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1.B.C. CHURCH SUPPLIES _
1200 North 12th ‘
Grand Junction, Colorado 81501

August 26, 1976

Grand Junction Flanning Commission
Grand Junction, Colorado 815C1 -

-Gentlemen:

I would like to submit thlQ letter as a fermal request for g special
permit to build a chain link fence near the sidewalk adjacent to our
property at 1200 N. 12th. St., Gradd Juiction. ‘

The land hns been surveyed as requested by the building inspector and -
we find that to put a fence on our pe0perty line we will h ve to go back
from the sidewalk 10t3" in front and 3%10" eon the side. This would cut -~
across the front vard and necessitate remcval of all our front shrubs and
would put the fence about 4 feet from the PSront door.

~Through the years we have had lcts of problems-in cur location with
litter, vandalism, general destruction of property etc. Vhen we first moved . |
to this area 10 years ago we did not have too much trouble with the lawn,
but with Spanky's nextdoor and lMesa College across the street the problems
increase dally. The yard is constantly being used by foot traffic as a
general walkway. 1t is next to impossible to keep the grass growing and nice.
It serves as a gathering place after dark for beer parties and debris left
fer us to clean up. We have found evidence of cars crossing the yard at
night. We feel a fence on the property would help eliminate many of the
probigms we have. '

We are against putting this fence on cur property line for these reasons:
1. It would be unsightly cutting zcross the grass.
2. 1t would cause removal of greenery already there.
3. 1t would leave much of the front area in front of the fence.
4o It would make maintaining of the grass more difficult.
We feel a fence near the sidewalk would be more bineficial for these reasonsi

Gates could be locked at night and provide better security for

.
" all our property.

2. It would eliminate loitering at night behind bushes and under trees.

3. It would make it easier to keep the yard.

4. Toot traffic would be stopped on whole yard.

5. It would look better and still would not obstruct eye view from

. cars at the corner.
€. It would be closer in balance with the fence erected nextdoor.

We feel at this point we are faced with either fencing and keeping our
vard, or removing 2ll greenery, trees, shrubs etc. anc blacktorring it for
more parking. We went to keep the yard as there is enough blacktop arcund.

We understand that if this request is granted asnd t e stieets needed to

be widened we wculd move the fence back at our exrense. Ve trust you will act
faverably on this recuest. Thank you.
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