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BEFORE THEZ HEARINGS OFFICER

KLAMATH COUNTY, OREGON

In the Matter of Request for )

) Klamath County Planning
Variance 13--86 for Alice Galloway)
__) Findings of Fact and Order

A hearing was held on this matter on July 17, 1986, pur~
suant to notice given in conformity with Ordinance No. 45.2,
Klamath County, before the Klamath County Hearings Officer, Brad
Aspell. The applicant was present. The Klamath County Planning
Department was represented by Kim Lundahl. The Hearings Reporter
was Janet Libercajt.

Evidence was presented on behalf of the Department and on

behalf of the applicant. There were no adjacent property owners

present.

The following exhibits were offered, received, and made a

of the record:

Klamath County Exhibit A, Staff Report

Klamath County Exhibit B, Plot Plan

Klamath County Exhibit C, Assessor'sJMap

Klamath County Exhibit D, Pictures

The hearing was then closed and based upon the evidence
submitted at the hearing, the Hearings Officer made the following

Findings of Fact:
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and meta] Storage gar

age.,
drainage to the east,

shrubbery o

19 generally vacant,
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2. Applicant Seeks a variance from t
Development Code Section 64.002(8), to permit her to maintain a

four foot front yard fence, or a variance of one foot fronm the

required 3 foot height.

r

requirements; and LDC Section 43.003, variance review Criteria;

and the applicable Polices angd Procedures of the Klamath County
Comprehensive Plan. as to the Comprehensive Plan goals,
hearings officer finds as fellows:
Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement) has been me£ a4S notice has been
given to adjacent gz
€ Herald & News, and-a
public heariﬁg has been called. The hearings officer specifically

finds that O personl has appearad i

’

Goal 2 (Land yse Planning), hasg been met, bPublic hearing has

been helq and application ig consistent with the policies and

Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands); Goal 4 (Forest Lands); Goal 5
{Open Spaces, Scenic, Historic and Natural Resource Areas); Goal
6, (Air, water and Land Resource Quality); Goal 7 (Natural
Disaster and Hazard area); Goal 8 (Recreation Needs); Goal 9
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(Ecanomy of the State);

Facilities and Services);

(Energy Conservation

this Code would resiult i

A barroyw bit i
Such that the fence ipn

the grade of both the

{Morance of a
the Tequirement that arplicant!

Seems an Unwarranteq greater prj

of Strict enforcement.
5. The condition ot

applicant,
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Goal 13 (Publjc

Property dips i

nto g barrow

s condition was
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not causeqd by the applicant, the €rection of the fence Ccertainly
was. Nevertheless the hearings officer finds Review Criterig
Section 43.003(B) has been met.

6. The hearings
Will not be detrimental to the bublic health, safety or welfare

Njoyment of adjacent Properties. First the

Property in the are
officer finds that the

it substantially minimize r'easonable €Xpectation ag to visibility.

As set forth above the hearings officer finds, from the testimony

£, no official
S officer concludes

that Review Criteria Section 43.003(C) has beep met,
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Strict eﬁforcement.

2. The cendition Causing difficulty was not Createaq by the
applicant,

3. The Jranting of t
the publjc healtn

£all oyt of Compliance. For thisg reason the

hearings officer specifically finds that the

follows:
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