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BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

ANTHONY R. GARCI A,
Petitioner,
VS.

CURRY COUNTY, LUBA No. 96-072

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

Respondent ,
and
WAYNE GREEN
| nt ervenor - Respondent . )
) FI NAL OPI NI ON
AND ORDER

DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATI ON
AND DEVELOPMENT,

Petitioner,

VS.
CURRY COUNTY, LUBA No. 96-073
Respondent,

and

WAYNE GREEN

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

| nt er venor - Respondent . )

Appeal from Curry County.
Ant hony R Garcia, Gold Beach, represented hinself.
Celeste J. Doyle, Assistant Attorney GCeneral, Salem

represented petitioner Departnent of Land Conservation and
Devel opnent .
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M chael G Her bage, County Counsel, Gol d Beach,
represented respondent.

Kenneth D. Helm Portland, represented intervenor-
respondent .

GUSTAFSON, Referee; LIVINGSTON, Chief Referee; HANNA
Referee, participated in the decision.

REMANDED 05/ 13/ 96
You are entitled to judicial review of this Order.

Judicial review is governed by the provisions of ORS
197. 850.
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Gust af son, Referee.

| nt ervenor - Respondent (i ntervenor) noves for a
voluntary remand of this appeal. I ntervenor intends to
w t hdraw the application that is the subject of this appeal,
and submt a new application which addresses petitioners'
obj ecti ons.

In this situation, no purpose would be served by
deciding any issues related to the challenged decision, or
by narrowing the focus of the issues to be addressed on

remand. See Mazeski v. Wasco County, 27 O LUBA 45, 47

(1994); Hastings Bulb Growers, Inc. v. Curry County, 25 O

LUBA 558, 562, aff'd 123 Or App 642 (1993).

I ntervenor's notion for voluntary remand i s granted.
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