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:  BEFORE THE HEARINGS OFFICER' e '
ASS7 : é 4755

KLAMATH COUNTY, OREGON Vol M% page e
In the Matter of Request for

yariance 17-85 for Glenn &

)
) Kilamath County planning
Bonnie Murphy )

)

Findings of Fact and orxder

A hearing was held on this matter on september 19, 1985,
pursuant to notice given in conformity with ordinance Ho- 45.2,
Klamath Ccounty., pefore the Klamath County Hearings officer, Brad
Aspell. The applicant was represented by Dan Mann. The Klamath
county planning pepartment was represented by claudia stine. The
Hearings Reporter was Janet Libercajt.
gvidence was presented on behalf of the Department and on
pehalf of the applicant. There were no adjacent property owners
present.
The following exhibits were offered, received, and made &
part of the records

Klamath County Exhibit By staff Report

Klamath county gxhibit B, plot Plan

Klamath county Exhibit C. Assessor's Map

Klamath county Exhibit D. vicinity map of mMidland

Klamath county gxhibit Es pictures

The hearing was then closed, and based upon the evidence
supmitted at the hearind, the Hearings officer made the following
Findings of Fact:
FINDINGS OF FACT:

1. The appli
11 of Lots 15, 16+ 17 and 18, Block 36 FIRST ADDITION TO MID™
1LAND, jocated in the WE%, sgk% of section 36, Township 39 South,
Range 8 Bast, Klamath county. Oregon., nore commonly known as
405 Main street, Midland, Qregon. The property is generally

jocated on the northeast corner of Main street and is rectangular




+ Water jg by ingj-

'vidual Septic Systems,

Pacific Northwest Bell
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ol _’-Zidland‘ Ereg

and that the Personga}

cant require the construction of
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2 new garage. Strict enforcement of the Code would require
substantial demolition of the existing Structure or re-
location of existing portions of the living space, great
private expense, and little Or no public benefit.

B. The condition causing the difficulty was not created
by the applicant as the applicant did not build the residencd
Oor plat the existing lots.

C. The granting of the Variance will not be detrimental
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to the public health, safety and welfare, nor to the use and
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enjoyment of adjacent Properties based in part on the
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builder's testimony of the design Characteristics, the
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proposed plan, the fact that the improvement isg funded by a
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Federal vVeterans Administration Grant, and from the lack of

L/
adverse public input, such that the Hearings Officer can
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conclude there will be no adverse effect upon surrounding
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Properties.
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6. As to the applicable policies and Procedures of the
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Comprehensive Lang Use Plan, the Hearings Officer finds as

e
©

follows.

N
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A. The following Goals are inapplicable:

N
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Goal 3 (Agriculture Lands), Goal 4 (Forest Lands),

N

Goal 5 (Open Space), Goal ¢ (Resodrce Quality), Goal 7

(Hazard Area), Goal 8 (Recreation Needs), Goal 1g
(Housing), Goal 11 (Public Facilities), Goal 13 (Energy
Conservation), Goal 14 (Urbanization).

B. The following applicabile Goals have been met:

The Hearings Officer finds that Goal 1 (Citizen In-
volvement andg Goal 2 (Land use Planning) have been met

Variance 17-85/Murphy
Page 4







—aM,,
on Page
Evelyn Biehy
By




