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

DAVI D VEEBB, ELAI NE BRADFORD, and )
Gl NA HOUSTON,
LUBA No. 97-019
Petitioners,
FI NAL OPI NI ON
VS. AND ORDER
CITY OF OREGON CITY, ( MEMORANDUM OPI NI ON)

ORS 197. 835( 16)
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Respondent .

Appeal fromCity of Oregon City.

El ai ne Bradford, Oregon City, David Wbb, Wst Linn,
and G na Houston, Ml waukie, filed the petition for review
and argued on their own behal f.

Dani el Kearns, Portland, filed the response brief and
argued on behal f of respondent. Wth himon the brief was
Preston Gates & Ellis.

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

AFFI RMED 04/ 28/ 97
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 Gust af son.
Dl SCUSSI ON

Petitioners challenge two conditions of the city's
approval of petitioner Bradford's partition application.
One of the conditions requires a 3.5-foot dedication and
hal f -street inprovenents along the subject property's street
front age. The other requires a waiver of renonstrance
agai nst possible inmprovenents to the street at the rear of
t he subject property.

Petitioners acknow edge the city had the discretion to
i npose the challenged conditions, but argue that in this
instance the manner in which the <city exercised its
discretion is not necessary or justified, and treats
petitioners unfairly. Petitioners have not, however
established that the city violated any applicable |ocal code
or state statute in inposing the conditions. Petitioners,
t herefore, have established no |egal basis upon which this
Board has authority to reverse or remand the | ocal
deci sion.1

The city's decision is affirmed.

1Al though they do not assign any error to the city's proceedings, in
their witten and oral argunment petitioners also challenge the manner in
which the city reviewed this application. Petitioners, have not, however
established any specific procedural violation, or that the city's process
prejudiced their substantial rights in any way.
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