
 

 
Rock-Tenn Community Advisory Panel 

Minutes 
 

September 10, 2007 
 
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), Paul McGinley (Midway 
Chamber), At-large: Tom Welna, Bernie Hesse, Mark Thieroff, Ellen Watters, Cathy Boies  
Staff: Lynn Moline (facilitator), Nina Axelson (outreach coordinator) 
Project Team: Market Street Energy (MSE) Ð Ken Smith, Anders Rydaker 
Rock-Tenn Ð Jack Greenshields  
 
Items for follow up are in italics and marked with an asterisk. 
 
Lynn Moline (Facilitator) called the meeting to order and introduced herself as the newly selected 
facilitator.  Panelists introduced themselves with brief backgrounds.  Agenda was reviewed.  
Public input was discussed.  Concerns were expressed in limiting public input but also that the 
panel needs time to become established and functional.  Watters noted that input could be 
submitted through other mechanisms.  It was determined that input should be gauged earlier in 
the meeting and move the input earlier to accommodate the audience.  
 
Norms & Protocols  
Moline introduced the following ground rules: 

• Start and end on time 
• Follow the agenda 
• Use the follow up list/parking lot 
• Come prepared and keep your commitments 
• Maintain an open mind 
• One speaker at a time 
• Listen to other people 
• Be respectful  
• Panelists will abide by decisions made in their absence 
• Uphold membership criteria as outline in the RCAP roles and responsibilities 

 
Concerns were voiced about decision-making in a panelistÕs absence.  The opportunity for input 
in advance and the use of the consensus method should limit these concerns.  Boies inquired 
about following the open meeting laws.  RCAP is not subject to open meetings law, but the panel 
decided to operate under the spirit of the law, which limits private caucusing and emails, and 
guarantees maximum transparency.  *Axelson will devise an appropriate method for 



 

communication transparency.  Moline encouraged panelists to review the RCAP outline for 
responsibilities and panel structure.   
 
Moline explained the consensus model and allowed the panel to discuss the options for 
operation.  It was determined that the panel would move forward with the consensus model, 
starting with information gathering, deliberation, and consensus building.  Voting will be viewed 
as a last resort.   
 
Moline requested members to submit affiliations that may be perceived as a potential conflict of 
interest, that would inform a members thinking or decision-making.   
 
Members discussed meeting length, scheduling, and cancellation policy.  Panelists expressed an 
interest in accommodating business members and residents.  Meetings have been scheduled at the 
SAP United Methodist Church through 2007, but alternative times could be considered in 2008.  
Panelists acknowledged that content should set the agenda with some flexibility, but agreed that 
meetings should set time expectations for community input and members. 
 
Moline initiated the discussion regarding the appropriate roles for alternates.  Alternates would 
serve if at-large members were to miss 4 meetings, be dismissed or if a position is vacated.  It was 
noted that alternates voted for the facilitator at the August meeting.  Arnosti inquired about the 
St. Paul Port AuthorityÕs intent in appointing alternates.  Axelson explained that the 
neighborhood review panel forwarded recommendations to the St. Paul Port Authority (SPPA) 
and included alternates in the case that an at-large appointment could not serve.  SPPA selected 
alternates based on the review panelÕs recommendation but asked that the panel determine their 
participation.  Earlier communications had suggested that alternates sit with the panel and 
participate in discussions.  Arnosti expressed disappointment in the lack of direction offered by 
SPPA.  Panelists noted the importance of keeping alternates engaged and using their personal 
time to contribute value.  The question was raised about determining majority, but Jones noted 
the importance of avoiding majority rule voting.   
 
Presentation Ð Rock Tenn Situation (Jack Greenshields) 
The Highbridge coal-fired plant, from which Rock-Tenn has received steam energy since 1984, 
has recently converted to a natural gas facility.  August 29th Rock-Tenn began operating its on-
site operations on a continuous basis.  These operations consist of 3 primary boilers, 2 of which 
are fuel-directed.  In the near-term, natural gas is being used primarily until cost structure 
changes, at which time they will begin to burn #6 fuel oil.  In the long-term, it is clear that this is 
not the most cost effective or environmental solution.  Economics and staffing are the primary 
considerations, since a 75% fuel oil and 25% natural gas operation staffed at normal levels costs 
the company an additional 1 million dollars per month.  The cost of thermal energy to their site in 
the last fiscal year was 16 million.    The continuing operations will be highly dependent on the 
natural gas market.  Raw materials, customer base, and employee effectiveness will also impact 
the viability of the plant with this current on-site energy situation.  Emissions as a point source 
site will increase, but will be below the requirements under their Title V permit from the MPCA. 



 

There is an overall emissions reduction in the metro area related to XcelÕs natural gas conversion, 
and Metro Emissions Reduction Project (MERP) requirements.  3000 tons per year will be 
emitted from Rock-Tenn, and will primarily include sulfur dioxide, nitrous oxide, and particulate 
emissions.  Efforts have been made to conserve energy, and will continue through the study. 
 
The current timeline estimates a new facility being operational by 2011, which is a viable timeline 
for Rock-Tenn and its economic situation.  An agreement will need to be considered with the 
potential owner of the plant, expected to be SPPA.  This would involve a long-term commitment 
from Rock-Tenn.  Greenshields noted balancing a sense of urgency with deliberation of important 
issues.  *Panelists inquired to the situation with competitors and other Rock-Tenn plants?  
 
Legislation Review - Robyn Hansen, Leonard Street and Deinard, on behalf of SPPA. 
Hansen was asked to come and address 3 issues. 1) Questions about the meaning of the 
legislation and the scope of the study.  The legislative history in discussion is irrelevant, and 
RCAP should operate from the language approved in the statute.  2) The scope is clear in the 6 
points asked to address in the study.  The 6th point clearly states that additional uses for the 
plant be considered.  3) Roles of the parties.  SPPA is the recipient of the state grant and is 
expected to complete the study and report back.  SPPA is also expected to convene RCAP to 
advise SPPA on the scope of the study.  SPPA will present its findings and recommendations on 
fuel choice at two separate public hearings.  This recommendation will be informed by the public 
discussion and be forwarded to the St. Paul City Council.  RCAPs role is to meet regularly, 
advise SPPA, and consider the information provided.  RCAP and/or District Councils can also 
consider creating separate recommendations.   
 
Questions were raised about approval by District Councils and the City Council.  Hansen 
clarified that the City Council would need to approve the project.  District Councils are expected 
to provide membership to inform the panel and return to the  District Councils with 
recommendations (as described in the RCAP Overview).  Welna noted that he would like to 
obtain a second opinion, from an independent counsel hired specifically by RCAP, on the 
interpretation of the legislation.  Welna introduced a document from the discussion in the House.  
From the transcript, Welna noted that Representative Hilty did not express an intention for this 
to be a merchant plant, but to focus on power generation for Rock-Tenn.  Thieroff noted that 
ambiguity would need to be identified in the statute to proceed.  Senator Anderson reflected her 
intent to have the option left open to consider additional supply from the plant, but it was not an 
endorsement and would be contingent on community support.  Welna recommended that 
panelists consider the scope and recognize that they should focus on a project with the lowest 
emissions, which may mean the smallest plant possible.    Hansen thinks it is consistent for 
RCAP to recommend scope based on economics, public health, and quality of life.  Boies noted 
that the concepts of merchant plant should be defined and discussed at a future meeting.   
 
Project Timeline - Ken Smith (Market Street Energy MSE) 
The project timeline is created by setting an end date to operationalize the project, then backing 
up to set time for design and construction, environmental review and air permitting, and the 



 

facility study.  The current phase is the facility study, which is outlined by the legislation 1) 
assess the economic and technical feasibility of various fuel types to power the plant 2) provide 
a full description and analysis of each fuel type and their respective economic and non-economic 
impacts 3) provide a full description and analysis of each fuel type and their respective 
environmental emissions, including carbon dioxide, and the cost of controlling those emissions 
that affect human health 4) describe public subsidies related to the production and use of each 
fuel type 5) describe potential energy efficiency improvements that can be made to the paper 
recycling operation and subsidies available for such improvements 6) evaluate additional uses for 
the steam and electricity produced at the facility and the cost of infrastructure needed to 
implement the additional uses.  Three key pieces of the study are the fuels, technology, and the 
emission controls.  Smith noted that it is important to review technological advances and unique 
alternatives.  This will also be important when considering energy conservation and plant sizing.  
Smith further identified opportunities in the timeline for community input through the RCAP 
process and environmental review.  Thieroff noted the timing of public input and it was clarified 
that it would follow the initial recommendations of SPPA.  Boies inquired about the permitting 
body and whether it would primarily be the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.  Smith 
clarified that the permitting body will depend on the type of project that is determined.  Smith 
further clarified that this would be preliminary work to an Environmental Impact Statement 
process, but would not replace it.  Arnosti inquired about SPPA representation and expressed 
concern with the lack of SPPA attendance.  Although appreciative of the work of Market Street 
Energy, and Ken Smith, MSE is a contractor (per a contract signed since the August 23rd 
meeting).  *Arnosti requested SPPA send a representative to every meeting.   
 
Public Testimony 
Senator Ellen Anderson  

• Thanks everyone for their time and acknowledges the importance of their job 
• The panel has a unique opportunity to find a solution 
• Important for RCAP to work collaboratively with SPPA 

 
Nancy Hone 

• Neighbors Against the Burner (NAB) is not receiving adequate notice of the meetings 
• NAB should be given the opportunity to speak each time Rock-Tenn presents 
• Notes that Ken Smith works for MSE and is presenting one side of the issue 
• Would like alternates to be listening but not participate at this time 

 
John Curry 

• The statute gives responsibility to RCAP to advise on the scope of the project.  
• *The legislation always refers to RCAP as the citizen advisory committee and challenges 

panelists to find a citizen engagement process and an appropriate budget to involve the 
community 

• This project is not just about jobs, but is also about human health 
 
 



 

Andy Small (Representative HiltyÕs Aide) 
• Noted Line 139.2 of the legislation that asserts the need to supply energy to a customer 

in a paper recycling operation 
• The planning should primarily should focus on Rock-Tenn but there should not be an 

assumption outside of supplying Rock-Tenn 
 

Representative Erin Murphy 
• Drafted a letter to RCAP and is looking forward to the good work of the panel 

 
Budget  - Bob Gagne on behalf of SPPA 
Gagne explained the budget crafted between SPPA and MSE.  Four million dollars was designated 
to the process.  2.4 million will be allocated to Phase 1 for the facility study.  Money is allocated 
to staff (facilitator and outreach), renewable fuel specialists, Rock-Tenn, SPPA, public health, 
environmental and air quality research, engineering and experts, energy rate and regulation 
specialists, engineering, project management, energy efficiency, and research support, renewable 
fuels and economics, and new and emerging technology experts. RCAP will need to advise on the 
work assignments of the consultants brought on board.  Market Street Energy will be the project 
managers and coordinate the hiring of consultants.  Alternative Resources and the Green Institute 
are already being considered to provide additional resources with work assignments crafted with 
RCAP.  
 
Welna introduced a separate budget obtained from the Minnesota Department of Commerce. 
Welna felt that the budget distributed and presented at the meeting hides the fact that !  of the 
money is directed to Market Street Energy.  And was very concerned that a different budget 
would be used and limit transparency and honesty in the process.  Arnosti noted his request at 
the August meeting that no additional dollars be allocated until the budget could be discussed and 
feedback given; yet it appears that significant dollars have been turned over to MSE.  This raised 
serious concern about consultants reporting to MSE, although Arnosti acknowledged the 
integrity and quality MSE might bring to the project.  The contract does not limit MSEÕs ability 
to expand its current heating and cooling services.  Arnosti distributed a Minnesota statute 
defining organizational conflict of interest regarding vendors and asked for consideration of the 
appropriateness of contracts being signed and Requests for Qualifications (RFQs) being 
submitted. Gagne assured the panel that nothing had been presupposed and that the size of the 
plant and consultants remain to be determined.  Concerns were expressed regarding input and the 
length of time allowed for RFQ response.  Gagne clarified that work assignments was a refined 
definition of scope. Smith explained that the opening for submissions was three weeks and the 
content of the RFQ, specifically referring to the need to address the six points of the legislation.  
The candidates will be short listed and selection will begin in October.  Hesse expressed his sense 
of urgency based on the pending use of #6 fuel oil and the importance of moving forward.  Boies 
noted the history of this issue dating back almost six years and the difficulty in comprehending 
the sense of urgency and the delay in initiating the current process.   
 



 

Moline asked the panel to reflect on its role given the information received that evening.  Watters 
felt that it was their charge to advise on the six points of the legislation and make a 
recommendation.  Arnosti repeated his request for assurance that SPPA was listening and should 
be addressing concerns expressed at meetings.  McGinley conveyed his understanding that the 
project managers would manage hiring and other details and RCAP would begin to interact with 
consultants during their development of the study.  Arnosti clarified that the legislation gives 
RCAP power to advise on scope of the study and the importance of looking for long-term 
paybacks on energy conservation efforts.  Jones noted his interest in advising on scope versus 
the hiring of particular consultants based on his particular qualifications and ability to add value 
to the process.  Welna supported ArnostiÕs interest in transparency and legitimacy of the 
process, and the risk of consultants reporting to MSE.  Eibenholzl requested that additional 
discussion of the RCAP role be placed on an upcoming agenda.  Schubring expressed serious 
concern in participating with a process that did not allow involvement in the decision-making, as 
well as the lack of attendance by SPPA and contracts signed with MSE.  Other panelists shared 
optimism with the process and the power of RCAPÕs influence and recommendations.   
 
Agenda Setting 

• Define RCAPÕs role and the decision-making process 
o Including discussion with SPPA 

• Update on RFQs and other work in motion 
• Citizen engagement strategy 
• Address the expectation for findings or recommendations 
• Expectations of the studies 
• Input on scope and/or work assignments 

   
Gagne confirmed the request to be delivered back to SPPA for attendance and accountability to 
questions and concerns of the panel. Arnosti proposed passing a resolution to express 
disappointment with SPPA. Moline noted the request as an agenda item for the next meeting and 
a clear theme in the panelÕs discussion.   
 
Summary of additional items or questions for follow-up 
What is SPPAs understanding of the timing for RCAP to advise on scope? 
What is the citizen engagement process? 
What is the situation with Rock-Tenn competitors and other Rock-Tenn plants? 
What is a merchant plant? 
SPPA is requested to send a representative to every meeting.   
Axelson will devise an appropriate method for communication transparency. 
 
 
Meeting adjourned.   
Notes respectfully submitted by Nina Axelson 


