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FINDINGS OF FACT.
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particularly deséribed as Klamath County Tax Assessor Account No.
3909-243-300. Thé Hearings Officer viewed the subject property

with Planning StaffiMember Carl Shuck prior to the first hearing.

2. The applicént proposes to construct an addition to an
existing bﬁilding; thch additibn will be 80 feet wide by 200 feet
long and contain épbroXimately 16,000 square feet. It will be
appfoximatély 21‘feet in height. The building will be a block
structure with a:ﬁefal roof and will be similar in appearance and
construction  to t&e:existing‘warehouse located on the subject
property. |

3. This appligation was vigorously opposed by many other
landowners‘in thi$ area. | Said landowners were represented at the
Hearings cbnducté& by the 'Hearings Officer by attorney Jerry
Molatore. :The testimony of 511 parties involved demonstrates that
the area iﬁ whicﬁitﬁe subjecﬁ property is located is generally a
single family residéntial neighborhood. The subject property was

“spot zonediHeavy Induétrial ét the timeé the current Klamath County
Comprehensive Plaﬁ was adopteds Testimony of South Suburban Area
Citizens Iﬁvolvemént C§mmitté'Chairman J. Clair Browne given in
1983 during publié heérings concerning Variance 22-83 indicates
that: this propertf Qas initially proposed for Residential Zoning
when the Kiamath County Land Development Code was adopted on
November 23,41981J ﬁuﬁ wvas subsequently rezoned Industrial at the
reqﬁest‘ofktﬂe 1a§d§wner. All Qf the adjoining and adjacent

property is zoned for residential use. In addition, Ferguson
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subject property.

4. The appllcant acqu1red the subject Pproperty in three
parcels between 1948, rand 1953, *Testimony of many of the adjacent
landowners was that duTing that same period of time many of the
houses which are adJacent to or adjoin the subject pProperty were
also constructed The appllcant initially used his property for
the storage and repa:r of 1ogg1ng trucks, tractors and equipment,

The business now located on the property was started as a hobby in

5. The sub*ect property is leased to Sturdi-Craft, a
~corporation, wh1ch manufactures hardboard shelving, bookcases and
desks in a Precut, unaseembled form for sale to the public. The
company currently emplovs 60 full time people plus 20 high school
students who work four hours a day packaging the materials.
Sturdi-Craft 1s‘the ldrgest producer of this type of product in
the United States and: the bus1ness is growing at a rate of
approx1mate1y 307 per year.

6. The proposed_addition to' the warehotise will be used as an
area to stage orders forjshipment?to customers. The company
produces a large‘number of different products. Varions quantities
of said prodncts are inc;uded,in each order. Therefore, it is
"necessary, prior to the arrival‘of‘the shipping truck, that the
various products in thé order be'aSSembled on pallets for
shipment. That:brocesv is known in the 1ndustry as staglng and

is the use that the appllcant 1ntends for ‘the subject property.
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of hours theiproductlon plant is operating, put will allow the

pllcant to; level out productlon hours by providing an area toO

e e ey

store products durlng slack periods for use during times of great

demand, t© hereby elnmlnatlng the need to add a second shift to the

plant.

12. ‘With respect to the concerns raised by the neighboTs,
there is no quest:on put that the noise: "as it existed at /the time

the Hearings Offltel viewed the property, and the sawdust

emanating from the property are a nuisanceé tO the neighborhood.
: ' The extent: of that nulsance ig such that it has @ devaluing effect

on nearby propertles,‘and greatly jnterferes with the residential

use made of those propertles. Howevers

testlmony cin the,record from which a conclusion can be drawn that

the constructlon of the subject addition O the warehouse will

exacerbate thlS condltlon . The Hearings pfficer also finds that

thére are an ntnber of trees and other buildings along Homedale

Road that approach the same height a8 the proposed warehouse
addltlon and are located within 20 feet of the poundary of
Homedale Road whlch, if an ‘ice problem is created; are already
creating - @ problem. The Hearings officer can make no finding
based on substantial evidence that the proposed addition will in
fact create: an ice problem on pomedale Road.

13. Apart from the noise and sawdust pollution caused by the

existing'plant, the greatest negative impact on this residential

neighborhoodhoi the ex1st1ng plant is the junk which is described

A L en s b M
nea

by the applitants as sawmlll machinery and otherT equipment that 1is
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from which the subject Vériénce is réquested. Finally, Section

68.005 sets forth the rthired'parking facilities.

KLAMATH COUNTY CODE FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS
The following Findiqés‘and Conclusions are .made concerning

the review criteria set férfh in Section 43.003 of the Land
Development Code: | |

A, The literal enfofce@ent of the code section requiring a
75 feet front yardfsetback for this Heavy Industrial use results
in unnecessary hardship in this case.. The subject property is
spot zoned Industrial. -All 6f the sﬁrrounding property is zoned
residential. The applicaat cannot expand his business by
acquiring adjoining propérty unless the adjoining property is
rezoned to allow tﬁis indusifial use. It is highly uhlikely that
such a rezoning would beﬁépﬁroved as 'this is the only industrial
use in what is otherwise’énjexclusivély residential neighborhood.
The’plot plan submitted b} fhe appli¢ant demonstrates that there
is no other location on ﬁhe‘subject property where the proposed
warehouse could be constrﬁcted without obtaining a Variance from
oné or another Land Develbpment Code requirement. At the present
time, the lack of édequaté warehouse space is forcing the
applicant to. load broduct%onto trucks, move it several miles to
othef broperty ownéd by tﬁe‘applicant, unload it and then reload
it for shipment. éaid pr&céss is unnecessarily causing the
applicant expense and is increasing ﬁﬁe flow of traffic along

Homedale Road. There is a0 demonstrdtion of public benefit that

PUTNAM - Variance - Page /10:
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“on the conditions set'fotth hereinafter, the review criteria in

the Klamath County Codé are satisfied.

ORDER

The application E& Ned Putnam for a Variance from the front
yard setback of{the Kléméth County Land Development Code from 75
feet to 22 feet! is grantéd subject to the following conditions:

The applicant shéli submit 'a plot plan in compliance with
Article 41 of the Lana Development Code. That plot plan shall
provide a'visually atﬁréctive fence or screen in lieu of the
existing chain 1link fénce along the front border of the property.

It shall provi&e compilete landscaping of the front yard between

the proposed wérehousé addition 4nd the fence and it shall provide
landscaping alth theésouth side 'yard of the existing warehouse
and addition. The plqtvplan shall also provide parking required
by the Klamath County‘Léhd Development Code, which parking shall
be based on the number of employées employed in the largest shift,
which ‘the appiicant téstified is 80, or based on the square
footage of ali‘of thé/buildings located on the subject property,
whichever is greater. The applicant shall temove from the subject
property .all of the éfofed equiphent, including all equipment that
is not currently a necessary and intrical part of the
manufacturingiénd stdrage of hardboard products. The applicant
shall also proQide 1dndscaping of an area along the entire
frontage of the subject property; except at the entrances and
exits,. which landstaﬁing shall be consistent with the landscaping

currently located in front of the applicant's residence on the
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subject property and that reéulred in the front yard between the
proposed addition andithe 1ot line. The applicant shall also pave
those areas of the subject property whleh may be used by motor
vehicles but not including the areas whi_h must be landscaped
which said paving shall 1ncorporate drainage structures sufficient
to insure that no drainage‘from the subject property will £flow
onto adjacent iand or into 1rr1gat10n ditches or structures. The
Hearlngs of ficer notes that the plot plan submitted by the
applicant does not comply w1th the requirements of Article 41,
however , the appllcant agreed under oath to provide whatever
landscaping, screenlng, paV1ng and  other improvements that the
Hearings Officer may requlre. The plot plan providing the
landsceping, parking and other improvements required hereby shall
be‘submitted to the'Hearings officer for review and approval and
approved prior to the 1ssuance of a Building Permit for the
cohstruction of the subJe<t addltlon. The required improvements
shall be completed'on orkbefore July 31, 1688, or this Variance
shall be null and void. :The conditions imposed hereby are an
intricai part of the flnclng that this VYariance will not
detrlmentally 1mpact the public health, safety and welfare orT the
use and enjoyment of adJacent propertles. 1f the applicant fails
to comply fully with the‘condltlons requxred hereby and fails in
the future to malntaln the requ1red,screen1ng, iandscaping and
clean- uncluttered condltlon of the ﬁroperty, this Variance will
not comply with the cr11e11a set forth in the Land Development

,Cede and thlS Order shall be subsequently reviewed and revoked by
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the Hearings'Officér;orvother‘appropriate reviewing authority of

Klamath County, Oregon. In addition to the conditions

specifically set forth hereinabove, the applicant shall comply at

all times with all?requirements of the Klamath County Land

‘Development: Code, Klémath County Department of Health Services and

“Klamath County Building,Department.

DATED this 12th day of August, 1987.

et 4
William M. Gaﬁoég (9

Hearings Offiicef

STATE OF ORZGON: COUNTY OfF KLAMATH:sS
I hereby certify that the within instrument was received and filed
record on the_ 13th  day of August A.D.. 1287 at 4:18 olclock

and duly recorded ir vol M87. of Deeds o page
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