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Rock-Tenn Community Advisory Panel 
Minutes 

 
February 11, 2008 

 
Attendance: 
RCAP Members: Randy Schubring (District 11 Ð Hamline-Midway), Matt Hass (District 12 ÐSt. 
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: Cathy Boies, Shalini Gupta, Bernie Hesse, Mark Thieroff, Allan 
Schultz, Tom Welna 
Staff: Barbara Raye (facilitator), Nina Axelson (outreach coordinator) 
Project Team: St. Paul Port Authority (SPPA) - Pete Klein, Ever-green Energy Ð Ken Smith, 
Rock-Tenn Ð Dave Briere, Steve Haselmann 
Speakers: Carl Nelson, Green Institute 
 
Presentations and meeting documents distributed are available at www.rtadvisory.org and at the 
neighborhood resource stations.  Items for follow up are in italics.  Consensus items are in bold. 
 
Barbara Raye (facilitator) called the meeting to order. Raye reviewed the agenda and asked for any 
input or changes.  Arnosti requested sharing an anaerobic digestion research update.  Minutes have 
been changed to improve notation of consensus and follow up items.  Minutes were approved. 
 
Updates 
Axelson shared an update on the Question Tracker and Project Inquiry Database.  The Project 
Team has now addressed 50% of the 190 questions that have been compiled.  Axelson noted that a 
reference column has been added to direct inquiries to original discussion of questions, meeting 
minutes and other resources.  Axelson also encouraged the audience to view the Database as an 
administrative document and not the only source for answers since many have been answered 
through meeting dialogue and the listserv.  In the future, only questions that are not answered in 
meetings or on the listserv will be recorded as outstanding in the Tracker.  Questions in the tracker 
have now been recorded as answered, pending, to-be-studied, and out-of-scope.   
 
Conclusions and Recommendations of the Green Insti tute 2007 Study Ð Carl Nelson 
The Green Institute was founded in 1993 and their projects include the Phillips Eco-Enterprise 
Center, The ReUse Center, DeConstruction Services, Network of Community Gardens, MN 
GreenStar Program, Metro Clean Energy Resource Teams Network, and the Southeast Como Solar 
Report.  Nelson explained that the Green Insti tuteÕs role is providing research and analysis of fuel 
supply issues, focusing the first report on initial availability and cost and the current work on 
business feasibility for the most likely biomass fuels.  The current scope does not include research 
or comparison of refuse derived fuel (RDF).   
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Nelson gave a background on the 2007 ÒRenewing Rock-TennÓ study, which was developed in 
partnership with Rock-Tenn, City of St. Paul, Ramsey/Washington County Resource Recovery 
Project, St. Paul Port Authority, Eureka Recycling, and Resource Recovery Technologies.  Nelson 
noted the talent on the Technical Advisory Committee, which included RCAP members Gupta and 
Arnosti.  Nelson explained that the study had shortcomings, including consideration of availability 
and cost, contractual requirements and attention to environmental impacts.  Also, the report 
assumed that Rock-Tenn would need 225,000 wet tons of biomass per year.  The biomass sources 
considered were urban wood waste, construction and demolition, agricultural milling residues (oat 
hulls,) crop residues (corn stover,) dedicated energy crops (grasses,) and forest residues.   
 
Questions were fielded from this portion of the presentation and led to additional information and 
clarifications.  Poplar trees (purpose-grown) were not studied because many studies have shown 
that the cost differential between poplar and grasses is minimal, but the contractual difference is 
significant.  The study considers a 20-year outlook, but evaluation beyond that would be too 
uncertain given potential for competing demands.   
 
Nelson reviewed the methodology, beginning with the total amount of biomass generated, 
estimating the total currently available, evaluating the current use, projecting future use and the 
amount that is unrecoverable.  This led to an estimated amount that could be available to Rock-
Tenn long-term.  Fuel costs were estimated with consideration for collection, storage, processing at 
site, transportation and processing at the plant.  It did not calculate the supply/demand 
equilibrium.  The long-term availability showed the primary supplies from construction and 
demolition (C&D) and corn stover/grasses. Schultz asked how subsidies might increase the price of 
fossil fuels or raise the cost of biofuels.  Nelson explained that carbon taxes and shifts to biomass 
might shift demand and cost.  Nelson confirmed that long-term contracts were an option but would 
need to be flexible since farmers are used to the commodity market.  This traditionally allows for 
flexibility due to variable input costs, such as transportation and fertilizer.  Nelson clarified the 
methodology for the estimated current use and availability for Rock-Tenn.  Future use could be 
impacted by increased infrastructure for cellulosic ethanol production, temporary availability of 
urban wood waste, the demand of other users.  Nelson estimated that out of a set amount of units 
Rock-Tenn would be able to obtain a percentage, but since this is a function of price Rock-Tenn 
could obtain more depending on willingness to pay.  Securing availability would impact the ability 
to finance the project and there are challenges given the current production dispersal of agricultural 
residues such as corn stover.  Schultz asked about the potential market for these commodities.   
Nelson responded that currently there is not much market for agricultural waste like corn stover.  
In the short-term there would need to be direct contracts, but farmers could be aggregated to 
contract directly with this entity or an existing cooperative.  The co-op would have existing 
relationships, infrastructure, and systems to manage the product.  
 
Nelson continued the presentation, noting the estimated fuel costs of biomass and the reduced 
costs associated with co-products (ex. corn stover).  Additionally, the capital costs (financing, 
operational and maintenance) of biomass are generally higher than the fuel costs.  This leads to the 
potential for sufficient quantities of biomass, but there are challenges to single source without long-
term contracts, C&D sources may require additional pollution equipment and/or sorting, dedicated 
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energy crops are most expensive but provide the most environmental benefits, and federal or state 
subsidies or a carbon tax could make pricing more competitive.  Dedicated energy crops provide 
more environmental benefits because they are perennial versus annual.  Perennial crops can 
sequester more carbon and tend to be less fuel intensive.  The Green Institute has concluded that 
urban tree residues do not provide enough supply, but may be available as an opportunistic fuel.  
Nelson noted that the wood waste measurements are in cubic yards and are not always precise 
given the range of residential sources.  Construction and demolition wood is available but the 
environmental impacts outweigh the supply issues for utilization.  Agricultural milling residues 
(oat hulls) can be imported, but the cost and supply commitments pose too many challenges to 
continue studying.  Agricultural residues (corn stover) are available, but there is minimal experience 
in using as a biomass fuel.  Dedicated energy crops (grasses) have potential for large supply 
availability, but are also only in pilot projects as biomass fuels.  Forest residues are commonly 
used, have longer transportation distances, but the DNR is studying forest thinning which will 
likely lead to temporary supply increases for District Energy St. Paul.   
 
Additional questions were fielded from this portion of the presentation and led to additional 
information and clarifications. Nelson noted the Green Institute is not studying fuel mix feasibility 
in relationship to technology, but there are technologies that allow integration.  Moisture content 
can have the most significant impact on this flexibility.  Nelson confirmed that there are available 
technologies to densify fuels for easier shipping and storage.   Pellets or briquettes have additional 
costs but they expand the competing markets and have transportation advantages.   Arnosti 
clarified that the DNR study will be dedicated to implement shelved DNR management areas, 
control invasive species, ecological restoration, costs and techniques will be tracked.  The project is 
in very early stages, but will discover what is available and at what cost.  This could be an 
immediate source while the long-term infrastructure is developed.   
 
Nelson reviewed the current scope of the Green Insti tute research.  They will be coordinating with 
aggregators of agricultural fuels to determine quantities, logistical and business requirements to 
deliver agricultural fuels to Rock-Tenn.  They will be working with Cooperative Development 
Services that specialize in work with food and agricultural co-ops.  Ken Campbell is the point 
coordinator.   They will primarily consider agricultural residues such as, corn stover, grasses, 
soybean straw, and damaged alfalfa.  Additional research will also focus on forest wood fuel, 
conducting discussions with loggers to determine quantities, business requirements, and pricing. 
Environmental assessment will examine downstream impacts, emission quantification, and net 
CO2 impacts.  A variety of fuel scenarios will be examined as reference cases for CO2 impacts, but 
they will not look at other emissions.  Carbon accounting will be done by individual fuels.  It was 
requested that costs be examined based on potential changes in fossil fuel pricing and related 
subsidies to biomass.  Additional work is also necessary to determine the CO2 impacts related to 
production, separating the inputs necessary for the grain versus the residues.  Boies requested that 
the financing cost options are explored in future scenario development.  Arnosti noted the annual 
capital costs associated with RDF plants in the 2007 study and the importance of considering 
every alternative based on this figure, including anaerobic digestion.  Would like this chart to be 
considered as they review other scenario developments.  Hesse asked about the use of biomass or 
byproduct associated with canneries.  Nelson clarified that this waste is often wet and not suitable 
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for combustion.  McGinley stressed the importance of following the initiative for the legislation, 
which is to reduce greenhouse gases and find a sustainable solution.  Welna clarified his interest in 
using natural gas as a baseline because of its importance in emission comparison (public health) and 
its ready availability in the marketplace as a transitional fuel.  Panel ists supported efforts to 
address carbon emissions, but noted this should not be the pr iority for fuel choice.  
Additional interest in methane from anaerobic digestion was raised as a potential to consider a 
renewable gas.  Schultz shared concerns about the potential of coal gasification.  Raye proposed 
accepting the recommendations from Green Institute.  Gupta supported the direction of the study, 
but was interested in keeping options on the table.  Arnosti believes the production and processing 
of a fuel should happen where it is grown to minimize transportation impacts.  The Panel agreed 
that C& D waste was not a viable fuel source to spend additional t ime consider ing.  The 
Panel supports the direction of the Green Insti tute study (work orders) of biomass fuel 
options suitable for combustion.  Arnosti also noted the inherent assumption of the study (dry 
biomass) is combustion, but does not consider anaerobic digestion options, such as sewage or 
others with excess of 50% wet content.   
 
Public Questions & Comments 
 
Greg Schmidt 
 How broad of an area was considered for corn stover availability? 
 It does not make sense to grow trees to save trees by recycling.   

 
Nelson noted that corn stover availability was examined was between 75-100 miles of Rock-Tenn. 
 
Susan Hubbard 
 Expressed concern over the costs associated with the Foth & Van Dyke estimates for RDF.  

Asked the Panel to reflect on the potential for emission control costs to be significantly higher 
when considering the most state-of-the art technologies being used in the EU. 

 Noted the difference between referring to construction and demolition (C&D) and C&D waste.  
C&D contains polyvinyl chloride piping, laminated plastics, and vinyls. There is very little 
separation and incentive to separate.  The disposal of C&D is the subject of policy debate.    

 Would like to know the flexibility of using multiple technologies as well as flexibility of fuels? 
 

John Curry 
 What happens after the conservation studies have been done and the recommendations made? 

Could you add RDF to your future Feasibility Studies?  If so, how much additional funding 
would you need to complete the additional work? 

 Regarding the 2007 study, Page 51 -- ÒAs Figure 10 shows, the U.S. Department of Energy 
(DOE) Energy Information Administration (EIA) estimates industrial natural gas prices will 
level out from current peaks by 2010 to $7-$8/MMBtu.Ó  Then the remainder of the report used 
the figure $8 - $9.  What is the reason for this change in figures in the context of the report? 

 Given Rock-TennÕs ability to use their current boilers for natural gas, why are the associated 
non-fuel costs for natural gas $1 mmBTU instead of $0? 
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 Regarding the 2007 study, P 53 footnote 83, the Foth estimate did not consider natural gas 
offsets.  Could this be explained? 

 Early letters discussed a Rock-Tenn 10 year commitment. What would happen to cost estimates 
if this commitment was extended to 20 years? 

 
Nelson responded that the current study is to examine the business requirements for the biomass 
fuel options.  The RDF business requirements are known and a contract could be initiated.   
Brett Smith 
 Will the Green Institute study of dry biomass examine the feasibility of gasifying the crops 

where they are grown, rather than trucking to Rock-Tenn for processing? 
 
Nelson explained that the current Green Insti tute work order does not include this research.  Off-
site production and processing of fuel could be discussed as an additional item to examine.   
 
Anaerobic Digestion 
Arnosti shared references for following up on anaerobic digestion potential.   
 Michael Rolfson with Cargill.  They have a partnership in Texas that uses agricultural waste.  

The size of the plants they are building would be 1/3 of the energy need of Rock-Tenn. 
 Casey Walen with US Energy.  US Energy is an energy delivery broker who sells output from 

biomass systems.  They are capturing energy from a sugar beet plant that produce 1/6 the need 
of Rock-Tenn as a byproduct being unintentionally produced.   

 Rob Bouman is with Bison Energy (Mendota Heights).  They are building a agricultural waste 
digesters that will produce 10,000 mmbtu per day by July and another that will produce 
20,000 mmbtu by the end of the year.  

 
Schultz supported the concept of anaerobic digestion but did not see a relevancy to the significant 
energy needs for Rock-Tenn.  Since this would be priced equivalent to methane, which has costs 
on par with natural gas, the economics must be proven feasible.  Arnosti noted the potential for 
subsidies to reduce the overall methane cost to make it feasible and would like to use this 
technology as an offset similar to his residential wind purchase. Panelists expressed interest in 
additional information (or presentations) specific to Rock-Tenn (and Twin Cities generation) as 
opposed to offset generation.  Gupta suggested that the Project Team also follow up with Ceccil 
Mastey at Sebesta Blomberg.  McGinley requested an outline of feasibility prior to additional 
presentations and noted the significant investment recently made by Pigs Eye that may limit their 
interest in initiating this project.  Welna clarified that his intention was to find an economical and 
clean source of fuel and would like to explore anaerobic digestion as an option.  Klein confirmed 
that the Project Team could pursue additional information.  Raye recapped that an anaerobic 
digest ion presentation would be arranged, but ther e should be a direct feasibil ity l ink and 
should come from someone directly involved with production. 
 
Discussion of Report Framework     
Raye introduced the draft report framework distributed by SPPA.  Additions included an Executive 
Summary, ownership structure and an emission breakdown by type, for instance criterion, dioxin, 
nanoparticles, furons, etc.  Boies expressed concern with tone and audience and questioned the 
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separation of recommendations and research summary.  Klein explained that the recommendation 
would be included in the report. Gupta inquired as to the utilization of this document for District 
Councils and outreach.  Raye clarified that a second document may be needed for communicate to 
the community and other groups.  Arnosti commended SPPA for the report structure, but did not 
see this as accessible to the community.  Axelson clarified that she had been coordinating with the 
neighborhood groups and their representatives on independent feedback cycles.  But now they will 
be moving towards a more streamlined, structured reporting process to prepare for making 
recommendations to the City Council.  Panelists expressed some confusion regarding authorship.  
Raye clarified that previous discussion had expressed interest in a consensus report, but Panelists 
reserved the right to have a separate communication to a separate audience, such as the 
community.  Klein affirmed the interest in creating a consensus document and the willingness of 
SPPA to support a separate document from the Panel.  McGinley asked about roles in the 
recommendation structure.  Axelson clarified that the statute requires the City Council to consider 
resolutions from the District Councils, who may pursue individual or joint recommendations.  
Thieroff clarified that the statute commissions SPPA to conduct the study and RCAP is 
responsible to advise on the study and can make separate recommendations if necessary.  A 
separate document may provide additional messaging to the community or other audiences.  RCAP 
does not need to make recommendations directly to District Councils.  Boies expressed concerns 
regarding co-authorship since she is not an engineer, but would have reservations about signing off 
on a lengthy technical document.  Thoreen noted the need for an Executive Summary from the 
Panel that could align with the formal report and envisioned single page summaries after each 
upcoming month of work.   
 
Consensus Agreements  
Content 
 Panel ists supported efforts to address carbon emissions, but noted this should not be 

the pr iority for fuel choice.    
 The Panel agreed that C& D waste was not a viable fuel source to spend additional t ime 

consider ing.   
 The Panel supports the direction of the Green Institute study (work orders) of biomass 

fuel options suitable for combustion. 
Process 
 Raye recapped that an anaerobic digestion presentation would be arranged, but ther e 

should be a direct feasibi l ity l ink and should come from someone directly involved with 
production. 

 
Items for Follow-Up 
Content 
 Would like to know the flexibility of using multiple technologies as well as flexibility of fuels? 
 Regarding the 2007 study, Page 51 -- ÒAs Figure 10 shows, the U.S. Department of Energy 

(DOE) Energy Information Administration (EIA) estimates industrial natural gas prices will 
level out from current peaks by 2010 to $7-$8/MMBtu.Ó  Then the remainder of the report used 
the figure $8 - $9.  What is the reason for this change in figures in the context of the report? 
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 Given Rock-TennÕs ability to use their current boilers for natural gas, why are the associated 
non-fuel costs for natural gas $1 mmBTU instead of $0? 

 Regarding the 2007 study, P 53 footnote 83, the Foth estimate did not consider natural gas 
offsets.  Could this be explained? 

 Early letters discussed a Rock-Tenn 10 year commitment. What would happen to cost estimates 
if this commitment was extended to 20 years? 

 
 
Process 
 It was requested that costs be examined based on potential changes in fossil fuel pricing and 

related subsidies to biomass.   
 Additional work is also necessary to determine the CO2 impacts related to production, 

separating the inputs necessary for the grain versus the residues.   
 Boies requested that the financing cost options be explored in future scenario development. 
 Multiple natural gas scenarios should be considered, including potential mix with the current 

fuel source fuel oil #6. 
 Off-site production and processing of fuel could be discussed as an additional item to examine.   
 Arnosti shared references for following up on anaerobic digestion potential.  
 Gupta suggested that the Project Team also follow up with Ceccil Mastey at Sebesta Blomberg.  
 Additions to the SPPA draft report included an Executive Summary, ownership structure and an 

emission breakdown by type, for instance criterion, dioxin, nanoparticles, furons, etc. 
 
Meeting adjourned.   
Notes respectfully submitted by Nina Axelson 
 


