
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Finance and Planning  
Tuesday, March 23, 2010 

2:00 – 3:45 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present:  Russell Luepker (chair), Jon Binks, Sarah Chambers, Jennifer Dens, Devin Driscoll, 

Steen Erikson, Kara Kersteter, Lyndel King, Thomas Klein, Joseph Konstan, Judith 
Martin, Kathleen O'Brien, Paul Olin, Richard Pfutzenreuter, Gwen Rudney, Terry Roe, 
Michael Rollefson, Karen Seashore, Mandy Stahre, Aks Zaheer 

 
Absent:  David Chapman, Lincoln Kallsen, Fred Morrison, Thomas Stinson, Michael Volna, 

Warren Warwick, John Worden 
 
Guests:  Associate Vice President Michael Berthelsen (University Services), Jerome Malmquist 

(Director, Energy Management), Jim Green (Associate Director, Energy Management)  
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) energy management 2010 update; (2) update on light-rail transit; (3) March 25 
Faculty Senate meeting] 
 
 
1. Energy Management 2010 Update 
 
 Professor Luepker convened the meeting at 2:00 and welcomed Associate Vice President 
Berthelsen and Messrs. Green and Malmquist to provide an update on energy management.  Mr. 
Berthelsen presented a series of PowerPoint slides to the Committee. 
 

The core principles of energy management are sustainability, reliability, and cost control, Mr. 
Berthelsen reminded the Committee.  They evaluate all they do on all three, and none of them alone is 
sufficient.   

 
Mr. Berthelsen noted the organizational chart for the management of utilities and facilities and 

then showed the utility costs for each of the campuses:  Duluth $6,454,277, Morris $1,450,305, Crookston      
$751,430, and the Twin Cities $83,330,000.  About $70 million of the Twin Cities costs are for electricity 
and steam; the remainder goes for chilled water, water, and gas.  It is in the use of electricity and steam 
that the primary energy conservation can take place. 

 
Some of the major activities last year included completion of the Master Utility Plan, the Fitch 

Street Switch Station and Chiller Plant (St. Paul), Northrop Chiller plant (they added a third chiller, with 
piping feeds to STSS & IT), a remote metering project was completed for chilled water and steam, they 
completed a 1500-foot-deep steam tunnel addition to the stadium vicinity, and conducted a GIS inventory 
of 54 storm water management facilities on the Twin Cities campus.  Projects currently underway include 
adding 5000 feet of 14-inch steam line from the heating plant to the Weaver-Densford area to feed new 
Biomedical Discovery District area, they are installing a back-up Supervisory Controls And Data 
Acquisition (SCADA) server (SCADA provides instant access to alarms and electrical use status on 
campus), and modifying the storm sewer at Pleasant and Arlington to accommodate the light-rail line.  
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They are also expanding the central IT Chilled Water Distribution System to include the Recreational 
Sports addition, planning for adding boiler capacity to replace an aging boiler and address peak demand 
(including the new biomedical district), determining the best way to meet future Minneapolis campus 
electrical supply requirements (this is a major effort and will have an impact on the campus for decades), 
adding 7 to 9 buildings to St. Paul's Fitch Street chilled water loop system, and coordinating storm water 
management.  There will be a need for more electricity on campus, Mr. Berthelsen commented, so the 
University is partnering with Xcel Energy to make it happen. 

 
Professor Martin inquired whether there would be any change in demand given that the 

Biomedical Discovery District facilities will be consolidated into a bigger building.  It will simplify the 
connections, Mr. Berthelsen said, but there are already a number of buildings in the district that can be 
connected together, and the campus master plan suggests that there will be other buildings in that area in 
the future.   

 
Professor Luepker asked if the extra steam and electricity infrastructure required will be part of 

the new-building costs or if it will be paid from other sources.  They try to build them into the costs of the 
building, Mr. Berthelsen said, and in the case of biomedical district, the budget does include the utility 
costs. 

 
Mr. Rollefson asked if there is any option for a wind turbine for the Twin Cities campus.  Mr. 

Berthelsen responded that there is not enough wind, and their tests show that the money is better spent in 
other ways.  The Morris campus has one, and is planning for one or two more, and UMore Park will have 
one (neither of which are in premier Minnesota wind sites, but they are economically viable).  If the 
University were to build more wind turbines away from the Twin Cities, the question would be how to get 
the electricity to this campus.  They have studied the possibility for St. Paul and Crookston, Vice 
President O'Brien added, and found that wind turbines were not feasible in either location. 

 
Mr. Berthelsen turned next to the ECO team (Energy Conservation Operations).  Sustainability is 

a broad concept, he said, and energy is just a part of it.  There are, however, several elements to energy 
conservation, which are being addressed by the ECO team.  There are opportunities for improvement on 
the Twin Cities campus.  While there are fixed costs, $45 million was spent for fuel/energy in FY09 and 
the FY09 carbon footprint was 503,200 metric tons for utility use.  There are different ways to affect the 
campus utility-driven carbon footprint; the most direct approach is to reduce energy use.  The energy not 
used is the cheapest and greenest solution. 

 
Mr. Berthelsen reviewed a graph illustrating electricity and steam use on the Twin Cities campus 

from 1998 to the present.  Electricity use is trending upward; steam use is trending downward.  There has 
been a 38.2 % reduction in the carbon footprint from steam production even with an overall net growth in 
total square footage from 1998 to 2006, from 19 to 21.7 million square feet, a 14.6% increase.  Moreover, 
much of the space that was demolished has been replaced with more intensive research space.  They are 
working on benchmarking the campus against other campuses, but it is very difficult to make an accurate 
meaningful comparison due to all the variables (such as fuel mix, measurement assumptions).  Based on 
current information they have been able to compile, it appears the University is comparable to other 
Midwest campuses of similar size.   

 
The University does not have a lot of control over the carbon "content" of electricity, Mr. 

Berthelsen observed; that depends on the generation methods employed by Xcel Energy.  The University 
does have control over the carbon content of steam, and has invested in the steam plant to reduce 
emissions, change fuel use, and cut demand. 
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The ECO Team springs from the Regents' Sustainability and Energy Policy and supports the 
Campus Master Plan language seeking to "make the campus environmentally and operationally 
sustainable" and calling for undertaking "a process to increase energy efficiency."  The ECO campaign 
implementation will require senior level champions, communication/public outreach will be critical, they 
need to move from idea to action, focus resources, and the answers involve different units.  There are a 
number of University units involved and a number of areas of endeavor:  green computing, building 
standards, building scheduling and usage, lab and assignments, and Facilities Management energy 
conservation.  The units involved range from the Office of Information Technology to Housing and 
Residential Life to University Relations to Facilities Management, and so on.   

 
Green computing has involved a successful University-Services-wide pilot project to step down 

computer settings for energy savings (most savings come from powering down, not turning off, and the 
latter was a concern because of updates).  The project works on different hardware and energy savings 
can amount to $40 per machine annually—which, given that there are about 40,000 devices on the 
campus, totals a great deal of money.  The next step is a campus-wide roll-out. 

 
One element of building scheduling and usage involves classroom use,  At present they open 55 

buildings with classrooms each weekend regardless of use, while data support the proposition that that all 
scheduled classes on weekends could be served in 7 buildings; focusing resources is a win-win (better 
security, facility services, less energy, less cleaning).  Another element of building scheduling and use 
involves setting standard building hours with an exceptions policy; hours would be set by type of 
building, and there would be building hours of 'standard' operations versus 'turned down' hours.  They 
would develop an exception policy (both recurring and one-time exceptions). 

 
In terms of building standards, the Minnesota State Energy Code is now more stringent.  What the 

University must do is build buildings that are more energy efficient rather than try to make them more 
efficient later.  Current University standards include mandatory implementation of energy efficiency 
strategies with a 7-year payback, 1% of the mechanical-electrical budget is to be allocated for energy 
conservation, and bonded projects are required to meet the Minnesota Sustainable Bldg 2030 standards.  
They have created an energy efficiency review process and expanded the energy standards scope to all 
projects.  The next step is to measure energy savings and cost avoidance; the challenges include pressures 
between program and standards and sufficient resources to complete the effort.  Mr. Rollefson inquired if 
faculty experts are involved in this process; they are, Mr. Berthelsen said. 

 
Mr. Green noted that about 11,000 have taken the pledge to save energy ("it all adds up").  The 

campaign includes a web page with tips for departments (at http://www1.umn.edu/italladdsup/ ). 
 
A second component of energy conservation is building recommissioning, a systematic process to 

check building performance and fix problems.  Recommissioning returns the building to like-new 
performance (and often incorporates new technology so buildings perform better than new).  The goal is 
to get into every building every four or five years, so they will aim to look at 40-50 buildings per year.  
One example was a recommissioning of MCB, which led to annual savings of $80,000 as a result of 
making a simple, low-cost modification to one of the building's ventilation-exhaust systems. 

 
Mr. Green reviewed a table with examples of fan schedule variance:  Fan variance is the 

difference between the number of hours building fans are scheduled to run in a week and the number of 
hours the fans actually ran.  In some cases, the fans ran exactly as scheduled; in other cases they ran many 
more hours.  Professor Konstan asked why.  It could be that the fan scheduled has been over-ridden to 
“solve” a comfort issue , Mr. Green said, or an event that needed to be dealt with (e.g., carpet cleaning), 
or the control system was not working. 
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In terms of laboratory standards, University building energy consumption is in line with national 

averages.  Campus growth is skewed toward higher-energy-intensity facilities (research labs), and they 
are exploring new methods for reducing ventilation in unoccupied labs without putting personnel safety at 
risk.  They are also making lighting more energy efficient by replacing lights (the Humphrey Institute is 
saving $21,000 per year because of light-bulb changes).  

 
Mr. Green provided examples of some energy-conservation success stories:   
 

-- Variety Club Research Center Building Controls Upgrade  
Savings: $60,000/year, 711 tons CO2 Emissions/year 
 

-- Bierman Field Athletic Building Schedule Optimization  
Savings: $40,000/year, 474 tons CO2 Emissions/year 
 

-- Ford Hall Recommissioning HVAC Variable Frequency Drive Installation  
Savings: $24,000/year, 284 tons CO2 Emissions/year  

 
Their goal to reduce energy consumption by 5% (or $2.25 million) was achieved in mid-March, 
3½ months ahead of schedule. 
 

Mr. Berthelsen commented that the University can deliver what it does now at less cost and 
energy consumption if it thinks creatively.  They do not want to infringe on teaching or research, they just 
want to use less energy.  Once they have completed work on a building, the people in it are more 
comfortable and have more control (e.g., they do not need to use heaters in the summer to offset the air 
conditioning and don't have to use fans in the winter because the building is too hot).   

 
Professor Martin asked what the projected savings would be if they could accomplish for all 

buildings what they did in the three examples that Mr. Green cited.  Mr. Malmquist said they have 
identified about $4.6 million in potential savings and have achieved about half of it so far.  They will 
analyze each case to determine if there is sufficient payback—and there is always a backlog of projects.  
If they are successful, Professor Martin said, and the University changes its procurement practices, there 
are potential savings of $15-20 million per year.  Mr. Malmquist said they had a chart that showed where 
the University would have been without the energy-savings changes that have been made.  On the other 
hand, Walter Library uses four times as much energy as it did before it was renovated.  They know that 
they need to look at buildings every 4-5 years because "things drift."  Monitoring helps keep the $2.25 
million saving recurring, but they need to keep checking.   

 
Mr. Driscoll said that the colleges have monitoring as well and asked if they are working on 

localizing control.  Mr. Berthelsen said they meter every building for steam and electricity and bill the 
colleges, but they do not monitor room by room.  They are testing chilled-water monitoring.  The savings 
accrue to the college. 

 
Professor Zaheer said that changing light bulbs in the Humphrey Center was a great idea; are they 

publicizing that with other units?  They can never do enough publicizing, Mr. Malmquist observed; they 
are trying to get better and need to show their successes.  Mr. Berthelsen said that now, unlike in the past, 
they approach a building "with trumpets blaring," t-shirts, etc., and explain how the building works and 
what they will do to improve it.   
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Mr. Rollefson wondered why, if the savings go to the colleges, one never hears the deans talk 
about energy conservation.  One would think they would be advocates.  Mr. Berthelsen said that the 
deans' financial directors pay attention to the bills, and this is the first year they are really emphasizing 
conservation.  Collectively, the changes add up.  The $21,000 savings at the Humphrey Center, of which 
the school receives $10,000, is not that big a deal, but there will likely be more saving by the end of the 
year, and they will provide reports by college.  Sometimes what they do helps a college AVOID costs—
the bills would have been much higher without the building improvements.   

 
Mr. Driscoll asked why, knowing what they know, they do not just change all the lights.  They do 

change them, Mr. Berthelsen said, but it depends on the availability of funding and the staff time.  They 
look for opportunities when they recondition old buildings, and they make changes that have a 6-7-year 
payback.  Often, however, technology can change, and what did not have a reasonably payback at one 
time can later.  They will cover the entire Twin Cities campus every 4-5 years. 

 
In response to a question from Mr. Klein, Mr. Berthelsen said that they do not encounter 

resistance to the improvements they suggest.  They are trying to find what they can afford to do and what 
they can get to.  Vice President O'Brien has helped by adding staff so that they can speed up the process 
of building reconditioning, and they also use contractors to extend their reach.  They do sense the 
financial urgency and are trying to get to buildings as quickly as they can because there are paybacks for 
the units.  They are trying to be disciplined in the funds they use, and do not make improvements that 
have paybacks of ten years or more; they limit the improvements to those with 6-7-year payback.  In 
some cases, the age of the building is a cost factor (e.g., the need for asbestos removal).   

 
Vice President O'Brien thanked the Committee for its questions and interest.  They provide an 

annual report on energy management to the Board of Regents and one can see changes over the years:  
The more they do, the more energy costs are smaller, with savings to academic units.  She expressed 
appreciation for Mr. Berthelsen's leadership and the work of Messrs. Green and Malmquist.  Professor 
Luepker thanked Vice President O'Brien and Messrs. Berthelsen, Green, and Malmquist.  He noted that 
the Committee worries about cost pools and budgets, and it is impressive how many things are happening 
with minimum perturbations to the system.  The deans need to hear more about what is being done. 

 
2. Update on Light-Rail Transit 
 
 Professor Luepker next asked Vice President O'Brien to provide an update on light-rail transit. 
 
 Ms. O'Brien said she would describe where things stand on litigation, negotiations, and the 
project schedule. 
 
 On March 10, the district judge dismissed the motion by the Metropolitan Council to dismiss the 
University's environmental lawsuit.  The judge ordered for the University on all three counts raised and 
ordered the two parties into mediation.   
 

Right now the University and Met Council are in negotiation and will be for a few more days.  If 
that does not work, they will go to mediation.  The University's position has not changed—it needs 
performance standards for vibration and electro-magnetic interference, it needs them adhered to, it needs 
to know the problem will be fixed if the standards are exceeded, and it needs to know that if the standards 
are exceeded and there are damages to University property, the property will be repaired or replaced.  The 
University must have a predictable and safe environment for its labs and equipment.  There is much that 
the two agree on, Ms. O'Brien said, and the disagreement is over the remedy if standards are violated. 

 



Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
Tuesday, March 23, 2010 
 
 

6

Professor Konstan asked about University's grant of easement to use University property, and 
asked if the University has taken the position that if there is no agreement, no easement will be granted.  
Vice President O'Brien said the University will not grant the temporary easement the Council is 
requesting until there is a comprehensive agreement.  There are three easements required, two temporary 
and one permanent, the latter for the operation of the line.  The easements include use of University land 
valued at close to $6 million.  Most people do not recognize there has been a substantial University 
contribution to the project, about $3 million, in staff time, consultants, and study of the northern 
alignment.  If the value of the land is included, the University's contribution approaches $10 million.   
 
 Professor Konstan said the message is not out there that the University is offering to grant 
permanent use of its land with assurances that there will be remedies, but that the Metropolitan Council 
will not offer the assurances.  The print media are in favor of expanding the transportation system and are 
reluctant to cover the University's position, Ms. O'Brien said.  Professor Konstan said he was not sure that 
the message was clear internally.  Vice President O'Brien said there is a major effort to communicate 
clearly throughout the University. 
 
 Ms. King said that the perception she hears is that the University made known the problems so 
late; what is the answer to that?  Ms. O'Brien said the University raised the issues in 2001.  The Board of 
Regents action of July, 2001, preferred the northern alignment; if the train were to be on Washington, the 
Board preferred a tunnel (which would have provided some of the mitigation now being sought).  The 
University has been concerned about the at-grade alignment on Washington Avenue and has made 
comments all along.  The project office said the problems could be dealt with when they start the 
preliminary engineering.  When the Board voted to accept the Washington Avenue at-grade option, it did 
so on condition there would be mitigation of the problems. 
 
 Professor Martin said she found it extremely ironic that, given the changes in the federal process, 
the northern alignment would now likely qualify for federal support.   
 
 Mr. Driscoll asked if the University and Met Council were negotiating in order to avoid 
mediation; they are, Ms. O'Brien said.  And they are committed to really trying to resolve the differences, 
she said.   
 
 Professor Luepker asked where the MPR lawsuit fit in.  Vice President O'Brien said they 
communicate with MPR but are not involved in their lawsuit, nor are they involved in the University's 
lawsuit.  The University wants a floating slab as part of the solution; so does MPR, but they are different 
because different solutions are needed.   
 
 Vice President O'Brien reviewed the general schedule for the project.  The advanced traffic 
improvements (e.g., changes in intersections around the campus) are supposed to take place this summer 
(2010); utility relocation in downtown St. Paul is already in progress.  The bids for the project will go out 
in two major parts, from Highway 280 east and from 280 west; the latter includes the Washington Avenue 
bridge improvements.  Work on the bridge will begin in May, 2011, and there will only be one lane of 
traffic in each direction thereafter.  They will not know the exact dates of construction in 2011-12 until 
the contract is awarded and the contractor lays out the plans.  If there is agreement, things could begin to 
happen quickly in terms of improvements.  The line is to open on March 17, 2014. 
 
 And if there is no agreement, Ms. King asked?  A trial has been scheduled for September, Ms. 
O'Brien said, and the advance work will not be done this summer.  It also depends on the outcome of the 
two other lawsuits.  They have also been in contact with the Federal Transportation Administration (the 
University did not file a federal lawsuit because they believe it is adequately protected by state law). 



Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
Tuesday, March 23, 2010 
 
 

7

 
 Professor Zaheer asked what the University's approach to compensation if the trains exceed the 
tolerances.  The current University draft agreement envisions liquidated damages claims, Ms. O'Brien 
said, of $25,000 per incident.  It could be escalating, Professor Zaheer said, because the consequences 
could be incalculable.  Ms. O'Brien agreed and said it is difficult to measure the true impact if the 
standards are violated, but they have met with the affected faculty to explain the problems, the 
performance standards, and mitigation. 
 
 Professor Luepker thanked Ms. O'Brien for her report. 
 
3. Faculty Senate March 25 Docket 
 
 Professor Luepker reviewed the March 25 Faculty Senate docket, with proposals for salary 
reductions under section 4.5 of the tenure code.  He recalled that the Committee heard last fall at its 
retreat about the report of the future-financing committee, and now the Governor has imposed additional 
cuts.  Vice President Pfutzenreuter came to the Committee with the options being considered and 
Committee members commented on various aspects of the options. 
 
 In the last two weeks, with the Faculty Consultative Committee appropriately as the leading 
committee, there have been many discussions and in excess of 100 emails per day about the situation.  
 
 Professor Luepker suggested the Committee discuss where things stand now and whether it 
wishes to support the position taken by the Faculty Consultative Committee (in support of the President's 
proposal).  He noted that he serves on FCC and supports the position it has taken.  He reviewed the 
substitute motions on the docket, one calling for an audit before the Faculty Senate votes on a salary 
reduction and the other requesting a sliding scale rather than a flat 1.15% reduction for everyone (or the 
equivalent, a 3-day furlough, for civil-service and bargaining-unit employees).   
 
 Mr. Driscoll asked Mr. Pfutzenreuter the thinking behind the decision to propose a 1.15% 
reduction for everyone rather than the graded reductions used in the 1930s.  They modeled several 
alternatives, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, and at the end of the day, the President said he preferred the 1.15% 
reduction.   
 
 Professor Konstan said he has spent a lot of time on these issues and was convinced that the 
President was wrong on the 27th pay check, but with substantial help from Mr. Pfutzenreuter and others, 
he now believes the President made the right decision.  At no point have 11-month employees been 
treated as if they are on an annual salary, and to withhold the 27th paycheck would amount to a pay cut.  
There are problems with this, but it is done and has happened.  Those on 11-month appointments received 
a 3.4-3.5% salary increase when the change was made.   
 
 His problem, Professor Konstan said, is the real lack of trust demonstrated by the substitute 
motions on the docket.  The 27th pay period is not the problem, it's the $36 million cut in state funds.  The 
University has to eat the cuts.  There was a question about labs, and the President said Sponsored Projects 
Administration would not shut down, but they said they will be open for emergencies only.  That is not 
good communication.  He supports the 1.15% reduction; it makes sense, he said, but he worries that to 
adopt it without faculty/University community insistence that this is not the answer, and that if the 
administration cannot figure out how to do strategic reallocation across the University, the place will fall 
apart.   
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 Mr. Driscoll said the financial statements are independently audited; the implication of one of the 
motions is that someone is cooking the books.  They are not, Professor Seashore said, but there is not 
enough information on unit productivity so that one could make decisions about what should go.  If one is 
to prune, one must know what units are not productive—and those data are not available.  Professor 
Konstan said the issue is not productivity, it is centrality.  In her college, Professor Seashore said, the 
departments have been told they must say what they want to look like in 2020; the dean will make the 
hard decisions. 
 
 There is an us-versus-them sentiment in the docket, Ms. Stahre said, which has been seen 
elsewhere in the University (e.g., the deans versus the Graduate School, an attitude that persists), and the 
battle lines have been drawn.   
 
 There is always a financial crisis looming, or the University is in the middle of one, and a set of 
reasons why it cannot take decisive action, Mr. Klein commented.  The University will open in the fall, 
admit students, and pragmatic solutions will bubble up to get through the current set of issues, and then 
the cycle will repeat.  That is not said with cynicism, Mr. Klein said, but as a candid description of how 
the institution addresses problems such as the structural deficit Vice President Pfutzenreuter has 
summarized.  The situation will likely arise in the future, Professor Roe agreed, and said the University 
should get it right this time.   
 
 During the period of strategic-positioning task forces, Professor Roe recalled, there was group 
created to establish metrics and measures to track productivity.  The deans did not like them, so what 
measures will be used to cut the least productive programs?  Any plan going forward must be simple and 
equitable; it has to be easy to calculate, and if there are inequities, they need to be dealt with through other 
channels or means so as not to obscure and complicate the main objectives.    
 
 Ms. Kersteter said that any decisions need to be communicated clearly and concisely.  People are 
scared and need information in a bullet-point format.  Committee members disagreed on whether the 
President's most recent budget message was clear. 
 
 Professor Luepker offered several comments.  One, everyone agrees there is a crisis and need for 
a short-term fix.  The 1.15% salary reduction may be right for the 3-6-month problem.  The question is 
what is the long-term vision or plan?  The University is just at the tip of the problem; the Governor will 
not give the University $700 million in 2011 and the 1.15% reduction will look in retrospect like a 
wonderful solution.  Perhaps the colleges will put plans on the table, but one hopes they contain more 
than what has been done thus far.  Two, during the crisis people are anxious and say they are not 
receiving the facts, although there are some for whom no amount of facts would be enough.  The 
administration believes it is doing all that it can to get information out but some faculty do not have a clue 
what is going on.  There does need to be a better way to get the information out. 
 
 Professor Luepker thanked Mr. Pfutzenreuter for joining the meeting.   
 
 Professor Konstan then proposed a motion which was subsequently modified by email exchanges 
and then adopted unanimously. 
 

The Senate Committee on Finance and Planning (SCFP) supports the FCC motion to 
approve the 1.15% temporary pay cut proposed by the President.  The Committee is mindful of 
the fiscal crisis facing the University and the State, and considers it appropriate for faculty to 
share in the sacrifice needed to protect the University and preserve jobs of University Staff. 
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At the same time, SCFP is seriously concerned about the lack of plans to address the 

longer-term fiscal challenges faced by the University and strongly urges the administration to 
take leadership in shaping and implementing a University of Minnesota that can remain vibrant in 
an era of reduced state support. 

 
 Professor Luepker adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


