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Brian Ross:
So I’m going to talk a little bit about the City of Minneapolis, the visioning work we’re doing right as part of our Energy Pathways project that’s ongoing, and this is the result of a project that came about when the city’s 20 year franchise agreement with two large energy providers, Xcel Energy and CenterPoint Energy are both expiring at the end of 2014.  And there’s been a lot of kind of handling about what do we do.  Is this an opportunity or is it not?



The city also had just finished, in 2013, a new climate action plan, very detailed.  A lot of it would update all the GHG emissions and base lining and kind of realign them with all the latest community protocols that are – that were approved nationally by ICLEI and other organizations.


I think last – gee, when was it?  Last spring or last fall and so that was just recently done, and there was a lot of work that had been going into the climate action planning process including a lot of stakeholder engagement and a lot of thinking ahead about what needs to happen.

Also, the state just recently passed, with Minneapolis’ support, a new solar energy requirement as well as a lot of other solar energy legislation that really brings Minnesota’s statutes kind of up-to-date on a lot of solar energy best practices.  The requirement is you have to get one and a half percent – all the investor owned utilities have to get one and a half percent by 2020 in terms of a renewable portfolio standard for just solar energy.  We have an existing RPS for generally that’s being met by wind, but this is on top of that.  And if we are going to go from approximately – statewide – from approximately 15 megawatts of solar to about 450 megawatts of solar over the next seven years.  


So it’s a huge transition for us, and obviously, a lot of that’s going to fall on the cities where the populations, and then, finally, there’s a lot of local groups that are promoting the option of creating municipal utilities in response to the franchise agreement kind of issues similar to the ongoing process that’s an older Minneapolis Energy Options is the main kind of organization around this, but there are other people who are also promoting consideration of that municipalization process which kind of is, as you might imagine, somewhat controversial.

So really the whole Pathways project is kind of looking at these at the different pathways that Minneapolis can take to its energy future.  Do we extend the current electric and gas franchises?  Do we create some kind of an enhanced franchise through additional collaborations?  Do we seek legislative changes to allow something that would happen in not Minneapolis but elsewhere?  We do not have a retail choice or we have very traditional regulation utilities.  So community choice aggregation is one of those things that some places have used.  It’s not an option for us about legislative changes or do we just buy out utilities and create municipal utilities and take total control of that.


These are examples of the different pathways that are being looked at, and so there’s a sequence on the Pathways’ study, kind of a four step process that includes creating an energy vision, looking at legislative possible changes, studying the legal issues around the municipalization option and evaluation both municipalization and alternative pathways for ability to achieve the energy vision.


But, obviously, when you talk about taking pathways some place, you have to first talk about where you're going, and that’s the whole place where the vision fits in.  Now we were on a very short timeframe on this, and so we could not kind of start a whole stakeholder process in order to create our vision statement.

But because there are – it’s a lot of work that Minneapolis has done in the past.  Minneapolis is a – always been a national leader in terms of participation in greenhouse gas base lining and reduction plans and energy plans.  We had a – both a climate action plan and an energy plan that dated back to the early 1990.


And so what we decided to do was to basically do an assessment, an inventory, if you will, of all of the existing policies, plans, actions, et cetera that the city had taken and assess from that because all the pieces of an energy vision are in there.  Try to take from that what are we learning about the energy vision and create a vision from that.

And you kind of see a list here of all of the plans and policies that were looked at as part of this inventory process.  The first one is our comprehensive plan which does include a lot of stuff about energy in it as well as the Climate Action Plan as I noted which is very direct in a lot of energy things and the franchise agreements, the state and federal legislative goals that the city has worked on, some strategic goals and directions that the city has done, the sustainability indicators that we’ve put into place and that have been helping guide internal decision making for the last ten years, other kinds of policies and city resolutions, and these are kind of the approved policies and plans that the city is currently looking at.


And then there are – in addition to that, there’s a number of programs and actions that we examine to kind of see how these might inform where the city’s energy vision already is in terms of how these things move forward.  We have – EECBG investment that were made over the last four years. 


We have a grant program that Minneapolis had on climate action for neighborhood organizations, a revolving loan fund, participation in the Solar Cities program, participation in an effort with Xcel Energy and St. Paul on the energy innovation corridor, a number of solar energy initiatives that have been taken some of them as part of the Solar Cities program in terms of streamlining permitting and creating, organizing and then also kind of green manufacturing initiatives that were done in collaboration with St. Paul and the Blue Green Alliance, back a few years ago, to kind of talk about economic development issues.

And then, finally, we took a look at some of the historic energy issues that had come before the city, some specific proposals that kind of illustrated some of the hard choices that the city has faced in the past in regard to some of the very goals that we had been talking about in those other documents.  For instance, the HERC is the – is our wasted energy conversion facility which is right on the downtown limits of the City of Minneapolis, and they wanted to expand the volume which required a rezoning, and so there was a large and vocal opposition to that from some nearby neighborhoods in terms of the – their perceived health risks about an increase burning of solid waste there.


And that is an unresolved issue.  I wouldn’t say that that has been fixed yet, but it did kind of – the debate around it helped the city understand how they value, for instance, this concept of they want to expand distributed generation, but when an actual distributed generation proposal comes before the city, there are all these negatives associated with it.  

And it was the same thing with that Midtown eco energy power plant, and to some extent, the Linden Hills anaerobic digester, all had some community opposition or community concerns as did these other projects which I won’t go into in any detail because, otherwise, I’ll run out of time. 


But and then one of the things we did, as part of this project, was not only to look at these plans and policies and what they said but to document, for each one of these cases, what was the existing stakeholder and public engagement process that occurred as part of those?  How were stakeholders engaged in the development of existing plans and policies?  So this is very important.

Minneapolis has a very strong history of community engagement in all these things.  The comprehensive plan had a tremendous amount of community engagement around it as did the climate action plan.  There was a great deal of engaging stakeholders and brining – mid process, bringing new stakeholders into the process, so that they had say in the outcome.


How active was the community in raising issues and offering alternatives?  This is one of those things that we saw a lot of in those cases for distributed generation proposals that had come through in the past.  What was it that the community was trying to get and what did they see as alternatives and then how does the city actually respond to those various kind of stakeholder input?  Did they change the plan?  Did they change the policy?  

And we kind of documented that, indeed, Minneapolis had a pretty good track record for actually changing the policy as stakeholder input went through.  And this is – part of the reason we did this was because we are not really going out for new stakeholder output except for this meeting that I’m attending this afternoon that I have to rush off to because it’s our citizens – our Environmental Commission that has a lot of stakeholder representation from environmental groups, from environmental justice groups, from utilities and other government agencies are on this environmental commission, and they were designated as the primary kind of way that we’re going to do a check about what were kind of these draft vision material that we have.

The – we do have – did development a vision – a draft vision out of all that inventory work, and that’s what I’m presenting to the CEAC [Citizens Environmental Advisory Commission] this afternoon.  And that vision actually comes in three components, so I know the – that process, that you were outlining in the manual, kind of focused on the vision statement, but we also developed two other components to our vision which, to some extent, has taken the place of a separate goals and policies kind of hierarchy, but we developed a vision statement.  We developed vision conditions and a vision narrative.


And one of the things that I do want to say is that, when you have arguments about what the vision statement is, because it’s generally a single statement, one of the ways to get – help people buy into it is create a separate vision narrative which is a lot of more detailed, and it’s the not the official statement.  It’s supposed to be illustrative only, but it’s a technique that I’ve used when – in working with other communities on comprehensive plans and other kinds of policy documents where, to avoid getting into wordsmithing controversies, you have a second document that kind of helps spell out things, and people have a better feeling for their issues having been preserved in the –

Okay.  Can everyone hear me still?

Sarah Zaleski:
Yeah.  Sorry.  I think –

Brian Ross:
Oh.

Sarah Zaleski:
Sorry.  There was a little bit of background noise, I think.  So, if folks could just kind of mute their lines if we can avoid the kind of rustle, but it’s very interesting, right, about the vision there and that’s a great tip, actually.
Brian Ross:
Okay.  So here is our draft vision statement, and I do have to emphasize this is a draft because I am now, this afternoon, kind of rolling it out in front of a bunch of stakeholders, and we’ll see how they respond to it.  


But it – this is where we came to after kind of reading through a lot of those policies, and, also, we actually looked at what other cities had done and kind of what their vision statements were. 


So you can see, again, reliable, affordable, local, clean are very important words, right now, because that’s what the kind of people, who are talking about municipalization, want to see happen. 


And we talked about energy and energy services because that’s another component of kind of where people wanted to see the industry go in terms of new business models.  And, obviously, with the ultimate goal of sustaining the city’s economy, environment and community and the kind of creating a more equity – equitable community is something that really came out, that kind of phrase, that concept came out of the climate action plan as the environmental justice people want it to not just make sure that bad things didn’t happen, but, actually, they helped correct things to low income communities and communities of color in Minneapolis that had been disadvantaged by previous infrastructural decisions.

So this is a vision statement then we had what we called the vision conditions, and this is really the most complex piece of all of our work.  And we actually made sure we did this for a very specific reason because we have to go through – after the vision is done, we have to go through the analysis of the pathways, and we wanted to provide some more concrete kind of checklist of what the vision meant.


And so we created a series of vision conditions for each one of these four areas here, for energy supply, energy distribution system and infrastructure, energy end use in the community and then relate it to non-energy conditions that have a – that need to come into play in a the vision statement and in the overall vision.


And I’ll just kind of go into kind of what that means in terms of these energy supplied conditions.  Here are the supply – or, I’m sorry.  Here are the conditions for energy supply.  Came up with seven conditions, out of our existing policies, that made sense, low and no carbon, a clean other than carbon, affordable in terms of the supply cost, reliable in terms of the supply mix and availability, predictable in terms of price volatility, diversified so that it wasn’t reliant – over reliant on a single source of energy supply and local.  Those were kind of the conditions that we want to see that our vision is reflecting for energy supply.  

So we – and this is like a PowerPoint bad example here where I put lots of text onto a single slide, but I wanted to get it onto a single slide.  This is for the distribution system, kind of separate when you look at just what’s going on on city right-a-ways and within the city kind of land use authority, what is the energy distribution system look like in terms of infrastructure.


And, again, we talk about high level of reliability, high level of safety, a system that allows for consumer choice, minimizing land use conflicts and minimizing natural resource conflicts.  The – one of the issues that had come up in the past was a conflict with a – where – there was a proposed new power line that ran right along a very popular piece of linear green space in the city, and that kind of was one of those natural resource conflicts.


Minimizing duplication of so that we preserve the – we have one – a common carrier rather than multiple sets of power lines running down alleyways and then establishing a 21st century distribution system so we maximize opportunities for things like micro grids and electric vehicles and distributive generation.  

The – well, it looks like I did that slide twice somehow.  Okay.  Well, we’ll move onto to the energy end use conditions.  There were five conditions that came about as kind of – when you look at what’s basically behind the meter, what does the energy vision say about what happens behind the meter.  We wanted to see the highest level efficiencies and building the facilities.  We wanted to maximize the societal benefits of efficiency recognizing that there are certain communities, particularly low income and communities of color and cultural communities in Minnesota or Minneapolis where their participation barriers are higher for participating in energy efficiency programs. 


Promoting a conservation mindset happened to move from helping people – the end users start thinking about using less as a good thing.  Societal norm change, self-sufficiency, again, on kind of the consumer side of the meter, helping consumers be more self-sufficient, looking at things like onsite generation where it works and then, finally, promoting equity and rate structures.  Again, kind of an environmental justice issue about how these energy systems affect different kinds of business, different kinds of consumers, minimizing cost subsidies but also recognizing ability to pay as we move forward.


And then the final – oops.  And you know what?  I think I have inadvertently deleted the slide about the non-energy issues.  There were several, again, societal benefit issues that were important, and economic development issues that also come into play in the energy vision that, when people talk about what the energy vision is supposed to mean, there are economic development ramifications.  How do keep competitive without – but while still you can – energy supply, a low carbon.  How do you make sure that everybody has equal access to different kinds of energy supply in spite of their income level.


And then the final thing, that kind of vision narrative is the final piece, and I actually didn’t provide it here.  I just wanted to say a narrative.  I have just an example of it, but these are the three points that the narrative is supposed to serve in our vision process.  The – it’s supposed to describe how the energy system looks in a narrative form from the perspective of someone who’s actually living in the year 2040 which is our kind of endpoint year.


It – the purpose of the narrative is really to help define the city’s desired future so that the vision statement and conditions can be better used as touchstones when you're making those difficult implementation decisions, and it’s not intended to be a rule about how the actual implementation is supposed to go.  It’s supposed to be an example how the conditions can be manifest rather than how they must become manifest in the future, and here’s kind of an example, just a portion of the vision narrative, which I put up here, again, talking from somebody who’s looking in the year 2040 at a successfully implemented energy plan. 


All city residences and businesses supplied with reliable, affordable , high quality electric and natural gas service, high use energy efficiency and energy delivery makes Minneapolis a regional national leader, disparities in the ____ cost compared to non-low income homeowners and low income are aggressively addressed through targeted efficiency programs.  Carbon intensity and waste intensity in this ___ continues to climb.  

This goes on for about a page, a written page in terms of the narrative, and, again, it’s an example, and it’s a lot more accessible to kind of community members as an example of what the vision is about and that set of conditions that I just went over.  We need the conditions kind of for the policy wonks to understand.  We need the narrative for the kind of general population to understand.


So that’s it running through kind of what we’re doing here, and I’m going to be presenting something similar to this to the – to our community environmental commission and asking them to kind of – and we have a whole process where we’re going to break into small groups and kind of go through those conditions in some detail and do some prioritization and some gap finding in there to see how that draft resonates with these various stakeholder groups.

Sarah Zaleski:
That’s great.  Thank you so much, Brian.  That was a really kind of unique perspective, certainly one of the more comprehensive visioning exercises that I’ve come across, and so it’s really valuable to get your insight.  


And I don't know if we have time for one or two questions.

Brian Ross:
Yeah.  I can hang around a little bit longer.

Sarah Zaleski:
Oh, excellent.  Great.  Any questions for Brian?

Kim Peterson:
So, Brian, this is Kim Peterson from NREL.  I’m just curious as to whether Minneapolis is talking to the City of Boulder, who has voted for and is pursuing municipalization.  They also have Xcel Energy as their investor on utility.  Are you guys connecting with them?  

Brian Ross:
Oh, yes.  Many times.  We – in fact, there was some people who were talking about maybe we should just get a parking stall out in front of city hall that says Mayor of Boulder on it to help with the franchise negotiation process.  


Yeah, no.  There’s been a lot of communication with the Boulder people, and we’re following them very closely.  And, of course, that process, because it’s very visible, you can access everything that’s going on online and get on their mailing list and they just came out with 175 page kind of modeling analysis of what the – what their system options are, specifically as it relates to municipalization.  


Then, of course, Xcel Energy is both their provider and our provider.  So I think that’s kind of seeming like they’re getting beaten up a little bit, but that’s the way it works sometimes.  So, yes, we have been in touch with Boulder quite a bit. 

We are – there’s some differences.  We’re about three and half times the size of Boulder, so obviously there’s different infrastructural issues about serving the kind of load you see in Minneapolis and then you do in the City of Boulder.
Sarah Zaleski:
Brian, I had one question for you.  So, okay, I guess a couple of questions.  So I really appreciate kind of the comprehensive perspective you’ve taken in the different parts of the overall visioning process.  

I’m curious if you can shed any light on how long that process has taken.  I realize it’s kind of an investment upfront that I think’s going to be pay off later as the planning process moves along.  How long that’s taken and any – if you had to do like one takeaway for a key to success in that, what that would be.

Brian Ross:
Yeah.  The process has actually been pretty quick.  We’ve only been working on this for probably about a month.  It’s been a pretty intensive month to do all that kind of inventory work, but it was – we – because the City of Minneapolis has been a leader kind of on a lot of these issues and addressed a lot of these issues in the past, it was really valuable to go through and kind of say make sure we’re not working across purposes, that that comprehensive plan is not saying something very different than the climate action plan is saying or the strategic goals that the city has adopted generally are not going to come into conflict with other goals that are coming up that are specific to energy and also to help identify some of the potential conflicts because it’s all well and good to talk about we’re going to get clean energy.  But how does that really impact rate structures and what does that say about the city’s goals about keeping energy affordable to low income customers.


And that is a- there’s been a lot of very specific language about helping customers and helping people – low income communities within Minneapolis but helping them better themselves and make up for some of the disparities that have been seen in the past and how do you reconcile that with things that are going to – new infrastructure that is going to be very costly and someone has to pay for.  Who’s going to pay for that?


So those are some very difficult questions, and we wanted to address and identify those upfront.  So, time wise, we’ve been working on it for about a month now, and we have about a month more before this – basically, the vision will get submitted to the city council, and that’s where we will be tinkering with a lot of these issues in terms of kind of modifying the draft via what the environmental commission is going to say this afternoon and also what some other stakeholders are going to be putting in for.

We do – we have a small other stakeholder process that we’re doing just to make sure that we do reach out to people.  What we are not doing a large scale kind of set of public meetings around it, and obviously, I think that that would be the better to go, as always, to kind of make sure you do – you have plenty of opportunity for people to comment.  And that’s going to be the – one of the challenges that we may face if people feel like they’ve been excluded from the decision making, but we did try to document, quite extensively, that the place we’re basing – the documents and plans that we’re basing the vision on came from and out of a community not something that some consultant is coming up with out of their back pocket.


And so this will be an interesting process, I think, to see whether or not this actually works from the kind of standpoint of stakeholder engagement.  Will people accept that process or will there be problems that come from it?

Sarah Zaleski:
Absolutely.  I’m grateful that we caught you at kind of this pivotal time, and I look forward to kind of hearing.  Hopefully we can stay in touch.  I’d love to hear how it continues to evolve and the success that you experience.  Maybe we can report back to our participants, too.  
Brian Ross:
Sure.  

Sarah Zaleski:
All right.  Well, Brian, I don’t want to hold you up anymore.  I know you have some important folks to get to meet.  

Brian Ross:
Okay.

Sarah Zaleski:
The council.  So thank you again for your insight.  That was really, really valuable and really kind of enhanced what we were discussing today.

Brian Ross:
Okay.  Well, thank you and people can send me questions or ask me questions.  I’m available if people have questions, so, and I probably should send you my PowerPoint.

Sarah Zaleski:
That would be great, and I appreciate the offer to speak with other folks with additional questions.

Brian Ross:
Okay.

Sarah Zaleski:
That’s great.  I’ll make sure to share your contact information as well.

Brian Ross:
All right.  Thank you.

Sarah Zaleski:
Thank you.

[End of Audio]
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