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• 25,800 students
• 14.1 million GSF in 190 buildings
• 2 utility plants (480 meters)

• steam (139)
• electricity (201)
• CHW (132)
• CTW (    8) 

University of Nebraska-Lincoln
(way out west, at the end of the Big 10)



• 25,800 students
• 14.1 million GSF in 190 buildings
• 2 utility plants (480 meters)
• Direct utility customers (306 meters)

• electricity (  84)
• natural gas (110)
• water (112)

University of Nebraska-Lincoln
(way out west, at the end of the Big 10)



• Multiple, overlapping data silos
• Responsibility spread across departments
• Non-standard (ad-hoc) reporting
• Reactive business processes

How NOT to manage your data
as recently as 2016…



• Manual reads recorded in spreadsheet
• Paper vendor bills added to spreadsheet 
• Splits, deducts & special deals hard-coded
• 3-4 days/month to process

It used to look like…
auxiliary (chargeback) customers



The Color-Coded Spreadsheet
(proof that you’re a real university utility)



• Automatic, hourly meter reads stored in BAS
• Batch process summed monthly totals 
• Non-auxiliary manual reads entered 
• Manual data validation 
• Batch process applied splits & deducts
• 1-2 days per month to process

It used to look like…
most buildings, including most auxiliaries



• Export data from BAS database into CSV
• Merge with accounting spreadsheets
• Manually remove duplicates 
• Analyze data as requested
• 4 hours to 5 days per report

It used to look like…
ad-hoc reporting



• Almost all meters connected to our BAS
• 6-10 years of historical data available
• Splits and deducts were well documented
• BAS had good data visualization tools
• LUCID dashboards for dorm competitions

There were some good things
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Old UNL Data Flow
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• Single, accessible system-of-record
• Efficient means to 

• maintain data
• invoice customers
• prepare standard & special reports

• Visibility to campus
• CONFIDENCE

Goals for Good Energy Data



Ideal Data Flow
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• Administration
• Accounting
• Utility Plant
• Facilities

Who uses this data?
(or would, if it was reliable and they could find it)

• Faculty
• Sustainability
• Students
• Public



Implementation
• Ten-month process
• Configure new system (many reviews)
• Import old meter definitions and data
• Verify correct meter configuration
• Validate against historical data
• Change & create SOPs



New UNL Data Flow
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• ½ day to process billing
• OCR BillCapture replaces manual entry 
• reduced time to prepare reports

• EnergyCAP standard reports
• database structure makes SQL reports easier

• standard audit/correction procedures

Conclusions
reduced staff overhead



• standard, clickable graphic display 
• one-click copy data to clipboard
• simple meter selection (well-designed tree)

• separate views for accountants and engineers
• separate views for other NU campuses

• effortless weather data normalization
• dashboard widgets provide data to campus users

Conclusions
improved data visibility & usability



• single system-of-record
• standard, repeatable reports
• audit trail & consistent correction processes
• secure, but widely available

• automatic billing audits improve validation steps
• improved collaboration between data users
• common language to describe our data

Conclusions
improved CONFIDENCE in our data




