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September 26, 1974 

Grand Junction City Council 
P.O. Box 968 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 

Dear Council Members: 

As the owner of Lot 3, Block 3, of the First 
Fruitridge Subdivision, I have no objection to the 
vacation of the north ten (10) feet of the forty 
(40) foot Margie Street right-of-way east of Ella 
Street so long as the remaining thirty (30) feet 
is left for access to my lot. 

I would request that easements be retained 
over the vacated portion to provide for existing 
utilities. 

Sipcerely, 

. ' 
-"\ ,· . /1' .. ·-;-;':·t-1·--

( ...... ~----0 t <\. ...... \_ itt \. . 

Blaine D. Ford 
2522 Mira Vista 



'-7l' r I. Dear .· L c· c.c< c< \ ,c_r '· ', 

I'm writing this letter to each of you, because I seem 
to be unable to convey vocally our way of thinldng and to 
make our request clear. As a result, I don't believe that 
the Planning Commission truly understands what we desire 
and what ~ feel is fair to all peoples involved. 

Our request is a simple and honest one--fair, we feel, 
to everyone. We ask that you approve our subdivision con­
tingent on the dedicatimt of 6• additional right-of-way 
fronting West 1t.'ellington and vacating 10' previously dedi­
cated right-of-way on the south side of our lots where the 
extension of Ridgewood Lane had originally been plotted. 
The additional right-of-way on Wellington would provide a 
nice street access to the houses farther west in the area 
and would not take excessive amounts of property from the 
neighboring property owner::;. It would also provide curb­
gutter-sidewalk for the area., .The vacation of the right­
of-way on the south would offer protection against a poten­
tially serious situation for all property owners who would 
need to provide the remaining right-of-way to l:i'irst Street. 
Right-of-way that would ruin their properties. 

The corners required would assure a more permanent 
residential traffic situation--a protection extremely im­
portant for children. Lastly, we would have our land 
parcel divided into 3 building lots of desireable size--
9889.23 sq. ft., reasonably over the 9000 sq. ft. minimum, 
with 88.1' frontage and 112.25' depth. This is a net gain 
of 4• in depth from the 108.25' and the total 9536.83 sq. ft. 
which we purchased. As approved by the Planning Commission, 
we wo~ld have 102.25' depth and a mere 9008.23 sq. ft. 

In August, Mr. Warner checked with the Engineering Dept, 
for their recommendation and found that they could make West 
Wellington adequate access with an additional 6• right-of-way 
on the ncrth of our lots, With the proposed 36' street there 
would be 12' driving lanes and curb-gutter-sidewalk, but no 
on-street parking. The lack of on-street parking could be 
an inconvenience to the residents except that the existing 
homes already have adequate off-street parking and the need 
for only 6• additional right-of-way will hurt, but not as 
badly as 15' or 25'--as would be needed to provide the on­
street parking area. 

;i The Planning Commission on August 28th, approved our 
subdivision request providing we gi~A the addtional right­
of-way. However, they denied action on our request for 
vacation of 10' right-of-way on the south. 

We make this request for the 10' right-of-way vacation 
as a means of protecting ourselves and the property owners of 
the present and the future. Already there is a 20' drive cut 
in the recently added curb-gutter-sidewalk on Ella Ct. for a 
driveway access to the lot #3 on the plat. 



Without the vacation on the south it is going to be 
extremely difficult for off-street parking to be provided on 
our three, then, bare-minimum lots, 

If Ridgewood and Wellington both went thru from Ella Ct. 
to First street, it would mean a 36' right-of-way, Wellington, 
on the north and just 102.25' to the south a 40' right-of-way, 
Ridgewood Lane--a definite disadvantage to the people living 
between the two streets, Closing Wellington wo~ld likely be 
impossible because it would mean depriving the residents of 
access to their homes, It would also have a devastating affect 
on the other 4 persons who would have to sell or give right­
of-way thru to First Street, 

We ask that you take the necessary action to grant our 
request for 10' right-of-way vacation on the south of our 
lots, We feel that a true presentation of our position will 
enable you to understand our request, 

If we fail to make this extra effort for the vacation of 
the previously dedicated right-of-way on the originally drawn 
Ridgewood Lane, we will have failed .our original purpose--not 
to create unnecessary real or poten~al problems for our 
future neighbors and the area, 

If the city maintained right-of-way 
for rearranging all the streets in town, 
we could understand their retaining the 
right-of-way for the same privilege on 
Ridgewood and Wellington:: 

We definitely feel that over 4 months of dickering is 
more than long enough, Please, take time to closely examine 
our property, Wellington Avenue, Ridgewood Lane and Ella Ct. 
The efforts by the city have greatly improved the entire 
area, Wellington is no longer a mess but adequate access 
to the entire area, 

We agree, if our request is granted, to participate in 
an improvement district to provide the curb-gutter-sidewalk 
on West Wellington Avenue, Thank you, 
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A BRIEF OUTLINE OF THE PROCEEDINGS: 

We submitted our plat for the First Fruitridge Addition 
Subdivision for consideration in early April of this year. 
The first difficulty that arose was a request by the Planning 
Dept. for additional right-of-way on the south side of our 
lots to make it possible to someday punch Ridgewood Lane 
thru to First Street. We strongly opposed the request for 
two reasons--the greatest of which was that it would severely 
endanger the property of those persons living to the east of 
said right-of-way. The second reason was that we feel West 
Wellington Avenue can and vv'ill be adequate access and is 
already completed right-of-way to First Street, 

After delayed investigation the Planning Dept. agreed with us 
and changed their request to a request for 15' on the north 
side of our lots for widening of Wellington. At that time we 
stood to make a net gain of 5' in depth of our lots because 
the Planning Dept, proposed the vacation of 20' right-of-way 
on the south (Ridgewood Lane) --leaving 20' access for lot 113 
on the plat. 

Again, we asked them to investigate the others in the area-­
the plans were to take 15' from all homes on the south and 
15' from all homes on the north sides of Wellington. City 
Ordinance requires a 20' front yard and all homes on the 
north did not have enough frontage to give the 15' right­
of-way. Property owners on the south side would have been 
hurt badly by loss of 15' for right-of-way. 

Following another investigation came the demand, as it were, 
for 25' off the north of our lots and the 20' right-of-way 
vacation on the south. Again we opposed, with only a net loss 
of 5' in the depth of our lots and a 9096,33 sq.footage per 
lot. We opposed the 25' because it would have absolutely 
ruined Louis Brach's property by placing the street directly 
under his bedroom window and it would have greatly hurt the 
house owned by filrs. Helen Stobaugh by putting the street 
about 15' from the front door. 

The request was presented to the Planning Commission with the 
25' dedication and the 20' vacation of right-of-way. We 
voiced our objections. The result was a tabling of our request 
and a special meeting so that the Planning Commission could 
hear from all residents of the general area. The discussion 
pertained to whether oe~not Wellington was wide enough for 
present and proposed usage--the general attitude indicated 
that it wa~ot, In its state then, we agreed!! 

The Subdivision request, without alteration, came up before 
the Planning Commission again in May. Because we still 
strongly opposed the 25' additional right-of-way, a decision 
on our request was postponed for 90 days until the August 28, 
meeting--for further study and recommendation by the Engineer­
ing Dept. 


