T §o”
,/v, i’ A 4 4 ) P i .
- 7,
s 3 L “
(o 7
il ,-J_ ’ 1_!— s e
4 f
]
r #
< P
,"-.
7
b2, 5 ‘
i £

";".1 4 ? 3 -. C_# 3 4
Fef—p
,_r'_:" P /1 T
[ o ] P e
/ - a . :
: . éiey; i

ol B S F P & 4 / L, i -
] : L~ A - e Z p
AL, ¢ TAC 2 . A — sk (’ e }_._.){;;7_._ ,,__/ S e s B
b =

7 : X 7 fm)f_)
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| of being a senior citizen on a fixed i ment because

ncome. The matter was
referred to the city c]erk 7gwhg;4,;r' A | zea 7>
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;g: CODE NO. 17 Pr;gerty owner reqagsted a d@férra] ofjéggzggﬁcﬁ%'ﬁ;iause of

being a senior citizen on a ﬁlxed 1ncome. The matter was
referred to the city c]erk A
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/£ ,CODE NO. 22 ff%gvﬁféﬁgF%y owner states that the city has judged his 40-foot

lot as unbuildable and thus received no benefit from the storm
sewer assessmegt. This has been. referred to the city attorney
for opinion.

FINDINGS OF FACT: 1) fThat the lot in questlon, Iot 21, Block 31, Gladstone Plat
2, also known as 1941 Dieter Street, is a substandard lot having a w:.dth of 40 feet;

2) That the CJ.ty has previously denied a variance to build a home on this 40 foot Iot;

3) That the lot was recently purchased by . the cbjector;

4) Tﬁaf:‘ the lot is saleable as distinguished from unbuildable;

5) That the saleability and useability of the lot are not lessened by the Iocal public
improvement; and

6) On the basis of an opinion of an independent fee real estate appraiser, the benefit
is equal to or greater than the assessment levied.

RECOMMENDATION: That the special assessment for storm séwer be reaffirmed.

a derenralﬁgj The m;tter was referred to the city
clerk % ; _ ‘

27 ot

“CODE NO. 39 65%3?‘3%5%6?11"f?ﬁL;§§‘ 2 74y year o?d senior citizen and requests
. ssessntent.
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“~  CODE NO. 44 Wﬂ{gmté a cancellation of assessment.

He states that the new street is now only 14 feet from his house
foundation and has therefore reduced the value of his house by

at least $10,000. This has been referred to the city attorney for
opinion. A e

FINDINGS OF FACT3)The objector seeks cancellation of the assessments on grounds that
the widening of the improved area within the right of way placed the new curb 14 feet
from his foundation:

2) That an independent fee real estate appraiser determined that the increase in market
value of the_objectors- property at 1503 Frost Avenue, increases ds a result of this

L oo L
TMPrOVETENT T anoutt equat—toor—greater—tharr—+the—assessment;

RECOMMENDATION: That the special assessment levied be reaffirmed.
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*/-CODE NO. 45 Th;cis, owne?ir%%%f{he éul?%g/essm nt be gancelled because

his draining runoff all flows to the north away ffrom Frost Avenue.
A field check by a survey crew for_the Maplewood Engineering Dept.
confirmed this as fact. : e el

FINDINGS OF ‘FACT:]){ i .ibilastor teks casinellusd i .
A 2 cellation of his assessment on
that the entire parcel 45 drains to the north; Fond

2) Field investigation and examination of Sontoim Tass T
: : ps in the office of the T
Engineer support this contention; : : =

RECOMMENDATION: That the special asse-ssment for storm sewer against p: .
cancelled in its entirety, - ; g parcel 45 be
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?“ CODE NO. 46 is parcel owner states that’the ‘property does not drain south to

Frost Avenue. A review of the drainage pattern of the parcel has
determined that about 2/3 of the lot.area will be handled by the
Frost Avenue dr§in structure.

FINDINGS OF FACT:_ 1) That the objector seeks cancellation of his assessment on
grounds that his property does not drain South Ints the Prcject area;

2) On the bisis of observations in the Tield and cXamnation O a topograpttic

survey withj e engineer's office, it was found that 2/3rds of the cel in
ggestllron[ Elqlnys?clallygdrg?ns to the Frost Avenue drain stéucture b

RECOMMENDATION: It is the policy of this council that in the event a parcel of
real property drains into an improvement Ior mm
1evieg, the entire parcel shall bear the assessment. In this instance, the assessment
1s reaffirmed consistent with councll pOlicCy.
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'gf CODE NO. 47 The owner of fﬁzse wo combinéd lot reqﬁggfiggéggvﬁﬁqﬁn because

one of the Tots drains into the other. At present, none of their
“runoff will drain to Frost Avenue. Should the owner desire to
fi11 and build on the low lot, all drainage from both Tots would
bg carried bv the Frost Avenue drainage facility. B

w1

' cs OF FACT:1) Objector seeks a revision of his aésessrrent whereunder the
pINDIN ¢t to the improved lot, Lot 10, would be sustained and the assessment 0 ISt
Wéﬂ improved Iot, would be cancelled;

) Lot 11 is lower than the abutting street, the diference in elevation between the
Jow point in the lot and the street elevations, approximately 7 feet;

3) . lot 11 is saleable and buildable.

“4) That an independent fee real estate appraiser is of the opinlcn that the
benefit exceeds the assesment recommendation. That as to Iot 11, that it is
reasonable and probable that in the foreseeable future, Iot ITT Will be Improved
and contribute storm water to the system in question.

RECOMMENDATION: That the assessment as to Iot 11 ¢ be reaffirmed.
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. CODE NO. 48 The resident qi??ﬁ?;‘ﬁérce% feels that the property drains :
- - mostly to the north. A field crew investigated the parcel drainage
~ pattern and determined that less than 1/3 of the property area,
drains to the north away from Frost Avenue. 7metomtiapotelsi==
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FINDINGS OF FACT:_)]) That the objector seeks cancellation of his assessment on
the grounds that his property does not drain south into the project area;

2) On the basis of observations in the field and examination of a topographic
survey within the engineer's office, it was found that less than 1/3rd of the parcel
1N questia, physically drains to the FrostAvene draimrstructures

RECOMMENDATION: It is the policy of this Council that in the event a parcel of
real property drains into an improvement For Which 3 SEOTm Sower assessment is leviedq,
the entire parcel shall bear the assessment. In this instance, the assessment is
reaffirmed consistent with council policy. ‘
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4. CODE NO. 82 Eéébgﬁﬁgi ;g%ﬁggf%EZ%ﬁa{ the assessment be revised due to the fact

at he is being agsessed along the Frost Avenue side of his lot
which is 148.04 feet in length. The parcels on each adjacent side are
corner lots and are being assessed on their narrow side which is 100

feet or less and is in conformance with past and present assessment
practices.  ~ : :

FINDINGS OF FACT:l) That the obijector seeks a revision of hig assessnent on
grounds that as to his lot the city's corner lot policy is inequitable;

2) That having an interior lot, the objector pays an assessment for full frontagel
while hiscontiguous neighbors to the east and west pay less on a front footage basis;

3) That there is no issue as to the question of whether the parcel benefits the
amount of the assessment.

RECOMMENDATION: That the assessment be reaffirmed in order to comply w1th the
Pre-existing asseSsment policiés of the Gity.

That the staff be directed to re-examine the city's special assessment policies and
—Proceedures ag they pertain to comer lats
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