CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS
CITY COUNCIL

Findings to Support Denial of the Written Objections Filed with the City Clerk Regarding
the Proposed Downtown Business Improvement Special Service District

L. State law requires the City Council to make a “determination” on written objections to
the proposed Downtown Business Improvement Special Service District ordinance (“District
ordinance”), Minneapolis Code of Ordinances (MCO) Chapter 465, within 30 days of filing.

Minn. Stat. § 428A.02, subd. 4 states, in part, as follows:

[A]ny affected landowner may file a written objection with the
city clerk asserting that the landowner's property shouid not be
included in the district or should not be subjected to a service

charge and objecting to:

(1) the inclusion of the landowner's property in the
district, for the reason that the property would not
receive services that are not provided throughout the
city to the same degree;

(2) the levy of a service charge on the landowner's
property, for the reason that the property is exempted
under sections 428A.01 to 428A.10 or the special law
under which the district was created; or

(3) the fact that neither the landowner's property nor its
use is benefited by the proposed special service.

The governing body shall make a determination on the objection
within 30 days of its filing. :

2. There have been three written “objections” filed with the Minneapolis City Clerk’s
Office to date:

e A handwritten letter dated November 23, 2008, and filed on November 25, 2008,
from representatives of 1225 LaSalle Avenue, #1401 attached as Exhibit A.



e A typed letter dated November 26, 2008, and filed on December 1, 2008, from Mr.
Wm. W. Smith at 409 South Ninth Street attached as Exhibit B.

o An email dated and filed December 1, 2008, from Mayer Tapper, on behalf of
Qfolson Associates, for the property located at 722 Hennepin Avenue attached as
. Exhibit C.

3. The authors of Exhibit A simply state, “[w]e adamantly vote NO.” This objection
does not contain a viable legal ground on which to formally object as noted in Paragraph 1

above. As such, it is denied.

4. + The author of Exhibit B asserts that downtown property owners are already “taxed
excesrs_iv'elry” and that any special assessments will have to be passed onto his customers

through rate increases. These generalized concerns do not meet any of the legal grounds

for formal objection to the adoption of the proposed District ordinance as stated ip:,. .. .

Paragraph 1 above. He voices a generalized objection to any further expenses, including
special assessments, and does not clearly argue that his particular property and/or use will
not receive benefit from the special services that will be provided within the District. On
the Contrary, state law and the proposed District ordinance requires that the special
s:er\}ice_s fqrnished within the District be provided at an increased level from thos¢ )
c')'l"'c'iirfair‘;‘i--l.“j"(‘i provided throughout the City. MCO § 465.20 describes the many speciﬁl'
services that may be furnished in the District, including sweeping, litter pick-up, trash™
f‘t'emoval, graffiti abatement, snow services, security services, event programming, -
business recruitment and retention programs, physical enhancements, and maintenancé of

enhanced streetscape components. As a property located within the boundaries of the



District, 409 South Ninth Street will receive the benefit of the new and/or enhanced
services furnished within the District as will all other properties within the boundaries of

the District. As such, this objection is denied.

5. The author of Exhibit C objects to the proposed District ordinance based on the
methodology used to calculate the assessments, a generalized claim of financial hardship,
and a statemént that it is “not clear what services we would benefit out of.” Concern
about the assessment methodology or a generalized claim of financial hardship does not
fall within one of the enumerated criteria to object to the adoption of the District, .. ,
ordinance as noted in Paragraph 1 above. The assessment methodology will also be
discussed at a required, upcoming public hearing on the impo‘sition of service charges
pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 428A.03. With regard to the issue of “benefit,” sta;ce law and the
proposed District ordinance requires that the special services furnished within the District
be provided at an increased level from thﬁse ordinarily provided throughout the City.
MCO § 465.20 describes the many special services that may be furnished in the District,
irllclu'dingisweeping, litter pick-up, trash removal, graffiti abatement, snow services,
securlty services, event programming, business recruitment and retention prograrﬂs, ,
phfzsical enhancements, and maintenance of enhanced streetscape components. “As A
ﬁréperty located within the boundaries of the District, 722 Hennepin Avenue will recéive
the benefit of the new and/or enhanced services furnished within the District as will all

other properties within the boundaries of the District. The objection is denied.



6. Based on the filing dates of these written “objections,” the state law requirement
thét the City Council make a determination within 30 days of filing, and because the City
Council does not meet again until January 9, 2009, it is imperative that the City Counéil
act this meeting cycle by adopting these Findings of Fact to be made a part of the official

record herein.

Dated: December 12, 2008
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409 So. Ninth St.
Minneapolis, MN 55404
612-332-7805

November 26, 2008

Minneapolis City of Lake

350 South 5%, Street

Room #304

Minneapolis, MN 55415-1382

Regarding: Proposed Ordinance — Downtown

To Whom It May Concern:

Downtown property owners are already taxed excessively and we should NOT
have to finance improvements for the general public to benefit.

Any special assessments would have to be passed on to our customers, through
rate increases. The parking industry is already in distress and any further

increases would only make matters worse.
Sincerely, )
(e D >MQ

Wm. W. Smith
Smith Bros. Service Inc.
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Page 1 of 1

Nllsson Erik A.

From: Hjermstad, Suzette R.

Sent:  Monday, December 01, 2008 10:13 AM

To: Menshek, Peggy Y

Cc: 'Michae!l McLaughlin'; 'Sarah Harris'

Subject: FW: Minneapolis Downtown Improvement District

From: Mayer Tapper [maiito:mbtapper@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, December 01, 2008 9:19 AM
To: Woodward, Jim L.
Subject: Minneapolis Downtown Improvement District

FA RO
We are the owners of parking lot located at 722 Hennepin Avenue and strongly object to the above
proposed district. Our main objection is the methodology used in coming up with the amount of the
anpual.assessment which is primarily based on the footprint size of the land and not the assessed value
of the subject property. As we understand it, this method is established by statute but creates a great deal
of i 1nequ1ty for us. In addition, it is not clear what services we would benefit out of as well as not having
mdre uniform police on the streets. We are currently paying $15,000 a year for special assessments for
th& Hennepin Ave Streetscape Project which has a number of years to run. We have been advised by the
planners of the new Improvement district, our assessment for the district would be $12,000 for the next
S years, or a combined total of $27,000 a year. In our opinion, as well as many other property owners on
Hennepln Avenue, the Strectscape Project, while needed, has been a major disappointment. While do
need to improve the city's appearance and safety, the proposed assessment as structured will be a
financial hardship for us because of the current assessment were saddled with. Please forward this to the
T&PW Committee Coordinator. Thank you! Drolson Asoociates, LLP by: M. 8. Tapper
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