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BEFORE THE KLAMATH COUNTY LAND PARTITION REVIEW BOARD

In the matter of Minor

Partition 46-89 fox Findings, Conclusions
"Lec and Pamela Olsen and Order

and David and Pauline Davis

I. Nature of the Application

This matter came before the Klamath County Land Partition Review Board
on referral from the Bcard of County Commissioners who reviewed the
application following a previous decision of the Land Partition Review
Board. The applicants request the division of a 2.31 acre parcel into
to equal sized parcels. The property in question is zoned Rural - one
acre minimum lot size (f£-1), and is located in section 18, township 39
south, range 10 east, and more particularly described as Klamath
County tax lot 3910-018t0-1800.
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II. Relevant Criteria

The standards and criterla relevant to this applicatlon are found 1in
.the Klamath County Land Development Code, particularly Section 45.003
dealing with review criteria for major and minor land partitions.

III. Public Hearing

A properly noticed pulblic hearing was held on March 21, 1990. Land
Partition Review Boiard on this date consisted of Steve Oulman
representing the Planning Department, Barl Kessler representing the
Public Works Department, and Doug Everett representing the Planning
Commisslon. At the hearing the Planning Department file was made part
of the record. The - folloving persons appeared at the hearing and
offered testimony:

1. Panela Olsen Applicant

2. Jin Howland Area property owvner

3. Ton Harris Areca property owvner

4. bon Thurston Oregon State Highway Division

Iv. Findings
The Land Partition Revliew Board, after consideration of the evidence

iln the record and testinony hearidl at the hearing makes the following
Eindings:
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concerns expressed about the impact on the area's vater wells this

criteria is rot satisfied.

Three area puoperty owners expressed concerns about the impact

of

additlional residential development on water wells. gvidence

suggests that the aquifer may be at or approaching its capacl
and that addit&onal residential development yesulting grom this
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