
f-UAR.Tr.kL7 ZONING HEARING 
GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

Tuesday - March 19, 1963 - 8:00 A.M. 
Conference Room - C i t y H a l l 

Members present: Messrs. Bob Baker, Elmer Nelson, Ray Meacham, and 
Mrs. Robert R u s s e l l . 

Members absent: Messrs. A r t Hadden and V i c Colony. 
'Also present: Development D i r e c t o r Don Warner, Mr. Roger Kraehen-

buehl from Anderson Independent Company, Mr. Leo 
Goetsch of 1441 North 18th S t r e e t , and Mr. W i l l i a m 
H a l l , 2222 H a l l Avenue. 

The meeting was c a l l e d to order by the Chairman. 
5.5 CONDITIONAL USE IN B-3 AREA RECOMMENDED 
Development D i r e c t o r Warner explained that t h i s seems to be a r o u t i n e 
matter and no doubt 5.5 c o n d i t i o n a l use should have been included i n 
B-3 area when the ordinance was w r i t t e n . He noted that these uses are 
already i n the B-3 area, governed by performance standards, and by 
adding i t to the zoning ordinance i t would make these uses conforming. 
Any new uses would have to have a hearing before the Board of Adjust
ment and must conform to the plan of development. He noted that the 
uses thus added would f i t as w e l l as the 5.3 use already allowed. 

Motion was made by Mr. Nelson that the Planning Commission recommend 
to the C i t y Council the a d d i t i o n of 5.5 c o n d i t i o n a l use i n B-3 r e t a i l 
business use i n the zoning ordinance. Motion was seconded by Mrs. 
R u s s e l l , and c a r r i e d unanimously. 
RECOMMEND ALLOWANCE OF 48" MAXIMUM HEIGHT OPEN-TYPE FENCES IN FRONT 
TORUS" 
Development D i r e c t o r Warner s a i d that fence r e g u l a t i o n s have l e d to 
nothing but t r o u b l e i n the past and that he f e l t there would be no 
great demand f o r f r o n t yard fences i f a l l fence r e g u l a t i o n s were 
dropped and only the f o l l o w i n g three c o n d i t i o n s imposed: 

(1) Fences must be b u i l t on p r i v a t e property and can go 
only to the property l i n e . 

(2) Height must be regulated on corners because of p u b l i c 
s a f e t y f a c t o r . 

(3) I f fences are over 6 f t . high they become a s t r u c t u r e 
under the b u i l d i n g code and are regulated by i t . 

He pointed out that with the present r e g u l a t i o n s i t i s very d i f f i c u l t 
to r egulate fences f o r a common property l i n e between two p r o p e r t i e s 
when i t i s the side l i n e f o r one property and the back l i n e f o r the 
other. 

In the d i s c u s s i o n of the subject, concern was expressed by Commission 
members that i f fence r e g u l a t i o n s are dropped there i s the p o s s i b i l i t y 
of 6 f t . high fences i n f r o n t yards. Only one i n a block would not 
only s p o i l the appearance of the e n t i r e block, but also be a s a f e t y 
hazard f o r cars backing out of driveways i n t o the s t r e e t . It was 
noted that an open-type fence would help to p a r t i a l l y e l i m i n a t e the 
hazards. 
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There was some d i s c u s s i o n as to whether the maximum height of fences 
should be set at 42" or 48" as i t was noted that w i t h chain l i n k 
fences very probably shrubbery of some kind w i l l be planted along them 
and there w i l l be a c e r t a i n amount of over-growth, making the fence 
somewhat higher. The p o s s i b i l i t y of r e q u i r i n g 50 f t . instead of 35 f t . 
at i n t e r s e c t i o n s f o r corner s a f e t y was a l s o mentioned. 
I t was pointed out, too, that one ordinance has to complement the 
others, and i f the dog leash law i£ enforced we cannot make i t im
p o s s i b l e to keep dogs i n the yards* 
I t was pointed out that although the height of fences may be regu l a t e d , 
i t i s p o s s i b l e to pla n t high hedges or shrubbery that obscures the viev 
as much as a fence and yet i t i s not p o s s i b l e to c o n t r o l the growth of 
the shrubbery or the height of hedges or p l a n t i n g s except i n the safety 
zone on corners. Mr. Warner noted that i t i s p o s s i b l e to regula t e 
only so f a r as peace, h e a l t h , and sa f e t y are concerned and not p o s s i b l e 
to govern a e s t h e t i c s . 
Board members pointed out that since i t i s not p o s s i b l e to govern 
a e s t h e t i c s u n t i l a housing code i s adopted, i f fence r e g u l a t i o n s are 
dropped that w i l l no doubt n e c e s s i t a t e the need f o r adopting a housing 
code to reg u l a t e c o n d i t i o n s that could a r i s e from t h i s s i t u a t i o n . 
The p o s s i b i l i t y of s p i t e fences being erected was noted. I t was a l s o 
noted that i n areas covered by r e s t r i c t i v e covenants the people them
selves can c o n t r o l such t h i n g s . In such instances, the C i t y would 
have to issue the permit f o r the fence, but the people could enforce 
the r e s t r i c t i v e covenant clause and prevent undesirable s i t u a t i o n s i n 
t h e i r neighborhoods. 
Mr. Kraehenbuehl 
Regarding the present 30" r e s t r i c t i o n on f r o n t yard fences, Mr. 
Kraehenbuehl s a i d that he now has 500 f t . of 30" fence on hands but 
has not so l d any. He s a i d a 30" fence i s not high enough to keep 
t r a f f i c o f f of yards or to keep small c h i l d r e n or dogs fenced i n . 
Mr. Kraehenbuehl showed several p i c t u r e s of fences which had been 
pr o p e r l y i n s t a l l e d and which improved the appearance of the yards as 
w e l l as accomplishing t h e i r purpose -- keeping pedestrians from 
c u t t i n g across yards and keeping small c h i l d r e n and dogs i n the yards. 
He s a i d that a 42" fence i s the most popular height and the most 
commonly sold fence, but would l i k e to ask that a 48" maximum height 
be adopted, as sometimes 42" i s not high enough f o r the needed purpose 
He al s o noted that he was i n t e r e s t e d i n a t t r a c t i v e yards and endeavore 
to keep f r o n t yard fences as low as p o s s i b l e . 
Mr. Kraehenbuehl favored a nominal permit fee f o r fence permits which 
would r e q u i r e a l i c e n s e d c o n t r a c t o r f o r t h e i r c o n s t r u c t i o n . He f e l t 
t h i s would make people r e a l i z e the importance of complying with the 
fence r e g u l a t i o n s . 
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Mr. Goetsch of 1441 Nortk 13th Street was present because he has a 
t f t . woven wood fence i n f r o n t of h i s property which i s non-conforming 
since h i s house faces east. I f h i s house faced north i t would be a l l 
r i g h t because i t would then be along the side property l i n e and would 
be OK, He sa i d i f he would have to go back behind the f r o n t yard set
back i n order to have t h i s height fence i t would be too small an area 
f o r h i s needs, and he needs a fence at l e a s t 4 f t . high i n order to 
keep h i s dogs i n the yard. 
Mr. H a l l of 2222 H a l l Avenue was present because he i s i n need of a 
fence to keep h i s small c h i l d r e n i n the yard. Because of the way h i s 
property i s s i t u a t e d he needs to fence i n the f r o n t yard and a 30" 
fence would not be high enough. 
Motion was made by Mr. Nelson that the Planning Commission recommend 
to the C i t y C o uncil that fence r e g u l a t i o n s i n the zoning ordinance 
be changed from 30 inches i n height to a maximum of 48 inches i n 
height f o r fences erected i n f r o n t of f r o n t yard setbacks, and that 
they be an open-type fence w i t h a two to one open r a t i o . 
Motion was seconded by Mrs. R u s s e l l . The motion c a r r i e d with a vote 
of three "yes" votes and one "no" vote. 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was duly adjourned at 9:45 a.m. 


