
       

AGENDA 

CITY COUNCIL 

SPECIAL MEETING 

CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS 

JANUARY 24, 2012 

5:00 P.M. 
 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

CALL OF ROLL 

 

DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 

 

1. Consider approving the Pay Equity Implementation Report for FY2012. 

 

ADJOURN 

 

 

AGENDA 

CITY COUNCIL  

WORK SESSION 

CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS 

JANUARY 24, 2012 

5:00 PM 
 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

CALL OF ROLL  

 

DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 

 

1. Swimming Pool – Scott Huizenga 

2. 14
th

 Ave. SE Street Improvement Project – Council Member DeMers 

3. Speed Limit on 23
rd

 St. NW – Greg Leigh 

4. Aerial Platform Truck – Randy Gust 

5. Ice Resurfacer (Zamboni) Advertising – Scott Huizenga/Dave Aker 

6. Bleachers & Picnic Tables – Dave Aker 
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7. Legislative Agenda – Scott Huizenga 

8. W&L Commission Update – Council Member Tweten 

ADJOURN 

 

Upcoming Meetings 

Regular Meeting – February 7, 2012 – 5:00 PM – Council Chambers 

Work Session – February 14, 2012 – 5:00 PM – Training Room 

Regular Meeting – February 21, 2012 – 5:00 PM – Council Chambers 

Work Session – February 28, 2012 – 5:00 PM – Training Room  
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AGENDA ITEM #_______ 

1 

 

Request for Council Action 
Date:  01/18/2012  

To: East Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lynn Stauss, President Craig Buckalew, Council 

members: Marc Demers, Ron Vonasek, Henry Tweten, Wayne Gregoire, Greg Leigh, and 

Mike Pokrzynski 

Cc: File 

From:  Randy Gust, Fire Chief  

RE:  Purchase of Aerial Platform Truck  

Background and supporting documentation of request: The department was given permission by 

council to look into the purchase of Aerial Platform Truck. The department set search committee 

and have found a number of trucks located throughout the US. At this time we have narrowed our 

searches down to 4 trucks that we feel meet the needs of the department and would like to 

present our findings to the council for consideration. I have attached photos and specs on the 4 

trucks. 

Recommendation: It is my (Randy Gust) recommendation that the fire department be allowed to 

start the purchasing process 

Request: Allow the Fire Department to start purchasing process with vendors.    

 

 

Enc.  
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AGENDA ITEM #_______ 

C:\Documents and Settings\mfrench\Local Settings\Temporary Internet 
Files\Content.Outlook\BQGA9OV0\RCAPark_bleacherspicnic.doc 
 

- 1 - 

Request for Council Action 
 
 
Date:  January 18, 2012  
 
To: East Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lynn Stauss, Henry Tweten, Council Members: Marc 

Demers, Council President Craig Buckalew, Council Vice President Wayne Gregoire, Greg Leigh,  
Mike Pokrzywinski and Ron Vonasek. 

 
Cc: File 
 
From:  Dave Aker 
 
RE: Bleachers and picnic tables 
 

 
 
Background:  
 
We have $20,000 in the Park and Recreation capital fund to buy bleachers.  I have two bids for bleachers 
and BSN Sports has the lowest bid at $12,393.23 for four bleachers that are 5 rows and 50 seat aluminum.  
Besides bleachers we need some picnic tables so I got bids on them and BSN Sports came in the lowest 
on 8 extra rugged aluminum picnic tables for $6,925.50.  The bleachers would go over to Itt’s Williams 
fields and the picnic tables would go to Stauss Park, Senior Center and Itt’s Williams.  The total price for 
the bleachers and picnic tables is $19,318.73. 
   
 
Recommendation:  It is my recommendation to go with the bid of $19,318.73.   
 
Enclosures:  The bids from BSN Sports. 
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AGENDA ITEM #_______ 
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Request for Council Action 
Date: 1/19/12 

To: East Grand Forks City Council, Mayor Lynn Stauss, President Craig Buckalew, Council Wayne 
Gregoire, Council members: Marc DeMers, Ron Vonasek, Henry Tweten, Greg Leigh and Mike 
Pokrzywinski 

Cc: File 

From: Scott Huizenga, City Administrator 

RE: 2012 Legislative Priorities 

The 2012 Minnesota Legislative convenes shortly.  The Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities is 
sponsoring its annual Greater Minnesota at the Capitol Day on Wednesday, February 8.  Therefore, I 
request that the City establish its formal legislative priorities for presentation to state officials.  The City 
Council may also have additional items to consider.  Following discussion at the work session, staff will 
draft the results into a resolution to be adopted at the next regular City Council session. 
 

1. Bonding – Waste Water Improvements Phase II – The City continues to discuss options for a 
potential Waste Water Phase II project, which primarily addresses improvements to the City’s 
waste water treatment facility. Current estimates range from $7-13 million depending upon 
project scope.   Project funding options include low-interest borrowing from the Minnesota Public 
Facilities Authority (PFA); and potential state bonding.  Currently, the City is in the PFA’s 
Intended Use Plan (IUP).  The City used PFA loan funding for Phase I improvements, which 
totaled approximately $4.2 million.  Financing for Phase I necessitated an increase in single-
family base meter charges from $2 per month to $10 per month over a year and a half period.  
The City Council also approved greater increases to multi-family and commercial rates.  The city 
recently adopted an additional increase of approximately $5 per month for the average 
residential user with corresponding increases for commercial and multi-family users.  Using 
similar assumptions, rates would have to increase again by $10-15 per month on single-family 
homes in order to finance Phase II improvements without supplemental funding.  The Governor’s 
bonding proposal includes approximately $17 million for Clean and Drinking Water Fund 
Projects, which provides low interest loans.  And, the proposal includes $25 million in the 
Wastewater Infrastructure Fund, which provides supplemental grants for high-cost projects 
based on local income criteria. 
 

2. Local Government Aid (LGA) – The state has cut the City’s LGA by over $2.0 million since 
2008.  The projected deficit is projected at over $1.5 billion for the next biennium.  LGA funding 
has been cut over $1 billion at the state level since 2003.  The 2012 Certified LGA is identical to 
2011, which was already cut nearly 20 percent from previous levels.  The Coalition of Greater 
Minnesota Cities (CGMC) has adopted an LGA stance that recommends no further cuts to LGA.  
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January 19, 2012  Request for Council Action 

2 

3. Street Improvement Districts – Street Improvement District legislation would allow cities to 
voluntarily raise revenue through alternative means that could finance street improvements and 
maintenance.  Property taxes alone generally do not provide adequate revenue streams for 
proper street maintenance.  Legal opinions vary on whether or not cities can implement fees 
without legislative approval.  Clear legislation regarding street improvement districts alleviates 
any potential conflicts.  Similar authority already exists for other types of infrastructure such as 
sidewalks and street lights.  The City supports extending to cities the option of financing its own 
infrastructure through Street Improvement Districts. The City supports the League of Minnesota 
Cities priorities FF-29 and LE-30 pertaining to Impact Fees. 
 

4. Mandate Relief – The State imposes numerous mandates and restrictions that increasingly 
burden cities as budgets becoming tighter.  Chief among these mandates is the state Pay Equity 
and Comparable Worth statutes.  The City unequivocally supports the concept of “equal pay for 
equal work.”  However, the specific reporting requirements and antiquated computational 
formulas provide undue administrative burdens in Cities with limited resources.  Pay equity in its 
current form should be repealed.  Additionally, Minnesota is among the most union-friendly 
states in the country.  Labor-friendly arbitration awards and limited managerial rights greatly 
impede cities’ flexibility to effectively manage limited resources.  Finally, excessive regulations in 
the areas of environmental compliance and annexation also limit the potential economic growth 
of cities.  The City supports generally the lists of potential mandate reform efforts compiled by the 
League of Minnesota Cities and the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities.  The League has 
published a comprehensive list of mandates affecting cities at the following web page: 
http://www.lmc.org/media/document/1/mandates.pdf.  

 
5. Oppose Supermajority Constitutional Amendments – Legislators have discussed several 

constitutional amendment proposals in the upcoming session.  One proposal would amend the 
Constitution so that any revenue increase would require a supermajority (60 percent or more) of 
both Houses in the legislature. Limited state revenues will push further service costs to local 
governments through decreased state aids and higher fees.  The City opposes “budgeting 
through the Constitution.” 

 
 
Recommendation: 
Adopt by resolution an official City Legislative platform that the City present in its 2012 Legislative 
outreach efforts 
 
Attachments: 
Street Improvement District fact sheet 
Street Improvement District sample legislation 
Council Resolution 09-04-25 related to Street Improvement Districts 
League of Minnesota Cities Priority FF-29 regarding Street Improvement Districts 
Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities Legislative Priorities 
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The state cut property tax aids and credits by $638 million for the 
2012-2013 biennium.  This action resulted in large local property  

tax increases on homeowners, businesses, and renters.  
Greater Minnesota businesses were hit disproportionately hard -- 
making them less competitive and hurting the economic recovery.

CGMC’s Proposals for Economic Recovery  
for the 2012 Legislative Session

Protect and Restore 
Local Government Aid
State LGA cuts of over $1.2 billion since 2003 
have had a devastating impact on cities in greater 
Minnesota.  The 2011 budget deal:

Cut property tax aids and credits by $638 • 
million for 2012-2013 biennium 

Cut $365 million from the Market Value • 
Homestead Credit (MVHC)  

Cut over $200 million from Local Government • 
Aid (LGA) 

What is needed now for economic recovery:

Oppose all cuts to LGA - additional cuts • 
should be completely off the table in 2012 
regardless of any new state budget deficit 

Restore LGA to per capita 2000 funding levels • 
(an additional $156 million) with at least half 
of this amount beginning in 2013  

Please remember Senator Julianne Ortman’s 
commitment to future Local Government Aid and 
County Program Aid funding levels during the 
2011 Special Session tax floor debate:   

Adopt a Greater Minnesota  
Economic Recovery Plan
While protecting and restoring LGA is the most 
important approach to helping greater Minnesota’s 
economy recover, here are additional initiatives to 
boost job creation:

Workforce Development and Training - Create a 
Greater Minnesota Employer Internship Tax Credit 
and a New Employees Job Training Program Tax 
Credit

Entrepreneurial Enhancement - Increase angel 
investment tax credit for investments in greater 
Minnesota businesses to address the imbalance of 
credits issued since the program’s inception in 2010

Regulations/Permitting - Reform and coordinate 
state regulatory permitting process 

Infrastructure Development Bonding -
Greater MN Business Development Public • 
Infrastructure (BDPI) Grant Program - $15 million 
Greater Minnesota General Bonding Program • 
– at least $350 million for higher education, 
economic development, and transportation
Greater Minnesota Interchange Program – $35 • 
million for interchange projects to promote 
economic development, increase employment 
and improve public safety
Municipal Wastewater and Sewer Infrastructure • 
- $200 million for a municipal wastewater and 
sewer infrastructure grant program  

“All of our cities and counties know that 
the 2010 levels are permanent.  That 
they will be paid out at those levels in 
2011 and 12, and 13, and 14, and 15.”

12/11Page 17



Property Tax Impacts of Budget 
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Oppose Potential Constitutional Limits on 
Spending and Raising Revenue in 2012  

 
Limited state revenue will push cost to local governments 

• With decreased state revenue, aids to local governments, colleges and other programs with 
alternative revenue sources would likely be reduced.  This would increase local taxes and 
tuition.  In addition, mandates passed down from the state would be even less likely to have 
funding, increasing unfunded mandates. 

Budgeting through the Constitution 
• If it becomes easier to pass a constitutional amendment (requiring only simple majority) than 

a tax increase (requiring a supermajority of legislature), there likely will be many more budget 
related constitutional amendments.  This could include mandated funding for education or 
dedicated tax increases to programs.  This could squeeze programs with less special interest 
backing and money. 

Aid and credit reductions used as “revenue” for other budget areas 
• Because of the nature of the legislative process it is usually the Omnibus Tax Bill – where LGA 

and other property tax aids and credits programs are handled – that is the last one to be 
completed. This means that as other budget bills spend dollars for priorities in those areas it 
will become necessary to find dollars from other areas. So, in an environment where taxes 
can’t be raised, the dollars set aside for LGA are ripe to become “revenue” to balance the 
books in other areas of state government.  

 

Property Tax Relief Will Need its Own Constitutional Protection 

If Legislature passes a limitation on raising revenue then property tax relief will need 
constitutional protection 
A constitutional amendment for property tax relief should: 

 Dedicate 1.5 cents of existing sales tax to “Property Taxpayers Trust Fund” 
 Trust Fund allocated by law, but must be: 

o 50% to LGA type program that takes into account a city’s tax base and needs 
o 50% to direct tax relief to homeowners and renters 

 
 
                                                                                                                                                 12/11 
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GREATER MINNESOTA ECONOMIC 
RECOVERY PLAN 

Disparities in income and educational attainment levels, 
population shifts and other demographic variables in greater 
Minnesota calls for a fresh look at job creation by rural 
legislators at the Capitol.  Accordingly, the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities proposes the following 
roadmap for the 2012 legislative session to help boost job‐creation in greater Minnesota.   

Protect and Restore Local Government Aid 
 
Cuts in Local Government Aid (LGA) lead to property tax increases on local businesses and cuts to local 
services.  These property tax increases fall disproportionately on greater Minnesota businesses.  CGMC 
opposes any additional cuts to LGA in 2012 and supports an increase for LGA beginning in 2013.   

Workforce Development and Training 

• Greater Minnesota Employer Internship Tax Credit ‐ $2.5 million/year for 3 years 
Employers in greater Minnesota who hire a student enrolled at a four‐year university/college or 
two‐year technical/community college as an intern would receive a refundable tax credit for a 
percentage of the salary paid to the intern.  Certain qualifications would be attached to the 
intern, as well as the employer.  Additionally, the amount of the credit and number of credits 
issued would be limited and available on a first‐come, first‐serve basis.  A report to the 
Legislature is required.   

 
• New Employees Job Training Program – Cost Unknown 

A portion of a new employee’s withholding tax is reinvested in the company to help pay for 
costs related to training of new employees.  Businesses can use the funding to support its own 
training costs or contract with a training institution or private party to deliver the training.  
Applies to greater Minnesota businesses only.  A report to the Legislature is required. 

 
Entrepreneurial Enhancement 
 

• Greater Minnesota Angel Investment Tax Credit Expansion – No Cost 
Adjust angel investment tax credit statute to provide for 50% tax credit for investors in a 
qualified small business in greater Minnesota.  The 25% tax credit in current law would remain 
for investments in Metro Area qualified businesses.  Adjustment reflects significant shortage of 
investments in greater Minnesota since program’s creation in 2010. 

 

Page 20



2 

 

 
Regulations/Permitting 
 

• Reform and Coordination of the Permitting Process – No Cost 
Support legislative efforts designed to improve efficiency and coordination within the state 
regulatory permitting process.  This involves the use of existing or new technologies to better 
track and process permits, as well as providing greater transparency and accountability.  
Emphasize public‐private partnership opportunities with the State Chamber of Commerce and 
other groups. 

 
Infrastructure Development 
 

• Greater MN Business Development Public Infrastructure (BDPI) Grant Program ‐ $15 million 
(G.O.) 
Request a $15 million general obligation bond appropriation for the BDPI grant.  Also, 
emphasize legislative or administrative solution allowing for receipt of BDPI grants where a city 
does not yet have a commitment from a tenant(s) at the industrial park. 

 
• Greater Minnesota General Bonding Program – at least $350 million (G.O.) 

2012 is a traditional bonding year at the Capitol.  One‐half of the bonding bill, or at least $350 
million, should be designated for various greater Minnesota infrastructure projects.  This would 
include funding for higher education, economic development, and transportation.  Estimated 
amount and projects loosely based on 2012 agency and local government capital investment 
requests submitted to the Department of Minnesota Management and Budget in June, 2011. 

 
• Greater Minnesota Interchange Program – $35 million (T.H. Bonds) 

Approximately $35 million in trunk highway bonding for interchange projects in greater 
Minnesota where the interchange will promote economic development, increase employment 
and improve public safety.  No project specifically earmarked.  Repeal of Motor Vehicle Sales Tax 
exemption for collector cars or other revenue should be considered to help pay for debt service 
on the trunk highway bonds.  (Debt service is approximately $3.6‐3.7 million per year.)  

 
• Municipal Wastewater and Sewer Infrastructure Bonding ‐ $100 million/year for 2 years (G.O.) 

General obligation bond request of $200 million for a municipal wastewater and sewer 
infrastructure grant program.  The grant would call for a local match of at least 25%.  These 
resources would be in addition to the yearly Public Facilities Authority base request for funding 
of waste water and sewer projects.  Funding would operate through the Wastewater 
Infrastructure Fund (WIF) fund, with modified eligibility criteria.  The program is designed to 
address wastewater treatment facility improvement funding shortfalls, and incentivize project 
development.                                                                                                                                           12/11 
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80  League of Minnesota Cities 

on to fund local infrastructure 
improvements. 

FF-28. Distribution of Proceeds 
from the Sale of Tax-Forfeit 
Property  

Issue: The apportionment of the proceeds 
from the sale of tax forfeit property provides 
a process for the repayment of special 
assessments but does not require the 
repayment of unpaid utility charges or 
unpaid building and development fees. In 
addition, counties are allowed to use 30 
percent of the amount remaining after the 
deduction for administrative expenses and 
the repayment of special assessments for 
forest development projects and then 20 
percent of any remaining proceeds for 
county parks and recreation projects. The 
structure of the distribution of the proceeds 
frequently results in cities receiving a very 
small percentage of the forfeit sale proceeds.  
As a result cities may not recoup even a 
portion of the unpaid taxes owed on a 
property. 

Response: The League of Minnesota 
Cities supports changes in the 
distribution of the proceeds from the sale 
of tax forfeit property contained in Minn. 
Stat. § 282.08 to elevate the priority for 
repayment of unpaid charges for 
electricity, water and sewer charges 
certified pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 44.075 
subd. 3(e) and any unpaid fees prescribed 
pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 462.353 subd. 
4(a) to require those unpaid charges and 
fees to be repaid immediately after 
unpaid special assessments. The League 
also supports the elimination of the 
apportionments for county forest 
development and county parks/recreation 
areas while allowing counties to use their 
40 percent share of the remaining 
proceeds for these uses. 

FF-29. Impact Fees  

Issue: New development and the resulting 
growth create an increased demand for 
public infrastructure and other public 
facilities. Severe constraints on local fiscal 
resources and dramatic forecasts for 
population growth have prompted cities to 
reconsider ways to pay for the inevitable 
costs associated with new development.  

Traditional financing methods tend to 
subsidize new development at the expense 
of the existing community, discourage sound 
land-use planning, place inefficient 
pressures on public facilities, and allow 
under-utilization of existing infrastructure. 
Consequently, local communities are 
exploring methods to ensure new 
development pays its fair share of the true 
costs of growth. Given the existing 
authorization to impose fees on new 
development for water, sanitary and storm 
sewer, and park purposes, it is reasonable to 
extend the concept to additional public 
infrastructure and facilities improvement 
also necessitated by new development. 

Response: The Legislature should 
authorize local units of government to 
impose impact fees so new development 
pays its fair share of the off-site, as well as 
the on-site, costs of public infrastructure 
and other public facilities needed to 
adequately serve new development. 

FF-30. Equity in Library Funding  

Issue: Many community libraries in 
Minnesota are city owned. Although located 
in an individual community, city libraries 
serve a much wider area. In some Minnesota 
counties, there are wide disparities between 
city and rural tax burdens for library 
services. Furthermore, library services have 
expanded over the years with the offering of 
videos and Internet access in many 
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2009 Legislative Issues — 
Municipal Street Improvement District Authority 

 
What is it?   
The League of Minnesota Cities supports legislation that would give cities the authority to collect fees 
from property owners to fund municipal street maintenance, construction, reconstruction, and facility 
upgrades. Municipal street improvement district authority would give cities a tool that would allow 
maintenance and reconstruction to be performed on schedule.  Timely maintenance is essential to 
preserving city streets, thereby protecting taxpayer investments. 
 
Why is it needed? 
Cities rely on general revenues (including state aids) and special assessments to fund street maintenance. 
Consequently, many cities are currently deferring maintenance because of tight budgets and volatile 
economic conditions.  Moreover, Municipal State Aid (MSA) funds are limited to cities with 
populations exceeding 5,000, making nearly 80 percent of Minnesota cities ineligible for that option. 
Without ongoing maintenance, the average life expectancy of local streets is approximately 25-30 years.  
With appropriate maintenance the life expectancy can be extended to 50-60 years; but this maintenance 
requires a dedicated funding source that does not exist under the current volatile property tax system. 
 
Reasons to support Municipal Street Improvement District Authority 

 It is a good alternative to special assessments, which can be burdensome to property owners and 
are difficult to implement for some cities. 

 
 It is also a good alternative to using property taxes to fund municipal street improvements.  

Property tax dollars are generally not dedicated and are sometimes diverted to other needs, such 
as public safety, water quality, and cost participation in state and county highway projects. 

 
 This authority would provide a funding mechanism that is transparent and fair.  It establishes a 

clear relationship between who pays fees and where projects occur. 
 

 The authority allows cities to collect fees from tax exempt properties within a district. 
 

 The authority would allow property owners to fund expensive projects by paying small fees over 
time.  The tool could be used to mitigate or eliminate the need for special assessments altogether. 

 
 The authority is enabling legislation—cities would not be required to create municipal street 

improvement district, but would be authorized to consider it as an option. 
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SAMPLE LEGISLATION SEEKING SPECIAL AUTHORITY FOR STREET 1 

IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 2 
 3 

 4 

A bill for an act 5 

relating to municipalities; authorizing the city of _________________ to establish street 6 

improvement districts and apportion street improvement fees within districts; requiring adoption 7 

of street improvement plan; authorizing collection of fees; proposing coding for new law in 8 

Minnesota Statutes, chapter 435. 9 

 10 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA: 11 

Section 1. [435.39] MUNICIPAL STREET IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS. 12 

Subdivision 1. Definitions. (a) For the purposes of this section, the following terms have 13 

the meanings given them. 14 

(b) "Municipality" means the city of __________________________. 15 

(c) "Governing body" means the _________________________ City Council. 16 

(d) "Municipal street" means a street, alley, or public way in which the municipality has 17 

powers conferred by section 429.021. 18 

(e) "Street improvement district" means a geographic area designated by the municipality 19 

within which street improvement and maintenance may be undertaken and financed according to 20 

this section. 21 

(f) "Improvements" means construction, reconstruction, and facility upgrades involving: 22 

(1) right-of-way acquisition; 23 

(2) paving; 24 

(3) curbs and gutters; 25 

(4) bridges and culverts and their repair; 26 

(5) milling; 27 

(6) overlaying; 28 

(7) drainage and storm sewers; 29 

(8) excavation; 30 

(9) base work; 31 

(10) subgrade corrections; 32 

(11) street lighting; 33 

(12) traffic signals; 34 
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(13) signage; 1 

(14) sidewalks; 2 

(15) pavement markings; 3 

(16) boulevard and easement restoration; 4 

(17) impact mitigation; 5 

(18) reconstruction, connection, and reconnection of utilities; 6 

(19) turn lanes; 7 

(20) medians; 8 

(21) street and alley returns; 9 

(22) retaining walls; 10 

(23) fences; 11 

(24) lane additions; or 12 

(25) fixed transit infrastructure, trails, or pathways. "Fixed transit infrastructure" does not 13 

include commuter rail rolling stock, light rail vehicles, or transitway buses; capital costs for park-14 

and-ride facilities; feasibility studies, planning, alternative analyses, environmental studies, 15 

engineering, or construction of transitways; or operating assistance for transitways. 16 

(g) "Maintenance" means striping, seal coating, crack sealing, pavement repair, bridge 17 

and retaining wall repair, sidewalk maintenance, signal maintenance, street light maintenance, 18 

and signage. 19 

Subd. 2. Establishment of districts. The municipality may, by ordinance, establish 20 

municipal street improvement districts within the municipality’s boundaries. 21 

Subd. 3. Authorization. The municipality may defray all or part of the total costs of 22 

municipal street improvements and maintenance by apportioning street improvement fees on a 23 

uniform basis to all eligible property located in the district. 24 

Subd. 4. Adoption of plan. Before establishing a municipal street improvement district 25 

or authorizing a street improvement fee, the municipality must propose and adopt a street 26 

improvement plan that identifies and estimates the costs of proposed improvements and 27 

maintenance for the following five years and identifies the location of the municipal street 28 

improvement district. Notice of a public hearing on the proposed plan must be given by mail to 29 

all affected owners of eligible property at least ten days before the hearing and posted for at least 30 

ten days before the hearing. At the public hearing, the governing body must present the plan, and 31 
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all affected owners of eligible property in attendance must have the opportunity to comment 1 

before the governing body considers adoption of the plan. 2 

Subd. 5. Use of fees. Revenues collected from property in a district from the fee 3 

authorized in this section must be placed in a separate account and be used only for projects 4 

located within that same district and identified in the municipal street improvement district plans. 5 

Subd. 6. Unpaid fees. Fees that, as of October 15 of each calendar year, have remained 6 

unpaid for at least 30 days may be certified to the county auditor for collection as a special 7 

assessment payable in the following calendar year against the affected property. 8 

Subd. 7. Notice; hearings. The municipality may impose a municipal street improvement 9 

fee provided in this section by ordinance. The ordinance must not be voted on or adopted until 10 

after a public hearing has been held on the question. 11 

Subd. 8. Not exclusive means of financing improvements. The use of the municipal 12 

street improvement fee by the municipality does not restrict the municipality from imposing 13 

other measures to pay the costs of local street improvements or maintenance, except that the 14 

municipality must not impose special assessments for projects funded with street improvement 15 

fees.  16 
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