
Submitted On:
Jul 6, 2026, 03:48PM CDT

CGF Meeting Feedback

Form

City of Grand Forks

Meeting Type: City Council Meeting

Full Name First Name: Andrew
Last Name: Krauseneck

Full Address Street Address: 4953 Curran Court
City: Grand Forks
State: ND
Zip: 58201

Agenda Item Number / Topic: 3.5 Beacon Tax Incentives

Comments: Please vote NO for the 5 year 100% PILOTs for the 2 completed
buildings (Spirit and 1923) for The Beacon. I don't agree with giving a
tax incentive to a competing business, in general, but legally I don't see
an objection to the Renaissance Zone incentive for the potential 3rd
building. But, I certainly see legal issues, and have objection to the
PILOTs being considered for the 2 completed buildings.

1 - the buildings are already complete - legally, a PILOT can be given to
a project that has commenced, but not to a project that is complete -
both buildings are complete and occupied - this seems like a bailout,
and not an incentive to build.
2 - one of the LLCs on the application is currently delinquent on the
property taxes on one of the 2 buildings - why are we rewarding this by
giving a new incentive via a PILOT?
3 - the LLCs applying for these incentives were a part of the TIF that
was already in default and voted to be terminated by your body - why
are we rewarding them with a new incentive via the PILOT?
4 - these apartment complexes represent unfair competition, when they
are given a tax incentive, yet all current apartment owners continue to
pay their fair share - they also represent competition for existing
businesses that have to compete with the amenities being offered, as
well as the commercial tenants leasing space on the main floors
(beneficiaries of the incentives) - unfair competition.
5 - the "but for" analysis, by a firm such as Baker Tilly, is to be used to
show that "but for" the tax incentive, the project would not take place -
why was money wasted on this, when the 2 buildings are already
complete, there is no "but for" situation here - they are built, they owe
taxes, end of story - why is this even a factor? The Renaissance Zone
request must be considered independent of the PILOTs - you cannot
roll those together, and say that the entire package is necessary.

What I ask of you is to simply vote NO on the PILOT for the 2
completed buildings. If you're unwilling to do so, at this point, I'd like to



ask for this - a motion and a second, and a majority vote, to table this
PILOT vote until you have clarification from the AG Office that this is
legal - request an AG opinion as to whether you can actually award a
PILOT to a completed project - Mr. Gaustad has not given sufficient
legal justification for this - there appears to be none available. Also,
while asking for this AG opinion, also ask for the AG's opinion as to
whether or not a PILOT must be primary sector certified - the AG has
not opined on this, and many of us, including attorneys, do feel a PILOT
must be primary sector certified. Please, at a minimum, table this PILOT
vote, ask for an AG opinion, and then proceed accordingly.

Thank you.


