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Rock-Tenn Community Advisory Panel 
Draft Minutes 

 

January 14, 2008 
 
Attendance: 
RCAP Members: Randy Schubring (District 11 Ð Hamline-Midway), Matt Hass (District 12 Ð
St. Anthony Park), Tim Thoreen (District 13), Don Arnosti (District 14 Ð Macalester 
Groveland), Chris Jones (Desnoyer Park Improvement Association), Bill Kahn (Southeast Como 
Improvement Association), Paul McGinley (Midway Chamber of Commerce), Gerry Parzino 
(United Steel Workers Union), At-large: Bernie Hesse, Mark Thieroff, Ellen Watters, Cathy 
Boies, Allan Schultz, Shalini Gupta, Tom Welna 
Staff: Barbara Raye (facilitator), Nina Axelson (outreach coordinator) 
Project Team: St. Paul Port Authority (SPPA) - Pete Klein, District Energy Ð Ken Smith, 
Anders Rydaker, Rock-Tenn Ð Jack Greenshields  
Speakers: David Solberg (HVAC Systems Technology) 
 
Presentations and meeting documents distributed are available at www.rtadvisory.org and at the 
neighborhood resource stations.  Items for follow up are in italics.   
 
Barbara Raye (facilitator) called the meeting to order.  Raye noted her responsibility for seating 
the Project Team at the table, since staff traditionally sits with the group.  And assured the group 
that they will regularly check in to see how logistics are working.  Raye reviewed the agenda and 
asked for any input or changes.  
 
Updates 
Boies shared her findings with the group after following up with John Dunlop (12-10 presenter 
on Wind and Solar) regarding questions from the community: 
Could Mr. Dunlop consider a vertical solar system, concentrated solar system, and 
nanotechnology for this project?  Dunlop was not familiar with a vertical solar system.  He 
explained that a concentrating solar system requires a high percentage of the solar energy arriving 
at the earth in the form of direct, normal radiation -- beams of sunlight that can be focused; the 
ones that cast sharp shadows.  And those conditions do not exist in Minnesota.  He was not 
familiar with nanotechnology and could not provide further information on this topic.   
Can Mr. Dunlop consider horizontal wind technology for this project?  Dunlop addressed  
"vertical axis" wind technology -- the three-bladed, upwind turbine that we see everywhere today 
is in the class of "horizontal axis" -- with the rotating shaft at the center of the turbine rotor 
spinning on an axis parallel to the ground.  A vertical axis turbine spins around an axis 
perpendicular to the ground.  There are not commercially proven vertical axis wind turbines on 
the market today so he did not feel this was a viable solution for Rock-Tenn.   
What is the potential of evacuated tubes for solar hot water systems?  Evacuated tubes are 
used for solar water heaters and some solar spacing heating systems.  They are very efficient, but 
are used on a much smaller scale.  However, the temperature output is still much less than the 
boiling point of water, so it is not useful for Rock-TennÕs needs 
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Lastly, Boies shared that DunlopÕs schedule would not accommodate additional consulting time.   

Klein shared that the Green Institute contracts had been completed and that work orders will be 
available on the website.  Klein also noted that tenants and building management had been 
contacted about health concerns, but if concerns continued they would be considered. 

Minutes from December 10th were drafted and refined between meetings.  Raye explained the 
consensus process as beginning with an individual proposing a resolution.  The facilitator will 
check to see if there is agreement.  If someone has a concern, they can voice that concern and it 
can be discussed.  The minutes were approved.      

Rock-Tenn Energy Conservation Ð Initial Findings (Ken Smith and David Solberg) 
Smith introduced Solberg, noting his 30 years of experience with high performance Heating 
Ventilation and Air Conditioning Systems (HVAC).  SolbergÕs name was recommended to the 
Project Team by a member of the community and started with the Project Team in November. 
This is the first part of the conservation report, with additional information to be shared on 
January 28th.   
 
Smith noted that item #6 from the statute states Òdescribe potential energy efficiency 
improvement that can be made to the paper recycling operation and subsidies available for each 
improvement.Ó  This is a collaborative effort with Rock-Tenn and their engineers, who are also 
very interested in improving efficiencies.  Rock-TennÕs thermal energy need is currently 
2,250,000 Million Million British Thermal Units (M MBTU) and their electrical need is 20 
Megawatts (MW).  Rock-TennÕs recycling has increased by 14%, compared to an industry 
expectation of 3%.  The amount of energy per ton of recycled paper has been reduced over this 
time as well.  Energy improvements have been made at the facility, but have just been offset by 
increased output.  There is a slight variation in the thermal load by season.   
 
This is a combined heat and power facility, which entails the following process.  Rock-Tenn 
currently uses fuel oil #6 in the boilers to producing high pressure/temperature steam, with 21% 
losses.  79% of this steam goes through the turbine to produce electricity and steam.  The steam 
is used for the recycling plant. Rock-Tenn only generates the amount of steam they need, so they 
generate 9 MW on avaerage and buy 11 MW from the grid.  83% of the thermal load is used for 
process. Combined heat and power is an efficient system because waste energy (steam) is being 
used.  Electrical production allows waste energy to release into the atmosphere, with 
approximately 65% losses.  As Rock-Tenn increases its efficiencies, it will increase its need for 
electricity from an alternate source.  Warm exhaust air is released.  About 1 million gallons a day 
of warm wastewater is produced. It takes about 13% of the steam to produce electrical generation 
and the remainder goes to the thermal load.  Smith reviewed the breakdown of thermal energy 
consumption, noting that the paper roller dryers use the majority of the available energy.   
 
Solberg explained that Rock-TennÕs paper drying system is similar to our home dryer.  The 
dominant heating load at Rock-Tenn is removing moisture from the paper.  Paper comes in wet 
and enters 2 stages.  The first stage is to squeeze out moisture through felt rollers.  The second 
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stage uses drying rollers heated with high-pressure steam and a flow of air comes in and out of 
the building through exhaust fans.  100,000 pounds of moisture are removed per hour.  There are 
two different systems to work with the airflow to manage moisture.  Pocket ventilation systems 
work with high temperature air (190-205 degrees Fahrenheit).  The second air stream, general 
makeup ventilation, provides additional air.  The moisture is then released from the building.  
Since November, Rock-Tenn has already reduced airflow by 30%.  Solberg notes two major 
opportunities 1) Capturing the high temperature heat (moisture) 2) Rock-Tenn has a large 
cogeneration plant and they could send this efficiently produced heat to the community.  
 
Questions were fielded from this portion of the presentation and led to additional information 
and clarifications.  Members were curious about additional recovery in the 21% loss from the 
boilers.  This could be recovered, but it is not cost effective and is not as efficient compared to 
the other conservation efforts being recommended.  And is not traditionally done in the industry.  
Waste heat is not efficient for reusing in the Rock-Tenn processes, because it is low quality heat.  
It could be used to heat some air to reduce steam, but the airflow is still more than can be used at 
Rock-Tenn.  Solberg and Smith clarified that there is no need to have a plant that is any larger 
than Rock-TennÕs current size.  Arnosti noted that the community is looking for the cleanest fuel 
and that most community heating is done through 95% efficient natural gas furnaces, versus the 
79% efficient source in the Rock-Tenn boilers.  Steam quality and application was addressed by 
clarifying that quality of energy is based upon the temperature of the energy source.  Steam at 
different pressures has different energy and entropy (energy divided by absolute temperature) 
The overall efficiency of a home heating system is actually closer to 4%, whereas a combined 
heat and power system creates high quality energy for electricity and lower quality energy for 
process needs.  This system is more efficient.  Solberg noted that the variable speed dryers have 
reduced the airflow by 30%.  Six of ten have been installed.  Watters was interested in hearing 
from Rock-Tenn on why these improvements were not done prior.   Schultz noted that this project 
was not focused on retrofits, but about the potential of a new energy plant.  It was agreed that the 
effectiveness of recovering heat on the front end would be examined.   
 
Smith continued with the initial conservation findings. Rock-Tenn has become more aggressive in 
seeking energy efficiencies, including investment in capital, increased employee awareness, 
improved data collection on systems.  Most recently they have been focusing on building heating 
load, approximately 17%.   Current projects include reducing building, heating and ventilation 
loads, reducing the volume of air being exhausted, increased efficiency in office spaces, improved 
envelope (roof and windows,) improved temperature controls, upgrading insulation of steam 
piping, and recovery of flash steam.  Additional potential opportunities include eliminating 
vacuum compressor cooling, additional reductions in water usage and heating, and additional heat 
recovery possibilities in wastewater, turbine cooling, compressor cooling, chiller condenser, and 
the warm exhaust air from paper drying (Advanced Heat Recovery).  A list is available of the full 
energy reduction opportunities.   
 
Smith outlined the opportunity from the warm waste air, water vapor, through the exhaust.  
Dave Briere introduced himself as the new vice-president/general manager for Rock-Tenn, after 
competing with Rock-Tenn at different companies for 20 years. He is very excited about what 
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Solberg is proposing, even though it has not been done in the paper industry.  Solberg explained 
the heat recovery potential of 250 million BTUs per hour at 150 degrees.  Rock-Tenn can use 60 
million BTUs per hour of that amount.  The rest of the waste heat they can use is from their 
vacuum compressor unit. The steam load would decrease, the losses would decrease, and the 
energy input would decrease.  This would also decrease the amount of electricity generated from 
9 MW to 6.4 MW, which would mean more electricity would be purchased from the grid at a 
lower efficiency, and higher cost than combined heat and power.  The second alternative is to 
load up and send that out to the community for heating and cooling.  Low quality steam can be 
used to power local absorption chillers (mechanical equipment used to circulate chilled water 
throughout a building; consists of a compressor, condenser, and evaporator.)  Solberg noted that 
he did not investigate a new plant for this project.  Smith explained that this has not been done in 
the industry, so the next step is to test the feasibility of advanced heat and recovery.  The study 
will be scoped and conducted over the next two months.  The goal is to bring back information in 
April.  If it is feasible, it will require substantial capi tal investments.   
 
Questions were fielded from this portion of the presentation and led to additional information 
and clarifications.  Solberg clarified that fuel source was not studied and renewable energies and 
carbon footprint can be examined in looking at offsets in the electrical need.  McGinley inquired 
about effluent steam in the massive dryer areas.  Solberg noted that 95% of heat recovery 
systems in the US have been disconnected because of poor design, including some in the paper 
industry, primarily because of closing hoods, causing higher humidity that can damage 
equipment.  Solberg is proposing a higher heating exchange, which would pick up the heat in the 
water and would avoid traditional issues and have almost double the efficiency.  The electrical 
opportunities will be discussed on January 28th.  Boies noted that the loss of electrical 
production raises issue of increased plant size.  Smith confirmed that the options are still open 
and there is still no need to increase the plant size.  Solberg noted that 63 M MBTU is a 
maximum usage for Rock-Tenn given current processes.  Solberg explained that the potential from 
heat recovery could match the current distribution of the downtown district energy system.  
Solberg discussed his experience with research and development of the technology of heat 
recovery systems, including the Cypress project (Twin Cities) and a photovoltaic project in the 
Philippines.  Capital costs were estimated at 6 or 7 million with a 1-1.7 year payback.  Arnosti 
noted the lower temperature waste heat might have an economic development opportunity.  
Solberg confirmed that certain businesses (ex. laundries) might have special potential for this 
system.  Kahn requested a list of acronyms to accompany the Energy Reduction Opportunities.      
 
Panel Deliberation 
Raye reviewed a range of RCAP topics for deliberation and allowed the Panel to select topics for 
the evening, then broke for public comment. 
 
Public Questions & Comments 
Raye reviewed the protocol for public comment and questions and encouraged folks to offer 
questions or feedback on the eveningÕs presentations.  There is an existing process for addressing 
questions and comments, so items of note will be addressed at a future opportunity (ex. Boies 
providing answers to questions posed to Dunlop).  
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Beverly Ferguson 
 Thinks energy conservation is such a high priority and was excited to hear SolbergÕs 

presentation.   
 Clarified that this would be a 6-7 million investment with a 1-1.7 year payback and the plant 

sizing clarifications from Boies and Arnosti (re: keeping the plant the current size or smaller) 
 Why can’t this advisory board take RDF off the table, since it was taken out of the permit for 

the Midtown Eco Energy project? 
 
John Curry 
 Requested to ask a question of the Project Team.  Raye clarified that this was not the time 

and that there was a process for collecting and answering questions.  Curry shared a concern 
about expediency of response and the current system and noted the obligations of the Project 
Team from the Memorandum of Understanding.   

 Shared information from The Union of Concerned Scientists regarding concerns for air 
pollution, use of land and resources, and other environmental impacts of biomass.  Noting 
that biomass facilities can have similar emissions to coal-fired plants, without the sulfur 
emissions.   

 
Schultz thanked Curry for making this information available, and noted that the Union of 
Concerned Scientists has a wide variety of position papers.   
 
Greg Schmidt 
 Why does the paper need to be dried with steam?  Could it be air-dried? 
 Re-posed his question about horizontal wind turbines, which are commercially available? 
 What kinds of motors are in use at Rock-Tenn?  Is there energy savings from the motors? 
 Regarding accusations about Neighbors Against the BurnerÕs (NAB) positions, individuals 

have their own unique positions.  Schmidt requested they stop telling third parties what 
Schmidt or other members of NAB believe.   

 
Panel Deliberation Continued 
After expressing concerns about the number of meetings, time commitment, and the use of time, 
the Panel decided to shift to the 1st and 3rd Mondays at a new facility, beginning in March.  This 
would also include a meeting on the 5th Monday, unless it is deemed unnecessary. The Panel 
expressed an interest in accommodations with wireless internet, audio/visual equipment, 
lighting/safety for participants, public transportation, and parking.  Arnosti also noted the shared 
importance of inter-panel discussion and making the public comfortable.  Panelists agreed to 
make seats available at the table for the Project Team (Port Authority, Ever-Green Energy, and 
Rock-Tenn).  Additional protocol is necessary for how the Project Team participates with 
discussion and posed questions.   
 
The Panel shared ideas for upcoming agendas, including:
Emission controls 
Expected dates of deliverables of consultants  
Demographics 

Outreach Plan 
Data from other countries 
Fuel Ð cost, availability, renewable, etc. 
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Future Agenda Items Continued
Report/recommendations  
Scope/size of plant and energy needs 
Matrix/criteria 
Timeline 

Daily Planet assertions 
Refuse Derived Fuel 
Susbidies 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency  

Green Insti tute Ð especially biomass, sustainability criteria, system efficiencies 
 
January 26th ÒEducational WorkshopÓ 
Raye noted that the intention is education, the information has already been published, and that 
the event should proceed.  Gupta encouraged the other Panelists to attend and participate.  Raye 
noted that other efforts include work with the District Councils and coffee klatches.  And also 
clarified that draft items are sent to the Panel emails list first, and will be posted after feedback 
has been given and revisions made.  Examples include the criteria list and draft minutes.  Arnosti 
noted the lack of attention given to the September outreach plan and encouraged the group to 
prioritize reviewing this plan and give input.  And also inquired about the community 
notification.  Axelson explained that notification was featured in the Highland Villager ad in 
January, in addition to notice through the Sierra Club, District Councils, and the St. Anthony 
Park Community Foundation.  And offered additional context to the planning, noting that most 
outreach planning was coordinated through District Councils and other community organizations.  
The goal is to have community folks connect with the Project Team and ask questions, 
particularly those that have been pending.  It would be successful even if there were a small 
turnout, since additional opportunities are being made available.   Axelson requested that the 
Panelists complete their outreach surveys to help inform the revision of the September plan.  
Panelists agreed to complete and submit that evening.   
 
Panel Structure was discussed, including a chair, recommendation writing group, and/or 
committees.  Boies noted the importance of having a recommendation framework prior to 
determining additional Panel structures.    Smith explained that the current project timeline, 
working in reverse from 2011, would potentially lead to recommendations in May or June.  Boies 
noted the importance of giving the Panel time to digest initial recommendations from the St. Paul 
Port Authority.  Arnosti explained that the City Council expects to hear from RCAP and the 
District Councils, so RCAP can influence the timeline.  Klein set the expectation that the Port 
Authority will present draft recommendations and expected RCAP comments to be incorporated 
into the Port AuthorityÕs recommendations.  Watters clarified that the legislation allows for 
RCAP to submit independent comments.  Af ter further discussion about structure, it was 
determined to examine the matter at a future date.   
 
Raye reviewed January 28th agenda items including, additional conservation findings, criteria, 
reporting/recommendations, and outreach.    
 

 
Meeting adjourned.   
Notes respectfully submitted by Nina Axelson 


