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May 16, 2017

Mr. H. Alan Kantrud

H.A. Kantrud, P.A.

City of Birchwood Village

5171 Hilltop Ave

Lake Elmo, MN 55042

RE:
Real Property Consulting Report

City of Birchwood Village

Sanitary Sewer Improvement

67 Properties

Dear Mr. Kantrud:

In accordance with your request, I have made a thorough review and analysis of all information furnished by the City of Birchwood Village regarding its 2017 CIPP sanitary sewer improvement project.

The purpose of this Real Property Consulting Report is to give a preliminary opinion as to benefits accruing to the parcels under analysis as a result of a CIPP sanitary sewer improvement. It should be noted that this analysis is only a preliminary analysis and considers benefits resulting from the sanitary sewer improvement in general. Should complete “before” and “after” appraisals be needed on individual parcels the same would be available to the City upon request. There would be an additional fee(s) for this service.

There are approximately 67 properties involved in this project mostly located on Oakridge Dr, Birchwood Courts, White Pine Ln, and Jay St. Other properties include the City Hall property, Bloomquist Field, and Nordling Park. The overwhelming majority of these parcels are improved with single family dwellings.

This sanitary sewer project will consist of a Cured-In-Place (CIP) piping for 2,800 lineal feet of sanitary sewer line. The proposed project will also consist of cleaning and televising the existing lines.

I hereby certify that I have no present or contemplated future interest in the real estate that is the subject of this Consulting Report and that I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the subject matter of the analysis or the parties involved and that the amount of the fee is not contingent upon reporting predetermined benefits.

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the statements of fact upon which the analyses, opinions, and conclusions are based, are true and correct subject to the special and limiting conditions attached hereto, and that no one other than the undersigned prepared this analysis.

Neither my engagement to make this analysis (or any future analyses for this particular client), nor any compensation therefore, are contingent upon the reporting of a pre-determined result or direction in this result that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the preliminary benefits, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event.

Dahlen, Dwyer, Foley & Tinker, Inc. does not have a business or personal relationship with any of the property owner(s); is not an owner or lessee of any of the properties included in this project, and has no management, leasing or sales responsibility for any of the properties.

Information in this report was gathered from sources believed to be reliable, but is not guaranteed. Possession of this report, or a copy thereof, does not carry with it the right of publication nor may it be used for any purposes, except that for which it was requested without the previous written consent of the appraisers and, in any event, only with property qualification.

The following report describes my method of approach, contains data gathered in my investigation, and demonstrates my technique in arriving at a preliminary conclusion as to benefits accruing to the properties under analysis as a result of City of Birchwood Village 2017 Sanitary Sewer Project.

Respectfully submitted,

[image: image2.jpg](Dot




DAHLEN, DWYER, FOLEY & TINKER, INC.

Daniel E. Dwyer

Certified General Real Property Appraiser

MN License #4001170

DD&F File #: 17-120

CERTIFICATION

The preceding Appraisal Consulting Report was performed according to commonly accepted appraisal consulting doctrine and in conformity with and subject to the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional conduct of the appraisal organization(s) with which the appraisers are affiliated. As a practicing professional Real Estate Appraiser, I hereby certify that:

· The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.
· The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal recommendations.
· I have no (or the specified) present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report, and I have no (or the specified) personal interest with respect to the parties involved.
· I have no bias with respect to any property that is the subject of this report or to the parties involved with this assignment.
· My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined results.
· My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or reporting of a predetermined value or direction in value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event related to the intended use of this appraisal consulting assignment.
· My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity with the Uniform Standards or Professional Appraisal Practice.
· I have made an exterior inspection of the properties that are the subject of this report.
· No one provided significant real property appraisal or appraisal consulting assistance to the person(s) signing this certification. (If there are exceptions, the name of each individual providing significant real property appraisal or appraisal consulting assistance has been stated.)
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BY:__________________________________

Daniel E. Dwyer

CONTINGENT AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

The certification of the consultant appearing in this consulting report is subject to the following conditions, and to such other specific and limiting conditions as are set forth by the consultant in the report.

1. The consultant assumes no responsibility for matters of a legal nature affecting the property appraised or the title thereto, nor does the consultant render any opinion as to the title, which is assumed to be good and marketable. The properties are analyzed as though under responsible ownership.

2. Any sketch in the report may show approximate dimensions and is included to assist the reader in visualizing the property. The consultant has made no survey of the properties.

3. The consultant is not required to give testimony or appear in court because of having made this consulting report with reference to the properties in question, unless arrangements have been previously made.

4. Any distribution of the valuation in the report between land and improvements applies only under the existing program utilization. The separate valuations for land and building must not be used in conjunction with any other report and are invalid if so used.

5. The consultant assumes that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions of the property, subsoil, or structures which would render it more or less valuable. The Consultant assumes no responsibility for such conditions, or for engineering which might be required to discover such factors.

6. Information, estimates, and opinions furnished to the consultant, and contained in the report, were obtained from sources considered reliable and believed to be true and correct. However, no responsibility for accuracy of such items furnished the consultants can be assumed by the consultant.

7. Disclosure of the contents of this report is governed by the Bylaws and Regulations of the Professional Appraisal Organizations with which the consultant is affiliated.

8. Neither all, nor any part of the content of the report, or copy thereof (including conclusions as to the property, value, the identity of the consultant, professional designations, reference to any professional appraisal organizations, or the firm with which the consultant is connected), shall be used for any purposes by anyone but the client specified in the report, without the previous written consent of the consultant; nor shall it be conveyed by anyone to the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales, or other media, without the written consent and approval of the consultant.

9. On all consulting reports, subject to satisfactory completion, repairs, or alterations, the consulting report and value conclusions are contingent upon completion of the improvements in a workmanlike manner.

10. The consultant will not disclose the contents of the Consulting Report except as provided for in the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP).

11. An extraordinary assumption is an assumption directly related to a specific assignment, as of the effective date of the assignment results, which, if found to be false, can alter the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions. Extraordinary assumptions presumed as fact otherwise uncertain information about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of a property; or about conditions external to the property, such as market conditions or trends; or about the integrity of data used in the analysis.

12. A hypothetical condition is a condition, directly related to a specific assignment which is contrary to what is known by the appraiser to exist on the effective date of the assignment results, it is used for the purpose of analysis. Hypothetical conditions are contrary to known facts about physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; or about conditions external to the property, such as market conditions or trends; or about the integrity of the data used in the analysis.

ADDITIONAL LIMITING CONDITIONS:



NONE

EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS:



NONE

HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS:

13. In the “after” situation, on the date of valuation which is May 8, 2017 it is assumed for purposes of this analysis that the proposed improvements under the 2017 Sanitary Sewer Project have been completed when, in fact, they are proposed but have not yet been completed.
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STATEMENT OF UNDERSTANDING

Based upon correspondence and conservations with H. Alan Kantrud, Attorney for City of Birchwood Village, it is my understanding that the City is currently considering a 2017 Sanitary Sewer Project. The project consists of construction of a Cured-In-Place (CIP) piping for 2,800 lineal feet of sanitary sewer line. The proposed project will also consist of cleaning and televising the line. There are 67 parcels involved in the project with most of them being single family residential parcels. Also included are the City Hall property, Bloomquist Field/Park, and Nordling Park.

The total cost of the project is estimated to be $72,000 plus engineering of $5,000 and a 10% contingency of $7,200 for a total cost of $84,200. It is my understanding that funding for the project will be from City funds and assessments to the property owners benefited. The City of Birchwood Village plans to assess 50% of the total cost to properties that abut the project. Based on 67 properties the estimated assessment per property would be $628.36.

It is the intention of the City of Birchwood Village, through this Real Property Consulting Report, to determine benefits, in general, accruing to the parcels as a result of the proposed improvements.

PURPOSE OF APPRAISAL CONSULTING REPORT

The purpose of this Report is to act as a guide for the City of Birchwood Village in determining special benefits, if any, accruing to 67 properties involved in the 2017 CCIP Sanitary Sewer Project.

COMPETENCY RULE

Prior to accepting an assignment or entering into an agreement to perform any assignment, an appraiser/consultant must properly identify the problem to be addressed and have the knowledge and experience to complete the assignment competently. The Competency Rule requires an appraiser/consultant to have both the knowledge and experience required to perform a specific appraisal/consulting service confidently.

Dahlen, Dwyer, Foley & Tinker, Inc. including Daniel E. Dwyer has prepared numerous appraisal/consulting reports on improvement projects in the St. Paul/Minneapolis Metropolitan Area including White Bear Lake, Vadnais Heights, Roseville, Maplewood, Eagan, Coon Rapids, Champlin, and Oakdale for approximately the past 30 years.

Therefore, it is felt that the consultant possesses the knowledge and expertise to meet the “Competency Rule” of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Foundation.
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INTENDED USE OF THE APPRAISAL CONSULTING REPORT

To determine benefits, if any, accruing to 67 properties in the City of Birchwood Village for its 2017 CIPP Sanitary Sewer Improvement Project.

INTENDED USER(s) OF THE APPRAISAL CONSULTING REPORT

This report is intended for use only by Mr. H. Alan Kantrud, City Attorney for the City of Birchwood Village. Use of this report by others is not intended by the consultant.

SCOPE OF THE APPRAISAL CONSULTING REPORT

The scope of this Consulting Report encompasses the required research and analysis to prepare a professional report in accordance with the purpose of the analysis and its intended use. I have identified the most significant procedures conducted in the process of collecting, confirming, and reporting the data used to prepare a preliminary analysis which meets the requirements of the client. This analysis contains those procedures I consider the most appropriate for this particular project and assignment.

The investigation included an exterior inspection of all 67 properties to be analyzed, an analysis of the Feasibility Report completed by Thatcher Engineering, Inc. and dated March 23, 2017, an analysis of the City of Birchwood Village zoning map and zoning code, along with conversations with Mr. H. Alan Kantrud, City Attorney for the City of Birchwood Village, Mr. Steven Thatcher, P.E. of Thatcher Engineering, Inc. and Mr. Tobin Lay, City Administrator for the City of Birchwood Village.

Three key elements of the scope of work include level of inspection; the extent of the research involved in the Consulting Report; and the level of analysis. The following scope of work identifies the most significant procedures conducted in the process of collecting, confirming, and reporting the data used to prepare an Appraisal Consulting Report which meets the requirements of the intended user and the Uniform Standards. This report contains those procedures I consider the most appropriate for this particular type of appraisal consulting assignment.

The assignment commenced with a comprehensive dialog with the client about the project, assignment conditions, the date and definition of value, and the intended use and the intended user(s) of the report. The following items were noted:

	Client:
	H. Alan Kantrud, City Attorney, City of Birchwood Village

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Property Characteristics:
	Various

	Assignment Conditions:
	
	
	“Before” and “After” 2017 Sanitary Sewer Project

	Date of Report:
	Current

	
	
	
	
	

	Definition of Value:
	Market Value “Before” and “After”

	Intended Use:
	
	Act as a guide for the City of Birchwood Village in determining

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	special benefits, if any, accruing to 67 properties involved in the

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2017 sanitary sewer project

	Intended User:
	
	H. Alan Kantrud, City Attorney, City of Birchwood Village.
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Once the specific property information was obtained, an appropriate scope of work was determined for this specific assignment. The following section of the report includes the disclosure of the scope of work deemed necessary and applicable for this assignment:

· An exterior inspection of all 67 properties was made on several occasions with the most recent inspection being May 8, 2017. The inspection included an exterior viewing of all properties involved in the project along with a tour of the neighborhoods.
· The regional and city analyses are based on information available in Dahlen, Dwyer, Foley & Tinker, Inc. company files. The neighborhood analysis is based on a physical inspection of the area.
· The property analysis is based on an exterior inspection of each of the properties along with information provided by the City of Birchwood Village and the Washington County Assessor’s Office.
· Land sizes have been taken from information provided by the City of Birchwood Village and Washington County.
Information obtained which has been considered in this report includes, but is not limited to the following items:

· Feasibility Report date March 23, 2017 completed by Steven Thatcher, P.E. of Thatcher Engineering, Inc.
· Conversations with Mr. H. Alan Kantrud, City Attorney for the City of Birchwood Village
· Conversations with Mr. Tobin Lay, City Administrator for the City of Birchwood Village
· City of Birchwood Village zoning map and zoning description
· City of Birchwood Village section maps
· Washington County plat maps
· Pertinent tax statements
· Pertinent data was collected and analyzed in order to develop appraisal consulting opinions
4

· Data sources include files maintained in our offices, conversations with various City Engineers involved in similar projects along with conversations with several consulting engineers. This data is verified in some form and confirmed directly with parties involved unless extenuating circumstances do not allow such contact to be made.
The preferred way to determine special benefits, if any, accruing to a property is by the “Before” and “After” method. Under this method, which is usually the simplest approach, the value of the property is estimated “before” the installation of the improvements and “after” the installation of the improvements, the difference between the two being the benefits accruing to the property. The measure of benefits, as dictated by State Law, is the comparative market values of the land “before” and “after” the installation of the improvements.

This Consulting Report describes the method of approach, contains a statement of the data gathered in the investigation and summarizes the specific analyses in arriving at an opinion of special benefits for the subject parcels. USPAP has never dictated the form, format, or style of a Real Property Appraisal Consulting Report. The form, format, and style of a report are functions of the needs of the intended user(s) and appraisers. The substantive content of a report determines its compliance.
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MINNESOTA OVERVIEW

Minnesota lies near the geographic center of North America and is the northern-most state in the Continental U.S. The state is approximately 400 miles long and has an average width of 225 miles. Minnesota is bounded by the Red River on the west, the St. Croix and Mississippi Rivers on the east, Lake Superior on the northeast, and Canada along its northern borders. There are approximately 20,000 lakes, ponds, and wetlands of 5 acres or more and 90,000 miles of lake and river shoreline.

The State of Minnesota had a 2010 population of 5,303,925 which compares to the 2000 population of 4,919,479. Minnesota is the 12th largest state in the U.S. and has approximately 60% of its residents living in the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area.

The Minneapolis-St. Paul MSA is located in the southeastern part of central Minnesota and has the State’s three largest cities. These are Minneapolis, St. Paul, and Bloomington. Minneapolis is the largest city with a 2010 population of 382,578 while St. Paul, with a 2010 population of 285,068 has been Minnesota’s capital city since 1849. The 10 largest cities in Minnesota are as follows:
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	City
	2010 Population

	Minneapolis
	382,578

	St. Paul
	285,068

	Rochester
	106,769

	Duluth
	86,265

	Bloomington
	82,893

	Brooklyn Park
	75,781

	Plymouth
	70,576

	St. Cloud
	65,842

	Eagan
	64,206

	Woodbury
	61,961


Source: Minnesota State Demographic Center / 2010 Census

According to Fortune, June 2016, 17 of the largest corporations are headquartered in the State of Minnesota. These include UnitedHealth Group #14, Target Corporation #36, CHS #69, BestBuy #72, 3M #98, U.S. Bancorp #138, SuperValue #164, General Mills #171, Land O’Lakes, Inc. #203, EcoLab, Inc. #213, C.H. Robinson Worldwide, Inc. #225, Ameriprise Financial, Inc. #247, Xcel Energy, Inc. #255, Hormal Foods #310, Mosaic #320, Thrivent Financial for Lutherans #333, and St. Jude Medical, Inc. #466.

There are 16 Minnesota companies on Forbes’ 500 list of America’s largest private corporations. The top 5 in their rank are Cargill #1, Carlson Companies #87, Schwan Foods #124, Andersen Corp #136, and Rosens Diversified, Inc. #184.
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An analysis of demographic data reveals, for the most part, stable patterns of growth and indicates the soundness of the area's economy. Increases in population have slowed down somewhat in the past 5 years partially due to below average economic conditions. Various studies predict a slow but steady population growth into the near future not only for the State of Minnesota but in particular for the Minneapolis - St. Paul Metropolitan area.

Largest Minnesota Employers

The following table depicts the largest Minnesota employers ranked by number of Minnesota Employees.

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	RANK
	EMPLOYER
	# of EMP.
	YR FOUNDED
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1
	Mayo Clinic
	40,638
	1902
	

	
	2
	State of Minnesota
	37,076
	1858
	

	
	3
	U.S. Federal Government
	31,236
	1776
	

	
	4
	Target Corp.
	31,035
	1902
	

	
	5
	Allina Health System
	27,150
	1994
	

	
	6
	University of MN
	25,680
	1851
	

	
	7
	HealthPartners, Inc.
	22,340
	1957
	

	
	8
	Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.
	21,877
	1962
	

	
	9
	Fairview Health Services
	21,000
	1906
	

	
	10
	Wells Fargo Bank Minnesota
	20,000
	1852
	

	
	11
	Minnesota State Colleges & Univ.
	17,579
	1995
	

	
	12
	3M Company
	15,894
	1902
	

	
	13
	UnitedHealth Group Inc.
	13,977
	1974
	

	
	14
	U.S. Bancorp
	11,590
	1863
	

	
	15
	Essentia Health
	10,766
	2004
	

	
	16
	Delta Air Lines, Inc.
	9,700
	1929
	

	
	17
	CentraCare Health
	8,610
	1995
	

	
	18
	Hormel Foods Corp.
	8,256
	1891
	

	
	19
	Best Buy Co. Inc.
	8,000
	1966
	

	
	20
	Medtronic Inc.
	8,000
	1949
	

	
	21
	Supervalue Inc.
	7,900
	1970
	

	
	22
	Thomson Reuters
	7,400
	1872
	

	
	23
	HealthEast Care System
	7,391
	1986
	

	
	24
	Hennepin County
	7,340
	1852
	

	
	25
	Hennepin County Medical Center
	6,458
	1964
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: Minneapolis/St. Paul Business Journal May 12, 2014
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Minnesota’s economic expansion continues to make steady progress. The State has added more than 50,000 jobs since employment surpassed its pre-recession peak in 2013, and most indicators suggest the labor market has tightened up considerably with Minnesota’s unemployment rate in February 2016 at 3.7%, 1.2 percentage points lower than the rate nationwide at 4.9%. In the 4th quarter of 2015 there was a 1-to-1 ratio between unemployed job seekers and job vacancies statewide, the lowest ratio ever on record during a 4th quarter.

Unlike some other states with stronger relative economic performance, Minnesota is not an oil-producing state. Its workers and businesses have benefited from the oil and gas boom in neighboring North Dakota, but Minnesota’s overall improved performance is more a reflection of its large and diverse economic base, and resilience of a major metropolitan area. The Minneapolis-St. Paul area has the lowest jobless rate of any large metropolitan area in the nation, 3.3%. Thus, the net positive effects from the recent decline in food prices are likely to far outweigh the negative impacts on the energy sector. Cheap gasoline means big savings for Minnesotans. This will provide a boost to the economic activity in 2017.

Minnesota boasts a large mining sector. Although Minnesota is not endowed with the shale oil reserves of neighboring North Dakota, the State does have significant resources, namely iron ore, copper, nickel, and even gold. Minnesota produces roughly 40 million tons of iron ore annually, approximately 75% of total domestic production, according to a report sponsored by the Minnesota Minerals Coordinating Committee. Continued economic growth in the U.S. should support demand for the iron ore that Minnesota produces, albeit at much lower prices than in recent years.

Minnesota is also a large producer of many agricultural products. The State was ranked 6th in total cash receipts for livestock and crops in 2012, 5th for crop receipts, and 7th for livestock receipts. Thanks in part to the State’s farm sector, Minnesota’s economic growth outpaced the nation in 2013. The State’s inflation adjusted gross domestic product grew 2.8% in 2013, higher than the national gross rate of 1.8%.

According to MMB (Minnesota Management & Budget Report) the State’s expansion should continue to accelerate over the next several years, but at a generally slower pace than the national average. Employment growth is expected to remain modest in 2015 and 2016, and the pace of wage growth is projected to steadily pick-up steam. This reflects improvements in household formation and labor force growth, a rebound in labor productivity, and stronger fundamentals in the broader U.S. economy.
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MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL METROPOLITAN AREA PROFILE

The Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), is the fifteenth largest MSA in the nation and includes the Minnesota Counties of Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington, known as the “core area”, plus Chisago, Isanti, Wright, and the Wisconsin County of St. Croix. The core 7 counties have a population of 2,968,806. The population grew 16.9% between 1990 and 2000. The annual growth rate for the region is 1.5%. The Twin Cities is the fastest growing Metropolitan Area in the Midwest and the eighth fastest growing area in the U.S.

Population

The Minneapolis - St. Paul Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is the 15th largest in the U.S. The center of the metropolitan area, as measured by the Metropolitan Council, consists of seven counties that contain approximately 88% of the federal MSA population of 2.969 million.

POPULATION - MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL (MSA) MINNESOTA/US

	Area
	
	1990
	2000
	2010

	Minneapolis  -
	St.
	2,538,776
	2,968,806
	3,279,833

	Paul (MSA)
	
	
	
	

	Minnesota
	
	4,375,099
	4,919,479
	5,303,925

	United States
	
	248,709,873
	281,421,906
	308,745,538


Source: Population Abstract of the United States, Minnesota State Demographer, US Department of Commerce News, US Bureau of the Census

The Census also reported that the Minneapolis - St. Paul MSA area is growing faster than any other “frost belt” metropolitan area, ranking 9th overall in terms of major metropolitan area growth between 1990 and 2000.

Much of the Minneapolis - St. Paul population growth over the last ten years has occurred in the 2nd and 3rd - ring suburbs. Many of the mature, inner-ring suburbs actually lost population due to migration to the outer-ring suburbs and declining household sizes. However, the rate of loss observed in the two central cities in the inner-ring suburbs has slowed.

9

Employment

The Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Area is doing better than the rest of the nation as a whole in terms of most indicators. Unemployment in the MSA in the past six years has ranged from a low of 3.9% in May 2006 to a high of 8.3% in June 2009 and is currently hovering around 5.5% as of December 2012. Unemployment as of January 2013 is 5.5%. Employment in the Minneapolis/St. Paul MSA went from 1,608,000 in 2000 to 1,598,000 in 2012. Annual average wages in the MSA went from $39,062 in 2000 to $53,123 in 2012.

Employment by industry in the Minneapolis/St. Paul MSA is as follows:

· Healthcare and social assistance – 14%
· Manufacturing – 10%
· Retail trade – 10%
· Educational services – 8%
· Accommodation and food services – 8%
· Finance and insurance – 7%
· Professional and technical services – 6%
· Administrative and waste services – 6%
· Wholesale trade – 5%
· All other – 26%.
According to FORTUNE, June 2016, 17 of the largest U.S. corporations are headquartered in the State of Minnesota. The exhibit presented below identifies their rankings and revenues.
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Minnesota Based Fortune 500 Companies
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	MN Rank
	Company
	Fortune 500 Rank
	Revenues ($B)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1
	
	United-Health Group
	14
	
	$130
	

	
	2
	
	Target
	36
	
	$74.5
	

	
	3
	
	CHS, Inc.
	69
	
	$42.6
	

	
	4
	
	Best Buy
	72
	
	$41.9
	

	
	5
	
	3M
	98
	
	$31.8
	

	
	6
	
	U.S. Bancorp
	138
	
	$21.3
	

	
	7
	
	SuperValu
	164
	
	$18.3
	

	
	8
	
	General Mills
	171
	
	$17.9
	

	
	9
	
	Land O’Lakes
	203
	
	$15.2
	

	
	10
	
	Ecolab
	213
	
	$14.2
	

	
	11
	
	C.H. Robinson Worldwide
	225
	
	$13.4
	

	
	12
	
	Ameriprise Financial
	247
	
	$12.2
	

	
	13
	
	Xcel Energy
	255
	
	$11.6
	

	
	14
	
	Hormel Foods
	310
	
	$9.3
	

	
	15
	
	Mosaic
	320
	
	$9.0
	

	
	16
	
	Thrivent Financial for Lutherans
	333
	
	$8.5
	

	
	17
	
	St. Jude Medical
	466
	
	$5.6
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10 LARGEST CITIES IN SEVEN-COUNTY AREA

	
	City
	
	County
	
	2010 Census*
	

	
	Minneapolis
	
	Hennepin
	
	382,578
	

	
	St. Paul
	
	Ramsey
	
	285,068
	

	
	Bloomington
	
	Hennepin
	
	82,893
	

	
	Brooklyn Park
	
	Hennepin
	
	75,781
	

	
	Plymouth
	
	Hennepin
	
	70,576
	

	
	Eagan
	
	Dakota
	
	64,206
	

	
	Woodbury
	
	Washington
	
	61,961
	

	
	Maple Grove
	
	Hennepin
	
	61,567
	

	
	Coon Rapids
	
	Anoka
	
	61,476
	

	
	Eden Prairie
	
	Hennepin
	
	60,797
	


*Annual population estimates are calculated by using detailed housing and population data from the census. The estimates are calculated by a “housing unit” method and supplemented with Metropolitan Council data, such as the annual residential construction data from communities in the region and surveys of mobile home parks and group quarter facilities. An estimated persons-per-household rate for different types of units, along with the number of persons living in group quarters, is then used to estimate the population.

Source: Minnesota State Demographic Center / 2010 Census

CONCLUSIONS

In a May 2016 study by MoneyRates.com Minnesota broke into the top 10 for “best places to make a living”. Cracking the top 10 for both median wage and for low unemployment rate were the keys to Minnesota making the top 10 overall in this study after barely missing the best states list last year. The biggest caveat is the State tax burden, which is among the highest in the nation, as State tax on median income is reported as $2,312.28.

Minneapolis is the best city in the country for workers to find employment, according to a March 2011 study in Forbes. Minneapolis tops the list for having low unemployment in a variety of industries where people can find work. The city received high marks for being home to several large companies that have recently stepped-up their hiring. Researchers also pointed out that Minneapolis has a high standard of living, with low crime, low poverty, and a relatively low cost of living - all factors that improve livability for a workforce.
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Workers in the Minneapolis-St. Paul region did better than their counterparts in most U.S. cities in 2010, with wages increasing 3.9%, according to statistics from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. That is the second-best growth rate among the nation’s 15 biggest metro areas. The main reason: the lower-than-average unemployment rate in the MSA region.

The Minneapolis-St. Paul MSA has one of the top-performing economies in the U.S. according to the “Global Metro Monitor” report published in November 2010 by The Brookings Institution and London School of Economics. The report compared the economies of 150 global metropolitan areas. It ranked the Minneapolis-St. Paul MSA 6th among U.S. markets and 44th globally for the “recovery” period of 2009 and 2010. The report describes the Twin Cities as “on the road to full recovery”.

The Minneapolis-St. Paul MSA ranks 3rd in the U.S. for quality of life according to a study of 67 major metro areas conducted by Portfolio.com. It compared 20 factors that make a city a great place to live and work.

Solid growth in 2013 moved Minneapolis-St. Paul up the rankings of metropolitan economies according to data released recently by the U.S. Department of Commerce. In the Midwest, only Chicago now has the larger economy than Minneapolis-St. Paul. Chicago’s 2013 GDP was $550.8 billion, compared with Minneapolis-St. Paul’s $213.5 billion. Per capita GDP in Minneapolis-St. Paul MSA was $61,711 just ahead of Denver and San Diego, but well below Seattle and Portland.

Economic growth in the Minneapolis-St. Paul MSA, which accounts for three-quarters of the Minnesota economy was 2.5% in 2013. That compared with a 1.7% national average. The industries that grew the most in the Minneapolis-St. Paul MSA in 2013 were construction at 6.1% and nondurable goods manufacturing at 10.3%.

Minneapolis-St. Paul is an area which is connected to the global economy which is a good thing not just for the present but also for the future.

Your appraiser has found the Minneapolis-St. Paul MSA to be a well-balanced community, economically, socially and culturally. The area has an attractive living environment and is a stable urban community. The area has a strong and diversified business base, a high school graduation rate which is one of the highest in the nation, a renowned quality of life, and an unemployment rate which is consistently below the national average. Like most large metropolitan areas across the nation the Twin Cities has been affected by the faltering economy with commercial, industrial and residential values on the decline. Overall though, the economic forecast for the Twin Cities is considered somewhat favorable with slow but steady growth into the near future.
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CITY OF BIRCHWOOD VILLAGE PROFILE

The City of Birchwood Village is a city in Washington and Ramsey Counties, Minnesota. The population was 870 at the 2010 Census and the estimated 2015 population was 878. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the City has a total area of 0.34 square miles, all of it land. Cedar St/Paul Ave serves as a main route. The village is on the south and east shore of White Bear Lake.

As of the 2010 Census:

· there were 351 households
· 262 families residing in the City
· the population density was 2,558.8 inhabitants per square mile
· there were 367 housing units and an average density of 1,079.4 per square mile
· 25.1% of the households had children under the age of 18 living with them
· 64.7% of the households had married couples living together
· the median age in the City was 49.1 years
· the gender makeup of the City was 47.1% male and 52.9% female.
The City of Birchwood Village is a city of the Fourth Class with a City Council form of government. Elected at large, the City Council consists of a Mayor and four council members. The City has two part-time employees, the city clerk and a treasurer. Some municipal services such as sewer maintenance, police and fire protection, and building inspections/planning are contracted primarily from the City of White Bear Lake.

The City prohibits commercial and industrial development, although residents may have a business in their home under certain restrictive conditions.

Birchwood is basically rolling and hilly with many properties along Birchwood Ln, Wildwood Ave, and Lake Ave having lakeshore on White Bear Lake. Slopes gradually increase in percent of grade as the land rises away from White Bear Lake. At the highest elevation the lake flows out at the north end toward Bald Eagle Lake. The terrain elevation rises to a height of over 1,010’ at the west and south boundaries of Birchwood where it then levels out to a plateau.

The City has a total of 13 acres of park and public open space land within its boundaries. There are 4 dedicated municipal parks, 6 lake easements providing access to White Bear Lake, and several undeveloped areas of open space. There are no regional parks or trails in the City. The 4 municipal parks are Tighe-Schmidt Park-2.5 acres, Bloomquist Field-1.5 acres, Wildwood Avenue Blvd-0.6 acres, and Nordling Park-1.3 acres.

The City of Birchwood Village is a well-balanced community, socially and economically. The City is well served by freeways, shopping in the general area, schools, churches, and has average convenience to places of employment. From early 2008 through 2012 the faltering economy, due to the financial crisis, restricted residential values. Since 2013 things have appeared to stabilize with some property appreciation.
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Source: City of Birchwood Village Comprehensive Plan 2010
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Source: City of Birchwood Village Comprehensive Plan 2010
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MINNESOTA STATUTES REGARDING BENEFITS

Municipalities, such as the City of Birchwood Village, are authorized by Statute to make local improvements and to assess properties benefitted from such improvements, Minnesota Statute 429.021 Subdivision 1, and 429.051 (1980). The Statute provides that appeal from the levee of the local entity may be taken to the District Court by the aggrieved party within 30 days after the adoption of the assessment, Minnesota Statute 429.081. The appeal shall be placed upon the calendar of the next general term commencing more than five (5) days after the date of serving the notice and shall be tried as other appeals in such cases. The Court shall either affirm the assessment or set it aside and order a reassessment as provided in Section 429.071 Subdivision 2. If the Appellant does not prevail upon the appeal, the cost incurred shall be taxed by the Court and judgment entered.

The Minnesota Supreme Court has established guidelines for special assessments.

These guidelines are:

· The land must receive a benefit from the improvement(s) being constructed.
· The assessment must be uniform with one of the same class of property.
· The assessment must not exceed the benefit.
Municipalities may assess the cost of any improvement or any part thereof, upon property benefited by the improvement, based upon the benefits received, whether or not the property abuts on the improvement and whether or not any part of the cost of the improvement is paid from the County State-Aid Highway Fund, the Municipal State-Aid Street Fund, or the Trunk Highway Fund. The municipality may pay such portion of the cost of the improvement as the Council may determine from general ad valorem tax levies or from other revenues or funds of the municipality available for the purpose, Minnesota Statute 429.051.

Notwithstanding, the provisions of any law to the contrary, any County Statutory or Home Rule Charter City, or Town, making a special assessment may, at its discretion, defer the payment of that assessment for any homestead property owned by a person 65 years of age or older or retired by virtue of a permanent and total disability for whom it would be a hardship to make the payments. Any County, Statutory or Home Rule Charter City, or Town electing to defer special assessments shall adopt an ordinance or resolution establishing standards and guidelines for determining the existence of a hardship and for determining the existence of a disability, but nothing herein shall be construed to prohibit the determination of hardship on the basis of exceptional and unusual circumstances not covered by the standards and guidelines where the determination is made in a non-discriminatory manner and does not give the applicant an unreasonable preference or advantage over other applicants, Minnesota Statute 435.193.

The option to defer the payment of special assessments shall terminate and all amounts accumulated plus applicable interest, shall become due upon the occurrence of any of the following events: (a) the death of the owner, provided the spouse is otherwise not eligible for benefits hereunder; (b) the sale, transfer, or subdivision of the property or any part thereof; (c) if the property should for any reason lose its homestead status; or (d) if for any reason the taxing authority deferring the payments shall determine that there will be no hardship to require immediate or partial payment, Minnesota Statute 435.195.
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CITY OF BIRCHWOOD VILLAGE FEASIBILTY REPORT

Your consultant has reviewed the “Feasibility Report” for the City of Birchwood Village dated March 23, 2017 and completed by Mr. Steven Thatcher, P.E. of Thatcher Engineering, Inc.

This is basically a 2-page report with a location map. The City of Birchwood Village has retained Thatcher Engineering, Inc. to prepare this report for the construction of a Cured-In-Place (CIP) piping for approximately 2,800 lineal feet of sanitary sewer line. According to the report this sanitary sewer pipe was not included in previous CIPP projects within the City. The most recent CIPP project was in 2008.

Mr. Thatcher describes the project and states it will consist of cleaning, televising, and construction of CIP piping for 2,800 lineal feet of sanitary sewer. He states that alternatives analyzed for the proposed project include doing nothing. Doing nothing is not a viable option because the existing pipe is getting old. His cost estimate for the improvement is as follows:

[image: image15.jpg]



	
	Item
	Estimated Cost

	
	Clean and TV inspection of 2,800’ of sewer
	$2,000
	

	
	Furnish and install 2,800’ of CIPP
	$70,000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Construction Cost:
	$72,000
	

	
	Engineering
	$5,000
	

	
	Contingency (10% of estimated construction cost)
	
	$7,200
	

	
	Estimated Total Cost
	$84,200
	


Funding for the proposed project will be provided from city funds and assessments to properties benefited. No bond is needed. The current plan is to assess 50% of the total cost to properties that abut the 2,800 lineal feet of CIPP. The estimated number of properties that abut the CIPP is 67. Therefore, the estimated assessment per property is as follows:

$84,200 x 50% / 67 properties = $628.36/property.

Thatcher Engineering, Inc. recommends the construction of Cured-In-Place (CIP) piping for 2,800 lineal feet of sanitary sewer line. The proposed improvements are necessary, cost effective, and feasible. Also, the improvement should be made as proposed and not in connection with some other improvement. If the City of Birchwood Village authorized Thatcher Engineering, Inc. to prepare the plans and specifications and secure construction bids, the project could be constructed within 1 year.

The Feasibility Report concludes that based on the age of the existing sanitary sewer pipe, it will be necessary to construct CIPP in the near future. This feasibility study should be reviewed and if acceptable, the City should take the proper steps to secure a professional appraisal for the project.

It should be noted that this feasibility study does not include specific addresses or parcel ID numbers for those properties that are proposed to be benefited. Also, the properties to be benefited are located in approximately four different areas of the City.
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HISTORY OF CIPP SANITARY SEWER IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

There have been three previous sewer lining projects in the City of Birchwood Village. These projects were completed in 2005, 2006, and 2008 and resulted in assessments of $1,000, $1,100, and $1,500 respectively. After the 2008 project there were only four small areas of the City of Birchwood Village that were not improved with a CIPP lining. They included piping in front of City Hall, Bloomquist Field/Park, 219 Birchwood Ave, the ends of White Pine Ln, the last portion of Birchwood Courts, and the end of Oakridge Dr in the area around the Jay St/Birchwood Ave junction.

At its March 2017 meeting the City of Birchwood Village approved lining the remaining four areas of the City’s sanitary sewer pipes. These repairs are anticipated to extend the life of the sewer pipes for another 50-100 years. The reason for this CIPP sanitary sewer improvement is to prevent further deterioration of the sanitary sewer lines to the point where open trench replacement would be necessary. Open trench replacement would be very costly whereas there is just a minimal cost to line the sanitary sewer pipes.

It is estimated that the cost of the 2017 CIPP lining would be $628.36 per property. This would be for the 67 properties involved in the project. Ordinarily one would anticipate this piecemeal approach, 10 years later, would result in significantly higher costs. The major reason for the large cost reduction now is engineering expenses will be 90% less than before. It should be noted that the amount to be assessed of $628.36 is 50% of the total assessment with the remainder of the cost coming from City of Birchwood Village funds. It should also be noted that the overwhelming majority of municipalities do not assess CIPP costs, but consider them maintenance and include them in a quarterly sewer charge.

For instance, the Cities of White Bear Lake, Maplewood, Vadnais Heights, Roseville, and Champlin all add the costs of CIPP projects into their quarterly sewer bill. The City of Roseville allocates approximately $800,000/yr for 5-7 miles of CIPP lining. This amount is added to the City-wide sewer bill.
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CURED-IN-PLACE PIPE (CIPP)

A Cured-In-Place pipe (CIPP) is one of several trenchless rehabilitation methods used to repair existing pipelines. CIPP is a jointless, seamless, pipe-within-a-pipe with the capability to rehabilitate pipes ranging in diameter from 4” to 110”. As one of the most widely used rehabilitation methods CIPP has application in water, sewer, gas and chemical pipelines.

As a trenchless technology, CIPP does not require excavation to rehabilitate a pipeline that is either leaking or structurally unsound. Depending upon design considerations an excavation may be made, but the liner is often installed through a manhole or other existing access points. Anything larger than 60” must be excavated in order to install. Liner is installed as it is wet out on site in these instances. In the case of sewerlines, lateral connections are also restored without excavation via a remote controlled device that drills a hole in the liner at the point of the lateral connection. If larger than 24” and it is safe to do so someone will reinstate laterals by hand. CIPP has a smooth interior and no joints. While CIPP can repair a pipe with bends, special design considerations must be taken into account to prevent wrinkling and stretching. CIPP can effectively reduce infiltration and leaks in pipeline systems without digging.

Except for very common sizes, liners are not usually stocked and must be made specifically for each project. CIPP requires bypass of the flow in the existing pipeline while the liner is being installed. The curing may take from 1 hour to 30 hours depending on pipe diameter and curing system (steam/water/uv) and must be carefully monitored, inspected, and tested.

As previously mentioned, the overwhelming majority of municipalities consider CIPP lining for sanitary sewer lines as maintenance with the cost added on to quarterly sewer water bills city-wide.
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CITY OF BIRCHWOOD VILLAGE

CIP PIPING FOR 2,800 LINEAL FEET OF SANITARY SEWER

The following pages of this report contain color photographs, summarizes streets involved in the project, and give a general description of the property types, the proposed improvements, and the proposed assessments.
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X = Properties to be assessed
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PHOTOGRAPHS OF CIPP SANITARY SEWER AREAS

Area 1
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City of Birchwood Village Lake City Hall



Looking southwesterly at Bloomquist Field/ Park from Birchwood Ave

Area 2
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Looking southwesterly along Oakridge Dr

from Oakview Ct
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Area 3
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Looking northwesterly along Birchwood Ct

from end of cul-de-sac
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Looking northerly along White Pine Ln from

end of cul-de-sac
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Looking northeasterly along White Pine Ln

from end of cul-de-sac
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Area 4

[image: image22.jpg]PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS OF
DANIEL E. DWYER

Dablen, Duyer & Foley, Inc, 55 East 57 Srest; Suite 1220; St. Paul, MN 55101
'BIOGRAPHICAL DATA AND EDUCATION:

Bornin St Paul, Minnesota. Graduaied from St Thomas Miltary Academy in St Paul. Graduated
from the University of St Thomas in 1957 with 3 Sachelors Degres in Business Administatio.

‘SPECIALIZED EDUCATION
Successiuly completed numerous real estate related courses and seminars sponsored by the
Appraisal Insitute, Minnesota Instute of Legal Education (MILE), St Paul Area Association of
Realtors, Kaplan (formerty ProSource), aceredied uriversiies, and ofhers.

BROFESSIONAL NEMBERSHPS & LICENSES:
Cartfied General Real Property Appraiser, State of Minnesota, License #4001170; Expires

22008

Member National Association of Realtors

Member St_Paul Area Association of Realfors

Wember Regianal Multple Listing Servics, Inc.

Member Marshall Valuaton Service (Company)

Member Appraisal Data Network, Inc. (Company)

REAL ESTATE APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE

« Entered Real Estate field In 1571

* Independent fee appraiser since 1971

» Curenty,Chist Operations Officer of Dahien, Disyer and Foley, Inc., areal estate appraisal and
consuting fim. Formerly CEO from 17-2000,

* ippraisal Assignments/Propery Types

- Mortgage Fnancing - Medical Offce Buidings
- Eminent Domain - Single Family Residental

- Expent Testimony - Condominiums

- Empiojee Relocation  Fair Market Rental Analysis

~ Mamage Dissalutions _ Govemment Acquisition
 Acquisiton and Development  Partal Takings

- Essements - Specia Benefits

~ Tax Peitons ~ Ziltypes of iigation

- Office Budings - Big Box Retal

~ Shopping Centers ~ Apartment Suidings/Complexes
~ Restaurants - Automobis Deslerships

 Sehools - Golf Courses.
~ Churches  Retai Properties / Indusiral Properties




Looking southwesterly along Jay St from Hall Ave

[image: image23.jpg]EXPERT WITHESS AND OTHER RELEVANT EXPERIENCE
Have qualfied before couris and adminisirative bodies as an expert witness including
District Court Tax Cout. administratve hearings, and Commissioner's hearings i the Twin
Cities area, out.stafe Minnesota, and westem Wisconsin
Have been appointed a Commissioner in Condennation

« Have been appointed as a Neutral Financial (Expert) under Minnesota Rule of Evidence.
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+ Have acted as a mediaor in several rea sstate refted matters.

LECTURE AND SEMINAR PRESENTATIONS

Have lectured on a national basis
« Have lectured on a local basis

+ Have tausht seminars and continuing education courses localy.

PARTIAL LIST OF CLIENTS

Alfance Bank
Eremier Bank
BankCherokee
Crown Bark
Gateway Sark

Bama, Guzy & Steffen, Lt
Best & Fianagan, LLP
Greene Espel, PLLP

BFB Law, P4
Frederkson & Byron, PA
Meagher 8 Greer, PLLP
Henson & Efron, 2.4

Einancial Institutions

Mapie Bank
Sunrse Banks, NA
The Bank of Ekk River
Wels Fargo Minnesota
Westem Bank

Law Firms
Leonard O'Brien Spencer Gaye & Say, Lid
NicClay — Alton, PLLP.

Fasgre Baker Daniels LLP

Henschel Moberg Goff, P A

Larkin Hoffman Daly 8 Lindgren, Ltd.
Steven 5. Schmict Mediation, LLC.

Woll, Rof, MeKenzie & Gembering, P.A.

Governmental Agencies

City of Centervile
City of Champlin

City of Coon Rapids

Cityof £agan

City of Wit Bear Lake.
Dakota County Parks Dept

30 Company
SEH.Inc.

Mils Properties, inc
Mils Fleet Farm, nc.
WSB 8 Assodiates, in.

City of Inver Grove Hits
Cityof St Paul

City o Mahtomed
City o Mendota His
League of N Cies
Cityof Rush City

Cityof Rosevile
City of Oakdale
Cityof Shoreview
Cityof Vadnais Hts
City of Maplewood

Corporations

Prudential Relocaton
State Farm Insurance

SRF Consuting Group, Inc
Saivation Army Northern Division







Looking northwesterly along Birchwood Ave from Jay St


Looking southeasterly along Birchwood Ave
Looking southwesterly along Jay St from

from Jay St
Birchwood Ave
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	DESCRIPTION OF CIP SANITARY SEWER PROJECT

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Location:
	
	Area 1 – City Hall, Bloomquist Field/Park, 219 Birchwood

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ave

	
	
	Area 2 – Oakridge Dr

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Area 3 – Birchwood Ct and White Pine Ln

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Area 4 – Jay St, Birchwood Ave, and Hall Ave

	
	
	
	
	

	Property Types:
	
	Area 1 – includes the City of Birchwood Village City Hall, a

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	single family dwelling located at 219 Birchwood Ave, and

	
	
	Bloomquist Field/Park

	
	Area 2 – includes approximately 13 single family dwellings

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	located along the westerly portion of Oakridge Dr. These

	
	
	homes are located in Bacchus Birchwood Ridge Addition

	
	
	and were all built in either 1973 or 1974. Lots range in size

	
	
	from 0.25 acre for 21 Oakridge Dr up to 0.52 acre for 29

	
	
	Oakridge Dr. Homes vary in size and style.

	
	Area 3 – includes approximately 26 properties of which

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	approximately 25 properties are improved with single family

	
	
	dwellings that vary in size and style. The 26th property is the

	
	
	1.24 acre Nordling Park having access at the intersection of

	
	
	Birchwood Ct and Birchwood Ave. The properties in this

	
	
	portion of the project are all located on either Birchwood Ct

	
	
	or White Pine Ln. All the properties are located in Bacchus

	
	
	Birchwood  Ridge  Addition.  Most  properties  were

	
	
	constructed between 1976 and 1979 with an average age of

	
	
	1977. Homes vary in style and age. Lot sizes range from

	
	
	0.24 acre for 412 Birchwood Ct up to 0.55 acre for 7 White

	
	
	Pine Ln.

	
	Area 4 – includes approximately 25 properties most of

	
	
	
	

	
	
	which are located on Jay St and Birchwood Ave. These

	
	
	properties vary in size and style. Most of the homes are

	
	
	located in the Woolstencroft Addition. 600 Birchwood Ave

	
	
	is the largest lot in this portion of the project and contains

	
	
	2.38 acres which are improved with a detached frame single

	
	
	family dwelling, tennis court, etc. The average lot size is

	
	
	approximately 0.6 acres. The average age is approximately

	
	1980.
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Zoning:



The City of Birchwood Village prohibits commercial and industrial development. All the properties involved in this project are zoned Single Family Residential with the exception of City Hall, Bloomquist Field/Park, and Nordling Park which are zoned Public. The minimum lot area per “dwelling unit” is 12,000 SF, except 15,000 SF for lots abutting lakes, ponds, or wetlands. The minimum lot width at the front building line is 80’ for one-family dwellings and 135’ for two-family dwellings.

Existing Improvements:



Existing improvements include municipal water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, electric, cable TV, bituminous roadways, and mostly bituminous curbing. Most streets in Birchwood Village consist of 2”-3” of bituminous surfacing over 4”-5” of aggregate base. Local streets maintained by the City are bituminous surfaced and are designed for 5-ton axle loading. Street widths vary from 11’ to 24’.

Proposed Improvement:



The only proposed improvement for this project is construction of a CIP piping for approximately 2,800 lineal feet of sanitary sewer line. Currently the City is served by a network of sanitary sewer mains and individual home services. The original mains are predominantly 9” clay pipe and were installed in 1964. The system is served by 3 lift stations. Birchwood Village had its entire sanitary sewer system televised during the summer of 2003. Approximately half of the system was found to have significant deterioration and/or high amounts of infiltration. In order to prevent further deterioration of the lines to the point where open trench replacement would be necessary, rehabilitation of approximately one-half of the mains by lining the sewer was done. This work was completed in the winter of 2005. In 2006, the sanitary sewer along Birchwood Ln was rehabilitated by the CIP process. These mains are now 8” pipe.

Proposed Assessments:



Proposed assessments for each of the properties involved in the project are on a per unit basis of $628.36/unit. According to the “Feasibility Report” there are 67 properties involved in the project with a project cost estimated at $84,200 which includes a 10% contingency.

Allocation of Assessments:



As previously mentioned the total project cost is $84,200 which includes a 10% contingency. There are approximately 67 properties which indicate a per unit assessment of $628.36 which is 50% of the total cost. The remaining 50% will come from city funds.
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METHOD OF SPECIAL BENEFIT ANALYSIS

The preferred way to determine benefits, if any, accruing to a property is by the "Before" and "After" method. Under this method, which is usually the simplest approach, the value of the property is estimated before the installation of the improvements and after the installation of the improvements, the difference between the two being the special benefits accruing to the property. The measure of benefits as dictated by State Law is the comparative market values of the property “before” and “after” the installation of the improvements.

It should be noted that the improvements on the land, if improved, are concluded to have the same value contributions to the total property value in both the “before” and “after” situations. Consequently, the special benefit value from the proposed improvements can be reliably derived from the value of the land only by processing the Sales Comparison Approach.

This approach was applied in valuing the subject land parcels and involves a comparison of recently sold parcels similar to the subject properties in the “before” and “after” situations. The sale prices were analyzed and adjustments made for value-related differences relative to the subject land parcels. The result of the analysis and adjustments indicates a range of value for the subject land. The strengths and weaknesses of each comparable sale and its value indication are evaluated before arriving at a value opinion for the subject parcels.

Additionally I have surveyed several St. Paul/Minneapolis metropolitan area communities which in the recent past have constructed street improvements, sanitary sewer improvements, municipal water improvements, etc. These communities include Andover, Dayton, Ramsey, Woodbury, Eagan, Burnsville, Plymouth, Eden Prairie, Vadnais Heights, White Bear Lake, and Maplewood. City engineers were interviewed in order to determine typical assessments that property owners or developers find acceptable or are willing to pay on a typical site for various improvements.

For lots in new subdivisions, city engineers were asked to give an approximate breakdown of assessments between water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, streets, and stub-in charges for sanitary sewer and water. Based upon this analysis it was found that assessments for a typical 12,500 -15,000+ SF site ranged from $30,000 to $35,000 and up. This would include a watermain assessment of approximately $8,000, sanitary sewer assessment of approximately $8,000, storm water assessment of approximately $2,500, street assessment including curb and gutter of approximately $8,000, and stub-in charges for sanitary sewer and water of approximately $3,000. In many cases this is what the developer is paying on a per lot basis as cities generally let developers install the improvements.

32

For instance, in the City of Andover costs per lot in new subdivisions run anywhere from $25,000 to $32,000. This would include sanitary sewer, water, 5-ton roadway with 3” of bituminous over a 5” Class 5 base, surmountable curb and gutter, area charges and connection charges for sewer and water. Storm sewer, for the most part, is provided by the developer.

A 75-lot project in Andover had a total cost of $1,747,626 which included 25% for design and construction. The cost per lot was $23,302 plus area charges, etc. After everything was added in, the cost per lot was $25,556 which does not include the developer cost for their own consultant. This was a 2014 project.

A 2015 project in Champlin containing 42 lots had a total cost of $1,603,750 or $38,185/lot. This included $7,055 for sanitary sewer, $4,786 for watermain, $13,387 for storm sewer, and $12,957 for streets with curb and gutter. Lot sizes varied from 68’ and 80’ wide. The majority of the lots were around 70’. This subdivision was called The Reserve at Elm Creek.

The average assessments assume an 8" water line, an 8" sanitary sewer line, and a 5-7 ton residential road, 31'-33’ wide with concrete curb and gutter. These municipalities also have a policy that if a 9-ton road, or collector road is constructed and assessed, that residential properties fronting on this road will pay only for the construction costs that would be associated with a 7-ton road. The difference in cost between a 9-ton road and a 7-ton road is picked-up by the city or municipality usually with MSAS Funds. In many municipalities acreage sites being used as single family residential sites are typically assessed full benefits with all benefits except those attributable to a typical site being deferred until that time that the parcel is subdivided or developed to a more intense use. Based upon a typical 80'-100' residential site, a new street would cost upwards of $75/FF. This assumes a 7-ton road with concrete curb and gutter along with street lights.

The overwhelming majority of properties in the subject project are residential properties with the remaining three properties being the City Hall property and two park sites. The City is only assessing 50% of the cost for the CIPP sanitary sewer improvement. It should be noted that most all municipalities assess full costs to commercial, industrial, and multi-family residential properties as they feel these properties receive full benefits. There are no commercial, industrial, or multi-family residential properties in the City of Birchwood Village.

Based upon an analysis of sales in the “before” and “after” situations it was found that properties receiving municipal improvements sell anywhere from 2.5% - 10% higher than properties without municipal improvements. The percentage depends on several items including location, lot sizes, zoning, type of improvement, and amenities.

The average lot value in the City of Birchwood Village is approximately $100,000. The proposed cost of the CIPP sanitary sewer improvement is $628.36 indicating a value increase of less than 1%.
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SPECIAL BENEFIT SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Special assessments are one of the ways a local government, such as the City of Birchwood Village, may collect money to pay for local improvements. A special assessment is a charge imposed on real property to help pay for a local improvement that benefits the property. The State constitution allows the legislature to authorize local governments to use special assessments to help pay for local improvements based on the benefit the improvement gives the property.

The legislature has long authorized local governments to levy special assessments to pay for specified local improvements. Since 1953, that authority has been primarily found in Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 429. Chapter 429 authorizes cities, towns, urban towns, and counties to make specific improvements and to levy special assessments to help pay for these improvements.

The assessment amount charged to the property cannot exceed the amount by which the property benefits from the improvement, as measured by the increase in the market value of the land due to the improvement. The assessment must be uniformly applied to the same class of property. A local improvement may benefit properties that are not abutting the improvement and those benefitted properties also may be assessed.

The Minnesota Supreme Court has established guidelines for special assessments.

These guidelines are:

The land must receive a benefit from the improvements being constructed The assessment must be uniform upon the same class of property

The assessment must not exceed the special benefit. The special benefit is measured by the increase in the market value of the land owing to the improvement.

The preferred way to determine benefits, if any, accruing to a parcel is by the “before” and “after” method. Under this method, which is usually the simplest approach, the value of the land is estimated “before” the improvement and “after” the improvement, the difference between the two being the benefits accruing to the land as a result of the improvement. The measure of benefits as dictated by State law is a comparative market value of land “before” and “after” the improvement project.

Therefore, after an analysis of all factors the following conclusions are felt to be applicable for the City of Birchwood Village CIPP 2017 project:

· Assessments in the amount of $628.36 for this sanitary sewer improvement are felt to be reasonable, acceptable, and can be easily substantiated in the marketplace.
· The proposed assessment/benefit for the properties involved in the project is considerably lower than the City of Birchwood Village’s last three CIPP projects which ranged from $1,000 to $1,500 per property.
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· It should be noted that sanitary sewer lines in most cities are owned to the center of the street or the main line by the individual property owner. Therefore, property owners are responsible for repair/maintenance.
· As previously mentioned in this report the majority of municipalities consider CIPP sanitary sewer lining part of ongoing maintenance with the costs added to quarterly sewer bills city-wide. The City of Birchwood Village, in the future, for any similar improvements should consider them to be maintenance and add them to the quarterly sanitary sewer, municipal water, or storm sewer bills.
· It is the understanding of your consultant that no temporary easements will be needed for any portion of this project.
· Minnesota Statute 435 allows for deferred payment of special assessments against any homestead property owned by a person 65 years of age or older or a person retired by virtue of permanent and total disability on January 1 of the payment year for whom it would be a hardship to make the payment. This is assumed to be true for the City of Birchwood Village.
· It is assumed that the City of Birchwood Village would allow for the distribution of proposed assessments over at least a 5-year period.
· The City of Birchwood Village is assessing property owners approximately 50% of the total cost of the project including engineering and a contingency.
· The proposed improvements are feasible from an engineering standpoint, necessary, and appear to be extremely cost effective.
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ASSESSMENT SURVEY

The following pages contain various assessments/benefit data obtained from municipalities in the Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Area felt to be competitive with the City of White Bear Lake. City Engineers, Consulting Engineers, or other City Officials were interviewed regarding assessment policies, current improvement projects, and benefits that are found to be reasonable, acceptable, and can be substantiated in the marketplace.
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	ASSESSMENT COMPARABLE 1
	

	City:
	Champlin

	Project No./Name:
	208-13
	

	Year:
	2015-2016
	

	Type of Project:
	Street and utility improvements

	Type of Property:
	95 properties total of which 92 properties are single

	
	
	family residential, 2 vacant parcels, and 1 TH parcel

	Amount of Assessment/Benefit:
	$6,088 – sanitary sewer

	
	
	$6,318 – city water

	
	
	$4,255 – storm water

	
	
	$1,040 – street lights

	
	
	$6,351 – total street reconstruction

	Percent of Total Cost:
	Less than 50%

	Reasonable and Acceptable:
	Yes

	Date of survey:
	January 2017

	Comments:
	
	


There are 95 properties involved in this project with 92 of the properties being single family residential. There are 2 vacant parcels and 1 townhouse parcel. The total estimated cost for all the improvements is $3,582,500 of which $1,753,433 or 49% will be assessed to various property owners. Remaining costs will come from various City funds. Several parcels were being assessed $24,052 which included a city water assessment of $6,318, storm water assessment of $4,255, a street light assessment of $1,040, and a street assessment of $6,351. Other parcels were assessed $12,406 which included $6,088 for sanitary sewer and $6,318 for city water. The 16-unit townhome project which was part of this City project was assessed a total of $22,656 for storm water and $9,412 for street lights. This equates to $1,974/unit or $1,416 for storm sewer and $558.25 for street lights.
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	ASSESSMENT COMPARABLE 2
	
	
	
	

	City:
	White Bear Lake
	
	
	

	Project No./Name:
	2010-01 & 2010-04
	
	
	
	

	Year:
	2010
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Type of Project:
	Total street reconstruction with B618 concrete curb

	
	
	and gutter along with storm sewer improvements

	Type of Property:
	Mostly single family residential
	
	
	

	Amount of Assessment/Benefit:
	$35.00/AF
	for
	total  street
	improvements
	and

	
	
	$0.12/SF on a cumulative basis for storm water

	
	
	improvements.
	Additionally,
	any  apartment

	
	
	properties were assessed at $45.97/AF, with

	
	
	commercial
	properties  being
	assessed
	at

	
	
	$55.78/AF.
	
	Assessments
	for
	partial  street

	
	
	reconstruction  were  $17.50/AF  for  residential

	
	
	properties.  The maximum assessment for storm

	
	
	sewer on commercial properties was $0.24/SF on a

	
	
	cumulative basis.
	
	
	

	Percent of Total Cost:
	37.6%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reasonable and Acceptable:
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Date of survey:
	November 2010
	
	
	

	Information Source:
	Feasibility Report/Mark L. Burch, P.E., City Eng

	Comments:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


This was the City of White Bear Lake’s 2010 Utility and Street Improvement Project consisting of City Project No. 2010-01 and City Project No. 2010-04. This was a utility and street project involving streets located in the southeasterly portion of the City, generally between Cedar Ave and Orchard Ln just to the east of McKnight Rd. The City’s Assessment Policy for public improvements allows for the distribution of the proposed assessments for residential properties over a 10-year period. In 2011, the City Council chose to have the project assessed over 15 years in order to provide financial assistance to property owners in difficult economic times. It was proposed that the assessments to residential properties included in the project be spread over a 15-year period and that assessments to commercial and apartment properties be spread over a 20-year period. The City’s Assessment Policy allows for deferred payment of special assessments for qualified property owners 65 years of age and older.
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	ASSESSMENT COMPARABLE 3
	

	City:
	White Bear Lake

	Project No./Name:
	2011-01 / 2011-04
	

	Year:
	2011
	

	Type of Project:
	Total and partial street reconstruction with B-618

	
	
	concrete curb and gutter along with stormwater

	
	
	improvements

	Type of Property:
	Almost all single family dwellings

	Amount of Assessment/Benefit:
	$35.00/AF  for  total  street  reconstruction  and

	
	
	$0.12/SF on a cumulative basis for stormwater

	
	
	improvements. Additionally any apartment properties

	
	
	were assessed at $45.97/AF, with commercial

	
	
	properties  being  assessed  at  $55.78/AF.

	
	
	Assessments for partial street reconstruction were

	
	
	$17.50/AF for residential properties. The maximum

	
	
	assessment  for  storm  sewer  on  commercial

	
	
	properties was $0.24/SF on a cumulative basis.

	Percent of Total Cost:
	30.3%
	

	Reasonable and Acceptable:
	Yes

	Date of survey:
	January 2012

	Information Source:
	Feasibility Report / Mark L. Burch, P.E., City

	
	
	Engineer


Comments:

This was the City of White Bear Lake’s 2011 Utility and Street Improvement Project consisting of City Project No. 2011-01, a total reconstruction project with stormwater improvements and City Project No. 2011-04, a partial street reconstruction project with stormwater improvements. The streets in this project were located in the southeasterly portion of the City with City Project No. 2011-01 including streets between McKnight Rd on the west and Cranbrook Dr on the east, and Cedar Ave on the north and County Rd E on the south. City Project No. 2011-04 included Emerald Dr between Orchard Ln and Golfview Dr, Ebba St between Orchard Ln and Elm Dr, Bear Ct between Emerald Dr and Ebba St, and Golfview Dr between Elm Dr and McKnight Rd. The estimated improvement costs were $2,596,755 of which $1,461,364 was attributable to street improvements with street reconstruction improvements including stormwater being funded by a combination of City funds and special assessments to the property owners. The assessment for residential properties for the 2011 projects were spread over a 15-year period and the assessments for commercial and apartment properties were spread over a 20-year period due to the higher cost.
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	ASSESSMENT COMPARABLE 4
	

	City:
	Oakdale

	Project No./Name:
	City Project No. 2015-01

	Year:
	2015
	

	Type of Project:
	Mill & overlay and street rehabilitation/reconstruction

	Type of Property:
	Commercial, industrial, multi-family

	Amount of Assessment/Benefit:
	Multi-family mill & overlay - $35/AF

	
	
	Commercial/industrial mill & overlay - $40/AF

	
	
	Multi-family pavement replacement - $60/AF

	
	
	Commercial/industrial  pavement  replacement  -

	
	
	$80/AF

	Percent of Total Cost:
	40%
	

	Reasonable and Acceptable:
	Yes

	Date of survey:
	January 2016

	Information Source:
	Brian Bachmeier, P.E., Public Works Director/City

	
	
	Engineer


Comments:

The City of Oakdale Project No. 2015-01 is a 26 parcel street improvement project which includes Hadley Ave from Hwy 36 to Geneva Ave, Hwy 36 Blvd from Glenbrook Ave to Hadley Ave, 56th St from Geneva Ave to dead-end, and Granada Ln from cul-de-sac to Granada Ave. Eighteen parcels are to receive a mill & overlay while 8 parcels are to receive a street rehabilitation/ reconstruction. Parcels range from the Mills Fleet Farm store parcel to the Cedric’s Landing/Hadley Estates apartment complex to a C-store, to several vacant land parcels. The assessment rate for pavement milling and overlaying $35/AF for multi-family properties and $40/AF for commercial properties. The assessment for pavement replacement/reconstruction is $60/AF for multi-family properties and $80/AF for commercial/industrial properties. The total estimated project assessments are $1,560,755 which represents approximately 40% of the total estimated project cost.
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ASSESSMENT COMPARABLE 5

City:



Roseville

Project No./Name:



City of Roseville Project P-ST-SW-W-13-02/County Rd Reconstruction

Year:



2013

Type of Project:



Total street reconstruction with B-618 concrete curb and gutter

Type of Property:



20 properties of which 17 are single family dwellings constructed between 1955-1968 along with a Lutheran Church/Montessori School property, an apartment property, and a commercial property being used for automotive purposes.

Amount of Assessment/Benefit:



$60.00/AF for residential properties, $90.00/AF for the Lutheran Church/Montessori School property and the apartment property, and $110.00/AF for the commercial/automotive property

Percent of Total Cost:



Approximately 25% based on a 7-ton road

Reasonable and Acceptable:



Yes

Date of survey:



June 2013

Information Source:



Ms. Debra M. Bloom, P.E., City Engineer

Comments:

This was a total street reconstruction with B-618 concrete curb and gutter on the south side of County Rd D between Lexington Ave and Victoria St. County Rd D is under the jurisdiction of the City of Roseville (south side) and the City of Shoreview (north side). County Rd D is a MSA roadway with State funds available to pay a portion of the costs assuming the road is constructed to meet minimum MSA standards. The roadway was to be constructed to a 10-ton structural design with bituminous pavement and concrete curb and gutter. For the purposes of assessment calculations, the estimated costs of the roadway are reduced to reflect the cost to build a 7-ton road. Also, since the proposed road was to be 33’ wide, the cost of the additional 1’ in pavement is subtracted as well. Roseville’s Assessment Policy for public improvement allows for the distribution of the proposed assessments for all properties involved in this project over a 15-year period. It is assumed that the City will negotiate the best interest rate possible under economic conditions existing at the time. The City of Roseville is assessing property owners a small percentage of the total project costs for street reconstruction with B-618 concrete curb and gutter. This amounts to approximately 25%.
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	ASSESSMENT COMPARABLE 6
	

	City:
	Champlin

	Project No./Name:
	21603
	

	Year:
	2017
	

	Type of Project:
	Street, storm sewer, sanitary sewer, and upgrade

	
	
	street lighting

	Type of Property:
	There are approximately 177 properties in this

	
	
	project which are mostly single family residential.

	
	
	There are several public properties including a park

	
	
	and the Champlin Ice Forum parking lot.

	Amount of Assessment/Benefit:
	$2,255 – street reclamation

	
	
	$718 – concrete curb and gutter

	
	
	$1,066 – street lights

	
	
	$5,075 – total street reconstruction

	
	
	$1,435 – new curb and gutter

	
	
	$2,731 – storm sewer improvements

	
	
	$3,000 – sanitary sewer repair

	Percent of Total Cost:
	Less than 50%

	Reasonable and Acceptable:
	Yes

	Date of survey:
	January 2017

	Information Source:
	Mr. Timothy C. Hanson, P.E., City of Champlin

	Comments:
	
	


This is the 2017 City of Champlin street improvement project consisting of approximately 177 properties, most of which are single family residential. The proposed improvements consist of three different variations of street reconstruction. These are: Mississippi Shores - street reclamation with reconstructed curb & gutter; Sunny Banks Farm and Subdivision No. 0.15 - street reclamation with spot curb repairs; and Muriel Acres and Sunny Banks Farm–West River Rd, Service Rd – complete street reconstruction including new B618 concrete curb & gutter. This project also includes street light improvements to be assessed on the basis of $1,066/unit, storm sewer improvements to be assessed at $2,731/unit where applicable, and sanitary sewer service and repair to be assessed at $3,000/unit where applicable.
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	ASSESSMENT COMPARABLE 7
	

	City:
	Maplewood

	Project No./Name:
	15-11
	

	Year:
	2015
	

	Type of Project:
	Full depth street reclamation

	Type of Property:
	Single family residential and multi-family residential

	Amount of Assessment/Benefit:
	$3,450/single family residential unit

	
	
	$2,255.69/townhome unit

	Percent of Total Cost:
	On the average – 44%

	Reasonable and Acceptable:
	Yes

	Date of survey:
	June 2016

	Information Source:
	Feasibility Report/City of Maplewood Engineering

	
	
	Dept.


Comments:

This was a full depth street reclamation with spot repair of curb and gutter. The project totals approximately 2.56 miles in length. There are approximately 242 properties located in the project which are mostly single family residential and townhome properties. The properties vary in size and shape. Along with the full depth street reclamation with spot repair of concrete curb and gutter there were subgrade repairs as necessary. Replacement of outdated sanitary sewer castings, replacement of damaged storm sewer castings, replacement of pedestrian curb ramps where necessary, and minor repairs or aligning of underground utilities as needed. The total project cost was $2,087,689 with approximately 44% assessed back to the property owners. According to the City of Maplewood these improvements were deemed reasonable and acceptable to property owners.
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	ASSESSMENT COMPARABLE 8
	

	City:
	White Bear Lake

	Project No./Name:
	16-01
	
	

	Year:
	2016
	
	

	Type of Project:
	Total pavement replacement and 2” mill & overlay

	Type of Property:
	Single family residential, apartments, church, school,

	
	
	and commercial – 137 parcels total

	Amount of Assessment/Benefit:
	Total pavement replacement

	
	
	•
	Residential - $31.80/LF

	
	
	•
	Apartment - $41.80/LF

	
	
	•
	Commercial - $50/LF

	
	
	2” mill & overlay

	
	
	•
	Residential - $12.62/LF

	
	
	•
	Apartment - $16.57/LF

	
	
	•
	Commercial - $20.11/LF

	Percent of Total Cost:
	Various

	Reasonable and Acceptable:
	Yes
	
	

	Date of survey:
	June 2016

	Information Source:
	Feasibility Report/Inspection/Mark Burch, P.E., City

	
	
	Engineer


Comments:

This project consisted of 137 parcels including single family residential, apartments, church, school, and commercial. Of the 137 parcels 86 will receive a total pavement reconstruction with spot repair of concrete curb and gutter while the remaining 51 parcels will receive a 2” mill & overlay with spot repair of concrete curb and gutter. Three parcels will receive both a total pavement reconstruction and a 2” mill & overlay. The total project cost is $2,210,534 which includes a 5% contingency and engineering, legal and fiscal fee of approximately 18%. This project included some minor storm sewer drainage improvements and some updating of sidewalk pedestrian ramps. The City’s Assessment Policy for public improvements allows for the distribution of proposed assessments for residential properties over a 10-15 year period, and for commercial and apartment/multi-family properties over a 20-year period due to the higher cost. According to the City of White Bear Lake these assessments were deemed reasonable and acceptable to property owners.
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ADDENDUM
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