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October 19, 1974 

Dear Commission Member:s: 

I understand that at your next regular meeting the subject of 
establishing city zoning on a parcel of land that is expected to be 
annexed to the city in the near future, will be considered. 

I refer to that parcel East of the existing city limits, running 
to 28! road, all lying north of Orchard Street, and described as: 

The Southea:st quarter of the Northwest 
Quarter and the East one-half of the 
East one-half of the Southwest quarter 
of the Nt"~rlhwest quarter of Section Seven 
Of Township One South ~ge One East Ute 
Meridian. 

As One or the owners in the to be annexed enclave, I would like to 
bring certain things to your attention for consideration. The sub
ject property has for a long time carried the county multi-family 
zoning designation of R-4. I purchased the land with the intention of 
uttli~ing it within its then existing zoning, and I paid a very eub
etantial price for the property becuase of that zoning. 

All utiJ.j.ties are availabla to the site, there are no topographical 
probl~, and I can think of no reason why' the property should not be 
developed within the context of a multi-family proj~ct. Accordingly, 
I ask that you favorably consider giving this property a city R-3 
zoning. 

I recolini.ze that density is alw~s a valid zoning consideration, alld 
that city R-3 allows more d4nsity than does county R-4, however, I b~
lieve I have soae justifiable reasons for asking, among which are: 

1. Although no specific recommendation has yet been made, it 
appears likely that the widening of Orchard '1-.rill require additional rigllt 
of wq. This right of way must come fro11 the front of the property, which 
is the most u.eable, and ther.,.for the most vaulable. 

2. A widened road will c011e much closer to the house situated 
on the Southeast side of the property, and its economic value will cer
tainlT deteriorate. 

3. I'm sure that the city will want to construct sidewalk, 
curb, gutter etc., creating additional expense assesed aginst my propert,y. 

4. A certain amount of engineering work and planning, relative 
to development has alrea~ been done, much of which will need to be re
done at additional cost. 

5. Delays, for whatever reason, create additional i.Tlterest 



e:xpenae, and the annexation action does put the property in a rtlimbo11 

status. 

My request for ~3 has two b•sic premises. 

1. I will need the density to recover the costs imposed by 
the annexation. 

2. This site can be favorably' correlated to others previously 
given R-3 zoning. 

This petition is made to you individually and not as part of a:rr:r group 
request. Your early and faTorable consideration will be sincere~ 
appreciated. 
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