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Introduction

This report will outline the cases of eminent domain that the Office of
Ombudsman for Property Rights have encountered throughout the year and the
duties related to this office.

The controversial area of property rights and regulatory takings has created court
battles between Property owners and condemning authorities, which has a mood
of winner —take- all. The Missouri Legislature passed a new law in 2006, House
Bill NO. 1944, the new law was based on recommendations from the Missouri
Task Force of Eminent Domain. | will examine in this report if this new law has
in fact improved the process and procedures of exercising eminent domain for the
land owner and the condemning authority.

The Ombudsman is a full time position created to assist individuals seeking
information regarding the condemnation process and procedures. This year
the standardizing of the office procedures and going to an electronic case file
system went online. | have created an office system that anyone who becomes
the Ombudsman in the future will be able to walk into a viable working office.




Executive Summary

As the Ombudsman | have traveled the state of Missouri meeting with the
property owners who have sought assistance from the Office of Ombudsman.
This office has been beneficial to the land owners because it provides assurance
that there is someone they can bring their concerns to and that someone is
monitoring the eminent domain process. This year the Ombudsman office was
able to bring on-line an electronic virtual rapid case filing system that was
programmed by the Department of Economic Development. This will help
monitor all aspects of the Eminent Domain process and make reporting more
efficient. The goal of this office will be to “assist the property owners with all
the information they need and to help resolve their disputes if possible”.

Website

The Office of Ombudsman has an official website that can provide information
about the eminent domain process to the landowner. The website was created in
2007 with the assistance of the Department of Economic Development; the
website has several links of information on the topic of Eminent Domain. | have
provided a Web Site Analytics Report that will show how this site has been helpful
to Missourians who have contacted this site for information. | will be using this
information when updating this web-site so that the information that people
need is easy to find and updated.
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov
Dashboard 9 Jan 1, 2010 - Mar 31, 2010
r Comparing to: Site
o
60 /.—_.
@
- \ PR —
: ._.,.-—l—'". " — / .""--..__.
'Jan1-Jan2 Jan 17 - Jan 23 Feb 7 - Feb 13 Feb 28 - Mar 6 Mar 21 - Mar 27 =T
Site Usage
7~ 495 visits " 66.06% Bounce Rate
AN 1,042 Pageviews AN~ 00:02:10 Avg. Time on Stte
""" 2.11 Pagea/Visit ~"""" 75.56% % New Visits
All Traffic Sources New vs. Returning
B Visitor Type Visits % visits
google / organic 224 45.25% New Visitor 374 75.56%
yahoo / organic 77 15.56% Returning Visitor 24.44%
mo-opc.org / referral 34 6.87%
bing / organic 6.26% | | gn- ué 494 99.80%

Content Overview 0.20%
AT 2 B L LU Country/Territory Detall: United States

/ 341 32.73%

ffaq.htm 291 27.93%

/resources.html 117 11.23% F B ;
findex.htm 109 10.46% | 3
/about.htm 98 9.40%

Mobile Devices

Operating System
iPhone 1 100.00%

1 Google Analytics




State Detail: Missouri

)
VI I e

Time on Site for all visitors

® Avg. Time on Site

00:05:00 .\ 00:05:00

00:02:30 / e, = 00:02:30

el

° 4 \.#.—.\/ L
00:00:00 \ / -

e
1Jan 1 Jan2 lJan17-Jan23  |Feb7-Feb13 Feb28-Mar6  |Mar21-h

Avg. Time on Site
00:02:10

100:00:00

2 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

. Jan 1, 2010 - Mar 31, 2010
All Traffic Sources o o

Comparing to: Site

' ._._‘___..-o <} 3
l % 0
' [Jan1-Jan2 jan17-Jan2a Feb7-Feb 13 ~ [Feb2s-Mar6 Mar21-Mar27
I All traffic sources sent 495 visits via 30 sources and mediums
|
] Visits Pages/Visit Avg.TimeonSite % New Visits Bounce Rate
| ~ 495 2.11 00:02:10 75.56% 66.06%
% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:
\ 100.00% 2.11 (0.00%) 00:02:10 (0.00%) 75.56% (0.00%) 66.06% (0.00%)
i = Source/Medium Visits Pages/Visit Avg. ;ge on % New Visits Bounce Rate
google / organic 224 2.25 00:02:29 78.57% 63.39%
l = yahoo / organic 77 2.22 00:02:18 88.31% 59.74%
(direct) / (none) 36 1.83 00:01:11 88.89% 69.44%
! = mo-opc.org / referral 34 1.65 00:00:36 85.29% 79.41%
- bing / organic 31 2.48 00:02:28 70.97% 64.52%
l _ buildbetterbarrel.typepad.com / referral 27 1.04 00:00:01 0.00% 96.30%
search / organic 15 2.07 00:04:17 73.33% 66.67%
! et aol / organic 8 212 00:02:19 50.00% 62.50%
ask / organic 6 1.33 00:00:42 100.00% 66.67%
! duey / referral 5 3.60 00:08:49 40.00% 40.00%
1-10of 30

3 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov Jan 1. 2010 - Mar 31, 2010
Content Overv|ew Comparing to: Site
@ Pageviews
200
100 ™
2 /./ \‘ & ~ —-#‘._H.

0 \._—-—-U i T 0

Jan1-Jan2 Jan 17 - Jan 23 N | Feb 7 - Feb 13 YR e A Thar21-Mar27

Pages on this site were viewed a total of 1,042 times
- 1,042 Pageviews
" 816 Unique Views

T 66.06% Bounce Rate

Top Content

Pages Pageviews % Pageviews
/ 341 32.73%
/fag.htm 291 27.93%
Jresources.html 117 11.23%
findex.htm 109 10.46%
/about.htm 98 9.40%

4 Google Analytics




PN

www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

State Detail: Jan 1, 2010 - Mar 31, 2010

Mi .
issouri Comparing to: Site

Visits

+ N s

This state sent 304 visits via 67 cities

I sic usace IR

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
2.45 00:03:10 72.37% 56.91%

% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:

61.41% 2.11 (16.26%) 00:02:10 (46.23%) 75.56% (-4.22%) 66.06% (-13.86%)
City Visits Pages/Visit Avg. g‘iit!ge on % New Visits Bounce Rate
St Louis 65 2.83 00:03:10 64.62% 50.77%
St Louis . 43 2.58 00:04:08 62.79% 48.84%
Kansas City 20 2.55 00:02:51 80.00% 60.00%
Jefferson City 13 2.54 00:01:39 69.23% 69.23%
Springfield 11 2.09 00:01:01 100.00% 72.73%
Columbia 9 1.78 00:01:55 77.78% 66.67%
Kansas City 8 4.88 00:05:44 100.00% 50.00%
Rolla 7 3.43 00:05:31 85.71% 28.57%
Maryland Heights 7 1.43 00:01:22 28.57% 71.43%

5 Google Analytics




3.14 00:01:39 100.00% 42.86%
1 - 10 of 67

Holts Summit

Google Analytics
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wuiw.eminentdoma_in.mo‘gov - -
Time on Site for all visitors 81,2010 (Ma'fm S

Feb 28 - Mar B

Mar 21 - Mar 27

Jan 1-Jan 2 Jan 17 - Jan 23 - _Feb?-Feb;é

00:02:10 Avg. Time on Site

Jan 1, 2010 - Jan 2, 2010 Jll 00:00:08
Jan 3, 2010 - Jan 9, 2010 (S e et e 00:02:03
Jan 10, 2010 - Jan 16, 2010 Il 00:00:26
Jan 17, 2010 - Jan 23,2010 | 00:01:10
Jan 24, 2010 - Jan 30, 2010 _ 00:01:53
Jan 31, 2010 - Feb 6, 2010 — 00:04:32
Feb 7, 2010 - Feb 13, 2010 _ 00:02:45
Feb 14, 2010 - Feb 20, 2010 _ 00:02:00
Feb 21, 2010 - Feb 27, 2010 _ 00:02:12
Feb 28, 2010 - Mar 6, 2010 _ 00:02:20
Mar 7, 2010 - Mar 13, 2010 — 00:01:08
Mar 14, 2010 - Mar 20, 2010 _ 00:02:37
Mar 21, 2010 - Mar 27, 2010 — 00:02:28

Mar 28, 2010 - Mar 31, 2010 SN 00:01:25

7 Google Analytics




www.eminentdomain.mo.gov J 2010 -
New vs. Returmning 01,2018 Mafaml 2010

B e

30 / \\.___...—-o-——"'--..__./'\o._____.

Feb 7 - Feb 13 Feb 28 - Mar 6

Mar 21 - Mar 27

Jan1-Jan2 Jan 17 - Jan 23

495 visits from 2 visitor types

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate

495 2.11 00:02:10 75.56% 66.06%

% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:

100.00% 2.11 (0.00%) 00:02:10 (0.00%) 75.56% (0.00%) 66.06% (0.00%)
Visitor Type Visits Pages/Visit Avg. éﬁme on % New Visits Bounce Rate
ite

New Visitor 374 2.12 00:02:05 100.00% 67.91%

121 2.05 00:02:26 0.00% 60.33%

Returning Visitor
1-20f2

Google Analytics



www.eminentdomain.mo.gov J ni. 2 1 -M 1. 2 1
Languages o cf«r?n 00

/ ._.\.______.____..._____. /‘\.______.

.—_.-ﬂ""—-.

~ Tsan1-dan2 A — Toani7-dan2s Temiorbis. | \re 6 lMei-vesr
495 visits used 2 languages

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate

495 2.11 00:02:10 75.56% 66.06%

% of Site Total: Site Ava: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:

100.00% 2.11 (0.00%) 00:02:10 (0.00%) 75.56% (0.00%) 66.06% (0.00%)
Language Visits Pages/Visit Avg. ‘Si'irne on % New Visits Bounce Rate
ite
en-us 494 2.1 00:02:10 75.51% 65.99%
ru 1 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%
1-20f2

9 Google Analytics




www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

L(J.‘zougttry/'l’ erritory Detail: Jan 1, 2010 - Mar 31, 2010
Comparing to: Site
Visits
1 | I I 304
This country/territory sent 486 visits via 36 regions
Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
2.13 00:02:13 75.10% 65.43%

o, of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:

98.18% 2.11 (0.97%) 00:02:10 (1.85%) 76.56% (-0.60%) 66.08% (-0.95%)
Region Visits Pages/Visit Ava. STiItlge on % New Visits Bounce Rate
Missouri 304 2.45 00:03:10 72.37% 56.91%
Utah 34 1.50 00:00:28 14.71% 85.29%
California 26 1.42 00:01:16 96.15% 84.62%
Texas 1" 1.45 00:00:14 100.00% 81.82%
lllinois 10 2.60 00:00:39 100.00% 70.00%
New York 9 1.78 00:00:51 100.00% 77.78%
Pennsylvania 9 2.67 00:00:52 100.00% 66.67%
Kansas 9 2.00 00:01:44 100.00% 55.56%
Virginia 8 1.12 00:00:02 100.00% 87.50%

10 Google Analytics
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6 1.17 00:00:01 83.33% 83.33%
1-10 of 36

District of Columbia

11 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov J
. : an 1, 2010 - Mar 31, 2010
MObIIe DeVIceS ' \’_';f)':“-;_‘uc":'.'iw-:_i to: Site
® Vi
(]
0
— Tuant -Jana: = ®eni7-danza Feb 7 - Fab 13 » 'Febea-mar.a e Yozt -Marzr

These mobile devices sent 1 visits via 1 operating systems

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
1 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%
% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:
0.20% 2.11 (-52.50%) 00:02:10 (-100.00%) 75.56% (32.35%) 66.06% (51.38%)
Operating System Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on % New Visits Bounce Rate
Site
iPhone 1 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%

1-10of1

12 Google Analytics




www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Dashboard

. o— .\. /

Apr 1, 2010 - Jun 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

L]
— 70
./ 0"--..__._____.

Apr1-Apr3 Apr 18- Apr 24

Site Usage

May 9 - May 15

May 30 - Jun 5 Jun 20 - Jun 26

/7~ 608 vistts
7~ >— 1,334 Pageviews

M7 2.19 Pagea/visit

All Traffic Sources

Source/Medium Vs %vts
google / organic 350 57.57%
(direct) / (none) 69 11.85%
bing / organic 45 7.40%
yahoo / organic 44 7.24%
mo-opc.org / referral 30 4.93%
Content Overview

Eages i S ey T esnd
| !faqvmm R 460 34.48%
/ 320 23.99%
/about.htm 150 11.24%
/resources.html 146 10.94%
/blighted.htm 137 10.27%

—

o= 62.34% Bounce Rate
/NN 00:02:27 Avg. Time on Site

T 81.09% % New Visits

New vs. Returning

Visitor Type Visits % visits
New Visitor 493 81.09%
Returning Visitor 115 18.91%
Languages

EaNgUNe : e evinhs
en-us 600 98.68%
en 5 0.82%
en-gb 2 0.33%
id 0.16%

Country/Territory Detail: United States

' EREER -

Google Analytics
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State Detail: Missouri Mobile Devices

Operating System Visits % visits
iPhone 4 80.00%
iPad 1 20.00%

Vi

Time on Site for all visitors

® Avg. Time on Sile

00:05:00 00:05:00
.ﬁ. < ’
00:02:30 / \ /._./\. ."..\ 00:02:30
00:00:00 ’ \./ e 00:00:00
'Apr1-Ape3 'Apr18-Apr24 | May 9-May 15 May 30 - Jun 5 Jun20-J
Avg. Time on Site
00:02:27

2 Google Analytics




www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

All Traffic Sources

70 O
/ .""--...._____.

_— '\. /'
N\

——->— ik

Apr 1, 2010 - Jun 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

:/.

! Apr1- Apr3 Apr 18 - Apr 24 May 9 - May 15 May 30 - Jun 5

All traffic sources sent 608 visits via 28 sources and mediums

Jun 20 - Jun 26

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
2.19 00:02:27 81.09% 62.34%
% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:

100.00% 2.19 (0.00%) 00:02:27 (0.00%) 81.09% (0.00%) 62.34% (0.00%)
Source/Medium Visits Pages/Visit Avg. ;?trge on % New Visits Bounce Rate
google / organic 350 212 00:02:32 82.00% 62.29%
(direct) / (none) 3.06 00:03:16 73.91% 52.17%
bing / organic 45 1.87 00:02:54 75.56% 68.89%
yahoo / organic 44 2.14 00:01:34 79.55% 63.64%
mo-opc.org / referral 30 2.40 00:01:28 93.33% 63.33%
search / organic 13 2.54 00:03:30 46.15% 46.15%
topix.com / referral 11 1.27 00:00:05 100.00% 90.91%
komu.com / referral 8 a2 00:00:27 87.50% 87.50%
aol / organic 5 1.20 00:00:13 80.00% 80.00%
ask / organic 5 1.60 00:01:32 100.00% 60.00%

1-100f 28
3 Google Analytics




www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Content Overview
O o,
100 /.-___.-_—.——l./ \.----.
L \- .
=] Apr1- Ap?i Apr 18- Apr 24 May 9 - May 15 - __P«_iaﬁ 5 .IUTS
Pages on this site were viewed a total of 1,334 times
7~ >— 1,334 Pageviews
~>— 1,033 unique Views
~—""" 62.34% Bounce Rate
Top Content
Pages Pageviews
[faq.htm 460
/ 320
/about.htm 150
/resources.html 146
137

/blighted.htm

Apr 1, 2010 - Jun 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

@ Fageviews

Jun 20 - Jun 26

% Pageviews
34.48%
23.99%
11.24%
10.94%

10.27%

Google Analytics




www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

State Detail:

Missouri

Visits

1 s

Apr 1, 2010 - Jun 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

This state sent 405 visits via 67 cities

Site Usage

Visits
405

% of Site Total:
66.61%

oty

St Loﬁis
letiaraon City

' kansas City
Springfield
Columbia
Grandview

StAmn
Amolﬁ

Ballwin

Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
2.19 00:02:34 81.23% 62.72%
SH;,:;%O.O‘/%} Sitgﬂ?(\)’g:é? (4.22%) Sitgﬁg& (0.18%) Sit;éf;f% (0.61%)
Visits Pages/Visit Avg.;‘lﬂne'le on % New Visits Bounce Rate
131 2.34 00:02:47 77.10% 58.02%
' ._ 40 2,68 00:01:51 80.00% 55.00%
34 1.94 00:01:17 73.53% 67.65%
31 2.00 00:01:48 93.55% 61.29%
. 18 2.44 00:02:02 88.89% 61.11%
15 1.47 00:01:30 80.00% 80.00%
9 3.67 00:02:44 66.67% 55.56%
-d 1.88 00:02:41 100.00% 62.50%
8 1.50 00:00:58 75.00% 75.00%

5 Google Analytics




2.25 00:04:33 62.50% 37.50%
1-10of 67

Joplin 8

Google Analytics
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wvs:w.aminentdoma_in.mo.gov . -
Time on Site for all visitors Aprpt/2010 gé‘mrlf?g, S

00:05:00
9,

Apr1-Apra Apr 18 - Apr 24 May 9 - May 15 May 30 - Jun 5 Jun 20 - Jun 26

00:02:27 Avg. Time on Stte

Apr 1, 2010 - Apr 3, 2010 _ 00:01:27
Apr 4, 2010 - Apr 10, 2010 NN 00:01:47

Apr 11,2010 - Apr 17, 2010

00:03:36

00:03:16

Apr 18, 2010 - Apr 24, 2010

00:01:49

|

Apr 25, 2010 - May 1, 2010

00:02:32

|

May 2, 2010 - May 8, 2010
00:02:32

|

May 9, 2010 - May 15, 2010
00:03:46

May 16, 2010 - May 22, 2010

00:01:57

|

May 23, 2010 - May 29, 2010

00:01:04

|

May 30, 2010 - Jun 5, 2010

00:02:19

|

Jun 6, 2010 - Jun 12, 2010
00:02:47

|

Jun 13, 2010 - Jun 19, 2010 |

|
Jun 20, 2010 - Jun 26, 2010 _ 00:01:10
Jun 27, 2010 - Jun 30, 2010 ’ 00:02:52

7 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov -

New vs. Returning Rl ls L e

-0 . ./._____. . 70

n ./ \./ _-—.\ "
@ ) :‘/'

608 visits from 2 visitor types

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
2.19 00:02:27 81.09% 62.34%
% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:
100.00% 2.19 (0.00%) 00:02:27 (0.00%) 81.09% (0.00%) 62.34% (0.00%)
Visitor Type Visits Pages/Visit Avg. g'lrne on % New Visits Bounce Rate
ite

New Visitor 493 2.14 00:02:22 100.00% 65.72%

115 2.43 00:02:52 0.00% 47.83%

Returning Visitor
1-20f2

8 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Languages Apr 1, 2010 - Jun 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

® \Visits

@
H
/ .._‘--..____.

; -— '\. e \
Lt

-

TApr 1 -Apr3 Apr 18 - Apr 24 May9-May15 ' ~ TMay30-Jun5 2 T Jun 20 - Jun 26
608 visits used 4 languages
Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
2.19 00:02:27 81.09% 62.34%
% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:

100.00% 2.19 (0.00%) 00:02:27 (0.00%) 81.09% (0.00%) 62.34% (0.00%)
Language Visits Pages/Visit Avg. ;Si'iige on % New Visits Bounce Rate
en-us 600 2.19 00:02:28 81.17% 62.83%
en 5 2.40 00:02:38 80.00% 20.00%
en-gb 2 2.00 00:00:21 50.00% 50.00%
id 1 2.00 00:01:07 100.00% 0.00%

1-40f4
9 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Country/Territory Detail:

United States

Visits

Vigits s liea-cgee = i
1 1 I <05

This country/territory sent 597 visits via 38 regions

Apr 1, 2010 - Jun 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site
597 2.20 00:02:28
% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Ava:

98.19% 2.19 (0.24%) 00:02:27 (0.61%)
Region Visits Pages/Visit
Missouri 405 2.19
Kansas 35 3.09
New York 13 2.54
Ohio 12 1.58
Texas 12 1.75
linois 1 1.82

1.80
Minnesota 10 8
1.11
California 9
Utah 8 4.12
10

% New Visits Bounce Rate

80.74% 62.31%

Site Avg: Site Avg

81.09% (-0.43%) 62.34% (-0.04%)
Avg. Time on % New Visits Bounce Rate
Site

00:02:34 81.23% 62.72%
00:03:22 71.43% 51.43%
00:01:13 92.31% 76.92%
00:00:48 83.33% 75.00%
00:01:13 91.67% 83.33%
00:05:26 90.91% 45.45%
00:01:29 70.00% 50.00%
00:00:01 100.00% 88.89%
00:07:39 87.50% 12.50%

Google Analytics




e e

Nevada 7 2.71 00:02:28 14.29% 28.57%
1-100f38

11 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov
: . Apr 1, 2010 - Jun 30, 2010
MOb“e DeVICeS P Comparing to: Site
@ -
/.\ /\ /.-——. :
— Tapr1 Apra Aot 16 Apr 24 i ) (T o Poars0 s Jan20-dun 26

These mobile devices sent 5 visits via 2 operating systems

Bounce Rate

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits
5 1.40 00:06:07 100.00% 60.00%
% of Site Total: Site Ava: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:

0.82% 2.19 (-36.19%) 00:02:27 (148.83%) 81.09% (23.33%) 62.34% (-3.75%)
Operating System Visits Pages/Visit Avg. érime on % New Visits Bounce Rate

ite

iPhone 4 1.50 00:07:39 100.00% 50.00%
iPad 1 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%

1-20f2

12 Google Analytics




www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Dashboard Jul 1, 2010 - Sep 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

(ul 1 - Jul 3 Jul 18- Jul 24 Al ® ARG 1% Y PR rs
o~ 412 Visits T 63.11% Bounce Rate
~~r——/\ 870 Pageviews A\~ 00:02:19 Avg. Time on Site
7 2.11 Pages/Visit T 81.07% % New Visits

All Traffic Sources New vs. Returning

Source/Medium Visits % visits  Visitor Type : Visits % visits
google / organic 231 56.07%  New Visitor 334 81.07%
‘mo-opc.org / referral 49 11.89% Returning Visitor 78 18.93%
yahoo / organic 32 7.77% Language Visits %
(direct) / (none) 29 7.04% | an-us 404 96.06%
Content Overview en 5 1.21%
Pages Pageviews % Pageviews ar-sa 1 0.24%
_,-‘;;;1;“_ SRS : 311 35.75% de 1 0.24%
/ 256 29.43% | fr 1 0.24%
/resources.html 87 10.00% Country/Territory Detail: United States

/about.htm 80 9.20%

/blighted.htm 72 8.28%

|

Google Analytics

"y




S B S SRR e o e st

State Detail: Missouri Mobile Devices

Operating System Visits % visits
iPhone 3 50.00%
Android 2 33.33%
iPod 1 16.67%

Vs
‘AR

Time on Site for all visitors

® Avg. Time on Site

00:05:00 00:05:00
00:02:30 /' .-..../ g ®.00:02:30
.#. / / >
ou:oo.oc-._./ 00:00:00
1 Jul 1 - Jul 3 | Jul 18 - Jul 24 lﬂugB-AugM Aug 28-Sep 4 'Sep19-¢
Avg. Time on Site
00:02:19

2 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

All Traffic Sources Jul 1, 2010 - Sep 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

@® Visils
L]

Jul1-Jul 3 Jul 18 - Jul 24 Aug 8 - Aug 14 Aug 29 - Sep 4 Sep 19- Sep 25

All traffic sources sent 412 visits via 20 sources and mediums

Site Usage

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate

412 2.11 00:02:19 81.07% 63.11%

% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:

100.00% 2.11 (0.00%) 00:02:19 (0.00%) 81.07% (0.00%) 63.11% (0.00%)
Source/Medium Visits Pages/Visit Avg. g“lme on % New Visits Bounce Rate
ite

google / organic 231 2.00 00:02:25 80.95% 65.80%

mo-opc.org / referral 49 2.14 00:01:48 89.80% 67.35%

bing / organic 32 2.59 00:02:55 78.12% 34.38%

yahoo / organic 32 2.66 00:03:02 78.12% 56.25%

(direct) / (none) 29 1.86 00:01:34 82.76% 72.41%

mo.gov / referral 10 3.80 00:03:56 60.00% 40.00%

aol / organic 5 1.40 00:01:16 60.00% 80.00%

ask / organic 5 1.60 00:00:45 60.00% 80.00%
0 . (=] (=}

search / organic 5 1.20 00:00:21 100.00% 80.00%
- . 0,

aglaw.missouri.edu / referral 2 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%

1-100f20

) Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Content Overview i i 20, 2010

3 LS .."--....___. @ ./
'\./ TS ieaail \o/

Pages on this site were viewed a total of 870 times

—~r——/\ 870 Pageviews
~—\ 692 Unique Views

63.11% Bounce Rate
Top Content
Pages i e ST _ Pageviews % Pageviews
/fag.htm 311 35.75%
/ 256 29.43%
/resources.html 87 10.00%
/about.htm 80 9.20%
/blighted.htm 72 8.28%

4 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

State Detail: Jul 1, 2010 - Sep 30, 2010

Missouri
Comparing to: Site

Visits
1NN 2
This state sent 251 visits via 46 cities
Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
251 2.14 00:01:47 80.08% 62.95%
= g{}g;?aeTatai: S“g.ﬁf 9(]1 32%) S“go?gg::w (-23.23%) S“aefg%s (-1.22%) Silgsﬁv 1% (-0.25%)
; City 5 ' .' : 5 Visits Pages/Visit Avg.g‘lige on  %New Visits  Bounce Rate
st Loms | 62 2.16 00:02:07 77.42% 62.90%
eltomon City - 53 g 1.98 00:01:41 73.58% 62.26%
Soralek 41 26 254 00:02:13 80.77% 50.00%
' Kansas City 2.22 00:03:08 82.61% 69.57%
Salimbla 12 2.25 00:00:35 75.00% 41.67%
Branson : ] | 3.62 00:01:49 62.50% 62_5{;)0{’°
jndependence 4 1.25 00:00:03 75.00% 75.00%
Rolla 4 1.50 00:02:58 75.00% 50.00%
o 3 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%

5 Google Analytics
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Riverside

3 1.67 00:01:01 66.67% 66.67%

1-10of 46

Google Analytics




wv\_rw.eminentdomall.in.mo.gov .. J
Time on Site for all visitors i ?ﬁ%ﬁ% o

@ Avg Tima on Site

00:05.00

2 0
00:02:30 L) /
[ — 00:02:30
.,..-—-"./ \ / . P
00:00:00 ® /
o———../ @ 00:00.00

Jul1-Jul3 Jul 18 - Jul 24 "Aug 8 - Aug 14 Aug 29- Sep 4 Sep 19-Sep 25

00:02:19 Avg. Time on Site

Jul 1,2010 - Jul 3, 2010 | 00:02:15
Jul 4, 2010 - Jul 10, 2010 | 00:01:03

Jul 11,2010 - Jul 17, 2010 I 00:01:01

Jul 18, 2010 - Jul 24, 2010 _ 00:01:54
Jul 25, 2010 - Jul 31, 2010 _ 00:02:15

Aug 1, 2010 - Aug 7, 2010 _ 00:03:20

Aug 8, 2010 - Aug 14, 2010 _ 00:01:44
Aug 15, 2010 - Aug 21, 2010 | IR, 00:02:54

Aug 22, 2010 - Aug 28, 2010 — 00:02:40

|
Aug 29, 2010 - Sep 4, 2010 |, 00:04:08

Sep 5, 2010 - Sep 11, 2010 — 00:01:20
Sep 12,2010 - Sep 18, 2010 | INEG_—G— 00:02:29
Sep 19,2010 - Sep 25, 2010 — 00:02:48

Sep 26, 2010 - Sep 30, 2010 | INEE_— 00:02:15

7 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.goy
New vs. Retumning 2ot ?fn%ﬁ?; e

® Visits
®

60
; /

\.__.\. /o---......\____; . - _

Jul1-Jul 3 Jul 18 - Jul 24 Aug 8 - Aug 14 Aug 29 - Sep 4 Sep 19-Sep 25
412 visits from 2 visitor types

Site Usage

0

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate

412 2.1 00:02:19 81.07% 63.11%

% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:

100.00% 2.11 (0.00%) 00:02:19 (0.00%) 81.07% (0.00%) 63.11% (0.00%)
Visitor Type Visits Pages/Visit Avg.g?me on % New Visits Bounce Rate
te

New Visitor 334 2.06 00:02:23 100.00% 63.77%

78 2.33 00:02:02 0.00% 60.26%

Returning Visitor
1-20f2

8 Google Analytics




www.eminentdomain.mo.gov Jul 1. 2010 - Sep 30. 2010

Comparing to: Site

Languages

60

'\.——.\. /""---...,.__.__- I

L0l 1-Jul 3 Jul 18- Jul 24 Aug 8 - Aug 14 TAug 29 - Sep 4

412 visits used 5 languages

Sep 19 - Sep 25

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits
412 2.1 00:02:19 81.07%
% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:
100.00% 2.11 (0.00%) 00:02:19 (0.00%) 81.07% (0.00%)
Language Visits Pages/Visit Avg.gime on
ite
en-us 404 2.12 00:02:17
en 5 2.20 00:07:05
ar-sa 1 1.00 00:00:00
de 1 1.00 00:00:00
fr 1 1.00 00:00:00
9

e

Bounce Rate
63.11%
Site Avg:

63.11% (0.00%)

% New Visits Bounce Rate
80.94% 63.12%
80.00% 40.00%

100.00% 100.00%
100.00% 100.00%
100.00% 100.00%

1-50f5

Google Analytics




www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Country/Territory Detail:

United States

Visits

1 i 25

This country/territory sent 406 visits via 38 regions

Jul 1, 2010 - Sep 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site
2.12 00:02:18
" Seah >3 11 0.43%) > 00:03:19 (-1.24%)
Region Visits Pages/Visit
Missouri 251 214
Kansas 19 2.95
New York 13 1.46
Callifornia " 1.82
Texas 10 2.90
llinois 9 169
Wisconsin 7 2.87
Virginia 7 243
7 1.14

Pennsylvania

10

% New Visits Bounce Rate
80.79% 62.81%
Site Avg: Site Avg:

81.07% (-0.35%) 63.11% (-0.47%)

Avg. giime on % New Visits Bounce Rate
te

00:01:47 80.08% 62.95%
00:02:38 89.47% 52.63%
00:01:17 76.92% 84.62%
00:01:43 81.82% 63.64%
00:05:39 90.00% 60.00%
00:04:13 55.56% 55.56%
00:06:31 85.71% 57.14%
00:04:21 71.43% 57.14%
00:00:03 100.00% 85.71%

Google Analytics
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Washington

6 2.17 00:05:10 83.33% 66.67%
1-100f 38
11 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov
. . Jul 1, 2010 - Sep 30, 2010
Mobile Devices Comparing to: Site
® Visids
° o ® @ e
0 0
Jul1-Jul 3 Jul 18 - Jul 24 ~ :Auga-ﬁ\ug 7 Vo Aug 29 - Sep 4 23 =Sop 19-Sep 25

These mobile devices sent 6 visits via 3 operating systems

% New Visits Bounce Rate

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site
6 1.50 00:05:06 100.00% 66.67%

% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Ava:

1.46% 2.11 (-28.97%) 00:02:19 (119.75%) 81.07% (23.35%) 63.11% (5.64%)
Operating System Visits Pages/Visit Avg. ;"lme on % New Visits Bounce Rate
ite
iPhone 3 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%
Android 2 2.50 00:15:19 100.00% 0.00%
iPod 1 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%
1-30f3

12 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Dashboard Oct 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

® \isits
50 ~ e . 0
— '/ \. / \. /

25 '/ 25
2 0
Oct1-0Oct2 'Oct 10 - Oct 16 Oct 24 - Oct 30 Nov 7 - Nov 13 Nov 21 - Nov 27

Site Usage
/7 376 vistts T T 63.30% Bounce Rate
~ " 846 Pageviews N~~~ 00:02:41 Avg. Time on Site
ST 2.25 pages/vist =~ 78.99% % New Visits
All Traffic Sources New vs. Returning
Source/Medium Visits % visits Vlahor Type VHB % visits
google / o-rganic- 241 64.10% New Visitor 297 78.99%
(direct) / (none) 43 11.44%  Returning Visitor 79 21.01%
bing / organic 19 5.06% Language :  Visits % visits
mo-opc.org / referral 19 5.05%  en-us 365 97.07%
7 1.86%
Content Overview St
Pages Pageviews % Pageviews es ! 0.27%
_;gaq.m,,; T 288 34.04% fr 1 0.27%
/ 227 26.83%  pt-br 1 0.27%
/about.htm 92 RSN Country/Territory Detail: United States
.28%
olighted.htm 87 1090%

9.10%
/resources.html 77 ®

W »

Google Analytics
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State Detail: Missouri Mobile Devices

‘BRI«

Time on Site for all visitors

@ Avg. Time on Sile

00:06:40 00:06:40
°

03: 00:03:20
00:03:20 < /\ /./
00:00:00 \...___ o = ° 00:00:00

'0ct1-0ct2  '0ct10-0ct16  'Oct24-0c130 |Nov7-Nov13 |Nov21-Nov:
Avg. Time on Site
00:02:41
- -

Operating System Visits % visits
iPhone 7 70.00%
Android 2 20.00%
iPad 1 10.00%

Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

All Traffic Sources Oct 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

@ Visils
50 ® (] -~
/"‘ ;/ \o/ \./
25 s 25
0
Toct 1-0ct2 Oct 10-Oct 16 Oct 24 - Oct 30 Nov 7 - Nov 13 Nov21-Nov2r
All traffic sources sent 376 visits via 14 sources and mediums
Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
376 2.25 00:02:41 78.99% 63.30%
% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:
100.00% 2.25 (0.00%) 00:02:41 (0.00%) 78.99% (0.00%) 63.30% (0.00%)
Source/Medium Visits Pages/Visit Avg.érime on % New Visits Bounce Rate
ite
google / organic 241 2.26 00:03:08 78.01% 61.41%
(direct) / (none) 43 1.95 00:01:39 86.05% 69.77%
yahoo / organic 23 2.83 00:00:34 82.61% 78.26%
bing / organic 19 2.95 00:03:35 63.16% 52.63%
mo-opc.org / referral 19 1.53 00:00:47 94.74% 78.95%
moigov// referral 10 1.60 00:03:15 80.00% 60.00%
google.com / referral 8 3.62 00:02:55 62.50% 37.50%
search / organic 4 2.00 00:05:18 100.00% 50.00%
aglaw.missouri.edu / referral 3 1.33 00:00:51 66.67% 66.67%
by155w.bay155.mail.live.com / referral 2 1.00 00:00:00 50.00% 100.00%
1-100f 14

3 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.g-ov )
Content Overview Oct 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

8 Paceviews

100 =

; .-—_-‘_.—-— e —--—-.-__-./

Oct1-0ct2 Oct 10 - Oct 16 'Oct 24 - Oct 30 Nov 7 - Nov 13 Nov 21 - Nov 27

Pages on this site were viewed a total of 846 times

~7" " 8486 Pageviews
~~""" 645 Unique Views

T 63.30% Bounce Rate

Top Content
Pages Pageviews % Pageviews
faq fitea ' 288 34.04%
/ 227 26.83%

92 10.87%
/about.htm

87 10.28%
/blighted.htm

77 9.10%

/resources.html

4 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

State Detail:
| Oct 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

Missouri

Comparing to: Site

Visits

1 HEEE 2

This state sent 236 visits via 51 cities

i st usaoe I8

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
% of Site Total: gi;esﬁ?vg: gitoe:g%‘.:31 gﬂgeg% g;‘egg%
62.77% 2.25 (6.21%) 00:02:41 (-5.97%) _ 78.99% (0.85%) 83.30% (-2.26%)

City i Visits PagesNislt Avg. g’i‘trga.on % New Visits ~ Bounce Rate
st Louls 42 210 00:03:00 85.71% 64.29%

Springfield 33 1.61 00:01:20 84.85% 72.73%

e resoCi 33 3.18 00:03:13 60.70% 54.55%

Columbia 17 2.41 00:02:12 94.12% 41.18%

Kansas City 14 3.93 00:01:18 78.57% 50.00%

Sullivan 14 5.79 00:03:38 42.86% 35.71%

o Fallon 10 2.70 00:09:51 80.00% 50.00%

Indepeﬁdence 1.00 00:00:00 80.00% 100.00%

Kirksville 1.256 00:00:14 25.00% 75.00%

5 Google Analytics




Ballwin 4
2.25 00:03:37 100.00% 50.00%

1-10of 51

6 Google Analytics
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wv\a_rw.eminentdoma_in.mo.gov
Time on Site for all visitors otil2010- E"o%a?gg, Eogig
. i ./ 00:03:20
00:00:00 \. . / \. z / 00:00:00
- IDCIT-OCIE Oct 10-Oct 16 Oct 24 - Oct 30 Nov 7 - Nov 13 Nov 21 - Nov 27

00:02:41 Avg. Time on Site

00:06:28

Oct 1, 2010 - Oct 2, 2010

Oct 3, 2010 - Oct 9, 2010 |G 00:02:36
Oct 10, 2010 - Oct 16, 2010 | 00:01:34

Oct 17,2010 - Oct 23, 2010 NN 00:01:07
FA |
Oct 24, 2010 - Oct 30, 2010 |G 00:03:24

Oct 31,2010 - Nov 6, 2010 | 00:00:56

‘ Nov 7, 2010 - Nov 13, 2010 — 00:01:18

Nov 14, 2010 - Nov 20, 2010 | NN 00:03:09

Nov 21, 2010 - Nov 27, 2010 |, 00:04:53
|
Nov 28, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010 | 00:04:24

7 Google Analytics




www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

New vs. Retuming

50

c/

Oct 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

. /.\. /*\. - 50

Oct1-0Oct2 Oct 10 - Oct 16
376 visits from 2 visitor types

Oct 24 - Oct 30 Nov 7 - Nov 13 Nov 21 - Nov 27

Visits Pages/Visit

376 2.25

% of Site Total: Site Avg:
100.00% 2.25 (0.00%)

Visitor Type

New Visitor

Returning Visitor

n

Avg®Time on Stte % New Visits Bounce Rate
00:02:41 78.99% 63.30%
Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:
00:02:41 (0.00%) 78.99% (0.00%) 63.30% (0.00%)
Visits Pages/Visit Avg. éﬁme on % New Visits Bounce Rate
ite
297 1.90 00:02:09 100.00% 67.68%
79 3.57 00:04:38 0.00% 46.84%
1-20f2
8 Google Analytics




www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Languages

Oct 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

e '\. e

25 o/ .
0
Oct 1-0ct 2 Oct 10 - Oct 16 Oct24 - Oct 30 Nou?-Nr;v'Ia Nou21-N(;u2? i
376 visits used 6 languages
Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
376 2.25 00:02:41 78.99% 63.30%
% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:
100.00% 2.25 (0.00%) 00:02:41 (0.00%) 78.99% (0.00%) 63.30% (0.00%)
Language Visits Pages/Visit Avg.érime on % New Visits Bounce Rate
ite
en-us 365 2.28 00:02:44 78.63% 62.47%
en 7 1.29 00:01:25 85.71% 85.71%
es 1 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%
fr 1 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%
pt-br 1 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%
zh-cn 1 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%
1-60f6
9 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Country/Territory Detail: Oct 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

United States
Comparing to: Site

Visits

1100 I 236

This country/territory sent 368 visits via 30 regions

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
368 2.27 00:02:44 78.53% 62.77%
% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: : Site Avg: Site Avg: A

97.87% 2.25 (1.09%) 00:02:41 (2.00%) 78.99% (-0.58%) 63.30% (-0.83%)
Region Visits Pages/Visit Avg. él;itrge on % NewVisits  Bounce Rate
Migsourl 236 2.39 00:02:31 79.66% 61.86%
Texas 16 3.25 00:03:58 62.50% 43.75%
California 15 2.47 00:05:21 73.33% 66.67%
inois 12 1.25 00:00:13 83.33% 75.00%
New York 11 165 00:02:31 90.91% 63.64%
lowa 10 3.50 00:11:47 60.00% 30.00%
Georgia 10 2.40 00:01:56 40.00% 60.00%
Kansas 10 1.70 00:01:08 90.00% 50.00%
Minhesota 7 2.43 00:10:51 71.43% 57.14%

10 Google Analytics
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New;Jetsey 4 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%

1-10 of 30

11 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Mobile Devices Oct 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

Comparing to: Site

® Visiis
3 L 3
1 ®, 9, 5
p / \ / \ D o
S o N =/__ _ 3 LT
Oct1-0ct2 Oct 10-Oct 18 Ocl 24 - Oct 30 Nov 7 - Nov 13 Nov 21 - Nov 27
These mobile devices sent 10 visits via 3 operating systems
Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
10 1.70 00:01:46 90.00% 80.00%
% of Site Total: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg: Site Avg:
2.66% 2.25 (-24.44%) 00:02:41 (-33.98%) 78.99% (13.94%) 63.30% (26.39%)
] Operating System Visits Pages/Visit Avg.;’lme on % New Visits Bounce Rate
ite
iPhone 7 1.14 00:00:03 85.71% 85.71%
' Android 2 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%
iPad 1 7.00 00:17:20 100.00% 0.00%
1-30f3

12 Google Analytics
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Dashboard Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010

Comparing to: Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

® Previous Visits @ Visis

N /
PRL S A A

o e
Q---—-o
.—.#. .H #.
Dec 13 Dec 20 Dec 27
Site Usage
A 139 visis AT, 66.19% Bounce Rate
Pravious; 205 (-32.20%) Pravious: 62.44% (& 00
A, 272 Pageviews 00:01:57 Avg. Time on Stte
Pravious: 473 (-42.49%) Previous: 00:02:53 (-32.32%)
tencihi) 1.96 Pages/visit PAVTEWNY 78.42% % New Visits
Previous: 2.31 (-15.19%) Pravious: 79.02% (-0,77%:)

Traffic Sources Overview New vs. Returning

m Search Englnes ORIIPe i T TRV, Ve
100,00 (71.84%) New Visitor
W Direct Traffic
20.00 (14.39%) Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010 109 78.42%
W Referring Sites
19.00 (13.67%) Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010 162 79.02%
% Change -32.72% -0.77%

Returning Visitor

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010 30 21.58%
State Detail: Missouri

Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010 43 20.98%

% Change -30.23% 2.89%

Map Overlay

'f.’s
e -

if

Google Analytics
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Top Landing Pages

Page
/

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31,2010
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010
% Change

/faq.htm

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010
% Change

/index.htm

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010
% Change

/blighted.htm

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010
% Change

84
92
-8.70%

48
95
-49.47%

33.33%

2
10

-80.00%

% visits

60.43%
46.00%

31.37%

34.53%
47.50%
-27.30%

2.88%
1.50%

91.85%

1.44%
5.00%

-71.22%

/cache.aspx?q=eminentdomainlaws/mo.&d=4970089060631 605

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

% Change

1
0

100.00%

0.72%
0.00%

100.00%

Top Content

Page

/

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010
Nov 1, 2010 - Noy 30, 2010
% Change

/faq.htm

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010
% Change

Iresources.htm|

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010
% Change

/about.htm

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010
% Change

/blighted.htm

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

% Change

97
115
-15.65%

82

163

-49.69%

26

49

-46.94%

23

-57.41%

51

-56.86%

% visits

35.66%
24.31%

46.687,

30.15%
34.46%

-12.52%

9.56%
10.36%
-7.73%

8.46%
11.42%

-25.93%

8.09%
10.78%
-24.99%

Google Analytics



www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Traffic Sources Overview

PR

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010

Comparing to: Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

A\ o AN~ ~—
PNV T N VAN

All traffic sources sent a total of 139 visits

14.39% Direct Traffic

Previous: 13.66% (5.34%)

~rahiA A, 18.67% Refering Sites

Previous: 10.73% (27.37%)

s 71.94% Search Engines

Previous: 75.61% (-4.85%)

Top Traffic Sources

google (organic-)_ i ot el

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010 88

Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010 134

% Change -34.33%

(direct) ((none))

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010 20

Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010 28

% Change -28.57%

mo-opc.org (referral)

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010 12

Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010 5

% Change 140.00%

bing (organic)

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010 8

Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010 8
0.00%

% Change

mo.gov (referral)

RV

63.31%
65.37%
-3.15%

14.39%
13.66%

5.34%

8.63%
2.44%

253.96%

5.76%
3.90%

47.48%

Dec 20 Dec 27

W Search Engines
100.00 (71.94%)
| Direct Traffic
20.00 (14.39%)
W Referring Sites
19.00 (13.67%)
eminent domain in missouri
Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010 10 10.00%
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010 6 3.87%
% Change 66.67% 158.33%
missouri eminent domain law
Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010 7 7.00%
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010 11 7.10%
% Change -36.36% -1.36%
eminent domain missouri
Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010 5 5.00%
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010 12 7.74%
% Change -58.33% -35.42%
eminent domain abuse missouri
Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010 4 4.00%
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010 0 0.00%
100.00% 100.00%

% Change

missouri ombudsman

Google Analytics




Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010

6 4.32% Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010 3 3.00%
Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2019 7 341%  Nov1,2010 - Nov 30, 2010 6 3.87%
= Change "14.29% =0:41% % Change -50.00% -22.50%

4 Google Analytics




www.aminentdomain.mo.gov

Mssts?tne Deta": Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010

Companng to: Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30. 2010

Visits

Mt R e
LT T TRE

This state sent 84 visits via 41 cities

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
84 2.25 00:02:12 76.19% 61 -90%
Previous: Previous: Previous: Fiau %) Pr‘;‘;‘?!&n 22%)
rig?féo 58%) | 2.38(-4.81%) 00:02:08 (3.15%) | 81.82% (-6.88%) - K]
S L Sy Ay el Visits ! Pages/Visit Avg. Time on % New Visits Bounce Rate
City | i | SIS 75T Sie
Plgrsn 4 00:03:16 73.68% 52.63%
December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010 19 237 e 5'00% = '(m
3.30 00:03:49 75. .00%
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010 ~ 20 ]
-5.00% : -28.23% -14.53% -1.75% -4.31%,
% Change ETR i
| spﬁngﬂeld 14 2.00 00:01:46 85.71% 78.57%
December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
: 1.07 00:00:01 86.67% 93.33%
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010 8 v
-6.67% 87.50% 11,287.76% -1.10% -15.829%
% Change
St Louis
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December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2019
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

Kansas City

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

Branson

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

Sullivan

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

Lake Saint Louis

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

Columbia

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

Nixa

December 1, 2010 - December 31,2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

Riverside

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010

% Change

14
19
-26.32%

-37.50%

33.33%

~57.14%

100.00%

15

-80.00%

100.00%

100.00%

3.43

1.32

160.57%

1.20
5.12

-76.59%

1.25
1.00

25.00%

1.33
4.43
-69.89%

2.33
0.00

100.00%

2.00
2.60
-23.08%

1.50
0.00

100.00%

1.50
0.00
100.00%

00:02:58

00:01:20

123.68%

00:00:17
00:01:30
-81.50%

00:00:16
00:00:00

100.00%

00:00:04
00:03:44
-98.06%

00:00:16
00:00:00
100.00%

00:01:31
00:02:29
-38.76%

00:00:22
00:00:00

100.00%

00:12:28
00:00:00

100.00%

78.57%
84.21%

-6.70%

100.00%
75.00%

33.33%

50.00%
100.00%
-50.00%

0.00%

42.86%

-100.00%

33.33%
0.00%

100.00%

66.67%
93.33%
-28.57%

100.00%
0.00%

100.00%

50.00%
0.00%

100.00%

57.14%
78.95%

2 f.Be

80.00%
50.00%

60.00%

75.00%
100.00%

-25.00%

66.67%
28.57%
133.33%

33.33%
0.00%
100.00%

33.33%
33.33%
0.00%

50.00%
0.00%
100.00%

50.00%
0.00%
100.00%
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Top Landing Pages

>' X,t ~/ /'/'i.x's(.\ .::e{x

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010

Comparing to: Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

® Previous: Entrances @ Entrances

/ \

"

S\

0—0""" "--. e
'Dec6 Dec 13 D = Dec 27
139 visits entered the site through 5 pages
Landing Pages
Entrances Bounces Bounce Rate
139 92 66.19%
Previous: Previous: Previous:
200 (-30.50%) 126 (-26.98%) 63.00% (5.06%)
Page Entrances Bounces Bounce Rate
/
December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010 84 51 60.71%
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010 a2 48 52.17%
% Change -8.70% 6.25% 16.37%
/fag.htm
December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010 48 37 77.08%
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010 95 71 74.74%
% Change -49.47% 47.89% 3.14%
/index.htm
3 75.00%
December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010 4
2 66.67%
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010 3
.33% 50.00% 12.50%
% Change o
/blighted.htm
2 0 0.00%
December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
10 5 50.00%
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
-80.00% -100.00% -100.00%
% Change
Jcache.aspx?q=eminentdomainlaws/mo.&d=49700890606
31 Bos&mﬁt en-US&séegt:I%%%-an-
US&w=6ad891a0,37. z : e
Dec: , 2010 - December 31, 2010
SpRerh 2 0 0 0.00%
N - November 30, 2010
el il 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
oﬂ
% Change T
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

New vs. Retuming

Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010

Comparing to: Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

® Previous: Visiis @ Visis
20 =
100 /
- '~/ N\
0 >" \. > >§ ‘\ ""-o/) :
. .\ >— K l——-l.._““‘ .h. ‘|
g o—o-""'" N i °"""- o ®
Dec 6 Dec 13 Dec 20 Dec 27
139 visits from 2 visitor types
Site Usage
Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
139 1.96 00:01:57 78.42% 66.19%
Previous: Previous: Previous: Previous: Previous:
205 (-32.20%) 2.31 (-15.19%) 00:02:53 (-32.32%) 79.02% (-0.77%) 62.44% (6.00%)
Visitor Type Visits Pages/Visit Avg.g‘lme on % New Visits Bounce Rate
ite
New Visitor
December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010 109 1.98 00:01:37 100.00% 66.06%
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010 162 1.89 00:01:54 100.00% 66.67%
% Change -32.72% 4.91% -14.88% 0.00% 0.92
Returning Visitor
December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010 30 187 00:03:10 g oAt
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010 43 3.88 00:06:35 0.00% 46.51%
% Change -30.23% -51.94% -51.97% 0.00% 43.33%
1-20f2
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www.eminentdomain.mo.gov

Map Overlay Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010

Comparing to: Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

Visits

o NN s

139 visits came from 10 countries/territories

Visits Pages/Visit Avg. Time on Site % New Visits Bounce Rate
139 1.96 00:01:57 78.42% 66.19%
Previous: Previous: Previous: Previous: Previous: S
205 (-52.20?.5) 2,31 (-15.19%) 00:02:53 (-32.32%) 79.02% (-0.77%) 62.44% (6.00%)
: Avg. Time on % New Visits Bounce Rate
Country/Territory Visits Fageerion Osite -
United States
:02: 7.44% .66%
December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010 133 2.00 00:02:02 774 64.66
:02: 78.50% 62.00%
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010 200 234 00:02:07; S.00%
5% .Ch -33.50% -14.35% -30.79% -1.35% 4.29%
e Change
i 100.009 00.00
:00:00 .00% 100.00%
December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010 2 1.00 o0 S
00:00:00 0.00% 0.00%
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010 0 Q.99 =
L7 % 100.00% 100.00%
100.00% 100.00% 0.00
% Change
Sweden
1 1.00 00:00:00 100.00% 100.00%

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010

9 Google Analytics
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November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

Russia

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

India

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

United Kingdom

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

Belgium

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

Canada

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

United Arab Emirates

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010
% Change

Brazil

December 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 2010

% Change

0
100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

0.00%

-100.00%

-100.00%

'1 w.w%

10

0.00

100.00%%

1.00
0.00

100.00%

1.00
0.00

100.00%

1.00
1.00

0.00%

0.00
1.00

-100.00%

0.00
2.00
-100.00%

0.00
1.00
-100.00%

0.00
1.00

-100.00%

00:00:00

0.00%

00:00:00
00:00:00

0.00%

00:00:00
00:00:00
0.00%

00:00:00
00:00:00
0.00%

00:00:00
00:00:00
0.00%

00:00:00
00:01:45
-100.00%

00:00:00
00:00:00
0.00%

00:00:00
00:00:00
0.00%

0.00%

100.00%
0.00%

100.00%

100.00%
0.00%

100.00%

100.00%
100.00%

0.00%

0.00%
100.00%
-100.00%

0.00%
100.00%

-100.00%

0.00%
100.00%

-100.00%

0.00%
100.00%
-100.00%

0.00%

100.00%

100.00%
0.00%

100.00%

100.00%
0.00%

100.00%

100.00%
100.00%

0.00%

0.00%
100.00%

-100.00%

0.00%
0.00%

0.00%

0.00%
100.00%

-100.00%

0.00%
100.00%
-100.00%

1-100f 10

Google Analytics




RS R s e

Comparing to: Nov 1, 2010 - Nov 30, 2010

& Previous. Pageviews @ Pageviews

70

= www.eminentdomain.mo.gov
- Top Content Dec 1, 2010 - Dec 31, 2010

0. S ‘/ p e
L S =l O\ A\ [ A\
=& ¢ (S e A (O o= )¢ =0 \: v
Dec 6 Dec 13 Dec 20 Dec 27 T
7 pages were viewed a total of 272 times
Pageviews Hn l{ﬁ év . Time on Bounce Rate % Exit $ Index
272 s g 66.19% 51.10% $0.00
Previous: 21 7 00;02:02 Previous: Previous: Previous:
473 (-42.49%) Pfgusés ST Pf%‘g%“;ila . 62.44% (6.00%) 43.34% (17.91%) $0.00 (0.00%)
(-38.87% :02:12 (-7.53%)
o= Page Pageviews Unique Avg. Time on Bounce Rate % Exit $ Index
Pageviews Page
/
5 December 1, 2010 - December 31, 97 84 00:02:58 60.71% 59.79% $0.00
2010
"d November 1, 2010 - November 30, 115 100 00:02:53 52.17% 51.30% $0.00
4 2010
% Change -15.85% -16.00% 2.64% 16.37% 16.55% 0.00%
— /fag.htm
December 1, 2010 - December 31, 82 69 00:04:18 77.08% 67.07% $0.00
2010
= November 1, 2010 - November 30, 163 127 00:03:26 74.74% 58.90% $0.00
2010
% Change 49.69% -45.67% 25.09% 3.14% 13.88% 0.00%
/resources.html
. . o, Q,
e ontor Deceimper 47 26 17 00:00:26 0.00% 38.46% $0.00
(e 2010
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 49 29 00:02:30 Qi00% 20:59% ekl
2010
% Ghange 46.94% -41.38% -82.38% 0.00% 44.97% 0.00%
horialilol) 30.43% $0.00
:00:26 0.00% .43% i
g December 1, 2010 - December 31, 23 16 00:0
2010
:00:57 50.00% 16.67% $0.00
November 1, 2010 - November 30, 54 o
2010
= . b -55.45% -100.00% 82.61% 0.00%
% Change BT A% s
; /blighted.htm 25 15 00:00:30 0.00% 0.00% $0.00

December 1, 2010 - December 31,
2010

11 Google Analytics




November 1, 2010 - November 30,
2010

% Change
/index.htm

December 1, 2010 - December 31,
2010

November 1, 2010 - November 30
2010

]

% Change

/cache.aspx?q=eminentdomainlaws/
mo.&d=4970089060631605&mkt=en
-US&setlang=en-
US&w=6ad891a0,3789333c

December 1, 2010 - December 31,
2010

November 1, 2010 - November 30,
2010

% Change

51

-56.86%

21

41

~48.78%

100.00%

38

-60.53%

15

27

-44.44%

100.00%

12

00:00:48

-36.51%

00:01:08

00:01:24

-19.72%

00:00:00

00:00:00

0.00%

50.00%

75.00%

66.67%

12.50%

100.00%

0.00%

100.00%

23.53%

38.10%

39.02%

o

100.00%

0.00%

100.00%

$0.00

0.00%

$0.00

$0.00

0.00%

$0.00

$0.00

0.00%

1-70f7
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Office of the Ombudsman for Property Rights

The Missouri Office of the Ombudsman for Property Rights is charged with
assisting citizens by providing guidance, which shall not constitute legal advice, to
individuals seeking information regarding the condemnation process and
procedures. The Ombudsman is also responsible for documenting the use of
eminent domain within the state and any issues associated with its use and shall
submit a report to the general assembly on January 1, 2010, and on such date
each year thereafter.

The term ombudsman means people’s advocate, in the public context, the
Ombudsman is an official, appointed by the government, responsible for
investigating and resolving complaints reported by citizens. The Ombudsman
concept itself is a common place fixture in American governments, universities,
and corporations. The Ombudsman is a full-time position within the Office of
Public Council, and the offices are located in St. Louis. The Ombudsman is a
neutral position, operating within — but independent of — a government agency,
whose sole job is to answer questions from both owners and condemning
authorities, and to help resolve property rights disputes.

| am usually contacted by the landowner after they have received a letter from
the condemning authority stating that they want to acquire land from the owner.
| then make a site visit to the land owner to explain the process of eminent
domain. Occasionally, our job is simply the bearer of bad news. In such
circumstances an owner may be upset to learn that their specific grievzfnce is not
actionable, but they At least feel confident that the law has been explained

sufficiently by an informed and unbiased source.
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- After receiving the initial phone call and providing the appropriate information to
the property owner, | contact the condemning authority and explained the new

- law to them and to bring the land owners concerns to them for consideration. By

- increasing the flow of information and decreasing the hostility between the

parties, | have enabled some parties to volu ntarily resolve their disputes that arise
during this process of eminent domain.

Property rights issues have been and will continue to be controversial. However,
the wisdom of having a neutral third party to help advice and assist owners in
achieving fair and equitable resolution of property acquisitions and also ensu ring
that the condemning authority obeys the law will help to resolve disputes.

Use of Eminent Domain in Missouri

This report will document the cases of eminent domain that have contacted my
office during my tenure as the Ombudsman for Property Rights. The Office of
State Courts Administrator compiles a database of court filings and produces an
“annual report” that describes the types of cases filed in each circuit, and further
broken down by county. This data base includes condemnation cases and
exceptions filed, the only further breakdown of these cases con’::erns wf.lether the
particular condemning authority is either the “state” or “other. Therej' is no
further official Database describing each specific use of eminent domain. There

is also a specific website for the Office of Ombudsman that shows the.area of the
e currently going through the eminent domain process.

state that citizens who ar
Those reports are documented in this annual report.

.




Issues that often arise in condemnation of property

When a condemning authority begins the process of acquiring property for a
public use their become issues that come into play for the authority and the
property owner.

Introductory Stage

The new law states that at least 60 days prior to initiating negotiations to acquire
a property interest, the condemning authority must give a written notice to
owner of record identifying the interest in real property to be acquired; the
purpose for which the property is being condemned; and a statement of the
property owner’s rights: 1) the right to seek legal counsel, 2) to make a
counteroffer and engage in negotiations, 3) to make a counteroffer and engage in
negotiations, 4) to obtain the landowner’s own appraisal, 5) to contest the
condemnation proceeding, 6) to have just compensation determined preliminarily
by a court-appointed condemnation commissioners and ,ultimately, a jury.

Related Issues: | have experience property owners who become alarmed when

they receive this notification from the condemning authority; there is a rush to

judgment that they only have 60 days until they lose their property. Once | meet
with them and explain the process an answer their questions they calm down.




Negotiation Stage

The condemning authority must negotiate in good faith and their offer must be
based on an appraisal. If this case goes to a condemnation hearing and it is
determined by a judge that good faith negotiations have not taken place, the
court must dismiss the condemnation petition and order the condemning

authority to reimburse the owner for his or her actual reasonable attorney fees
and cost.

Related issues: This negotiation stage happens before the condemnation hearing
in an effort to resolve the dispute of just compensation. Just compensation must
be paid to a land owner in order for the condemning authority to take possession
of the land. The financial amount to be paid to the land owner creates the most
problems in this process. The issue of appraisals and how different the amounts
from each appraisal are from the condemning authority and the land owners.

Condemnation Petition and Hearing Stage

If negotiations fail, a condemning authority must prepare a Condemnation
Petition and submit it to the courts. The next step is the Condemnation Hearing;
this is where both sides will meet in a court room before a Judge. The new
legislation passed as HB 1944 in August of 2006 ought to make these hearings a
fertile ground for property owners to inquire of the governing authority that is
forcefully acquiring their homes or their commercial property. Property owners
can now insist on all the proof of a) authority, b) necessity, c) public use, and d)

good faith offers.

reject the condemnation case at this time, if the
on is approved then an order of condemnation is entered, the court

The judge will approve or

condemnati ) o
will appoint three disinterested commissioners, who must be residents of the

county in which the property lies, to assess damages, if any that were caused to




the property as a result of the taking. Such assessment must be concluded in 45
days unless extended by the court for good cause shown.

Related issues: The property owners have expressed concerns over their
treatment by the condemning authority and would like to express their concerns
to the court, but the judge does not allow that information to be stated in the
condemnation hearing.

Filing of the Commissioners’ Report

When the report of the commissioners is filed with the court clerk, then the
circuit clerk is to immediately forward the report to the recorder of deeds for
recording. The clerk is also to forward a notice of commissioner’s report and

award to each party in the suit.

.
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Filing of Exceptions Stage and the Distributtion of Monies Stage

If the amount of the award is not acceptable to you’re the land owner , file
exceptions to commissioners” award within 30 days of the receipt of the notice of
filing of commissioners report or the land owner will lose the right to further
challenge the amount of the award. If the condemning authority is displeased
with the commissioner’s award it has two choices. It can, within 10 days of the
date of the filing of the award, elect in writing to abandon the condemnation, or
the condemner may also file exceptions. The condemning authority can file an
exception and also pay the commissioners award into the court. At this time the
condemning authority can take possession of the land and also file an exception
and continue on to a jury trial to dispute the commissioner’s award.

Related issues: The land owner at this stage has many concerns; they could be
happy with the commissioner’s award and want the process of eminent domain
of their property to be over. The condemning authority needs the property so
they pay the award and the plan on continuing the legal process by taking the
owner to a jury in order to recoup some of the monies they paid to the land
owner in the commissioner’s award. This becomes a serious concern to the land
owner and a situation many have felt they were not treated fairly by the
condemning authority. The land owner has received the monies from the award
but if the award is lowered by a jury in the continued legal action then t.hey must
pay back the difference to the condemning authority at 6% interest. This cloud of

uncertainty brings much stress to the land owner whose has just lost their

property to the condemning authority and knows might owe the condemning

authority monies if a jury rules for the condemning authority.




Case files for the year 2010

10:
11:
12:
13:
14:

15

16;

John Furst vs St. Charles County Government
Pat Kummer vs St. Charles County Government
Dale Crabtree vs Missouri Department of Transportation
Mark Sobelman vs Missouri Department of Transportation
Twana Gower vs City of Oak Grove
Wayne Newman vs St. Charles County Government
Pam Barts vs St. Charles County Government
Ron Wilkenson vs City of Chesterfield
Rob Mosbey vs City of Cottleville
Lonnie Pender vs Green County Commission
John Weber vs St. Louis County Government

Mike Pinson vs St. Louis Airport Authority

M&L Foods vs Missouri Department of Transportation
Joe Ann Bailey vs City of Richmond Heights

Carol Carr vs City of Kirkwood

Denise Schneiders vs Missouri Department of Transportation




17;

18:

19:

20:

29

22:

23:

24:

25:

26:

27:

28:

29:

30:

34

32:

33:

Rhonda Bond vs City of Cuba

Don Wiegand vs Monarch-Chesterfield levee District
Susanne Madrid vs City of Cottleville

Thousand Hills Golf Course vs Tri-Sates Utilities
Parkville Self Storage vs Missouri Department of Transportation
Marsha Leigh vs Missouri Depatment of Transportation
William Hayles vs City of Richmond Heights

John Cooney vs City of Kansas City

John Wilcox vs City of Monroe

Ben McKay vs City of Belton

Mike Winset vs City of Belton

Ben McCabe vs City of Belton

Ron Eskew vs Scott City

Mark Russell vs City of Belton

Kate Jones vs Ameren Union Electric

Dan Lamping vs Chillocothhee

James Lindamen vs City of Cottleville
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34:

35:

36:

34:

35:

36:

37

38:

39:

40:

41:

42:

43:

44.

45:

46:

Ron Haus vs City of Kansas City
John Cooney vs City of Kansqas City
Jim Eckhardt vs City of Osage Beach
David Crieger vs City of Ferguson
Barbara Burton vs City of Richmond Heights
Andrew Temple vs Missouri Gas Utility
Steve Baldwin vs Missouri Gas Utility
Rodney Haanpaa vs Sho-Me Power Electric Cooperative
Skeeters vs Sho-Me Power Utility
Manders vs Sho-Me Power Utility
Hale vs Sho-Me Power Utility
Hensley vs Sho-Me Power Utility
Brooks vs Sho- Me Power Utility
Flores vs Sho-Me Power Utility

Steven Johnson vs Clarence Cannon Wholesale Water Commission

Ewens vs City of Kansas City
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47:

48:

49:

50:

51

52:

53:

54:

Leonhardt vs Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District
Westfield Woods Community Association vs City of Dardenne Prairie
Rosalie Sherpy vs City of Oak Grove

Karen Rissler vs City of Oak Grove

"Don Hill vs St. Charles County Government

Shelia Gorham vs Jefferson County Government
Neal Kauffman vs Missouri Department of Transportation

Glenda Foster vs City of Grandview
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Conclusion

A primary duty of the Ombudsman is to “document the use of eminent domain
within the state and any issues associated with its use. There are still concerns
that the new law hasn’t addressed all of the issues involved with the use of
eminent domain by a condemning authority. The issues of just compensation,
good faith negotiations, blighting of property, and the power of the condemning
authority during the court process are all concerns raised by the citizens who are
affected by this process.

The Missouri Secretary of State has approved the summaries for a group to
proceed to seek voter signatures on petitions so that to limit the use of eminent
domain. If they succeed, the measure would appear on ballots in November
2012. | have enclosed a copy of proposed constitutional amendment. | have also
enclosed a copy of three appellate court rulings that happened this year dealing

with eminent domain.

In conclusion, | have learned that the ideas of private property rights, due process
of law and just compensation date back hundreds of years before the writing of
our federal constitution . In the 13" century British nobleman demanded and
received rights from the monarch including the right to own and possess property
without fear of government entry or confiscation. The document mfras called the
“Magna Carta.” The ownership of property gives a citizen ;.)e-rsonal independence
and the protection of property rights is essential to maintamlr-1g: freedom, both
political and economic, and to maintain a better standard of living for everyone.




REVIEW OF CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT FOR EMINENT DOMAIN

Condemning authority’s right to possession is delaved until the appeal is completed: Under
proposed Section 26, a property owner can hold the condemnation process and the project
hostage until the trial of exceptions is tried and appealed. Under the proposed constitutional
amendment, the condemning authority can be prevented from taking possession of “condemned”
property for two years or more after filing a petition. Moreover, the writ of possession tool used
by condemning authorities will be rendered useless.

Under today’s eminent domain process, a project can be timely planned and carried out
because the appeal process challenging the right to condemn is structured to be handled quickly
by a writ. Alternatively, a property owner can use the normal, more time-consuming appeal
process, but it will not cause delay of the project. Under the normal appeal process where a
condemnation order would be taken up with an appeal from the trial of exceptions, the .
condemning authority can still proceed with taking possession by filing a writ of possession
shortly after paying the commissioners’ award. However, the proposed'new Section 26
transforms the normal appeal into a weapon to delay, if not stop, the project.

No right to possession until a final legal determination is made of the right to take: The

changes are a result of the proposed new language in Sectiqn 26 which states that “until a final
legal determination of the legitimacy of the taking is estgbllshed.‘..me property shall not be
disturbed or the proprietary rights of the owner therein divested.” What appears to bfe harmless
language has the effect of giving a property owner the power to prevent tI.1e condemnm%
authority from taking possession of property until the appeal is final - which could Ia'xl::,t orht\?ro
years or more. This provision can give a single propgrty owner the power to delay, if not halt, a

project.

How a property owner can delay the process under the propc!sed Section 26. The r;asnm:ro in
which the property owner can use an appeal to delay condemnation undfl:r t{?e pll;opt(:'s:j fec ion
26 is simple - not withdraw the commission;rs’ aw:lriitahncclirf‘lve tir; Egﬁ; i:Sis:l ;r:, alw a;;d =
exceptions. long as the property owner does no . _
th: cgttigtl,ls;w g:s pregservcd II:is l1:')igl'1t to appeal the conc}emnatz_on order at :lhe cqnclgint%r:] stf the
trial of exceptions. As a result, as long as this appeal is ongmfl%, t?e con t:c(?;zl?ogl St ;,,r 4
cannot take possession of the property owner’s property. A trial o .ex{.:e]:h 1e e by
appeal can easily delay a project by two or more years. This scenario 1{:}0n e
Section 26: possession cannot take place until a “final legal determina

the taking™ has occurred.

ossession will no longer be useful. Because the property owner is

appealing the condemnation order following the trial of exceptions, his possession cannot be

i is final. The new Section 26 states,
i i i ire trial of exceptions/appeal process is Th : :
$5$5g3ﬁ2?§ gl::lell:;i determination of the legitimacy of the taking is established and until

Moreover, a writ of p




compensation shall be paid to the owner, or into court for the owner, the property shall not be
disturbed or the proprietary rights of the owner therein divested.

Fiscal impact to be considered by State Auditor. The fiscal impact of proposed Section 26,
which the Missouri State Auditor is required to undertake, will be huge.

It has a likely possibility of increasing construction costs, if not stopping, every significant
condemning authority’s project. Many projects are federally funded that have requirements to
use or lose the monies if not spent by a certain time. Moreover, construction costs would go up
with delays. Contractors would be more hesitant to bid a lower price, if at all, because the appeal

can delay construction of a project.

Other effects of the proposed Constitutional Amendment - 5 year sunset and no private
ownership of condemned land: Note the 5 year sunset provision in Section 28.2 and no

condemnation can take place which allows for private ownership (e.g. TIFs) under Section 28.1.
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CASE LAW UPDATE - May 2010

NOTE: Some of the following is compiled directly from court prepared summaries or per
curiam memorandum that are not part of the official opinions. In addition, some of the cases
may have post-opinion motions pending or ruled on after publication. Reference to the appeal
numbers is made to permit verification of the accuracy and precedential value of the decisions.

1. PLANNED INDUSTRIAL EXPANSION AUTHORITY OF KANSAS CITY, v.
IVANHOE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL and BROWN-CALDWELL CHRISTIAN

SCHOOL
a. WD70655; Opinion by: Karen King Mitchell, Judge April 27,2010

b. This is a condemnation action in which the trial court found that Appellant
Planned Industrial Expansion Authority of Kansas City (“Expansion Authority”)
failed to fulfill its statutory obligations to conduct good faith negotiations with the
owners of the property that the Expansion Authority sought to condemn.

C. AFFIRMED AND REMANDED FOR DETERMINATION OF APPROPRIATE
APPELLATE ATTORNEYS’ FEES.

d. “Before a court may enter an order of condemnation, the court shall find that the
condemning authority engaged in good faith negotiations prior to filing the
condemnation petition.” § 523.256 RSMo 2000. Under section 523.253, which
section 523.256 incorporates, a condemning authority must submit‘an offer to th‘e
owners of the property to be condemned and, along with the offer, it must subnul,
among other things, an appraisal of property to be condemned or an explanal:on
with supporting financial data for its determination of the vglue of the property.
§523.253.2 RSMo 2000. In this case, the Expans‘ion Author:t_y aPtemplcd to
comply with § 523.253.2 by submitting an app.ralsal along with 1ts.offer. In sqch
cases, the appraisal must be “made by a state-licensed or stale-ceruﬁ’ed appraiser
using generally accepted appraisal pmctir:'es.” § 523:253.2(2). The trial court
found that appraisals used by the Expansion Authority were not made using
generally accepted appraisal practices, and t?lcrefore it dlsnnsseq the Expansion
Authority’s petition. The Expansion Authority argues that the mal.court exceeded
its authority in evaluating the credibility of its claim that t‘hc qppra:se;g used
generally accepted appraisal practices. We hold that the circuit court did not
exceed its authority in so doing, and we therefore affirm. Furthe_r, we affirm the
circuit court’s award of attorneys’ fees and remand for a determination of
reasonable appellate attorneys’ fees. § 523.256 RSMo 2000.

1
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i RADER FAMILY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, L.L.L.P. v. CITY OF
COLUMBIA, MISSOURI

a. WD70907; Opinion by: Thomas H. Newton, Judge April 13, 2010

b. Rader Family Limited Partnership, L.L.L.P. suffered damages to its building after
a sewer backup. It was determined that the cause of the backup was grease in the
sewer line and that the grease originated from restaurants upstream of the
blockage. Rader sued the City under a theory of inverse condemnation, contending
that the City had notice that concentrations of restaurants were likely to cause
grease blockages, that the City failed to take preventative measures, and this was
an unreasonable operation of the sewer system that caused the damage to Rader’s
building. The jury found for the City. Rader appeals, raising four points.
AFFIRMED.

C. Summary:

1. In its first point, Rader argues that the trial court erred in refusing to allow
evidence of measures the City implemented to prevent grease-related
sewage backups after Rader’s building was damaged. The trial court
excluded direct evidence of these measures under a rule that prevents the
admission of subsequent remedial measures to prove liability in negligence
cases. Rader first argues that the rule does not apply in this type of inverse
condemnation suit, which springs from an underlying nuisance rather than
negligence. Although this is not a negligence case, the tr.ial c911n diq not
err in applying the rule because the public policy and evidentiary ra_uona]es
behind the rule support its application. Rader also argues‘thfn even if the
rule applies, the evidence it sought to introduce was admissible as an
exception in rebuttal to the City’s claim that the measures were not
feasible. However, the record shows the trial court allowed Fcbut{al
evidence during cross-examination to counter the City’s Cliflm‘ that those
same measures were not feasible options at the time of l_he mc_ldent.
Finally, Rader argues that the trial court crrcd. in t?xcludnllg evidence of the
City’s subsequent actions as barred by sovereign Immumt)_:. l-Iowc.vcr, the
trial court’s decision was based on relevancy concerns. Point one is

o denied.

1 nd point, Rader argues that the trial court erred in refusing to
:lirlll:;s:\fi?ienfc that the Missouri Departmcn_t of Natural Rcsourccsiclted
the City for a backup caused by a Wal-Mgrt in August of 2004_, ﬁv‘—.,’ o
months after the damage to Rader’s building. We d'lsagrcc. Exildf:nm, 0 sfc
August 2004 citation for an unrelated backup had little probative value, i
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any, to establishing the City’s liability for Rader’s backup in March 2004,
and presented significant danger of confusing the issues, misleading the

jury, and, most significantly, wasting time and creating undue delay. Thus,
point two is denied.

1ii. In the third point, Rader contends the trial court erred in allowing the City
| to question Rader’s appraiser about an appraisal of the building he
S performed in 2006, two years after the backup. The building’s value in
2006 was not relevant to showing Rader’s damages, which were sustained
in 2004. However, the 2006 appraisal was relevant to the City’s attempt to
> discredit the appraiser’s estimation of the building’s value in 2004. Point
three is denied. \

l = 1v. In the fourth point on appeal, Rader argues that the trial court erred in
refusing to give its proffered verdict director. A verdict-directing

; instruction must hypothesize and require a finding of all the elements

- essential in law to establish the proposition which the verdict is based. The
instruction given by the trial court required the jury to find that Rader had
met its burden on each element of its claim for inverse condemnation.

L Although Rader argues the instruction incorrectly stated its burden of
causation, we do not agree. The verdict director properly instructed the
Jury that it must find the City’s unreasonable operation of the sewer caused
mjury to Rader, and required the jury to find the injury resulted in Rader’s
damages. Thus, point four is denied.

3 ST. LOUIS COUNTY, MISSOURI vs ROBERT C. WATSON, et al.

a. ED93472; Opinion by: Kathianne Knaup Crane, P.J.; March 30, 2010

b. The trial court awarded the landowners interest pursuant to scc_tion 523.04§
RSMo (2000) on a damage award in an abandoned condemnation proceeding.
AFFIRMED.

C. Summary:

The last sentence of section 523.045 RSMo (2000) give_s L?]e trial court ;
discretion to award interest on the amount of the commissioner's award if
the condemnation is abandoned within the time frame and under the

circumstances set out in the statute.

: . :
This interest award represents compensation for the landowner's loss of the

I right to reccive and use the money while the condemnation proceeding is

pending.
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