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DLI ς Minnesota Department Labor and Industry 
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LEED ς Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
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Recovery Act ς American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 
RESNET ς Residential Energy Services Network 
SEP ς DOE State Energy Program 
USGBC ς U.S. Green Building Council 
VA ς Veterans Affairs 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Minnesota Gap Analysis Report was prepared as part of 

the BCAP Compliance Planning Assistance Program.  

The purpose of this report is twofold: 1) to document and 

analyze the unique strengths and weaknesses of the stateΩǎ 

existing building energy code adoption and implementation 

infrastructure and policies; and 2) to recommend actions that state agencies, local jurisdictions, and other 

stakeholders can take to support and encourage local jurisdictions to adopt, enforce, and improve 

compliance with model energy codes. The report also details some of the stateΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ and 

offers Minnesota-specific recommendations for actions that would improve the energy efficiency of its built 

environment.  

Well-coordinated policies can make energy efficiency a stateΩǎ άŦƛǊǎǘ ŦǳŜƭέ ς an abundant, accessible, and 

affordable energy resource to reduce demand, spur economic growth, and protect the environment. Building 

energy codes are a key policy tool to help achieve these goals. 

Minnesota already has an impressive energy code infrastructure in comparison to most U.S. states. The state 

adopted ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŦƻǊ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ more than 40 years ago, and it has 

established a dedicated revenue stream for energy code support, which has facilitated the evolution of such 

key components as licensing and continuing education requirements. The state provides a great deal of 

assistance in the form of training, technical assistance, and outreach not only to local code enforcement 

officials but also builders, contractors, architects, realtors, and homebuyers. Several key stakeholder groups 

have demonstrated a high level of buy-in for building performance not often seen elsewhere in the country. 

In addition, voluntary programs that go beyond the minimum energy code requirements are gaining ground 

ŀƴŘ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǇƛŜŎŜ ƻŦ aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ 

The state and its communities, however, must remain dedicated to confronting the challenges ahead. With a 

long-standing building code update process slated to finish this year, stakeholder groups must learn about 

the new requirements and receive training in the months prior to the 2015 construction season. While a 

recent statewide study of energy code compliance found high rates of compliance with a previous energy 

code edition (see Compliance Verification section of this report), the state must plan for achieving full compliance 

as it progresses with adopting new codes. A key recommendation is to establish an energy code compliance 

collaborative, a long-term advisory group to serve as a forum for representatives from diverse stakeholder 

groups to work toward common goals that will improve energy code compliance in Minnesota.  

To gain insights for this report, BCAP conducted in-depth interviews with state officials, home builders, code 

enforcement professionals, municipal representatives, and other key stakeholders. That information is 

woven throughout the report, which is organized in the following sections: (note: electronic readers of this 

report can quickly jump to other areas in the report by clicking on italicized text). 
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Introduction (page 5) provides an overview of the amount of energy residential and commercial buildings 

consume, the amount of money Minnesota spends on imported energy, and a broad perspective on the 

status and importance of energy code adoption, enforcement, and compliance. 

National Perspective on Energy Codes (page 7) provides a comparison of MinnesotaΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻŘŜ 

adoption status to other states in the United States. It describes the role of the U.S. Department of 

Energy (DOE) in the policy process and provides information on federal funding provided to Minnesota 

through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act). 

State Overview (page 11) provides an overview of MinnesotaΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 

indicators: population growth; permitting trends in major cities and counties; energy production and 

consumption; and the inclusion of energy codes as part of city, county, and state climate plans. 

MinnesotaΩǎ 9ƴŜǊƎȅ /ƻŘŜ (page 16) outlines the process of adoption of energy and other building codes 

in the state, offering key political insights gleaned from numerous interviews with state and local officials 

and code enforcement personnel. This section also describes the potential energy and financial savings 

available to owners and occupants of new buildings if the state were to achieve substantial compliance 

with the national model energy codes. Finally, it includes legislation and rules that impact this policy 

arena in Minnesota.  

Administration & Enforcement (page 21) details the division of responsibilities particular to MinnesotaΩǎ 

state and local governments and other stakeholder groups. It details implementation activities like 

training and outreach as well as the certification, licensing, and education requirements for enforcement, 

construction, and design professionals. Finally, it highlights the beyond code programs conducted 

throughout the state and best practices from across the country. 

Compliance Verification (page 39) provides and analyzes examples and past activities in the state such as 

a 2013 compliance evaluation study and explains the benefits of the process.   

The Conclusion (page 42) summarizes the key findings within the report. 

Appendix A (page 43) offers a list of DOE energy code resources. 

Appendix B (pages 44-48) features two tools developed by BCAP to help policymakers assess the impacts 

on energy code adoption and compliance both on the individual homeowner level and on the macro 

statewide level.  
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SUMMARY OF GAPS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section summarizes ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΥ ǘƘŜ ƎŀǇǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻŘŜ 

infrastructure and recommendations to address them and begin developing a strategic compliance plan. 

NOTE: While Gap Analysis Reports generally recommend adoption of the latest model energy code 

ƛƴ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ŘƻƴŜ ǎƻΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƻŦ aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀΩǎ нлмн L9// ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ 

stakeholder buy-in, and the timeline expressed by state officials allow this report to forgo that 

specific formal recommendation here (see the 2012 IECC Adoption Process subsection for more).  

Gap #1: Local jurisdictions lack options for adopting mandatory standards beyond the state energy code. 

Recommendation #1: Provide municipalities flexibility and progressive options by adopting beyond code 

policy tools like stretch energy codes, reach codes, and green construction standards like the B3 

Guidelines. The Online Code Environment & Advocacy Network (OCEAN) Beyond Code webpage 

highlights several programs pioneered by other states, local jurisdictions, and nonprofit organizations. Ą 

See page 18 

Gap #2: Minnesota does not require design professionals to earn continuing education credit related to 

energy efficiency or the state energy code.  

Recommendation #2: While the state may wish to maintain flexibility for design professionals and lessen 

the burden of oversight for the AELSLAGID board, licensees in the state should have minimum continuing 

education ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŎƻŘŜǎ όŀƴŘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻŘŜύΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ 

transition periods following code updates. Ą See page 30 

Gap #3: There is a need at the ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǘƻ άŎƘŀƳǇƛƻƴέ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻŘŜǎΦ ./!t Ƙŀǎ 

found that areas that have a local champion (whether within a building department, or a mayor, or other 

political figure) are much more successful in implementing the energy code.  

Recommendation #3: Consider launching an Energy Code Ambassadors Program whereby key regional 

building code officials or builders would be engaged to advocate for energy codes regionally and support 

local building departments as they transition to a new, more efficient code.Ą See page 32 

Gap #4: Outreach to the Minnesota architecture community about the importance and benefits of being 

leaders in building energy performance design and energy code advocacy should be more robust and 

consistent. 

Recommendation #4: The state should engage the architecture community about energy codes and 

performance in the design process more frequently and qualitatively through existing outreach 

opportunities through AIA-MN such as Architecture Minnesota Magazine, its annual convention, and 

training and social events. Ą See page 33 

Gap #5: Sustained public outreach and education on home energy efficiency and energy codes to consumers 

is needed, especially given the challenges presented by the changes in the pending state energy code update. 

Recommendation #5: The state should update and refresh its public outreach and education efforts on  

http://energycodesocean.org/beyond-code-portal
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home buying and home improvement to include more information on the state energy code, particularly 

addressing issues unique to the pending 2012 IECC update. This push should integrate resources found 

through partnerships with local governments, nonprofits, educational institutions, and utilities. Current 

efforts like the BCAP Consumers Energy Code Awareness campaign, its Consumers Take Action tool, and 

press releases to local media outlets can be tailored for Minnesota. Ą See page 35 

Gap #6: The state has not yet achieved full energy code compliance in residential building space. 

Recommendation #6: ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ accomplishments thus far are commendable, more work is 

needed. Rolling out a 2012 IECC-based state energy code over the next two years will bring new 

challenges. Minnesota should use 2014 and 2015 to implement the recommendations from this Gap 

Analysis Report ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ baseline compliance assessment. This should include providing adequate 

documentation related to proper HVAC equipment sizing and commissioning as well as additional energy 

code education for code officials, contractors, and design professionals. Ą See page 40 

Gap #7: The state does not currently have plans to conduct a follow-up compliance assessment before 2017. 

Recommendation #7: Minnesota will need to plan and secure funding to assess compliance in both 

commercial and residential building space. This would likely need to take place in the first half of 2016 to 

coincide with the building season. Besides conventional funding sources, the state should explore 

alternative approaches that may reduce costs, such as the service learning university course the 

Nebraska Energy Office is piloting in early 2014. DOE also provides resources and recommendations for 

άƻŦŦ-ȅŜŀǊέ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ ƛƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ Ŏƻǎǘ-

effective and inform other state efforts. Ą See page 40 

Gap #8: Minnesota has not formed an energy code compliance collaborative to serve as a forum for 

stakeholders to work towards common interests and goals and provide support for energy code compliance 

activities. 

Recommendation #8: BCAP can assist the state to form a compliance collaborative based on its 

experience doing so in seven other states. The Compliance Collaboratives webpage on the OCEAN 

website features the program and hosts webpages for some of the collaboratives. BCAP also employs an 

annual information-sharing webinar and quarterly news bulletin to foster dialogue and share new ideas 

among the collaboratives. Ą See page 41  

http://energycodesocean.org/compliance-collaboratives-portal
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INTRODUCTION 

A large amount of energy is used to power and maintain buildings, which account for nearly 49 percent of 

total energy consumption1 and 72 percent of electricity use in the United States.2 Buildings are also 

responsible for at least 56 percent of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions.3 Moreover, buildings last a long time. 

¢ƻŘŀȅΩǎ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ consumption through the year 2060 and beyond.  

Reducing the energy demand in buildings through energy codes benefits Minnesota citizens in these ways:  

¶ Saves homeowners and businesses hundreds or thousands of dollars each year; 

¶ Retains dollars in-state that would otherwise be spent purchasing energy from out-of-state sources; 

¶ Strengthens local economies, generating economic growth that creates jobs; 

¶ Decreases demand for imported energy; 

¶ Decreases peak energy demand, which improves grid reliability and defers the cost of constructing 

expensive new power generation plants;  

¶ Improves indoor thermal comfort and air quality, reduces noise, and helps ensure quality 

construction; 

¶ Reduces greenhouse gas emissions and air and water pollution; and  

¶ Improves the living standards of Minnesota families. 

Some claim that energy codes will result in higher upfront building costs or that an energy-efficient building 

or home is too costly. However, there are two costs that should always be considered when purchasing a 

building: (1) the upfront (first) cost; and (2) the long-term (operational) cost over the life of the building. 

Design and construction costs for buildings account for just five to ten percent of the total occupant spending 

ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŀƴ ƻŦ ŀ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎΩǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜŀōƭŜ ƭƛŦŜǘƛƳŜΦ Ongoing operation and maintenance costs account for 60 to 

85 percent of the total lifecycle costs.4 When these costs are considered together from the beginning of a 

ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎΩǎ ƭƛŦŜΣ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻŘŜǎ ǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜƻǳǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ owner of the facility or home.  

Recent improvements in the stringency of the model energy codesτand the development of the first green 

building codesτcontinue to raise the bar for energy-efficient design and construction to levels that were 

almost unimaginable a few years ago. Retail and office buildings constructed to meet the requirements of the 

2012 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) can be at least 15 percent more energy efficient than 

those constructed to meet the 2009 IECC.5 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act) provided states and cities with 

unprecedented funding and incentives to adopt the 2009 IECC. This push from the federal government is part 

of a larger transformation in the way policymakers, utilities, and the general public increasingly views energy 

codes as a cost-effective solution to our current economic, environmental, and energy concerns.  

Yet despite this recent progress, energy code enforcement and compliance remain woefully insufficient in 

municipalities across the country. While code development and adoption are the necessary first steps of the 

energy codes process, adoption alone does not guarantee compliance. To ensure that such codes result in 

the energy reduction and cost savings they are designed to achieve, states and cities must design and carry  
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out effective and realistic energy code implementation strategies.  

The goals of this report are to: 

¶ Document MinnesotaΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻŘŜǎ ƛnfrastructure, existing gaps, and best practices; and 

¶ Provide initial recommendations for actions the state, local jurisdictions, and involved third-party 

organizations can take to fill these gaps and begin to move towards full compliance with the adopted 

codes and standards of the State of Minnesota. 

  



7 

 

NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON ENERGY CODES 

The IECC and ASHRAE Standard 90.1 are developed and published every three years by consensus-based non-

governmental organizations: the International Code Council (ICC) and the American Society of Heating, 

Refrigeration, and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE), respectively. While there is no federally mandated 

minimum standard for energy efficiency in private residential or commercial buildings, both organizations 

release national model codes (currently ASHRAE Standard 90.1-2010 and 2012 IECC) every three years that 

establish baselines for residential and commercial development. States that want to ensure that construction 

within their boundaries meets national minimum standards will adopt the national model codes. The 

responsibility for adopting energy codes is generally left to state governments.  

STATE CODE STATUS 

The following Code Status Maps in Figure 1 shows the status of residential and commercial energy 

code adoptions as of September 1, 2014 and is summarized here. 

Residential Energy Codes  

As of September 1, 2014, 39 states and U.S. territories have residential codes that 

meet or exceed the efficiency of the 2009 IECC. To date, 11 states and the District of 

Columbia have implemented the 2012 IECC. Dozens of local jurisdictions across the 

nation have also adopted the 2012 IECC, and others are pending.  

Commercial Energy Codes  

As of September 1, 2014, 44 states and U.S. territories have mandatory statewide 

commercial energy codes in effect that meet or exceed the efficiency of ASHRAE 

Standard 90.1-2007. Fourteen states, the District of Columbia, and dozens of local 

jurisdictions have already implemented a commercial energy code that meets or 

exceeds ASHRAE Standard 90.1-2010, and others are pending.   
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Figure 1 ς Code Status Maps 
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FEDERAL POLICY 

Although energy code adoption occurs on the state and local levels, the federal governmentτthrough 

Congress and DOEτhas played a significant role in advancing energy code development, determining the 

relative energy savings of national model energy codes and supporting state- and local-level adoption and 

implementation.  

EPACT  

The Energy Policy Act (EPAct) of 1992 requires DOE to determine 

whether the most current model energy codes would improve 

energy efficiency for new and renovated residential and commercial 

buildings. EPAct also mandates that DOE make a new determination within 12 months for every subsequent 

revision of these codes. Each state then has two years to certify that it has revised its own energy code to 

meet or exceed the requirements of the latest edition of the national models. A state can decline to adopt a 

residential energy code by submitting a statement to DOE detailing its reasons for doing so.6  

For commercial buildings, DOE issued a final determination in October 2011 that ASHRAE Standard 90.1-2010 

would achieve greater energy efficiency in buildings subject to the standard than if they were built to 

ASHRAE Standard 90.1-2007, specifically national source energy savings of 18.2 percent and 18.5 percent 

above for site energy consumption.7  

For low-rise residential buildings, DOE issued a final determination in May 2012 that the 2012 IECC would 

achieve greater energy efficiency in buildings subject to the code than if they were built to the 2009 IECC. 

The determination details the various code changes and subsequent energy savings gains that move the code 

ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 5h9Ωǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ол ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ нллс L9CC.8  

In May 2013, DOE transmitted letters to all 50 state executives, including Gov. Mark Dayton, reminding states 

of their obligations under EPAct to certify that they have reviewed and updated their energy codes within 

ǘǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ 5h9Ωǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳination or request an extension.9 For commercial code review and 

adoption of ASHRAE Standard 90.1-2010, this deadline was October 18, 2013. For residential code review of 

the 2012 IECC, this deadline was May 17, 2014. 

RECOVERY ACT  

In February of 2009, Congress passed the Recovery Act, which had three immediate goals: create new jobs 

and save existing ones, spur economic activity and invest in long-term growth, and foster unprecedented 

levels of accountability and transparency in government spending.10
 To help achieve these goals, the 

Recovery Act provided states with stimulus funds through the State Energy Program (SEP) and the Energy 

Efficiency and Conservation Block Grants (EECBG) contingent upon the adoption of codes that meet or 

exceed the energy savings of the 2009 IECC (or equivalent) for residential construction and ASHRAE Standard 

90.1-2007 (or equivalent) for commercial construction. States must also develop and implement plans to 

achieve and demonstrate 90 percent compliance with the codes by 2017.11
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As a condition for receiving SEP funds, then-Governor Tim Pawlenty submitted a letter to DOE in March 2009 

assuring that state officials would begin actions to achieve these goals.12 .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ 

and the State Energy Plan submitted, DOE awarded $54.2 million of SEP funds to the state for energy 

efficiency and renewable energy programs.13
 5h9 ŀƭǎƻ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 99/.D ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ 

awarded a $38.5 million formula grant, a portion of which was intended for the state to use to adopt, 

implement, and conduct trainings to meet the 90 percent compliance goal.14 Additionally, in 2009, DOE 

allocated $131.9 million in Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) funds to improve the energy efficiency 

of existing low-income housing in Minnesota.15 
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STATE OVERVIEW 

Minnesota is the 21st largest state in America with a population 

of 5.4 million people that is expanding faster than the national 

U.S. growth rate.16 While a significant percentage of the 

population and construction occurs in the Twin Cities 

metropolitan area (comprised of 182 municipalities, including 

Minneapolis and the state capital Saint Paul), Minnesota also 

maintains a rural identity with a population density below the 

national average (67 people per square mile).17 Minnesota is 

ranked as an average state in energy consumption and 

expenditures per capita (see Figure 2). 

Like much of the upper Midwest, Minnesota experiences 

temperature extremes through cold, snowy winters and hot, 

humid summers. The state is a leader in wind and biomass 

power potential, but it has no traditional fuel resources such as 

coal, petroleum, or natural gas. Minnesota relies on coal 

transported primarily from Wyoming and Montana to produce 

over 60 percent of its electricity generation. The state also 

depends heavily on natural gas from Canada and the Dakotas as 

its main fuel source for home heating.18  

With a generally harsh climate and heavy dependence on out-

of-state energy resources, however, the state is still vulnerable 

to future fluctuations in energy costs and peak demand. Minnesotans need consistent and reliable energy 

performance and costs. Reducing local demand for electricity and natural gas will decrease costs for 

consumers and increase profits for businesses.  

STATE ENERGY PORTFOLIO  

PRODUCTION 

Minnesota has no fossil fuel production. It does have substantial renewable resource potential through the 

wind energy facilities on its rolling plains. Minnesota is a top ethanol and biomass producer due to its fertile 

agriculture sector. The state is an importŀƴǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aƛŘǿŜǎǘΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ 

through the Mississippi River and Port of Duluth on Lake Superior.19 Coal-fired power plants provide almost 

half of Minnesota's net electricity generation. ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǘǿƻ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘe Mississippi River provide 

about one quarter. The remainder is fueled by wind power, natural gas, biomass, and conventional 

hydroelectric power.20  

  

 

Figure 2 ς Minnesota U.S. Rankings in 
Energy Consumption, Expenditures, 
Production, and Prices (2011) 

Source: EIA State Energy Data System 
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CONSUMPTION 

aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀΩǎ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ use 40 percent of the energy consumed in the state: 21 percent for residential 

dwellings and 19 percent for commercial buildings.21 This is comparable to national energy consumption data 

(see the Introduction section of this report).  

Natural gas prices in Minnesota are among the lowest in the country (see Figure 3). Electricity prices are also 

very affordable - at or below the national average (see Figures 4 and 5).  

Minnesota established a best practice with the adoption of an energy efficiency resource standard (EERS). 

The Next Generation Energy Act of 2007 established an energy savings goal of 1.5 percent of average retail 

sales for each state electric and gas utility beginning in 2010. This led to utilities developing Conservation 

Improvement Program (CIP) incentives for energy-related improvements in homes, businesses, agricultural 

buildings, and manufacturing facilities.22  

Over 2009 and 2010, these programs saved enough electricity and natural gas to power and heat 140,000 

and 83,000 Minnesota homes for one year, respectively. These savings translate to about 1.7 million tons of 

avoided carbon dioxide emissions, or the equivalent of removing the emissions from about 300,000 cars from 

the road for one year. Utilities estimate these programs will save consumers $2.6 billion over the average 15-

year life of the measures and prevent 25 million tons of carbon dioxide emissions. For every $1 invested in 

CIP programs, Minnesotans profit from a $5.46 return on investment. CIP initiatives also result in reduced 

ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ƻƴ aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀΩǎ ŀƎƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊy grid system that delivers power to homes and businesses, and 

they create jobs for firms that offer energy-efficient solutions.23  

Figure 3 ς U.S. and Minnesota Residential and Commercial Natural Gas Prices (2002-2013) 

 

Source: EIA. Natural Gas. Natural Gas Prices 
 Data derived from annual price history tables provided for U.S. and MN  
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Figure 4 ς Minnesota Residential Electricity Prices Compared to Other U.S. States (2011) 
 

 
Source: Oklahoma First Energy Plan (2011), pg 23.  
Adapted to highlight Minnesota electricity prices 

 

Figure 5 ς U.S. and Minnesota Residential and Commercial Electricity Prices (2000-2010) 

 

Source: EIA. State Electricity Profiles. United States Electricity Profile, 2010. 
Table 8. Retail Sales, Revenue, and Average Retail Price by Sector, 1990 Through 2010 
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CONSTRUCTION OVERVIEW  

Like most states, new construction in Minnesota has decreased significantly since the previous decade and 

the start of the economic downturn. As Figure 6 illustrates, one- and two-family residential housing permits 

rose steadily during the beginning of the 2000s, reaching an apex of over 33,000 permits in 2003. Following a 

national housing market crisis, permits dropped to fewer than 7,000 in 2001. After eight consecutive years of 

decline, the Minnesota housing market grew to more than 10,000 permits by 2013 - a 68 percent decrease 

from the state industryΩǎ нлл3 peak. The reduced demand for new construction caused many builders to go 

out of business or leave the market entirely, both in large urban areas and suburbs. 

Figure 6 ς Minnesota One- and Two-Unit Residential Building Permits 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Building Permits Survey. Annual History by State 

Comprehensive commercial construction and real estate data can be difficult to obtain, but one 2014 

assessment from Integra Realty Resources (IRR) shows that real estate markets throughout the United States 

are generally continuing to recover since the economic downturn. The άaƛƴƴŜŀǇƻƭƛǎ ƳŜǘǊƻ ŀǊŜŀέ was 

included in the commercial real estate markets considered in the report, which shows that American office 

and retail markets are evenly split between cycles of recession and recovery, and that industrial sector 

construction markets appear to be further into the recovery phase. The multifamily housing sector appears 

to have recovered the most of the sectors considered in the report.24  

The aƛƴƴŜŀǇƻƭƛǎ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƴƻƴǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ markets in 2013 tracked closely to many other cities in 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ό/.5ύ ŀƴŘ suburban office markets were still in 

the last stage of the recovery phase, characterized by decreasing vacancy rates, low rates of new 

construction, and low or negative rental rate growth. The markets for apartment, multi-family residential, 

retail, and industrial real estate markets have moved into the expansion phase, marked by decreasing  
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vacancy rates, moderate to high levels of new construction, and medium to high rental rate growth.25  

Although the decline in residential and commercial construction has been detrimental to the economy, it 

presents a unique opportunity for the advancement of energy codes in Minnesota. When the market is slow, 

it may present the opportunity for code officials, and building and design professionals to seek training to 

become more familiar with codes and standards encountered daily in their trade. Some professionals may 

take the time to acquire additional certifications and/or training on beyond code programs. Reduced 

construction activity also helps ease all stakeholders into the new energy code, rather than trying to adjust 

while construction is high.  

CLIMATE ACTION PLANS 

A growing number of states are developing climate change task forces to develop state climate action 

plans.26 Members typically include state and local policymakers, policy analysts, environmentalists, and other 

stakeholders from the energy, industry, transportation, agriculture, forestry, and waste sectors.  

aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŀǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ Ǉƭŀƴ ŎŀƳŜ ƛƴ нлло ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀ tƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ /ontrol  

!ƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΦ27 Later, DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ ¢ƛƳ tŀǿƭŜƴǘȅΩǎ bŜȄǘ DŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ 9ƴŜǊƎȅ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ 

established the Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Group (MCCAG) to evaluate and compile 

recommended policy options to aggressively reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the state.28 In 2008, the 

group submitted its final report to the Minnesota Legislature.29 Among the unanimous recommendations at 

the time was the implementation of what would become the current Minnesota State Building Code.  

Climate efforts also occur at the local level. The U.S. Conference of Mayors Climate Protection Agreement is 

one example. Inspired by the Kyoto Protocol in 2005, Seattle Mayor Greg Nickels launched an initiative to 

advance the goals of the Kyoto Protocol through local level leadership. As of January 2014, 1,060 American 

cities have signed the agreement, including 45 in Minnesota, including Minneapolis, St. Paul, and Duluth.30 

Another local climate initiative is {ƛŜǊǊŀ /ƭǳōΩǎ /ƻƻƭ /ƛǘƛŜǎ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ, a collaborative project led by volunteers 

from community members to local leaders and businesses to implement clean energy solutions that save 

money, create jobs, and help curb global warming.31 

Minneapolis has developed its own local Climate Action Plan.32 Adopted by the Minneapolis City Council in 

June 2013, the plan proposed a comprehensive set of emissions reduction strategies in three areas: buildings 

and energy, transportation and land use, and waste and recycling. Among its goals, the plan seeks to improve 

residential building energy efficiency by 15 percent and commercial building energy efficiency by 20 percent 

(compared to the growth baseline) by 2025. Recommendations include: 

¶ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǳǇŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻŘŜ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ƎǊŜŜƴ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ 

code locally if not pursued at the state level. 

¶ Implement a Building Energy Disclosure policy όάōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪƛƴƎέύ for medium and large commercial 

buildings. 

¶ Create time-of-sale and time-of-rent energy label disclosure for residential buildings. 
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MINNESOTAΩ{ ENERGY CODE 

In the United States, building codes are adopted at the state and local levels. The process differs from state 

to state, but typically codes are adopted through a legislative process, a regulatory process, or some 

combination of both. A few states are cƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άƘƻƳŜ ǊǳƭŜ,έ meaning codes are adopted at the local level.  

RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS 

The Minnesota state statute 326B.02 delegates the 

authority to administer the Code to the Department of 

Labor and Industry (DLI), Construction Codes and 

Licensing Division (CCLD).  Effective June 1, 2009, the 2007 

Minnesota State Building Code contains provisions 

regulating energy efficiency, including: 

¶ Minnesota Residential Energy Code (Chapter 1322), 

which incorporates by reference Chapter 11 of the 

2006 IRC as amended within the chapter.33  

¶ Minnesota Commercial Energy Code (Chapter 

1323), which incorporates by reference ASHRAE 

Standard 90.1-2004 as amended within the 

chapter.34 

Minnesota has two climate zones according to the IECC 

(see figure 7).i The code is mandatory statewide. With few 

exceptions, it is applicable to all residential and 

commercial construction including new buildings, 

additions, repairs, alterations, and demolitions.35 

While CPA Gap Analysis Reports generally recommend 

adoption of the latest model energy code in states that 

ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ŘƻƴŜ ǎƻΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƻŦ aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀΩǎ нлмн L9// 

adoption process, stakeholder buy-in, and the timeline 

expressed by state officials allow this report to forgo that 

specific formal recommendation here (see the 2012 IECC 

Adoption Process subsection below for more).  

 

                                                                 
i
 NOTE: The current MN code renames IRC Climate Zone 6 as the Southern Zone and Climate Zone 7 as the Northern 
Zone. Also, the Northern Zone has been amended to include four counties: Douglas, Morrison, Todd, and Traverse. 

 

Figure 7 - Minnesota Climate Zone Map and County List 

Source: RECA. (2012). IECC Compliance Guide for Homes in MN 
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STATE BUILDINGS 

State projects include public buildings and state licensed facilities 

that fall under the authority of CCLD: 

¶ Public building: Any structure and attached grounds for 

which the cost is paid for by the state or a state agency as 

well as school district building projects costing $100,000 or 

more. 

¶ State licensed facility: Any structure and attached grounds 

that are licensed by the state as a άhospital, nursing home, 

supervised living facility, free-standing outpatient surgical 

center, correctional facility, boarding care home, or 

residential hospice.έ36 

In 2000, the Minnesota Legislature required the Departments of 

Administration and Commerce to develop sustainable building 

design guidelines mandatory for all new buildings receiving state 

bond funding after January 2004. The Legislature expanded these 

requirements in 2008 to include development of sustainable 

building guidelines mandatory for all major renovationsii receiving 

state bond funding after January 2009.37  

Among other goals, the legislation required that the guidelines: 

¶ Exceed the state energy code by at least 30 percent; 

¶ Focus on achieving the lowest possible lifetime costs; and 

¶ Encourage continual energy conservation improvements 

To achieve these goals, the State of Minnesota Buildings, 

Benchmarks & Beyond (B3) Guidelines are designed to be: 

¶ άClear, simple, and easily monitored with explicit documentation that will record progressέ; 

¶ άCoƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ [995ϰ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜǎΣ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

requirementsέΤ ŀƴŘ  

¶ !ōƭŜ ǘƻ άset up a process that will eventually lead to a full accounting of the actual costs and benefits 

of sustainable building design.έ 38  

 

                                                                 
ii
 άaŀƧƻǊ ǊŜƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎΥ άat least 10,000 square feet and including the replacement of the mechanical, 

ventilation, or cooling system of the building or a section of the building.έ 
 

BEST PRACTICE 
B3 Guidelines for State Buildings 

 
One way states άlead by exampleέ 
is by adopting a more efficient 
energy code for state-owned 
and/or state-funded facilities. By 
raising the bar for public buildings, 
the state demonstrates fiscal 
responsibility with taxpayer dollars, 
helps hedge against uncertain 
energy availability and costs, 
creates jobs, and stimulates the 
local economy. In addition, more 
stringent requirements familiarize 
and train the construction industry 
and code enforcement officials as 
well as increase demand for 
άƎǊŜŜƴŜǊέ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎΣ 
manufacturers, and providers. 
 
aƛƴƴŜǎƻǘŀΩǎ B3 Guidelines go well 
beyond the state energy code and 
can be applied to the design of any 
new buildings or renovations to 
meet sustainability goals for site, 
water, energy, indoor 
environmental quality, materials, 
and waste. 
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Stretch Codes and Reach Codes 

Stretch and Reach Codes are beyond-
code, optional codes that: 

üAdvance the construction market, 
and prime the industry for changes 
that could be part of the next state 
code update. 
üProvide certainty and consistency 

for the construction sector by using 
the same public process as other 
statewide code adoptions. 
üAvoid the pitfalls created by 

allowing a patchwork of different 
codes to be adopted by individual 
local jurisdictions. 

A stretch code is a voluntary 
appendix that allows municipalities 
to adopt a uniform beyond-code 
option to achieve greater levels of 
energy efficiency. For example, the 
Massachusetts stretch code offers 
20% more efficiency than the stateΩǎ 
minimum code. As of October 2013, 
134 municipalities (comprising 51% 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ сΦр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜύΣ 
have adopted the stretch code. 

A reach code is an optional set of 
above-code standards that builders 
can choose. Reach codes may cover a 
number of code areas (lighting 
design, structural design, mechanical 
systems, envelope) and can be 
aligned with federal, state, and local 
financial incentives. For example, the 
state of Oregon created residential 
and commercial reach codes options 
based on the 2012 IgCC. 

LOCAL ENERGY CODE ADOPTION 

Certain state code chapters (e.g. elevators, electrical 

requirements, accessibility, and manufactured homes) have 

specific statutory authority and, with limited exception, are 

mandatory throughout the state.39 While the Minnesota State 

Building Code is mandatory statewide, metro areas with 

populations over 2,500 and seven counties in the Minneapolis/St. 

Paul metro area are required to adopt the codes locally. If other 

local jurisdictions want to enforce building codes, they must first 

locally adopt the Minnesota State Building Code in its entirety. 

They may not adopt mandatory standards different than the 

state building code.40 Enforcement is mandatory for almost all 

chapters of the code (with the exception of three optional 

chapters unrelated to energy efficiency).   

CCLD provides a comprehensive directory of information for 

municipalities, including whether the local jurisdiction has 

adopted the state building code and contact information for local 

building officials.41 

Many builders throughout Minnesota, however, choose more 

efficient and green construction methods. Some local building 

departments recognize the need to support and promote these 

practices and provide financing information and technical 

resources for builders to do so. For example, the City of 

Minneapolis Construction Code Services has procedures for 

reviewing alternative building methods not found in the state 

building code and multiple staffers with Leadership in Energy and 

Environmental Design (LEED) accreditation.42 

While uniformity has advantages, the state should consider 

allowing municipalities to adopt more progressive energy 

efficiency requirements for buildings in their communities. New 

state policy tools that have emerged in recent years include the 

άǎǘǊŜǘŎƘ ŎƻŘŜέ ŀƴŘ άǊŜŀŎƘ ŎƻŘŜέ (see the text box at right):43 

Gap #1: Local jurisdictions lack options for adopting 

mandatory programs beyond the state energy code. 

Recommendation #1: Provide municipalities flexibility and progressive options by adopting beyond code 

policy tools like stretch energy codes, reach codes, and green construction standards like the B3 

http://energycodesocean.org/stretch-and-reach-codes
http://energycodesocean.org/stretch-and-reach-codes































































