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BEFORE THI MUNICIPAL GOMMISSEON
OF THE STATE OF MINWESCTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION FOR THE DETACHMENT OF
PROPERTY FROM TR VILLAGE OF CEYLOW, MARTIN COUNTY,
STATE OF MINNESOTA

On the pebitien of requisite frecholders of the Village of
Ceylon bo detach certain lands from sald Village which came yegu-
lavyly on for hearing before the Munigipal Comnission of the State
of Minnescta on Januvary 22, 1063, abt 2300 PM. at the Fire Hall of
said Village of Ceylon ab which ¢lwe cvidence was beken, testlwony
heard, and wpon all the files and roeords, and the Commigsion being
fully advised in the prewizes.

The Commission having earefully sonsidered all of the evidence
and upoit all the files and vecords Dinds that the reguisite mumber
of propsrty owners have filed the petition, that the properby is
unplatted, and used and oceupied exclusively For agricultural pur-
poses, that the property is within the boundariss of the muninipal.
ity of Cevlon and is adjacent to a boundary, that the detachment
would net unreasonably affect the symmetry of the settled munlcipale
ity and that the land iz not necded for reasonably an‘ti@ipat@d
future development.

IT IS ORDERED: That the herein deperibed lands Lying and
belng in the County of Martin and State of Minncscta, deseribed
as follows, to-wits

The Northwest Quarter (NWi} of the North- #/ é C/Q r |

east Quavter {NBE) of Seehien Twenty-Five
{25}, Township One Hundred One {101} Nowth,
of Range Thirty-two (32} West of the Fifech
Principal Veridan, being in Lake Belt. Town-
ship, Martin County, Minnescta

be deotached from the Village of Ceylon, Martin County, Minnesota
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to beccme a part and pareel of Lake Belt Township, Meartin County,

Minnesota, the same as if it had been oviginally a part theveof,

Dated this 23rd day of August, 1963

MINNEBOTA MUNICIPAL COMMISSION
51 State 0ffiece Building
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Ceylon Detachnent

MEVMORANDUM OPTNTON

We have this date issued a Memorandum Opinien & proving the detache
ment of lands from the Village of Preston

The same reasoning applies to the petition now befove us bo detach
gertvain lands from the Village of Ceylon. We find that the subject
property ie oecupled and used exclusively for agriculbural purposes and
ie not needed within the reasonably antileipated future for vthe develop-
ment of the Village of Ceylon., There is nothing in the wecord to ine-
dicate that the symmetry will be unreasonably affected. The land was
undoubtedly ineluded withia the vwillage limits at 2 time when greater
Erowth vas antlcipated. The VMunieipal Commission Act and prior law are
clear that in Minnesota exclusively agrieulbural land not needed for
development in the reasonably anjicipated fublure camuot be burdened
with taxes to support municipal serviees which do 0ot benefit such
PEOPETrLY.

We therefore have entewed an opder deﬁa@ﬁing the subject property

from vhe Tillage of Ceylom.
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MIMORANDUY OPINTON

Section &, Subdivisicn 1 of the Minnssoba Municipal Comelssion Agh
provides that, YProperty which is situated within the corporate limivs
of and adjacent o the munigipal boundary, vnplatited, and opeupled and

used egcluaively for agriculiurel purposes may be devached from the

i

minicipality” by petition of all of the land ouwners if the area is lese

vhan 40 acres snd by 75% of the owners if over 40 acres.

g

The sole guestion involved is whebher or net the land is "used exclus-
ively for agriculitural purposss.”

Seevion 6, Subdivision 4 dirests bhat, "the Commission shall grant
the petivion for d@té@hm@ﬁt if A% Linds that the reguislte mumber of prope
‘erty owners have signed the petlvion if inibiated by the properdsy owners,
that the property is uvnplatied and used and ocscupiszd exclusively for
agricultural purposes, that the property is within the boundaries of the
municipalities and is adjacent to a boundayy, that the detachment would
not vnreasopably affect vhe symnetyry of the settled municipality, and that
the land is not needed for reasonably anticipated Dubure development.™

The Commission has expressed its relugtance in the past to grand
 detvachment exeepb where it is clearly cobligssed by the statvie %o do so.
The obvious reasen is that the Commission favors strengthening exlsting
saniclpalities and is relnctant to deprive shem of needed Laxpayers Lrom
lands which have always been included within ¢heir limits. We, therefors,
ebrictly eonstrue the law against detachment exeept where a clsar and cone
vinelng case is made that the land is used and ogcupled exclusively for
agriculturel purposes and there 1s no reasonable prospect thet it will
b2 used for commnizy development within the municipality. In such eases

we have no cholee under the statute but to order detachment.




We avre aware that we can deny debachment which would wirsasonably
affect the syametry of the settled menleipality, bub, if the other reasons
for detachment exist, the munlcipality would be obligated vo show by
evidence that its symmetry would be unveasonably affected.

While it is not necessary to decide hepe what would constliute ule
reasonable effect upon the symuetry in the ebsenee of such a clalm by the
Village ef Pregton, the Legislature no doubt invended that the use of this
provision is restricted to such situatlons a3 where property owners seek
to detach land somplebely suvrrounded by the rempining mwnleipaliby, or
where strips of land which yun a substantial length into the mnicipality
and are surrouvnded on three sides which zeguires ¢rossing the debached
property to geb from one part of the munleipality to another, or other
sivuations which unduly distort v:illag@ bpundaries. 7The application of
the symmebry provision willl have %o yrest on the individuvsl facts in
detachment proeeedings.

The evucial gquestion here is whether op not the subject land is

used and @@&‘&@:@.@G exelusively for agrlculsural purposes and is needed
for reasonably anticipated future developwent.

- The anevwer is unguestionsbly in the affirmative. Thare is no
evidence that the land will be used within the predictable fubure for
rasidential or commercial purposes to extend the sebtilad portion of %&%@
Village of Preston. We are, therefore, left without cholce but in m@ué

an order detaching the subject land from the Village of Preston.
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