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MINUTES FOR THE CLIMATE & ENERGY ACTION PLAN ad hoc COMMITTEE  

Saturday, October 15, 2016  

Siskiyou Room, 51 Winburn Way  

     

1. Call to Order  

Councilor Rich Rosenthal called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. 

  

Committee members Stuart Green, Louise Shawkat, Roxane Beigel-Coryell, Jim Hartman, Greg 

Jones, Marni Koopman and Claudia Alick were present. Staff member Adam Hanks was present. 

Committee members James McGinnis and Isaac Bevers arrived late. City Administrator Dave 

Kanner was in the audience. 

 

Rosenthal outlined the agenda for the day. He stated there would be public input specific to each 

agenda item at the start of the item in addition to the regular public input time for items not on 

the agenda. 

 

2. Public Input  

Joanne Eggars – stated she was at the last open house and was struck by the greenhouse gas rates 

produced by consumer goods. She believes this should be among the top concerns for the group. 

She understands the challenges involved with taking on consumer goods but stated that we can’t 

get where we need to go without addressing those issues. 

 

Caren Caldwell – stated that there is a lack of social equity in the plan so far. The proposed 

solutions disproportionatly effect low income. Transportation, heating and energy efficiency 

upgrades are all more costly for low income residents. She asked the group look at the GEOS 

report for assistance and guidance on how to address disadvantaged sectors who are rarely 

addressed. She stated there needs to be equity in participation by disadvantaged groups and there 

needs to be greater assistance in home upgrades for both low income residents and landlords. 

Lastly, there needs to be equity in green jobs – the group should encourage local training for job 

and family wages for new green jobs. [see attached testimony] 

 

Hannah Sohl – stated she was recently at an energy conference and it was clear there that 

Ashland is looked to as a leader in solar power. She stated that this process is an important one 

and the group needs to take more time to consider how to get information to and from the 

community. The group needs to focus on how to get information regarding the next open house 

to more than just those people who are already involved. She encouraged the group to 

recommend the new position requested in the plan be an assistant city administrator, not just a 

staff level, position. Lastly, she asked the group take a greater focus on low income or 

disadvantaged groups while developing the plan. 

 

James McGinnis arrived 9:12 a.m. 

 

3. “10x20” Ordinance 
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Group discussed whether a cost benefit analysis of the ordinance is (or could be) part of the 

current Cascadia contract. Hanks stated no, it’s not in their current contract and probably isn’t 

entirely in their realm of expertize. The challenge at this point is that there are many ways to 

achieve the 10% reduction – Council needs better clarity in order to create an acuare RFP for a 

cost benefit analysis. 

 

10x20 Public Input 

Dave Helmich – stated he was one of the primary petitioners of the ordinance but there is not a 

unanimously held view of how to do the project. He believes the 10x20 ordinance does not 

entirely fall into the CEAP, that it should be managed separately. If the 10x20 ordinance is part 

of the CEAP and the 10x20 project fails, the CEAP plan fails too. Keeping them separate works 

better for the progress of both. 

 

Jeff Sharpe – stated the ordinance was crafted to be achievable and it could be a vital resource to 

make the CEAP active and not just words on paper. There needs to be an FRP to organize the 

10x20 plan with a direct connection to the city’s grid (he described the PPA involved plan). In 

order to achieve the goals of the CEAP, the group should encourage immediate action on 10x20 

and inclusion of it in the CEAP. [see attached testimony] 

 

Isaac Bevers arrived 9:25 a.m. 

 

Andrew Cubic – stated he has 25 years of experience in infrastructure implementation in 

California. The 10x20 project is significant and may take many years, but time is still of the 

essence. He is surprised that there is no dedicated project manager being hired yet for it. He 

asked the group to use whatever influence they have on the City for that position to be created. 

 

James Stephens – stated he concurs with most of the statements so far. He thinks 10x20 and 

CEAP should be parallel efforts. The 10x20 project helps the group meet plan goals because 

local, renewable energy production will automatically lower our greenhouse gas emmissions. He 

believes the future will be based in electricity and that it should be generated from renewable 

resources that don’t increase greenhouse gas numbers. He stated that this is not just solar or 

hydro production but will be from unknown technologies which should fit into the CEAP. 

 

Tom Marvin – stated that one factor the group can’t forget is the business of renewable 

electricity. We buy from BPA and 85% of is it hydro based but there is no direct line from the 

hydro power plant to us. BPA puts energy into the Northwest power grid with lots of other 

groups and sources. Our electricity can come from any of those sources. With population 

increases, our electric use over the next several years the demand for electricity will only go up. 

He believes that other groups will demand any electricity we produce. [see attached testimony] 

 

Huelz Gutchen – stated there are two kinds of PPAs possible, one across the freeway (solar-

farm) and one in town (solar on rooftops/brownfields). There is a double-bundle financing 

method for the version in-town. Most of this would be paid for by the Federal government. He 
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believes the City needs to hire two experts in this field right now. The City needs to get more 

creative with it financing. It’s better to hire these two people now and learn about all the details 

necessary later. He believes that the job of managing the 10x20 ordinance belongs in the 

Planning Department since that department adds more greenhouse gases with new buildings than 

we will every make up for with 10x20. 

 

Group discussed two questions; 1) In addition to the questions/topics in the packet, what more 

does Council need to consider? and 2) Where/how should 10x20 be incorporated in the CEAP? 

 

Some topics for consideration the group discussed included: 

1) The effect of 10x20 on low-income community members 

2) Have increases in electric demand (such as those from an increased number of electric 

vehicles) been considered? 

3) Will (or how will) creation of our own power effect our current BPA contract? In what ways 

will it effect our costs from BPA? 

4) 10% of what? Based on when? 2016? Do the calculations re-set each year? 

 

Group determined that as this started as a parallel process, it can’t be completely incorporated 

into the CEAP. It needs to be mentioned in the plan, and maybe should be listed as one of the 

first (or in-process) actions, but 10x20 can’t be handled entirely in the CEAP process.  

 

McGinnis asked Dave Kanner where he thinks the 10x20 ordinance would fit in and what 

resources are likely to be allocated? Kanner stated he would like the 10x20 in the CEAP so that it 

can be prioritized by the group along with any other proposed action. Discussions regarding how 

much city residents (including low income) can handle (increases to electric rates will inevitably 

come with 10x20 and other CEAP-related projects) need to occur in the CEAP process. 

Rosenthal asked Kanner what next steps he invisions for the 10x20 ordinance? Kanner stated that 

the first step is to get ordinance clarification. There are many options for how to calculate and 

how to implement, so what is the end target? What are the resources necessary (and what 

resources do we have available)? He ultimately invisions a single, management-level position to 

handle both CEAP actions and 10x20 implementation. The challenge is providing enough 

resources to handle both. 

 

Group raised concerns about one staff member handling both CEAP and 10x20, as they are two 

very different skill sets. They also expreseed concerns that focus on 10x20 will slow down 

implementation of the CEAP. 

 

Alick/McGinnis m/s that the “10x20” ordinance be referenced in some way in the final 

Climate and Energy Action Plan. Discussion: Group discussed ways in which it might be 

referenced and why there should be no reason for the City to hold off on 10x20 action before the 

CEAP is finalized. 

Voice Vote: All Ayes. Motion Passes. 

 

4. Goals and Targets Ordinance 
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Rosenthal reviewed the changes to the ordinance made by the Legal Department. Group 

discussed the timeline - with legal review, publication requirements, and Council agenda 

availability the Ordinance likely won’t have first reading until January. They discussed whether 

because that is so close to the CEAP going to Council if they shouldn’t just go on the same 

agenda. There wasn’t group consensus as to if having them together was a good idea. 

 

Goals/Targets Ordinance Public Input 

Collin Ellis – urged the group to take the most aggressive goal/target they can take. Stated that if 

they don’t they aren’t really addressing the problem. He stated that he wants this city to be a 

leader in the country on this issue and without an aggressive goal, the group isn’t doing its job. 

 

Hannah Sohl – Thanked Hanks for his work on the draft ordinance and stated that it doesn’t have 

to be an either/or situation for carbon neutral/science based targets. The most recent version of 

the Eugene ordinance (which has been updated since the version in the packet) has a robust 

public accountability built in. It is important to include consumption in the goals. The first focus 

can and should be on sector based emmissions but later focus can shift to consumption. She 

encouraged the group to have annual, sector-based updates and to follow Eugene’s model by 

having a goal of carbon neutral by 2047 with 8% reductions each year based on best-available 

science. 

 

Group discussed ways to combine an 8% reduction with consumption, which still can’t 

accurately be tracked. They discussed the possibility of having the reductions measured on a 

three-year average, to account for typical fluctuations in project timelines, financing, etc. 

 

Group discussed how to adapt the plan as science-based targets change so frequently (what’s an 

appropriate target today may be wildly different than one 5-, 10-, 20-years from now.) How to 

we keep the debate reasonable, and effective? 

 

Hartman/Koopman m/s to propose an ordinance with a goal consistent with achieving a 

350 parts/million reduction by 2100. This means an 8% average annual reduction of all 

greenhouse gas emissions, including those from consumption of goods and food. Discussion: 

Hartman stated that all three greenhouse gases are accelerating – we need to decelerate now. He 

acknowledges that this is a big goal but thinks it can be achieved in small chunks. Koopman 

stated that using the Eugene ordinance as a model we know that we can include lots of other 

goals, not just an 8% reduction goal. We need to embrace that this is going to be very hard. 

Green stated that the goal should probably call out a baseline date to prevent future ambiguity. 

We also nee to acknowledge that no matter how well we do here, we can’t solve the entire 

world’s problems. 

 

Green/Hartman m/s to amend the motion to include a baseline date in-line with the 

greenhouse gas inventory of 2015. 

Voice Vote: all ayes. Amendment to motion passes. 

 

Group discussed if  “moving average” needed to be in the reduction requirements, determined 

that this can will likely happen naturally, especially if the plan is reviewed annually. 
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Beigel-Coryell raised concerns over including consumption in the goal – not only will this 

require major policy changes but will require the entire community to buy into lifestyle changes. 

She also raised concerns over whether or not cities with action plans will be sued for not being 

able to reduce in areas with no measurement ability (consumption has no real measurement 

ability other than general regional data). Rosenthal stated that he isn’t really sure how from a 

policy standpoint this will work but he still thinks that it is important to recognize the importance 

of the goal to the group. 

 

Group acknowledged that much of the ability to meet this goal requires State and Federal actions 

or actions by other entities that we have no control over. Group still felt it was an important 

statement goal nonetheless. 

Voice Vote: All Ayes. Motion (with amendments) Passes. 

 

Hanks asked the group what the city operations goal should be? He stated that he left as a 

placeholder the city operations goal from the originally proposed ordinance from Rogue Climate. 

Group discussed whether any city operations goal needs to be in-line with the year (2028) the 

BPA contract is up. They determined it wasn’t entirely necessary to do so. 

 

Green/Beigel-Coryell m/s to adopt the city operations goal as written in section 9.40.030 of 

the draft ordinance. Discussion: Hartman would prefer to have a more aggressive goal. 

 

Hartman moved to amend the years in the goal to 2025 and 2045. Amendment to motion 

died for lack of a second. 

 

Disccussion continued: Group discussed whether the goal needs to be more clearly stated as to 

how it relates to the 8% reduction goal just approved. Jones wondered if there needs to be 

verbage limiting the amount of reductions achieved through offsets but group determined that 

they can’t limit that as we can’t yet track consumption. 

Voice Vote: All Ayes. Motion Passes. 

 

Koopman stated that she would like to see the minimum reporting schedule lowered from 5-year 

to 3-year milestones. Group determined that they need to make a clear distinction between 

reporting and milestones. They reiterated the desire for annual reporting, and determined there 

needs to be a different timeline for potentially course-correcting milestones.  

 

Koopman/Alick m/s to replace five-year target milestones with three-year target milestones 

in section 9.40.040 of the draft ordinance and accept the plan sections as presented to 

include accountability with implementation plan. Discussion: Koopman stated that Eugene’s 

newest ordinance has a section with triple-bottom-line considerations. Group discussed whether 

having annual targets every three years is necessary or would this just be used to do larger course 

corrections. They agreed that this means a Greenhouse Gas Inventory every three years with the 

understanding that an 8% average reduction will vary from year-to-year but should average out 

over a three-year timeframe. 

Voice Votes: All Ayes. Motion Passes. 
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5. Next Meeting 

Group agreed that a continued discussion of the implementation plan and the vision statement 

should be on the next agenda. They also discussed the possibility of keeping a list of questions or 

topics needing to be discussed. The first items on that list include: social equity and the effect of 

the plan on tourism. 

 

The upcoming meeting schedule is as follows: 

October 19, 5:30 p.m. – 7:00 p.m. 

November 2, 3:30 – 5:30 p.m. 

 

10. Adjournment  

Meeting adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted,    

Diana Shiplet, Executive Assistant  




















