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Executive Summary 
	

The	following	report	was	prepared	to	develop	a	lobbying	and	advocacy	

strategy	to	support	the	continuation	of	the	Hennepin	County	Environmental	

Response	Fund.		This	report	will	give	background	information	on	brownfield	

redevelopment	and	the	history	and	purpose	of	the	Environmental	Response	Fund	in	

Hennepin	County,	Minnesota.		The	fund	currently	is	in	danger	of	losing	its	funding	

mechanism.		We	will	argue	why	this	is	a	problem	and	who	why	the	program	must	be	

extended	past	its	January	1,	2013	sunset	date.		We	lay	out	an	advocacy	strategy	for	

the	removal	or	extension	of	the	sunset	date	from	current	law.	

This	report	was	prepared	for	Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	by	

John	Brosnan,	Peter	Hamma,	and	Amy	Kafut,	students	at	the	Humphrey	School	of	

Public	Affairs	at	the	University	of	Minnesota.		
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Introduction  
	

The	need	to	support	the	redevelopment	of	abandoned	and	environmentally	

contaminated	lands	–	known	as	brownfields	–	is	a	nationally	recognized	priority	

that	supports	local	job	creation	and	returns	defunct	properties	to	the	tax	rolls.	A	

survey	conducted	at	the	2008	gathering	of	the	United	States	Conference	of	Mayors	

found	that	62	cities	created	tax	revenue	realized	from	redeveloped	brownfield	sites	

totaling	over	$408	million,	and	75	cities	reported	that	such	redevelopment	

generated	186,962	jobs	–	almost	60%	of	which	were	created	after	the	property	was	

redeveloped	(Minnesota	Department	of	Employment	and	Economic	Development	et	

al.,	2010).		

The	Hennepin	County	Environmental	Response	Fund	(ERF)	program	directly	

assists	municipalities,	economic	development	agencies,	housing	and	redevelopment	

authorities,	non‐profit	organizations,	public	companies,	and	private,	for‐profit	

enterprises	by	providing	grant	funds.	The	Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	

Department	administers	the	ERF	grant	program.	Awarded	grant	funds	match	other	

sources	to	assist	with	the	environmental	cleanup	of	contaminated	properties	and	

redevelopment	of	formerly	used	sites.	When	taken	together,	ERF‐funded	projects	

present	a	broad	spectrum	of	beneficial	outcomes,	including	affordable	housing,	new	

tax	revenues,	commercial	development,	athletic	fields,	parks,	gardens	and	green	

space,	and	road	and	infrastructure	projects.	In	the	process,	these	projects	return	

often	abandoned	parcels	to	the	tax	rolls,	improve	neighborhoods	and	local	economic	

development,	and	reuse	land	that	might	have	otherwise	sat	idle.	In	urban	
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environments,	such	reuse	reduces	blight	and	can	take	pressure	off	of	developing	

pristine	green	spaces	that	might	have	been	otherwise	lost	to	development.	

Overview of Hennepin County Environmental Services Department 
	

The	Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	Department	administers	

numerous	programs,	of	which	the	ERF	grant	program	is	just	one	component.		The	

department	is,	“committed	to	protecting	the	environment	and	conserving	resources	

for	future	generations.”		Their	programs	focus	on	the	reduction	and	responsible	

management	of	wastes,	the	protection	of	natural	resources,	and	the	promotion	of	

environmental	stewardship	(Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	Department,	

2011b).	The	department	is	charged	with	overseeing	waste	reduction	and	recycling,	

the	regulation	and	management	of	hazardous	waste	and	natural	resources,	the	

management	of	contaminated	lands,	and	environmental	education	initiatives.		The	

department’s	ability	to	raise	revenue	is	authorized	by	the	state.							

Hennepin	County	is	home	to	numerous	abandoned	brownfield	properties,	

including	defunct	buildings,	grain	elevators,	and	warehouses.		These	lots	and	

structures	that	stand	empty	are	a	burden	to	communities	and	the	

environment.		These	parcels	regularly	include	empty	lots	with	toxic	or	hazardous	

chemical	contamination	and	abandoned	building	that	contain	toxic	

insulation.		Without	redevelopment,	these	sites	continue	to	depress	neighboring	

property	values	and	have	the	potential	to	pollute	areas	around	them.	
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Overview and history of Environmental Response Fund 
	

In	1997,	the	state	authorized	Hennepin	County	to	launch	the	Environmental	

Response	Fund	(Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	Department,	2011a).	

This	fund	generated	revenues	utilizing	a	real	estate	transfer	tax	and	those	funds,	in	

turn,	are	awarded	via	a	competitive	grant	process	to	support	the	redevelopment	of	

environmentally	contaminated	properties.	This	new	authority,	granted	by	

Minnesota	Statute	383B.81	ENVIRONMENTAL	RESPONE	FUND	and	given	funding	

through	Statute	383B.80	HENNEPIN	COUNTY	DEED	AND	MORTGAGE	TAX,	is	at	risk.	

Currently,	Hennepin	County’s	authority	to	impose	the	tax	under	this	section	expires	

January	1,	2013.	

The	Hennepin	County	Environmental	Response	Fund	(ERF)	program	directly	

assists	municipalities,	economic	development	agencies,	housing	and	redevelopment	

authorities,	non‐profit	organizations,	public	companies,	and	private,	for‐profit	

enterprises	by	providing	grant	funds.	These	funds	match	other	sources	to	assist	

with	the	environmental	cleanup	of	contaminated	properties	and	redevelopment	of	

formerly	used	sites.	Past	projects	include	new	affordable	housing,	commercial	

development,	athletic	fields,	parks,	gardens	and	green	space,	and	road	and	

infrastructure	projects.	These	projects	create	jobs,	expand	the	tax	base,	improve	

neighborhoods	and	local	economic	development,	and	reuse	land	that	might	have	

otherwise	sat	idle.	 	
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Problem Definition 
	

Hennepin	County	has	registered	4,200	more	sites	to	be	cleaned	and	

developed.		These	sites	are	spread	throughout	the	county.		More	areas	are	being	

discovered	all	the	time,	and	this	unique	fund	that	is	used	for	economic	growth,	

enriching	the	tax	base,	and	environmental	cleanup	is	set	to	end.	Since	2001,	

Hennepin	County	has	awarded	245	grants	totaling	$36	million	(Hennepin	County	

Environmental	Services	Department,	2011d).		These	grants	have	assisted	in	the	

clean	up	of	numerous	toxic	environments	and	served	as	subsidies	that	augment	

private	investment,	reducing	the	costs	of	preparing	a	site	for	redevelopment.		The	

transactional	tax	that	supports	this	grant‐making	program	is	presently	set	to	expire	

on	January	1,	2013.		The	timing	of	this	expiration	requires	that	the	Minnesota	State	

Legislative	2012	session	extend	the	sunset	date	in	order	to	continue	funding	the	

program.					

Capstone project deliverables 
	

The	2012	legislative	session	is	Hennepin	County’s	last	chance	to	extend	the	

program’s	authority	before	the	presently‐scheduled	sunset	date.		Our	project’s	goals	

are	to	provide	a	set	of	tools	that	can	be	used	during	this	2012	legislative	session	to	

effectively	lobby	legislation	that	will	extend	the	date	and	ensure	the	continuation	of	

this	valuable	program.	In	this	project	we	will	deliver	tools	that	allow	the	proper	

party	or	parties	to	easily	discuss,	and	advocate	and	lobby	for,	the	extension	of	the	

Environmental	Response	Fund.	Strategy	and	tactics	of	how	to	use	these	items	are	

throughout	this	policy	brief;	the	deliverable	material	can	be	referenced	in	the	

appendices.			 	
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 Legislative	testimony	

 Letters	of	support	from	community	stakeholders	

 One‐page	fact	sheet	describing	the	problem	and	proposed	solution	

 Advocacy	strategies	and	recommendations	

These	tools	along	with	the	holistic	strategy	that	we	will	lay	out	will	provide	

the	lobbyist	and	grassroots	organizations	to	be	able	to	advocate	for	the	continuation	

of	this	program.	 	
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Purpose of this report 
	

This	summary	report	is	intended	to	support	the	development	of	legislative	

testimony	and	messaging	to	secure	a	reauthorization	of	the	Hennepin	County	ERF.	

These	funds	match	other	sources	to	assist	with	the	environmental	cleanup	of	

contaminated	properties	and	redevelopment	of	formerly	used	sites.	The	ERF	is	

funded	by	a	Hennepin	County	mortgage	registry	and	deed	tax	first	authorized	by	the	

Minnesota	State	Legislature	in	1997.	The	enabling	legislation	established	a	sunset	

date	for	the	tax,	which	has	since	been	extended	twice	by	the	State	Legislature.	The	

current	sunset	date	is	January	1,	2013.	If	the	sunset	date	is	not	extended,	the	ERF’s	

revenue	source	will	disappear	and	its	funding	reserves	will	diminish	to	the	point	

where	the	program	is	no	longer	able	to	offer	grants.	
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Methodology 
	

The	data	collection	for	preparation	of	this	report	included	a	review	of	the	

Hennepin	County	Environmental	Response	Fund’s	website,	outreach	materials,	

factsheets,	and	grant	funding	recommendation	reports.	The	literature	review	also	

encompassed	similar	brownfield‐related	grant	programs	at	two	other	agencies,	the	

Metropolitan	Council	and	the	Minnesota	Department	of	Employment	and	Economic	

Development.	Completed	reports	prepared	by	Humphrey	School	students	were	

evaluated,	including	a	program	evaluation	of	the	Hennepin	County	ERF	and	a	

comprehensive	assessment	of	the	benefits	of	brownfield	redevelopment,	prepared	

for	the	organization	Minnesota	Brownfields.	Additional	resources	evaluated	for	the	

literature	review	encompassed	past	legislative	testimony	given	to	support	

reauthorization	of	the	ERF	and	interviews	with	Hennepin	County	Environmental	

Services	Department	staff	members,	a	lobbyist	retained	by	the	county	to	ensure	

ERF’s	reauthorization,	and	project	proponents	who’ve	utilized	the	ERF	grant	

program.	We	also	evaluated	information	from	the	previous	lobbying	effort	to	extend	

the	sunset	date,	including	letters	of	support	that	were	written	for	the	program.		
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Literature review 
	
Minnesota	Brownfields:	A	Resource	Guide	(Minnesota	Department	of	Employment	

and	Economic	Development,	Minnesota	Pollution	Control	Agency,	and	Minnesota	

Brownfields,	2010)	

	 This	document	presents	a	broad	overview	of	the	benefits	of	brownfield	

redevelopment	and	raises	awareness	about	the	regulation	of	brownfield	

redevelopment	in	Minnesota.	The	report	provides	a	comprehensive	overview	of	

funding	resources	available	in	the	state	to	assist	in	funding	redevelopment	projects,	

including	grant	programs,	tax	assistance	and	technical	support.		

Hennepin	County	Environmental	Response	Fund	Funding	Recommendations	(2	

reports	per	year	over	several	years)	

	 Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	Department	staff	members	

prepare	these	biannual	reports	that	summarize	the	applicants	to	the	ERF	program	

grant	rounds.	The	reports	include	overviews	of	the	applicants’	projects	along	with	

staff	members’	recommendations	for	funding.	Staff	may	recommend	funding	the	full	

requested	amount,	a	reduced	amount,	or	recommend	against	funding	the	project.	

These	summary	reports	are	prepared	for	the	Hennepin	County	Board	of	

Commissioners,	who	ultimately	approve	or	modify	the	staff’s	recommendations.	

Each	report	contains	succinct	background	and	overview	information	on	the	ERF	

program	and	its	history.	

Hennepin	County	Environmental	Service	Department	Outreach	Materials	(Hennepin	

County	Environmental	Services	Department,	2011d)	

	 The	Environmental	Services	Department	has	produced	a	variety	of	outreach	
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materials	to	raise	awareness	of	and	share	information	about	the	ERF	program.	

These	brief,	1‐2	page	documents	offer	a	great	deal	of	succinct	information	about	the	

ERF	program,	its	merits,	and	its	achievements.	

Hennepin	County	ERF	Official	Webpage	(Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	

Department,	2011c)	

This	website	is	a	portal	for	the	official	administration	of	the	ERF	program.	

The	department’s	website	features	basic,	but	complete,	information	about	the	ERF	

itself,	the	grant	application	process,	and	other	brownfield	redevelopment	loan	

sources.	The	website	also	offers	other	resources	and	website	links	to	partner	

organizations	where	browsers	can	learn	more	about	brownfield	redevelopment.		

Minnesota	Brownfields	

Minnesota	Brownfields	is	a	501(c)(3)	non‐profit	organization	that	has	

developed	significant	background	information	and	reports	to	support	brownfield	

redevelopment	in	Minnesota.	The	group’s	mission	is	to	promote,	through	education,	

research,	and	partnerships,	the	efficient	cleanup	and	reuse	of	contaminated	land	as	

a	means	of	generating	economic	growth,	strengthening	communities,	and	enabling	

sustainable	land	use	and	development.	The	organization	has	completed	research	on	

brownfields	in	Minnesota	and	has	lobbied	the	Minnesota	Legislature	for	continued	

funding	for	redevelopment	grant	programs,	including	the	Hennepin	County	ERF.		

Past	Humphrey	student	projects	regarding	brownfields	and	the	ERF	Program	

(Minnesota	Brownfields,	2011;	and,	Lundquist,	2011)	

	 Within	the	past	year,	two	other	teams	of	Humphrey	students	completed	

projects	related	to	the	subject	matter.	As	part	of	the	course,	PA	5311,	Program	



		
Page	13	

Evaluation,	a	team	of	students	developed	a	program	evaluation	plan	for	the	

Hennepin	County	ERF	program.	The	evaluation	plan	sought	to	provide	a	systematic	

approach	to	evaluating	the	impact	of	the	Environmental	Response	Fund.	The	second	

study	in	this	review	is	The	Benefits	of	Brownfield	Redevelopment	in	Minnesota:	

Fueling	Economic	Growth	and	Revitalizing	Communities.	Two	Humphrey	students	

prepared	this	report	for	the	organization	Minnesota	Brownfields.	The	report	

intends	to	quantify	the	economic,	environmental	and	community	benefits	that	come	

from	recycling	and	redeveloping	Minnesota’s	contaminated	land.		

Metropolitan	Council	Livable	Communities	Act	(LCA)	Grant	Programs	(Metropolitan	

Council,	2011)	

The	Planning	and	Development	department	of	the	Metropolitan	Council,	the	

regional	planning	body	for	the	seven‐county	Twin	Cities	metropolitan	area,	

administers	the	LCA	grant	program.		Since	it	was	created,	the	project	has	cleaned	up	

over	1,700	acres	of	polluted	land	and	97	cities	have	participated	in	the	program.	All	

grants	are	awarded	on	a	competitive	basis	and	grant	money	is	given	directly	to	

cities	that	have	secured	a	partner	in	development.		These	projects	often	partner	

with	other	state,	city,	or	county	projects	to	develop	“more	livable”	communities.		

Cleaning	up	polluted	land	for	redevelopment	is	only	an	aspect	of	this	grant	

program.		The	LCA	program	encompasses	four	accounts:	

 Tax	Base	Revitalization	Account	(pollution	response)	

 Livable	Communities	Demonstration	Account	

 Local	Housing	Incentive	Account	

 Land	Acquisition	for	Affordable	New	Development	
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Department	of	Employment	and	Economic	Development	(DEED)	

Contamination	Cleanup	and	Investigation	Grant	Program	(Minnesota	Department	of	

Employment	and	Economic	Development,	2011)	

This	is	a	statewide	program	that	any	development	or	cleanup	agency	can	

apply	for,	including	private	groups,	municipalities,	and	other	public	agencies.		This	

grant	program	pays	up	to	75	percent	of	the	cost	of	cleaning	up	a	contaminated	site	

for	development.	Minnesota	DEED	uses	the	following	criteria	for	the	grant	process.	

 Tax	base	increase	resulting	from	the	cleanup	and	development	of	the	site.	

 Social	value	of	the	cleanup,	demonstrated	by	the	number	of	jobs	created	

through	cleanup	and	redevelopment.	

 An	evaluation	by	the	Minnesota	Pollution	Control	Agency	of	the	reduced	

threat	to	public	health	and	the	environment	as	a	result	of	cleanup.	

 Likelihood	that	the	site	will	be	cleaned	up	without	government	money.	

 Cleanup	cost.	

 Commitment	of	local	authorities	to	pay	the	local	match	

Grants	are	awarded	to	sites	where	there	is	a	planned	redevelopment.	The	

site	development	is	regularly	funded	with	75%	support	from	the	state	with	a	

required	remaining	25%	from	other	forms	of	public	or	private	financing.	These	

additional	funds	often	come	from	other	grant	funding	sources,	such	as	the	

Metropolitan	Council,	Minnesota	Brownfields,	or	other	similar	agencies.		The	

awarded	sites	are	distributed	statewide,	though	most	are	located	in	major	

population	centers.	
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Minnesota	State	House	and	Senate	Reverence	Library	 	

	 The	Minnesota	Reference	Library	tracks	bills	and	their	passage	or	status	in	

the	legislative	process.		Conducting	research	there	helped	understand	the	progress	

of	past	bills	for	the	authorization	we	are	seeking.	Two	bills	formed	during	the	2011	

legislative	session.		S.F.	No.	1325	was	referred	to	‘Taxes’	but	never	had	any	

testimony	given	or	votes	taken.		The	Chief	Author	was	Senator	Hall	(R)	with	co‐

authors	Olson	(R),	Kruse	(R),	Rest	(DFL),	and	Michel	(R).		H.F.	No.	1242	was	referred	

to	Government	Operations	and	Elections	but	was	no	testimony	or	votes	were	taken.		

The	Chief	Author	was	Rep.	Doepke	(R).		Other	co‐authors	were	Rep.	Loeffler	(DFL),	

Peterson,	S.	(DFL),	Hackbarth	(R),	and	Loon	(R).	This	research	gave	perspective	

about	the	ERF	authorization’s	history	and	informed	the	future	the	next	bill	could	

have	in	the	2012	legislative	session.				

Interview summaries  
	

Information	was	obtained	from	the	Environmental	Services	Department	

client	team,	Rosemary	Lavin,	Jeremy	Jones,	and	David	Jaeger,	at	meetings	on	

September	29,	October	27,	and	November	2.	These	interviews	included	review	of	

work	plans,	client	contracts,	and	results	of	the	literature	review.	Later	interviews	

served	to	affirm	that	the	team’s	directions	were	clear	and	meeting	client	

expectations.		

	 Information	was	gathered	from	legislative	lobbyist	Peg	Larson.		She	has	

worked	with	Hennepin	County	in	the	past	and	was	the	lead	lobbyist	in	the	2011	

attempt	to	extend	Minnesota	Statute	383B.80.	In	the	course	of	her	work,	Ms.	Larson	

gathered	support	from	both	Democrats	and	Republicans	to	support	the	extension	of	
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this	bill.		She	was	successful	in	gathering	support,	but,	due	to	the	dynamics	of	the	

last	legislative	session,	the	bills	(S.F.	No.	1325	and	H.F.	No.	1242)	did	not	get	a	

hearing	in	committee.		She	emphasized	the	importance	of	building	on	past	

relationships	that	have	been	developed	and	moving	to	try	and	push	this	bill	during	

the	early	days	of	the	2012	legislative	session.			

	 She	laid	out	the	different	challenges	faced	and	the	multitude	of	forces	that	

must	be	considered	during	the	advocacy	process.		She	is	a	former	Republican	

legislative	member	and	has	a	great	deal	of	knowledge	about	the	inside	workings	of	

the	legislative	process.							

A	brief	interview	for	this	report	was	conducted	with	Art	Erickson,	Executive	

Director	of	Urban	Ventures.	He	is	a	local	community	organization	leader	who	was	

contacted	by	recommendation	of	the	Midtown	Exchange’s	Master	Developer,	Ryan	

Companies’	Rick	Collins.	Urban	Ventures	has	not	only	been	involved	with	the	

redevelopment	of	the	Midtown	Exchange,	one	of	Hennepin	County’s	greatest	ERF	

success	stories,	but	they	have	also	directly	benefited	from	brownfield	

redevelopment.	His	organization	purchased	brownfield	land	and	was	able,	through	

additional	funding,	to	redevelop	the	land	into	soccer	fields	for	use	by	the	local	

community.	Mr.	Erickson	also	noted	that	this	redevelopment	project	has	not	only	

revitalized	the	area,	but	it	has	served	as	a	model	for	many	other	organizations	

looking	to	do	similar	work,	some	from	as	far	away	as	Ireland.		

	 	
	
	 	



		
Page	17	

Recommendations and Discussion  
	

Continued	funding	of	Hennepin	County’s	Environmental	Response	Fund	

Grant	Program	provides	an	effective	and	efficient	tool	that	directly	supports	

Minnesota’s	economy.	The	legislative	support	for	this	program	has	been	

demonstrably	bipartisan	in	the	past.	However,	due	to	dramatic	recent	changes	in	the	

political	landscape	of	the	Minnesota	Legislature,	we	can	no	longer	assume	

bipartisan	support	and	must	have	a	defined	strategy	for	advocacy	in	order	to	

achieve	the	removal	or	extension	of	the	sunset	date	for	the	ERF	funding	authority.	

	 One	of	the	most	important	challenges	this	extension	faces	is	the	recent	rise	in	

elected	officials	holding	strong	anti‐tax	positions,	especially	in	regards	to	new	taxes.	

This	sentiment	pervades	the	majority	party	of	the	Minnesota	Legislature.	While	the	

ERF	is	a	tax,	lobbying	for	its	extension	must	be	messaged	as	a	fee	that	is	only	

assessed	once,	in	a	small	amount,	and	that	does	not	have	any	appreciable	effect	on	

individuals’	and	corporations’	decisions	to	buy	land	in	the	assessment	areas.		

	 The	program	must	be	highlighted	for	its	job	creation	track	record	and	

business	and	economic	development	advantages.	Since	the	current	Minnesota	

government	is	divided,	messages	must	be	developed	for	individual	meetings	with	

members	of	the	legislature.	There	are	many	benefits	that	can	be	highlighted	that	

could	appeal	to	both	parties,	including:	

 Proven	job	creation,	both	short	and	long‐term	

 Increased	tax	revenues	

 Increased	property	values	

 Program	efficiency	(ERF	makes	more	than	it	spends)	
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 Increased	private	investment	

 Significant	leverage	of	public/private	funds	

 Neighborhood	revitalization	

 Reused	empty	lots	

 Lack	of	greenfield	availability	for	development	

 Reuse	of	existing	infrastructure	

 Improved	public	safety	

 Support	from	elected	officials,	business	developers,	and	community	leaders	

Among	the	many	potential	messages	regarding	the	program’s	benefits,	we	

recommend	a	singular	focus	on	the	program’s	demonstrated	ability	to	create	jobs,	

generate	new	tax	revenues	for	municipalities,	and	the	efficiency	of	the	program	

itself	–	creating	more	tax	revenue	than	it	spends	–	and	the	high	degree	to	which	this	

program	leverages	private	development	dollars.	The	legislative	testimony	our	team	

has	developed	(Appendix	A)	reflects	all	of	these	points	foremost.	

In	terms	of	new	outreach	materials,	we	have	developed	a	one‐page	fact	sheet	

that	highlights	many	of	the	program’s	statistics	(See	Appendix	C).	We	also	

recommend	the	department	investigate	developing	a	large	graph	or	table	that	

shows	the	breakdown	of	new	tax	revenues	and	jobs	created	on	a	per	city	basis	due	

to	ERF	program	involvement	(our	team	did	not	have	access	to	this	data	on	a	per‐city	

basis).	Having	a	visual	tool	that	demonstrates	the	benefits	to	cities	individually	and	

collectively	could	have	a	very	positive	impact	on	the	reauthorization	of	the	ERF	

program.	
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While	advocacy	with	the	Minnesota	Legislature	is	vital	to	ERF’s	funding	

extension	success,	it	is	just	as	vital	to	develop	a	strong	plan	of	community	advocacy.	

Expanding	collaboration	among	similar	programs	and	organizations	has	the	

potential	to	expand	Hennepin	County’s	lobbying	capacity	and	deepen	support	for	

Hennepin	County’s	ERF	program.	Our	team	recommends	beginning	with	an	

increased	partnership	with	this	sister	ERF	program	in	Ramsey	County.	As	they	will	

also	be	lobbying	for	an	extension	or	removal	of	the	date,	we	feel	it	is	vital	to	have	

prepared	a	coordinated	plan	with	their	representatives.	It	can	be	disadvantageous	

to	both	parties	if	each	is	lobbying	for	the	same	plan	with	slightly	different	language	

or	strategy	at	the	same	time,	and	to	the	same	people.	There	is	a	possibility	of	

creating	confusion	among	legislators,	which	has	the	potential	to	slow	or	harm	the	

passage	of	a	bill.		

		 Additionally,	we	see	durable	potential	benefits	from	creating	a	stronger	

partnership	with	Minnesota	Brownfields,	a	non‐profit	organization	that	has	done	

significant	work	in	advocating	for	the	ERF	program	and	other	brownfield	

redevelopment	funding	sources.	It	is	a	certainty	that	this	organization	will	also	be	at	

the	capital	this	session	to	advocate,	and	a	partnership	is	vital	for	the	same	reasons	

we	recommend	increased	cooperation	with	Ramsey	County.		

Finally,	we	must	continue	to	reach	out	to	a	diverse	mix	of	local	business	

representatives,	elected	officials,	and	other	community	leaders	to	voice	their	

support	for	this	program.	Our	work	in	recruiting	letters	of	support	from	past	project	

proponents	resulted	in	a	broad	mix	of	support	statements	from	cities,	developers,	

and	community	groups	(the	base	draft	letter	of	support	is	shown	in	Appendix	B).	If	
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legislators	are	made	aware	of	the	broad	community	support	for	this	program,	

especially	from	their	constituents	and	local	business	leaders,	they	may	be	effectively	

swayed	to	support	a	reauthorization	of	the	ERF	funding	mechanism.	

In	conclusion,	our	main	recommendations	for	the	strategy	surrounding	the	

extension	or	removal	of	the	sunset	date	can	be	summarized	as:	

 Focus	on	job	creation,	tax	base	generation,	and	program	efficiency	

aspects	of	the	ERG	

 Create	strategic	legislative	allies	and	nurture	those	relationships	

 Increase	cooperation	with	other	stakeholders	in	order	to	expand	

lobbying	efficacy	and	support	

 Focus	on	project	continuation,	not	new	programs	or	taxes	

 When	delivering	testimony,	look	to	past	project	proponents	for	

assistance;	be	strategic	in	choosing	who	should	deliver	the	testimony	
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Appendices 
	

A. Legislative Testimony for Extension of the Funding for the Environmental Response 
Fund 
	
	
I would like to begin my testimony by thanking the distinguished legislators of this 

committee for allowing me to speak with you today about this important piece of 

legislation. 

 

I am here today to discuss with you Minnesota Statute 383B.80 HENNEPIN COUNTY 

DEED AND MORTGAGE TAX, which is the funding authority for Minnesota Statute 

383B.81, Environmental Response Fund. This fee was authorized in 1997 to fund the 

ERF program. Since its inception, the program has awarded 259 ERF grants totaling 

more than $36 million, benefiting communities across Hennepin County.  

 

Currently, the authority to collect funding for this program expires on January 1, 2013. It 

is vital that this revenue stream is maintained, in order to continue the excellent work that 

this program has achieved for the State of Minnesota. In my testimony, I will discuss 

with you all why this program needs to continue its work in providing excellent service to 

our communities. 

 

The Environmental Response Fund (ERF) is a grant program that funds the assessment 

and cleanup of contaminated sites, or “brownfields”. ERF grants leverage private and 

private investment at a variety of contaminated sites where environmental clean up costs 

hinder site improvements or redevelopment. Activities funded by ERF grants include 
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contaminated soil and groundwater assessment and cleanup, and asbestos and lead-based 

paint evaluation and abatement. Properties receiving ERF grants are put to a variety of 

productive uses such as public space, housing or economic development.” 1 The sunset 

date of this legislation is quickly approaching, and must be extended in order to continue 

to fund these important job-creating, economically stimulating projects.  

 

There are many so-called “brownfields” not only in the metro area of Minneapolis/St. 

Paul, but all over the State of Minnesota. Brownfields often bring down property value 

and discourage a sense of community. While 4,000 brownfield cleanup projects have 

been completed, more than 10,000 additional sites are known to be contaminated; while 

tens of thousands of sites beyond that have not yet even been identified. When 

contamination is identified or suspected, these sites drag down area property values, and 

can result in increased crime.   

 

These projects create short and long-term jobs, revitalize vacant and blighted properties, 

improve the social fabric of neighborhoods, generate new tax revenues, and increase 

property values. Data collected on the outcomes of the ERF program’s 259 projects to 

date clearly demonstrate that the return on these investments is well worth the input. 

Statistics maintained by the Hennepin County Environmental Services Department show 

that the property values of completed ERF-supported projects have increased more than 

$425 million over the life of the program. In 2010 alone, completed ERF-supported 

projects generated $9.9 million more in property taxes than was generated by those same 

properties prior to receiving ERF funding. Overall, the ERF program stands out as a 
																																																								
1	http://hennepin.us/ERF		
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successful model of cooperative private and public investment, having leveraged $1.7 

billion in privately funded development costs. 

 

I am sure that I do not need to discuss with this committee the difficulties that 

Minnesota’s economy has faced in recent years. We also know that the construction 

sector has been one of the hardest hit sectors, and continues to suffer. The most important 

aspect of this program is that it has been proven to be a job-creator.  

 

Public investments in brownfield sites leverage significant levels of private investment.  

In Minnesota, brownfield projects leverage an estimated $20-$25 in private investment 

for every $1 granted. Take for example, the Hwy 7 Corporate Center, in Saint Louis Park. 

Since its redevelopment from a brownfield site, it has added $12,300,000 to the local tax 

base and created 240 new jobs. 

 

Private investment spurred by redeveloped brownfield sites continues to bring economic 

success to Minnesota—in the form of businesses big and small. Within the past 10 years, 

a number of major multi-national corporations have chosen to build on remediated 

brownfield sites within the Twin Cities Metropolitan area. 

 

Some of Minnesota’s most well known and largest companies have taken advantage of 

former brownfields in business development in every corner of the state. And it isn’t just 

big businesses, or just in the metro area. This group includes Medtronic, Best Buy 

Corporate, US Bank Corporate, Ikonics of Duluth, Cargill, Coloplast, Summit Brewing, 
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and Minnesota BioBusiness Center, just to name a few. “These corporations provide a 

significant source of living-wage jobs to the region and stimulate Minnesota’s economy 

exponentially. Attracting and maintaining such large employers is pivotal to Minnesota’s 

economic success.” 

 

One of the biggest impacts of ERF programs has been the economic impact of increased 

tax base for the municipality. “One study conducted by the U.S. Conference of Mayors 

for the 2010 Recycling America’s Land report looked at 50 cities nationwide, and 

reported that those cities experienced a collective increase of $309 million in tax base 

from the redevelopment of 654 brownfield sites within their boundaries.” That averages 

out to a $386,250 annual increase in tax base for each municipality.” As most brownfield 

sites are located in declining urban areas, this amount of revitalized tax base provides 

economic stimulation to an area beyond what any state or federal subsidy could alone 

produce. Revitalized brownfields in economically distressed communities can act as 

catalysts for additional community revitalization. This revitalization of the tax base 

makes already developed communities stronger and more stable. The increased tax base 

caused by brownfield redevelopment could help Minnesota communities weather the 

current stretch of economic instability.  

 

 

Hennepin County encompasses more than 4,200 properties that are effectively held back 

from redevelopment and economic revitalization due to perceived or known sources of 

environmental contamination, including more than 19 percent of Minnesota’s Superfund 
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sites. Banks and other traditional lenders are often more cautious of funding a project on 

a contaminated site since these properties tend have a stigma around them and can 

present the potential of future financial liabilities associated with their clean up.  

 

Demand for ERF funds during the 2010 grant application cycle was more than double 

that of the total grant dollars available. If the sunset date is not extended, the ERF’s 

revenue source will disappear and eliminate the grant program. This will then create more 

pressure on other brownfields grants programs, which also currently receive more 

funding requests than they can fulfill. 

 

The extension or removal of the legislative sunset date is vital to continue all the good 

work the Environmental Response Fund has done since its creation in 1997. The ERF 

spurs economic growth and has led to the creation of approximately 9,500 jobs. It also 

translates to increased property values, which in turn increase tax revenues. ERF has been 

able to significantly leverage private and public investment. In Hennepin County alone, 

there are more than 4,200 sites of concern, so there is an extensive need for the program. 

While complete removal of the date is optimum, precedent tells us that the legislature 

prefers an extension of the date. We hope to find success before the sunset date passes 

and this important program is left unfunded.  

 

To conclude my testimony, I would like to leave you with a summary of all the positive 

effects of the Environmental Response Fund.  They include: short-term and long-term job 

creation, local economic growth and investment, creation of green jobs, renewed use of 
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existing commercial properties, revitalization of tax base/tax revenue, efficient use of 

existing infrastructure, neighborhood revitalization, property value increases, reduced 

threat to public health, reduced sprawl, and air and water quality improvements. 

 

All of this is achieved with only a $20.00 fee on each $200,000.00 property transaction. 

This program has enjoyed a wide variety of bi-partisan support, as well as community 

members ranging from mayors, to heads of community organizations, to major business 

leaders and property developers. I urge you to vote for this bill, and be a part of the good 

work this program has done for the State of Minnesota.  
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B. Letters of support  
	
[DATE]	
	
Office	of	Governor	Mark	Dayton	
130	State	Capitol		
75	Rev.	Dr.	Martin	Luther	King	Jr.	Blvd.		
Saint	Paul,	MN	55155	
	
Representative	Greg	Davids	
Chair,	Taxes	Committee	
585	State	Office	Building 	
100	Rev.	Dr.	Martin	Luther	King	Jr.	Blvd. 	
Saint	Paul,	MN	55155	
	
Dear	Governor	Dayton	and	Representative	Davids:	
	
I	am	writing	to	you	today	to	urge	you	to	support	reauthorization	of	the	Hennepin	
County	Environmental	Response	Fund	(ERF).	The	ERF	program	is	a	unique	asset	in	
Hennepin	County	that	supports	job	creation	and	economic	development	in	our	
communities.	The	ERF	fund	directly	assists	the	work	of	cities,	private	developers,	
schools,	and	nonprofits,	and	funds	commercial,	residential,	and	infrastructure	
projects	that	would	otherwise	be	delayed	or	idled.		
	
[Project	proponents	should	include	text	specific	to	their	Environmental	Response	
Fund‐funded	project	here]	
	
The	ERF	program	is	a	successful	model	of	cooperative	private	and	public	
investment,	having	leveraged	$1.7	billion	in	privately	funded	development	costs.	
Hennepin	County	data	shows	ERF‐supported	projects	have	increased	local	property	
values	more	than	$425	million	over	the	past	decade.	In	2010	alone,	completed	ERF‐
supported	projects	generated	$9.9	million	more	in	property	taxes	than	was	
generated	by	those	same	properties	prior	to	receiving	ERF	funding.		
	
Hennepin	County	contains	one‐quarter	of	Minnesota’s	contaminated	properties,	
which	is	one	reason	this	program’s	continuation	is	so	crucial.	Since	2001,	the	ERF	
program	has	made	270	grants	that	have	benefited	cities	across	Hennepin	County.	If	
the	program	is	not	extended	beyond	its	current	sunset	date	of	January	1,	2013,	grant	
funds	will	disappear.	Developers	will	forego	brownfield	redevelopment	projects	or	
potentially	drop	projects	entirely.	As	these	projects	are	delayed,	the	associated	jobs	
will	not	materialize.		
	
The	numbers	speak	for	themselves	–	the	ERF	program	generates	more	tax	revenues	
than	it	uses.	Without	reauthorization,	we	stand	to	reverse	the	positive	trend	of	
returning	blighted	land	to	productive	and	revenue‐generating	uses	in	Hennepin	
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County.	I	urge	you	to	support	reauthorization	of	the	Hennepin	County	ERF	program.	
Thank	you	for	your	consideration.	
	
Sincerely,	
	
	
	
[NAME]	 	
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C. One‐page fact sheet  
	
	 	

Developing Minnesota Brownfields 
Hennepin County has the highest percentage of brownfield properties in the state.  These are       

contaminated, abandoned sties that cannot be rebuilt or safely inhabited without substantial cleanup.  

The Environmental Response Fund (ERF) has since 2001 distributed grants to clean these properties 

to be developed.  Through this process there have been dozens of communities that have seen 

noticeable economic and safety benefits.  The ERF has created approximately 9,500 jobs in the 

cleanup and redevelopment of sites.  The cleanup process and resulting development has increased 

property values by $425 million, and expanded the property tax base by $9.9 million.  The $36 million 

investment by the state since 2001 has leveraged $1.7 billion by the private sector in new projects.  

The results are easy to see, and so is the need.  Shown above are all the contaminated brownfield 

sites in the state. The ERF cleans and rebuilds this land. ERF leverages $98 of private investment to 

every $2 spent by the state.  This fund is a model for the rest of the county in successful private/public 

investment in the community that creates jobs and expands our community is an environmentally safe 

manor.  This funding cannot be allowed to expire.          

Hennepin County Environmental Services  

Environmental Response Fund 

Quick Facts 

 9,500 jobs created  

 Increased property values by $425 million 

 Expanded the property tax by $9.9 million 

 $98 of private investment for every $2 spent by the state. 

What Is Happening Today? 

On June 28, 2011, Grants were awarded totaling $2 million for the evaluation and cleanup of 11 
contaminated sites.  

	soil and groundwater evaluation, 
	asbestos and lead-paint assessment and abatement,  
	contaminated soil cleanup.  

The awards will assist in the renovation or construction of 159 affordable housing units and create more than 
271 jobs.  
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Real	Estate	Purchase	 Deed	Tax Mortgage	Registration	Tax	 Total	Payment

$150,000	 $15.00	 $15.00 $30.00	

$300,000	 $30.00	 $30.00 $60.00	

Mortgage	Refinance	 		 		

$150,000	 $0.00	 $15.00 $15.00	

Real Jobs, Real Development 

Since 2001, 9,500 Jobs have been created in Hennepin 
County through this project.  Every $2 spent by the state is 
matched with $98 of private investment. 
The Midtown Exchange is a highly visual success story.  
The site was cleaned by the ERF and development spurred 
economic growth which lifted a whole neighborhood.  

The Need Persists! 

Each	dot	represents	a	potential	site	
for	improvement	and	

How Do We Pay for This?  
Review of the Mortgage Registration and Deed Tax  

Minnesota	Statute	383B.80	states	that	“The	Governing	Body	of	Hennepin	County	may	impose	a	mortgage	registry	
and	deed	tax.		The	rate	of	the	mortgage	registry	tax	equals	.0001	of	the	principal.		The	rate	of	the	deed	tax	equals	
.0001	of	the	amount.		This	equals	out	to	be	$.01/$100.00.		To	be	clear,	this	is	only	assessed	one	time	at	the	point	of	
the transaction. Examples are laid out below to illustrate how this currently works.

Allowing for Local Control 
Hennepin	County	has	the	largest	amount	of	contaminated	sites	in	the	State.		There	is	less	and	less undeveloped	
space	that	remains	for	new	development.		Some	abandoned	sites	are	costly	to	clean	and	the	Environmental	
Response	Fund	gives	businesses	the	incentive	to	build	and	expand	their	businesses.		The	collection	of	the	funds	
used	in	this	program	would	only	affect	Hennepin	County,	and	the	funds	would	then	be	used	to	improve	the	
community	where	those	taxpayers	live.		Without	this	program	many,	if	not	all	of	these	projects	would	not	have	
been	possible.		Minnesota	Law	dictates	that	the	state	must	approve	the	monetary	collection	process.		We	urge	the	
Legislature	to	allow	Hennepin	County	to	continue	this	program.			
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D. Memorandum of Agreement 
	

Memorandum	of	Agreement	
Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	

Humphrey	School	of	Public	Affairs,	University	of	Minnesota	
	
Date	 	 September	29,	2011	
	
Project:	 Securing	Legislative	Renewal	of	the	Hennepin	County	Environmental	

Response	Fund	
	
Clients:	 Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	Department		
	
Primary	Client	Contact:	 	
Jeremy	Jones	
Planning	Analyst,	Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	Department	
417	N.	5th	Street,	Suite	200	
Minneapolis,	MN		55401‐3206	
(612)	348‐3563	phone	
(612)	596‐6985	fax	
Jeremy.jones@co.hennepin.mn.us	
	
Consultants:	
Peter	Hamma	(primary	contact),	574‐261‐1548,	hammapes@gmail.com	
John	Brosnan	
Amy	Kafut	
	
Instructor:	 	
Jeannie	Fox	
Humphrey	School	of	Public	Affairs	
University	of	Minnesota	
125	Humphrey	Center	
301	19th	Ave.	S.	
Minneapolis,	MN	55455	
(651)	757‐3083 
jmfox@umn.edu	
	
Project	Start	Date:	 September	15,	2011	
Project	End	Date:			 December	9,	2011	(though	presentations	to	Hennepin	County	

staff	and	other	audiences	may	follow	completion	of	work	on	
December	9,	2011)	

	
Project	Purpose:	To	assist	the	Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	
Department	with	data	collection,	data	review,	and	preparation	of	messaging,	fact	
sheets,	and	legislative	testimony	to	support	the	reauthorization	of	the	
Environmental	Response	Fund	(ERF).	Our	team	will	develop	an	understanding	of	
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context	in	which	ERF	operates,	including	its	history,	project	criteria	and	funding	
outcomes.	Using	this	information,	our	team	will	address	the	upcoming	renewal	of	
the	ERF	program	by	producing	and	potentially	delivering	a	persuasive	legislative	
presentation	describing	the	various	public	interests	that	ERF	provides	and	serves.	
	
Project	Goals:		
	

 Assist	the	Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	Department	prepare	
legislative	testimony	to	assist	with	the	reauthorization	of	the	Environmental	
Response	Fund	(ERF);	

 Explore	similar	program	models	in	other	locales	in	an	effort	to	understand	
strategies	for	sustaining	the	ERF	program;	

 Research	and	catalogue	the	tangible	and	intangible	benefits	of	the	County’s	
ERF	program;	

 Develop	an	understanding	of	context	in	which	ERF	operates,	including	its	
history,	project	criteria	and	funding	outcomes;		

 Analyze	the	political	and	legal	environment	of	the	ERF	program	in	order	to	
evaluate	potential	strategies	for	reauthorization;		

 Create	a	one‐page	sheet	used	to	communicate	with	legislators;	

 Create	an	outline	of	an	advocacy	strategy	to	assist	in	the	reauthorization	of	
the	ERF	program;	and,	

 Produce	and	potentially	deliver	a	persuasive	legislative	presentation	
describing	the	various	public	interests	that	ERF	provides	and	serves	

	
Deliverables:	
	

 Testimony	to	the	legislature	concisely	outlining	the	importance	of	continuing	
funding	of	the	ERF	program;	

 Packaging	of	the	one‐page	fact	sheet	used	to	communicate	with	legislators	in	
discussions;	

 Thorough	background	review	of	the	ERF	program;	

 Complete	outline	of	an	advocacy	strategy	to	support	reauthorization	of	the	
ERF	program;	and,	

 Presentation	to	client	and	desired	stakeholders,	including	a	presentation	to	
the	Environmental	Services	Department.	

	
Consultant	Responsibilities:	
	

 Designate	a	primary	contact	(Peter	Hamma);	
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 Provide	the	client	with	a	project	update	via	email	every	two	weeks,	or	more	
often	as	needed;	

 Provide	client	with	deliverables	as	described	in	the	agreed	upon	format;	

 Maintain	flexibility	through	the	project’s	duration	to	fulfill	client	needs	and	
expectations	within	the	scope	of	this	Memorandum	of	Agreement.	

	
Client	Responsibilities:	
	

 Designate	a	primary	contact	(Rosemary	Lavin);	

 Provide	clear	expectations	and	guidelines	for	the	consultants;	

 Provide	feedback	on	project	progress,	as	needed;	

 Provide	consultants	with	information	and	tools	necessary	for	project;	

 Convene	meeting	for	consultant	presentation	with	key	stakeholders:	
Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	department	staff,	staff	legislative	
committees,	and/or	stakeholders;	

 Complete	an	evaluation	of	the	project	and	consultants.	

	

Joint	Responsibilities:	

 Consultants	and	client	will	meet	in	person	as	needed,	with	a	minimum	of	a	
mid‐project	update	and	final	consultant	presentation;	

 Consultants	and	client	will	communicate	regularly	including:	

o Use	of	primary	contacts	(Rosemary	Lavin	and	Peter	Hamma);	

o Project	updates	via	email	every	two	weeks,	or	more	often	as	needed;	

o Return	phone	calls	and	emails	within	two	days.	

o Attend	two	meetings	throughout	the	course	of	the	project,	scheduled	
on	an	as‐needed	basis.		

Evaluation	
	

The	Client	will	provide	an	evaluation	of	the	consultants’	work	based	on	
professionalism	and	completeness	of	the	public	presentation.	In	consideration	of	the	
legislative	calendar,	the	Client	will	base	their	evaluation	on	the	expertise	of	their	
internal	leadership	who	have	had	previous	success	in	navigating	the	political	
landscape	and	advocating	for	the	Environmental	Response	Fund	sunset	extension.		
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Acceptance	

By	signing	below,	the	following	individuals	agree	to	the	terms	of	this	contract:	

	

Consultants:	
__________________________________	 	 	 ___________	
John	Brosnan	 	 	 	 	 Date	
__________________________________	 	 	 ___________	
Peter	Hamma	 	 	 	 	 Date	
__________________________________	 	 	 ___________	
Amy	Kafut		 	 	 	 	 Date	
	
	

	 	 	
Client:	
__________________________________	 	 	 ___________	

Rosemary	Lavin	 	 	 	 	 Date	
Assistant	Director,	Environmental	Protection	Division	
Hennepin	County	Environmental	Services	Department	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	


