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7. 

RESOLUTION NO.-2 ..?3 

RESOLUTION OF W CIW COUNCIL OF - 
THE c m  OF wes~urm, - 

WHxmS,  here to fo re  a r e so lu t ion  w a s  duly adopted by t h e  City 
Counci l  o f  t h e  c i t y  of neequite,  f o r  t h e  improvement of the  following 

C 
s t r e e t  and highway, to-wit: North Galloway Avenue from Gus Thmsson 
Road a n d  B e l t  Line Road Wye t o  t h e  Texas & Pacif ic  Railroad Track, 
ae def+ned and s e t  o u t  i n  sa id  r e so lu t ion  and out of mater ia ls  named I 
a n d  s p e c i f i e d  i n  s a i d  resolut ion;  and 

WHBRBAG, epec i f i ca t iona  were duly adopted therefor  and bids 
accep ted ,  a f t e r  advertisement having been duly made; end 

WHERHAS, the  C i ty  Council ham awarded tba con t rac t  t o  Texas 
B i t u l i t h f c  Conmaw f o r  s a i d   improvement^, a8 more par t icular ly  

p r o v i d e d  by t h e  terms of sa id  con t rac t :  and 

WHERgAS, the  Ciey Cmnci l  duly adopted the s a i d  contrac t  and 
determined upon the Levying of an assessment agains t  the  abutting 
p r o p e r t y  m e r e  f o r  their pro r a t a  p a r t s  of the c o s t  of s a i d  improve- - ments, as provided by t h e  app l i cab le  law; and 

W H E W ,  s a i d  proper ty  owners were duly no t i f i ed  i n  accordance 
w i t h  t h e  terms of the  appl icable  law by not ice  being duly published 
i n  the m S  MESQVITER, a newspawr of genera l  c i r cu la t ion  i n  the 
C i t y  of Mesquite, t o  appear be fo re  the C i t y  Council a t  a hearing s e t  
by s a i d  Council on t h e  17th day o f  December, A.D. 1962, i n  the Council 
Chamber of t h e  Ci ty  H a l l  of t h e  C i t y  o f  Mesquite, Texas, t o  thmn and 
t h e r e  made p r o t e s t  and objection,  i f  any, t o  said improvements, and 
the c o e t  of t h e  same, and any o t h e r  ob jec t ions  t h a t  may appear t o  such 
p r o p e r t y  ovners;  and 

W%Elws, t h e  agen t s  of such proper ty  amere  and the  gorneys  and 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  such property owners weye a l s o  duly no t i f i ed  t o  
appea r  a t  s a i d  time and place f o r  t h e  making of s a i d  objections. 

*HERSAS, the  s a i d  hearing was duly had a t  ea ld  t i m e  and place, 
and was  t h e r e a f t e r  from tirne t o  time continued i n  order t o  give a 
g r e a t s r  oppor tuni ty  t o  the proper ty  owners, or  t h e i r  representatives 

r- 
or a g e n t s ,  t o  make p r o t e s t s  o r  remonetranccs o r  object ions  as provided ij 
by t h e  terms of the  appl icable  law; and I 

I 

WHEREAS, t h e  following ob jec t ions ,  p ro te s t s  and remonstrances 
were made, to-wit:  

.......A id-.", 

. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..v.. . ...,,- 

. ,  , . . . . . . . . . . . .  
.-, .,: ............ . . .  ,,/ .) :.. .;.< .... 

liy-<,,,<lni; 

... ' .  ! .,<-%+.-~ .<;, ,, 
~ 

~ ~ . I '  -- 
I 



iaprovemant, but was asking the  Council t o  consider giving son18 r e l i e f  
frun the amount of the  assesarnent as  they  d i d  not f e e l  that  the  rove- 
ment a t  t h i s  tim m u l d  enhance the  value of me p r o p r t y  $22,000. Be 
a l s o  advised tha t  Danna Construction Company did object  t o  the  construc- 
t i o n  of aidewalks a t  t h i s  t*. 

2. Mr. Forrest Thmpaon, 602 6 .  Bryan, m i n g  prop.rty a t  201 N. 
Gallovay, protested t h e  assessment because (1)  Gallaray is a thorough- 
fare, ( 2 )  Galloway is  County B e l t  Line, (3)  i t  w a s  h i s  understanding, 
a f t e r  ta lking with County Conmissioner, tha t  the  County had an obliga- 
t i o n  t o  help on Galloway, (4) he f e l t  t h a t  h e  shouldn't have t o  pay 
9W of the  cost  s ince $160.000 had been se t  up in bond program, which 
should be adequate and (5) h e  f e l t  t h a t  he should be treated l i k e  
any other c i t izen  -- f o r  instance, Davis Street-was done without cost 
t o  property ovmers. 

3. Mr. Dick Singleton, 205 and 211 North Galloway, objected because 
he  f e l t  t ha t  i f  the  improvement of North Galloway would increase t he  
value of h i s  property $50 per f ront  f o o t  it would increase h i e  neigh-. 
box's property $50 per f ront  foot  -- he f e l t  tha t  everyone should be 
treated a l i ke  -- r e s iden t i a l  and buainess, because eventually i t  would 

ment a t  t h i s  time. 

4. Mr. J. 0 .  Galloway. R t .  2, Mesquite, objected because he f e l t  
t h a t  90% assessment was too high -- should be more reasonab1ei"in 
t he  Capital Improvement Book it said t h e  same thing about Davis Street 
as it d id  about G a l l m y  -- Davis S t r ee t  uas done without cos t  t o  
property owners --"and h e f e l t  t ha t  t h i s  pro jec t  should not be done at 
t h i s  t i m e .  
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5.x - 
m R H A S ,  said respective protests ,  remonstrances and objections. .w 

COj) a f t e r  having been duly Considered by the Council, a r e  disposed Of i n  
the following manner: 

The objections, proteets  and remonstrances from the fo l la r ing  - 
property owners, t a - w i t :  - 

1. Danna Construction Coznpany, D a l l a s ,  Texas . 
2. Borrest Thampson, 602 6 .  ~ryan, Mespuite, Texas 
3. D i c k  Singleton, 205 and 211 8 .  Gallorray, Mes4uLte.Texas 
4. J. 8. Galloway, R t .  2. Mesquite. ~ex.6 f 

j 
a r e  determined agains t  them and overruled; and 

WHEREAS, the Council, a f t e r  fu l ly  considering tha s a i d  asaesllments 
and f u l l y  considering the benefits to each property a ~ s s  and h i e  
property received from making sa id  improvemnts, a r e  of thc Opinion 
t h a t  the s a i d  assessments heretofore detemined t o  be levied are f a i r  

refits that the sa id  propsrty receives 
and construction of the said improvs- 

ts should be made: and 

WHERSaS, the Council having no fu r the r  p ro t e s t s ,  remonstrance 
o r  object ion before i t  is of the opinion tha t  the sa id  hearing Should 
ba closed. 

NCU, T%iERgFORE, BE I T  RESOLVED BY THE C I T Y  CCUWCIL OF CITf 
OP ~ S Q V I T e ,  TEXAS: 

SECTION 1. That the said hearing heretofore ordered had on the 
17th day of Dacanber, A.D., 1962, and thereaf te r  continued u n t i l  the 
present  date, be and the same is hereby ordered closed. 

SECTZON 2. That the objections. pro tes ts  and remonstrances Of 
the hereinabove respectively ~ m e d  cmners, namely, t o - w i t :  I 

1. Danna Conetruction Company, Dallas, Texas 
2. Forrest  Tnompsan, 602 6 .  Bryan, ~ W u i t e ,  Texas 
3. Dick Singleton, 205 and 211 N, Galloway, ELeequito, Texas $ 
4. J. 8. Gallway, R t .  2, Mesquite, Texas 

, 
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SECTION 3. m a t  the City Attorney be, and he i a  hereby directed 

SBCTION 4. That this rsaolution shal l  taka e f f e c t  from and af ter  
i ts  paasage as  the Chaster in euch cases provides. 
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