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

STUART LI NDQUI ST,
Petitioner,

VS.
LUBA No. 96-055
CLACKAMAS COUNTY,
FI NAL OPI NI ON
Respondent , AND ORDER
and ( MEMORANDUM OPI NI ON)
ORS 197. 835(16)

C. RI CHARD NOBLE,

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

| nt ervenor - Respondent . )

Appeal from Cl ackamas County.

WIliam Di ckas, Portland, filed the petition for review
and argued on behalf of petitioner. Wth him on the brief
was Kell, Alterman & Runstein.

Stacy H. Fow er, Assistant County Counsel, Oregon City,
filed the response brief and argued on behalf of respondent.

C. Richard Noble, West Linn, represented hinself.

HANNA, Chi ef Ref er ee; GUSTAFSON, Ref er ee,
participated in the decision.

AFFI RMED 10/ 31/ 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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Opi ni on by Hanna.
NATURE OF THE DECI SI ON

Petitioner appeals the county's denial of a request to
permt a nonfarmdwelling in an exclusive farm use zone.
PETI TIONER'S MOTI ON TO FI LE REPLY BRI EF

On July 21, 1996, petitioner filed a Mtion to File
Reply Brief, acconpanied by a reply brief. Petitioner's
reply brief does not respond to any new i ssues raised in the
response brief. Petitioner's nmotion to file a reply brief
is denied. OAR 661-10-039.
DI SCUSSI ON

On January 10, 1996, a county hearings officer denied
an appeal of an admnistrative denial of petitioner's
request to permt a nonfarm dwelling on a 5.09-acre parcel
in an exclusive farm use zone.

Petitioner argues that (1) under Brentmar v. Jackson

County, 321 Or 481, 900 P2d 1030 (1995), the county does not
have authority to adopt nonfarm dwelling approval standards
in addition to those set forth in ORS 215.284 and (2) the
hearings officer inproperly found that approval of the
nonfarm dwel |l i ng would nmaterially alter the stability of the
overall |and use pattern of the area.

Brent mar v. Jackson County only prohibits counties from

i nposi ng supplenmental criteria in evaluating uses permtted
under ORS 215.283(1). It does not prohibit approva
st andards inplementing ORS 215.284. See DLCD v. Pol k County,

Page 2



O LUBA _ (LUBA Nos. 96-036 and 96-042, Septenber 10
1996). We find that neither of petitioner's assignnents of
error nerits remand or reversal, and both are, therefore

denied.1 ORS 197.835.

o A W N P

The county's decision is affirnmed.

1To support denial of a land use pernit, a |ocal government need only
establish the existence of one adequate basis for denial. Hori zon
Construction, Inc. v. City of Newberg, 28 Or LUBA 632, 635, aff'd 134 O
App 414 (1995); Kangas v. City of Oregon City, 26 O LUBA, 180 (1993);
Rozenboom v. Clackamas County, 24 O LUBA 433, 437 (1993); Garre .
Cl ackamas County, 18 Or LUBA 877, 881, aff'd 102 Or App 123 (1990).
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