Rock-Tenn Community Advisory Panel
Minutes

January 28, 2008

Attendance:

RCAP Members. Randy Schulring (District 11 BDHamline-Midway), Matt Hass (District 12 B6t.
Anthony Park), Don Arnasti (District 14 D Macdester Grovdand), Chris Jones (Desnoyer Park
Improvament Assodation), Bill Kahn (Southeast Como Improvement Assodation), Paul
McGinley (Midway Chamber of Commerce), Gerry Parzino (United Sted Workers Union), At-
large: Bernie Hesse, Mark Thieroff, Cathy Boies, Allan Schutz, TomWelna

Staff: Barbara Raye (facilitator), NinaAxelson (outreach coordinator)

Project Team: St. Paul Port Authority (SPPA) - Pete Klein, Ever-green Energy BKen Smith,
Ande's Rydaker, Rock-TennBDave Briere

Speakers. Matt Clark, HDR

Presentations and meeting documents distributed are available at www.rtadvisory.org and at the
neghborhoodresource stations. ltems for follow up are in italics. Consensusitemsarein bold.

Barbara Raye (facilitator) called the meeting to order. Raye reviewed the agenda and asked for any
input or changes. Meeting minutes were approved.

Updates
Axeson shared updates on community outreach efforts. The Project Team hoged an Open House

onJanuay 26". Thegoas were to offer community members access to the Project Team (and
others with legidative responsibility to the study,) create an informal setting for the community to
catch up onthe progress of the study and RCAP ddiberations and provideinformation for
staying conrected to the project. Axelsonfet that these godswere met. Boies shared her
appreciation for the Project Team sharing thdr time on aSaturday to beaccessible to the
community and noted theimportance of examining how RCAP participates with outreach efforts.
Axelson agreed and shared that project planning and timing were additiond challenges to examine
for thenext events. Axelsondso shared theresults of the outreach survey completed by the
Pandists. Thefocusfor future outreach effortsis based on the Panelists input and successful
outreach effortsin 2007.

Ande's Rydaker (Ever-Green Energy) addressed questions posed on thelistserv, includng:

What does Didgtrict Energy pay onaveragefor your biomass per million million British Thermal
Unites (mmBTU)? Thespecific price is proprietary information. But generally the price depends
onits condition and processing, butit ranges fromfree to $40per ton, as received.

Wha is District Energy'stotal yearly mmbtu output? 1 mmBTUs for heating for downtown.
Combined heat and power creates electricity and thewaste heat is used for downtown St. Paul.
Wha does Digtrict Energy chargeit cusomersforits thermal heat pe mmbtu? This dependson
fud input Thepricetoday (1-28-08) is $7.78 pe mmbtu

Does Digtrict Energy use the heat to generate cooling during the summer? Yes, butit dependson
therates.



Wha was your gross revenuefor heating and for cooling?$17 million and $9 million for cooling.
Rydaker also addressed the comments from the TC Daily Plang article, which asserted tha
Rydaker and a Port Authority employee were willing to disregard recommendaionsfrom the
Pand. Rydaker explained that SPPA was expected to look at renewable energy and they never
made statements aboutdisregarding Pand recommendaions Welnainquired aboutthe
approximate cog of the electricity generated. Rydaker stated tha thisinformation was part of a
proprietary agreement with Xcel, butnoted that the price is abovemarket because of Xce@
mandae assodated with the Prairie I and agreement.

Rock-Tenn Energy Conservation Follow Up (Ken Smith and Matt Clark)

On Januay 14", Smith and Solberg shared initial findingsfor energy conservation. He reviewed
the energy flow diagram and the aspects of cogeneration. Solberglooked at therma energy,
process loads and advanced hesat recovery. HDR has been focusng on bulding heating, which
accounts for the 17%non-process use of thermd energy. Smith expects Metzo to share addtiond
numbers on process improvements and heat recovery in the near future.

Clark shared a site-map of the Rock-Tenn complex, highlighting the process areas where Rock-
Tenn, Metzo and Solberg have been focusng. HDR focused on buldingsthat are utilized but not
invaved directly in processing. Rock-Tenn efforts to-date include reducing exhaust volume,
reducing make up of air energy, reduced space heating loads insulation replacements and upgrades.
Preliminary results are showing improvament in energy usage in comparison to the average data
from thelast ten years.

Clark reviewed the remaining conservation opportunities for non-process building heating,
particularly insulation, window replacement, and hot water system replacement. Hot water
system replacement will reduce piping loss, reduce flash steam vent losses, use waste heat
recovery, diminate the steam load, and lower maintenance. The potentid savingsis approximated
at 845 MMBTU per hour. Thecost is estimated between $750000-$2,400000

Clark reviewed theeectrica energy conservation efforts to-date, which included upgrading to
premium efficiency motors and the use of variable frequency drives (exhaus fansand
miscelaneousmotors.) Theaddtiond eectrica energy conservation opportunitiesinclude
replacing trangormers with higher efficiency units and lighting upgrades and controls. Rodk-Tenn
is also seeking potentia energy congervation subsidies through Xce@ Conservation Improvement
Program (CIP). Smith noted the 2007Energy and Independence Security Act. This program was
established by the Department of Energy, and may have possibilities for heat recovery or other
processes at Rock-Tenn. The Xce CIP program has rebates available for baler efficiencies,
process efficiencies, energy analysis, motor efficiendes, variable frequency drives, compressed air
system and lighting. Clark noted that Rock-Tenn® process efficiency projects would likely
require nonstandad, creative approaches.

Questions were fidded from this portion of the presentation and led to additional information and
clarifications The 17%reductionin therma load is feasible with a capital cost, which depends on



reuse of existing systems. A complete overhaul woud runcloser to 2.4 million. Clark estimates
the payback from 4-7 years. Thenext task isto look at the concept, technologies, plant
arrangement, and fuels (by another conaultant) to determine feasibility. Smith notes that work
orders are still in development for next steps. Smith aso clarified tha the 8.5 million btus per
hourisony a portion of the 17%non-process loads. This would aso draw down need in process
buldings Schutz expressed a concern for courting energy savingstwicein discussion of the
advanced heat recovery. It was clarified that the recovered heat from the 17%is counted in the
initia discussion of savingsandis not addtiond. The primary god is to use anything recovered to
reduce Rock-Tenn® energy nesds

There are dso efforts bang made to reduce water usage and wastewater. Over three months time,
Solberg will analyze air systems and determine the potentia for advanced heat recovery, but there
are dso othe opportunities for recovery. Welna requested a chart for all of the conservation
concepts, including costs, paybacks, savings, subsidies, opportunities, etc. Welna additionally
requested that the chart use consistent measurement units. Kahn inquired who would own the
patents for technology implemented for energy conservation. Schutz expressed concern for Rock-
Tenn shaing thetechndogies before they can beimplemented locdly to savealocd indugry with
local jobs He supports energy conservation and the proliferation of the techndogies, but wants to
see Rock-Tennimplement them first. Smith noted that thefacility need will reflect the 3%
addtional growth of Rock-Tenn projecting 10 years out or further. They are projecting acap at
the current size of the plant, even with incorporation of this potentia growth. Hassinqured
abouttheuse of the plant and the property if Rock-Tennwereto exit thesite. Smith explained
that it coud still be acombined heat and power facility, but without Rock-Tenn there would not
be heat recovery. Arnosti hopes public officials will find some way to get a commitment from Rock-
Tenn pending surrender penalties. Boies noted that this could be a bullet point in the final report.

Discussion of Draft Report/Recommendation Structure & Process

Raye explained that previousconwversations broached thetopic of afina produd, and the
legidature states tha the Pand has the option of submitting separate recommendations The
Project Team will providea draft framework for their report at the next meeting. The Panelists felt
a process is needed for how the Panel reviews the SPPA report. Pandists dso need to make a
decison aboutwhether they will move forward onthar own report. It was suggested that a writer
be hired to capture pieces from thar meetings Pandists noted theimportance of having an
independent doaument that could be appended to SPPAG report and circulated to the community.
A summary report on RCAPG reflections and recommendations. Arnosti supported the
freestanding report, but had concernsabout a pre-determined length. It was clarified that it should
not recreate atechnica document, but should be readable for the public. A doament from a
citizen advisory pand should reflect on the techndogy options presented to them and why they
made the recommendations they made. Thieroff noted that thelonger the document gets, themore
challenging it may beto gain conensus. Klein shared that SPPAG godl is for consensus to be
ganed between SPPA and RCAP, produang one report tha would be circulated to the
community, public meetings and the City Coundl. Either way Klein committed thefinancial and
structura support needed by thefrom the Pand to write a separate recommendation. Hass
thought a separate report could capture or note other learnings about zero waste, fireplaces, and




other valuable information. Boiesnoted that if RCAPpursues areport independently of SPPA,
RCAP should not expect editoria rightsin SPPAG report.. Klein noted that RCAP will have time
to review and react and tha thefinal produd will not be pushed on the Pand withou time to
engage and reflect dong theway. Jones thinksthefocus should be less about authorship and more
aboutcriteriaanalysis and how the recommendation is made. Schubiing notes tha an independent
RCAP doaument is aboutownership, even if it agrees with the project team@ report. Arnosti
expressed addtiond concern abou past failure to capture suggestions and again proposed hiring a
writer. Further discussion was hdd over for Public Comment.

Public Questions & Comments

Loren Forrest

I Forrest represents Rurd Energy Marketingin Luverne, Minnesota

I They produe methane, mixed acohds, and F-T diesd.

I He presented a proposal to produce natural gas through corn stover for this project.
I The Panel can choose to have a formal presentation at a later date.

John Schatz
I Asked that clarifications be made on what economic or other information would be shared and
which information was deemed proprietary. EXpressed concern given the taxpayer investment.
I Recognized the progress on the Question Tracker, but hefeds they process needsto be
expedited.
' What has been burned since the Highbridge Plant was shut down?

Beverly Ferguson

' What happens after the conservation studies have been done and the recommendations made?
Will Rock-Tenn give the final determination?

I Standard payback had been identified by Rock-Tennas 1-3 years, which may not be suitable
to thelonger-term paybacks assodated with dl suggested conservation efforts.

' Rock-Tenn appears to see a limited investment on conservation. How enthusiastic is Rock-
Tenn on the current range of conservation suggestions?

Nancy Hone
' What are the emissions from District Energy? Including nanoparticles?

' What public subsidies are related to District Energy? What outstanding public loans?

Greg Schmidt
I Asked for clarification from Cathy Boies abou taking Refuse Derived Fud off the table.

' Proposals for conservation have not been done in the industry, has it been done in other
industries?

I It appears that high-pressure steam is required to produce electricity. Wants to clarify that the
625 PSI is used primarily for electrical generation?



RCAP determined that questions could be answer ed immediately by Panel membersif
appropriate. Boies darified that it isnot for her to determine what is Gon or off the tableQ merely
that theguiding legidation requires the study of Gdligible energy techndogiesQ which includes
RDF. She pointed out that RCAP would not fulfill its obligationsif it did not lookat RDF.

Curry
I Interesting that RDF is still onthetable but not bang studied.

I Noted amemorandum of understanding, stating that Rock-Tenn will sell the plant to Ever-
Green Energy for $1.

The Panel identified questions (after the public comment and question period) they felt
wer e important to be answer ed by the Project Team either during thismeeting or at the
subsequent meeting.

Klein responddal that there is a draft memorandum of understanding, but the agreement has not
been signed or finalized. Theoreticadly, SPPA coud own thefacility, but it is not expected that
Ever-Green Energy own the plant. Rodk-Tenn has to sell theland under thefacility (or basically
donae) to the project, hence theagreement for $1. In regardsto afina contract and surrender
pendties, SPPA is aggressive about stipulationsfor company commitments to jobsand
community. SPPA has applied significant fines to violators of those contracts. Klein dso clarified
that theinvestment must be soundto complete bonding, which isa public investment from
indvidua @, not general taxpayer or organizationd funds

Deliberation continued (additiond discussion on recommendation structure)

Jones expressed that the minutes would capture the themes and primary discussion points and did
not support the hiring of awriter. Boies noted tha thewriting was secondary to highlighting the
pieces of the structure. Schubiing aso stressed theimportance of thereport structure. Hass did
not envisiona structure that would be research oriented, but would need to be acommunication
tool to thecommunity. Raye noted that there had not been a process to confirm the points of
congenaus. Others supported the priority of reviewing theincoming information and setting
priorities or criteriafor reviewing tha information. Boies proposed tha the conversation be tabled
until the Project Team presented their recommendation framework. Arnosti expressed remaining
concern abou process and capturing items of importance and agreement from previousmeetings
Raye proposed reviewing minutes to identify potential items of agreement.

Raye raised the question of scenario development, comparing options agans each other and
addressing the points of thelegidation. Arnosti noted that public subsidies are being consdered
and coud improvethecost scenario for buying wind for eectric. Also noting that the margina
difference for wind purchase is dim. Boies shared that Rodk-Tenn had requested $20 million (of
the $40millioninvested) in compensation for theloss of the pipeline to Highbridge. This request
was denied, but Boies had heard that $20 million was the upper range of potentid subsidy to be
consdered. Klein explained that the project may not qudify for tax-exempt bonding, but the state
does not currently consider tax-exempt bonding asubsidy becauseit isavailable to adl cusomers.
It is unknaovn what bonding this project will quaify for and there are no plansto pursuebondng



in 2008 The discussion of subsidy expectations was held until the Panel and the Project Team
decide to review specific subsidy options.

Raye raised the discussion of the draft criteriagrid as a potentiad methodto hd p analyze scenarios
Thieroff recommended, and Panelists conaurred, that a criteriagrid might need to wait until the
options have been vetted further. There may befewer options than previoudy considered. Boies
shared atrepidation over the depth of work required to complete thegrid and suggested the
discussion stay at amacro level for thetime being. Others shared an appreciation for the

hd pfulness of thedraft criteriagrid as amethodfor consdering scenarios Arnosti noted that
SPPA mus make arecommendation with theleast environmenta impact congstent with technical
and econamic feasibility and acriteriaandysis would help the Pand advise. The Panel agreed to
revisit the criteria grid at a later date.

Raye asked the Panel to review the draft agenda plan for upcoming meetings. Raye formulated the
draft with planning information from the Project Team and the agenda requests made by the Pandl.
McGinley requested that the Green Ingitute share thar plansat the next meeting for the direction
of thar study. Smith explained that Dr. Adgate (schedued for March 3) is an expert in
quantifying health impacts. Kahningured abou thediscussion of anaerobic digestion. Klein
confirmed that anaerobic digestion would aso beexamined, but that initia findngshave not been
encowraging. A consultant has not been hired but Klein will be following up with a connection made
at a recent conference. TheProject Team will share some materials and the Pandl can choos how
to proceed with addtional information. Carl Nelson (Green Ingtitute) explained that preliminary
work had begun and a progress update will be shared on March 17", Boies requested that a
framework for the RCAP final product be substituted on February agendas instead of additional
matrix criteria discussion. Also noting tha the timeline would be pushed past spring to
accommodate research and deliberation. Arnosti recommended that a qualified consultant be hired
to study anaerobic digestion and requested a presentation from the Mayor’s office on Annex 49,
which addresses metropolitan energy production and consumption.

Consensus Agreements
Process

I RCAP determined that questions could be answered immediately by Panel membersif
appropriate.

I ThePanel identified questions (after the public comment and question period) they felt
wer e important to be answer ed by the Project Team either during thismeeting or at the
subsequent meeting.

Content

I Plant size should bethethe size necessary to meet Rock-Tenn® needs and no bigger
than itscurrent size. . Kleinnoted tha size will be dependent on theeconamics and
feasibility of thefud.

I Excess energy from wage heat should be made available to other usersas appropriate,
which may be one user or adistrict energy system.

I Cogeneration isthe most reasonable model.




The recommendation should decrease reliance on fossil fuels, aslong asthe shift to
renewable fuels doesn® have a greater negative environmental impact than fossil fuels.
Neither wind nor solar can directly meet Rock-Tenn@ energy needs. Hass noted that
wind may still be an option for supplying electric needs Welnaclarified that residentia solar
should remain acregtive pat of an offset solution tha would include naturd gas.

Follow-Up
Process

The Panelists felt a process is needed for how the Panel reviews the SPPA report.

The discussion of subsidy expectations was held until the Panel and the Project Team decide to
review specific subsidy options.

The Panel agreed to revisit the criteria grid at a later date.

The Panel may consider capturing learnings about zero waste, fireplaces, and other valuable
information in their report.

Loren Forrest offered a presentation on biomass to the Panel.

A consultant has not been hired to study anaerobic digestion but Klein will be following up with
a connection made at a recent conference.

Boies requested that a framework for the RCAP final product be substituted on February
agendas instead of additional matrix criteria discussion. Arnosti recommended that a qualified
consultant be hired to study anaerobic digestion and requested a presentation from the Mayor’s
office on Annex 49, which addresses metropolitan energy production and consumption.

Raye proposed reviewing minutes to identify potential items of agreement.

Content

A chart was requested for all of the conservation concepts, including costs, paybacks, savings,
subsidies, opportunities, etc. And the chart should use consistent measurement units.

Who would own the patents for technology implemented for energy conservation?

Public officials and SPPA should finalize a commitment from Rock-Tenn, which may include
surrender penalties.

Clarifications are needed on what economic or other information would be shared and which
information was deemed proprietary.

What has been burned since the Highbridge Plant was shut down?

What happens after the conservation studies have been done and the recommendations made?
Will Rock-Tenn give the final determination?

How enthusiastic is Rock-Tenn on the current range of conservation suggestions?

What are the emissions from District Energy? Including nanoparticles?

What public subsidies are related to District Energy? What outstanding public loans?
Proposals for conservation have not been done in the industry, has it been done in other
industries?

It appears that high-pressure steam is required to produce electricity. Wants to clarify that the
625 PSI is used primarily for electrical generation?

M eeting adjoumed.
Notes respectfully submitted by Nina Axelson



