
SCFP SUBCOMMITTEE ON TWIN CITIES FACILITIES AND SUPPORT 
SERVICES (STCFSS) 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
APRIL 4, 2002 
 
[In these minutes:  Welcome, Approval of February 7, 2002 Minutes, Facilities 
Management Initiatives and How Charges are Assessed to Departments] 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the 
University of Minnesota Senate or Twin Cities Assembly; none of the comments, 
conclusions or actions reported in these minutes represent the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration or the Board of Regents.] 
 
PRESENT:  Gary Jahn, Chair, Steve Fitzgerald, Donald Kelsey, Laurie Scheich, Steve 
Spehn, Calvin Alexander, Cynthia Jara, Jean Montgomery,  
 
REGRETS:  Kent Rees, Jane Phillips, Patrick Buckle, Ryan Osero 
 
ABSENT:  Linda Jorn, Roberta Juarez, Lorelee Wederstrom, John Adams, Rongsheng, 
Ruan, Ronald Sawchuk 
 
I).  Professor Jahn called the meeting to order and welcomed all present. 
 
II).  The February 7, 2002 minutes were unanimously approved as submitted. 
 
III).  Steve Spehn, Associate Vice President of Facilities Management, led the Committee 
through a presentation on Facilities Management (FM) initiatives and explained how FM 
charges are assessed to departments.  Facilities Management’s current theme is 
“Honoring Our Commitments” as it relates to FM’s customers, the University as a whole 
and to FM itself. 
 
The 1994 Brenner Report outlines what FM pays for on campus and what units are 
responsible for in terms of cost: 
 

• Supported Space – FM is responsible for paying these costs. 
• Non-Supported Space – FM would charge units for these costs. 

 
Mr. Spehn referred members to FM’s website in order to get a better understanding of 
supported and non-supported charges:  http://www.facm.umn.edu/  The following criteria 
is used to determine who pays for what charges: 
 

• ISO (whether a unit charges for their services e.g. parking, housing, dining, etc.)  
These units are considered non-supported and are required to pay for FM services. 

• Supported Space typically includes maintenance of departmental space and 
anything above and beyond this the department would be responsible for these 
costs. 



 
Part of the reason FM costs are so high is because it is expensive to run a facility of this 
size.  FM has approximately 1,300 employees and has an annual budget of 120 million 
dollars.  Most of FM’s budget is used to support four programs: 
 

• Energy and utilities program 
• Custodial program 
• Maintenance program 
• Project Delivery program 

 
Mr. Spehn elaborated on FM’s Maintenance Program and stated that all FM’s programs 
are set up essentially the same as its Maintenance Program.  The Maintenance Program is 
divided into the following categories: 
 

• Regulatory/Fire Life Safety 
• Academic Program Accreditation 
• Industry Standard Equipment Care/Reliability 
• Customer Service 

 
FM decides how its maintenance dollars are spent into three categories: 
 

1. Preventive 
2. Repair 
3. Emergency 

 
Comments associated with how maintenance dollars are spent included: 
 

• While budgeted hours for emergencies have decreased primarily due to FM’s 
philosophy to invest in preventive activities, hours devoted to repairs have 
increased as the campus and equipment ages. 

• Total hours for maintenance has been increasing and a significant portion of this 
can be attributed to the increased amount of inventory on campus. 

• Due to the tremendous deferred maintenance backlog, repair costs are being 
driven up and money that would otherwise be allocated to preventive maintenance 
is being spent on repairs. 

• Due to budget constraints there are limits on what can be done in terms of 
preventive maintenance. 

 
Reviewing repair costs against preventive costs provides FM with information on where 
it is getting the most value for its dollar.   FM strives to have a good balance between 
repair and preventive costs.  Because the maintenance program is under-funded by 
approximately $2-3 million the following priorities have been established: 
 

• Safety 
• Liability/risk/exposure 
• Academic (customer) programming 



• Environmental system repairs 
• Long-range (future) plans 
• Building use intensity 

 
FM is bound by the following employment obligations in determining who is assigned a 
particular kind of work: 
 

• The University is bound by the 1980 union bargaining contract (PERLA). 
• The University is required to use trade labor for all of its maintenance work (BMS 

Case 81-PR-351-A).  Trade labor is typically more expensive than traditional 
maintenance workers. 

• FM deals with 22 union contracts. 
• 1995 legislation stipulating work assignments (July 17, 1995 BMS binding 

decision). FM does, however, have some flexibility in assigning work orders to 
trade laborers, mechanics, etc. 

 
Professor Jahn inquired about cost savings assuming FM did not have to abide by the 
above employment obligations.  FM estimates cost savings at about $3 million dollars per 
year.  A majority of FM’s costs are associated with labor.  Compared to similar Big 10 
institutions (Purdue, University of Illinois, University of Michigan and Michigan State) 
the University ranks in the middle in terms of labor costs. 
 
Traditional overhead rates include: 
 

• Accounting 
• Payroll 
• Purchasing 
• Human Resources 

 
Value added overhead rates include: 
 

• Record/Blueprint Management 
• Building Systems Automation Center (BSAC) that is staffed 24 hours per day and 

monitors all the building systems on campus 
• Regulatory Compliance and Record Keeping 
• Equipment/Work Documentation which provides information on repairs to 

equipment, costs, etc. 
• Technology & Service Enhancements 
• Inventory of Parts 

 
FM billing is separated out by labor, materials and contract costs and is billed on-line 
through CUFS.  Mr. Spehn provided members with a sample of a typical work order e.g. 
a door repair and highlighted portions of the invoice.  Mr. Spehn commented that a 
significant amount of detail can be captured and displayed on-line for departments to 
review. 



 
Total project costs include: 
 

• Contractors – general, mechanical, electrical 
• Consultants – architects, engineers, design team services, inspections, material 

testing 
• Site Work – site survey, soil borings 
• University provided services – BSAC (Building Systems Automation Center), 

owners representative, telecom, utility investigation, utility outage assistance 
• Permits and Fees – building permits, sewer and water charges, project delivery 

services, advertisement for bid 
• Hazardous Materials – abatement, environmental studies 
• Interiors – furnishings, equipment, graphics, keys 
• Miscellaneous – moving expenses, relocation space, public art, cleaning, 

temporary construction utilities 
 
Mr. Spehn commented that oftentimes departments can be surprised by FM charges 
because they do not fully understand the scope of a project. 
 
FM measures its performance in the following ways: 
 

• Annual review of program costs 
• Equipment benchmarking to industry standards every 6 months 
• Annual review of work exceeding +/- 10% estimate deviation and comparisons to 

industry standards 
• Benchmarking costs to peer institutions 
• Monthly review of reporting outcomes 
• Annual customer surveys 
• Point of service and customer follow-up 
• Outsource where more effective – if there is any kind of impact to employees e.g. 

lay-offs FM is required to bargain the impact of outsourcing 
 
FM improvement initiatives include: 
 

• Custodial Improvement Initiative 
• FM will exercise its ability to change work assignment decisions within the BMS 

guidelines 
• Maintenance work assigned by license requirement only 
• New cleaning procedures and assignments 
• Outsourcing 

 
Members voiced the following concerns and comments: 
 

• In an attempt to address the University’s central funding issues, in particular the 
under-funding of Facilities Management, priority needs to be given to classrooms 



and other public areas where faculty and students spend most of their time.  To 
attain the ‘maroon and gold’ maintenance standards that the administration, 
faculty and students expect is currently impossible without additional funding.  
Facilities Management in the meantime has set forth standards that hopefully are 
achievable and will hold custodians accountable. 

• Hiring a student to vacuum a faculty person’s office or shovel steps would violate 
labor contracts.  Additionally, doing this would create an expectation that FM is 
not responsible for this type of work but that departments are responsible.  Faculty 
need to use discretion when it comes to using student labor.  Faculty can, for 
example, hire a student to organize files. 

• Appealing to the legislature to fund an enormous physical plant, such as the 
University, that is deteriorating quickly has failed repeatedly.  Budget reductions 
have disproportionately fallen on O & M over the past 20 years.  IMG can be 
linked to the lack of ‘common good’ funding for central common operating 
spaces. 

• Concern regarding the Andersen Library and the lack of data in the 
Commissioning Report as it relates to the Contractor’s Test Report.  Steve Spehn 
said the issue has been addressed with the vendor consultant and he will 
investigate the matter further and report his findings to Renee Dempsey, Senate 
staff, and it will be dispersed to the full Committee.  The heating ventilation and 
air conditioning system (HVAC) in several buildings does not work properly.  A 
report called the “Design Intent” states that the system was not designed to meet 
maximum standards and suggests that the building was under-designed.  The 
consequences of not taking action puts the collection at risk as well as the 
University because this facility sells storage space to organizations outside the 
University.  Another member stated when the University contracted to build this 
Library they agreed at some point to these standards.  It is unreasonable for the 
University to pay for the worst-case scenario because the assumption is that the 
system can run on overload for awhile.  The first step is to have the system tested 
and balanced because without this information the contractor cannot be held 
responsible.  Steve Spehn agreed to seek the new design consultant’s opinion 
regarding the design criteria used on Andersen Library.  Professor Jahn requested 
that Professor Calvin Alexander draft a statement outlining his concerns regarding 
Andersen Library.  This statement can then can be entered as a proposed motion 
and be brought before the Committee. 

 
IV).  Hearing no further business, Professor Jahn adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


