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September 11, 2016 

Foxridge Improvement Association 

Fence Committee 

 

Dear Fence Committee Members:  

I am pleased to present the results of this study of the Foxridge General Improvement District (FGID) 

fences.  This survey was conducted during the month of August, 2016.  The conclusions and 

recommendations of the survey represent the professional opinion of the author and are presented to assist 

not only the FIA Fence Committee but also the residents of Foxridge in making any decision regarding 

repairs, maintenance, or replacement of the fences maintained by the Foxridge General Improvement 

Association.    

 

Sincerely, 

 

Peter Stauch (Foxridge resident) 

Member – Foxridge Improvement Association, Fence Committee 
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Executive Summary 

The Foxridge Improvement Association (FIA), a voluntary membership organization, is seeking 

community input regarding the perimeter fencing within the development known as Foxridge.  

Residents are being surveyed by the FIA on how they wish to maintain or upgrade the perimeter 

fences.  The fences are currently being maintained by the Foxridge General Improvement District 

(FGID), a special district formed under Colorado law.  Funding for the FGID is generated 

through a special mil levy on property within Foxridge and paid annually by property owners 

when they pay their property tax bill. 

This survey is intended to provide Foxridge residents and the FIA Fence Committee information 

on the actual length of and current condition of the perimeter fences in Foxridge. It is noted that 

the perimeter fences in Foxridge vary in age.  While the age of some fences may be in the range 

of 20 to 25 years old, others are in the 10 to 15 year old range.  The fences are constructed of 

Western Red Cedar, grade unknown, and consist of 4 x 4 posts, 2 x 4 rails, and ¾ thick cedar 

pickets.  The fences range in height from approximately three feet to a maximum of six feet with 

an average height of five feet.  There are also some sections of fence utilizing 6 x 6 posts located 

primarily along Quebec Street, and some two rail split rail type fences. 

Based on observations and physical testing of the fences for decay it can be stated that the general 

condition of the fences is good and the existing fences have not reached the end of their useful 

life.  It was determined through physical testing that less than 3 percent of the 4 x 4 and 6 x 6 



 

 

posts were suffering from decay.  Problems with rails, pickets, and top plates were mainly due to 

improper construction methods, poor maintenance practice, and damage attributed to materials 

piled against the fences, retaining wall failure on the Lot Owner side of the fence, and trees and 

shrubs impinging on the fences. 

No need was seen for wholesale replacement of the fences unless residents desire to upgrade the 

type of fence.  The use of a well-defined and carried out maintenance plan, proper construction 

methods, quality materials, and requiring Lot owners whose property abuts to or have an FGID 

fence on their property to perform proper maintenance and make landscaping corrections on the 

Lot owners side of the fence are all that is needed to correct the deficiencies seen.  No budgetary 

numbers are provided in this study as that was not the intended purpose of the study.       
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Section 1 

  Introduction 

Purpose of the Study 
 

In 1990 the Lot Owners in the community known as Foxridge petitioned the Arapahoe County 

Commissioners to form what is known as the Foxridge General Improvement District (FGID).  

As written in Arapahoe County Resolution No. 1576-90 the purpose of the District  

“is intended to provide for the construction and/or repair of both existing and new 

improvements of the type authorized in Paragraph 3, including the long-term 

maintenance and ultimate replacement at the end of the useful life of such 

improvements.” 

The Foxridge Improvement Association (FIA) is a voluntary membership organization created by 

the original developers of the residential community known as Foxridge.  According to the 

founding documents of the FGID the FIA is tasked with providing the governing authorities of 

the FGID, originally the Arapahoe County Commissioners and currently the City of Centennial 

Board of Directors, with an annual budget for the FGID.  It should be noted here that it is our 

understanding that the FIA has no legal authority of control over the operation and expenditures 

of the FGID other than to submit for review a proposed annual budget. The FIA, as part of 

submittal of the proposed annual budget, may also include recommendations to the City of 

Centennial Board of Directors for proposed projects to be funded in the annual budget. 



 

2 
 

In 2015 the FIA determined that a committee was needed to investigate maintenance or 

improvement options for FGID maintained fences within Foxridge.  A committee of volunteers 

was formed to accomplish this task.  During a meeting of the fence committee it was suggested 

that a detailed study was needed to determine the total length of FGID maintained fences within 

the community as well as the condition of those fences.  A member of the fence committee 

volunteered to perform the study with the help of other community volunteers.  As a result this 

group of volunteers proceeded with making a more detailed study of actual length of FGID fences 

within the community as well as performing a condition assessment of the fences which was 

limited to the public access side of the fences. 

FIA Fence Committee History 

The FIA Board of Directors, in 2014, determined that an outside firm was needed to assist it in 

determining options for the FGID maintained fences.  The FGID representative at that time 

attempted to contract with an outside firm by the name of Fence Consulting Services, Inc. (FCS).  

The FIA Board of Directors subsequently received a proposal from FCS on January 7, 2015.  The 

FCS proposal in its opening paragraph stated that the proposed scope of services listed in their 

proposal was as requested by the FGID representative.  The scope of services listed in the FCS 

proposal included the following: 

x FCS will perform a “fence physical” which will define the exact footage of fence that the 

district owns and maintains.  The footage for each portion of the fence will be notated, 

and the District can compare footages with current records on hand.  We were provided 

with a community map by Ed Bain on 12/10/2015, and will reference this map during our 

evaluation and in all reports. 

x All district owned and maintained fencing will be thoroughly evaluated by walking every 

inch of the existing fence and pushing all posts paying close attention to construction 

methods used in previous repairs/installation.  All existing materials will be evaluated as 

well to determine if “sub-par” materials were used, or if there are challenges in various 

areas due to using a natural product. i.e. poor drainage causing accelerated rot/decay of 

the posts, areas where wind loading is a factor and areas where buildup of homeowner 

landscaping is creating premature failure (if visible). 

x Upon Completion of the “fence physical”, FCS will provide the District with a detailed 

report which will include specific sections of fence with footages associated with each, 
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percentage of broken posts, vertical pickets, and all other components of the fence.  Our 

recommendations for repairs/replacement will be listed as well as “cost averages” for 

the associated work.  Cost averages are compiled using current costs from three different 

product manufacturers, and labor costs from three different Colorado fence 

professionals.  Cost averages are to be used for budgetary purposes only as typically the 

overall costs are reduced when “volume pricing” for both labor and materials is taken 

into account. 

x All recommended/suggested “phasing” options for repairs or replacement will be based 

on documented factual information gathered during the initial evaluation.  The report 

will paint a clear picture of all areas in need of attention, and areas that are not in need 

of immediate attention along with an estimated remaining life of the fence for these 

particular areas. 

The FCS proposal also contained a listing of additional services that it was offering to provide at 

an additional cost.  During the initial efforts of working with this firm the FIA was informed by 

the FGID representative that FCS refused to agree to terms of the contract for services as used by 

the City of Centennial as administrator of the FGID.  Consequently the FGID representative 

discontinued working with FCS.  It is our understanding that no report as described in the FCS 

basic scope of services was provided to either the FGID representative, the FIA, or the City of 

Centennial. 

In late 2015 the FIA determined that a new committee was needed to help address the 

maintenance of the FGID fences.  As a result the FIA formed an ad-hoc FIA Fence Committee.  

Committee membership consisted of neighborhood volunteers with an interest in the condition of 

the FGID fences. 

In 2016 the FGID representatives (now consisting of three members appointed by the City of 

Centennial) recommended hiring THK, another local fence consulting firm with a history of 

working on the FGID fences, to the FIA Fence Committee and the FIA Board of Directors. As a 

result of their recommendation in 2016 a contract was entered into between THK and the City of 

Centennial. 

The following are excerpts from the scope of work contained in the THK proposal of January 29, 

2016. 
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Scope of Work 

From the information as provided, THK Associates, Inc. will assist preparing three (3) fence 

design alternatives, meet with stakeholders and concerned citizens and develop a final 

alternative and finance alternatives based upon stakeholder and community involvement.  

THK will prepare cost estimates of each alternative and work closely with Bob Nicholson of 

Standard fence to ensure we have the most accurate construction and maintenance numbers 

for you to use.  THK understands the nature of this project and the fence improvements will 

be phased over time and will be based on the input received from stakeholders and existing 

residents.  

TASK 1: Prepare Three (3) Fence Alternatives 

THK will meet with stakeholders, concerned citizens and the neighborhood to gather input to 

help develop the three (3) fence alternatives that we spoke about.  Cost estimates for 

construction and proposed maintenance will be developed concurrently.  The three 

alternatives will include: 

Option 1: Maintain the look of the neighborhood – continue the look of the existing 

fences and simply maintain and replace as needed.  THK will develop an assessment 

of the cost. 

Option 2: Sharpen our image – THK will develop newer fencing options (different 

from the current look of the fences).  Contractor will select two or three fence 

alternatives for wholesale replacement over time.  One of these options would be 

similar to the current look of the fences.  Homeowners vote to make the final 

selection. 

Option 3: Enhance our neighborhood – THK will select new fencing alternative for 

wholesale replacement over time (as described in Option 2 above).  This 

enhancement may include a new clubhouse and is described under Task 2 of this 

proposal. 

TASK 2: Develop a Clubhouse Area Alternative (if required, and will be included in the 

online survey) 
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THK will prepare a conceptual site plan and a conceptual perspective for the clubhouse area.  

These drawings will evoke the character of the anticipated clubhouse area. 

TASK 3: Develop a Preferred Alternative for the New Fence 

Based on the information received under Task 1, the THK Design Team will develop one (1) 

final fence alternative that will incorporate the direction we receive.  The fence alternative 

will be developed for graphic presentation and will provide the construction detailing of the 

fence as well as project sheet specifications and cost estimates. 

One (1) final photo simulation will be developed that will complement the final graphics. 

The final alternative will be made available to the Survey Monkey Online Survey to ensure 

everyone knows about the selected alternative. 

THK will prepare one (1) set of revisions to the drawings based on City/Client comments. 

Upon review of these proposal scopes of work it can be seen that the scope of work for FCS 

differs considerably from that of THK.  Notably missing from the THK scope of work is the 

requirement to perform a fence length and fence condition assessment of the existing fences in 

Foxridge.  The THK scope of work immediately jumps to the requirement of preparing fence 

alternatives.  This change in scope of work between the two contractors and the FGID has 

resulted in the situation where the actual condition of the fences was unknown by this Committee. 

 

  

 

 

 



 

6 
 

Section 2 

Fence Length and Condition Assessment 

Scope of Work 
Based on the change in scope of work of the THK proposal it was recommended by a Fence 

Committee member that a determination of the length of the FGID maintained fences be made 

and, as a part of that effort, a condition assessment of the fences be included.  Volunteers to 

perform this task were found and the volunteer team commenced the field effort of gathering the 

fence length and condition information August 6, 2016 and completed this effort on August 20, 

2016.  This report provides the results of their field work.  

Fence Length 
The volunteer team consisted of two to three members of the community.  A map of the Foxridge 

community was used to identify the locations of the FGID maintained fences.  A one hundred 

(100) foot tape measure and twenty-five (25) foot tape measure were used to determine the length 

of the fences.  The team divided the fences into four distinct types as follows: 

x Split Rail fences (two rail type) 

x Privacy fences that tapered from approximately three (3) feet in height up to 

approximately five (5) feet in height 

x Privacy fences that were primarily five (5) feet in height although there were variations 

from less than five feet to approximately six (6) feet in height. 
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x Privacy fences located at intersecting street corners installed at an approximate 45 degree 

angle to the two intersecting streets. 

Length measurements were taken using the 100 foot tape and recorded.  Fence height was 

measured using the 25 foot tape measure.  A record was made of the location of the fences by 

street names and in some cases by particular lot addresses.  The fences were further divided into 

those fences located along streets with a public right-of-way (ROW) of forty (40) feet each side 

of the street centerline as indicated on the plats on file with Arapahoe County for each of the 

filings that comprise the Foxridge community and those streets with less than a forty foot right-

of-way as indicated also on those same plats on file with Arapahoe County.  Streets with a forty 

foot ROW are classified as “collector” streets using typical industry nomenclature.  Those streets 

with a ROW of less than forty feet are classified as “local” streets, again using typical industry 

nomenclature. 

A summary of fence length subdivided as indicated is listed below: 

Fences along “Collector” Streets with a forty (40) foot ROW each side of street 
centerline: 

x Split Rail Fence:     753 linear feet 

x Tapered Privacy Fence:     229 linear feet 

x Five Foot High Privacy Fence:    16036 linear feet 

x Five Foot High Privacy Fence at 45 Degree Angles: 273 linear feet 

x Subtotal Fence Length:    17,291 linear feet 

Fences along “Local” Streets with less than a 40 foot ROW each side of street 
centerline: 

x Split Rail Fence:     61 linear feet 

x Tapered Privacy Fence:     14 linear feet 

x Five Foot High Privacy Fence:    886 linear feet 

x Five Foot High Privacy Fence at 45 Degree Angles: 0 linear feet 

x Subtotal Fence Length:    961 linear feet 

Total length of fence:       18,252 linear feet 
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The accuracy of these measurements is estimated to be within 1 foot per 100 feet of fence length. 

Fence Condition Assessment 

The condition assessment of the existing fences utilized both visual assessment and physical 

assessment methods. 

Visual Assessment 

The visual assessment consisted of visual observations of the fence conditions for things such as 

stain/paint peeling, lack of finish coatings resulting in bare wood exposure, coating degradation 

other than peeling, wood fiber delamination or obvious decayed sections, methods of 

construction, separation of fence components such as pickets from horizontal rails or horizontal 

rails from fence posts, leaning or tilting of the fence from a vertical position, landscape issues 

such as earth, stone, or other materials piled against the fence on the individual Lot Owner’s side, 

tree trunks, tree branches, tree roots, or other vegetation leaning, resting, other otherwise 

impacting the fence, fence picket curling, and locations where fence pickets were in contact with 

earth. 

Construction methods observed included things such as the type and number of fasteners used to 

fasten fence pickets to the rails, horizontal rail attachment to the vertical posts, attachment of the 

horizontal top plate to the fence posts or rails, and post embedment in the ground with or without 

concrete encasement.  

Physical Assessment 

Physical assessment consisted of pushing on fence posts and rails to check for movement of these 

items.  It also included using an ice pick to evaluate the depth of penetration of the ice pick into 

the fence material.  Penetration checks were made along the exposed height of the fence posts, 

along the length of the fence rails, and at randomly selected fence pickets to check for areas of rot 

or decay with primary emphasis at the interface of the fence post and the ground line.  In some 

cases it was necessary to remove some rock fill at the base of the posts in order to reach the 

interface point.  Penetration of the ice pick point more than one-eighth of an inch is an indication 

that decay was occurring in the tested area.  This method of physically examining wood 

components is recommended by the Forest Products Laboratory, United States Department of 

Agriculture Forest Service in its “Wood Handbook”.  This method of checking for decay of wood 

components has frequently been used over the years by this report’s author when engaged in 

performing assessments of wood structures.  



 

9 
 

Results of the Condition Assessment 

The fence condition assessment revealed the following information: 

x Horizontal Top Plates:  The horizontal top plates of the fences were in general very 

poor condition.  The top plates suffered from excessive bowing upward at the ends, 

decay, improper or poor fastening to the top rails, and lack of a finish coating in most 

areas. 

x Vertical Fence Pickets:  The fence pickets varied in condition from good to broken.  The 

defects seen in the pickets generally consisted of curling at the bottom of the picket 

where the picket was in contact with ground, pickets that were poorly fastened to the 

horizontal rails using only one fastener, failing finishes primarily due to sun and weather 

exposure, poorly applied finishes that gave the appearance of a hasty cover-up of graffiti, 

and pickets that lacked a finish coating and were exposed bare wood. 

The most likely cause of pickets exhibiting curling at the bottom was moisture seeping 

into the exposed end grain of the picket due to contact with the ground. 

In general though, the pickets were in reasonably good condition, with maybe twenty 

percent of them needing remedial repairs or replacement.  In those areas where the 

pickets were properly fastened using two fasteners per rail, had a good finish applied to 

them, and were not being impacted by materials stacked against them the pickets were 

considered in good condition and not in need of any repairs or replacement. 

x Horizontal Rails:  The overwhelming majority of fence rails were in good condition.  

The primary problem with the rails was failure of the fastenings to the fence posts, with 

the rails pulling away from the posts.  In some instances this was due to materials being 

piled against the fence on the adjacent Lot Owners side of the fence.  The physical 

assessment found only two decayed fence rails. 

x Fence Posts:   Similar to the fence rails the overwhelming majority of fence posts were 

found to be in good condition.  This was not the result expected by the assessment team 

going into the study.  It is estimated that over ninety-five percent (95%) of all the fence 

posts of the FGID maintained fences were visually and physically examined as part of the 

condition assessment.  With fence posts spaced at an average of ten feet on center and a 
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total length of fence of 18, 252 linear feet this equates to a total of 1,825 posts.  At a 95% 

rate of assessment that means a total of 1,734 posts were examined.  The reasons the 

remaining posts were not examined were due to inaccessibility because of vegetation 

blocking access to the posts and heavy concentrations of bees and/or wasps in the vicinity 

of the posts. 

The problems seen with the posts examined were decay/rot at the interface of the post at 

or just below the ground line, decay/rot at the top of the post where the top plate had 

curled upward from the top of the fence thereby exposing the end grain of the post to 

moisture, and posts that were loosely embedded in the ground.  Post embedment varied 

from strictly soil embedment to posts embedded in concrete.  Loose posts were found in 

both types of embedment. 

The type and number of posts exhibiting decay at the ground line were as follows: 

x Twelve (12) split rail fence posts  

x Twenty-two (22)  6 x 6 fence posts 

x Five (5) 4 x 4 fence posts 

One 4 x 4 post exhibited decay at the top of the post where the end grain is exposed. 

The result is a total of thirty-nine (39) fence posts were found to be suffering from decay 

and needed replacement.  Based on the estimated total number of posts this represents 

2.25% of the posts examined.  If extrapolated to the estimated total number of fence posts 

the result would be a total of forty-one (41) posts would be in need replacement. 

x Brick Pilasters along Quebec Street 

Two 24” x 24” square brick pilasters located along Quebec Street between East Mineral 

Avenue and South Poplar Way were severely out of plumb.  One pilaster measured 12 ½” 

out of plumb to the east and 2 ½” out of plumb to the south.  The second pilaster 

measured 7 ¾” out of plumb to the east. 

It should also be noted that the fences were, in almost all cases, unfinished on the adjacent Lot 

Owners side and had a stained finish on the public side.  The exceptions were where fence 
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components had been replaced but not stained and some instances where the Lot Owner had 

provided a finish on the Lot Owners side. 

Qualifications to the Study 

1. This survey was conducted solely from the public side of the fences.  No attempt was 

made to obtain permission to enter the private property side of the fences. 

2. The location of the fences, whether in the public right-of-way or on private property, was 

not a part of this study. 

Attachment A contains the results of both the fence length determination and fence condition 

assessment. 
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Section 3 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Conclusions 
This study by the fence length and condition assessment team resulted in conclusions that were 

considerably different than expected going into the work. 

Fence Length:  The team expected to find the total length of fence less than the assumed 17,500 

linear feet being postulated by certain members of the FIA Fence Committee.  The results of the 

length determination came up with a total length of fence currently being maintained by the FGID 

of 18,252 linear feet.   

However, this must be qualified by the fact that this total includes 961 linear feet of fence that the 

assessment team does not consider within the scope of the FGID.  The reasoning behind this 

statement is that these fences, located along streets with less than a 40 foot ROW each side of the 

street centerline,  should be considered “local streets” while those streets with a 40 foot ROW 

each side of street centerline should be classified as “collector streets”.   The governing 

documents of the FGID, as adopted under Resolution No. 1576-90 by Arapahoe County on 

November 19, 1990, section 3, states the following: 

“The Primary purposes of the District are to provide for perimeter fencing and 

improvements, repairs and maintenance, together with landscaping, general 
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beautification and maintenance of the common boarder and internal areas of the 

District,” 

It is the position of this assessment team that the fences located along what are considered “local 

streets” should not be considered as “perimeter” fencing and not be included in the total length of 

fence under the jurisdiction of the FGID.  That leaves a total fence length of 17, 291 linear feet of 

fence subject to FGID control. 

Fence Condition Assessment:  Again the results of this assessment were considerably different 

than those that that assessment team were expecting going into this study.  The fences were found 

to be in reasonably good condition with what the assessment team considers requiring only 

normal maintenance using proper construction techniques required to extend the life of the 

fences. 

It needs to be noted here that the FGID stopped all full fence replacements in 2010 according to 

the documentation available to the assessment team.  Since that time only what were deemed 

necessary repairs were being made to the FGID fences. This included repairs due to collisions of 

automobiles with the FGID fences and repairs due to natural hazards such as wind and hail 

damage.  In addition some staining of the fences was also performed. 

It is important to note here that some of those repairs resulted in new fence components being left 

exposed to the weather for long periods of time without the benefit of applying a finish coat of 

stain.  Other repairs were made using an insufficient number of fasteners of fence pickets to the 

rails.  Top plates that were replaced were in some instances stained while others were left in the 

unstained condition subject to weathering and moisture effects. 

Professional opinion is that these repairs should never have been approved and the contractor 

doing the work should not have been paid in full until the work was properly completed.  

Standard practice in the construction industry includes preparing a “punch list” during a walk-

down with both the contractor and the Owner’s delegated representative, in this case an FGID 

representative, of the work before final acceptance of the work is agreed to. Work on the FGID 

fences it is not known if such a punch list and walk-down was ever performed and the final 

acceptance documents signed.  The City of Centennial should be consulted on this matter as they 

are the administrators of the FGID and as such the distributor of the taxpayer funds used to 

compensate the contractor. 
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Research on fences constructed of Western Red Cedar in the Denver area indicate that the useful 

life for this fence type can be anywhere from twenty-five (25) to forty (40) years provided proper 

materials and proper construction is used.  It is noted that the perimeter fences in Foxridge vary in 

age.  While the age of some fences may be in the range of 20 to 25 years old, others are in the 10 

to 15 year old range.  Therefore, with the use of proper materials, proper maintenance, and proper 

construction these fences have a remaining useful life and are not in need of total replacement.          

 

Recommendations 

The assessment provides the following recommendations to the FIA Fence Committee. 

1. The FGID fences are not in need of total replacement.  With regularly scheduled 

inspection, maintenance, and with proper installation and materials the life expectancy of 

the existing fences can be significantly extended. 

2.  A new fence maintenance program should be developed and implemented.  The new 

maintenance program should be combined with a regularly scheduled inspection 

program.  The existing fences should be divided into approximately equal lengths with 

each section receiving inspection and maintenance according to the new maintenance 

schedule. 

3. Posts, rails, and pickets identified as requiring replacement due to decay should receive 

first priority for maintenance in order to bring the fences back into good condition.  

4. When replacing decayed fence posts proper post embedment should be used.  This 

involves adequate depth of embedment, the use of a gravel moisture break at the bottom 

of the hole and concrete encasement of the posts.  The top of the concrete should be 

finished so that there is a slope away from the post on all four sides. 

5. It is recommended that fence rails be fastened to the 4 x 4 or 6 x 6 fence posts using 

Simpson H3 ties or equivalent.  The ties should have the Simpson ZMAX finish and 

utilize galvanized nails. 
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6. Pickets should be trimmed back at the bottom so that they are not in contact with the 

ground.  A clearance of at least 1 ½ inches is the minimum recommended.  A full 2 

inches is preferred. 

7. Lot owners should be required to remove all materials piled up against the fence.  This is 

especially important where earth or rock is piled against the fence.  The fence is not a 

retaining wall and should not be used as such.  The cost of repairs from damage 

determined to have been caused due to Lot owner action or inaction should be charged 

back to the Lot owner.   

8. Trees trunks, branches, roots, shrubs, etc. that are leaning against, resting on, or otherwise 

impacting any fence component should be trimmed back or removed so as not to be 

imposing any additional load on the fence. 

9. Sprinklers should be directed away from the fences. 

10. Pickets should be attached to the rails using two fasteners per rail.  Fasteners should be 

either spiral type aluminum nails, galvanized spiral type nails, or coated deck screws. 

11. Finish coatings should be promptly applied when new materials are installed.  Finish 

coatings should be applied to all sides of the components before being installed.  Finish 

coating should be either a solid stain or exterior paint. 

12. All top plates should be removed.  A new top fascia board, preferably of 2x material (2 x 

4 or 2 x 6 installed with the longer dimension vertical), should be installed to provide a 

smooth horizontal line to the public side of the fence. 

Additional Options to Consider: 

x Adding a 2x horizontal fascia board (2 x 4 or 2 x 6 installed with the longer dimension 

vertical) on the public side of the fence and located near the bottom of the fence to hold 

the pickets in place and prevent picket curling due to moisture entering the end grain of 

the pickets. 

x Adding a 2x fascia board installed vertically at each fence post on the public side of the 

fence to add an architectural effect and tie the top and bottom fascia boards together if a 

bottom fascia board is added.  
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x The FGID should consider whether to provide a finish coating or install post caps on the 

fence posts to prevent moisture intrusion into the end grain of the posts. 

 

This study was prepared by volunteers as a complimentary service to the Foxridge community 

and under no contractual obligation to the FIA.  In addition no compensation was provided.  The 

conclusions and recommendations expressed herein are solely the professional opinion of the 

study’s author.

 
Respectfully submitted, 

Prepared by Peter Stauch (Foxridge resident) 

Contributor(s): J. Konen, J. Stauch (assisted in the field measurements) 

Attachment(s): Attachment A - Fence Survey Results  Spreadsheet 

PAS 

 
About the Author: 

Peter Stauch is a licensed professional engineer in the State of Colorado and five other 
states as well as a licensed structural engineer in two states with a total of forty years of 
experience in structural engineering as a consulting engineer.  He has extensive 
experience in the design and condition assessment of timber structures.  Currently he is 
the Chief Structural Engineer for an international multi-discipline consulting engineering 
firm and is working in the firm’s Centennial, Colorado office. 
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Appendix A 

Fence Photos 
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Bottom rail separating from 4 x 4 post 

 

Earth piled up against fence bottom, causing rail to separate from 4 x 4 post 
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Lot Owner’s fence, failed retaining wall, and tree pressing against FGID fence 
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Close-up of fence being damaged from Lot Owner’s side.  Note unfinished top 
rail of fence. 
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Failed Lot Owner’s retaining wall pressing against FGID fence 
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FGID fence damage from retaining wall post, hail damage, unfinished top rail 
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Damaged FGID fence 
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Close up behind damaged FGID fence 

 

Unfinished fence pickets and fascia board 
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Unfinished pickets, top rails, and fascia boards 

Pickets curling at bottom due to moisture entering end grain at the ground 
surface 
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Gravel piled up against fence 

 

Close-up of 16” of gravel piled up against fence 
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Tree branches resting on fence 

 

Trees and shrubs up against FGID fence 
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Fence separating at corner joint 
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Appendix B 

Recommended Hardware Improvements 
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Simpson Strong-Tie H3 ties – Use for attaching posts to horizontal rails 
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Simpson Strong-Tie 4 x 4 Post Caps – Used for providing moisture protection to 
end grain at top of posts 


