
ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
Tuesday, March 19, 2024 5:00 PM – 6:00 PM 

Wayzata City Hall 
600 Rice Street East 
Wayzata, MN 55391 

1. Roll Call

2. Approve Agenda

3. Approve January 30, 2024 Meeting Minutes

4. Municipal Solar Update

5. City Council 2023 Annual Report/2024 Work Plan Workshop Update

6. Earth Day Event Discussion

7. Chicken Discussion

8. Local Climate Action Grant Discussion

9. HERC Closure Discussion

10. Next Meeting – Tuesday, April 16

11. Adjournment



ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
Meeting Minutes 

Tuesday, January 30, 2024 5:00 PM – 6:30 PM 

1. Roll Call

Committee Attendees: Chair Lauren Lindelof, Polly Andersen, KC Chermak, Meaghan
Yorro, and David Ferri 

Wayzata City Staff Member: Nick Kieser, Parks and Environment Planner 

2. Approve Agenda

Motion to approve agenda with the addition of an Earth Day discussion, first by Ferri, and 
seconded by Andersen. Motion passed 5-0.  

3. Approve November 28, 2023 Minutes

Motion to approve minutes as shown, first by Andersen and seconded by Ferri. Motion 
passed 5-0.  

4. Chair and Vice-Chair Appointments

Motion to approve Chair Lindelof as Chair and Committee Member Chermak as Vice-
Chair, first by Ferri and seconded by Andersen. Motion passed 5-0.  

5. Municipal Solar Update

Staff provided an update that there have been some complications with the solar 
installations at City Hall, Library, and Fire Station. The roof type that was installed does not 
support the solar panels, so solutions are currently being explored. Staff will continue to 
update the Committee as they become available.  

6. 2024 Work Plan Workshop

The Committee conducted an exercise to determine the priority projects/initiatives that 
they would like to work on in 2024. The main priority items were native 
landscaping/sustainable yards educational event, climate action plan, dark-sky lighting 



ordinance/policy, and initiatives to reduce air emissions. This list will help staff to plan the 
year and what items to be focusing on.   

7. Earth Day 

Staff noted that the Parks and Trails Board will be working on an Arbor Day/Arbor Month 
event this year so the E&E Committee could work on an Earth Day event. The Committee 
discussed that the event could have an educational speaker on native 
landscaping/sustainable yards, food truck, rain barrel demonstration, rain garden 
examples, Public Works electrical equipment, composting examples, etc. A partnership 
with the Lake Minnetonka Garden Club for this event could be explored.  

The event could be held in Panoway with the Community Room as a backup plan. If the 
event is in Panoway, the plantings in that space could be highlighted. There could also be a 
partnership with the Muni to provide refreshments and snacks. The date could be Thursday 
April 18 or April 25, but the event could also be held on a Saturday. An “ecosystem” theme 
was brought up that could also focus on water savings, less fertilizer use, stormwater 
runoff, pollinators/animal habitat, and less time on lawn maintenance. Committee 
Members Yorro and Lindelof both noted their interest in helping plan this event. Staff will 
reach out to the Lake Minnetonka Garden Club to gauge their interest in helping with this 
event.  

7. Next Meeting – Wednesday, February 21 

Committee Members Andersen and Ferri both noted they cannot attend the February 21 
meeting. Staff will determine if a different date is needed to have quorum.  

8. Adjournment 

Motion to adjourn at 6:20 pm. Motion passed 5-0.  
 
 
 
 



Wayzata Energy and Environment Committee  

2024 Schedule for Taking Meeting Minutes 

 

Date Committee Member 

January 30 Staff 

February 21 Yorro 

March 19 Ferri 

April 16 McNanley 

May 28 Chute 

June 25 Lindelof 

July 30 Andersen 

August 27 Chermak 

September 24 Ferri 

October 29 Yorro 

November 26 McNanley 
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2023 ANNUAL REPORT & 
2024 WORK PLAN 

 



Accomplishments in 2023 
In 2023, the Energy & Environment Committee completed the following action items: 

Led Municipal Solar Initiative 
Started installation of solar systems on the Public Work building, Muni/Liquor 
Store, Library, City Hall, and the Fire Station. 

Championed LED Lighting Installations 
• Completed LED retrofits at City Hall and Public Works.

o Received $6,724.06 in rebates for the lighting retrofits.
• Incorporated additional LED retrofitting into the 2024 CIP.

Supported Home Energy Squad Visits 
• Provided 34 free Home Energy Squad Planner visits and 2 Home Energy Squad

Saver visits.
o Saved residents a total of $1,770 with the partnership with Center for

Energy and Environment and Xcel Energy.

Presented Sustainability Champion Award 
• Awarded the first Sustainability Champion Award to the Wayzata Community

Church.

Shared Sustainable Home Information 
• Created an educational and informational diagram of a Sustainable Home that is

shown on the City’s website.

Hosted Electric Vehicle Ride & Drive Event 
• Held another Electric Vehicle Ride & Drive Event with electric vehicles, electric

bikes/scooters, and electric boats.

Additional Accomplishments 
• Approved the purchase of battery-powered equipment for Public Works staff to

transition from gas-powered equipment.
• Reviewed and commented on the Klapprich Park concept plans.
• Created various Portal articles and social media posts.
• Updated sustainability webpages on City website.

https://www.wayzata.org/882/Features-of-a-Sustainable-Home


Looking Ahead to 2024 - Workplan 
 

 High Priority Items: 
Research benefits, cost, and options for a Climate/Resiliency Action Plan 
 
Install LED lighting at the Muni/Liquor Store, Klapprich Park 
Warming House and potentially other buildings 

 
Present the second Sustainability Champion Award 
 
Host educational event on native landscaping and sustainable yards  
 
Research option to require energy efficient, “Dark-Sky” compliant outdoor 
lighting fixtures 
 
Research and implement initiatives to reduce air emissions 
 
Medium Priority: 
Review energy production of the solar systems and create educational 
opportunities based on the renewable energy  
 
Research options to require new construction for city-owned buildings to be 
built using SB 2030 energy standard or another green building framework 
 
Research sustainable construction and demolition Ordinance/Policy 
 
Introduce incentive-based programs/options for residents (i.e. reduced costs 
for rain barrels) 
 
Research options to install EV charging stations in the new public parking lot 
 
Low Priority: 
Determine action items required with the planned closure of the Hennepin 
County Energy Recovery Center (HERC) 
 
 



Chicken Keeping Op�ons 
Op�on 1 – Do not make any changes: 

• City Code 930.01 – Keeping of Animals.
• If no changes are made then chickens are not allowed.

o Code states, “farm animals are not allowed in the City”.
o Code only has definition for - "Animals, Domestic." For purposes of this Ordinance,

domestic animal shall be defined as house pets such as dogs, cats, and birds which can
be contained within a principal structure throughout the entire year, provided that the
containment can be accomplished without special modification to the structure
requiring a building permit from the City.

• This sec�on does allow chickens to be kept by applying for a CUP.

Op�on 2 – Allow chickens without many, if any, restric�ons: 

• Change Code to allow chickens and do not state any addi�onal rules or regula�ons.
• Code 930.01.G would be the enforcing Code language for this op�on which states, “Animals may

not be kept if they cause a nuisance or endanger the health or safety of the community.”

Op�on 3 – Allow chickens with minimal restric�ons: 

Possible Restric�on Op�on 3.B (Less Restric�ve) Op�on 3.A (More Restric�ve) 
Number of Hens 6 4 

Allowable Lot Size No Minimum Lot Size 40,000 sq. �. (R-1 and above) 

Permit No Permit Required Permit Required 

Neighborhood No�fica�on No No�fica�on Required No�fica�on Required within 500 
Feet 

Site Plan Review No site plan review required Site plan review required to review 
chicken coop loca�on and size 

Chicken Coop and Run Size 
No size requirement. Follow 

accessory structure requirement for 
applicable zoning district. 

40 sq. �. chicken coop maximum 
80 sq. � chicken run maximum 

10-foot height maximum

Food Storage Must keep chicken feed in pest and 
rodent free container 

Must keep chicken feed in pest and 
rodent free container 

Odor No language regarding noxious 
odors 

Must be kept in a healthy and 
sanitary manner that does not allow 

noxious odors on adjacent 
proper�es 

Personal Use Keeping of chickens can only be 
used for personal use 

Keeping of chickens can only be 
used for personal use 

Permit Termina�on No permit required 
Permit can be terminated if owner 
fails to comply with any condi�ons 

noted 
Permit Renewal No permit required One-�me permit approval required 

Permit Fee No permit required $25 permit fee 



Op�on 4 Staff Recommenda�on – Allow chickens with the restric�ons noted below: 

Restric�on Op�on 4 
Number of Hens 4 

Allowable Lot Size No lot size minimum 

Permit Permit required 

Neighborhood No�fica�on No neighborhood no�fica�on 

Site Plan Review 
Site plan required to review chicken coop loca�on and size. Chicken 

coop and run must meet applicable zoning district accessory 
structure setbacks 

Chicken Coop and Run Size 
40 sq. �. chicken coop maximum 
80 sq. � chicken run maximum 

10-foot height maximum
Food Storage Must keep chicken feed in pest and rodent free container 

Odor Must be kept in a healthy and sanitary manner that does not allow 
noxious odors on adjacent proper�es 

Personal Use Keeping of chickens can only be used for personal use 

Permit Termina�on Permit can be terminated if owner fails to comply with any 
condi�ons noted 

Permit Renewal One-�me permit approval required 
Permit Fee $25 permit fee required 

Op�ons 3 and 4 would require code changes to Chapter 930 – Animals. Op�on 4 is very similar to the 
op�on that was reviewed previously. The only difference is that the previous version included a 
minimum lot size of 40,000 square feet.  
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    Local Climate Action Grants  
Request for Proposals (RFP) 

 

The RFP assists applicants in applying for state grants. This document describes the State Fiscal Year (FY) 2024 
Local Climate Action Grants, including information on who may apply for funding, activities eligible for funding 
and other information that will help the applicants plan their project and submit a competitive application. 
Applications are due no later than 4:00 p.m. on April 30, 2024.  

The applicant should check the SWIFT Supplier Portal and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Local 
Climate Action Grants webpage for any updates.  

Contents 
1. Project overview .................................................................................................................................... 1 
2. Funding .................................................................................................................................................. 2 
3. Eligible and ineligible applicants ............................................................................................................. 3 
4. Eligible and ineligible projects................................................................................................................. 3 
5. Eligible and ineligible costs ..................................................................................................................... 5 
6. Priorities ................................................................................................................................................ 6 
7. Application instructions .......................................................................................................................... 6 
8. Application submission instructions ........................................................................................................ 7 
9. Application questions ............................................................................................................................. 7 
10. Application review process ..................................................................................................................... 7 
11. Grantee responsibilites........................................................................................................................... 8 
Exhibit A: Application evaluation score sheet ................................................................................................ 11 
Exhibit B: Technical assistance for applicants…………………………………………………………………………………………………12 
Exhibit C: Performance Capacity……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………15  
Exhibit D: Certification………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….16 
Exhibit E: Evidence of good standing…………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…17 
Exhibit F: Nonprofit review……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………18  
 

The Grant Application Form, Workplan and Budget, Sample Grant agreement, Questions and Answers, and any 
addendums can be found in the SWIFT Supplier Portal. 

1. Project overview 
Minnesota’s climate is changing and the actions of organizations and individuals across the state are 
contributing to these changes. Climate change is happening here and now and will continue well into the future, 
but we can act now to reduce our contributions and avoid the worst impact while also preparing for the changes 
ahead.  Harmful effects of climate change can be seen in communities throughout Minnesota, from our own 
health and safety to overwhelmed infrastructure, damaged property, dying trees and culturally important native 
species, and the inability of population centers to cool off overnight. Climate trends identified through 
monitoring over decades of changes in temperature and precipitation, snow depth and lake ice, storms and 
droughts, our growing season, and more show that Minnesota is becoming warmer and wetter, with more 
damaging rains and cold weather warming. In addition to these impacts, more extreme heatwaves and extended 
periods of drought alternating with intense precipitation are expected in the future. Communities contribute to 

https://mn.gov/supplier
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/grants-and-loans/local-climate-action-grants
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/grants-and-loans/local-climate-action-grants
https://mn.gov/supplier


2 
 

the causes of our changing climate through emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG), especially from buildings, 
transportation, and agriculture. Communities across our state are planning for climate action and taking steps to 
reduce (GHG) emissions. To reach our state’s climate goals, communities need to do even more to reduce this 
climate pollution. Communities also can increase their resilience through planning and implementation of 
projects that help adapt to the current and anticipated impacts of climate change.     
 
In 2022, the broad framework for our state’s climate action moving forward – Minnesota’s Climate Action 
Framework – was published by Minnesota state agencies.  The Framework guides work across the state to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and adapt to our changing climate. Achieving the Framework’s goals of carbon 
neutrality, resilience, and equity will require planning and action by many entities including local government, 
community-based groups, and educational institutions. https://climate.state.mn.us/minnesotas-climate-action-
framework    
 
In 2023, the State Legislature directed funding to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) to provide 
local climate action grants for the purpose of supporting efforts in local jurisdictions to address climate change 
by developing and implementing local plans of action that enable adaptation to extreme weather events and a 
changing climate and/or reduction of local contributions to the causes of climate change.1 These local climate 
action grants will help local communities contribute towards the goals of the Framework. The law requires the 
MPCA to give preference to proposals that seek to involve a broad array of community residents, organizations, 
and institutions in the local jurisdiction’s efforts to address climate change. 
 
The law directs the MPCA to provide technical assistance to applicants proposing to develop an action plan. The 
technical assistance includes two components: (1) examples of actions taken and plans developed by other local 
communities in Minnesota and elsewhere (see Exhibit B of this RFP), and (2) greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
data provided at no cost for applicable political subdivisions selected as grant recipients if the data are needed 
to carry out the proposed grant activities to develop an action plan (see Exhibit B for examples of this data). The 
emissions data will contain estimates for the most recent three years available that conform with the ICLEI 
United States Community Protocol for Accounting and Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, including, at a 
minimum, the Basic Emissions Generating Activities described in the protocol. Applicants that are Tribal Nations, 
Regional Development Commissions, counties, cities, towns, and townships should consider the availability of 
this technical assistance for their projects when determining their project scope and developing the Grant 
submittals (application form, workplan, and budget). Eligible grant recipients with a project workplan that 
includes one or more tasks to utilize this GHG emissions data will be provided the data after their grant 
agreement is fully executed.  

2. Funding 
Up to approximately $2,300,000 in funding is available to be awarded during FY24 for local climate action 
planning and implementation projects, with the potential for additional funding. The legislation stipulates that 
half of the amount is reserved in FY24 for applicants located outside the counties of Hennepin, Ramsey, Anoka, 
Dakota, Scott, Carver, and Washington. Grant projects must be completed no later than June 30, 2025.  
 
The maximum grant award for this RFP is $50,000. There is no minimum. Grantee requirements vary by amount 
of grant award as described in section 11.  

Match requirement 
The minimum match requirement for activities taking place in a local jurisdiction whose population equals or 
exceeds 20,000 is 50% (fifty percent) of the grant amount, in local funds. The minimum match requirement for 
activities taking place in a local jurisdiction whose population is under 20,000 is 5% (five percent) of the grant 
amount, either local funds or equivalent in-kind services. For the purposes of this match requirement, local 

 
1 The Local Climate Action Grant Program was created and funded during the 2023 legislative session in the Omnibus 
Environment, Natural Resources, Climate, and Energy bill H.F. 2310, Article 10, Sec. 5 and Article 11, Sec. 5, and Article 12, 
Sec. 68, see https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/2023/0/Session+Law/Chapter/60/.  

https://climate.state.mn.us/minnesotas-climate-action-framework
https://climate.state.mn.us/minnesotas-climate-action-framework
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/2023/0/Session+Law/Chapter/60/
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jurisdiction is defined by the type of eligible applicant as detailed in Section 3. Grantees will be expected to track 
and report all match provided for the project by kind and source, even if the amount exceeds the minimum 
match requirement. This will assist MPCA with better understanding of project funding needs for future grant 
solicitations.  

Reimbursement schedule 
Grant funding for eligible costs of the project will be reimbursed during and upon completion of the approved 
project with approved invoices. 

Invoices for expenses incurred may be submitted as frequently as monthly and must be accompanied by an 
email update about the status of the project. Grantees are encouraged to submit their first invoice no later than 
6 (six) months or midway through the project, whichever comes first. A final invoice for payment of remaining 
grant funds expended by the project is required to be submitted at the completion of the project. Payment of 
the final 10% of grant funds will be held back until the project is completed satisfactorily and all deliverables 
have been submitted and approved. Invoices are sent directly to MPCA Accounts Payable with cc to the MPCA 
Authorized Representative. 

3. Eligible and ineligible applicants 

Eligible applicants 
Minnesota political subdivisions (i.e., counties, home rule charter or statutory cities and towns, regional 
development commissions or any other local political subdivision; and Tribal governments as defined in 
Minnesota statute), organizations exempt from taxation under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code, 
and educational institutions are eligible applicants.  
 
Eligible applicants must be located in or conduct the preponderance of the applicant's work in the local 
jurisdiction (geographic area) where the proposed grant activities take place.  
 
For applicants which are political subdivisions as defined above, the geographic area is defined by the 
boundaries of that political subdivision, and the population of the local jurisdiction is the population of the 
political subdivision. For other eligible applicants, the local jurisdiction is defined as the geographic area to be 
served by the focus of the proposed grant project (e.g., neighborhood, campus), and the population is the 
population of that geographic area. Applicants must provide a population estimate, with a source and/or short 
explanation of how the estimate was created.      
 
Ineligible applicants 

• Any other organization or individual not listed above as an eligible applicant.  
• Any organization listed above but which is not located in or conduct the preponderance of the 

applicant’s work in the local jurisdiction where the proposed grant activities take place. 
• Entities that are currently suspended or debarred by the State of Minnesota and/or the federal 

government are ineligible applicants. 
• The MPCA may also deem an applicant ineligible because of, but not limited to enforcement issues, 

labor standards, tax status, past grant performance or other such issues. 

4. Eligible and ineligible projects 

Eligible projects 
Eligible projects are those that develop or implement plans of action that enable local jurisdictions to adapt to 
extreme weather events and a changing climate (i.e., already becoming warmer and wetter with more damaging 
rains and cold weather warming; and expected to have more extreme heat and drought in the future), and/or to 
reduce the local jurisdiction’s contributions to the causes of climate change. 
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Eligible project examples:  
 

Develop or update plans of action (see Exhibit B for examples of plans, planning tools, and lists of actions to 
be included in plans):  
• Political subdivision(s) (including Tribal government(s)) develops or updates a community-wide plan for: 

o adaptation and resilience to the impacts of climate change that involves stakeholders and 
collaborative community engagement processes including underrepresented / underserved 
populations in the community and utilizes Minnesota CliMAT downscaled climate projection 
data applicable to the local jurisdiction to identify and prioritize specific strategies, policies, 
actions, and responsible parties needed for equitable adaptation within the local jurisdiction: 
https://climate.umn.edu/MN-CliMAT; OR 

o reduction of the local contributions to the causes of climate change (also called climate change 
mitigation) that involves stakeholders and collaborative community engagement processes 
including underrepresented / underserved populations in the community, that utilizes 
greenhouse gas emissions data specific to the local jurisdiction (provided free of charge to an 
applicable political subdivision if awarded a grant) and consideration of current and future 
climate trends to identify and prioritize specific strategies, policies, actions, and responsible 
parties needed for equitable impacts and resilience of the climate change mitigation (e.g., air 
quality improvements, cost savings); OR  

o combined climate change adaptation/resilience and mitigation of local contributions with the 
processes, data, and elements described above. 

• Political subdivision(s) (including Tribal government(s)) implements a Gold Leaf action in the Climate 
Planning category that involves grant-eligible costs (e.g., community resilience hub planning, new or 
updated climate adaptation/resilience plan or climate action plan, climate risk assessment): 
https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/page/gold-leaf-program.  

• Community-based organization(s) develops a plan to address aspects of climate change for its 
community that identifies and prioritizes actions for:  

o resilience to the changing climate (e.g., to address occupational or housing impacts of extreme 
heat, poor air quality, flooding) by collaboratively engaging community members and using 
Minnesota CliMAT data applicable to the local jurisdiction: https://climate.umn.edu/MN-
CliMAT; OR 

o reduction (mitigation) of its community’s contributions to the causes of climate change by 
collaboratively engaging community members to explore options for reducing energy use, 
reducing emissions, and increasing renewable energy related to organizational operations and 
community member activities (e.g., transportation, food, housing) based on relevant 
greenhouse gas emissions data and consideration of current and future climate trends; OR 

o both climate resilience and mitigation by using the approaches and data described above. 
• Educational institution(s) develops a plan for its facilities, employees, and students as applicable that 

identifies and prioritizes actions for:  
o adaptation and resilience to the changing climate and which involves stakeholders including 

collaborative engagement of community representatives within the local jurisdiction 
(geographic area) and utilizes Minnesota CliMAT data applicable to that local jurisdiction: 
https://climate.umn.edu/MN-CliMAT; OR  

o reduction (mitigation) of contributions to the causes of climate change and which involves 
stakeholders including collaborative engagement of community representatives within the local 
jurisdiction to explore options for reducing energy use, reducing emissions, and increasing 
renewable energy related to organizational operations and community member activities (e.g., 
transportation, food, housing) based on relevant greenhouse gas emissions data and 
consideration of current and future climate trends; OR 

o both climate change adaptation/resilience and mitigation involving the processes and data 
described above.  

  

https://climate.umn.edu/MN-CliMAT
https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/page/gold-leaf-program
https://climate.umn.edu/MN-CliMAT
https://climate.umn.edu/MN-CliMAT
https://climate.umn.edu/MN-CliMAT
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Implement plans of action (see Exhibit B for examples of actions often included in plans):  
• Political subdivision(s) (including Tribal government(s)) implements one or more priority actions for:  

o climate adaptation and resilience identified in an existing plan that involved stakeholders with 
collaborative community engagement and the consideration of future climate data applicable to 
the local jurisdiction, OR 

o reduction of local contributions to the causes of climate change (mitigation) as identified in an 
existing plan that involved stakeholders with collaborative community engagement and the 
consideration of future climate data and greenhouse gas emissions data specific to the local 
jurisdiction. 

• Political subdivision(s) (including Tribal government(s)) implements a Gold Leaf action in the Climate 
Mitigation, Climate Adaptation, or Community Connectedness category that involves grant-eligible costs 
(e.g., projects for significant public energy efficiency, community renewable energy, urban heat relief, 
flood mitigation, clean back-up energy system, building weather preparation): 
https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/page/gold-leaf-program. 

• Community-based organization(s) implements one or more priority actions for:  
o increasing that community’s resilience to climate change (e.g., resilience hub implementation, 

heat relief project, urban agriculture installation, facility extreme weather preparation) as 
identified in an existing plan or planning process that involved collaborative engagement of 
community members and consideration of applicable future climate data, OR  

o reduction of that community’s contributions to the causes of climate change (e.g., energy 
efficiency project, renewable energy project, clean back-up energy system, implementation of 
climate-smart agricultural practices, project to increase use of non-motorized / clean 
transportation) as identified in an existing plan or planning process that involved collaborative 
engagement of community members and consideration of both applicable future climate data 
and greenhouse gas emissions data.  

• Educational institution(s) implements one or more priority actions for: 
o climate resilience as identified in an existing plan that involved stakeholders with collaborative 

community engagement and the consideration of applicable climate projection data, OR  
o reduction of the institution’s contributions to the causes of climate change related to 

organizational operations and organizational member activities (e.g., transportation, food / 
agriculture, facility energy efficiency, renewable energy) as identified in an existing plan that 
involved stakeholders with collaborative community engagement and the consideration of both 
applicable future climate data and greenhouse gas emissions data.   

Ineligible projects 
Projects that do not develop or implement plans of action to adapt to extreme weather events and a changing 
climate and/or reduce contributions to the causes of climate change.   

5. Eligible and ineligible costs 

Eligible costs 
Any cost that is directly related to the workplan tasks of an eligible project and not deemed ineligible below or 
by MPCA staff. [Note: The list of ineligible costs below was updated to reflect a change in MPCA guidelines for 
use of incentives in MPCA grants. The reasonable costs of food and/or refreshments (non-alcoholic) for public 
meetings are now considered eligible costs.] 

Ineligible costs  
Ineligible costs include costs that are not directly related to the workplan tasks of an eligible project. The 
following costs, including but not limited to, even if they are directly related to the project, are ineligible:  

https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/page/gold-leaf-program
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• Any expenses incurred before the contract is fully executed including applicant’s expense for preparing 
the eligibility and cost applications 

• Bad debts, late payment fees, finance charges or contingency funds, interest, and investment 
management fees 

• Attorney fees 
• Employee worksite parking 
• Lobbying, lobbyists and political contributions 
• Mark-up on purchases and/or subcontracts 
• Taxes, except sales tax on eligible equipment and expenses 
• Administrative activities and fees associated with a permit  
• Activities addressing enforcement actions or that involve a financial penalty 
• Memberships (including subscriptions and dues) 
• Reimbursement or stipends to non-staff stakeholders for their attendance at stakeholder participation 

meetings or their related expenses 
• Alcoholic refreshments 
• Entertainment, gifts, prizes, and decorations 
• Merit awards and bonuses 
• Donations and fundraising 
• Computer(s), tablets, and software, unless unique to the project and specifically approved by the MPCA 

as a direct expense 
• Purchase or rental of mobile communication devices such as pagers, cell phones, and personal data 

assistants (PDAs), unless unique to the project and specifically approved by the MPCA. 

6. Priorities  
It is the policy of the State of Minnesota to ensure fairness, precision, equity, and consistency in competitive 
grant awards. This includes implementing diversity and inclusion in grant-making. The State of Minnesota Policy 
on Rating Criteria for Competitive Grant Review establishes the expectation that grant programs intentionally 
identify how the grant serves diverse populations, especially populations experiencing inequities and/or 
disparities.  
 
This grant prioritizes projects that encompass in their scope, are located in, and/or will provide direct benefits to 
communities with higher concentrations of low-income residents, people of color, or limited English proficiency 
– including tribal communities.  Click on the link below for MPCA’s criteria and interactive mapping tool (recently 
updated on the MPCA website with data from a five-year 2016-2020 summary of the American Community 
Survey) to see if the project is located in an area of concern for Environmental Justice: 
http://mpca.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=f5bf57c8dac24404b7f8ef1717f57d00.  
[Note: The map at this link was updated following redefinition of areas of concern for environmental justice 
during the 2023 legislative session. The map is subject to change. The MPCA will use the most current map when 
evaluating proposals] 
 
This grant prioritizes proposals that seek to involve a broad array of community residents, organizations, and 
institutions in the local jurisdiction's efforts to address climate change. 

7. Application instructions 
All applicants must complete the Grant Application Form, work plan and budget. Applications without all forms 
submitted will be deemed ineligible.  

https://mn.gov/admin/assets/08-02%20Grants%20Policy%20Revision%20September%202017%20final_tcm36-312046.pdf
https://mn.gov/admin/assets/08-02%20Grants%20Policy%20Revision%20September%202017%20final_tcm36-312046.pdf
http://mpca.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=f5bf57c8dac24404b7f8ef1717f57d00
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8. Application submission instructions 
Applications must be received electronically by the MPCA by April 30, 2024, at 4:00 p.m. CST. Application 
submissions received after the deadline will not be considered eligible.  
 
Applications must be submitted through the SWIFT Supplier Portal. Note: The RFP is termed an 
“Event” within SWIFT. MPCA is not responsible for any errors or delays caused by technology-related 
issues.   

Applicants do not need to log in to view the RFP and associated documents in the SWIFT system. 
Applicants interested in applying will need to register as a bidder in the system by clicking on the 
SWIFT Supplier Portal, then Register for an Account and Register as a Bidder. Applicants should allow 
up to two business days to become registered as a Bidder.  

Questions regarding submitting an application can be directed to the Vendor Assistance Help Desk at 
651-201-8100, option 1 or by clicking on Supplier Portal Help within the SWIFT Supplier Portal.  

Applicants may apply to multiple MPCA RFPs for eligible projects. However, applicants will need to complete and 
submit separate applications to each RFP along with any other additional requested materials under each RFP. 
Funding will only be awarded under one RFP for the specific work that is detailed in the applications of eligible 
projects. 
 
Applications submitted via any other method, including but not limited to email, fax, mail, in-person deliveries, 
will not be accepted. 

9. Application questions  
The MPCA is obligated to be transparent in all aspects surrounding grant work. To meet this obligation, 
all questions must be submitted in the same manner, and answers are only provided via the SWIFT 
Supplier Portal. It is the applicant’s responsibility to check the SWIFT Supplier Portal and MPCA Local 
Climate Action website for the most recent updates. 

Applicants who have any questions regarding this RFP must email questions to 
grants.pca@state.mn.us, subject line: “FY24 Local Climate Action Grants”, no later than Thursday, 
April 18, 2024. Answers to questions will be posted frequently in the SWIFT Supplier Portal.  

MPCA personnel are not authorized to discuss this RFP with applicants outside of this Question-and-
Answer forum. Contact regarding this RFP with any MPCA personnel may result in disqualification. 

10. Application review process  
Applicants are encouraged to review the Application Evaluation Scoresheet (Exhibit A) before submitting their 
application and make sure they are providing all the requested and relevant information. Formal review of 
applications will be conducted by a team of MPCA staff. 

Applications received by the grant deadline will be reviewed by MPCA staff using a two-step process. 
Late applications will not be considered for review.  

Step 1: Eligibility review 
The MPCA will determine if eligibility requirements are met. Any application found to be ineligible will 
be eliminated from further evaluation. Minimum requirements: 

• Applicant is eligible as described in section 3. 
• Project is eligible as described in section 4. 
• All required forms submitted by the deadline. 

https://mn.gov/supplier
https://mn.gov/supplier
https://mn.gov/supplier
https://mn.gov/supplier
https://mn.gov/supplier
https://mn.gov/supplier
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/grants-and-loans/local-climate-action-grants
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/grants-and-loans/local-climate-action-grants
mailto:grants.pca@state.mn.us
https://mn.gov/supplier
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Step 2: Application scoring 
Only applications meeting the eligibility criteria under Step 1 will be considered for scoring in Step 2. 
Reviewers will evaluate applications per project using the weighted criteria listed in Exhibit A. 

In addition to the ability to partially award projects, the MPCA reserves the right to refrain from 
awarding any grants. 

In the event two applicants are tied in the scoring and there isn’t sufficient funding to award both 
projects, the MPCA will select the applicant with the highest score in the following criteria, in 
descending order, until a winner is able to be determined: 

• Engagement and Involvement 

• Environmental Justice 

Notification 
All applicants will be notified by MPCA staff after approximately 60 days of the application due date. Applicants 
selected for funding will be contacted concerning the next steps in the award process, including execution of the 
appropriate agreements with follow-up by the grantee within a reasonable time frame.  

11. Grantee responsibilities 
Awardees are required to be a registered vendor in SWIFT and will sign the grant agreement using DocuSign. 
To register, go to the Supplier Portal webpage in SWIFT and click on the Register for an Account link and then 
Register as a Supplier.  

Grant agreement  
Each awardee must enter into a grant agreement. The agreement will address the conditions of the award. Once 
the agreement is signed, the recipient is required to comply with all conditions.  

Reporting requirements 
Email updates about the status of the project are required to be provided to the MPCA Authorized 
Representative whenever an invoice is submitted to MPCA Accounts Payable, and not later than six (6) months 
or midway through the project (whichever comes first), regardless of whether an invoice is being submitted. The 
MPCA Authorized Representative will not approve an invoice through the state system without this project 
update. A Grant Project Final Report, in a format provided to the Grantee by the MPCA, is required to be 
submitted to the MPCA Authorized Representative at the same time as the final invoice is submitted to MPCA 
Accounts Payable.  

Public data  
Applications are private or nonpublic until opened (after the RFP close date). Once the applications are opened, 
the name and address of the applicant and the amount requested is public. All other data in an application is 
private or nonpublic data until all agreements are fully executed. After all agreements are fully executed, all 
remaining data in the applications is public with the exception of trade secret data as defined and classified in 
Minn. Stat. § 13.37. A statement by a grantee that the application is copyrighted or otherwise protected does 
not prevent public access to the application (Minn. Stat. § 13.599, subd. 3). 

Conflict of interest  
MPCA will take steps to prevent individual and organizational conflicts of interest, both in reference to 
applicants and reviewers per Minn. Stat.§16B.98 and Conflict of Interest Policy for State Grant-Making.  

Organizational conflicts of interest occur when:  
• a grantee or applicant is unable or potentially unable to render impartial assistance or advice to the 

Department due to competing duties or loyalties  
• a grantee’s or applicant’s objectivity in carrying out the grant is or might be otherwise impaired due to 

competing duties or loyalties  

https://mn.gov/supplier
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/13.37
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/13.599
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=16B.98
https://mn.gov/admin/government/grants/policies-statutes-forms/
https://mn.gov/admin/government/grants/policies-statutes-forms/
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In cases where a conflict of interest is suspected, disclosed, or discovered, the applicants or grantees will be 
notified and actions may be pursued, including but not limited to disqualification from eligibility for the grant 
award or termination of the grant agreement.  

Grant Monitoring  
Minn. Stat. §16B.97 and the State of Minnesota’s Policy on Grant Monitoring include the following requirements 
relevant to this RFP, specifically for grants of $50,000 but not for lesser grant amounts:   

• One monitoring visit during the grant period on all state grants of $50,000 and higher.  
• Conducting a financial reconciliation of grantee’s expenditures at least once during the grant period on 

grants of $50,000 and higher. For this purpose, the grantee must make expense receipts, employee 
timesheets, invoices, and any other supporting documents available upon request by the State.  

 
The monitoring schedule will be determined at a later date.  

Grantee Bidding Requirements  
For Municipalities 
Grantees that are municipalities must follow: 

• The contracting and bidding requirements in the Uniform Municipal Contracting Law as defined in Minn. 
Stat.§471.345 

• The requirements of prevailing wage for grant-funded projects that include construction work and have 
a total project cost of $25,000 or more, per Minn. Stat. §§177.41 through 177.44 These rules require 
that the wages of laborers and workers should be comparable to wages paid for similar work in the 
community as a whole. 

 
The grantee must not contract with vendors who are suspended or debarred in MN: 
https://mn.gov/admin/osp/government/suspended-debarred/. 

Required financial and grantee capacity review 
 
Minn. Stat. §16B.981/Chapter 62 - MN Laws, Article 7, Section 11 requires that a pre-award risk assessment is 
conducted for grant awards of $50,000 or more. 
 
All grantees as defined in Minn. Stat. §16B.981 Subd. 1 (c) applying for grants in the state of Minnesota must 
undergo a financial and capacity review prior to a grant award of $50,000 and higher.  

In order to comply with this requirement, the following information and documents will need to be submitted 
before the grant contract agreement is fully executed (but do not submit them until you are contacted and 
requested to do so):  

I. Capacity Responses: All potential grantees: Exhibit C 
a) Please describe your history of performing the work that will be funded by the grant: 

o This includes describing your organization’s current staffing and current budget. 
 

II. Certification:  No current principals have been convicted of a felony financial crime in the last ten 
years: All potential Grantees: Exhibit D 

 
III. Evidence of good standing: For-profit and nonprofit potential grantees: Exhibit  E 

o For-profit and nonprofit grantees: Filed and up-to-date with the Secretary of State 
 

IV. Nonprofit grantees as applicable: Exhibit F 
• Most recent Form 990 or Form 990-EZ  

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=16B.97
https://mn.gov/admin/assets/grants_policy_08-10_tcm36-207117.pdf
https://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/statutes/?id=471.345
https://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/statutes/?id=471.345
https://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/statutes/?id=177.41
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/177.44
https://mn.gov/admin/osp/government/suspended-debarred/
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/2023/0/Session+Law/Chapter/62/
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• Most recent audited financial statement of a charitable organization which has received total 
revenue in excess of $750,000 for the 12 months of operations covered by the statement per Minn. 
Stat. §309.53  

• Most recent board-reviewed (or managing group if applicable) financial statements, description of 
internal controls over business expenditures and outcomes of grant funds, if awarded, and evidence 
of exemption 

The submission of inaccurate or misleading information may be grounds for disqualification from the grant 
contract agreement award and may subject an organization to suspension or debarment proceedings, as well as 
other remedies available to the State, by law. 
 
Based on Minn. Stat. §16B.981/Chapter 62 - MN Laws, Article 7, Section 11, Subd. 3-5 establishes the authority 
for a granting agency to: 

• Provide or require enhanced grant oversight 
• Request additional information from a potential grantee to determine whether there is a substantial risk 

that the potential grantee cannot or would not perform the required duties of the grant agreement. 
o The potential grantee has 30 business days to respond  

• Develop a plan to address the risk or concerns identified 
• Not award the grant. 

o The granting agency must provide notice of this determination to not award the grant to the 
grantee and the Commissioner of Administration. 

o The notice must include the following: 
 The reason for postponing/not awarding the grant 
 The timeline for the process for contesting the agency’s decision 

 
Please note, only awarded applicants will be required to fill out the below referenced forms. 

 
• Exhibit C: Performance Capacity 
• Exhibit D: Certification that no current principals have been convicted of a felony financial crime in the 

last ten years 
• Exhibit E: Evidence of Good Standing 
• Exhibit F: Nonprofit grantee as applicable 

 

Audits 
Per Minn. Stat. § 16B.98 Subdivision 8, the grantee’s books, records, documents, and accounting procedures and 
practices of the grantee or other party that are relevant to the grant or transaction are subject to examination 
by the granting agency and either the legislative auditor or the state auditor, as appropriate. This requirement 
will last for a minimum of six years from the grant agreement end date, receipt, and approval of all final reports, 
or the required period of time to satisfy all state and program retention requirements, whichever is later.  

Affirmative Action and Non-Discrimination requirements for all Grantees:  
A. The grantee agrees not to discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment because of race, 

color, creed, religion, national origin, sex, marital status, status in regard to public assistance, membership 
or activity in a local commission, disability, sexual orientation, or age in regard to any position for which the 
employee or applicant for employment is qualified. Minn. Stat. §363A.02. The grantee agrees to take 
affirmative steps to employ, advance in employment, upgrade, train, and recruit minority persons, women, 
and persons with disabilities.  

B. The grantee must not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment because of physical 
or mental disability in regard to any position for which the employee or applicant for employment is 
qualified. The grantee agrees to take affirmative action to employ, advance in employment, and otherwise 
treat qualified disabled persons without discrimination based upon their physical or mental disability in all 
employment practices such as the following: employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer, recruitment, 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/309.53
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/309.53
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/2023/0/Session+Law/Chapter/62/
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=16B.98
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=363A.02
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advertising, layoff or termination, rates of pay or other forms of compensation, and selection for training, 
including apprenticeship. Minnesota Rules, part 5000.3500. 

C. The grantee agrees to comply with the rules and relevant orders of the Minnesota Department of Human 
Rights issued pursuant to the Minnesota Human Rights Act. 

Voter Registration Requirement:  
The grantee will comply with Minn. Stat. § 201.162 by providing voter registration services for its employees 
and for the public served by the grantee. 

  

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=5000.3500
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=201.162
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Exhibit A: Application evaluation scoresheet 
A 100 ‒ point scale will be used to evaluate eligible applications and develop final recommendations. 
Evaluation Category   Maximum 

Points  
Overall project: Project has clearly defined purpose, scope, community need and specific goals, tasks 
that describe how those objectives will be met, a realistic timeframe, and a budget that 
includes reasonable and cost-effective expenses. An implementation project is contained in an 
existing plan.  

20 

Use of climate data: Project as detailed in the application effectively incorporates consideration of 
the following as part of the planning and/or implementation work proposed: 

a) Current climate trends and projections of future climate conditions (using MN CliMAT) and 
how the impacts are anticipated to affect the general location of the local jurisdiction for the 
proposed planning; and/or how the specific action(s) to be implemented will be resilient and 
increase the resilience of the community to those conditions, as applicable; AND/OR  

b) The amounts and relative contributions of local greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for 
categories of emissions generating activities in the local jurisdiction as relates to the 
proposed planning; and/or the relative significance of the specific local GHG emissions 
reductions anticipated to result from the action(s) proposed for this project, as applicable.  

15 

EJ areas of concern: Project encompasses in its scope, is located in, and/or will yield benefits for the 
underserved communities within the areas(s) of concern for environmental justice (EJ). The project 
benefits the EJ communities. If there is potential for harm, the project will alleviate it.  

10 

Engagement and involvement: Project seeks to involve a broad array of community residents, 
organizations, and institutions in the local jurisdiction’s efforts to address climate change, and/or 
project seeks to implement an action contained in a local jurisdiction’s existing plan that was 
developed involving a broad array of community residents, organizations, and institutions. If the 
geographic area includes or affects EJ area(s) of concern, the project seeks to give, or has already 
given these communities a collaborative voice in decision-making through substantive engagement.  

15 

Co-benefits for lasting impact: Project as detailed in the application is well-structured to provide co-
benefits to the community that help ensure a lasting impact (e.g., planning project also will: meet 
application requirements for an identified funding opportunity, assign direct responsibility / timeline 
for implementation of included actions, include follow up adding budget line items to implement all 
or parts of the plan, identify actions that advance equity in the community; OR implementation 
project also will: reduce local non-GHG pollutants, provide a widely used community amenity not just 
for protection from extreme weather, achieve local energy independence, provide peak power 
shaving, increase transportation accessibility, increase access to healthy food, reduce energy bills).  

10 

Barriers and challenges: Project appears well-positioned to overcome potential barriers and 
challenges to achieve a successful outcome.  

10 

Metrics: Project application has identified metrics to measure project success. For a planning project, 
either an intended process or the specific metrics for tracking future implementation of actions in the 
plan are described. For an implementation project, positive environmental and/or human health 
outcomes expected to result from the project are detailed.  

10 

Experience and qualifications: Organizations and specific individuals that will do the work on the 
project are qualified for their roles with the knowledge, skills, abilities, and partnerships to carry out 
the project successfully.  

10 

Total 100 
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Exhibit B: Technical assistance for applicants 
 
Following are technical assistance resources for applicants proposing to develop or update an action plan. These 
include: (1) examples of actions implemented and plans developed by local communities in Minnesota and 
elsewhere, and (2) examples of the type of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions data that will be provided at no cost 
to applicable grantees if the data are needed to carry out the proposed grant activities.  
 
Minnesota adaptation and resilience planning tools  
 
Climate Adaptation Framework – Menu of Climate Adaptation Strategies  
This menu of Minnesota-specific climate resilience goals and strategies can be used by any community to 
identify opportunities to address the impacts of climate change now and for the future, improve public health, 
and expand the local economy. 

• https://static1.squarespace.com/static/53fbb928e4b0eafa4734317f/t/5b3514e8352f539721729033/15
30205417980/paleBLUEdot+Menu+of+Adaptation+Strategies.pdf  

 
Minnesota greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation planning tools 
 
Regional Indicators Initiative 
The Regional Indicators Initiative (RII) provides community-wide energy and GHG emissions data and tools to 
inform local climate planning and action. See municipal examples of the data that will be provided to applicable 
Tribal Nation, Regional Development Commission, County, City, Town, and Township grantees at no cost if 
needed to carry out the proposed grant activities through tasks included in the project workplan.  

• https://www.regionalindicatorsmn.com/city-summary  
 
Twin Cities Greenhouse Gas Inventory 
The Metropolitan Council tool summarizes the sources of emissions by jurisdiction (cities and townships) and 
tracks how GHG emissions are changing over time.  

• https://metrocouncil.org/Communities/Planning/Local-Planning-Assistance/Greenhouse-Gas-
Inventory.aspx  

 
Minnesota GreenStep – Government Operations GHG Assessment Tool  
Using the GreenStep Cities and Tribal Nations Step 4 and 5 metric worksheet, government operations data can 
be entered into the calculator for a basic assessment of greenhouse gas emissions.  

• Guidance document: https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/2023-
11/CO2e_Govt_Operations_2024.pdf 

• Step 4 and 5 Workplan: https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/media/426  
 
Minnesota combined GHG mitigation and resilience resources 
 
Minnesota Gold Leaf Challenge  
Supports communities (local/Tribal/regional governments, neighborhoods, districts, etc.) with the pathways and 
tools for taking 44 high-priority, high-impact local climate action (mitigation, planning, adaptation, and 
community connectedness).  

• https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/page/gold-leaf-program   
 
Minnesota Sustainability Index  
Provides an overview of governmental units in Minnesota who have analyses, goals, and/or plans related to 
climate, energy, and equity. The index includes local, Tribal, regional, and statewide examples and hyperlinks to 
materials.  

• https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/page/minnesota-sustainability-index    

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/53fbb928e4b0eafa4734317f/t/5b3514e8352f539721729033/1530205417980/paleBLUEdot+Menu+of+Adaptation+Strategies.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/53fbb928e4b0eafa4734317f/t/5b3514e8352f539721729033/1530205417980/paleBLUEdot+Menu+of+Adaptation+Strategies.pdf
https://www.regionalindicatorsmn.com/city-summary
https://metrocouncil.org/Communities/Planning/Local-Planning-Assistance/Greenhouse-Gas-Inventory.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Communities/Planning/Local-Planning-Assistance/Greenhouse-Gas-Inventory.aspx
https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/2023-11/CO2e_Govt_Operations_2024.pdf
https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/2023-11/CO2e_Govt_Operations_2024.pdf
https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/media/426
https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/page/gold-leaf-program
https://greenstep.pca.state.mn.us/page/minnesota-sustainability-index
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Minnesota municipal, Tribal, and regional climate action plan examples 
 
Climate Action Plans for the Cities of Albert Lea, Burnsville, Faribault, and Maplewood 

• https://palebluedot.llc/mpca-4-city-adaptation  
 
Saint Paul Climate Action & Resilience Plan: A Framework for our Community to Address the Impact of 
Climate Change 

• https://www.stpaul.gov/sites/default/files/Media%20Root/Mayor%27s%20Office/Saint%20Paul%20Cli
mate%20Action%20%26%20Resilience%20Plan.pdf  

 
Minneapolis Climate Equity Plan 

• https://www2.minneapolismn.gov/media/content-assets/www2-documents/government/MPLS-
CEP_Report-2023-Digital.pdf  

 
1854 Treaty Authority: Climate Adaptation Plan (Bois Forte, Grand Portage, and Fond du Lac) 

• https://www.1854treatyauthority.org/images/ClimateAdaptationPlan_Final-July_2016-optimized(1).pdf  
 
Region Nine Development Commission: Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment & Adaptation Plan 

• https://www.rndc.org/what-we-do/economic-development/climate-change-vulnerability-assessment-
adaptation-plan/  

 
Resources applicable to Minnesota communities from EPA and other states and Tribal entities 
 
EPA Local Action Framework: A Guide to Help Local Communities Achieve Energy and Environmental Goals 
(and links to other resources, tools, and policies under Local Topics in the left menu bar) 

• https://www.epa.gov/statelocalenergy/local-action-framework-0   
 
Great Lakes Integrated Sciences and Assessments (GLISA)  
Adaptation actions (e.g., Vulnerability Assessments or Funding) that cities have created to adapt and prepare for 
the impacts of climate change. 

• https://glisa.umich.edu/resources-tools/leading-by-example/  
 
Sustainable Jersey Guide for Sustainable Energy Communities, Community Energy Plan Workplan Template, 
and Model Community Energy Plan (Gotham Township NJ) 
Municipal climate planning and project development information, including a model plan. 

• https://www.sustainablejersey.com/fileadmin/media/Actions_and_Certification/Actions/Energy/SJ_Sus
tainable_Energy_Communities_Guide10_2021.pdf  

• https://www.sustainablejersey.com/fileadmin/media/Actions_and_Certification/Actions/Energy/Comm
unity_Energy_Plan_Workplan_Template10_2021.pdf 

• https://www.sustainablejersey.com/fileadmin/media/Actions_and_Certification/Actions/Energy/Model
_Community_Energy_Plan_for_GOTHAM_TOWNSHIP_June_2023.pdf  

 
Sustainable Concord (MA): Climate Action and Resilience Plan 

• https://concordma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/25318/Sustainable-Concord-Climate-Action-and-
Resilience-Plan-2020?bidId=  

 
Adaptation Planning Toolkit: Institute for Tribal Environmental Professionals (ITEP) 
A collection of templates and other resources to assist Tribes in their climate change adaptation planning 
process. The materials provided are not "one-size-fits-all" solutions, and users are encouraged to modify the 
materials to better represent the needs and priorities of their own Tribe. 

• https://www7.nau.edu/itep/main/tcc/Resources/adaptation  

https://palebluedot.llc/mpca-4-city-adaptation
https://www.stpaul.gov/sites/default/files/Media%20Root/Mayor%27s%20Office/Saint%20Paul%20Climate%20Action%20%26%20Resilience%20Plan.pdf
https://www.stpaul.gov/sites/default/files/Media%20Root/Mayor%27s%20Office/Saint%20Paul%20Climate%20Action%20%26%20Resilience%20Plan.pdf
https://www2.minneapolismn.gov/media/content-assets/www2-documents/government/MPLS-CEP_Report-2023-Digital.pdf
https://www2.minneapolismn.gov/media/content-assets/www2-documents/government/MPLS-CEP_Report-2023-Digital.pdf
https://www.1854treatyauthority.org/images/ClimateAdaptationPlan_Final-July_2016-optimized(1).pdf
https://www.rndc.org/what-we-do/economic-development/climate-change-vulnerability-assessment-adaptation-plan/
https://www.rndc.org/what-we-do/economic-development/climate-change-vulnerability-assessment-adaptation-plan/
https://www.epa.gov/statelocalenergy/local-action-framework-0
https://glisa.umich.edu/resources-tools/leading-by-example/
https://www.sustainablejersey.com/fileadmin/media/Actions_and_Certification/Actions/Energy/SJ_Sustainable_Energy_Communities_Guide10_2021.pdf
https://www.sustainablejersey.com/fileadmin/media/Actions_and_Certification/Actions/Energy/SJ_Sustainable_Energy_Communities_Guide10_2021.pdf
https://www.sustainablejersey.com/fileadmin/media/Actions_and_Certification/Actions/Energy/Community_Energy_Plan_Workplan_Template10_2021.pdf
https://www.sustainablejersey.com/fileadmin/media/Actions_and_Certification/Actions/Energy/Community_Energy_Plan_Workplan_Template10_2021.pdf
https://www.sustainablejersey.com/fileadmin/media/Actions_and_Certification/Actions/Energy/Model_Community_Energy_Plan_for_GOTHAM_TOWNSHIP_June_2023.pdf
https://www.sustainablejersey.com/fileadmin/media/Actions_and_Certification/Actions/Energy/Model_Community_Energy_Plan_for_GOTHAM_TOWNSHIP_June_2023.pdf
https://concordma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/25318/Sustainable-Concord-Climate-Action-and-Resilience-Plan-2020?bidId=
https://concordma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/25318/Sustainable-Concord-Climate-Action-and-Resilience-Plan-2020?bidId=
https://www7.nau.edu/itep/main/tcc/Resources/adaptation
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Exhibit C: Performance capacity 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please respond to these performance capacity questions as required by 16B.981 Subd. 
2 (1) and as part of the response to this Grant Request for Proposal. 
 

a) Please describe your history of performing the work that will be funded by the grant: 
o This includes describing your organization’s current staffing and current budget. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

b) Have you been awarded or have an active grant from The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency in the 
past 5 years? 

 
☐  No 

☐  Yes 
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Exhibit D: Certification: No conviction of a felony financial 
crime by a principal  
INSTRUCTIONS: Grant applicant must certify to this condition required under this Grant Request for 
Proposal. 
Please sign below to finalize response and submit this document as part of the grant application 
materials/response to the Grant Request for Proposal. 
 
Please upload or attach an organizational chart or list of principals that you are certifying for below. 
16B.981 Subd. 2 (6) requires that no current principals of a grantee have been convicted of a felony 
financial crime in the last 10 years.  A principal is defined as a public official, a board member, or staff 
(paid or volunteer) with the authority to access funds provided by this grant opportunity or to 
determine how those funds are used.  
 
By signing here, I warrant that no current principal of my organization has been convicted of a felony 
financial crime in the last 10 years.  
 
I certify that this information is true, correct, and reliable.    
 
The submission of inaccurate or misleading information may be grounds for disqualification from the 
grant contract agreement award and may subject me/my organization to suspension or debarment 
proceedings, as well as other remedies available to the State, by law. 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Print Name                                                 Signature                                                Title                  
Date 
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Exhibit E: Evidence of good standing  
INSTRUCTIONS: Potential grantee must certify that the organization has a status of “In Good Standing” 
with the Secretary of State as required by 16B.981 Subd. 2 (3) and as part of the response to this Grant 
Request for Proposal. 
Is your organization (for-profit or nonprofit) registered with the Secretary of State and has a status of 
“In Good Standing”? 
☐ Yes 
☐ No 
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Exhibit F: Required nonprofit grantee documents as 
applicable 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer the following questions and provide the requested information 

1. Were you required to submit a 990 or a form 990-EZ for your organization’s last fiscal year? 
☐ Yes 
☐ No 
 
 
 

2. If you are exempt from filing or your organization has been in business for less than one year, please 
describe the internal controls you have over business expenditures and outcomes of the grant funds, if 
awarded.  Examples of internal controls include but are not limited to: documented policies and 
procedures; segregation of duties such as having different staff who enter receivables versus those who 
post payments; using a payroll system; requiring usernames and passwords, along with appropriate 
levels of access to systems; supervisor review and approval of payments and timecards; and other 
internal controls to ensure compliance with laws and regulations and safeguard use of grant funds. 

 

 

 

3. Are you a charitable organization that made over $750,000 in your last fiscal year and were required to 
have an audited financial statement per MS 309.53? 

☐ Yes 
☐ No 
 

 
Non-profit grant applicants may be required to submit the following documents, as applicable to the 
organization and as required by 16B.981 Subd. 2 (2) and Subd. 2 (5) as part of the pre-award risk 
assessment: 

• Most recent 990 or Form 990-EZ filed with the IRS 
• If not in existence long enough or not required to file Form 990, Form 990 EZ or most recent audit, the 

nonprofit grant applicant must: 
o Demonstrate exemption – i.e., Provide a copy of the IRS determination letter   
o Submit the most recent set of board-reviewed (or managing group if applicable) financial 

statements   
• Most recent audit as required, under Section 309.53, Subdivision 3 
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Purpose 
This report was prepared for the Hennepin County Board of Commissioners to provide 
information and context related to decision-making for the 2024 Solid Waste Management Plan, 
the Hennepin Energy Recovery Center (HERC), community concerns, and a provision in the state 
legislature’s 2023 infrastructure bill that the county must submit a plan for the cessation of 
operations at HERC to access the $26 million appropriated for the construction of an anaerobic 
digester.  

How to read this report 
This report includes background information and operational, historical, legal, financial, and 
environmental considerations.  

Throughout the report, waste refers to all materials discarded as trash, recycling, or organics 
recycling. Trash refers specifically to materials put in the garbage. 

Background section 

 Solid waste planning includes a description of the county’s responsibilities for 
managing a solid waste system in accordance with the state’s Waste Management Act. 

 County trash management facilities includes a description of the two facilities the 
county owns and operates: HERC and the Brooklyn Park Transfer Station. This section 
also includes a description of additional transfer stations and privately owned landfills 
that manage trash generated in the county.  

 History of waste management provides a chronological review of key steps the county 
has taken to meet state-mandated waste management and recycling goals from the 
passage of the Waste Management Act in 1980 through today. 

 Trash generation and disposal methods provides an overview of how much waste is 
generated in the county and what methods have been used to dispose of trash over 
time.  

 Landfill abatement policy provides a description of the state’s Metro Policy Plan, 
reviews the forecast of waste generation growth in this next planning period, and shows 
waste management in Hennepin County in five-year increments, noting significant 
milestones described in the history section. It also includes a summary of the MPCA’s 
position on waste-to-energy. 

Considerations and consequences section 

 Operational considerations include impacts to county buildings, contracts, jobs, and 
resiliency of energy infrastructure. It also includes impacts on waste disposal, including 
service considerations for the municipalities and businesses and associated liability 
assessments. Additionally, it includes information about landfill capacity. 
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 Legal and financial considerations provide an overview of the county’s Solid Waste 
Enterprise Fund, including revenues, expenditures, and impacts of the potential loss of 
revenue for environmental programs if HERC were to close.  

 Environmental considerations include information on climate, air, and water pollution 
associated with waste-to-energy and landfills, as well as legacy impacts from landfills. 

 Policy and legislative considerations provide a set of state legislative actions and 
supporting federal, and county led efforts to be implemented to advance a zero-waste 
future and environmental impacts. 

Summary of considerations  

This closing section provides a summary of the key considerations identified by staff in this 
review and next steps.  
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Background 
Solid waste planning 
Counties engaging in solid waste management in Minnesota are responsible for managing their 
solid waste systems in accordance with the state’s Waste Management Act, which establishes a 
waste management hierarchy (Minn. Stat. § 115A.02) (Fig. 1). The hierarchy prioritizes, in 
descending order of preference: reduce, reuse, recycle, organics recycling, waste-to-energy, 
landfill with gas recovery, and landfill without gas recovery. Implementing a system that 
complies with state law is a shared responsibility between government, the waste management 
industry, businesses, manufacturers, retailers, and residents.   

Minnesota’s waste management hierarchy 
Fig. 1 

        Source: Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

The county is required to develop a solid waste management plan that implements the 
Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Policy Plan and identifies strategies to meet the 
recycling goals and objectives of the Metro Policy Plan (Minn. Stat. §§ 473.149; 473.803). The 
county’s current solid waste management plan for 2018 to 2023 establishes the county’s solid 
waste strategies to achieve the goal of 75% recycling by 2030 and zero waste to landfills.  

Figure 2 shows the county’s recycling rate compared to established state recycling goals by year. 
As the chart indicates, setting a goal is not enough. Progress toward the state’s ambitious goals 
has been incremental, and it has been challenging for the county to achieve a diversion rate 
greater than 50% despite the implementation of many new programs. A serious effort to reduce 
the trash we produce will require bold action at the state and local levels on policy, new 
infrastructure, and expanded funding. 
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The state has a draft of its 2022 to 2042 Metropolitan Policy Plan (draft Metro Policy Plan) 
available for public comment through September 17, 2023 (subject to change). Once the state 
policy plan is finalized, the county has nine months to complete its own Solid Waste 
Management Plan. The county’s plan requires approval by the county board and the MPCA 
commissioner.  

The county recently completed a Zero Waste Plan to transform the waste management system 
to a future where all materials are designed to become resources for others to use. In the Zero 
Waste Plan, the county has defined zero waste as preventing 90% or more of all discarded 
materials from being landfilled or incinerated. This plan will serve as the foundation of the 
county’s Solid Waste Management Plan that will be developed in 2024.  
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County trash management facilities 
To support the county’s integrated waste management plan, the county owns and operates two 
solid waste facilities: HERC and the Brooklyn Park Transfer Station. Waste facilities include 
transfer stations, processing facilities, and disposal sites and facilities (Minn. Stat. § 115A.03, 
subd. 35). 

A transfer station is a facility where trash is unloaded from smaller trucks and reloaded into 
larger vehicles for transport to a final disposal site. Waste transfer stations make trash collection 
more efficient and reduce overall transportation costs, air emissions, energy use, truck traffic, 
and road wear and tear. 

“Processing” describes the treatment of trash after collection and before disposal, typically to 
recover resources from the trash (Minn. Stat. §§ 115A.03, subd. 25 & 473.848, subd. 5). 

Cities and private haulers contract with the county and pay the county tipping fees to deliver 
trash generated in Minneapolis and the surrounding communities to HERC and the Brooklyn 
Park Transfer Station. These tipping fees fund the county's Solid Waste Enterprise Fund and the 
Environment and Energy Department’s activities (see page 33).  

Hennepin Energy Recovery Center (HERC)  

Located in downtown Minneapolis (505 N 6th Ave), HERC is a mass-burn facility that processes 
trash to avoid landfilling and recover resources from the trash stream. It is the only waste 
processing option located within the county.  
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How HERC works 
Fig. 3 

 

As depicted in Figure 3, about 200 garbage trucks per day deliver trash from Minneapolis and 16 
suburban communities (see page 25) to HERC. The facility is limited by its state permit to 
processing 365,000 tons of trash annually. The trash is dumped out of garbage trucks and 
pushed into the fully enclosed waste pit with loaders. A crane picks the trash up from the pit and 
feeds it into two boilers. Operators pull out hazardous and problematic materials such as 
appliances, televisions, and bulky items, and those items are either recycled or landfilled. 

The trash is burned in boilers lined with water-filled tubes. The heat of combustion converts the 
water in the tubes to steam that turns a turbine to generate electricity. HERC produces about 
200,000 megawatt hours of electricity every year, enough to power 25,000 homes. The electricity 
is sold to Xcel Energy at the market rate. A portion of the steam produced is sent to the steam 
line under the 7th Ave bridge. This steam provides heating and cooling to the downtown 
Minneapolis district energy system (operated by Cordia Energy Solutions) and Target Field. The 
district energy system is a network of pipes that aggregates the heating and cooling needs for 
100 downtown buildings. District energy systems are more efficient and less costly than 
buildings operating their own boilers and chillers.1 

 
1 Project Drawdown Climate Solutions District Heating 
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As shown in Figure 4, HERC’s pollution control equipment and operators control air emissions to 
be consistently below the MPCA’s permitted levels.2  

HERC emissions as a percent of permitted levels 
Fig. 4 

 

The combustion process reduces the volume of trash by 90 percent. The material remaining 
after combustion is non-hazardous ash that is disposed of at the SKB Landfill in Rosemount. The 
non-hazardous ash is processed by GEM-Ash at the landfill to recover and recycle additional 
metals. In 2022, 17,251 tons of metal were recovered from waste processed at HERC. 

Since HERC opened in 1989, it has processed 12 million tons of trash – enough to fill Target 
Field 100 times. HERC has produced enough electricity to power 25,000 homes for 34 years and 
has recovered 350,000 tons of metal.  

Brooklyn Park Transfer Station (BPTS)  

The county’s transfer station is located at 8100 Jefferson Highway in Brooklyn Park. BPTS is used 
to unload trash from haulers in smaller trucks and reload it into larger vehicles for transport to 
disposal facilities, including HERC. In 2022, the county transferred 154,000 tons of trash through 
this facility, with 70,000 tons delivered to HERC and 84,000 tons delivered to the Elk River 

 
2 MPCA Point source air emissions data 
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Landfill, which is owned and operated by Waste Management. The county also uses this facility 
as a drop-off center for residents to dispose of hazardous items and to transfer organics to 
composting facilities. The central location of BPTS provides an opportunity to efficiently collect 
and process organics and reduce emissions from transporting the material. The location of the 
county’s proposed anaerobic digestion facility is adjacent to the transfer station, at 9401 83rd 
Avenue in Brooklyn Park.  

Additional solid waste facilities 
This report includes references to additional solid waste facilities that are a part of the county’s 
solid waste system, though some are located outside of Hennepin County. The draft Metro 
Policy Plan requires counties to complete an environmental justice review when developing their 
solid waste management plans. Map 1 shows the locations of solid waste facilities and census 
tracts that are considered areas of concern for environmental justice. Areas marked with blue 
lines are census tracts with more than 40% of the population earning incomes less than 185% of 
the federal poverty level. Areas shaded in green are census tracts with greater than 50% people 
of color (see MPP 2022 – 2042 Draft, 56, Appx. B.). 

Transfer stations 

In addition to BPTS, five transfer stations are part of the county’s solid waste system: 

 City of Minneapolis Transfer Station, 2710 N Pacific St, Minneapolis, MN 55411 
 City of Minneapolis Transfer Station, 2850 20th Ave S, Minneapolis, MN 55407  
 Republic Flying Cloud Transfer Station, 9813 Flying Cloud Dr, Eden Prairie, MN 55347 
 SKB Malcolm Ave Transfer Station, 630 Malcolm Avenue SE, Minneapolis, MN 55414 
 Waste Management Maple Grove Transfer Station, 10633 89th Ave N, Maple Grove, MN 

55369 

Landfills  

Modern landfills are designed to keep waste and landfill byproducts separate from soil and 
groundwater. Landfills that accept trash are constructed with a layer of clay and a flexible plastic 
liner to contain liquids. As stormwater and liquids in the trash passes through the landfill, this 
leachate draws out contaminates from the trash. The leachate is collected though a drainage 
system that conveys the liquid to tanks or a holding pond. It is then most commonly trucked or 
piped directly to a wastewater treatment facility where it can be treated to remove traditional 
contaminants before being released back into local waterbodies. Lined landfills are designed 
with leak detection systems called lysimeters to monitor for leaks in the liner, and landfill 
operators are required to test groundwater wells to monitor for liner leaks. 

Landfills typically require a Conditional Use Permit by the local government and are issued solid 
waste permits and air permits from the MPCA for the landfill gas and flare/energy recovery unit. 
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Monitoring wells are permitted by the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) and, sometimes, 
the local government.  

Trash trucks unload trash on the working face of a landfill, and a loader moves and compacts 
the trash into cells. Every evening, a layer of soil or other materials is used to cover the trash to 
minimize odors, litter, and wildlife problems.  

The food, paper, and wood in a landfill will decompose over time. The decomposition process 
produces gas that is approximately 50% carbon dioxide, a greenhouse gas, and 50% methane, a 
flammable and potent greenhouse gas. Local landfills that accept municipal solid waste have 
low permeability liners and covers and gas extraction systems to manage the gas to protect the 
integrity of the cover and prevent migration of the landfill gases to adjacent areas. Methane 
recovery systems for modern landfills collect approximately 75% to 85% of the methane 
produced. This methane gas is flared or used as fuel source.  

Metro-area landfills outside of Hennepin County 

There are no active landfills in Hennepin County, and those located elsewhere in the metro must 
receive permission from the MPCA to expand their current capacities (see page 29). 

There are four landfills that are part of the county’s solid waste system: 

 Republic Pine Bend Landfill, 2495 117th St E, Inver Grove Heights, MN 55077 
 SKB Rosemount Industrial Waste Facility, 13425 Courthouse Blvd, Rosemount, MN 55068 

(ash only, not permitted for municipal solid waste) 
 Waste Management Burnsville Sanitary Landfill, 2650 Cliff Rd W, Burnsville, MN 55337 
 Waste Management Elk River Landfill, 22460 Highway 169 NW, Elk River, MN 55330 
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History of waste management in Hennepin County 
The waste management hierarchy that guides the county’s priorities today was established by 
the Minnesota Waste Management Act in 1980. The first citywide curbside recycling program 
began in Minneapolis in 1983 with monthly collection. The county’s recycling ordinance 
(Ordinance 13) was adopted in 1986, and curbside recycling became available throughout the 
county in the late 1980s.  

Building waste-to-energy plants 

The state Waste Management Act also required metropolitan counties to submit plans for 
facilities that would process waste rather than disposing of it in landfills. Specifically, the act 
required counties to create proposals to “address at least waste reduction, separation, and 
resource recovery” (1980 Minn. Laws Ch. 564, Art. X, § 8,adding Minn. Stat. § 473.803, subd. 1b).  

Hennepin County looked to Europe, where, because land for disposal is limited and energy is 
needed, pollution control technology was developed to turn garbage incinerators into waste-to-
energy plants that can exist in metropolitan areas. In 1984, the county explored two north 
Minneapolis locations, first on the west bank of the Mississippi River and then on its east bank, 
for a 2,000 tons per day waste-to-energy facility (double the capacity of HERC). These locations 
were explored due to the proximity of the Riverside Power Plant. Residents successfully opposed 
the north Minneapolis sites. Legislators also limited the average daily throughput of resource 
recovery facilities in Minneapolis to 1,000 tons per day (Minn. Stat. § 383B.235 (1984)).  

The county then narrowed the search for locations that were large enough for a 1,000 tons per 
day facility, had truck routes and freeway access, were screened from neighborhoods, and were 
close to a potential downtown steam market. In 1985, the final site, a former Greyhound bus 
garage site, was selected. This location was selected because few people were living nearby, it 
was an industrial area with salvage yards and a chemical processing hub, it was adjacent to 
steam heating lines, and it was near downtown Minneapolis where large amounts of trash were 
generated. In 1987, the MPCA granted final permit approval, the City of Minneapolis approved 
the conditional use permit, and construction began. HERC was constructed by Blount 
Corporation at a total cost of $160.5 million, funded primarily by Hennepin County debt of 
$134.5 million. Blount sold HERC to General Electric in 1988. Covanta Energy operated the plant 
from 1989 until 2018.  

In total, seven waste-to-energy plants were developed in Minnesota in the 1980s. This includes 
three plants in addition to HERC that were planned to serve the metropolitan area. 
Ramsey/Washington Recycling and Energy facility opened in 1985, and the Elk River Resource 
Recovery Facility opened in 1989.  

As part of the 1980 Waste Management Act, the legislature also created a landfill siting process 
and required metro counties to identify potential landfill sites within their respective counties 
(1980 Minn. Laws Ch. 564, Art. X, § 8 (adding Minn. Stat. § 473.803, subd. 1a)). Hennepin County 
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identified four potential sites in Corcoran, Dayton, Greenfield, and Independence. In 1988, these 
cities sued the county to block the study of a landfill to dispose of incinerator ash and municipal 
waste within their boundaries. By 1991, the legislature halted the landfill siting process for all 
counties (1991 Minn. Laws Ch. 337, § 90).   

Flow control overturned by the U.S. Supreme Court 

When HERC began operations in 1989, the county implemented waste flow designation (flow 
control) that required all haulers to deliver trash generated in Hennepin County to HERC or 
county-designated transfer stations. From 1990 to 1994, almost all trash generated in Hennepin 
County was being processed rather than landfilled. In 1994, the U.S. Supreme Court decided C & 
A Carbone, Inc. v. Town of Clarkstown, N.Y., which overturned local flow control ordinances. After 
this decision, the county began contracting with haulers for trash deliveries to HERC. Some 
haulers chose not to contract with the county and delivered trash to local landfills instead. 

Managing hazardous waste 

In addition to being concerned about the volume of trash being disposed of in landfills in the 
1970s and 1980s, the community was concerned about waste mismanagement, particularly for 
hazardous waste. Hennepin County adopted a hazardous waste management ordinance 
(Ordinance 7) in 1980 and started licensing, inspecting, and handling enforcement for 
businesses that generate hazardous waste. The county also started holding community 
collection events where residents could drop off their household hazardous waste, such as 
cleaners, electronics, appliances, paint, automotive products, and batteries, in the mid-1980s. 
Hazardous waste collection events for residents became so popular that the events were often 
over capacity, so the county opened permanent drop-off facilities in Bloomington and Brooklyn 
Park in the early 1990s. Additionally, one of the first product stewardship initiatives started in 
1994 with NSP (now Xcel Energy) reimbursing counties for collecting and properly disposing of 
fluorescent light bulbs. 

The county’s household electronics collection program began in 1992 with the goal of removing 
heavy metals and other materials from the trash. The county formed a unique partnership with a 
nonprofit to demanufacture electronics, meet high environmental standards, and provide paid 
job training for adults with barriers to successful employment. The quantity of electronic waste 
continued to grow, and management of e-waste became a key concern in the mid-2000s. In 
2006, the state banned electronics containing cathode ray tubes (CRTs) from the garbage 
because they contain lead, and the Electronics Recycling Act in 2007 required electronics 
manufacturers to reimburse counties for the collection and proper disposal of electronics. 

Focusing on reduce, reuse, and recycle 

Programs to minimize trash continued to evolve. The county started waste prevention programs 
in the early 1990s, including a rewear fashion show, free product centers at the drop-off 
facilities, and reducing waste in county operations. The state prohibited yard waste from being 
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included in trash in 1990, and the last landfill in Hennepin County closed in 1993. The metro 
area counties formed the Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board (SWMCB) in 1993 to 
work collaboratively on solid waste issues. Recycling in multiunit buildings became mandatory in 
the early 1990s. Recycling programs began accepting plastic bottles in 1991, and recyclable 
materials have continued to expand and evolve. 

Organics recycling launches 

With recycling programs well-established, the county started to focus on the most prevalent 
material in our trash – food and other organic waste – in the early 2000s. The county sold 
compost bins to residents, and a citywide curbside organics recycling pilot launched in Wayzata 
in 2003 as well as programs in 21 schools in Hopkins, Minnetonka, and St. Louis Park. To help 
further expand recycling, the county funded grant programs to support recycling improvements 
in schools, businesses, multifamily buildings, and public spaces. Waste prevention efforts 
expanded in the 2010s with the start of the Community Recycling Ambassador program, Fix-It 
Clinics, and Zero Waste Challenge. County program development also began to increase 
salvage, reuse, and recycling of building materials. 

County pursues efforts to process more waste; takes ownership of HERC 

The state legislature eliminated the 1,000 tons per day limit for HERC in 2000, allowing it to 
process waste “to the full extent of its maximum yearly capacity,” if it did so in compliance with 
federal and state environmental laws and with a conditional use permit from Minneapolis (2000 
Minn. Laws, Ch. 488, Art. 3, § 30). 

In 2003, the county bought HERC from General Electric for $37 million and paid off the debt for 
the original purchase in 2012. 

In 2010, the county sought modifications of both HERC’s conditional use permit and air permit 
to allow HERC to operate at its full capacity (1,212 tons per day). The county pursued this effort 
in conjunction with new waste reduction and recycling strategies to further reduce the amount 
of trash going to landfills and to maximize energy revenues for environmental programming. 
Processing additional trash at HERC received opposition from community and Minneapolis city 
council members. The air permitting process was drawn out over three years. Eventually, the 
county board withdrew the application in 2014 (Resolution 14-0058R2). This resolution also 
required the City of Minneapolis to offer organics recycling to its residential customers. 

New operator agreement  

In 2018, the county hired Great River Energy HERC Service LLC (GREHS) to operate HERC. The 
structure of the agreement with GREHS is a cost pass-through contract that includes the county 
paying GREHS a management fee. Under the terms of the agreement, the county reviews and 
approves operating and capital expenditures, providing greater transparency and accountability.   
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Amending the recycling ordinance 

Organics recycling programs for residents, at various businesses and nonprofit organizations, 
and at many schools continued to develop throughout the county during the 2010s. To 
accelerate the development of these programs, the county amended Ordinance 13 in 2018 to 
require businesses that generate high volumes of food waste to recycle that waste and to 
require all cities to offer organics recycling service to their residents. 

Also during this time, recycling programs switched to single stream so that all recycling is 
collected together, and the county reinvigorated efforts to improve recycling at multiunit 
buildings. Additionally, the state and the county passed new recycling requirements for 
businesses.  

Waste-to-energy facilities face pressure 

Seeking approval to process more trash at HERC and receiving negative attention while the 
Twins’ ballpark was sited next to the plant in 2010 renewed efforts by environmental activists 
and political leaders to close HERC.  

An international anti-incineration organization funded grassroot organizers in Minnesota to call 
for shutting down HERC. Efforts began at the state legislature to remove waste-to-energy from 
the definition of “renewable energy,” despite allowing landfills that recover methane to continue 
qualifying as “renewable” and receive the related benefits.  

Privately owned waste-to-energy plants also faced economic pressures. The owner of Elk River 
Resource Recovery Facility (ERRRF), Great River Energy, decided it was no longer economically 
feasible to continue operating ERRRF. GRE offered to sell ERRRF for $1.00 to Anoka, Sherburne, 
or Hennepin counties and continue to operate ERRRF under contract with the county that 
purchased it. Politically, Anoka County had no interest in staying in the waste business. 
Sherburne County was too small and could not afford to finance ERRRF operations. Hennepin 
County’s commissioners did not want to buy a facility that was located two counties away. 
Without an interested government entity, ERRRF closed in 2019, which resulted in a dramatic 
increase in the amount of trash from the metro area being landfilled.   
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Trash generation and disposal methods 
In 2022, approximately 1.27 million tons of waste was generated in Hennepin County, a 2% 
decrease from 2021. Of the total waste generated, 41% was recycled or composted, and the rest 
was managed as trash. Figure 5 shows how trash has been disposed, either in a landfill or 
processed to recover energy.  

 
 
What materials are still in our trash? 

Organics are the single biggest opportunity for reducing and diverting trash. Currently, almost 
30% of trash is organic material, which includes food waste and other compostable materials. 
Additionally, 15% is recyclable and 20% is other specialty or hard-to-recycle materials such as 
mattresses, carpet, building materials, and furniture. There is still a lot of trash – or materials for 
which the county does not currently have viable recovery options for – in the county’s waste 
stream. This trash, which represents 40% of the waste generated, includes pet waste, diapers, 
hygiene products, and nonrecyclable plastics.  Figure 6 depicts the 10 most prevalent materials 
in trash by weight and presented in percentages.   
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Minnesota’s land disposal abatement policy 

The MPCA’s Metro Policy Plan sets goals and policy for the metropolitan solid waste system, 
including establishing specific and quantifiable objectives for abating the need for and practice 
of land disposal in the metro region over the next 20 years. 

Waste generation in the metro area is forecasted to grow to 3.92 million tons by 2042, an 
increase of 18% from 2021 levels of 3.3 million tons. The draft Metro Policy Plan has established 
objectives for waste reduction, recycling, organics recycling, waste-to-energy, and landfilling to 
address this increase. The objectives are based on the following assumptions: 

 Metro counties will achieve the 75% recycling goal rate by 2030 in accordance with 
Minn. Stat. § 115A.551  

 All waste-to-energy facilities will operate at their full permitted capacities 
 Landfilling will be minimized, with only 5% of waste managed by land disposal by 2030      

Based on statistical modeling by the MPCA, an estimated 1.55 million tons of waste will be 
generated in Hennepin County per year by 2042, a 19% increase from 2022. Figure 7 shows 
waste management in Hennepin County in five-year increments, noting significant milestones. 
Figure 7 also includes a projection for 2025 waste management based on the MPCA’s modeling 
in the Metro Policy Plan.  
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As shown in Figure 8, if HERC were to shut down, all trash generated in Hennepin County will be 
disposed of in landfills, resulting in disposal methods mirroring results from the early 1980s. 
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MPCA direction on waste-to-energy facilities 

In its draft Metro Policy Plan, the MPCA states:  

The MPCA “supports waste to energy (WTE) facilities. WTE facilities provide 
important services and reduce environmental risk. They do not carry legacy impacts 
that result in later clean-ups. They also result in lower greenhouse gas emissions 
than landfills because they offset coal power and landfills emit methane, which is 
a potent greenhouse gas. Finally, WTEs are vital for destruction of medications and 
drugs that can contaminate drinking water. While the MPCA supports the concept 
that waste should be managed as high on the waste hierarchy as possible, as is 
evident from the rest of the policy plan, closing WTE facilities without a strong plan 
is inadvisable. It will only result in more landfilling and less material recycling, rather 
than increasing recycling and composting.” 

The draft Metro Policy Plan also includes a policy to “assure elected county officials understand 
the importance of supporting and maintaining WTE facilities” and a required strategy that 
“counties must continue to support the implementation of Minn. Stat. § 473.848 Restriction on 
Disposal.” The Restriction on Disposal prohibits disposal of unprocessed metro waste at a landfill 
unless that landfill meets new landfill standards, and (1) the trash has been certified by the 
county as unprocessible; or (2) the trash is transferred from a resource recovery facility, no other 
landfill can accept it, and the trash is unprocessible. Shutting down HERC prematurely before 
more meaningful waste reduction and recycling requirements are established by the legislature 
and adequately funded would be voluntarily taking a form of waste processing offline and 
would put the county out of compliance with the current landfill abatement laws.   
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Considerations and consequences 
This report describes the operational, legal and legislative, financial, and environmental 
conditions that should be met before HERC can be responsibly retired. In addition to these 
conditions, this report highlights the consequences – direct and indirect – that will result from a 
premature HERC closure.  
 

Operational considerations  

Buildings 
HERC plant 

If the county shuts down HERC, the county will need to decommission the plant. 
Decommissioning a power plant in the downtown area would be complex and expensive. Staff 
will work with consultants on developing cost estimates to decommission the facility.  

The adjacent county parking ramp would remain. Currently, Target Field Plaza’s snowmelt 
system uses excess heat from the production of energy at HERC to heat antifreeze and pump it 
through 50 miles of plastic tubing embedded in the parking ramp’s concrete. This warms the 
concrete and melts the snow without salt or other chemicals. Unless a new source of thermal 
energy was connected to this system, likely from the downtown district energy system, the 
sidewalks and driveways would need to be cleared with contracted snow removal services.   

Brooklyn Park Transfer Station (BPTS) 

Currently, the county transfers trash from the Brooklyn Park Transfer Station (BPTS) to HERC and 
landfills. This allows the county to control trash volumes delivered to HERC, an important 
operational component of managing HERC. If HERC were to shut down, there would be no 
regulated requirement to control trash volumes. The county may wish to evaluate other options 
for the solid waste portion of the transfer station:  

 Shut down the facility. 
 Lease or sell the solid waste transfer station capacity to a waste company or municipality 

that needs to transfer trash to a landfill. The transfer station’s proximity to freeway access 
and the Elk River landfill could be of interest to waste haulers. 

 Repurpose to serve as a reuse center or to manage construction and demolition waste. 
The Zero Waste Plan includes actions to establish brick-and-mortar reuse and repair 
centers and to assess the feasibility of a building material reuse exchange warehouse and 
yard. BPTS could serve as a permanent location for repair clinics or as a hub for 
upcycling, sharing, refurbishing, and reusing. Alternatively, BPTS could serve as a 
construction materials bank where materials can be examined, repaired, and shared. 
Examples of materials that can be amassed and shared include rubble, fill, bricks and 
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pavers, stone and boulders, clean dimensional lumber, and compost. The county would 
need to determine how to fund these operations. 

 Explore opportunities to recover more recyclable materials. The Zero Waste Plan includes 
actions to expand drop-off options for harder to recycle items and to study options for 
recovering recyclable materials from the trash. Harder to recycle items include clothing 
and other textiles, plastics, and bulky items. Recovering material from the trash could be 
limited to high value, easily recoverable items (such as cardboard, ferrous metals, and 
plastics #1 and #2). The challenge is that the current footprint of the transfer station is 
not large enough to accommodate extensive operations with a lot of equipment. Smaller 
scale options would need to be evaluated. 
 

Contracts and employment 

The county manages six major contracts to operate HERC. If the county board decides to shut 
down HERC, there will be contract decisions to be made and employment consequences for 
hundreds of employees. 

HERC operator 

The county contracts with Great River Energy HERC Services, LLC (GREHS) for the 
management, operation, and maintenance of HERC. The current contract terminates 
December 31, 2025. The contract is structured as a pass-through contract with a monthly 
management fee paid to GREHS.  

Ash landfill/metal recovery 

The county contracts with SKB Environmental (Waste Connections) for ash disposal, 
metal recycling, and additional metal recovery at SKB’s Industrial Waste Landfill in 
Rosemount. SKB contracts with GEM-Ash to mechanically recover gold, copper, 
aluminum, steel, and other precious metals from ash. The contract with SKB expires on 
December 31, 2025. 

Steam sales 

The county has two contracts for the sale of steam that is generated at HERC. The first 
steam sales agreement is with Energy Center Minneapolis LLC, the downtown district 
energy provider. The contract with Energy Center Minneapolis expires March 2, 2025. 
The county also sells steam to Twins Ballpark LLC through a contract that expires in 2040.  

Power purchase agreement 

The county contracts with Xcel Energy for the sale of electricity generated at HERC 
through a power purchase agreement that expires on December 31, 2024.  
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HERC apprentice/workforce development 

The county contracts with Project for Pride in Living LLC for workforce development 
program for HERC apprentices. The contract expires on July 31, 2024.  

Jobs 

A total of 352 jobs are associated with HERC and are summarized in the table below. 

Jobs associated with HERC 
Table 1 

Position Number 
of jobs 

Employer Associated with 
HERC operations 

Union representation 

County HERC contract 
managers 

3 
Hennepin 
County 

Direct Non-union  

Waste loader operators 3 Hennepin 
County 

Direct Local 49 union positions 

Scalehouse attendants 3 
Hennepin 
County 

Direct 
AFSCME 2822 union 
positions 

HERC GRE operators and 
administration 

53 
Great River 
Energy HERC 
Services 

Direct 
66% of employees are 
members of IBEW union 

HERC pathway apprentices 3 
Great River 
Energy HERC 
Services 

Indirect Members of IBEW  

Sub-contractors for HERC 
outage projects and 
maintenance  

250 
Various 
contractor teams  Indirect 

Local union teams 
complete 95% of the 
projects  

Metal recovery from ash 7 GEM-Ash Indirect Non-union 

County forestry and natural 
resources staff 

30 
Hennepin 
County 

Indirect Non-union 

Total jobs associated with 
HERC 352  

The county employs three full time employees who oversee the operations at HERC, three 
AFSCME 2822 scalehouse attendants to manage hauler transactions at HERC and Brooklyn Park 
Transfer Station, and three full time Local 49 union employees at the Brooklyn Park Transfer 
Station and to transfer trash to HERC.  

Through the operations contract, GREHS employs 53 people to operate HERC, 35 of whom are 
members of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW). The average annual 
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salary at HERC is $102,000. These employees are highly trained and have an average of 11 years 
of experience working at the HERC facility. Long-term staff may begin leaving for other 
employment opportunities if a closure date is identified, which would make operations more 
challenging and present risks that would need to be mitigated. 

To maintain HERC, there are regularly scheduled outages each year to make repairs and ensure 
safe operation of the facility. Local union labor teams of, on average, 250 contractors complete 
approximately 95% of the projects, totaling $7 million in operational projects and $5 million in 
capital projects.  

In 2022, the county, GREHS, and Project for Pride in Living (PPL) started a HERC operator 
apprenticeship program to hire three diverse candidates to participate in a nine-month training 
program. The program provides a pathway to careers in the trades while supporting apprentices 
with full-time pay, benefits, and union access. Participants receive on-the-job training, classroom 
learning, and coaching to navigate barriers to employment. After the completion of the first year 
of the program, one apprentice has been hired by GREHS to a full-time position, another was 
hired by Hennepin County Facility Services, and the third apprentice is continuing their 
education and pursuing other employment. Year two of the apprenticeship program started in 
July 2023 with three new apprentices.    

Another company, GEM-Ash, employs seven people who operate equipment that mechanically 
recovers gold, copper, aluminum, nickel, steel and other precious metals from HERC’s ash at the 
SKB Environmental landfill.3 

The county’s 30 natural resources positions are funded largely by HERC revenues from the sale 
of energy and recovered materials, as allowed by state statute (Minn. Stat. § 383B.236). Natural 
resources programming revenues are outlined on page 35. 

Resiliency of the energy infrastructure 

One goal of the county’s Climate Action Plan is to prepare for and ensure the safety of 
communities responding to extreme weather events such as flooding, extreme heat and cold, 
and other natural disasters. The county’s Hazard Mitigation Plan identifies power-outages as a 
hazard, and the county’s Continuity of Operations Plan identifies HERC as an essential, top-level 
priority for waste disposal services and electricity generation.  

The county’s Climate Action Plan includes a strategy to create a more resilient energy 
infrastructure. HERC currently plays a role in ensuring redundancy and reliability in the power 
supply to withstand significant environmental extremes and to reduce the potential for 
blackouts, power outages, price spikes and public health risks associated with power loss. As 
more on-site, renewable energy and distributed energy storage becomes available, the role of 
HERC in a resilient energy infrastructure will decrease.  

 
3 Star Tribune, How GEM-Ash recovers fold and other metals in HERC’s ash, Sept 2020 
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To fully determine the energy impact of ending HERC operations on the downtown electrical 
grid and related impacts to system reliability, Xcel Energy or others would need to complete an 
engineering study to determine the impact of taking HERC off the power grid.  

Trash disposal and impacts to cities   

About 75% of the trash delivered to HERC comes from Minneapolis residents and businesses. 
This accounts for the majority of all Minneapolis solid waste, both residential and commercial. 
The remaining 25% is residential trash from primarily Bloomington, Champlin, Deephaven, 
Excelsior, Hopkins, Loretto, Maple Plain, Medina, Minnetonka Beach, Osseo, Robbinsdale, 
Richfield, St. Bonifacius, St. Louis Park, Tonka Bay, and Wayzata.    

If HERC is no longer available as a disposal option, there will be direct financial impacts on 
Hennepin County businesses, municipalities, and residents. The county cannot foresee the exact 
severity of the price hikes, but in a completely privatized solid waste market, it is certain that the 
county will have no influence on the tipping fees the private sector transfer stations and landfills 
charge. Businesses, cities, and residents located closer to a landfill than to HERC may see a price 
increase to what they are currently paying for disposal services at HERC. Those located closer to 
HERC, where the distance to a landfill is greater, are likely to see larger price increases related to 
the need to transfer and transport trash further distances. The costs associated with transferring 
and transporting trash would be passed on from the haulers to residential and commercial 
customers. 

Minneapolis considerations 

The City of Minneapolis’ solid waste services includes organized collection of 107,000 residential 
units’ recycling, organics recycling, and trash, as well as collection from 200 larger residential or 
commercial properties, parks, and city buildings. In 2022, Minneapolis delivered nearly 80,000 
tons of residential trash to HERC. Minneapolis solid waste services customers recycle and 
compost 35% of the waste generated.4  

The City of Minneapolis and its contracted haulers send approximately 60 garbage trucks per 
day (Monday through Friday) to HERC. In addition, Minneapolis sends one to two transfer 
trailers per week from its South Transfer Station to HERC.   

If HERC were to shut down, the City of Minneapolis will need to identify alternative strategies to 
manage and haul trash.  

Staff do not have information from the City of Minneapolis, but the county estimates that costs 
would significantly increase based on current available market rates. The tipping fees paid to 
dispose of nearly 80,000 tons of residential trash would likely rise from the current $69 per ton 
at HERC to closer to $90 to $100 per ton at metro landfills, including tipping fees, surcharges, 
transfer costs, and transportation costs. A $20 to $30 per ton increase in disposal costs would 

 
4 Minneapolis Solid Waste and Recycling Annual Tonnages report 2018-2022 
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represent a 30% to 45% increase in the cost to manage trash generated within the City of 
Minneapolis. Overall, this change could result in $1.7 million to $2.5 million of additional costs 
per year. Those costs will be passed directly on to homeowners and renters. 

Trash generated by Minneapolis businesses  

About 180,000 tons of trash are produced annually by businesses located in Minneapolis, and 
more than 90% of those tons are delivered by private waste haulers to HERC. Ceasing operations 
at HERC would likely mean this trash would be delivered to the Malcolm Transfer Station in 
southeast Minneapolis before going to a landfill and/or go directly to metro area landfills. Again, 
the waste fees will, in all likelihood, increase costs for business owners. Assuming the cost to 
dispose of waste could increase to $90 to $100 per ton, a conservative estimate of $3.4 million 
to $5 million in increased costs for Minneapolis businesses per year. 

Suburban considerations  

Nearly every city in the county has trash delivered to Brooklyn Park Transfer Station and/or 
HERC. Numerous suburban cities contract directly with waste haulers to dispose of all residential 
trash at HERC: Bloomington, Champlin, Deephaven, Excelsior, Hopkins, Loretto, Maple Plain, 
Medina, Minnetonka Beach, Osseo, Robbinsdale, Richfield, St. Bonifacius, St. Louis Park, Tonka 
Bay, and Wayzata. 

Without county participation in solid waste management, it is likely that these cities will need to 
truck their trash to a transfer station or directly to a landfill in Burnsville, Elk River, or Inver Grove 
Heights.  

Additionally, haulers deliver trash to HERC from businesses and residential accounts across the 
county, not just from these cities. Without HERC, these haulers would also need to find 
alternative disposal options and would pass those costs onto their customers. 

Consequence: 

A HERC shutdown will lead to increased waste removal costs for cities, residents, and businesses 
in Hennepin County.   

Liability assessments 

All cities and other public entities that will contract for additional landfilling in the absence of 
HERC, including Minneapolis, will need to submit a potential liability assessment and plan to the 
MPCA, accounting for the potential liability to the city and its taxpayers for landfilling the trash. 
This is because landfilling is lower on the solid waste hierarchy than waste-to-energy, and 
landfilling would be in violation of the county’s (current) solid waste management plan (Minn. 
Stat. § 115A.471). In general, potential landfill environmental cleanup liability and closure costs 
across the region will be increased due to increased landfilling. 
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Control and further consolidation of the solid waste system  
The county’s research for its Zero Waste Plan showed that more public control over the solid 
waste system was a defining factor in the success of high-performing communities. The gaps 
analysis notes that leading zero-waste communities exert a higher level of control over their 
materials management, hauling, and processing systems by providing direct service, using 
contracts, or adopting franchise agreements. This has helped those communities increase access 
to services for all generators, reduce the number of trucks driving down their streets, provide 
competitive rates to generators, and use incentive structures that encourage haulers to achieve 
greater levels of diversion and reduced contamination. 

The Office of the Legislative Auditor produced a report on Recycling and Waste Reduction5 that 
summarized the implications of a further privatized system:  

Several events in the last decade have curtailed counties’ ability to manage 
their garbage. The waste hauling industry has consolidated as small 
independent haulers have been purchased by larger companies. These large 
national waste hauling companies also own landfills and transfer stations in 
Minnesota and surrounding states. These changes in the waste hauling 
industry have highlighted the tension between counties’ efforts to meet state 
policy goals and private sector interests. Because the larger hauling companies 
own their own landfills, they have an incentive to maximize the amount of 
garbage that is landfilled and a disincentive to encourage their customers to 
recycle. In addition, waste haulers are not paying the full cost of disposal at 
landfills which includes landfill closure, post-closure maintenance and 
monitoring, and financial assurance for possible cleanup of future 
groundwater contamination. 

If HERC were to shut down, the county expects further privatization of the system. Local landfills 
are operated by two multinational corporations – Republic Services and Waste Management. 
These corporations also offer trash hauler services in the county in addition to four larger 
independent haulers and 62 smaller haulers, which includes small- and minority-owned business 
enterprises.  

Consequence: 

Further loss of control over the solid waste system and risk of consolidation to independent and 
small haulers will likely contribute to higher waste collection costs.  

 
5 Office of the Legislative Auditor Program Evaluation Report on Recycling and Waste Reduction (2002) 
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Legal and financial considerations 
Compliance with state statute  

Minnesota statutes require metropolitan counties to submit to the MPCA solid waste 
management plans that adhere to and implement the Metropolitan Policy Plan, the most recent 
draft of which prioritizes landfill diversion and aims to “achieve full use of resource recovery 
facility capacity” (MPP 2022 – 2042 Draft, 11). The Metropolitan Policy Plan “shall address the 
state policies and purposes expressed in section 115A.02 [the waste hierarchy].” (emphasis 
added). (Minn. Stat. § 473.149.) The Metropolitan Policy Plan itself is statutorily required to set 
“quantifiable metropolitan objectives for abating . . . land disposal,” which the county solid waste 
management plans must implement (Minn. Stat. §§ 473.149, subd. 2d; 473.803, subd. 1c). 

The draft Metro Policy Plan also includes a policy to: “Assure elected county officials understand 
the importance of supporting and maintaining WTE facilities,” and a required strategy that 
“counties must continue to support the implementation of Minn. Stat. § 473.848 Restriction on 
Disposal.” (see page 20; MPP 2022 – 2042 Draft, 10; 41). 

If the county’s solid waste management plan does not comply with the Metropolitan Policy Plan, 
the MPCA could reject the county’s plan, and the county would have to revise it and resubmit it 
for approval (Minn. Stat. § 473.803, subd. 2). It is unclear whether the MPCA would reject a 
county plan that closed HERC before waste reduction and recycling rates allowed for a 
simultaneous reduction in the need for landfilling and that made cities and the private sector 
responsible for disposing of the current volumes of solid waste into landfills. An unapproved 
solid waste management plan could lead to a loss of the county’s SCORE (the Governor’s Select 
Committee on Recycling and the Environment) funding (Minn. Stat. § 115A.557, subd. 3). 

In addition to the county’s solid waste management plan, the county must comply with the 
state’s landfill abatement statutes and annually submit a certification report to the MPCA 
detailing how much unprocessed trash went into landfills in the preceding year, explain why the 
trash was not processed (which includes waste-to-energy), include a strategy to increase the 
processing of trash, and report any progress towards that goal. (Minn. Stat. § 473.848, subds 2, 
5). The statute indicates the MPCA will approve of a certification report “if it determines that the 
county is reducing and will continue to reduce the amount of unprocessed waste” (Minn. Stat. § 
473.848, subd. 2). Absent that finding, it is unclear whether the MPCA will continue to approve 
the county’s annual certifications required by this statute. 

Finally, if the county were to delegate its solid waste responsibilities to the private sector or to 
cities (or to a combination of both), there are statutory and financial requirements the county 
must meet to accomplish this. The county would need to “establish a funding mechanism to 
assure the ability of the entity to which it delegates responsibility to adequately carry out the 
responsibility delegated” (Minn. Stat. § 115A.46, subd. 4). Additionally, the county would need to 
ensure, by “active oversight,” that the private sector accomplishes the goals and requirements of 
the Metro Policy Plan, which prioritize resource recovery over landfilling (Minn. Stat. § 473.803, 
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subd. 5). The county would also be required to continue to “enforc[e] waste management law,” 
which includes adherence to the landfill abatement statutes.     

Consequence: 
Removing HERC from the county’s solid waste management system would render the county 
unable to implement the anticipated Metro Policy Plan and the state’s landfill abatement policy, 
therefore putting the county out of compliance with current state statute. It would also require 
the county’s ongoing financial support for the cities that take over solid waste responsibilities 
and active oversight of the private sector and enforcement of waste management laws.  

Landfill capacity 

Landfills have finite capacity based on MPCA and local governance permits, space constraints, 
and the surrounding land use. Landfills in greater Minnesota and surrounding states are less 
constrained that metro area landfills, but transportation costs and the associated environmental 
impacts are greater.  

State law requires that no metro area landfills expand their capacities without a Certificate of 
Need (CON) issued by the MPCA indicating that the additional landfill capacity is needed. The 
MPCA must certify that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to landfilling, including 
waste reduction, source separation, and resource recovery (Minn. Stat. § 473.823, subd. 6). 

Advocates for HERC’s closure frequently cite HERC’s existence as a barrier to the formation of a 
fully equitable zero-waste system, asserting that a shutdown date and transition plan would 
create a concerted effort across local governments and mobilize the county's resources and will 
towards achieving zero waste. The solid waste system in Minnesota has two case studies of 
waste-to-energy plant closures that contradict this theory: the Western Lake Superior Sanitary 
District’s waste-to-energy facility closure in 1999 (Fig. 8) and the closure of the Great River 
Energy Recovery Facility in 2019 (Fig. 9).   
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Western Lake Superior Sanitary District (WLSSD) – Impact of waste-to-energy 
facility closure on disposal method 
Fig. 9 

 

The closure of the waste-to-energy facility in Duluth shows that closing a waste-to-energy 
facility leads to more landfilling (figure 9) and demonstrates the challenge of making progress 
toward zero waste.   

More recently, in 2019, the Great River Energy Resource Recovery Facility in Elk River closed. The 
closure of that facility has resulted in more than 250,000 tons of trash per year going to landfills 
(figure 10) and directly caused the need for landfill expansions in the metro area.  

Impact of GRE Elk River closure in 2019 on metro trash disposal method 
Fig. 10 
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MPCA analysis determined that over the next seven years, assuming HERC remains operational, 
approximately 6 million tons of trash from the metro area will need to be disposed of in 
landfills.6 With fewer metro waste-to-energy facilities available and the high financial and 
environmental costs associated with hauling trash to facilities outside the metro, the MPCA 
decided in 2021 that additional metro area landfill capacity was necessary. Without the 
expansions, the MPCA had concerns that metro area residents would be unable to manage their 
trash.  

If HERC were to cease operations in the very near future, the recently granted additional landfill 
capacity will last five years instead of the planned seven years. It is not clear if additional 
expansion of metro area landfill capacity is possible. Total landfill capacity in the metro area may 
be limited to 8 to 22 years. The prospect of permitting a new landfill in or near the metro area 
would be extremely challenging due to location siting, zoning limitations, obtaining a local use 
permit, and public concerns. The MPCA would be responsible for environmental review and 
would need to issue the solid waste permit.   

As shown in figure 11, if HERC were to cease operations before fully resourcing and 
implementing the county’s Zero Waste Plan, the county could expect to see a dramatic increase 
in the amount of trash landfilled, reversing 40 years of solid waste system investment to avoid 
landfilling. 

Hennepin County trash disposal method 

Fig. 11  

 

 
6 MPCA Metro landfill certificate of need process documentation 
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Consequence: 
Closure of HERC within the next several years, given the county’s current trash generation levels, 
will require additional landfill capacity and/or new landfills sited in the metro in the next five 
years. These options will be logistically, politically, and regulatorily complex and problematic. 
Alternatively, county residents and businesses will pay to truck their trash further and further 
away, assuming those facilities will accept metro area trash.  

Solid Waste Enterprise Fund 

State law requires the county to maintain a Solid Waste Enterprise Fund (Fund 34 or “fund”) to 
receive revenues from the county’s solid waste services – including waste tip fees, the Solid 
Waste Management Fee (Ordinance 15), and sale of HERC’s energy and recyclable material 
(Minn. Stat. §§ 473.811, subd. 9; 400.08). This fund also receives any federal and state grants 
used to pay for waste, recycling, and other environmental programs. Revenues generated by 
HERC significantly exceed capital and operating expenditures for the facility and provide the 
primary revenue source for the county’s natural resources programs.   

The fund’s cash balance from solid waste activities, as of March 31, 2023, was $49.3 million. The 
county’s debt for the initial construction of HERC ($134.5 million) was paid off in 2012. The 
county plans approximately $5 million to $6 million per year in capital improvement projects. 
These investments maintain the facility and preserve HERC’s complex environmental controls to 
not only ensure compliance with air emission permit requirements but also to invest in emission 
reduction technology to achieve greater environmental performance for residents and safety 
measures for employees. As of December 31, 2022, the outstanding debt from capital projects 
was $37.7 million, and would be fully paid off in 2042 (if it is not added to going forward). This 
indebtedness is through general obligation bonds tied to 20-year maturities. Currently, revenue 
generated by HERC pays this debt service obligation. If HERC is decommissioned and no longer 
generates revenue, the county will need to find other revenue sources to pay this debt. 

If the county ceases operating HERC, the county would lose the primary funding source for its 
current natural resources programming, which includes key climate initiatives such as the one 
million trees goal. Additional detail on the complexity of the natural resources program 
revenues are outlined on page 35.  

Revenues 

The county’s 2023 revenue budget for the Environment and Energy department is $93.6 million. 
Of this amount, nearly $59 million will be generated by two different solid waste management 
fees: the Ordinance 15 Solid Waste Management Fee and the “tip fee.” 

In 1995, the county established Ordinance 15, the Solid Waste Management Fee, to fund the 
implementation of state mandates governing waste management programs. The fee is paid by 
residents and businesses that pay private waste haulers and/or cities for trash pickup. The fee is 
not applied to recycling or organics pickup services. Fee revenue collected by the county 
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increases when the volume of trash being collected by haulers increases or when the price of 
trash collection services increases. 

Additionally, haulers pay a “tip fee” to deliver waste to transfer stations, HERC, and landfills. The 
county’s 2023 contract rate for tip fees at both HERC and BPTS is $69 per ton, generating an 
estimated revenue of $30.4 million. The rate for non-contract tip fees (gate rate) is $90 per ton. 
Tip fees are adjusted periodically to keep up with increased costs to operate the system. County 
revenue from tip fees is also volume-based and increases or decreases based on the amount of 
trash being delivered to county-owned solid waste facilities.  

As shown in Figure 12, tip fees, together with the Solid Waste Management Fee (Ordinance 15), 
provide the primary sources of revenue to support the county’s solid waste system, including its 
waste reduction, recycling, and education initiatives, and all of the county’s continued efforts to 
advance a zero-waste future. In addition to tip fees and solid waste management fees, Hennepin 
County generates revenues from energy and metal sales from HERC.  

Legally, only these HERC-derived commodity revenues, not the tip fees or Solid Waste 
Management Fee, can be used to fund the county’s natural resource programs (Minn. Stat. § 
383B.236). The county sells the energy and metal commodities at market rate. Because the 
market rates for electricity, steam and metal are volatile, the county budgets conservatively for 
these revenues each year. Revenue streams from commodity sales include:  

 Electricity produced at HERC and sold to Xcel Energy (range: $3 million to $4 million)  
 Steam produced at HERC and sold to Cordia Energy for the downtown district energy 

system (range: $250,000 to $350,000) 
 Steam produced at HERC and sold to the Twins Ballpark (range: $100,000 to $135,000) 
 Metal recovered from HERC and sold to SKB (range: $350,000 to $450,000)  
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Environment and Energy Department Revenues 
Fig. 11 (2023 budgeted revenues) 

Expenditures 

The primary expenditures for HERC include:  

 Operations agreement: The county contracts with GREHS to operate HERC. The county 
paid GREHS $24.56 million in 2022. This covers labor, supplies, and commodities.   

 Ash disposal: After combustion at HERC, the volume of waste is reduced by 90%. The 
county contracts with SKB to screen the waste to recover additional metals and dispose 
of the remaining ash in a landfill. The county budgeted $2.8 million in 2023 for managing 
these services.   

 Property insurance and fleet services fees: The county budgeted $2.2 million in 2023 for 
these expenses. 

During a year when there is an extended maintenance outage at HERC related to repairs to the 
turbine/generator, tip fees and electrical revenue will decrease, and expenditures may exceed 
revenues for that budget year. The county plans and budgets for these fluctuations and pays for 
expenses during these periods using the fund balance.  

Environment and Energy Department programming revenues 

Without revenues from managing solid waste, projections indicate that the county would 
experience considerable uncertainty and disruption to the revenues it uses to support the 
activities of the Environment and Energy Department.   
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If the county shut down HERC, the county could also expect to stop collecting any revenue from 
the “tip fee” for trash that is currently delivered to the Brooklyn Park Transfer Station or to the 
HERC. Tip fees are budgeted at $30.4 million in 2023. County Ordinance 15 would remain in 
effect, and the county’s Solid Waste Management Fee would continue to be collected. As seen 
in Table 2, revenue from this fee is budgeted at $27.5 million in 2023. 

The sustainability of relying on Ordinance 15 as the sole revenue source for Environment and 
Energy programs is unclear, especially as efforts toward achieving zero waste continue. As the 
volume of solid waste decreases with zero-waste efforts, revenues from Solid Waste 
Management Fees may decrease. Furthermore, the cost to implement zero-waste strategies are 
largely unknown at this time and may exceed the amount of revenue generated by collecting 
Solid Waste Management Fees. 

The 2023 annual budget for waste reduction and recycling is $11.5 million, with about $3.5 
million of state SCORE dollars passed through to the cities. The 2024 proposed budget includes 
$12.4 million for waste reduction and recycling. A conservative estimate would be a 5% increase 
each year for expanded zero-waste programming. However, it is important to note that 
advancing zero waste will not be achieved through county programming alone. As identified in 
the Zero Waste Plan, the county must play an important role in zero-waste infrastructure as well.  

Hennepin, Ramsey, and Washington counties collaborate in areas of waste and energy 
management, including legislation and policy development, communications, and planning and 
evaluation of waste processing technologies. This collaboration, established through a joint 
powers agreement between Hennepin County and Ramsey/Washington Recycling & Energy 
(R&E), is called the Partnership on Waste and Energy. 

Both Ramsey and Washington counties are pursuing significant investments in solid waste 
infrastructure. These counties have jointly invested approximately $50 million in their Recycling 
& Energy Center to recover more recyclables and organics from the waste stream. They are also 
moving forward with plans for an anerobic digestor facility that will be almost three times the 
size of Hennepin County’s proposed facility. The facility would process waste from Ramsey and 
Washington counties and other entities. The estimated annual cost of their anaerobic digestion 
waste delivery contract is $6 million over a 20-year period. In addition, Ramsey County has plans 
for a new $29 million recycling center, and Washington County has plans for a new $18 million 
residential waste disposal facility.  

Apart from the capital budget maintenance projects at HERC, Hennepin County last invested 
significant resources into solid waste infrastructure in 2000 with an expansion at the Brooklyn 
Park Transfer Station.  

Natural resources programming revenues 

Natural resource program expenditures are budgeted at $6.3 million in 2023, with $4.5 million of 
funding coming from the sale of energy and recovered materials from HERC (see Table 2). 
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Historically, land and water programs, including conservation work and the Lake Minnetonka 
program, were funded primarily by property tax. In 2009, the state legislature allowed the 
county’s Environment and Energy Department to transition these costs away from property tax 
and finance them with revenues derived from HERC’s energy and recovered materials sales 
instead (Minn. Stat. § 383B.236).    

The recovered energy sales revenue created an opportunity for the county to manage trees on 
county property and meaningfully address emerald ash borer, saving the county hundreds of 
thousands of dollars, typically funded with property tax, by completing much of this work with 
the county’s own foresters. The county began expanding conservation easement work as the 
county assumed the role of the Soil and Water Conservation District. The Climate Action Plan 
further prioritized the county’s natural resources work to sequester carbon, manage increased 
stormwater, and reduce the heat island effect.  

The Department’s 2023 budget significantly ramps up investments needed over the next several 
decades to address climate change, adding FTEs and dollars to the department’s core functions 
to advance and expand climate initiatives. This work is largely funded by revenues from HERC 
(see Figure 13). The revenue generated from the sale of energy and recovered materials cannot 
continue to sustain the level of investment needed to continue these initiatives. 

Funding sources for natural resources and forestry programs 
Fig. 13 (2023 operating budget) 
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If HERC were to shut down prematurely, forestry, natural resources, and some climate 
programming would need to significantly and immediately scale back, or the county would need 
to allocate funds from property tax or other sources to fund these programs. State law prohibits 
Hennepin County from accessing other solid waste management revenues not derived from the 
sale of energy and recovered materials to support these initiatives (Minn. Stat. §§ 473.811, subd. 
9 & 383B.236). Scaling back these activities would negatively impact the county’s progress 
toward reaching its climate action goals. 

Some of the county’s natural resource programs are statutorily mandated, including 
enforcement of the Wetland Conservation Act and Buffer Law, the agricultural inspection 
program including noxious weed control, and the Lake Minnetonka program. 

Consequence: 
If HERC shuts down without a clear and robust plan for alternative funding, the board will need 
to significantly scale back or eliminate much of the county’s current forestry, natural resources, 
and climate action programming. 
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Environment and Energy Department revenues and expenses 
Table 2 
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Environmental considerations  
Climate impacts  
Methane emissions 

Greenhouse gas mitigation experts7 continue to recognize waste-to-energy as a transitional 
climate solution because it reduces methane emissions by keeping trash out of landfills. When 
food waste, paper, wood, and other biogenic materials in trash end up in landfills, they create 
methane, which is 28 times more potent of a greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide over a 100-
year period.8 From a climate perspective, until most of the biogenic waste is removed from the 
waste stream or recycled, it is better to manage biogenic waste with waste-to-energy than to 
dispose of the waste in landfills. Currently, about 50% of trash generated in Hennepin County is 
biogenic material.  

Modern, local landfills have gas recovery systems that capture 75% to 85% of methane gas and 
flare it or use it as fuel.9 Based on information provided by the MPCA, the landfills in Burnsville, 
Elk River, and Inver Grove Heights are flaring this gas – meaning the methane is burned without 
recovering energy. This produces carbon dioxide and other pollutants. The Inver Grove Heights 
landfill is both flaring and converting some gas to fuel. The Elk River landfill has a renewable 
natural gas plant coming online in the next 18 months. The Burnsville landfill is exploring adding 
a renewable natural gas plant. 

Landfills that flare gas have three times higher global warming impacts than HERC. This is 
calculated by using standard protocols to compare the carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) 
emission offsets from the energy generation associated with HERC with a landfill that flares its 
landfill gas. The difference in overall CO2e emissions from the two scenarios is approximately an 
increase of 52,000 tons of CO2e per year for landfilling, or approximately 150% of the annual net 
CO2e emissions from HERC. If local landfills were to add renewable natural gas plants, the 
climate impacts depend on whether the renewable natural gas is converted to electricity or used 
as vehicle fuel. If converted to electricity, the difference in overall CO2e emissions is 
approximately an increase of 18,000 tons of CO2e per year for landfilling, or approximately 52% 
of the annual net CO2e emissions from HERC. If converted to fuel and replacing diesel fuel, the 
CO2e emissions per year for landfilling is comparable to HERC.  

The MPCA compared the climate impacts of processing trash into energy to disposing of trash 
in a landfill over time. This is important because a ton of trash put in a landfill will continue to 
produce methane over many decades. As depicted in Fig. 13, the example assumes one ton of 
trash per year for each disposal method for 25 years. In a landfill, one ton of trash will emit some 
methane initially. Eventually, conditions in the landfill develop where anaerobic digestion is 

 
7 Project Drawdown Climate Solutions, Waste to Energy 
8 USEPA Overview of Greenhouse Gases 
9 USEPA Landfill Methane Outreach Program, Landfill Gas Energy Projects 
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efficiently converting carbon to methane. In this example, no more trash is added to the landfill 
after year 25, but methane emissions continue for decades until carbon is depleted. By 
comparison, when a ton of trash is burned each year, 0.8 metric tons of carbon dioxide is 
released. The release ends when the ton of trash is completely burned. In this example, no 
further carbon dioxide is released at year 26, so the graph is flat. 

Recent studies10 using direct monitoring of landfills show the current emission factors vastly 
undercount methane and other landfill emissions, so the climate impact of landfilling waste over 
processing through waste-to-energy is even greater than estimated. 

Consequence: 
If HERC shuts down when the current volume of trash is being produced in the county and when 
a significant portion of that trash is still organic material, the shutdown will result in an 
immediate and significant increase in landfilling and a parallel increase in methane released 
from those landfills, putting the state and the county further from established greenhouse gas 
emission reduction goals.  
 

Comparing climate impacts of trash disposal methods over time (source MPCA) 
Fig. 13 

 
10 Environmental Integrity Project, Notice of Intent to the USEPA, December 9, 2021 
 



  
 

41 
 

Metal recovery 

Metal in the trash is also recovered from the ash from HERC. Approximately 16,000 tons a year 
are recovered, which is more than double the amount of metal recovered through curbside 
collection programs in Hennepin County. Comparatively, local landfills do not process trash to 
recover metal before land disposal. Producing new metal to replace the amount currently 
recovered at HERC and recycled would produce approximately 43,000 CO2e in greenhouse gas 
emissions each year.11 

Consequence: 

If HERC shuts down without an alternative method for recycling large amounts of metals from 
the waste stream, that metal will go straight into landfills and more greenhouse gases will be 
emitted in the production of new metal.  

Electricity production 

The electricity produced at HERC powers the equivalent of 25,000 homes annually. A ton of 
trash processed at HERC creates electricity to run a house for 18 days. A ton of trash buried in a 
landfill that coverts its landfill gas to electricity would run a house for 3 days.12  

As more energy in the electrical grid is generated from renewable sources, the climate benefits 
of waste-to-energy will decrease. Minnesota recently updated its renewable energy standard to 
require 100% carbon-free electricity by 2040. Xcel Energy’s renewable electricity percentage is 
currently 34%.13 The steam produced at HERC and put into the downtown district energy 
system, owned by Cordia Energy, offsets the use of natural gas, the system’s primary fuel source. 
Further, natural gas is still used to heat two-thirds of Minnesota homes.14 

Consequence: 
With the shutdown of HERC, annual electricity used by 25,000 homes and steam to heat 
downtown buildings on the district energy system will be eliminated and no longer offset the 
use of fossils fuels by energy producers.  

Water  
Impacts to both groundwater and surface water from landfills have traditionally been tied to the 
production of leachate.  

 
11   EPA CCCL Emission Factor Hub. April, 2023. https://www.epa.gov/climateleadership/ghg-emission-
factors-hub and World Steel Association, https://worldsteel.org/wp-content/uploads/Life-cycle-inventory-
LCI-study-2020-data-release.pdf 
12 Calculations made by Hennepin County staff based on US Energy Information Administration estimate 
of 900 kWh/month of electricity for an average house, and EPA comparison of kWH/ton recovered from 
WTE (600 kWh/ton) vs landfill gas recovery (65 kWh/ton),  
13 Xcel Energy Certified Renewable Percentage, 2021 
14 Decarbonizing Minnesota's Natural Gas End Uses (e21initiative.org) 
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Many operating landfills have documented impacts to groundwater. These impacts are largely 
connected to a “legacy” unlined portion of the landfill that has been capped and a modern, 
lined landfill has been developed adjacent to the unlined portion.  

Subtitle D regulations of the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) include 
proscriptive requirements for the location, design, construction, operation, groundwater 
monitoring, closure, post-closure care, and financial assurance of landfills. The MPCA has been 
given the authority to administer the Subtitle D requirements. This is done through the facility 
permitting process that also addresses the liner, leachate collection, and proper leachate 
management. 

Landfill leachate is managed in several ways. Many facilities accumulate and temporarily store 
leachate in tanks, while some use ponds. Most leachate is sent to publicly owned wastewater 
treatment facilities for treatment, and the treated water is discharged along with treated 
municipal wastewater. Some leachate is recirculated in the landfill to enhance waste degradation 
with the goal of achieving relatively inert material. 

Modern landfills can still leak. In fact, leakage is assumed in design and modeling calculations 
even given full compliance with RCRA in design, construction, and operation. Other factors 
leading to leaks include mismanagement, accidents, and extreme weather. Leak detection 
systems are installed underneath the leachate sumps, which are the most likely places a liner will 
leak. The MPCA requires landfill operators to test groundwater monitoring wells to determine 
whether waste pollutants have leached from the landfill. Leaks from areas of the liner other than 
the leachate sumps would eventually show up in the monitoring wells but would take a long 
time to contribute at a level to detect in groundwater. 

Following closure, the rules require a minimum 20-year period of post-closure monitoring and 
maintenance. The goal is to continue post-closure care until the facility reaches a relatively 
stable state based on leachate, gas quantity and quality, physical stability and environmental 
monitoring. 

When landfills seek to expand, the project may require environmental review in the form of a 
mandatory or supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The EIS will assess impacts 
and mitigation measures associated with: 

 Groundwater quality and areas of impact in the vicinity 
 The groundwater monitoring plan 
 Predicted future groundwater levels and flow direction using existing and updated 

information 
 Potential impacts to nearby drinking water wells 
 Potential changes in impacts to groundwater resulting from the additional weight 
 A comparison of the pre-expansion surface water discharge rates to the post-project 

surface water discharge rates for 2-year, 10-year, 500-year storm events and extreme 
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flooding events, and identification of potential impacts and suggested measures to 
mitigate those impacts 

 An assessment of the change in drainage to wetlands located within the new 
development area for the pre-expansion and post-project conditions 

A modern, well-maintained landfill in compliance with its permits poses little risk to 
groundwater or surface water at the landfill location. But with leachate being treated at a 
wastewater treatment facility, there is the potential for pollutants to be discharged into surface 
water with the treated wastewater. 

HERC has two sewer discharge permits: a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit is for cooling tower blowdown that discharges to surface water through the 
storm sewer and a Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (MCES) permit is for sanitary 
and industrial discharge to the water treatment plant. HERC meets all water discharge permit 
requirements and poses little risk to surface waters. 

Consequence: 
A shut down of HERC will result in increased risk for water contamination as the amount of 
unprocessed waste being landfilled climbs. 

Forever chemicals 
Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) have been commonly used for their water- and 
grease-resistant properties in many industrial applications and consumer products. This includes 
carpeting, waterproof clothing, upholstery, food paper wrappings, cookware, personal care 
products, fire-fighting foams, and metal plating. Sometimes called “forever chemicals,” PFAS are 
persistent and can bioaccumulate, meaning the amount builds up in the body over time. PFAS 
have been linked with certain cancers, immune deficiencies, and developmental problems.15 

According to the MPCA, PFAS in landfills can migrate into the leachate, which is often treated at 
a wastewater treatment facility. Few existing removal systems installed at landfills or wastewater 
treatment plants are capable of removing PFAS, creating the potential for PFAS to be discharged 
into surface water with the treated wastewater. A recent report16 commissioned by the MPCA 
found that the removal and destruction of PFAS from certain wastewater streams in Minnesota 
could cost an estimated $14 billion to $28 billion over two decades. 

While there is uncertainty that waste-to-energy (WTE) facilities consistently maintain the 
operating conditions required to completely destroy PFAS, thermal destruction is among the 
mitigation technologies suggested by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to control 

 
15 Environmental Protection Agency, PFAS explained 
16 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, News release and report on unaffordable costs of destroying PFAS 
in wastewater 
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PFAS in air emissions.17 HERC, along with 144 other waste facilities, is likely to be asked to 
participate in the MPCA’s PFAS monitoring plan18 to collect and analyze PFAS air emissions data 
in HERC’s annual emissions test. This data will help the MPCA and federal agencies develop 
minimization strategies to reduce PFAS releases into the environment. Results of this data 
collection effort are expected in 2025.   

Consequence: 
Shutting down HERC before research on whether waste-to-energy facilities are able to 
completely destroy PFAS means the county could be losing a potential solution to the problem 
of forever chemicals. 

Air pollution 
Health risks 

In 2021, the county contracted with Barr Engineering to complete an evaluation of HERC’s air 
emissions and associated health risks using the MPCA’s MNRisks analysis tool. The analysis 
provided context about the relationship between air emissions (the pollutants released into the 
air from numerous types of sources), air quality (the concentrations of pollutants in the air we 
breathe), and risk (potential health impacts associated with outdoor air quality). The EPA, MPCA, 
and Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) use the science of “risk assessment” to characterize 
the nature and extent of potential health impacts to people due to chemical contaminants in the 
environment (air, water, and soil). 

To summarize the findings: 

 HERC operates air pollution control equipment to reduce pollutants in the exhaust 
released at the stack. 

 MPCA’s risk assessment data indicates that cancer and non-cancer risks from HERC 
emissions are well below MDH’s incremental risk thresholds. 

 Like other permitted facilities, the MPCA does not allow HERC to emit pollutants in 
amounts that would increase cancer or non-cancer risks above incremental risk 
thresholds. 

 Emissions in Hennepin County are dominated by mobile (72%) and non-point (24%) 
sources, and  those are sources more likely to have greater health impacts on residents 
in the area compared to permitted sources like HERC. 

 Based on MPCA data, the overall impact from HERC’s emissions, in isolation, is negligible, 
and especially when compared with the current background cancer and non-cancer 
levels that result from all other sources, such as vehicle emissions, unpermitted emissions 
sources, other environmental sources (water and soil contamination), poor indoor air 

 
17 US Environmental Protection Agency, Interim Guidance on the Destruction and Disposal of PFAS and  
Substances and Materials containing PFAS 
18 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, PFAS Monitoring Plan 
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quality in homes and workplaces, smoking, limited access to health care, and food 
insecurity. 

 HERC emissions are not likely to cause more cancer or non-cancer health effects in one 
part of the community than in another. MPCA’s data indicates no disproportionate 
impact on any particular census tract; rather, it shows similar and low impact to all 
populations. 

 Shutting down HERC will not result in observable health outcome improvements for 
residents of Minneapolis or its suburbs. 

Consequence: 
Closure of HERC will increase truck transport of trash throughout the county and outside of 
Hennepin County to landfills, resulting in more than 10,000 additional trips by semi-trailer trucks 
and the associated vehicle emissions annually. 

Air pollution from landfills 

Comparing air pollution from managing waste at HERC to disposal at landfills is challenging. The 
MPCA states: “the comparative standing of landfills will be quite limited when it comes to air 
emissions because there has been a persistent lack of actual data about air emissions from the 
surface area of landfills. While waste-to-energy plants must provide continuously or regularly 
monitored emission data for a specific set of air pollutants, landfills do not have to collect any 
continuous data from the surface of the landfill, only from the landfill-gas collection system and 
only if they have one.”19  

The following air pollutants are emitted from landfills through several means, including from the 
waste directly through the landfill cover, from the combustion of landfill gas, or from trucks and 
compaction vehicles at the landfill: 

 Criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter 
(PM), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and volatile organic compounds (VOCs).  

 Air toxics and hazardous air pollutants: vinyl chloride, ethyl benzene, toluene, and 
benzene 

 Greenhouse gases: carbon dioxide (CO2), methane and nitrous oxide calculated as 
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e). 

Air pollution from landfill fires 

The risk of fires is another air quality concern associated with land disposal of trash. The growing 
use of lithium-ion batteries in electronics, power tools, flashlights, toys, and other products 
increases the risk of fires in trash caused by damage to these batteries.20 Fires are very difficult 
to control in a landfill because of the large fuel source. Once put out, landfill fires can continue 

 
19 MPCA Program Management Decision Memo, Issue Waste-to-Energy in an Integrated Solid Waste 
Management System, Effective date: June 14, 2010. 
20 An Analysis of Lithium-ion Battery Fires in Waste Management and Recycling (epa.gov) 
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to smolder and emit toxic smoke for weeks. Contaminants of concern for landfill fires include 
carbon monoxide, hydrogen sulfide, benzene, VOCs, dioxins/furans, heavy metals, and PAHs.21  
Landfills are not equipped with air pollution control equipment to reduce the emissions impact 
when fires do occur. Depending on the size and location of the fire, the landfill liner and 
leachate and gas collection systems can be damaged. According to the MPCA, there have been 
26 fires at municipal solid waste landfills in Minnesota since 2010. 

The most recent landfill fire occurred at the 
Rice Lake Landfill in May 2023. By 
documenting the response to the 
emergency, Rice County provided an 
example of relevant concerns associated 
with landfill fires.22  

The fire burned for four days. Air quality 
monitoring equipment was ordered but not 
available for three days due to limited 
regional supplies. When residential properties within one mile of the 
landfill were tested for particulates and gases, air quality met standards. The cause of the fire 
remains unknown. Rice County is now determining if the landfill liner was damaged by the fire. 

Legacy impacts of landfilling 
According to the MPCA, landfills must be managed forever to prevent groundwater 
contamination, and decomposing waste will continue to release greenhouse gases. Further, 
trash in landfills can overheat, causing underground fires, and continue to compact, creating 
unstable ground that cannot be used for future development.23   

In 1994, the Landfill Cleanup Act created Minnesota’s Closed Landfill Program so the state could 
effectively protect human health, safety, and the environment associated with certain closed, 
state-permitted, mixed municipal solid waste landfills throughout Minnesota. The program’s 
goals include managing the risks to human health and the environment associated with: 

 Human exposure to landfill waste 
 Contaminated groundwater and surface water emanating from the waste area 
 Landfill gas migrating from the waste that could threaten nearby structures as well as be 

released to the atmosphere as a greenhouse gases 
 Chemical vapors released from shallow contaminated groundwater into structures 

In 1999, the Minnesota Legislature established the Closed Landfill Investment Fund (CLIF) for the 
purpose of setting aside and investing money for future post-closure care of the Closed Landfill 

 
21 Landfill Fire Response Guide for Surface and Subsurface Fires at Solid Waste Facilities  
October 2018 Version 2.0 Referenced from USFA-FEMA 
22 Landfill fire updates | Rice County, MN (ricecountymn.gov) 
23 MPCA Waste-to-Energy GHG presentation 

Source: Rice County 
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Program landfills. The Closed Landfill Program is responsible for the permanent, long-term care 
of the program landfills. 

Each year, the Closed Landfill Program projects its future, 30-year financial obligations and 
liabilities required to care for the landfills. The program’s current contractual obligations over 
the next 30 years are anticipated to be $309 million.  

Financial obligations have increased significantly due to: 

 The addition of three landfills to the Closed Landfill Program, including the Freeway 
Landfill in Burnsville 

 The need to conduct vapor investigations and increased monitoring and impacts of PFAS 
and 1,4-dioxane (another cancer-causing chemical that can leach from products that are 
difficult to remove from water) 

 Better understanding of the extent and magnitude of groundwater contamination  

An increase in future obligations is anticipated to evaluate alternative technologies to address 
landfill greenhouse gases and remove PFAS and 1,4-dioxane from the groundwater at several 
closed landfills. 

Stable, long-term funding is needed to address the public health and environmental risks posed 
by the 111 closed landfills in Minnesota, including three in Hennepin County in Eden Prairie, 
Hopkins, and Medina.24 The program will depend on three funding sources: the Remediation 
Fund, the CLIF, and state general obligation bonds.  

Consequence: 

If HERC were to shut down, given the county’s current waste production and recycling rates, an 
additional 365,000 tons of trash produced in Hennepin County for a total of 750,000 tons would 
be landfilled each year. The county cannot forecast the exact liability risks or considerations that 
will accompany this dramatic increase in landfilling waste, but examining and understanding the 
region’s current and legacy landfilling landscape is instructive.   
 

Policy and legislative considerations 
The county’s Zero Waste Plan includes 17 zero-waste policy actions that are key to realizing a 
zero-waste future (see Zero Waste Plan pages 32 to 38). Drafting, passing, and implementing 
these policies is not solely in the control of the county, so following through with these actions 
requires working across county and city borders, building coalitions, and long-term planning. 
Their implementation will require the county to collaborate with partners, stakeholders, and 
lawmakers to advocate for the adoption of the policies at the state legislature and federal 
action. 

 
24 MPCA Closed Landfill Program GIS Map 
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State legislative action 

If HERC’s shutdown is contingent on getting to zero waste, the state legislature needs to 
prioritize these policy actions to advance zero waste and protect the environment: 

Adopt policies on par with national zero-waste leaders 

 Adopt extended producer responsibility (EPR) for packaging 
 Change organized collection process and hauler licensing 
 Adopt and enforce material bans at landfills for all materials that emit methane – 

food/organics, paper/cardboard, wood, and textiles 
 Eliminate the diversion of solid waste management tax for other purposes and provide to 

local government for recycling programs as intended 
 Set a 50% or higher diversion requirement for construction and demolition (C&D) waste 

Invest in recycling infrastructure, advancing circularity and waste reduction and reuse 

 Stop diverting solid waste management tax revenue to the general fund, instead provide to 
local government through increasing SCORE recycling grants 

 Fund a pre-processing facility in Hennepin County to recover reusable and recyclable 
materials from the trash before disposal (estimated cost $100 million to $200 million) 

 Fully fund the anaerobic digestion facility 
 Increase state taxes/fees on landfills to fund county zero-waste programs 
 Improve statute language on volume- or weight-based pricing to incentivize waste reduction 

(115A.9301) 
 Increase fees on construction and demolition (C&D) waste disposal to fund reuse and 

recycling of building materials 
 Invest in market development for both traditional and hard-to-recycle items 
 Provide resources for MPCA to enforce state statutes (115A.151, etc.) 
 Increase the Solid Waste Processing Facilities Capital Assistance Program (CAP) grant 

amounts 

Reduce disproportionate impacts from the solid waste system 
 Direct funding to areas of environmental justice concern 
 Phase in emissions requirements for waste trucks (use of compressed natural gas, % electric, 

etc.) 
 Update landfills to achieve greater environmental outcomes – require gas recovery systems 

and monitoring and reporting on air emissions. 

Amend existing policies to remove disincentives  
 Adopt a food waste compost requirement in MNDOT specs (3890) 
 Reduce barriers for businesses to use refillable containers 
 Revise building codes and zoning ordinances that inhibit recycling 
 Revise the current EPR system to cover collection costs for all electronic waste 
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Federal action 

On the federal level, county staff recommend supporting policy changes and initiatives that lead 
to greater standardization and coordination across the country to reduce confusion and 
inconsistencies for brand owners, manufacturers, consumers, and local waste management 
systems. Areas where standardization and coordination are most needed include improve 
product labeling, both to indicate recyclability or composability and perishability of food, 
passing extended producer responsibility legislation, implementing sustainable product design 
standards, removing barriers in the food code to allow for reusable packaging,, mandating 
single-use plastics reduction and pollution prevention, and reducing the toxicity of plastics 
additives. Increased federal funding for recycling market development, zero-waste infrastructure, 
and Justice40 initiatives that channel benefits to disadvantaged communities would also be 
highly impactful.      

County-led efforts 

The county board will also need to prioritize zero-waste efforts in their legislative priorities and 
advance zero-waste policies within the county’s authority. Staff have prioritized the following 
county-led policy efforts as identified in the Zero Waste Plan:  

 Revise the Recycling Ordinance 13 to provide clarity on existing language and expand 
requirements 

 Require the use of food waste compost in county construction and landscaping projects 
 Bolster the county’s sustainable purchasing policy using MPCA guidance 
 Transition to organized waste collection countywide, which cities would implement 
 Mandate participation in recycling and composting programs, which cities would 

implement 
 Evaluate the county/city role in providing zero-waste infrastructure: 

o Expand recycling drop-off options  
o Establish brick-and-mortar reuse and repair centers 
o Support innovation hubs, districts, and resource recovery parks 
o Study options for recovering recyclables from the trash 

 Repurpose BPTS for reuse and hard-to-recycle materials  
 Use county hauler licensing agreements to advance zero-waste efforts 
 Require cities to add multifamily waste service to single-family residential service 
 Adopt a single-use ban and zero-waste packaging requirements for food service 
 Establish food waste reduction targets and timeline 
 Fully implement a county plan to eliminate food waste 

Minneapolis-led efforts 

As the largest city in the state and the biggest generator of waste in the county, Minneapolis will 
play a crucial role in making progress toward zero waste. The city has achieved many notable 
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successes on residential recycling, but the county will not meet its goals if Minneapolis does not 
adopt policies on par with zero-waste leaders across the country: 

 Establish organized commercial collection, including multifamily 
 Require mandatory large generator waste reduction and diversion plans 
 Increase hauler accountability by requiring reporting and service standards 
 Create a funding mechanism, such as a clean community fee, to support zero waste 

initiatives 
 Implement a multifamily recycling program with adequate staffing 
 Improve options for managing large items and specialty recyclables in the multifamily 

sector 
 Provide waste reduction community grants to support innovative, community-based 

efforts 
 Adopt specifications to increase the use of food-derived compost in city projects 
 Develop a construction and demolition waste diversion ordinance requiring the recycling 

of a portion of construction and demolition debris 
 Enhance enforcement of existing city ordinances 
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Summary of considerations and consequences 
As this report outlines, the closure of the Hennepin Energy Recovery Center (HERC) is complex 
and requires operational, legal, financial, and environmental considerations. These 
considerations need to be conditions precedent. In other words, the conditions need to be 
accomplished prior to the closure date. If the conditions are not accomplished, there may be 
collateral consequences that adversely impact residents, the environment, and the county’s 
climate action goals and natural resource priorities. These considerations are summarized here. 

Operational considerations 
County buildings 

If the county closes HERC, the county will need to decommission the plant. A study is underway 
to determine the costs and ongoing liabilities related to the decommissioning of HERC, but the 
county can expect decommissioning a power plant in the downtown area to be complex and 
extremely expensive. The county will also need to consider various options for the Brooklyn Park 
Transfer Station, which primarily serves to control trash volumes delivered to HERC. This facility 
may be closed. 

Impacts on jobs and employment 

62 jobs are directly associated with operating HERC, nine of which are county employees, six of 
which are union members. GREHS employs 53 people to operate HERC, 35 of which are 
members of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW). A revenue source is 
needed to support implementation of a transition plan for these employees.  

Another 30 jobs in the county’s natural resources and forestry units are funded largely by 
revenues from HERC energy sales. To close HERC, a replacement funding source for the county’s 
natural resources and forestry programs and the associated climate-driven priorities needs to be 
identified. In 2023, the total budget for these program costs, including climate initiatives, was 
$6.1 million. Without replacement funding, the closure of HERC will require the county to 
significantly scale back its natural resources and forestry work and develop a transition plan for 
these employees. 

Impacts to cities 

The City of Minneapolis will experience the greatest operational, financial, and environmental 
impacts if HERC closes. The city will no longer be able to depend on the county’s solid waste 
system for its waste management and, as a consequence, could expect a significant increase in 
tipping fees each year and additional administration, equipment, labor, and fuel costs.  

Financial impacts on businesses and the 16 suburban cities that contract with waste haulers to 
dispose of residential trash at HERC is unclear. Changes in prices for waste pickup service for 
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businesses and cities will likely increase depending on geographic location and other market 
variables. The county cannot foresee how trash disposal fees at landfills will change, but in a 
completely privatized solid waste market, it is certain that the county would have no influence 
on the tipping fees the private sector disposal sites charge. In the end, customers will, in all 
likelihood, pay more. 

The City of Minneapolis and the county’s 16 suburban cities may want to seek a financial 
analysis to better understand the operational and financial impacts on these cities if HERC were 
to close.  

Impacts to the regional solid waste system 
Strained landfill capacity 

Landfills have finite capacity based on permits, space constraints, and the surrounding land use. 
If HERC closes, the recently granted out-of-county additional landfill capacity will last five years 
instead of the planned seven years. It is not clear how much further expansion of metro area 
landfill capacity is physically or politically possible. Total landfill capacity in the metro area may 
be limited to 8 to 22 years. Landfills in greater Minnesota and surrounding states are less 
constrained, but transportation costs and the associated environmental impacts are greater. The 
county should also consider the possibility that landfills outside the metro area may refuse to 
accept trash generated in Hennepin County.  

Further privatization on the solid waste system  

If HERC closes, the county can expect further privatization of the solid waste system. In all 
likelihood, this will increase the costs for four larger independent and 62 smaller haulers, some 
of which are small- and minority-owned business enterprises. As described in the Office of the 
Legislative Auditor report, the larger hauling companies that own their own landfills have an 
incentive to maximize the amount of trash that is landfilled and a disincentive to encourage their 
customers to recycle. In addition, waste haulers are not paying the full environmental associated 
with land disposal, which includes landfill closure, post-closure maintenance and monitoring, 
and financial assurance for possible cleanup of future groundwater contamination. 

Statutory and legal considerations 
Compliance with state statute  

Statutorily, the county is required to implement the MPCA’s Metropolitan Policy Plan, which 
currently prioritizes waste processing and waste-to-energy methods over landfilling. The plan 
also emphasizes landfill abatement, not expansion. It is unclear how the MPCA will react to a 
county solid waste plan that prematurely closes HERC and dramatically increases landfilling, 
putting the county out of compliance with the plan and state statute. The MPCA could reduce 
the county’s SCORE funding, refuse to approve the county’s solid waste plan, and/or refuse to 
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certify the county’s annual unprocessed waste report, putting the county out of compliance with 
its statutory obligations. 

To shut down HERC without rendering the county noncompliant with state waste management 
law, the state legislature must act prior to closure. Specifically, the legislature must amend 
statutes and administrative rules that currently require Hennepin County to comply with the 
Metro Policy Plan and landfill abatement law and to enforce waste management law within the 
county. The legislature could also fundamentally change the waste hierarchy itself by putting 
landfilling on an equal footing with incinerat ion-based resource recovery, which would require a 
new Metro Policy Plan.  

 

Financial considerations 
Without revenues and expenditures associated with the solid waste management system, the 
county can expect significant uncertainty and disruption to the revenues it uses to pay for 
activities of the Environment and Energy Department. Revenue from the Ordinance 15 Solid 
Waste Management Fee would continue to be collected, though tip fee revenue is expected to 
be nearly eliminated. Revenue from the sale of energy and recovered materials from HERC 
would be eliminated. State grants that are tied to compliance with the state’s solid waste 
management statutes may also be jeopardized, such as the SCORE grant funding that is passed 
through to cities to assist with recycling and waste reduction programs.   

The 2023 budget includes $11.3 million for waste reduction and recycling programming. With 
continued investments in zero-waste initiatives, conservative projections indicate these annual 
costs will reach $16 million or more over the next decade. 

Closure of HERC would have consequences for outstanding county debt. The county would need 
to pay its outstanding debt service, which totaled $37.7 million as of December 31, 2022, and is 
currently paid for by HERC-related revenues.  

A study is underway to determine the costs and ongoing liabilities related to the 
decommissioning of HERC. This study will not identify the costs to restore this site for future 
needs, so that would remain a significant unknown. 

Furthermore, statute doesn’t allow the county to use revenue from solid waste activities to fund 
natural resources programs. The 2023 budget includes $6 million for forestry and natural 
resources programs. Projections indicate that this amount will grow to more than $7 million in 
the next decade. Currently, the primary sources of funding for these programs come from the 
sale of electricity and recovered materials from HERC, partnerships with local watersheds, and 
state grants.  
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If revenue from the sale of electricity and recovered materials form HERC operations are no 
longer a funding option for natural resource and climate programming, the county will need to 
consider implementing one or more of the following solutions for solving for the funding gap: 

 Seek flexibility from the state legislature to use all sources of revenue in SWEF to fund 
natural resources work 

 Obtain state revenue to support natural resource programming 
 Significantly scale back natural resources programming 

Continued investment in zero-waste infrastructure and climate initiatives related to natural 
resources work will require additional revenue whether or not HERC is operational. 

Environmental considerations 
Climate  

From a climate perspective, waste-to-energy is preferable to landfilling. The size of the climate 
benefit of waste-to-energy is measured primarily by the amount of food, paper, and other 
biogenic materials in the waste stream (currently about 50% of trash) that would break down in 
a landfill, producing carbon dioxide and methane. How these gases are then managed at 
landfills is another significant factor to determining the size of the waste-to-energy climate 
benefit. Landfills that flare these gases, which is the current practice at local landfills, have three 
times higher global warming impacts than HERC. The climate impacts would decrease if local 
landfills were to add renewable natural gas plants, but the size of that decrease depends on 
whether the renewable natural gas is converted to electricity or used to replace fossil-based 
vehicle fuel. The Inver Grove Heights landfill has an operational renewable natural gas facility 
where a portion of the landfill gas is converted and connected to an Xcel Energy pipeline. 

Another significant factor in determining the value of the waste-to-energy climate benefit is how 
much the energy recovered offsets the use of fossil fuels. Currently, our region’s electricity is 
34% renewable, and the downtown district energy system, where HERC sends steam to heat 
downtown buildings, uses primarily fossil-based natural gas. As more energy in the state is 
generated from renewable sources, the climate benefits of waste-to-energy will decrease. 

There are additional climate benefits associated with preventing the metal recovered from HERC 
from being landfilled.  

Air pollution 
Air emissions from HERC are, and have been, significantly below permitted levels. For many 
individual pollutants, air emissions are fractions of permitted levels. HERC emissions account for 
0.2% of countywide air emissions. Vehicles account for 74% of countywide air emissions. Closure 
of HERC will increase truck transport of trash throughout the county and outside of Hennepin 
County to landfills, resulting in more than 10,000 additional trips by semi-trailer trucks and the 
associated vehicle emissions annually. 
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In response to community members’ concerns about air pollution from HERC, staff pursued an 
additional science-based review and repeatable analysis of HERC’s potential health impacts. This 
review confirmed that cancer and non-cancer risks from HERC emissions are well below MDH’s 
incremental risk thresholds. HERC is not more likely to cause cancer or non-cancer health effects 
in one part of the community than in another; rather, the review shows similar and low impacts 
across all populations.  

Comparing air pollution from managing waste at landfills is challenging because landfills do not 
collect continuous data from the surface of the landfill. Air pollutants, including particulate 
matter, nitrogen oxides, and air toxics, are emitted from landfills in several ways: from the waste 
directly through the landfill cover, from the combustion of landfill gas, or from the trash trucks 
and compaction vehicles operating at the landfill. Further, landfill fires can be a significant air 
pollution concern.  

Water pollution 

Landfill impacts on groundwater and surface water are associated with leachate. The primary 
concern is the potential for PFAS and other emerging chemicals of concern to be discharged 
into surface water with the treated wastewater. 

Next steps 

On Thursday, September 21, 2023, the Hennepin County Board will hold a briefing to review this 
report and participate in a working session to discuss HERC’s future. Based upon the 
considerations, conditions, and consequences presented in this report, a series of policy 
questions will be asked to inform the decision and next steps. Any closure of HERC will require 
accomplishing many complex actions and meeting many conditions required to protect our 
environment, ensure Hennepin County is in compliance with state waste management law, and 
reduce any unnecessary financial burden to county residents.  

 


	3-19-24_E&E Agenda
	E&E Agenda Packet_2-21-24
	1-30-24_E&E Committee Meeting Minutes
	Energy and Environment Committee 2023 Annual Report and 2024 Work Plan_1-30-24
	Accomplishments in 2023
	Led Municipal Solar Initiative
	Championed LED Lighting Installations
	Supported Home Energy Squad Visits
	Presented Sustainability Champion Award
	Hosted Electric Vehicle Ride & Drive Event

	Looking Ahead to 2024 - Workplan
	Research benefits, cost, and options for a Climate/Resiliency Action Plan
	Install LED lighting at the Muni/Liquor Store, Klapprich Park Warming House and potentially other buildings
	Host educational event on native landscaping and sustainable yards
	Research option to require energy efficient, “Dark-Sky” compliant outdoor lighting fixtures
	Research and implement initiatives to reduce air emissions
	Medium Priority:
	Review energy production of the solar systems and create educational opportunities based on the renewable energy
	Research options to require new construction for city-owned buildings to be built using SB 2030 energy standard or another green building framework
	Research sustainable construction and demolition Ordinance/Policy
	Introduce incentive-based programs/options for residents (i.e. reduced costs for rain barrels)
	Research options to install EV charging stations in the new public parking lot
	Low Priority:
	Determine action items required with the planned closure of the Hennepin County Energy Recovery Center (HERC)


	Chicken Keeping Options_2-7-24

	ADPE3A.tmp
	1. Project overview
	2. Funding
	3. Eligible and ineligible applicants
	4. Eligible and ineligible projects
	5. Eligible and ineligible costs
	6. Priorities
	7. Application instructions
	8. Application submission instructions
	9. Application questions
	10. Application review process
	11. Grantee responsibilities
	Required financial and grantee capacity review




