must be considered. To reduce the potential for cracking
in a multi-wythe wall of brick and concrete masonry, movement joints must be installed in each wythe to
accommodate the differential movement between the materials. In this case, expansion joints are placed in the
brick wythe, and control joints are placed in the concrete masonry, although they do not necessarily have to be
aligned through the wall. Another way to separate wythes or bands of materials that express different movement
properties is to install a bond break to allow each material to move independently.
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Figure 9
Flexible Anchorage to Beams and Columns
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Bond Breaks

Concrete and concrete masonry have moisture and thermal movements that are considerably different from those
of brick masonry. Floor slabs and foundations also experience different states of stress due to their loading and
support conditions. Therefore, it may be necessary to separate brickwork from these elements using a bond break
such as building paper, flashing, or 4 to 6 mil thick polyethylene sheeting. Such bond breaks should be provided
between foundations and walls, between slabs and walls, and between concrete and clay masonry to allow
independent movement while still providing gravity support. Typical methods of breaking bond between walls and
slabs, and between walls and foundations, are shown in Figure 10.

When bands of clay brick are used in concrete masonry walls, or when bands of concrete masonry or cast
stone are used in clay brick walls, differences in material properties may cause mortar joints or masonry units to
crack. Such problems can be easily avoided by using bands of brickwork featuring brick of a different color, size
or texture, or a different bond pattern. If, however, a different material is used for the band, it may be prudent

to install a bond break between the two materials, provide additional movement joints in the wall, or place joint
reinforcement in the bed joints of the concrete masonry to reduce the potential for cracking.

Breaking the bond in this way does not affect the compressive strength of the wall and should not affect the
stability of the veneer wythe when anchored properly. The weight of the masonry, additional anchorage and

the frictional properties at the interface provide stability. Sealant at the face of the joints between the different
materials will reduce possible water entry. If the band is concrete masonry or cast stone, then additional control
joints are recommended in the band. If the band is a single course, then there is a likelihood of vertical cracks at
all head joints. These can be closed with a sealant. Bands of two or more courses should include horizontal joint
reinforcement in the intervening bed joints, as shown in Figure 11.

Figure 10 Figure 11
Bond Breaks in Cavity Wall Multi-Course Concrete Masonry Band

LOAD-BEARING MASONRY

The potential for cracking in load-bearing masonry members is less than in non-load-bearing masonry
members because compressive stresses from dead and live loads help offset the effects of any movement.
Adding reinforcement at critical sections such as parapets, points of load application and around openings to
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Figure 12
Bond Beams

accommodate or distribute high stresses will also help control the effects of movement. Reinforcement can

be placed in bed joints or in bond beams, as shown in Figure 12. Historic load-bearing structures were not
constructed with expansion joints. However, these walls were constructed using multi-wythe brick construction,
unlike typical structures built today.

SUMMARY

This Technical Note defines the types of movement joints used in building construction. Details of expansion joints
used in brickwork are shown. The recommended size, spacing and location of expansion joints are given. By
using the suggestions in this Technical Note, the potential for cracks in brickwork can be reduced.

Expansion joints are used in brick masonry to accommodate the movement experienced by materials as they
react to environmental conditions, adjacent materials and loads. In general, vertical expansion joints should be
used to break the brickwork into rectangular elements that have the same support conditions, climatic exposure
and through-wall construction. The maximum recommended spacing of vertical expansion joints is 25 ft (7.6 m).
Horizontal expansion joints must be placed below shelf angles supporting brick masonry.

The information and suggestions contained in this Technical Note are based on the available data
and the combined experience of engineering staff and members of the Brick Industry Association.
The information contained herein must be used in conjunction with good technical judgment

and a basic understanding of the properties of brick masonry. Final decisions on the use of

the information contained in this Technical Note are not within the purview of the Brick Industry
Association and must rest with the project architect, engineer and owner.
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STRUCTURAL STEEL LINTELS

Abstract: The design of structural steel lintels for use with brick masonry is too critical an element to be left to
“rule-of-thumb" designs. Too little concern for loads, stresses and serviceability can lead to problems.
Information is provided so that structural steel lintels for use in brick masonry walls may be satisfactorily

tural steel;_walls.

Key Words: beams (supports); brick; buildings; deflection; design; lintels; loads (forces); masonry; struc-

INTRODUCTION

A lintel is a structural member placed over an opening
in a wall. In the case of a brick masonry wall, lintels may
consist of reinforced brick masonry, brick masonry arches,
precast concrete or structural steel shapes. Regardless
of the material chosen for the lintel, its prime function is to
support the loads above the opening, and it must be
designed properly. To eliminate the possibility of structur-
al cracks in the wall above these openings, the structural
design of the lintels should not involve the use of "rule-of-
thumb" methods, or the arbitrary selection of structural
sections without careful analysis of the loads to be carried
and calculation of the stresses developed. Many of the
cracks which appear over openings in masonry walls are
due to excessive deflection of the lintels resulting from
improper or inadequate design.

This Technical Notes presents the considerations to
be addressed if structural steel lintels are to be used. It
also provides a procedure for the structural design of
these lintels. For information concerning reinforced brick
masonry lintels, see Technical Notes 17H and for brick
masonry arches, see Technical Notes 31, 31A and 31C
Revised.

CONSIDERATIONS

General

When structural steel lintels are used, there are sev-
eral considerations which must be addressed in order to
have a successful design. These include loading, type of
lintel, structural design, material selection and mainte-
nance, moisture control around the opening, provisions to
avoid movement problems and installation of the lintel in
the wall.

Types

There are several different types of structural steel lin-
tels used in masonry. They vary from single angle lintels
in cavity or veneer walls, to steel beams with plates in
solid walls, to shelf angles in brick veneer panel walls.
Most building codes permit steel angle lintels to be used
for openings up to 8 ft 0 in. (2.4 m). Openings larger than
this are usually required to have fire protected lintels.

Loose Angle Lintels. Loose angle lintels are used in
brick veneer and cavity wall constructions where the lintel
is laid in the wall and spans the opening. This type of lin-
tel has no lateral support. Figure la shows this condition.

Combination Lintels. In solid masonry walls, single
loose angle lintels are usually not capable of doing the
job. Therefore, combination lintels are required. These
combination lintels can take many forms, from a clustering
of steel angles, such as shown in Figs. 1b and 1c, to a
combination of steel beam and plates, as shown in Figs.
1d and le.

Angle Lintels - In solid masonry walls, it is usually sat-
isfactory to use multiple steel angles as a lintel. These
angles are usually placed back to back, as shown in Figs.
1b and 1c.

Steel Beam/Plate Lintels - In solid walls with large super-
imposed loads, or in walls where the openings are greater
than 8 ft 0 in. (2.4 m), it may be necessary to use lintels com-
posed of steel beams with attached or suspended plates, as
shown in Figs. 1d and 1e. This permits the beam to be fully
encased in masonry, and fire-protected.

Shelf Angles. In panel walls systems, the exterior
wythe of brickwork may be supported by shelf angles
rigidly attached to the structural frame. These shelf
angles, in some cases, also act as lintels over openings in
the masonry. This condition is shown in Fig.1f.

*QOriginally published in Nov/Dec 1981, this Technical Notes has been reviewed and reissued.
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Fig. 1
Types of Structural Steel Lintels

Design

The proper design of the structural steel lintel is very
important, regardless of the type used. The design must
meet the structural requirements and the serviceability
requirements in order to perform successfully. Design
loads, stresses and deflections will be covered in a later
section of this Technical Notes.

Materials

The proper specification of materials for steel lintels is
important for both structural and serviceability require-
ments. If materials are not properly selected and main-
tained, problems can occur.

Selection. The steel for lintels, as a minimum, should
comply with ASTM A 36. Steel angle lintels should be at
least 1/4 in. (6 mm) thick with a horizontal leg of at least 3
1/2 in. (90 mm) for use with nominal 4 in. (100 mm) thick
brick, and 3 in. (75 mm) for use with nominal 3 in. (75
mm) thick brick.

Maintenance. For harsh climates and exposures,
consideration should be given to the use of galvanized
steel lintels. If this is not done, then the steel lintels will
require periodic maintenance to avoid corrosion.

Moisture Control

Proper consideration must always be given to mois-
ture control wherever there are openings in masonry
walls. There must always be a mechanism to channel the
flow of water, present in the wall, to the outside.

Flashing and Weepholes. Even where galvanized
or stainless steel angles are used for lintels in cavity and
veneer walls, continuous flashing should be installed over
the angle. It should be placed between the steel and the
exterior masonry facing material to collect and divert
moisture to the outside through weepholes. Regardless
of whether flashing is used, weepholes should be provid-
ed in the facing at the level of the lintel to permit the
escape of any accumulated moisture. See Technical
Notes 7A for further information on flashing and weep-
holes.

Movement Provisions

Because of the diversity of movement characteristics
of different materials, it is necessary to provide for differ-
ential movement of the materials. This is especially true
at locations where a number of different materials come
together. Technical Notes 18 Series provides additional
information on differential movement.

Expansion Joints. Expansion joints in brick masonry
are very important in preventing unnecessary and unwant-
ed cracking. There are two types of expansion joints
which will need to be carefully detailed when lintels are
involved: vertical and horizontal.

Vertical - Vertical expansion joints are provided to per-
mit the horizontal movement of the brick masonry. Where
these expansion joints are interrupted by lintels, the
expansion joint should go around the end of the lintel and
then continue down the wall.
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Concentrated Loads. Concentrated loads from
beams, girders, or trusses, framing into the wall above the
opening, must also be taken into consideration. Such
loads may be distributed over a wall length equal to the
base of the trapezoid and whose summit is at the point of
load application and whose sides make an angle of 60
deg with the horizontal. In Fig. 2b, the portion of the con-
centrated load carried by the lintel would be distributed
over the length, EC, and would be considered as a par-
tially distributed uniform load. Arching action of the
masonry is not assumed when designing for concentrated
loads. Again, if stack bonded masonry is used, horizontal
joint reinforcement must be provided to assure this distrib-
ution.

Stresses

After the loads have been determined, the next step
in the design of the lintel is the design for stresses.
Which stresses need to be checked will depend upon the
type and detailing of the lintel.

Flexure. In a simply supported member loaded
through its shear center, the maximum bending moment
due to the triangular wall area (ABC) above the opening
can be determined by:

Mmax = WL

6
where:
Mmax= maximum moment (ft---Ib)

W = total load on lintel (Ib)
L = span of lintel, center to center of end bearing (ft)

As an alternative, the designer may wish to calculate an
equivalent uniform load by taking 2/3 of the maximum
height of the triangle times the unit weight of the masonry
as the uniform load across the entire lintel. If this is done,
the maximum bending moment equation becomes:

Muax = WL
8
where:
w = equivalent uniformly distributed load per unit
of length (Ib per ft).

To this bending moment should be added the bending
moment caused by the concentrated loading, if any.
Where such loads are located far enough above the lintel
to be distributed as shown in Fig. 2b, the bending moment
formula for a partially distributed uniform load may be
used. Such formulae may be found in the " Manual of
Steel Construction,” by the American Institute of Steel
Construction (AISC). Otherwise, concentrated load bend-
ing moments should be used.

The next step is the selection of the required section.
The angle, or other structural steel shape, should be
selected by first determining the required section modu-
lus. This becomes:

S = 12Mmax
Fo

where:

S = section modulus (ins)
Fv = allowable stress in bending of steel (psi)

The allowable stress, F», for ASTM A 36 structural steel is

22,000 psi (150 MPa) for members laterally supported.
Solid brick masonry walls under most conditions provide
sufficient lateral stiffness to permit the use of the full
22,000 psi (150 MPa). This is especially true when floors
or roofs frame into the wall immediately above the lintel.
The design for non-laterally supported lintels should be in
accordance with the AISC Specification for the Design,
Fabrication and Erection of Structural Steel for Buildings.

Using the design property tables in the AISC Manual,
a section having an elastic section modulus equal to, or
slightly greater than, the required section modulus is
selected. Whenever possible, within the limitations of
minimum thickness of steel and the length of outstanding
leg required the lightest section having the required sec-
tion modulus should be chosen.

Combined Flexure and Torsion. In some cases, the
design for flexure will need to be modified to include the
effects of torsion. This is the case in cavity and veneer
walls where the load on the angle is not through the shear
center.

In some situations, such as veneers, panel or curtain
walls, the lintel may be supporting only the triangular por-
tion of masonry directly over the opening. If this is the
case, then the torsional stresses will usually be negligible
compared to the flexural stresses, and can be safely
ignored.

If, on the other hand, there are imposed uniform loads
within the triangle or imposed concentrated loads above
the lintel, then a detailed, combined stress analysis will be
necessary. The design of a lintel subjected to combined
flexure and torsion should be in accordance with the AISC
Specification for the Design, Fabrication and Erection of
Structural Steel for Buildings.

Shear. Shear is a maximum at the end supports, and
for steel lintels it is seldom critical. However, the computa-
tion of the unit shear is a simple calculation and should
not be neglected. The allowable unit shear value for
ASTM A 36 structural steel is 14,500 psi (100 MPa). To
calculate the shear:

Vmax = Rmax
As

where:
Vmax = the actual maximum unit shear (psi)

Rmax = maximum reaction (Ib)
As = area of steel section resisting shear (sq. in.)

90



Bearing. In order to determine the overall length of a
steel lintel, the required bearing area must be determined.
The stress in the masonry supporting each end of the lin-
tel should not exceed the allowable unit stress for the type
of masonry used. For allowable bearing stresses, see
"Building Code Requirements for Engineered Brick
Masonry," BIA; "American Standard Building Code
Requirements for Masonry,” ANSI A41.1-1953 (R 1970);
or the local building code. The reaction at each end of
the lintel will be one-half the total uniform load on the lin-
tel, plus a proportion of any concentrated load or partially
distributed uniform load. The required area may be found
by:

Ab = R max
fm

where:
As = required bearing area (sq in.)
fm = allowable compressive stress in masonry (psi)

In addition, any stresses due to rotation from bending
or torsion of the angle at its bearing must be taken into
account.

Since in selecting the steel section, the width of the
section was determined, that width divided into the
required bearing area, As, will determine the length of

bearing required, F and F, in Fig. 2b. This length should

not be less than 3 in. (75 mm).

If the openings are close together, the piers between
these openings must be investigated to determine
whether the reactions from the lintels plus the dead and
live loads acting on the pier exceed the allowable unit
compressive stress of the masonry. This condition will not
normally occur where the loads are light, such as in most
one and two-story structures.

Serviceability

In addition to the stress analysis for the lintel, a ser-
viceability analysis is also important. Different types of
lintels have different problems of deflection and rotation,
and each must be analyzed separately to assure its prop-
er performance.

Deflection Limitations. After the lintel has been
designed for stresses, it should be checked for deflection.
Lintels supporting masonry should be designed so that
their deflection does not exceed 1/600 of the clear span
nor more than 0.3 in (8 mm) under the combined superim-
posed live and dead loads.

For uniform loading, the deflection can be found by:

4

D = 5wl ' (1728)
384 El

where:
D = total maximum deflection (in.)

E = modulus of elasticity of steel (psi)
| = moment of inertia of section (in.A)

For loadings other than uniform, such as concentrated
loads and partially distributed loads, deflection formulae
may be found in the AISC Manual.

Torsional Limitations. In cases where torsion is pre-
sent, the rotation of the lintel can be as important as its
deflection. The rotation of the lintel should be limited to
1/16 in. (1.5 mm) maximum under the combined superim-
posed live and dead loads. As mentioned before, all addi-
tional bearing stresses due to angle rotation must be
taken into account in the design for bearing.

Design Aids

In order to facilitate the design of steel angle lintels,
several design aids are included. These design aids are
not all-inclusive, but should give the designer some help
in designing lintels for typical applications. Conditions
beyond the scope of these tables should be thoroughly
investigated.

Table 1 contains tabulated load values to assist the
designer in the selection of the proper size angle lintel,
governed either by moment or deflection under uniform
load. Shear does not govern in any of the listed cases.
The deflection limitation in Table 1 is 1/600 of the span, or
0.3 in. (8 mm), whichever is less. Lateral support is
assumed in all cases.

Table 2 lists the allowable bearing stresses taken from
ANSI A41.1-1953 (R 1970). In all cases, allowable bear-
ing stresses set by local jurisdictions in their building
codes will govern.

Table 3 lists end reactions and required length in
bearing, which may control for steel angle lintels.

SUMMARY

This Technical Notes is concerned primarily with the
design of structural steel lintels for use in brick masonry
walls. It presents the considerations which must be
addressed for the proper application of this type of
masonry support system. Other Technical Notes address
the subjects of reinforced brick masonry lintels and brick
masonry arches.

The information and suggestions contained in this
Technical Notes are based on the available data and the
experience of the technical staff of the Brick Institute of
America. The information and recommendations con-
tained herein, if followed with the use of good technical
judgment, will avoid many of the problems discussed.
Final decisions on the use of details and materials as dis-
cussed are not within the purview of the Brick Institute of
America, and must rest with the project designer, owner,
or both.
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TABLE 1

123456

Allowable Uniform Superimposed Load (Ib per ft) for ASTM A 36 Structural Steel Angle Lintels

Span in Feet (Center to Center of Resisting Elastic Moment of
Horizontal Angle Size Weight per Required Bearing Moment Section Inertia
i inxinxi ft-1b Modul in
Leg (in) (in x in x in) ft (Ib) 3 4 5 6 7 8 ( ) o. ugus @in%)
(in)
2x212x 1/4 3.6 352 {146 | 73 458 0.25 0.372
21/2x21/2x 1/4 4.1 631 | 279 | 141 80 715 0.39 0.703
5/16 50 777|336 | 170 | 96 880 0.48 0.849
2112 3/8 5.9 9231390 [ 197 | 12 1045 0.57 0.984
3% 212 x 1/4 45 908 | 467 | 237 135 | 83 1027 0.56 1.17
312212 % 1/4 49 1233[ 692 | 366 | 210 |130 | 86 1393 0.76 1.80
5/16 6.1 1509| 846 | 446 | 255 | 158 | 104 1705 0.93 2.19
3/8 7 1769] 992 | 521 | 298 |185 | 122 1998 1.09 2.56
212x31/2x 1/4 4.9 664 | 308 | 155 | 88 752 0.41 0.777
3x312x1/4 5.4 956 | 518 | 263 150 92 1082 0.59 1.30
31/2 312x31/2x 1/4 5.8 1281 718 | 409 [ 234 | 145 | 95 1448 0.79 2.01
5/16 7.2 1590| 891 | 498 | 285 | 177 | 116 1797 0.98 2.45
3/8 8.5 1865|1046 | 583 | 334 | 207 | 136 2108 115 2.87
4x312x1/4 6.2 1672| 938 | 594 | 341 | 212 | 140 1888 1.03 2.91
5/16 77 2046|1147 |_726 | 417 | 260 | 172 2310 1.26 3.56
5x 3 1/2 x 5/16 8.7 3153|1770 | 1130 779 | 487 | 324 3557 1.94 6.60
3/8 10.4 3721|2089 1333| 918 |574 | 381 4198 2.29 7.78
6x31/2x3/8 11.7 5268|2958 1889 1308 | 958 | 638 5940 3.24 12.90
" Allowable loads to the left of the heavy line are governed by moment, and to the right by deflection.
* F» = 22,000 psi (150 MPa)
* Maximum deflection limited to L/600
‘ Lateral support is assumed in all cases.
°For angles laterally unsupported, allowable load must be reduced.
° For angles subjected to torsion, make special investigation.
TABLE 2
Allowable Compressive Stresses (psi) in Masonry '
Type of Wall Type of Mortar
M S N (@]
Solid walls of brick or solid units
of clay when average compressive
strength of unit is as follows:
8000 plus psi 400 350 300 200
4500 to 8000 psi 250 225 200 150
2500 to 4500 psi 175 160 140 110
1500 to 2500 psi 125 115 100 75
Grouted solid masonry of
brick and other solid units of clay
4500 plus psi 350 275 200 -
2500 to 4500 psi 275 215 155 -
1500 to 2500 psi 225 175 125 -
Masonry of hollow units 85 75 70 -

1 Adapted from “American Standard Building Code Requirements for Masonry,” National Bureau of Standards, ANSI A41. 1-1953 (R 1970).
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TABLE 3

End Reaction” and Required Length of Bearing2 for Structural Angle Lintels

2 1/2” Leg Horizontal 31/2” Leg Horizontal

fm Length of Bearing fm Length of Bearing

psi 3 4 5 6 psi 3 4 5 6
400 3000 4000 5000 6000 400 4200 5600 7000 8400
350 2625 3500 4375 5250 350 3675 4900 6125 7350
300 2250 3000 3750 4500 300 3150 4200 5250 6300
275 2063 2750 3438 4125 275 2888 3850 4813 5775
250 1875 2500 3125 3750 250 2625 3500 4375 5250
225 1688 2250 2813 3375 225 2363 3150 3938 4725
215 1613 2150 2688 3225 215 2258 3010 3763 4515
200 1500 2000 2500 3000 200 2100 2800 3500 4200
175 1313 1750 2188 2625 175 1838 2450 3063 3675
160 1200 1600 2000 2400 160 1680 2240 2800 3360
155 1163 1550 1938 2325 155 1628 2170 2713 3255
150 1125 1500 1875 2250 150 1575 2100 2625 3150
140 1050 1400 1750 2100 140 1470 1960 2450 2940
125 938 1250 1563 1875 125 1313 1750 2188 2625
115 863 1150 1438 1725 115 1208 1610 2013 2415
110 825 1100 1375 1650 110 1155 1540 1925 2310
100 750 1000 1250 1500 100 1050 1400 1750 2100
85 638 850 1063 1275 85 893 1190 1488 1785
75 563 750 938 1125 75 788 1050 1313 1575
70 525 700 875 1050 70 735 980 1225 1470

* End Reaction in Ibs.

’ Length of Bearing in inches.

REFERENCES

1. AISC, Manual of Steel Construction, American
Institute of Steel Construction, Inc., New York, New
York, Eighth Edition, 1980.

. AISC, Specification for the Design, Fabrication
and Erection of Structural Steel for Buildings,
American Institute of Steel Construction, Inc., New
York, New York, 1978.

3. ANSI, American Standard Building Code
Requirements for Masonry, ANSI A41.1-1953 (R
1970), American National Standards Institute, New
York, New York.

4. BIA, Building Code Requirements for Engineered
Brick Masonry, Brick Institute of America, McLean,
Virginia, 1969.
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FINANCE COMMITTEE ACTION ITEM
KENTUCKY COUNCIL ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION September 9, 2024

TITLE: Proposed Raze and Replace Asset Preservation Pool Project:
Southeast KY Community and Technical College, Whitesburg Campus
Pedestrian Bridge

DESCRIPTION: CPE staff will present for Committee review KCTCS’s request to use
funds from the 2024-26 Asset Preservation Pool to raze and replace a
pedestrian bridge on the Southeast KY Community and Technical
College’s Whitesburg Campus. If approved, it would go before the full
Council for final approval at the September 16, 2024, meeting.

STAFF CONTACTS: Ryan Kaffenberger, Director, Finance Policy and Programs
Bill Payne, Vice President, Finance Policy and Programs

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

KCTCS is requesting approval for a capital project to use funds from the 2024-26 Asset
Preservation Pool to demolish and reconstruct a pedestrian bridge at the Southeast KY
Community and Technical College (SEKY CTC), Whitesburg Campus. The total scope of the
proposed project is $1,395,000. If CPE approves the project and deems it eligible to receive
funds from the 2024-26 Asset Preservation Pool, KCTCS will begin design work immediately
(see letter from KCTCS in Attachment A).

The proposed raze and replace project was previously approved by the Council as part of the
2024-26 biennial budget request with a general fund or state bonds fund source. The project
was titled, “Replace Whitesburg Bridge-Southeast KY CTC,” and had a scope of $1,800,000.

The pedestrian bridge that is proposed to be razed and replaced is currently closed due to
structural issues. The bridge provides students direct access to the Belinda Mason Building and
the Allied Health Building, both eligible education and general facilities. Currently, students
going from one building to the other must walk or drive to another bridge to cross the creek that
separates them.

Brown and Kubican completed a study on January 9, 2020, providing renovation cost estimates
and demolition and reconstruction cost estimates for the SEKY CTC, Whitesburg Campus
pedestrian bridge. The estimated cost to renovate was $602,319. The estimated cost to raze
and replace was $609,453 (See Attachment B). As such, a comparison of the study’s renovation
and raze and replace cost estimates satisfies the 115% requirement specified in the eligibility
criteria of the 2024-26 Asset Preservation Guidelines.

95



It is important to recognize the significant difference between the study’s cost estimates (e.g.,
$609,453) and the total project scope (i.e., $1,395,000) being requested by the institution.
KCTCS officials have stated the cost difference is due to a dramatic increase in the cost of steel
since the study was conducted in 2020. Campus officials believe this project is an urgent need
but have also agreed to conduct an updated study should the Council choose not to approve the
project due to the date of the Brown and Kubican study.

ASSET PRESERVATION POOL GUIDELINES

In 2024-2026, the General Assembly made a major investment in the renovation and renewal of
existing postsecondary education facilities. The enacted 2024-2026 Budget of the
Commonwealth (24 RS, HB 6; SB 91) authorized $563.0 million in General Fund supported
bond funds for a Postsecondary Education Asset Preservation Pool to provide funding “for
individual asset preservation, renovation, and maintenance projects at Kentucky’s public
postsecondary institutions in Education, General, and state-owned and operated residential
housing facilities, for fixed asset pedestrian and student parking areas, and for the razing of
university-owned buildings.”

In the 2024-26 biennium, the General Assembly included language in the budget bill authorizing
capital projects, as defined in KRS 45.750(1)(f), funded from the Asset Preservation Pools. Per
KRS 164.020(11)(a), CPE is also required to “review and approve all capital construction
projects covered by KRS 45.750(1)(f), including real property acquisitions, and regardless of the
source of funding for projects or acquisitions.” Furthermore, CPE, in collaboration with the Office
of the State Budget Director, certifies that individual projects are eligible for Asset Preservation
Pool funds. As such, on June 21, 2024, the Council approved the 2024-26 Asset Preservation
Pool Guidelines (the Guidelines), which specifies the criteria institutions’ capital projects must
meet in order to be eligible for funding from the Asset Preservation Pools. At the same meeting,
the Council delegated authority to CPE staff to review and approve capital projects submitted for
Asset Preservation Pool funds to expedite the reimbursement process.

The 2024-26 Asset Preservation Pool Guidelines include an exception to the Council’s
delegation of authority to CPE staff for project review and approval. The Guidelines allow Asset
Preservation Pool funds to be used for the demolition and reconstruction of a facility if the
estimated cost to raze and replace does not exceed 115% of the estimated cost to renovate the
facility and is certified in writing by an independent third-party industry professional. CPE staff is
required to bring raze and replace requests to the Finance Committee and full Council, along
with the certified cost estimates, for review and approval. Excerpts of relevant language from
the guidelines are provided below:

o Projects that preserve, renovate, or renew pedestrian and student parking areas, or raze

university-owned buildings are eligible to receive funds from the Asset Preservation
Pool.
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e For the purposes of these guidelines, “facilities” includes buildings, building systems,
and campus infrastructure, such as roads, walkways, electrical grids, steam tunnels, and
water chiller plants, that support current and ongoing use of eligible facilities.

o Generally, new construction and expansion projects are not eligible to receive funds
from the Asset Preservation Pool. However, under certain limited circumstances, as
described below, use of asset preservation funds to finance new construction or
expansion may be permissible.

¢ If it would be more cost effective to raze and replace rather than renovate an existing
facility, then asset preservation funds may be used for demolition and reconstruction.
For such a project to be considered cost effective, the cost to raze and replace may not
exceed 115% of the cost required to renovate a facility. The cost of each option must be
certified in writing by an independent third-party industry professional.

¢ ltis anticipated that requests to raze and replace rather than renovate an existing facility
will be infrequent occurrences. For this reason, CPE staff will bring such requests along
with certified cost estimates from independent third-party industry professionals to the
Finance Committee and full Council for review and approval.

RECOMMENDATION

KCTCS'’s request to raze and replace a pedestrian bridge at the Southeast KY Community and
Technical College, Whitesburg Campus complies with the eligibility criteria contained in the
Council’s guidelines; however, the Guidelines do not specify an acceptable period of time
between when the third-party industry professional’s study is conducted and when the institution
requests access to Asset Preservation Pool funds for the project. Additionally, the guidelines do
not specify how to proceed when a study’s cost estimates differ from the amount of Asset
Preservation Pool funds required to fund the project. As such, CPE staff defers to the judgement
of the Council with regard to the eligibility and approval of the Southeast KY Community and
Technical College, Whitesburg Campus Pedestrian Bridge raze and replace project.
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KCTCS Southeast KY CTC

Whitesburg Campus Pedestrian Bridge Raze and Replace Project
For accessing 2024-26 Asset Preservation Pool funds

Cost Comparisons

Source: Brown and Kubican Structural Engineers, January 2020

Cost Estimates

Attachment B

"If it would be more cost effective to raze and replace rather than renovate an existing facility, then asset preservation funds may
be used for demolition and reconstruction. For such a project to be considered cost effective, the cost to raze and replace may
not exceed 115% of the cost required to renovate a facility . The cost of each option must be certified in writing by an

independent third-party industry professional.” - Asset Preservation Pool Guidelines

Renovation $602,319.20
Raze and Replace $609,452.50
Cost Comparison 101.18%

Do the cost estimates meet Council guidelines? Yes
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SOUTHEAST KENTUCKY COMMUNITY AND
TECHNICAL COLLEGE

Whitesburg Campus — Bridge Repairs
470-CI9DX STRUCT

Conditions Assessment
December 20, 2019

Prepared by:

Mikey Crossley, PE
Dan Kubican, PE
Brown + Kubican, PSC
2224 Young Drive
Lexington, KY 40505
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B BROWN + KUBICAN

. STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS

January 9, 2020

Mr. Frank Phillips

Division of Engineering and Contract Administration
Bush Building, 15t Floor

403 Wrapping Street

Frankfort, KY 40601

RE: Southeast Kentucky Community and Technical College
Whitesburg Campus — Bridge Repairs
2 Long Ave.
Whitesburg, KY 41858
B+K Project Number: 19204
KY job #: 470 — C9DX STRUCT

Attachment C
2224 Young Drive
Lexington, KY 40505
www.brownkubican.net

Lexington e Louisville

Pursuant to your request, we have performed the structural condition survey and investigation into
deterioration of the steel pedestrian bridge referenced above. Our work included site observation of the
pedway, review of available construction documents, structural condition survey of the pedway in place,
limited analysis of the pedway to consider adequacy of the deteriorated truss bottom chords, and this
report with recommendations for repair with opinion of probable cost. Preparation of construction
documents (drawings and specifications) is not included in our current scope. Our observation was
performed on December 12, 2019 by this project engineer and Joe Moore, Senior Technician from S&ME

Inc.

STEEL TRUSS - WEST FACE
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Image 1: Bridge Diagram

Our investigation was visual for the extent of the pedway and raised landing located at the North end.
Visual observation was performed from the ground and a 60-foot boom lift to determine the condition of
the existing members. Bridge dimensions, member sizes, and layout was determined while on site
utilizing a 25-foot and 100-foot measuring tape. S&ME Inc.’s scope was to operate the lift and help
determine the existing member thickness and amount of deterioration. The 60-foot boom lift was provided
by Sunbelt Rentals and operated by S&ME Inc. Ultrasonic testing is typically used to determine the
thickness of existing steel, but was not available at the time of our site visit. Additionally, due to some of
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the advanced deterioration of the existing steel members ultrasonic testing would have yielded inaccurate
results. In lieu of ultrasonic testing, selective demolition was performed by S&ME Inc. to determine the
existing member thickness. Approximately 3/8” diameter holes were drilled into the existing members.
Markers on the drill bit were used to approximate the thickness of the steel. Member deterioration was
also approximated by visual inspection based on the severity of member deterioration.

Image 2: Delamination Removed from Cross Member

While on site we performed a visual inspection of the exterior raised landing of the Mason Academic
Building attaching to the North end of the bridge. The visual inspection was done using the 60’ boom lift to
access the underside of the landing.

Material sampling and testing was not performed to determine the member properties for the pedestrian
bridge or raised landing. An analysis was performed on the bridge in both its assumed original state and
its current state. Results from the analysis are discussed within this report and were used to make
recommendations for remediation.

Executive Summary:

We believe the steel bridge structure is in moderate to poor structural condition. The bridge shows
moderate to significant corrosion and delamination of the bottom chords, cross members, lateral bracing,
and steel deck. The deterioration of the bottom chords are resulting in a high percentage of section
loss of the members. A sign should be posted on the bridge reading “25 pounds per square foot
or 50 people, evenly spread along its length maximum load”. Remediation for the bridge should
performed immediately before further deterioration occurs. Afterwards, regular maintenance should
be conducted to maintain the bridge and prevent further deterioration of the steel members.

See the following report for analysis, observations, remediation recommendations for repair, and a cost
opinion.

Structure Description

Existing construction documents were made available to us for the Belinda Mason Academic/Technical
Building by DCT Design Group, Ltd. and Bradford Walton Structural Engineer, dated July 15, 2002. Shop
drawings of the existing pedway bridge were not provided. Shop drawings of the existing pedway would
have provided the member sizes, layout, and material properties. Without these shop drawings, member
size and layout was determined in the field and material properties were assumed based on time of
construction.
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The existing pedestrian bridge is a two-span steel pratt truss between the Mason Academic Building and
the Hogg Allied Health Center. The truss has HSS8x8 top and bottom chords, HSS5x5 verticals and
HSS3x3 diagonals. Each truss is connected together with HSS6x4 cross members and HSS3x3 lateral
bracing below the concrete slab on deck to provide lateral buckling stability. The bridge has an open top
with tabs welded to the vertical members for the attachment of a roof. The existing drawings call for the
roof to be an alternate; no roof was installed at the time of our inspection. All steel tube members are
welded together all around. Steel guardrails are constructed using channels and rounds steel rods for the
entire length of the pedway. All steel has a weathering finish. Weathering steel is installed as “raw” steel
and allowed to rust. The rust performs a protective coating to the elements. The bridge is spliced with
bolted splice plates at two locations, the mid span of each span.

Image 3: Bridge East Elevation

The walking surface is exposed concrete with no apparent sealer or traffic membrane. The concrete
surface has a broom finish with sawn construction joints at ~7’-6” on center with no sealer in the joints.
The walking surface is constructed with 2 1/2” concrete over non-composite 1 1/2” galvanized metal deck
(4” total thickness). The bridge spans between concrete abutments and piers with no apparent sealer
applied to their surface. The Southeast span (~80’-0”) is over a parking lot and the Northwest span
(~100-0”) is over the North Fork Kentucky River. The height to the underside of the bridge ranges from
~7’-6” at the Southeast span and ~17°-9” at the Northwest span. Photographs of the bridge and its
components were taken, some of which are included herein.

Image 4: Bridge Walking Surface
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The raised landing at the North end of the bridge is constructed of a concrete walking surface that
appears to be unsealed. The walking surface is constructed with a 2 %" concrete slab over 1 %"
composite painted metal deck (4” total thickness) spanning between wide flange steel beams. The steel
beams are supported by steel columns wrapped in masonry piers and the building. A steel handrail is
attached to the edge angle around the perimeter of the raised landing. The foundation system of the
landing is concrete drilled piers. All steel, including the underside of the steel deck, is painted.

Image 5: Raised Landing

Observed deficiencies:
We observed the following structural deficiencies:

Item 001: Truss Bottom Chords

The truss bottom chords are in moderate to poor condition. The truss bottom chords have consistent mild
delamination on the underside of the tube for the full length of the bridge on both chords. Localized
corrosion resulting in significant loss of section was found in the West bottom chord of both span 1 (North
span) and span 2 (South span). In span 1 of the west bottom chord holes through the section are located
on the outside face and on top of the tube. Holes range from 1” to 3” diameter spaced approximately 8
inches on center over a length of approximately 40 feet. Span 2 has holes approximately 1 inch in
diameter spaced at 12 inches on center over 15 feet. The spacing of the holes is random, the above
spacing is approximate. Weep holes are not present in the bottom chords, resulting in water to be
retained in the closed section. Approximately 5” of water and ice was retained in the bottom chord at the
time of our site visit.

We believe this is caused by the improper drainage of the walking surface above. The salt/water
combination is draining onto the top of the steel bottom chords and causing the chords to rapidly
deteriorate. Also, the bridge generally slopes to the west side of the deck, causing the water to drain to
the West chord more than the East chord.
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Image 6: Span 1, West Bottom Chord Deterioration

Image 7: Close-up of Holes through Bottom Chord

Image 8:Underside of Bottom Chord Delamination
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Item 002: Bridge Cross Members

The condition of the cross members are consistently corroded and delaminating at both ends where they
connect to the trusses. The bridge is spliced in two locations and has three end bearing conditions. Each
end bearing condition and splice is experiencing infiltration of water through the slab joint and significant
corrosion of the cross members.

We believe this is due to the bridge improperly draining over the edge of the walking surface and
corroding the end of the cross members. The lack of joint sealants at the splice and bearing locations is
causing extra water to corrode the members below these locations.

Image 9: Cross Member Corrosion

Item 003: Lateral Bracing

In general, the condition of the lateral braces below the deck are fair. The lateral brace members are
corroding on all sides of the section at the ends connected to the cross members. Deterioration is
currently localized to the surface of the members, deterioration has yet to greatly impact the welded
connections.

We believe this is caused by the lack of joint sealant in the concrete slab on deck sawn joints. Water is
infiltrating through the sawn joints and corroding the ends of the lateral braces.

Image 10: Lateral Bracing Corrosion
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Item 004: Concrete Slab Over Steel Deck

The concrete slab over the steel deck is in fair condition. All bearing locations of the galvanized steel deck
are experiencing corrosion. Bearing locations include the ends, intermediate supports, and all edge
conditions at the perimeter. All locations are experiencing moderate to severe corrosion with some
localized areas experiencing full loss of the steel deck.

We believe the deck is corroding at these locations due to the interaction between the galvanized steel
and weathering steel. Galvanized steel rapidly deteriorates when in contact with weathering steel. The
weathering steel protective rust coating constantly corrodes the galvanized coating until it is gone and the
steel below deteriorates. Another cause is the lack of a traffic membrane allowing water to infiltrate
through the sawn joints and corroding the steel deck.

This issue cannot be resolved without full replacement of the concrete slab on deck.

Image 11: Underside of Deck Corrosion

Image 12: Weathering Steel/Galvanized Deck Interaction
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Item 005: Concrete Abutments/Piers

Overall, the concrete piers and abutments are in good condition. A few locations are experiencing
delamination of the concrete and exposed corroded rebar. The south pier between spans 1 and 2 has an
exposed section of reinforcement the full width of the Pier. Further exposure to the elements will result in
additional loss of concrete and reinforcement section.

We believe this is a result of inadequate cover for the reinforcement, leading to accelerated corrosion of
the reinforcement.

Image 13: Concrete Pier Spall

Item 006: Bolted Splice Connections

The condition of the bolts at the chord splices were not able to be inspected. Each splice has external
cover plates with bolts that thread to an interior nut. Some surface rust was seen at the interior of the
chord splice. We are concerned that the bolts are experiencing section loss and severe loss of bearing
against the chord walls.

We believe this is caused by the lack of weep holes in the bottom chord, leading to the bottom chords
collecting water.

Image 14: Bottom Chord Splice Corrosion

Page 10 of 30

109



Structural Analysis
To determine the condition of the bridge we analyzed the bridge in a 3D analysis program after the
member size and layout was measured in the field. The bridge was first evaluated in its intended design
state. The loads used were calculated using the self-weight of the members measured and the following
super-imposed dead load and live load:

Dead load: self-weight of concrete deck + self-weight of covering = 65 PSF.

Posted Live Load: 85 PSF.

Wind Load: As prescribed in ASCE 7-10.

Max total load deflection: L/240

Max Live load deflection: L/360

Based on the results of our analysis, the major members appear to be adequate to support the design
loads when analyzed under its original condition. No analysis of connections was performed.

We then evaluated the bridge in its current state, taking into account its section loss. The section loss was
estimated based on selective demolition performed in the field to determine the remaining thickness of
critical members and estimates of section loss based on visual inspection. The areas where corrosion
had resulted in holes in the members were used to determine weakest location of the bottom chords.

The bridge is not adequate to support the design loads required above in its current state. The live
load should be reduced to 25 PSF or 50 people, evenly spread along its length.

Remediation

The current condition of the bridge is not sustainable to keep the bridge operational for its intended
lifespan. Prior to remediation efforts, the bridge shall be posted with a “25 pounds per square foot or 50
people maximum load” sign. The following elements of the bridge shall be replaced or repaired based on
our visual observation and analysis. Remediation should be performed immediately.

1. The East and West bottom chords shall be replaced for the full length of the bridge. The existing
bottom chords do not have weep holes to allow for water to drain out of the closed member
section. In the new bottom chords, provide 1/4” diameter weep holes centered in the bottom of
the section at 48” on center.

0 Bottom chord replacement quantity: 360 linear feet.
o0 Weep hole quantity: 100 holes.

2. All cross members located at splices and bearing locations shall be replaced.
o Cross member replacement quantity: 64 linear feet.

3. All cross members not located at splices or bearing locations shall be blast cleaned and painted
with a rust-inhibitive paint.

0 Blast cleaning quantity: 240 square feet.
0 Rust-inhibitive painting: 240 square feet.

4. Where lateral bracing is showing surface corrosion and light delamination, blast clean and paint
with rust-inhibitive paint.

0 Blast cleaning quantity: 200 square feet.
0 Rust-inhibitive painting: 200 square feet.

5. The existing concrete slab over metal deck shall be removed and replaced. A penetrating
concrete sealer shall be used on the new concrete slab and all joints shall be properly sealed to
prevent water infiltration. The following are options for replacement:

0 4”formed and reinforced concrete structural slab.
o Corrosion resistant grating. Grating will allow the bridge to drain water and reduce the
risk of corrosion of the members below the walking surface.
=  Slab replacement quantity: 1600 square feet.
= Slab sealer quantity: 1600 square feet.
= Joint sealant quantity: 50 linear feet.

6. During our site observation, destructive testing was required to determine the member size and
amount of section loss. Holes drilled into the existing members to remain shall be patched with
weld filler material

Page 11 of 30

110



10.

11.

12.

o0 Destructive testing holes to be patched: 15 locations.

Exposed rebar in the abutments and piers shall be repaired. Sawcut around the perimeter of the
exposed rebar, undercut concrete to %" behind reinforcement, blast clean, prime, and apply
repair mortar.

0 Abutment patching quantity: 5 locations

Due to the use of de-icing salts, future corrosion after repair is likely. To reduce the risk of
corrosion, it is recommended to blast clean the bridge, rust-inhibitive paint it, and provide a top
coat of paint. Below are options for the amount of area to blast clean and paint

0 Blast clean and paint entire bridge

= Quantity of blast clean and paint: 4,700 square feet.

0 Blast clean and paint all steel below the finished walking surface. It is important to note
that if this option is chosen, the transition from painted steel to weathering steel will likely
experience accelerated corrosion and delamination of the protective paint. Regular
maintenance will be required.

» Quantity of blast clean and paint: 800 square feet.
To prevent water from draining over the edges of the bridge, provide a steel toe-kick and drains to
drain the walking surface.

o0 Toe-kick quantity: 400 linear feet.

o Walking surface drains quantity: 6 locations.

The original construction documents planned for a covering over the bridge. It is recommended to
provide this covering once all remediation items have been completed. The covering will protect
the walking surface from excessive snow buildup which will in turn reduce the amount of de-icing
salts used.

o Covering quantity: 1 lump sum

Due to the likelihood of the bolts corroding at the splices, we recommend reinforcing each splice.

0 Splice reinforcement quantity: 8 locations.

In lieu of remediation, a full superstructure replacement is an option. The concrete abutments and
piers would remain.

Landing at North end of Bridge:

While on site we performed a visual observation of the landing attached to the Mason Academic Building,
below are our observations.

Image 15:North Raised Landing
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The condition of the landing is fair. The steel beams are showing mild section loss due to corrosion of the
top and bottom flanges around the perimeter of the landing. Some localized corrosion was observed at
the underside of the deck and at bearing conditions resulting in approximate 90% section loss of the steel
deck. The edge angle is experiencing surface rust where it is in contact with the beam top flange.

We believe the corrosion of the underside of the raised landing is due to no galvanizing used on the steel,
no special detailing for exterior exposure, no sealant on the concrete slab, and concealed/trapped
structure against the building with no weathering protection.

Image 16: North Landing Underside Corrosion

Image 17: Beam Corrosion at Building Intersection

There is no immediate structural concern for the landing, though corrosion will likely continue without
corrective action. It is our recommendation to remove the existing concrete slab on deck, blast clean all
structural steel and paint with a rust-inhibitive primer and top paint. The slab on deck should be replaced
with a formed slab and be sealed to prevent further water infiltration.

Blast cleaning quantity: 1200 square feet.
Rust-inhibitive paint quantity: 1200 square feet.

Top coat quantity: 1200 square feet.

Concrete slab replacement quantity: 450 square feet.
Penetrating concrete sealer quantity: 450 square feet.
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Summary:

In summary, we believe that there are two root causes to the bridge deterioration discussed below:
e Use of de-icing salts
o De-icing salts have been used on the bridge to provide a safe walking path for
pedestrians. The salt, mixed with melted snow and ice improperly drains onto the
weathering steel and is causing excessive corrosion.
e Bridge detailing
o Improper drainage of the walking surface:
= The walking surface drains the salt/water combination onto the bottom
chords below.
= The construction joints in the slab on grade are actively leaching the
salt/water combination onto the steel cross members below.
= Drip edges are not provided, allowing the water to drip from the bottom of
the steel members and causing corrosion and delamination.
= The bridge generally slopes to the West side, leading more water to
drain over the West side of the bridge and deteriorate the West side
faster.
= Lack of drainage holes on underside of closed sections.
0 The galvanized deck is in contact with the weathering steel
= Constant contact with the weathering steel has caused the galvanized
steel to deteriorate and lose its galvanized coating.

We have considered both repair and replacement of the bridge superstructure. The existing bridge was
not detailed for serviceability and maintenance. Although the repair option for remediation will address the
symptoms and current deterioration, accelerated deterioration of the bridge due to poor detailing will likely
continue and shorten the intended lifespan of the bridge. Considering the cost to adequately repair is
comparable to full replacement, we recommend a full replacement of the superstructure with one
that is properly detailed for serviceability.

Maintenance and repairs:

The use of de-icing salts to date have accelerated the deterioration of the steel structure. We were asked
to determine whether the type of salt used had a greater effect than other salts. All de-icing products
containing chlorides are corrosive. The salt brands being used per the maintenance staff are Traction
MELT CI and White Fever Ice Melter, both salt brands being used on the bridge contain chlorides and are
corrosive to the steel. The weathering steel is especially susceptible to the de-icing salts since it is
constantly exposed raw steel.

Image 18: De-icing Salts
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The use of de-icing salts and exposure to the elements will continue to deteriorate the pedestrian bridge

and landing, even after replacement or remediation efforts are complete. Pressure wash cleaning should
be performed each Spring to remove salts. It is the owner’s responsibility to perform regular cleaning and
maintenance on the protective paint coating and traffic membrane.

Opinion of probable cost:

Our opinion of probable cost, attached, was prepared utilizing measured quantities and unit prices
obtained from experience with past and current repair projects and R.S. Means Building Construction
Costs. The costs presented are accurate to the best of our ability, but they are not guaranteed to be true
or exact.

The above quantities represent estimates within the confines of the pedestrian bridge and raised
landing. They do not include site structures or walkways (beyond pedestrian bridge). Brown & Kubican,
PSC makes no representation concerning the estimated quantities and cost figures made in connection
with specifications or drawings other than that all figures are estimates only and Brown & Kubican, PSC
shall not be responsible for fluctuations in cost figures.

The cost opinion included the cost of each repair with markup for overhead and profit and general
conditions. It also includes costs for a design contingency and construction contingency. Our fee for this
initial investigation is not included in the cost opinion.

The total cost of the two options are listed below.

Bridge Remediation: $602,319

Bridge Replacement: $609,452

If you have any questions regarding this report, or if we can be any further assistance, please call.

Sincerely,

Michael S. Crossley, PE
Project Engineer

Dﬁv\ //(;Léu{x,\ /)(<

Dan Kubican, PE
Reviewing Principal

Attachments: ) .
Cost Opinion ROTTTC
Additional Photographs ©BROWN + KUBICAN, PSC
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Brown + Kubican, PSC Structural Opinion of Probable Cost
| |
Project : SKCTC Pedway
Prepared By: Mikey Crossle Date:|1/9/2020
Iltem Number |ltem Quantity Unit Cost  Unit Cost
GENERAL CONDITIONS
Mobilization 1. $ 15,000.00 Each $ 15,000.00
Project Management 11 $ 15,000.00 |[Each $ 15,000.00
General Conditions 4 $ 10,000.00 /month $ 40,000.00
Shoring Engineering 1 $ 15,000.00 Each $ 15,000.00
Shoring/Removal 1 $ 30,000.00 Each $ 30,000.00
Crane Rental 3/ $ 42,000.00 /month $  126,000.00
$ -
SKCTC PEDWAY $ -
1 Bottom Chord Replacement 360 $ 200.00 LF $ 72,000.00
2 Cross Member Replacement $ -
Existing Member Removal 64 $ 30.00 LF $ 1,920.00
Member Replacement 64| $ 50.00 |LF $ 3,200.00
3 Cross member Clean/Paint 240 $ 10.00 |sq. ft. $ 2,400.00
4 Lateral Bracing Clean/Paint 200 $ 10.00 |sq. ft. $ 2,000.00
5 Concrete Slab Replacement $ -
Existing Slab Demo 1600 $ 4.00 sq. ft. $ 6,400.00
Existing Slab Disposal 1600 $ 4.00 sq. ft. $ 6,400.00
4" Formed Concrete Slab 1600 $ 20.00 sq. ft. $ 32,000.00
Joint Filling 50 $ 75.00 LF $ 3,750.00
Traffic Membrane 1600 $ 8.00 sq. ft. $ 12,800.00
OR $ -
Painted Steel Grating 1600 $ 35.00 sq. ft. $ 56,000.00
6 Destructive Testing Patching/Grinding 15 $ 100.00 Each $ 1,500.00
7|Exposed Rebar Patching 5'$ 1,000.00 Each $ 5,000.00
8 Remaining Steel Clean/Paint 800 $ 10.00 sq. ft. $ 8,000.00
OR $ -
Blast Clean/Paint Entire Bridge 4700 $ 10.00 sq. ft. $ 47,000.00
9 Toe-kick 400 $ 20.00 |LF $ 8,000.00
Walking Surface Drains 6 $ 1,000.00 Each $ 6,000.00
10 Bridge Covering 1 $ 40,000.00 Each $ 40,000.00
11 Splice Reinforcement 8 $ 1,000.00 Each $ 8,000.00
SUBTOTAL $ 459,370.00
SKCTC NORTH LANDING
Structural Steel Clean/Paint 1200 $ 10.00 |sq. ft. $ 12,000.00
Deck Demolition 450 $ 4.00 sq. ft. $ 1,800.00
4" Formed Concrete Slab 450 $ 20.00 sq. ft. $ 9,000.00
Traffic Membrane 450 $ 8.00 sq. ft. $ 3,600.00
Concrete Joint Sealer 50 $ 75.00 LF $ 3,750.00
SUBTOTAL $ 30,150.00
Note: Highlighted Cells are optional and not included in total cost.
| |
Total Cost| $§ 489,520.00
General Contactor Overhead and Profit (10%) $ 48,952.00
Estimated Construction Cost $ 538,472.00
Special Inspections $ 10,000.00
Design Contingency (10%) $ 53,847.20
Total Project Cost $§  602,319.20
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Brown + Kubican, PSC Structural Opinion of Probable Cost

| |
Project : SKCTC Pedway
Prepared By: Mikey Crossle Date:|1/9/2020
Iltem Number |ltem Quantity Unit Cost | Unit Cost
GENERAL CONDITIONS
Mobilization 11 $ 15,000.00 |[Each $ 15,000.00
Project Management 1'$ 15,000.00 Each $ 15,000.00
General Conditions 4. $ 10,000.00 /month $ 40,000.00
Bridge Removal 1'$ 20,000.00 Each $ 20,000.00
Bridge Disposal 11 $ 10,000.00 |[Each $ 10,000.00
Crane Rental 2 $ 42,000.00 /month $ 84,000.00
$ -
SKCTC PEDWAY $ -
1 Bridge Replacement 1| $252,000.00 |[Each $ 252,000.00
Bridge Installation 1'$ 10,000.00 Each $ 10,000.00
5/Concrete Slab Replacement $ -
Existing Slab Demo 1600 $ 4.00 sq. ft. $ 6,400.00
Existing Slab Disposal 1600 $ 4.00 sq. ft. $ 6,400.00
4" Formed Concrete Slab 1600 $ 20.00 sq. ft. $ 32,000.00
Joint Filling 50 $ 75.00 |LF $ 3,750.00
Traffic Membrane 1600 $ 8.00 sq. ft. $ 12,800.00
OR $ -
[ Painted Steel Grating 1600 $ 23.00 sq. ft. $ 36,800.00
7 Exposed Rebar Patching 5 $ 1,000.00 Each '3 5,000.00
10 Bridge Covering 1 $ 40,000.00 Each $ 40,000.00
SUBTOTAL $ 499,550.00
SKCTC NORTH LANDING
Structural Steel Clean/Paint 1200 $ 10.00 |sq. ft. $ 12,000.00
Deck Demolition 450 $ 4.00 sq. ft. $ 1,800.00
4" Formed Concrete Slab 450 $ 20.00 sq. ft. $ 9,000.00
Penetrating Concrete Sealer 450 $ 1.50 sq. ft. $ 675.00
Concrete Joint Sealer 50 $ 75.00 LF $ 3,750.00
SUBTOTAL $ 27,225.00
Note: Highlighted Cells are optional and not included in total cost.
| |
Total Cost| $§ 526,775.00
General Contactor Overhead and Profit (10%) $ 52,677.50
Special Inspections $ 10,000.00
Design/management Contingency $ 20,000.00
Total Project Cost $  609,452.50
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FINANCE COMMITTEE INFORMATION ITEM

KENTUCKY COUNCIL ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION September 9, 2024
TITLE: University of Louisville, 2024-25 Tuition and Fee Rates
DESCRIPTION: Staff presents information regarding President Thompson’s approval

of the University of Louisville’s tuition and fee rate proposal for
academic year 2024-25.

STAFF CONTACTS: Bill Payne, Vice President for Finance Policy and Programs, CPE
Ryan Kaffenberger, Director of Finance Policy and Programs

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

On March 31, 2023, the Council approved resident undergraduate tuition and mandatory fee
ceilings for academic years 2023-24 and 2024-25. Included among parameters adopted at that
meeting was a requirement that base rate increases for resident undergraduate students:
¢ not exceed 3.0% in any one year, nor 5.0% over two years, at the public research and
comprehensive universities; and
e not exceed $4.00 per credit hour in any one year, nor $7.00 per credit hour over two
years, at KCTCS institutions.

At that same meeting, it was determined that the public institutions would be allowed to submit
for Council review and approval:
¢ Nonresident undergraduate tuition and fee rates that comply with the Council’s Tuition
and Mandatory Fees Policy, or otherwise adhere to provisions of an existing
Memorandum of Understanding between the Council and an institution.
o Market competitive tuition and fee rates for graduate and online courses.

Tuition and fee proposals received from seven universities and KCTCS were approved at
previous Council meetings. Specifically, the Council approved KSU’s proposed 2024-25 tuition
and fee rates at their March 28 meeting. At the June 21 meeting, the Council approved
proposals from the University of Kentucky (UK), Eastern Kentucky University (EKU), Morehead
State University (MoSU), Murray State University (MuSU), Northern Kentucky University (NKU),
Western Kentucky University (WKU), and the Kentucky Community and Technical College
System (KCTCS).

Also at the June 21 meeting, staff requested, and the Council approved, a delegation of
authority to the CPE president to approve UofL’s 2024-25 tuition and fee rates provided they
complied with Council parameters. This delegation of authority was necessary because UofL’s
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Board of Trustees did not meet until June 27 to approve the university’s proposed 2024-25
tuition and fee rates, or nearly a week after the Council’s June 21 meeting.

Given the timing of the UofL board meeting, it was not possible for the Council to approve at
their June 21 meeting 2024-25 tuition and fee rates that had been previously approved by the
university’s governing board. The delegation of authority approved by the Council allowed
UofL’s tuition and fee rates to be approved much earlier than the Council’s next regularly
scheduled meeting in September.

UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE PROPOSAL

On June 28, 2024, the University of Louisville submitted a proposal to Council staff, containing
board-approved tuition and mandatory fee charges for academic year 2024-25. As can be seen
in Table 1 below, between academic years 2023-24 and 2024-25, the university proposed to
increase its annual base-rate charge for resident undergraduate students by $308.00, or 2.4
percent. This increase complies with the Council’s approved ceiling for resident undergraduate
tuition and fee base rates, which stipulates that those rates cannot increase by more than 3.0
percent in any one year, nor by more than 5.0 percent over two years.

The university proposed to increase nonresident undergraduate base rates by 1.1 percent and
increase both resident and nonresident graduate rates by 5.0 percent. These rates also adhered
to Council adopted parameters.

Table 2 below shows the dollar and percent change in undergraduate and graduate tuition and
fee base rates by residency status between academic years 2022-23 and 2024-25 (i.e., two-
year dollar and percent changes). As can be seen in the table, the proposed resident
undergraduate base rate in academic year 2024-25 (i.e., $12,940) represents a $616.00 dollar
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increase and a 5.0 percent increase over the amount charged in 2022-23, which complied with
the Council’s two-year ceiling. UofL’s proposed two-year increases in tuition and fees for
nonresident, graduate, and online students also met Council parameters.

The tuition and fee charges included in UofL’s proposal were approved by the university’s Board
of Trustees at their June 27 meeting. Campus officials submitted their proposal to the Council
on June 28. CPE staff reviewed the proposed 2024-25 tuition and fee charges submitted by the
University of Louisville for every degree level, residency, and attendance status and determined
that they complied with Council approved ceilings. In addition, staff determined that proposed
prices for nonresident undergraduate students adhered to provisions of the Council’s Tuition
and Mandatory Fee Palicy, or a previously approved Memorandum of Understanding between
the Council and the university. Finally, UofL’s proposed graduate and online rates were in
accordance with Council parameters.

For these reasons, staff recommended to President Thompson that he approve all applicable
tuition and mandatory fee charges for resident undergraduate and graduate students,
nonresident undergraduate and graduate students, and online learners for academic year 2024-
25 as proposed by the University of Louisville and approved by their governing board. President
Thompson followed staff's recommendation and approved UofL’s 2024-25 tuition and fee rates
on June 28.

Estimated Tuition Revenue

UofL officials estimate that proposed 2024-25 tuition and mandatory fee charges for all
categories of students (i.e., every academic level, residency, and full-time or part-time status)
will generate about $359.4 million in gross tuition and fee revenue, which is $17.1 million more
than anticipated revenue for the current year.
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FINANCE COMMITTEE INFORMATION ITEM

KENTUCKY COUNCIL ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION September 9, 2024
TITLE: 2022-24 Endowment Match Program Update
DESCRIPTION: Staff will provide an update regarding universities’ use of 2022-24

Endowment Match Program funds to date.

STAFF CONTACT: Ryan Kaffenberger, Director, Finance Policy and Programs

In the 2022-24 biennial budget bill, the General Assembly appropriated $40 million in state bond
funds for the Endowment Match Program, also called Bucks for Brains, with $30 million
authorized for the research universities through the Research Challenge Trust Fund and $10
million authorized for the comprehensive universities through the Comprehensive University
Excellence Trust Fund (22 RS, HB 1) to support efforts to grow endowments for initiatives in
fields of science, technology, engineering, mathematics, and health (i.e., STEM+H fields). The
state funds are used as a dollar-for-dollar match for private endowment gifts and pledges raised
by institutions.

The Council on Postsecondary Education oversees and administers the Endowment Match
Program as put forth in the 2022-24 Endowment Match Program Guidelines (hereafter, “The
Guidelines”). The Guidelines define specific eligible uses of funds, matching requirements, and
program-level requirements on the use of funds.

The Guidelines require institutions to endow particular portions of their Bucks for Brains funds in
two categories of eligible uses (i.e., the “Use of Funds Requirements”). At the research
universities, at least 70 percent must be endowed to support chairs, professorships, research
scholars, research staff, and research infrastructure (i.e., Category 1 Uses), while no more than
30 percent may be endowed to support graduate fellowships or mission support activities (i.e.,
Category 2 Uses). At the comprehensive universities, at least 50 percent must be endowed to
support chairs, professorships, research scholars, research staff, and research infrastructure
(i.e., Category 1 Uses), while no more than 50 percent may be endowed to support graduate
fellowships, undergraduate scholarships, or mission support activities (i.e., Category 2 Uses).
Figure 1 breaks out the total state matching funds appropriated (i.e., $40,000,000) by eligible
use category and sector. This information item summarizes universities’ use of program funds to
date. Detailed information for each university can be found in the attached materials.
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Figure 1. Total State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MIN Funds for MAX Funds for
chairs, mission support
professorships, or activities or
research graduate
scholars, or fellowships or
research staff and undergraduate

infrastructure scholarships Total
Research | $21,000000 $9,000,000 $30,000,000
Comprehensive $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $10,000,000
Total $26,000,000 $14,000,000 $40,000,000

Figure 2 shows the total amount of requests for state matching funds under the Bucks for Brains
program that have been approved or are currently pending. The figure also shows the amount
of approved or pending requests as a percent of the total state matching funds available shown
in Figure 1. Pending requests are those the universities have submitted to CPE staff that are
currently undergoing review and revision. In total, 50 percent of state matching funds
appropriated in 2022-24 are currently pending or have been approved.

Figure 2. Total Approved and Pending State Matching Fund Request by Eligible Use

Funds for chairs,
professorships, or
research

Funds for mission
support activities
or graduate

scholars, or fellowships or

research staff and undergraduate

infrastructure scholarships Total
Research $15,141,514 $1,485,000 $16,626,514
Comprehensive $2,185,250 $2,090.396 $4.275,646
Total $17,326,764 $3,5/75,396 $20,§02,160

As a Percent of Total State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

Funds for chairs,
professorships, or
research

Funds for mission
support activities
or graduate

scholars, or fellowships or

research staff and undergraduate

infrastructure scholarships Total
Research - T12% 17% 55%
Comprehensive 44% _42% 43%
Total 67% 26% 52%
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Figure 3 shows the number of approved and pending endowment match requests that support
each eligible use. It is important to note that match requests can be submitted for endowments
that support multiple eligible uses and, therefore, the total in Figure 3 does not reflect the total
number of endowment match requests received to date. As can be seen, the two most common
uses supported by approved or pending endowment match requests are (1) professorships and
(2) undergraduate scholarships.

Figure 3. Total Number of Endowments by Detailed Eligible Use Supported

Category 1 Category 2
Chairs | Professorshios Research | Research| Research Graduate | Undergraduate i Mission
P Scholars Staff Infrastructure | Fellowships | Scholarships JSupport
Research 6 12 0 0 1 3 0 5
Comprehensive| 0 12 0 4 3 22 2
Total 6 24 0 4 5 6 22 7

Figure 4 shows the remaining state matching funds under the Bucks for Brains program broken
out by eligible use category based on the aforementioned “Use of Funds Requirements” (i.e.,
the 70/30 and 50/50 rules). It is important to note that the universities must endow at least
$9,007,137 of the remaining funds to support Category 1 Uses; however, universities are not
required to use any program funds for Category 2 Uses and, as such, could choose to endow
some or all of the $10,090,704 to support Category 1 Uses instead.

Figure 4. Total Remaining State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MIN Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research
scholars, or
research staff and
infrastructure

MAX Funds for
mission support
activities or
graduate
fellowships or
undergraduate
scholarships

Total

_______________ $13,373,487

$5,724,354
$19,097,840

$5,858,487 $7,515,000

$3,148,650 $2,575,704

$9,007.137 _____$10.0P0,704

Research

Comprehensive
Total

Figure 5 summarizes all the information above regarding universities’ use of Bucks for Brains
program funds to date in a single graph. As anticipated, the research universities have
prioritized endowing funds to support research activities of endowed chairs and professors, as
opposed to endowing funds for mission support and graduate fellowships. Meanwhile, the
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comprehensive universities have taken a balanced approach, requesting almost an equal
amount of funds for endowments supporting both categories of eligible uses.

Figure 5. Summary Chart

Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Funds by Use

By Sector
Research Comprehensive
$35,000,000
$30,000,000
$30,000,000 =
Remaining State Matching Funds
$25,000,000
® Funds for mission support activities,

$20.,000,000 undergraduate scholarships, or

graduate fellowships

® Funds for chairs, professorships, or
$15.000,000 $1,485,000 research scholars, or research staff
’ ’ and infrastructure

$10,000,000 =Total State Matching Funds
$10,000,000 -
$15,141,514
$5,000,000
$2,090,396
$0 $2,185,250

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Kentucky recognizes the importance of research to the economic well-being of its citizens. The
Endowment Match Program, also known as Bucks for Brains, encourages private investment in
public higher education research activities to stimulate business development, generate
increases in externally sponsored research, create better jobs and a higher standard of living,
and facilitate Kentucky’s transition to a knowledge-based economy. The program matches
public money with private gifts dollar-for-dollar to fund chairs, professorships, research scholars,
staffs and infrastructure, fellowships and scholarships, and mission support at the public
universities. This collaborative approach is critical to advancing Kentucky’s research presence
into national prominence.

State funding for the Endowment Match Program is appropriated to the Research Challenge
Trust Fund (RCTF) for the research universities and to the Comprehensive University
Excellence Trust Fund (CUETF) for the comprehensive institutions. Both trust funds were
created with passage of the Postsecondary Education Improvement Act of 1997 (HB 1).
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For the 2022-24 biennium, the General Assembly authorized $40 million in bond funds for the
Bucks for Brains program, with $30 million appropriated to the Research Challenge Trust Fund
and $10 million appropriated to the Comprehensive University Excellence Trust Fund (22 RS,
HB 1) to support efforts to grow endowments for initiatives in fields of science, technology,
engineering, mathematics, and health. Per KRS 164.7911(2), these funds “shall not lapse at the
end of a fiscal year but shall be carried forward in the respective trust fund accounts and shall
be available for allotment for their respective purposes in the next fiscal year.” As such, funding
for the Bucks for Brains program remains available for institutional use until matched and
distributed.

2022-2024 Allocation of Program Funds

University of Kentucky $20,000,000
University of Louisville 10,000,000

Total RCTF $30,000,000
Eastern Kentucky University $2,227,800
Kentucky State University 667,800
Morehead State University 1,279,000
Murray State University 1,484,900
Northern Kentucky University 1,864,600
Western Kentucky University 2,475,900

Total CUETF $10,000,000

The Council on Postsecondary Education oversees and administers the Endowment Match
Program. The Council establishes areas of concentration within which program funds are used,
develops guidelines for the distribution of program funds, and reviews reports from the
institutions on uses of program funds and results achieved. The 2022-24 Endowment Match
Program Guidelines define eligible uses of program funds and a use of funds requirement,
which is discussed in detail below.

At the research universities, the Council’'s 2022-24 Endowment Match Program Guidelines
require that:

1) atleast 70 percent of program funds must be endowed for the purpose of supporting
chairs, professorships, or research scholars, or research staff and infrastructure that
directly support the research activities of an endowed chair, professor, or research scholar
and

2) no more than 30 percent of program funds may be endowed for the purpose of supporting
mission support activities or graduate fellowships.

At the comprehensive universities, the 2022-24 Endowment Match Program Guidelines require
that:
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1) atleast 50 percent of program funds must be endowed for the purpose of supporting
chairs or professorships, or research staff and infrastructure that directly support the
research activities of an endowed chair or professor and

2) no more than 50 percent of program funds may be endowed for the purpose of supporting
mission support, graduate fellowships, or undergraduate scholarships.

The boards of trustees and boards of regents of the Commonwealth’s public universities are
responsible for the Endowment Match Program on their respective campuses. The governing
boards are required by Council guidelines to review and approve all donations, gifts, and
pledges that will be matched with state funds and used to establish new endowments or expand
existing endowments under the Bucks for Brains program. Furthermore, the boards are charged
with ensuring that the purposes of each endowment and sources of matching funds comply with
Council guidelines and serve the public good. Documentation of board approval must be
submitted with each endowment request.
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Kentucky Public Universities
FY 2022-24 Bucks For Brains Allocation and Usage

Research Challenge Trust Fund and Comprehensive University Excellence Trust Fund

Summary Data by Sector

Total Approved/Pending Requests for State Matching Funds by Use
As a Percent of Total State Matching Funds Available (Based on Min and Max Funds)

Attachment A

Research Comprehensive Total
Total State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use 100%
(o)
MIN Funds for MAX Funds for 80% 2% S50 67%
chairs, mission support 0 0 52%
i . ission supp 60% 44%  42%  43%
professorships, or activities or 40%
research graduate 0 26%
. 17%
scholars, or fellowships or 20%
research staff and undergraduate o -
: . 0%
infrastructure scholarships Total
Research $21,000,000 $9,000,000 $30,000,000 m Funds for chairs, professorships, or research scholars, or research staff and infrastructure
Comprehensive $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $10,000,000 ® Funds for mission support activities or graduate fellowships or undergraduate scholarships
Total $26,000,000 $14,000,000 $40,000,000 Total
Total Approved & Pending State Matching Fund Requests by Eligible Use --> As Percent of Total State Matching Funds Available Detailed Eligible Uses
Funds for chairs, Funds for mission Funds for chairs, Funds for mission
professorships, or support activities professorships, or support activities
research or graduate research or graduate Chairs | Professorshios Research | Research| Research Graduate | Undergraduate | Mission
scholars, or fellowships or scholars, or fellowships or P Scholars Staff | Infrastructure | Fellowships | Scholarships | Support
research staff and undergraduate research staff and undergraduate
infrastructure scholarships Total infrastructure scholarships Total
Research $15,141,514 $1,485,000 $16,626,514 Research 72% 17%| 55% Research 6 12 0 0 1 3 0 5
Comprehensive $2,185,250 $2,090,396 $4,275,646 Comprehensive 44% 42%| 43% Comprehensive| 0 12 0 4 4 3 22 2
Total $17,326,764 $3,575,396 $20,902,160 Total 67% 26%| 52% Total 6 24 0 4 5 6 22 7

Total Remaining State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MIN Funds for MAX Funds for
chairs, mission support
professorships, or activities or
research graduate
scholars, or fellowships or
research staff and undergraduate

infrastructure scholarships Total
Research $5,858,487 $7,515,000 $13,373,487
Comprehensive $3,148,650 $2,575,704 $5,724,354
Total $9,007,137 $10,090,704 $19,097,840
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Kentucky Public Universities: Summary Charts Attachment A

Approved and Remaining State  Total State
Pending Requests Matching Funds  Matching Funds

Research $16,626,514 $13,373,487 $30,000,000
Comprehensive $4,275,646 $5,724,354 $10,000,000
Total $20,902,160 $19,097,840 $40,000,000

Funds for mission
Funds for chairs, support activities,
professorships, or undergraduate

research scholars, scholarships, or Total State
or research staff graduate Remaining State Matching
and infrastructure fellowships Matching Funds Funds
Research $15,141,514 $1,485,000 $13,373,487 $30,000,000
Comprehensive $2,185,250 $2,090,396 $5,724,354 $10,000,000
Total $17,326,764 $3,575,396 $19,097,840 $40,000,000
Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Funds Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Funds by Use
By Sector By Sector
Research Comprehensive Research Comprehensive
$35,000,000 $35,000,000
$30,000,000 $30,000,000
$30,000,000 $30,000,000
® Remaining State Matching Funds
$25,000,000 $25,000,000
$13,373,487 ® Funds for mission support activities,
® Remaining State Matching Funds undergraduate scholarships, or
$20,000,000 g rening $20,000,000 graduate fellowships
m Approved and Pending Requests . .
) m Funds for chairs, professorships, or
$15,000,000 ~ Total State Matching Funds $15.000.000 $1,485,000 research scholars, or research staff
’ ’ ’ ’ and infrastructure
$10,000,000 $10,000,000 — Total State Matching Funds
$10,000,000 $10,000,000
$16,626,514
$5,724,354 $5,724,354
$5,000,000 $5,000,000
$2,090,396
$4,275,646
2,185,250
$0 $0 $ 3 1
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University of Kentucky

FY 2022-24 Bucks For Brains Allocation and Usage
Research Challenge Trust Funds

Endowment Name

LEGEND

APPROVAL PENDING

Total State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MIN Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or MAX Funds for

research scholars, mission support Total state

or research staff  activities or graduate  |matching funds

and infrastructure fellowships available
$14,000,000 $6,000,000 $20,000,000

Approved/Pending State Matching Fund Requests by Eligible Use

Funds for chairs,

professorships, or

research scholars, Funds for mission

or research staff  support activities or
and infrastructure graduate fellowships

Total approved

Detailed Eligible Uses

Attachment B

John R. van Nagell Chair in Gynecology Oncology $800,000 $800,000
Katharine and Mike Ball Professor of Transplant $500,000 $500,000
Coaches for Kids Foundation Endowed Research Professorship in Child

Abuse Pediatrics $275,000 $275,000
Constance L. Wood Graduate Fellowship in Statistics $50,000 $50,000
Barnstable Brown Diabetes and Obesity Research Endowed

Professorship $200,000 $200,000
Willie Barnstable Faculty Excellence Fund $200,000 $200,000
Lon R. Hays, M.D. and Ann A. Hays, M.D. Professorship for Addictions $150,000 $150,000
Price Family Research Endowment for Pediatric Health Equity $25,000 $25,000
Allan and Ginger Brown Aerospace Faculty Excellence Fund $72,500 $72,500
CHET Training Program Support Endowed Fund $50,000 $50,000
Lighthouse Beacon Foundation Endowment for Research and Graduate

Education $2,537,500 $1,087,500 $3,625,000
Goodman Family Chair in Pediatric Forensic Medicine $1,000,000 $1,000,000
Sally Humphrey Professorship in Cancer Health Equity $100,000 $100,000
Stanley and Karen Pigman Heritage Science Professorship $616,834 $616,834
Cambron Family Distinguished Research Professor in Adolescent Mental

Health $500,000 $500,000
Bill and Donna Shively Endowed Pediatric Research Professorship $250,000 $250,000
Martin-Gatton College of Agriculture, Food and Environment Innovation

Fund $5,000,000 $5,000,000
Total approved requests $11,929,334 $1,485,000 $13,414,334

Remaining State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MIN Funds for

chairs,

professorships, or MAX Funds for
research scholars, mission support

or research staff  activities or graduate
and infrastructure fellowships

Total remaining

$2,070,667 $4,515,000

MAX Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research scholars,
or research staff
and infrastructure

$6,585,667

$6,585,667

Chairs | Professorships Research | Research Research Graduate | Undergraduate | Mission
P Scholars Staff Infrastructure | Fellowships | Scholarships | Support
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X X X X X
X
X
X
X
X
X X
4 10 0 0 1 3 0 5
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University of Kentucky: Summary Charts Attachment B

Approved and Remaining State Total State
Pending Requests Matching Funds Matching Funds
University of Kentucky $13,414,334 $6,585,667 $20,000,000

Funds for chairs,
professorships, or

research scholars, Funds for mission Total State
or research staff  support activities or Remaining State Matching
and infrastructure graduate fellowships Matching Funds Funds
University of Kentucky $11,929,334 $1,485,000 $6,585,667 $20,000,000
Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Funds
Funds by Use
University of Kentucky University of Kentucky
$25,000,000 $25,000,000
$20,000,000 $20,000,000
$20,000,000 $20,000,000 === Remaining State Matching
Funds
EEIEREET ms Remaining State Matching $6,585,667 mm Funds for mission support
$15,000,000 Funds $15,000,000 activities or graduate fellowships
mmm Approved and Pending
Requests $1,485,000 mmm Funds for chairs, professorships,
—Total State Matching Fund or research scholars, or
$10,000,000 olal state Matehing Funds $10,000,000 research staff and infrastructure
—Total State Matching Funds
$13,414,334 $11,929,334
$5,000,000 $5,000,000
$0 $0
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University of Louisville

FY 2022-24 Bucks For Brains Allocation and Usage

Research Challenge Trust Funds

Endowment Name

LEGEND

APPROVAL PENDING

Total State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MIN Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or MAX Funds for

research scholars, mission support Total state

or research staff  activities or graduate [matching funds

and infrastructure fellowships available
$7,000,000 $3,000,000 $10,000,000

Approved/Pending State Matching Fund Requests by Eligible Use

Funds for chairs,

professorships, or

research scholars, Funds for mission

or research staff  support activities or
and infrastructure graduate fellowships

Total approved

Detailed Eligible Uses

Attachment C

Donald Miller Endowed Professorship in Cancer Computational Biology $500,000 $500,000
John Trent, Ph.D. Endowed Professorship in Bioinformatics $500,000 $500,000
Carolyn Siler Browning Endowed Chair in Immunogenomics $1,000,000 $1,000,000
Samuel C. Robinson Endowed Chair in Nano-Enabled Medicine and

Healthcare $1,212,180 $1,212,180
Total approved requests $3,212,180 $0 $3,212,180

Remaining State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MIN Funds for

chairs,

professorships, or MAX Funds for
research scholars, mission support

or research staff  activities or graduate
and infrastructure fellowships

Total remaining

$3,787,820 $3,000,000

MAX Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research scholars,
or research staff
and infrastructure

$6,787,820

$6,787,820

Chairs | Professorshios Research | Research Research Graduate | Undergraduate | Mission
P Scholars Staff Infrastructure | Fellowships | Scholarships | Support
X
X
X
X
2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
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University of Louisville: Summary Charts

Attachment C

University of Louisville

Approved and Remaining State Total State
Pending Requests Matching Funds Matching Funds
$3,212,180 $6,787,820 $10,000,000

Funds for chairs,

professorships, or

research scholars, Funds for mission Total State
or research staff  support activities or Remaining State  Matching
and infrastructure graduate fellowships  Matching Funds  Funds

University of Louisville

Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching

Funds
University of Louisville
$12,000,000
$10,000,000
$10,000,000
$8,000,000
$6,787,820
$6,000,000
$4,000,000
$2,000,000
$3,212,180
$0

$3,212,180 $0 $6,787,820 $10,000,000

Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Funds

by Use
University of Louisville
$12,000,000
$10,000,000 mmm Remaining State Matching
$10,000,000 Funds
- . $8.000,000 mmm Funds for mission support
me= Remaining State Matching o activities or graduate fellowships
Funds
mmm Approved and Pending $6,787,820
Requests $6,000,000 mmm Funds for chairs,
—Total State Matching Funds professorships, or research
scholars, or research staff and
$4.000.000 infrastructure
’ ’ —Total State Matching Funds
$2,000,000
$3,212,180
$0
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Eastern Kentucky University

FY 2022-24 Bucks For Brains Allocation and Usage
Comprehensive University Excellence Trust Fund

LEGEND

APPROVAL PENDING

Total State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MAX Funds for
mission support
MIN Funds for activities or
chairs, graduate
professorships, or fellowships or
research staff and undergraduate Total state matching
infrastructure scholarships funds available
$1,113,900 $1,113,900 $2,227,800

Approved/Pending State Matching Fund Requests by Eligible Use

Funds for chairs,
professorships, or
research staff and

Funds for mission
support activities or
graduate
fellowships or
undergraduate

Detailed Eligible Uses

Attachment D

Endowment Name infrastructure scholarships Total approved

Commonwealth Credit Union Endowment $250,000 $250,000
College of Science Endowment for Faculty Success $25,000 $25,000
Anthem Rural Medicine Scholarship (ARMS) $100,000 $100,000
Dr. Suzanne Bird Endowed Scholarship $109,446 $109,446
Dr. Yoshihiko and Betty Yagi Endowed Scholarship $25,000 $25,000
Total approved requests $250,000 $259,446 $509,446

Remaining State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MAX Funds for
mission support

MIN Funds for activities or

chairs, graduate

professorships, or fellowships or

research staff and undergraduate

infrastructure scholarships Total remaining
$863,900 $854,454 $1,718,354

MAX Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research scholars,
or research staff
and infrastructure

$1,718,354

Chairs | Professorships Research | Research Research Gradua’Fe Undergradgate Mission
Scholars Staff Infrastructure | Fellowships | Scholarships | Support
X
X
X
X
X
0 1 0 0 0 1 2 1
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Eastern Kentucky University: Summary Charts Attachment D

Approved and Remaining State Total State Matching
Pending Requests Matching Funds Funds

Eastern Kentucky University $509,446 $1,718,354 $2,227,800

Funds for chairs,
professorships, or

research scholars, Funds for mission Total State
or research staff  support activities or Remaining State Matching
and infrastructure graduate fellowships Matching Funds Funds
Eastern Kentucky University $250,000 $259,446 $1,718,354  $2,227,800
Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Funds
Funds by Use
Eastern Kentucky University Eastern Kentucky University
$2,500,000 $2,500,000
$2,227,800 $2,227,800
mmm Remaining State Matching
Funds
$2,000,000 $2,000,000
o ) mmm Funds for mission support
wm Remaining State Matching activities or graduate fellowships
$1,500,000 Funds $1,500,000
$1,718,354 mmm Approved and Pending $1,718,354
Requests mmm Funds for chairs,
—Total State Matching Funds professorships, or research
$1,000,000 $1,000,000 scholars, or research staff and
infrastructure
- Total State Matching Funds
$500,000 $500,000
$259,446
$509,446
$250,000
$0 $0
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Kentucky State University

FY 2022-24 Bucks For Brains Allocation and Usage
Comprehensive University Excellence Trust Fund

LEGEND

APPROVAL PENDING

Total State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MAX Funds for
mission support
MIN Funds for activities or
chairs, graduate
professorships, or fellowships or
research staff and undergraduate Total state matching
infrastructure scholarships funds available
$333,900 $333,900 $667,800

Approved/Pending State Matching Fund Requests by Eligible Use

Funds for chairs,
professorships, or
research staff and

Funds for mission
support activities or
graduate
fellowships or
undergraduate

Detailed Eligible Uses

Attachment E

Endowment Name infrastructure scholarships Total approved
Endowed Professorship in STEM+H (i.e.,

College of Engineering Endowed Fund) $667,800 $667,800
Total approved requests $667,800 $0 $667,800

Remaining State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MIN Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research staff and
infrastructure

MAX Funds for
mission support
activities or
graduate
fellowships or
undergraduate
scholarships

Total remaining

Minimum met

MAX Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research scholars,
or research staff
and infrastructure

$0

$0

$0

Chairs | Professorshios Research | Research Research Graduate | Undergraduate | Mission
P Scholars Staff Infrastructure | Fellowships | Scholarships | Support
X
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

147



Kentucky State University: Summary Charts

Approved and Remaining State Total State Matching
Pending Requests Matching Funds Funds

Kentucky State University

$667,800 $0 $667,800

Funds for chairs,
professorships, or

research scholars, Funds for mission Total State

or research staff  support activities or Remaining State Matching

and infrastructure graduate fellowships Matching Funds Funds
Kentucky State University $667,800 $0 $0  $667,800

$800,000

$700,000

$600,000

$500,000

$400,000

$300,000

$200,000

$100,000

$0

$667,800

$667,800

Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching

Kentucky State University

Funds
$800,000
$700,000
$600,000
=== Remaining State Matching
Funds $500,000
mmm Approved and Pending
Requests $400,000
- Total State Matching Funds
$300,000
$200,000
$100,000
$0

$667,800

$667,800

Attachment E

Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Funds

by Use

Kentucky State University

mmm Remaining State Matching
Funds

mmm Funds for mission support
activities or graduate fellowships

mmm Funds for chairs,
professorships, or research
scholars, or research staff and
infrastructure

— Total State Matching Funds
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Morehead State University

FY 2022-24 Bucks For Brains Allocation and Usage
Comprehensive University Excellence Trust Fund

LEGEND

APPROVAL PENDING

Total State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MAX Funds for
mission support

MIN Funds for activities or

chairs, graduate

professorships, or fellowships or

research staff and undergraduate Total state matching

infrastructure scholarships funds available
$639,500 $639,500 $1,279,000

Approved/Pending State Matching Fund Requests by Eligible Use

Funds for mission
support activities or

Detailed Eligible Uses

Attachment F

Funds for chairs, graduate

professorships, or fellowships or

research staff and undergraduate
Endowment Name infrastructure scholarships Total approved
Scutchfield Family Pre-Medicine Scholarship Endowment $50,000 $50,000
Eugene Lacefield Space Studies Endowment $100,000 $100,000
Greene Family Scholarship Endowment $200,000 $200,000
Kerr STEM Scholarship Endowment and Kirk Scholarship Endowment
Fund... $125,000 $125,000
Craft Endowed Professorship in Biomedical Sciences $150,000 $150,000
The J. Dudley Herron Professorship Endowment $125,000 $125,000
Phillips Scholarship Endowment $90,000 $90,000
The Judy-Craig Scholarship Endowment for Science $35,000 $35,000
Dr. John and Betty Philley Endowment Fund $4,500 $4,500
Robert Thomas Lierman Memorial Scholarship Endowment $10,000 $10,000
Total approved requests $275,000 $614,500 $889,500

Remaining State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MAX Funds for
mission support

MIN Funds for activities or

chairs, graduate

professorships, or fellowships or

research staff and undergraduate

infrastructure scholarships Total remaining
$364,500 $25,000 $389,500

MAX Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research scholars,
or research staff
and infrastructure

$389,500

Chairs | Professorshios Research | Research Research Graduate | Undergraduate | Mission
P Scholars Staff Infrastructure | Fellowships | Scholarships | Support
X
X X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
0 2 0 0 0 1 7 1
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Morehead State University: Summary Charts

Approved and Remaining State
Pending Requests Matching Funds

Attachment F

Total State Matching

Funds

Morehead State University $889,500 $1,279,000
Funds for chairs,
professorships, or
research scholars, Funds for mission Total State
or research staff  support activities or Remaining State Matching
and infrastructure graduate fellowships Matching Funds Funds

Morehead State University $275,000

Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching

Funds
Morehead State University
$1,400,000
$1,279,000
$1,200,000
$389,500
$1,000,000
mmm Remaining State Matching
Funds
$800,000 mmm Approved and Pending
Requests
$600,000 - Total State Matching Funds
$400,000 $889,500
$200,000
$0

$389,500 $1,279,000

Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Funds

but Use
Morehead State University
$1,400,000
$1,279,000
mmm Remaining State Matching
$1,200,000 Funds
$389,500
$1,000,000 mmm Funds for mission support
activities or graduate fellowships
$800,000
mm Funds for chairs,
professorships, or research
$600,000 $614,500 scholars, or research staff and
infrastructure
$400,000 —Total State Matching Funds
$200,000
$275,000
$0
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Murray State University

FY 2022-24 Bucks For Brains Allocation and Usage
Comprehensive University Excellence Trust Fund

LEGEND

APPROVAL PENDING

Total State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MAX Funds for
mission support

MIN Funds for activities or

chairs, graduate

professorships, or fellowships or

research staff and undergraduate Total state matching

infrastructure scholarships funds available
$742,450 $742,450 $1,484,900

Approved/Pending State Matching Fund Requests by Eligible Use

Funds for mission
support activities or

Detailed Eligible Uses

Attachment G

Funds for chairs, graduate

professorships, or fellowships or

research staff and undergraduate
Endowment Name infrastructure scholarships Total approved
Anthem Medicaid Rural Medicine Endowed Scholarship $100,000 $100,000
Suzi (Steele) and Ken Chapman Agricultural Science Scholarship
Endowment $25,000 $25,000
Associated of General Contractors Danny Claiborne Endowed
Professorship $88,750 $88,750
Dr. Steve Cobb Distinguished Endowed Professorship in Engineering
Physics $82,250 $82,250
Ray and Jewel Thomas Futrell Endowed Professorship in Agricultural
Science $125,000 $125,000
Bill and Merry Garrett Endowed Professorship in Veterinary Sciences
Quasi Endowment Match $136,449 $136,449
Bill and Merry Garrett Veterinary Sciences Scholarship Quasi-Endowment
Match $250,000 $250,000
Vernon L. and Cathryn R. Hamm Trust Endowed Professorship in Equine
Sciences $125,000 $125,000
llean Summerville Memorial Scholarship $27,500 $27,500
Jessie Munday Jackson Nursing Scholarship Endowment Fund $86,450 $86,450
Dr. Jesse D. Jones Endowed Professorship $60,000 $60,000
Dr. Thomas B. Logan Endowed Chemistry Professorship $125,001 $125,001
Gary Mayabb Memorial Scholarship $27,500 $27,500
Pat and Frank Miller Scholarship $100,000 $100,000
Patey Family Scholarship in Biology and Chemistry $100,000 $100,000
Schanbacher Character Scholarship $25,000 $25,000
Total approved requests $742,450 $741,450 $1,483,900

Remaining State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MIN Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research staff and
infrastructure

MAX Funds for
mission support
activities or
graduate
fellowships or
undergraduate
scholarships

Total remaining

Minimum met

MAX Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research scholars,
or research staff
and infrastructure

$1,000

$1,000

$1,000

Chairs | Professorships Research | Research Research Graduate | Undergraduate | Mission
P Scholars Staff Infrastructure | Fellowships | Scholarships | Support
X
X
X
X
X X X
X X X
X X
X X X
X
X
X
X X X
X
X
X
X
0 7 0 4 4 1 9 0
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Murray State University: Summary Charts

Approved and Remaining State
Pending Requests Matching Funds

Total State Matching
Funds

Murray State University $1,483,900 $1,000

Funds for chairs,
professorships, or Funds for mission

research scholars, support activities or

or research staff  graduate
and infrastructure fellowships

$1,484,900

Remaining State
Matching Funds

Total State

Murray State University $742,450 $741,450

Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching
Funds

Murray State University
$1,600,000

$1,484,900
$1,400,000
$1,200,000
mmm Remaining State Matching
$1,000,000 Funds
mmm Approved and Pending
$800,000 LR Requests
' ' -—Total State Matching Funds
$600,000
$400,000
$200,000
$0

$1,000 $1,484,900

Attachment G

Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Funds

$1,600,000

$1,400,000

$1,200,000

$1,000,000

$800,000

$600,000

$400,000

$200,000

$0

by Use

Murray State University

$1,484,900

$741,450

$742,450

mmm Remaining State Matching
Funds

mmm Funds for mission support
activities or graduate fellowships

mmm Funds for chairs,
professorships, or research
scholars, or research staff and
infrastructure

- Total State Matching Funds
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Northern Kentucky University

FY 2022-24 Bucks For Brains Allocation and Usage
Comprehensive University Excellence Trust Fund

Endowment Name

LEGEND
APPROVAL PENDING

Total State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MAX Funds for
MIN Funds for mission support
chairs, activities or graduate
professorships, or fellowships or
research staff and undergraduate
infrastructure scholarships

Total state matching
funds available

$932,300 $932,300

$1,864,600

Approved/Pending State Matching Fund Requests by Eligible Use

Funds for mission
Funds for chairs, support activities or
professorships, or graduate fellowships
research staff and or undergraduate
infrastructure scholarships

Total approved

Newman Endowment for Undergraduate Research in STEM $200,000 $200,000
Dr. Larry A. Giesmann Endowed Professorship in Biology $250,000 $250,000
Norma Fugazzi & Gabbard Family STEM Endowed Scholarship $25,000 $25,000
The Mark and Marie Yeager Endowed Scholarship for the School of

Computing and Analytics $200,000 $200,000
The Pennie Kitchens Witcher Memorial Endowed Scholarship $50,000 $50,000
Total approved requests $250,000 $475,000 $725,000

Remaining State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MAX Funds for
MIN Funds for mission support
chairs, activities or graduate
professorships, or fellowships or
research staff and undergraduate
infrastructure scholarships

Total remaining

$682,300 $457,300

MAX Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research scholars,
or research staff
and infrastructure

$1,139,600

$1,139,600

Detailed Eligible Uses

Attachment H

Chairs | Professorshios Research | Research Research Graduate | Undergraduate | Mission
P Scholars Staff Infrastructure | Fellowships | Scholarships | Support
X
X
X
X
X
0 1 0 0 0 0 4 0
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Northern Kentucky University: Summary Charts Attachment H

Approved and Remaining State Total State Matching
Pending Requests Matching Funds Funds

Northern Kentucky University $725,000 $1,139,600 $1,864,600

Funds for chairs,
professorships, or

research scholars, Funds for mission Total State

or research staff  support activities or  Remaining State Matching

and infrastructure graduate fellowships Matching Funds Funds
Northern Kentucky University $250,000 $475,000 $1,139,600 $1,864,600

Approved/Pending Requests for State Matching Funds Approved/Pending Requests for State Matching Funds by Use

Northern Kentucky University Northern Kentucky University
$2,000,000 $1.864.600 $2,000,000 $1,864,600
$1,800,000 $1,800,000 - :
mmm Remaining State Matching
$1,600,000 $1,600,000 Funds
$1,400,000 . ) $1,400,000 mmm Funds for mission support
$1.200.000 $1,139,600 e I;err]rézmlng State Matching $1200.000 $1,139,600 activities or graduate fellowships
u
mmm Approved and Pending
$1 ,OO0,000 RequeStS $1 ,000,000 = Funds for Chairs’
- Total State Matching Funds professorships, or research
$800,000 $800,000 scholars, or research staff and
infrastructure
$600,000 $600,000 —Total State Matching Funds
$475,000
$400,000 $725 000 $400,000
$200,000 $200,000
$250,000
$0 $0
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Western Kentucky University

FY 2022-24 Bucks For Brains Allocation and Usage
Comprehensive University Excellence Trust Fund

Endowment Name

LEGEND

APPROVAL PENDING

Total State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MAX Funds for
mission support

MIN Funds for activities or

chairs, graduate

professorships, or fellowships or

research staff and undergraduate Total state matching

infrastructure scholarships funds available
$1,237,950 $1,237,950 $2,475,900

Approved/Pending State Matching Fund Requests by Eligible Use

Funds for chairs,
professorships, or
research staff and
infrastructure

Funds for mission
support activities or
graduate
fellowships or
undergraduate
scholarships

Total approved

Detailed Eligible Uses

Attachment |

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Total approved requests

$0

$0

$0

Remaining State Matching Funds Available by Eligible Use

MIN Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research staff and
infrastructure

MAX Funds for
mission support
activities or
graduate
fellowships or
undergraduate
scholarships

Total remaining

$1,237,950

MAX Funds for
chairs,
professorships, or
research scholars,
or research staff
and infrastructure

$1,237,950

$2,475,900

$2,475,900

Chairs | Professorships Research | Research Research Graduate | Undergraduate | Mission
P Scholars Staff Infrastructure | Fellowships | Scholarships | Support
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Western Kentucky University: Summary Charts Attachment |
Approved and Remaining State Total State Matching
Pending Requests Matching Funds Funds

Western Kentucky University $0 $2,475,900 $2,475,900

Funds for chairs,
professorships, or Funds for mission
research scholars, support activities or

or research staff  graduate Remaining State Total State
and infrastructure fellowships Matching Funds Matching Funds
Western Kentucky University $0 $0 $2,475,900 $2,475,900
Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Approved/Pending Requests and Remaining State Matching Funds
Funds by Use
Western Kentucky University Western Kentucky University
$3,000,000 $3,000,000
$2.475.900 $2.475.900 mmm Remaining State Matching
$2,500,000 $2,500,000 Funds
o ) mmm Funds for mission support
$2,000,000 wm Remaining State Matching $2,000,000 activities or graduate fellowships
Funds
mmm Approved and Pending
$1 ,500,000 Requests $1 ,500,000 mmm Funds for chairs,
= Total State Matching Funds professorships, or research
$2,475,900 J $2,475,900 scholars, or research staff and
$1,000,000 $1,000,000 infrastructure
- Total State Matching Funds
$500,000 $500,000
$0 $0
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FINANCE COMMITTEE INFORMATION ITEM

KENTUCKY COUNCIL ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION September 9, 2024
TITLE: Performance Funding Work Group Update
DESCRIPTION: Staff will provide an update regarding the first meeting of the 2024

Performance Funding Work Group, which was charged by the
Kentucky legislature to find replacements for the underrepresented
minority student bachelor’'s degree metric in the public university
funding model and for the underrepresented minority student
credential metric in the KCTCS funding model.

STAFF CONTACTS: Bill Payne, Vice President for Finance Policy and Programs
Ryan Kaffenberger, Director of Finance Policy and Programs

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

During the 2024 Regular Session, the Kentucky General Assembly adopted Senate Bill 191,
which was the mechanism by which recommendations of the 2023 Postsecondary Education
Working Group (a.k.a., performance funding work group) were operationalized, signed by the
Governor, and eventually codified in KRS 164.092. Included in that bill was language specifying
that the comprehensive funding model for the public postsecondary system implemented by the
Council on Postsecondary Education “shall include a public university sector formula and a
KCTCS sector formula and shall not include any race-based metrics or targets in the formulas”

(p. 3).

In this manner, underrepresented minority student degree and credential metrics were removed
from public university and KCTCS funding models that they had been a part of for the past
seven years. Several places in Senate Bill 191 the word “minority” in the phrase
“‘underrepresented minority student” was struck through. For example, in Section 2, which
outlines the goals of the funding models, nontraditional age students were added as an
underserved population to focus on in terms of closing achievement gaps, but the URM student
population was changed to read “underrepresented students.”

(2)(d) Closing achievement gaps by increasing the number of credentials and degrees
earned by low-income students, underprepared students, [ard] underrepresented
[minerity] students, and nontraditional age students... (p. 3)

In Section 3, SB 191 directs the postsecondary education working group to convene during the
2024 interim “for the sole purpose of considering how to define "underrepresented students" in
the comprehensive funding model for the public postsecondary education system” (p. 10).
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Pursuant to language included in this section of the bill, CPE staff brought together statutorily
required members of the work group (KRS 164.092), including university presidents, the KCTCS
president, CPE president, and state policymakers, to determine how to define the term
“‘underrepresented student” and replace the former URM student degree and credential metrics
in the models.

WORK GROUP MEETING

On September 4, 2023, Council staff convened the first meeting of the 2024 Postsecondary
Education Working Group in Room 104 of Northern Kentucky University’s Student Union
Building. At that meeting, staff presented background information, including reminding the group
of the consensus recommendations of the 2023 work group that were reported to the Governor
and General Assembly on December 1, 2023, the mechanism by which the underrepresented
minority student bachelor's degree metric was removed from the public university funding
model, replacement metrics that were specified in SB 191 and used in the 2024-25 iteration of
the funding model, how those metrics came to be applied without any weighting to account for
cost and mission differences between sectors, and the impact of the change in metrics and
sector weightings on the 2024-25 performance distribution.

In addition to providing background information, CPE staff explained the working group’s charge
as determined by the General Assembly and prescribed in Senate Bill 191 (24 RS):

- Section 3. The postsecondary education working group... shall convene during the 2024
Interim for the sole purpose of considering how to define "underrepresented students" in
the comprehensive funding model for the public postsecondary education system... (p.
10)

Clearly, policymakers wanted to limit the scope of the working group’s activity to finding
replacements for the URM degree and credential metrics, which they chose to remove from the
university and KCTCS funding formulas. In that same section, SB 191 directs the Council on
Postsecondary Education to report the recommendations of the working group to the Governor
and to the Legislative Research Commission by December 1, 2024.

Next, CPE staff shared information regarding four potential replacement metrics for URM
bachelor’s degrees, including metric definitions, underlying rationale, and estimated financial
impact of each metric both with and without sector weightings. The four metrics under
consideration are:

1) low-income student bachelor’s degrees;

)
2) first-generation college student bachelor’s degrees;
3) underprepared student bachelor’s degrees; and
4) high-need high school student bachelor’s degrees.
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Work group members were encouraged to identify and propose other metrics for consideration
in coming weeks.

Finally, staff identified three major decision points that the group must discuss, negotiate, and
resolve to reach consensus recommendations:

¢ How should the 2024 working group define the term “underrepresented student”?

¢ What metric should be used to replace the URM student bachelor's degree metric in the
university funding model?

¢ Should the replacement metric be weighted to account for cost and mission differences
between sectors?

There was much discussion and many questions surrounding the four potential replacement
metrics. No decisions were made, and no votes were taken at this meeting. All alternatives to
potentially replace the URM bachelor’'s degree metric are still on the table and at least two
campus officials indicated an interest in additional metrics. The next meeting of the 2024
Performance Funding Work Group is scheduled for October 2, 2024.

Copies of CPE staff and KCTCS PowerPoint presentations that were shared with work group
members at the September 4 meeting can be found at:
https://cpe.ky.gov/aboutus/records/perf funding/agenda-2024-09-04-pf.pdf
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