BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR COLUMBIA COUNTY, OREGON

In the Matter of Claim Nos. CL 05-02, CL 05-03, )
and CL 05-04 Submitted by Wayne and Catherine ) Order No. 22-2005
Stevens for Compensation under Measure 37 )

WHEREAS, on December 9, 2004, Columbia County received 3 claims under Measure 37
and Order No. 84-2004 from Wayne and Catherine Stevens related to 3 parcels of property on
Robinette Road having Tax Account Numbers 5131-000-02400, 5131-000-02401 and 5131-000-

02402, as described in Partition Plat 2000-26, recorded by Instrument No. 00-06400 on June 29,
2000; and

WHEREAS, according to the information presented with the claim, Wayne and Catherine

Stevens have continuously owned an interest in the property since March 31, 1972, and are currently
the sole fee owners of the property; and

WHEREAS, in 1972 Columbia County did not regulate minimum ot sizes for the division
of rural residential land; and

WHEREAS, the subject parcel is currently zoned Rural Residential (RR-5) pursuant to the
Columbia County Comprehensive Plan; and '

WHEREAS, pursuant to Columbia County Zoning Ordinance (CCZO), Section 604.1, the
minimum lot or parcel size for new land divisions in the RR-5 zone shall be five acres; and

WHEREAS, Mr. and Mrs. Stevens claim that the minimum lot size requirement for new land
divisions has restricted the use of the property and has reduced the value of the property as follows:

Lot 1, Tax Account No. 5 131-000-02400 reduced by $275,000;
Lot 2, Tax Account No. 5131-000-02401 reduced by $50,000;
Lot 3, Tax Account No. 51 31-000-02402 reduced by $65,000; and

WHEREAS, Mr. and Mrs. Stevens desire to further divide the property as follows:
Lot 1, Tax Account No. 513 1-000-02400 consisting of 11.57 acres into three 2 acre parcels

and one 5.57 acre parcel for residential development;

Lot 2, Tax Account No. 5131-000-02401 consisting of 5 acres into one 2 acre parcel and one
3 acre parcel;

Lot 3, Tax Account No. 513 1-000-02402 consisting of 6.22 acres into two 2.5 acre parcels;
and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Measure 37, inlieu of compensation the Board may opt to not apply
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(hereinafter referred to as “waive” or “waiver”) any land use regulation that restricts the use of the

Claimant’s property and reduces the fair market value of the property to allow a use which was
allowed at the time the Claimant acquired the property;

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby ordered as follows:

1. The Board of County Commissioners adopts the findings of fact set forth in the Staff Report
for Claim Numbers CL 05-02, CL 05-03 and CL 05-04, dated May 6, 2005, which are

attached hereto as Attachments 1, 2, and 3, respectively, and are incorporated herein by this
reference.

2. In lieu of compensation, the County waives CCZO §506.1 to the extent necessary to allow
the Claimant to divide Lot 2, Tax Account Number 5131-000-02401, and Lot 3, Tax
Account Number 5131-000-02402 into parcels having a minimum lot size of two acres, and
Lot 1, Tax Account Number 5131-000-02400 into three 2 acre parcels and one 5.57 acre

parcel.
3. This waiver is subject to the following limitations:
A. This waiver does not affect any land use regulations of the State of Oregon. If the use

allowed herein remains prohibited by a State of Oregon land use regulation the County will
not approve an application for land division, other required land use permits or building
permits for development of the property until the State has modified, amended or agreed not
to apply any prohibitive regulation, or the prohibitive regulations are otherwise deemed not
to apply pursuant to the provisions of Measure 37.

B. In approving this waiver, the County is relying on the accuracy, veracity, and completeness
of information provided by the Claimants. If it is later determined that Claimants are not
entitled to relief under Measure 37 due to the presentation of inaccurate information, or the
omission of relevant information, the County may revoke this waiver.

C. Except as expressly waived herein, Claimants are required to meet all local laws, rules and
regulations, including but not limited to laws, rules and regulations related to subdivision and
partitioning, dwellings in the forest zone, and the building code.

D. This waiver is personal to the Claimants, does not run with the land, and is not transferable
except as may otherwise be required by law.

E. By developing the parcel in reliance on this waiver, Claimants does so at their own risk and
expense. The County makes no representations about the legal effect of this waiver on the
sale of lots resulting from any land division, on the rights of future land owners, or on any
other person or property of any sort. By accepting this waiver, and developing the property
in reliance thereof, Claimants agree to indemnify and hold the County harmless from and
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against any claims arising out of the division of property, the sale or development thereof,
or any other third party claim arising from or related to this waiver.

F. This Order shall be recorded in the Columbia County Deed Record referencing Partition Plat
2000-26, recorded by instrument No. 00-06400, without cost.
<Yy —
Dated this | day of _Sovie , 2005.
BOARD O UNTY COMMISSIONERS
F@%O\L IA COUNTY, OREGON
Approved as to form By: §
A‘ﬁthony Hyde, Chair
e .,_,.p—'/

By: '
Assistant County€ounsel

After recording please return to
Board of County Commissioners
230 Strand, Room 331

St. Helens, Oregon 97051

Order No. 22-2005
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ATTACHMENT 1

COLUMBIA COUNTY
LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Measure 37 Claim

Staff Report

May 6, 2005

CL 05-02

Wayne M. And Catherine J. Stevens
60094 Robinette Road

St. Helens, Oregon 97051

60094 Robinette Road
St. Helens, Oregon 97051

TAX ACCOUNT NUMBER: 5131-000-02400

ZONING:

Rural Residential (RR-5)



" SIZE: 11.57 Acres

REQUEST: To subdivide the subject property into 4 residential parcels.

CLAIM RECEIVED: 12/09/04 180 DAY DEADLINE: 6/03/05

I. BACKGROUND: Wayne and Catherine Stevens filed a claim under Measure 37 on December 9,
2004. The amount of the claim is based upon a Market Analysis which was submitted with the claim
alleging a $275,000 loss in fair market value due to the current RR-5 land use regulations (minimum
lot size and public ROW frontage requirements) applicable to their property. Justification for this
alleged loss of value will be reviewed below. Mr. And Mrs. Stevens state their desire to divide the
property into three 2 acre parcels and one 5.5 acre parcel. The claimants state that it is their

intention to make one private road with one gate to serve the proposed land division in lieu of the a
public road which is currently required.

1l. CLAIM SUMMARY:

A. PROPERTY OWNER AND OWNERSHIP INTERESTS:

1. Columbia County Title & Escrow Services, Inc. Issued a Measure 37 Application Report
Order No. 05-00218, dated February 24, 2005 for the subject property identified by Tax
Acct. No. 5131-000-02400, with legal description attached.
Vested In:  Wayne M. Stevens and Catherine J. Stevens, an estate in fee simple
Subject to:  The rights of the public for public roads; easements; and 3 other Deeds of
Trust, given to secure indebtedness.
No other property interests are listed.
Date of Acquisition: The claimants indicated that they acquired the property in 1968.
However, the deed to which they referred, Warranty Deed recorded at Deed Book 171
Page 241, conveys the property from the claimants to Marvin and Ava Warner. The
property is not conveyed back to the claimants until March 31, 1972 by Warranty Deed

recorded at Book 186, Page 123. The date of acquisition for purposes of Measure 37 is
March 31, 1972.

2. The claimants most recently acquired the property in March 1972.

B. APPLICANT/RELATIONSHIP TO OWNER

The applicants, Wayne and Catherine Stevens, are the owners of the property who have signed the
claim for compensation.

C. FAMILY MEMBER STATUS
Applicants Wayne and Catherine Stevens, last acquired the property from Marvin and Ava Warner in

March 1972. Because of a break in ownership in 1968 after which the property was reconveyed back
to the claimants, there is no earlier ancestor acquisition date.

D. LAND USE REGULATION(S) APPLICABLE TO SUBJECT PROPERTY ALLEGED TO HAVE
REDUCED FAIR MARKET VALUE/EFFECTIVE DATES/CLAIMANT ELIGIBILITY
CCZO Rural Residential (RR-5) Zoning Regulations as follows:

Section 604 Standards regarding minimum lot or parcel size, and Section 604.5 requiring 50' road
frontage

s
~ §:\BORRD OF COMMISSIONERS\Measure 37\Measure 37 Claims\CL 05-02 Stevens\CL 05-02 Stevens
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E. STATEMENT AS TO HOW THE REGULATIONS RESTRICT USE
" “When Wayne's grandparents purchased the land in the early 1900's land use laws were basically
non-existent. When we purchased the land in 1968 there were few restriction up to the time LCDC
rules were enforced. Provisions in Section 600 Rural Residential - 5 have restricted us in breaking up
“our land into less than 5 acres. ... Land use laws restrict us from making the most money our of our
property. By being able to divide our property as we wish, which was our understanding when we
purchased it, would enable us to recoup our losses due to Enron and retire gracefully.™

F. EVIDENCE OF REDUCED FAIR MARKET VALUE SUBMITTED

Comparative Market Analyses indicating fair market value for the undivided 11.57 acre parcel and fair
market value for the property as it is proposed to be divided into three 2 acre parcels and one 5.5
acre parcel were submitted by the applicant and were prepared for the applicant by Mark Didier,
Century 21 Elite on December 8, 2004, December 9, 2004; December 13, 2004.

G. COMPENSATION DEMANDED
$275,000.00

DETERMINATION OF CLAIMANT ELIGIBILITY FOR FURTHER REVIEW:
The Claimant acquired the property in 1968. The regulations cited became effective in July 1984.
The claimant is eligible for further review and action should be taken under Measure 37.

CRITERIA FOR REVIEW

COLUMBIA COUNTY ORDINANCE 84-2004

\nterim Procedure to Process Applications for Compensation Under Oregon Statewide Ballot
Measure 37

. PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE. Before submitting a Claim, Owners are
encouraged to schedule and attend a pre-application conference with Land
Development Services Department staff to discuss the Claim.

Finding 1: The applicant did attend a pre-application conference on approximately December 2,
2004 with staff to obtain information concerning Measure 37 and the County claims process

IV.  APPLICATION FEE. The fee to submit a claim for compensation shall be $500.00.
The Board of County Commissioners may, by order or resolution, modify the fee for
processing Claims. The fee shall be based upon the reasonable cost to the County of
processing such application including the cost of technical review.

Finding 2: The applicant submitted the required $500.00 filing fee. A hardship fee waiver was
requested and granted.

V. CLAIM FILING PROCEDURES.

A. An Owner Seeking to file a Claim for Compensation under Measure 37, must be
the present owner of the property that is subject to the claim at the time the claim

N /S:\BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS\Measure 37\Measure 37 Claims\CL 05-02 Stevens\CL 05-02 Stevens
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is submitted. The claim shall be filed with the Land Development Services
Department.

Finding 3: The claim was filed with Land Development Services on December 9, 2004.
According to the Measure 37 Application Report submitted with the claim, Wayne M. Stevens and

Catherine J Stevens are the current owners of the subject property in fee simple estate as tenants by
the entirety.

B. Claims should be submitted on the Claim Form approved by the Board of County
Commissioners.

Finding 4: The applicant submitted the Claim for Compensation under Measure 37 on the claim
form approved by the Board of County Commissioners. .

C. The Claim Form should be accompanied by all necessary information and
materials and the appropriate filing fee, sufficient to demonstrate a claim under
Measure 37. The Board of County Commissioners may waive the fee if the
Claimant establishes a financial hardship. A complete Claim Form includes all
the information and materials listed on the Claim Form. The Owner is

responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the application and supporting
information and materials.

Tinding 5: The applicant has submitted a Claim under Measure 37 on the appropriate
form(Attachment 1). The applicant has requested compensation in the amount of $275,000.00. The
applicant has provided justification for this amount of compensation in the form of a Comparative
Market Analysis for the current 11.57 acre parcel and a Fair Market Analysis Difference for the
property if divided as proposed into three 2 acre lots and one 5.5 acre (Il F above). The sufficiency

of the documents submitted to demonstrate a claim under Measure 37 is addressed in Findings 6
through 10 below.

Additionally, the applicant submitted a title report entitled, “Measure 37 Application Report’. The
claimants indicated that they acquired the property in 1968. However, the deed to which they
referred, Warranty Deed recorded at Deed Book 171 Page 241, conveys the property from the
claimants to Marvin and Ava Warner. The property is not conveyed back to the claimants until March
31, 1972 by Warranty Deed recorded at Book 186, Page 123. The date of acquisition for purposes of
Measure 37 is March 31, 1972. The County enacted its first Zoning Ordinance for the subject
property on August 29, 1973. Therefore, staff finds that the current owner/claimant acquired the
property(1968) prior to enactment of the Columbia County Zoning Ordinance(1973).

MEASURE 37

(1) If a public entity enacts or enforces a new land use regulation or enforces a land use
regulation enacted prior to the effective date of this amendment that restricts the use of
private real property or any interest therein and has the effect of reducing the fair market value

" S5:\BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS\Measure 37\Measure 37 Claims\CL 05-02 Stevens\CL 05-02 Stevens
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>f the property, or any interest therein, then the owner of the property shall be paid just
compensation.

(2) Just compensation shall be equal to the reduction in the fair market value of the affected
property interest resulting from enactment or enforcement of the land use regulation as of the
date the owner makes written demand for compensation under this act.

Finding 6: The claimants state their desire to divide the 11.57 acres into approximately three 2
acre parcels and one 5.5 acre parcel. The Stevens claim that CCZO Section 604.1, minimum lot size
requirements in the RR-5 zone and Section 604.5 which requires frontage on a public right of way
restricts them from dividing and developing the property with access by means of a private road.

The Claimants became owners of the subject property in 1972 and the subject property was
unzoned.

In 1973 the County adopted the first Zoning Ordinance for the south County area around St. Helens
where the subject property is located. In 1973 the subject property was zoned RR. The minimum lot
size in 1973 for the subject property in the RR zone was 2 acres. Access requirements in 1973
required that “Every lot shall abut a street, other than an alley, for at least sixty (60) feet, or shall have
such other legal access held suitable by the Board of Adjustment.”

In 1984 the County adopted the first County wide Zoning Ordinance and the subject property then
vas rezoned to FA-40 which was then amended to FA-19 zone in 1985.

On September 9, 1992 the County Commissioners approved Ordinance No. 92-10, a Comprehensive
Plan Amendment and zone change, ZC 8-91 which allowed the subject property and other property
in the area to be rezoned from FA-19 to the current RR-5 zoning designation which allowed a 5 acre
minimum parcel size with a go-below provision for 2 acre parcels if served by community water.

in November of 1998 the County adopted amendments(Ordinance No. 98-4) to the RR-5 zone
which became effective in February 2000. These amendments removed the go-below provision
which allowed the property to be divided into minimum 2 acre parcel sizes if served by community
water. This amendment made 5 acres the minimum parcel size in the RR-5 zone.

The 5 acre minimum parcel size requirement for the subject property has not changed since the last
amendment to the RR-5 zoning district in 1998.

The claimant maintains that these regulations; namely the minimum 5 acre parcel size requirement
and the 50' of frontage on a public right-of-way requirement ;restrict use of the property by preventing
the claimants from dividing their property into parcels less than 5 acres and by requiring frontage on a
public right-of-way instead of a private road. Staff finds that the claimant has shown that the RR-5
minimum parcel size requirement and public road frontage requirement(CCZO, Section 604.1 &
604.5 respectively), which were adopted after the claimants date of acquisition restrict the proposed
use of the property.

S:\BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS\Measure 37\Measure 37 Claims\CL 05-02 Stevens\CL 05-02 Stevens
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he claimant has submitted documentation to demonstrate reduction in fair market value of their
property in the form of a comparative Market Analysis for the single 11.57 acre parcel, as well as a
market analysis showing the current value of proposed three 2.0 acre parcels and one 5.5 acre
parcel (Il F above). The Comparative Market Analysis for the single 11.57 acre lot submitted by the
applicant was prepared by Mark Didier on December 9, 2004. The analysis estimates the subject
property to be worth approximately $180,000 for the entire 11.57 acre parcel under the current Land
Use Regulations. The applicant submitted a Fair Market Analysis Difference showing three 2 acre

parcels valued at $100,000 per parcel for a total of $300,000; and one parcel of 5.5 acres valued at
$155,000; for a grand total $275,000.

Staff finds that under current RR-5 zoning the applicant could have applied for a partition to divide
the subject property into two parcels greater than 5 acres and therefore the market analysis
undervalued the property under current RR-5 regulations. The Comparative Market Analysis should
have determined the current property value based upon the value of two 5 acre parcels instead of
one 11.57 acre parcel. If, based upon the Claimant’s comparative Fair Market Analysis, one parcel
of 5.5 acres is worth $155,000, then it is reasonable to assume that two parcels of 5.5 and 5.07 acres
are worth approximately $310,000. Following this logic, the difference between 310,000 and the
value of the property if divided into three 2 acre parcels worth $100,000 each plus one 5.5 acre
parcel worth $155,000 for a total of $455,000 is $145,000 instead of $275,000. Furthermore, staff
finds that some of the RR-5 properties used for comparison in the Market Analysis submitted had
developed road access. Therefore, the costs of providing road access was not considered in
determination of the fair market value of the property if the cited regulations where not applicable.

The claimant did not submit any documentation that indicates that the public road frontage
requirement will have the effect of reducing the fair market value of the property.

Based on the above, the staff finds that the market analysis is not adequate to demonstrate the
specific amount of the reduction in fair market value resulting from the minimum lot size regulations in
the RR-5 zone regulations. The market analysis does not take into account the value of the 11.57
acres if it were divided into two parcels greater than 5 acres before doing the Comparative Market
Analysis, costs of development of the land including the costs of road access, water, sewer and other
public and private services necessary to develop the property as proposed. Therefore, staff finds that
whereas the minimum lot size regulations in the RR-5 zone may have resulted in some reduction in

value, the specific compensable amount of reduction in fair market value has not been adequately
demonstrated.

(3) Subsection (1) of this act shall not apply to land use regulations:

(A) Restricting or prohibiting activities commonly and historically recognized as public
nuisances under common law. This subsection shall be construed narrowly in favor of a
finding of compensation under this act;

(B) Restricting or prohibiting activities for the protection of public health and safety, such as
fire and building codes, health and sanitation regulations, solid or hazardous waste
regulations, and pollution control regulations;

S:\BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS\Measure 37\Measure 37 Claims\CL 05-02 Stevens\CL 05-02 Stevens
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(C) To the extent the land use regulation is required to comply with federal law;

(D) Restricting or prohibiting the use of a property for the purpose of selling pornography or
performing nude dancing. Nothing in this subsection, however, is intended to affect or alter
rights provided by the Oregon or United States Constitutions; or

(E) Enacted prior to the date of acquisition of the property by the owner or a family member of

the owner who owned the subject property prior to acquisition or inheritance by the owner,
whichever occurred first.

Finding 7: Staff finds that the RR-5 minimum lot size regulations, CCZO, Section 604.1; and the

frontage on a public right-of-way requirement, Section 604.5 identified by the claimant do not qualify
for any of the exclusions listed.

(4) Just compensation under subsection (1) of this act shall be due the owner of the property
if the land use regulation continues to be enforced against the property 180 days after the
owner of the property makes written demand for compensation under this section to the
public entity enacting or enforcing the land use regulation.

Finding 8: Should the Board determine that the that the claimant has demonstrated a specific
reduction in fair market value of the property due to the cited regulation(s), the Board is to pay
compensation in the amount of the reduction in fair market value caused by the RR-5 land use

regulations or in lieu of compensation, modify, remove, or not apply the RR-5 minimum lot size
regulations.

(5) For claims arising from land use regulations enacted prior to the effective date of this act,
written demand for compensation under subsection (4) shall be made within two years of the
effective date of this act, or the date the public entity applies the land use regulation as an
approval criteria to an application submitted by the owner of the property, whichever is later.
For claims arising from land use regulations enacted after the effective date of this act, written
demand for compensation under subsection (4) shall be made within two years of the
enactment of the land use regulation, or the date the owner of the property submits a land use
application in which the land use regulation is an approval criteria, whichever is later.

Finding 9: The subject claim arises from public road frontage provisions of the RR-5 zoning
regulations which were enacted in 1984 and minimum lot size provisions of RR-5 zoning regulations
which were enacted in 1998, prior to the effective date of Measure 37 on December 2, 2004. The

subject claim was filed on December 9, 2004 which is within two years of the effective date of
Measure 37.

(8) Notwithstanding any other state statute or the availability of funds under subsection (10) of
this act, in lieu of payment of just compensation under this act, the governing body
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responsible for enacting the land use regulation may modify, remove, or not to apply the land
use regulation or land use regulations to allow the owner to use the property for a use
permitted at the time the owner acquired the property.

Finding 10: As noted in Findings 6 and 7 above, Staff finds the 1998 enactment and enforcement of
CCZO, Section 604.1, the RR-5 minimum lot size regulation and CCZO, Section 604.5, the RR-5
minimum public road frontage requirement restricts the use of the property. Additional;y, the RR-5
minimum lot size requirement may reduce the value of the subject property. Therefore, if the Board
finds that the cited regulations have reduced the value of the property, the Board should authorize
payment of just compensation in the amount of the reduction in fair market value. Or, in lieu of such
compensation, the Board should not apply the cited regulations to which Measure 37 applies to allow
the owner to use the property for a use which was permitted at the time the owner acquired the
property.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on the above findings, it is Staff's opinion that the applicant has met the threshold
requirements for proving a Measure 37 claim. !

The following table summarizes staff findings concerning the land use regulations cited by the
claimant as a basis for their claim. In order to meet the requirements of Measure 37 for a valid claim
the cited land use regulation must be found to restrict use, reduce fair market value, and not be one
of the land use regulations exempted from Measure 37. The highlighted regulations below have been
found to meet these requirements of a valid Measure 37 claim.

LAND USE

DESCRIPTION REDUCES EXEMPT?

VALUE?

RESTRICTS

CCZO 604.5A | Lots or parcels recorded on or after June 4, No No
1991 shall have a minimum of 50 feet on a
public right of way. The ROW shall be
improved to County Road Standards. In lieu
of improvements a performance guarantee
may be provided per the Columbia County

Subdivision and Partitioning Ordinance.

Staff recommends the Board of County Commissioners take action to determine the amount, if any,
by which the cited regulations reduced the value of the claimant’s property, and act accordingly to
pay just compensation in that amount, or, in the alternative, to not apply CCZO Section 604.1.
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COLUMDIR COUNTY Measure 37 Claim

NV

Fee: $500.00 (Required with application)
Land Development Services - Planning Division
Columbia County Courthouse
230 Strand, St. Helens, OR 97051  (503) 397-1501

OREGON

Claimant Information (attach additional pages for multiple Claimants):
LWayne M. Stevens and Catherme T. Stevens _ 503-347-1230

Name(s) of Claimant(s): Daytime phone #
Lopad Robinedte R, S Helns, bR 4051

Mailing address for Claimant(s) City, State, Zip

Mailing address for Claimant(s) City, State, Zip

Property Information:

L004% Robinetfe R . St Helens (0 qnos| 513'\-000- 02400
Property location/address Property tax account #

Claim Information: .
1) Amountof claim: $_275,000 % Qee Al ched Marked Fnalysis

2) Please list the intended use of the property which you believe is restricted by a
County land use regulation:

Sinale family homesites Sce oftached maps A5 preperiu
i ] I I —
1s Notw andv{sr—glanse,d-

3) Please list all land use regulations related to your intended use of the property
which you believe have reduced the fair market value of the property, followed by the
date of adoption or the date the regulations were enforced against the property (be as
specific as possible...Ordinance, Chapter, Section, Subsection):

RR5 Setrion Loo

Road Prontace Seckon 4.5 50 L+ roed Lrontage,

_See. astached Pr‘npﬁr'[-lj Provisiens ¢ pemd 4vom \airt fletl

4) Have you applied for land use approval for your intended use of the property? NO
If so, when? )

If so, what did you apply for?
If so, what was the file number?




——

-

" 5) When did you acquire'tne property: ' b3 | D¢t 1D ¢ rded

6) Ownership of property: O Sole & Joint O Other (please list): __
e & Cather ie —hushband and wite

7) Does anyoné¢ else have an ownership interest in the property? If so, please list

each person and their respective ownership interest:

O Fue. ALlle p wse lsho 2.$h(n gton Mwl ko_lc]j_maﬁ&g@;z..

But ot on Hhis 11.57 aore Plece .

8) Did you acquire the property from a family member? (Family member includes

wife, husband, son, daughter, mother, father, brother, brother-in-law, sister, sister-in-

law, daughter-in-law, father-in-law, aunt, uncle, niece, nephew, stepparent, stepchild,
grandchild, the estate of any of the family members listed, or a legal entity owned by

any one or a combination of such family members) _See atathed hshor Y of pmpmlb
If so, from who? _Aunt Muyrtle Pimm - Deed eopy attached ‘

1If so, what is the family relationship to you? _Aunt of wa upe

If so, when did you acquire the property? _1o[10/ 1,8 Fecmded Z Yo
If so, when did your family member acquire the property? 1450 From wWayne's Gran

Y y q pprty@mndmmda,kgbz*-fv’?ﬂ
9) List all documentation that you have to establish that the fair market value of the
property has been reduced by the land use regulation(s) listed. Attach any such
documentation, including appraisals, to this Claim Form:__ A Huched

SIGNATURES

I/we certify that the information contained in and attached to this claim form is accurate
and complete.

Whike s i R

Claimant / Date
/‘WW /2 —9 -—ocf

Claimant / Date

Claimant Date

Claimant Date
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Date Received 12"« ®“Receipt # 415! Received By: 41

ck#2a19¢



DATE:
FILE NUMBER:

CLAIMANT/OWNER:

PROPERTY LOCATION:

ATTACHMENT 2

COLUMBIA COUNTY
LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Measure 37 Claim

Staff Report

May 6, 2005

CL 05-03

Wayne M. And Catherine J. Stevens
60094 Robinette Road

St. Helens, Oregon 97051

60094 Robinette Road
St. Helens, Oregon 97051

FAX ACCOUNT NUMBER: 5131-000-02401

ZONING:

Rural Residential (RR-5)



SIZE: 5.0 Acres

REQUEST: To subdivide the subject property into 2 residential parcels(3ac and 5ac).
CLAIM RECEIVED: 12/09/04 180 DAY DEADLINE: 6/03/05

. BACKGROUND: Wayne and Catherine Stevens filed a claim under Measure 37 on December 9,
2004. The amount of the claim is based upon a Market Analysis which was submitted with the
application indicating the value diminished by the current RR-5 land use regulations (minimum lot
size and public road frontage requirements) applicable to their property is $50,000.00. Justification
for this alleged loss of value will be reviewed below. Mr. And Mrs. Stevens state their desire to divide
the property into one 3 acre parcel and one 2 acre parcel. The claimants state that it is their intention

to make one private road with one gate to serve the proposed land division in lieu of the a public road
which is currently required.

Ii. CLAIM SUMMARY:

A. PROPERTY OWNER AND OWNERSHIP INTERESTS:

1. Columbia County Title & Escrow Services, Inc. Issued a Measure 37 Application Report
Order No. 05-00218, dated February 24, 2005 for the subject property identified by Tax
Acct. No. 5131-000-02400, with legal description attached.
Vested In:  Wayne M. Stevens and Catherine J. Stevens, an estate in fee simple
Subject to:  The rights of the public for public roads; easements; and 3 other Deeds of
Trust, given to secure indebtedness.
No other property interests are listed.
Date of Acquisition: The claimants indicated that they acquired the property in 1968.
However, the deed to which they referred, Warranty Deed recorded at Deed Book 171
Page 241, conveys the property from the claimants to Marvin and Ava Warner. The
property is not conveyed back to the claimants until March 31, 1972 by Warranty Deed

recorded at Book 186, Page 123. The date of acquisition for purposes of Measure 37 is
March 31, 1972.

2. The claimants most recently acquired the property in March 1972.

B. APPLICANT/RELATIONSHIP TO OWNER

The applicants, Wayne and Catherine Stevens, are the owners of the property who have signed the
claim for compensation.

C. FAMILY MEMBER STATUS

Applicants, Wayne and Catherine Stevens, last acquired the property from Marvin and Ava Warner in
March 1972. Because of a break in ownership in 1968 after which the property was reconveyed back
to the claimants, there is no earlier ancestor acquisition date.

D. LAND USE REGULATION(S) APPLICABLE TO SUBJECT PROPERTY ALLEGED TO HAVE
REDUCED FAIR MARKET VALUE/EFFECTIVE DATES/CLAIMANT ELIGIBILITY
CCZO Rural Residential (RR-5) Zoning Regulations as follows:
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Section 604 Standards regarding minimum lot or parcel size, and Section 604.5 requiring 50' road
frontage

E. STATEMENT AS TO HOW THE REGULATIONS RESTRICT USE

“When Wayne's grandparents purchased the land in the early 1900's land use laws were basically
non-existent. When we purchased the land in 1968 there were few restriction up to the time LCDC
rules were enforced. Provisions in Section 600 Rural Residential - 5 have restricted us in breaking up
our land into less than 5 acres. ... Land use laws restrict us from making the most money our of our
property. By being able to divide our property as we wish, which was our understanding when we
purchased it, would enable us to recoup our losses due to Enron and retire gracefully.™

E. EVIDENCE OF REDUCED FAIR MARKET VALUE SUBMITTED

Comparative Market Analyses indicating fair market value for the undivided 5 acre parcel($290,000)
and fair market value for the property as it is proposed to be divided into one 2 acre parcel and one 3
acre parcel with house and shop($340,000) were submitted by the applicant and were prepared for
the applicant by Mark Didier, Century 21 Elite on December 8, 2004 and December 13, 2004.

G. COMPENSATION DEMANDED
$50,000.00

DETERMINATION OF CLAIMANT ELIGIBILITY FOR FURTHER REVIEW:
The Claimant acquired the property in 1968. The regulations cited became effective in July 1984.
The claimant is eligible for further review and action should be taken under Measure 37.

CRITERIA FOR REVIEW

COLUMBIA COUNTY ORDINANCE 84-2004

Interim Procedure to Process Applications for Compensation Under Oregon Statewide Ballot
Measure 37

Il PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE. Before submitting a Claim, Owners are
encouraged to schedule and attend a pre-application conference with Land
Development Services Department staff to discuss the Claim.

Finding 1: The applicant did attend a pre-application conference on approximately December 2,
2004 with staff to obtain information concerning Measure 37 and the County claims process

IV.  APPLICATION FEE. The fee to submit a claim for compensation shall be $500.00.
The Board of County Commissioners may, by order or resolution, modify the fee for
processing Claims. The fee shall be based upon the reasonable cost to the County of
processing such application including the cost of technical review.
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MEASURE 37

(1) If a public entity enacts or enforces a new land use regulation or enforces a land use
regulation enacted prior to the effective date of this amendment that restricts the use of
private real property or any interest therein and has the effect of reducing the fair market value

of the property, or any interest therein, then the owner of the property shall be paid just
compensation.

(2) Just compensation shall be equal to the reduction in the fair market value of the affected
property interest resulting from enactment or enforcement of the land use regulation as of the
date the owner makes written demand for compensation under this act.

Finding 6: The claimants state their desire to divide the 5.0 acres into one 3 acre parcel with
house and shop and one 2 acre parcel. The Stevens claim the County’s land use regulations prevent
them from doing so. The land use regulations restricting use of property referred to in the claim are

are CCZO Section 604.1, minimum lot size requirements in the RR-5 zone and Section 604.5 which
requires frontage on a public right of way.

The Claimants became owners of the subject property in 1972 and the subject property was
unzoned.

In 1973 the County adopted the first Zoning Ordinance for the south County area around St. Helens
where the subject property is located. In 1973 the subject property was zoned RR. The minimum lot
size in 1973 for the subject property in the RR zone was 2 acres. Access requirements in 1973
required that “Every lot shall abut a street, other than an alley, for at least sixty (60) feet, or shall have
such other legal access held suitable by the Board of Adjustment.”

In 1984 the County adopted the first County wide Zoning Ordinance and the subject property then
was rezoned to FA-40 which was then amended to FA-19 zone in 1985.

On September 9, 1992 the County Commissioners approved Ordinance No. 92-10, a Comprehensive
Plan Amendment and zone change, ZC 8-91 which allowed the subject property and other property
in the area to be rezoned from FA-19 to the current RR-5 zoning designation which allowed a 5 acre
minimum parcel size with a go-below provision for 2 acre parcels if served by community water.

In November of 1998 the County adopted amendments; Ordinance No. 98-4; to the RR-5 zone
which became effective in February 2000. These amendments removed the go-below provision
which allowed the property to be divided into minimum 2 acre parcel sizes if served by community
water. This amendment made 5 acres the minimum parcel size in the RR-5 zone.

The 5 acre minimum parcel size requirement for the subject property has not changed since the last
amendment to this zone in 1998.

The claimant maintains that these regulations; namely the minimum 5 acre parcel size requirement
and the 50' of frontage on a public right-of-way requirement, restrict use of the property by preventing
the claimants from dividing their property into parcels less than 5 acres and by requiring frontage on a
public right-of-way instead of a private road. Staff finds that the claimant has shown that the RR-5
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minimum parcel size requirement and frontage on a public right of way regulations; CCZO, Section
604.1 & 604.5, are regulations which were adopted after the claimants began ownership of the
property and thus restrict the proposed use of the property.

The claimant has submitted documentation to demonstrate reduction in fair market value of their
property in the form of a comparative Market Analysis for the single 5.0 acre parcel, as well as a
market analysis showing the current value of proposed 3.0 acre parcel with house and shop and 2.0
acre parcel (Il F above). The Comparative Market Analysis for the single 5.0 acre lot submitted by the
applicant was prepared by Mark Didier on December 13, 2004. The analysis estimates the subject
property to be worth approximately $290,000 for the entire 5.0 acre parcel with house and shop
under the current RR-5 minimum lot size. The applicant submitted a market analysis for the property
assuming it was able to be divided into one 3 acre parcel with house and shop valued at $240,000;
and one parcel of 2.0 acres valued at $100,000 totaling $340,000; for a difference of and monetary
claim value of $50,000. Staff finds that some of the RR-5 properties used for comparison in the
Market Analysis submitted had developed road access and were approved for septic systems.
Therefore, the cost of utilities and road access was not considered in the determination of the fair
market value of the property if the cited regulations where not applicable.

The claimant did not submit any documentation that indicates that the public road frontage
requirement will have the effect of reducing the fair market value of the property.

Based on the above, the staff finds that the market analysis is not adequate to demonstrate the
specific amount of the reduction in fair market value resulting from the minimum lot size regulations in
the RR-5 zone regulations. The market analysis does not take into account the costs of development
of the land including the costs of road access and sanitary facilities necessary to develop the
property as proposed. Therefore, staff finds that whereas the minimum lot size regulations in the RR-
5 zone may have resulted in some reduction in value, the specific compensable amount of reduction
in fair market value has not been adequately demonstrated.

(3) Subsection (1) of this act shall not apply to land use regulations:

(A) Restricting or prohibiting activities commonly and historically recognized as public
nuisances under common law. This subsection shall be construed narrowly in favor of a
finding of compensation under this act;

(B) Restricting or prohibiting activities for the protection of public health and safety, such as
fire and building codes, health and sanitation regulations, solid or hazardous waste
regulations, and pollution control regulations;

(C) To the extent the land use regulation is required to comply with federal law;

(D) Restricting or prohibiting the use of a property for the purpose of selling pornography or
performing nude dancing. Nothing in this subsection, however, is intended to affect or alter
rights provided by the Oregon or United States Constitutions; or

(E) Enacted prior to the date of acquisition of the property by the owner or a family member of
the owner who owned the subject property prior to acquisition or inheritance by the owner,
whichever occurred first.

Finding 7: Staff finds that the RR-5 minimum lot size regulations, CCZO, Section 604.1; and the

frontage on a public right-of-way requirement, Section 604.5 identified by the claimant do not qualify
for any of the exclusions listed.
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Based on the above findings, it is Staff's opinion that the applicant has met the threshold
requirements for proving a Measure 37 claim.

~ The following table summarizes staff findings concerning the land use regulations cited by the

, claimant as a basis for their claim. In order to meet the requirements of Measure 37 for a valid claim
the cited land use regulation must be found to restrict use, reduce fair market value, and not be one
of the land use regulations exempted from Measure 37. The highlighted regulations below have been
found to meet these requirements of a valid Measure 37 claim.

LAND USE
CRITERION

CCZO 604.5A

DESCRIPTION

Lots or parcels recorded on or after June 4,
1991 shall have a minimum of 50 feet on a
public right of way. The ROW shall be
improved to County Road Standards. In lieu
of improvements a performance guarantee
may be provided per the Columbia County
Subdivision and Partitioning Ordinance.

RESTRICTS
USE?

REDUCES
VALUE?

EXEMPT?

Staff recommends the Board of County Commissioners take action to determine the amount, if any,
by which the cited regulations reduced the value of the claimant's property, and act :_accordlngly to
pay just compensation in that amount, or, in the alternative, to not apply CCZO Section 604.1.

o\
\

4
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T ) No._o% - o3

COLUMDIA COUNTY Measure 37 Claim
R ' _ Fee: $500.00 (Required with application)
g% Land Development Services - Planning Division
Columbia County Courthouse
230 Strand, St. Helens, OR 97051  (503) 397-1501

OREGON

Claimant Information (attach additional pages for multiple Claimants):

Mgﬂgmﬂnﬂaj:bmhc:l’f Shyens 503 -341-)23b
Name(s) of Claimant(s): Daytime phone #

03y Robine de. R Sk telins R 4705]

Mailing address for Claimant(s) City, State, Zip

Mailing address for Claimant(s) City, State, Zip

Property Information:

mrf( Ro e e P4 Sthelens PR 4105 &13/-206~ 0240
Property location/address Property tax account #

Claim Information:
1) Amount of claim: $,50,000  Sece  attachtd Market fnely s

2) Please list the intended use of the property which you believe is restricted by a
County land use regulation: '

Smjlc Lamly homesites See. pttached Mps "éé ,gmp_erk/
15 “now and IOr*opthed @@n?&s,

3) Please list all land use regulations related to your intended use of the property
which you believe have reduced the fair market value of the property, followed by the
date of adoption or the date the regulations were enforced against the property (be as
specific as possible...Ordinance, Chapter, Section, Subsection):

KR5 Section LoO .
_Road Frontage sechion (0045 507 roand bontace.

See moﬁed’pmmj Jr.orzou.c:'nrc'n'r‘-’» wand : c

/

4) Have you applied for land use approval for your intended use of the property? &b
If so, when? ;

If so, what did you apply for?
If so, what was the file number?




" 5) When did you acquire the property: Lo ordecd 10 /10769

6) Ownership of property: T Sole ®Joint 0O Other (please list): ;
Wpyne. M and Catherme T. Stekns husband e

7) Does anyone else’have an ownership interest in the property? If so, please list

each person and their respective ownership.interest;

_Ultﬁhmj-lnn Nutua | _fnpr‘/ya?b

8) Did you acquire the property from a family member? (Family member includes

wife, husband, son, daughter, mother, father, brother, brother-in-law, sister, sister-in-

law, daughter-in-law, father-in-law, aunt, uncle, niece, nephew, stepparent, stepchild,
grandchila, the estate of any of the family members listed, or a legal entity owned by, abbcle J
any one or a combination of such family members) See. History of Property

If so, from who? __(uJeyne ‘s Aynt MurHe Pimm -Copu of deed alathed.

If so, what is the family rélationship'to you? Ai/nd of waype ' °

If so, when did you acquire the property? _rzcprded 1016 Jug i

If so, when did your family member acquire the property? 195D Prom Llyne’s Grandma
Crandme dites back o 1703

9) List all documentation that you have to establish that the fair market value of the

property has been reduced by the land use regulation(s) listed. Attach any such

documentation, including appraisals, to this Claim Form: A#ach

SIGNATURES

I/we certify that the information contained in and attached to this claim form is accurate
and complete.

Weyre m1. s (2-09-of

Claimant

Lathon s O ficsopd g —of
Claimant Date
Claimant _ ' Date
Claimant | Date
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
Date Received ______ Receipt # Received By:




DATE:
FILE NUMBER:

CLAIMANT/OWNER:

PROPERTY LOCATION:

ATTACHMENT 3

COLUMBIA COUNTY
LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Measure 37 Claim

Staff Report

May 6, 2005

CL 05-04

Wayne M. And Catherine J. Stevens
60094 Robinette Road

St. Helens, Oregon 97051

60094 Robinette Road
St. Helens, Oregon 97051

e
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TAX ACCOUNT NUMBER: 5131-000-02402 = -

ZONING: Rural Residential (RR-5)

SIZE: 6.22 Acres

REQUEST: To divide the subject property into two 2.5 acre parcels with 1.22 acres in
road.

CLAIM RECEIVED: 12/09/04 180 DAY DEADLINE: 6/03/05

I. BACKGROUND: Wayne and Catherine Stevens filed a claim under Measure 37 on December 9,
2004. The amount of the claim is based upon a Market Analysis which was submitted with the
application indicating the value diminished by the current RR-5 land use regulations (minimum lot
size and public frontage requirements) applicable to their property is $65,000.00. Justification for this
alleged loss of value will be reviewed below. Mr. And Mrs. Stevens state their desire to divide the
6.22 acre property into two 2.5 acre parcels with the remaining acreage of 1.22 acres in private road
(this effectively creates 3 parcels). The claimants state that it is their intention to make one private

road with one gate to serve the proposed land division in lieu of the a public road which is currently
required.

Il. CLAIM SUMMARY:

A PROPERTY OWNER AND OWNERSHIP INTERESTS:

1. Columbia County Title & Escrow Services, Inc. Issued a Measure 37 Application Report
Order No. 05-00218, dated February 24, 2005 for the subject property identified by Tax
Acct. No. 56131-000-02400, with legal description attached.
Vested In:  Wayne M. Stevens and Catherine J. Stevens, an estate in fee simple
Subjectto:  The rights of the public for public roads; easements; and 3 other Deeds of
Trust, given to secure indebtedness.
No other property interests are listed.
Date of Acquisition: The claimants indicated that they acquired the property in 1968.
However, the deed to which they referred, Warranty Deed recorded at Deed Book 171
Page 241, conveys the property from the claimants to Marvin and Ava Warner. The
property is not conveyed back to the claimants until March 31, 1972 by Warranty Deed

recorded at Book 186, Page 123. The date of acquisition for purposes of Measure 37 is
March 31, 1972.

2. The claimants most recently acquired the property in March 1972.

B. APPLICANT/RELATIONSHIP TO OWNER

The applicants, Wayne and Catherine Stevens, are the owners of the property who have signed the
claim for compensation.

C. FAMILY MEMBER STATUS
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Applicants Wayne and Catherine Stevens, last acquired the property from Marvin and Ava Warner in

‘March 1972. Because of a break in ownership in 1968 after which the property was reconveyed back
to the claimants, there is no earlier ancestor acquisition date.

D. LAND USE REGULATION(S) APPLICABLE TO SUBJECT PROPERTY ALLEGED TO HAVE
REDUCED FAIR MARKET VALUE/EFFECTIVE DATES/CLAIMANT ELIGIBILITY
CCZO Rural Residential (RR-5) Zoning Regulations as follows:

Section 604.1 Standards regarding minimum lot or parcel size; and Section 604.5 requiring 50' road
frontage on a public right-of-way.

E. STATEMENT AS TO HOW THE REGULATIONS RESTRICT USE

“When Wayne's grandparents purchased the land in the early 1900's land use laws were basically
non-existent. When we purchased the land in 1968 there were few restriction up to the time LCDC
rules were enforced. Provisions in Section 600 Rural Residential - 5 have restricted us in breaking up
our land into less than 5 acres. ... Land use laws restrict us from making the most money our of our
property. By being able to divide our property as we wish, which was our understanding when we
purchased it, would enable us to recoup our losses due to Enron and retire gracefully.™

F. EVIDENCE OF REDUCED FAIR MARKET VALUE SUBMITTED
Comparative Market Analyses indicating a Fair Market Analysis Difference of the 6.22 acre parcel
before dividing and after dividing into two 2.5 acre parcels, and a 1.22 acre private road were

submitted by the applicant and were prepared for the applicant by Mark Didier, Century 21 Elite on
December 8, 2004 and December 13, 2004,

G. COMPENSATION DEMANDED
$65,000.00

DETERMINATION OF CLAIMANT ELIGIBILITY FOR FURTHER REVIEW:
The Claimant acquired the property in 1968. The regulations to which the claim refers became

effective in July 1984. The claimant is eligible for further review and action should be taken under
Measure 37.

CRITERIA FOR REVIEW

COLUMBIA COUNTY ORDINANCE 84-2004

Interim Procedure to Process Applications for Compensation Under Oregon Statewide Ballot
Measure 37

il PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE. Before submitting a Claim, Owners are
encouraged to schedule and attend a pre-application conference with Land
Development Services Department staff to discuss the Claim.
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Finding 1: The applicant did attend a pre-application conference on approximately December 2,
2004 with staff to obtain information concerning Measure 37 and the County claims process

IV.  APPLICATION FEE. The fee to submit a claim for compensation shall be $500.00.
The Board of County Commissioners may, by order or resolution, modify the fee for
processing Claims. The fee shall be based upon the reasonable cost to the County of
processing such application including the cost of technical review.

Finding 2: The applicant submitted the required $500.00 filing fee. A hardship fee waiver was
requested and granted.

V. CLAIM FILING PROCEDURES.

A An Owner Seeking to file a Claim for Compensation under Measure 37, must be
the present owner of the property that is subject to the claim at the time the claim

is submitted. The claim shall be filed with the Land Development Services
Department.

Finding 3: The claim was filed with Land Development Services on December 9, 2004.
According to the Measure 37 Application Report submitted with the claim, Wayne M. Stevens and

Catherine J Stevens are the current owners of the subject property in fee simple estate as tenants by
the entirety.

B. Claims should be submitted on the Claim Form approved by the Board of County
Commissioners, which is attached hereto as Exhibit A, and is incorporated
herein by this reference. The Board of County Commissioners may amend the
Claim Form at any time by a majority vote.

Finding 4: The applicant submitted the Claim for Compensation under Measure 37 on the claim
form approved by the Board of County Commissioners.

C. The Claim Form should be accompanied by all necessary information and
materials and the appropriate filing fee, sufficient to demonstrate a claim under
Measure 37. The Board of County Commissioners may waive the fee if the
Claimant establishes a financial hardship. A complete Claim Form includes all
the information and materials listed on the Claim Form. The Owner is
responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the application and supporting
information and materials.

Finding 5: The applicant has submitted a Claim under Measure 37 on the appropriate
form (Attachment 1). The applicant has requested compensation in the amount of $65,000.00. The
applicant has provided justification for this amount of compensation in the form of Comparative

S:\BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS\Measure 37\Measure 37 Claims\CL 05-04 Stevens\CL 05-04 Stevens
Staff Report.wpd

Page 4



Market Analysis for the current 6.22 acre parcel and a Fair Market Analysis Difference for the
property if divided as proposed into two 2.5 acre parcels and 1.22 acres in private road (Il F above).

The sufficiency of the documents submitted to demonstrate a claim under Measure 37 is addressed
in Findings 6 through 10 below.

Additionally, the applicant submitted a title report entitled, “Measure 37 Application Report™. The
claimants indicated that they acquired the property in 1968. However, the deed to which they
referred, Warranty Deed recorded at Deed Book 171 Page 241, conveys the property from the
claimants to Marvin and Ava Warner. The property is not conveyed back to the claimants until March
31, 1972 by Warranty Deed recorded at Book 186, Page 123. The date of acquisition for purposes of
Measure 37 is March 31, 1972. The County enacted its first Zoning Ordinance for the subject
property on August 29, 1973. Therefore, staff finds that the current owner/claimant acquired the
property(1968) prior to enactment of the Columbia County Zoning Ordinance(1973).

MEASURE 37

(1) if a public entity enacts or enforces a new land use regulation or enforces a land use
regulation enacted prior to the effective date of this amendment that restricts the use of
private real property or any interest therein and has the effect of reducing the fair market value

of the property, or any interest therein, then the owner of the property shall be paid just
compensation.

(2) Just compensation shall be equal to the reduction in the fair market value of the affected
property interest resulting from enactment or enforcement of the land use regulation as of the
date the owner makes written demand for compensation under this act.

Finding 6: The claimants state their desire to divide the 6.22 acres into two 2.5 acre parcels with
1.22 acres left in private road. The Stevens claim the County’s land use regulations prevent them
from doing so. The land use regulations restricting use of property referred to in the claim are CCZO
Section 604.1, minimum lot size requirements in the RR-5 zone and Section 604.5 which requires
frontage on a public right of way.

The Claimants became owners of the subject property in 1972 and the subject property was
unzoned.

In 1973 the County adopted the first Zoning Ordinance for the south County area around St. Helens
where the subject property is located. In 1973 the subject property was zoned RR. The minimum lot
size in 1973 for the subject property in the RR zone was 2 acres. Access requirements in 1973
required that “Every lot shall abut a street, other than an alley, for at least sixty (60) feet, or shall have
such other legal access held suitable by the Board of Adjustment.”

In 1984 the County adopted the first County wide Zoning Ordinance and the subject property then
was rezoned to FA-40 which was then amended to FA-19 zone in 1985.

On September 9, 1992 the County Commissioners approved Ordinance No. 92-10, a Comprehensive
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Plan Amendment and zone change, ZC 8-91, which allowed the subject property and other property
in the area to be rezoned from FA-19 to the current RR-5 zoning designation which allowed a 5 acre
minimum parcel size with a go-below provision for 2 acre parcels if served by community water.

In November of 1998 the County adopted amendments; Ordinance No. 98-4; to the RR-5 zone
which became effective in February 2000. These amendments removed the go-below provision
which allowed the property to be divided into minimum 2 acre parcel sizes if served by community
water. This amendment made 5 acres the minimum parcel size in the RR-5 zone.

The 5 acre minimum parcel size requirement for the subject property has not changed since the last
amendment to this zone in 1998.

The claimant maintains that these regulations; namely the minimum 5 acre parcel size requirement
and the 50' of frontage on a public right-of-way requirement, restrict use of the property by
preventing the claimants from dividing their property into parcels less than 5 acres and by requiring
frontage on a public right-of-way instead of a private road. Staff finds that the claimant has shown
that the RR-5 minimum parcel size requirement and frontage on a public right of way regulations;
CCZO0, Section 604.1 & 604.5, are regulations that were adopted after the claimants began
ownership of the property and thus restrict the proposed use of the property.

The claimant has submitted documentation to demonstrate reduction in fair market value of their
property in the form of a comparative Market Analysis for the 6.22 acre parcel, as well as a market
analysis showing the current value of proposed two 2.5 acre parcels and the private 1.22 acre road
(Il F above). The Comparative Market Analysis for the single 6.22 acre lot submitted by the applicant
was prepared by Mark Didier on December 13, 2004. The analysis estimates the subject property to
be worth approximately $165,000 under the current Land Use Regulations. The applicant submitted
a Fair Market Analysis Difference showing two 2.5 acre parcels with 1.22 acre private road valued at
$220,000; for a difference of and monetary claim value of $65,000. Due to a math error, the actual
difference as shown in the market analyses between these values is $55,000 not the $65,000 stated
by the claimant. Staff finds that some of the RR-5 properties used for comparison in the Market
Analysis submitted had developed road access and were approved for septic systems. Therefore,
the cost of utilities and road access was not considered in the determination of the fair market value
of the property if the cited regulations where not applicable.

This claim did not make clear how the requirement; CCZO Section 604.5, that each parcel have 50'
of usable frontage on a public right-of-way reduces fair market value.

Based on the above, the staff finds that the market analysis is not adequate to demonstrate the

specific amount of the reduction in fair market value resulting from the minimum lot size regulations in

the RR-5 zone. The market analysis does not take into account the costs of development of the land

including the costs of road access and sanitary facilities necessary to develop the property as

proposed. Therefore, staff finds that whereas the minimum lot size regulations in the RR-5 zone may
have resulted in some reduction in value, the specific compensable amount of reduction in fair

~ market value has not been adequately demonstrated.

(3) Subsection (1) of this act shall not apply to land use regulations:
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(A) Restricting or prohibiting activities commonly and historically recognized as public
‘nuisances under common law. This subsection shall be construed narrowly in favor of a
“/\finding of compensation under this act;

(B) Restricting or prohibiting activities for the protection of public health and safety, such as
fire and building codes, health and sanitation regulations, solid or hazardous waste

regulations, and pollution control regulations;

(C) To the extent the land use regulation is required to comply with federal law;

(D) Restricting or prohibiting the use of a property for the purpose of selling pornography or

performing nude dancing. Nothing in this subsection, however, is intended to affect or alter

rights provided by the Oregon or United States Constitutions; or

(E) Enacted prior to the date of acquisition of the property by the owner or a family member of

the owner who owned the subject property prior to acquisition or inheritance by the owner,
whichever occurred first.

Finding 7: Staff finds that the RR-5 minimum lot size regulations, CCZO, Section 604.1; and the

frontage on a public right-of-way requirement, Section 604.5 do not qualify for any of the exclusions
listed.

(4) Just compensation under subsection (1) of this act shall be due the owner of the property
if the land use regulation continues to be enforced against the property 180 days after the
owner of the property makes written demand for compensation under this section to the
public entity enacting or enforcing the land use regulation.

Finding 8: Should the Board determine that the claimant has demonstrated a specific reduction in
fair market value of the property due to the cited regulation(s), the Board is to pay compensation in
the amount of the reduction in fair market value caused by the RR-5 land use regulations or in lieu of
compensation, modify, remove, or not apply the RR-5 minimum lot size regulations.

(5) For claims arising from land use regulations enacted prior to the effective date of this act,
written demand for compensation under subsection (4) shall be made within two years of the
effective date of this act, or the date the public entity applies the land use regulation as an
approval criteria to an application submitted by the owner of the property, whichever is later.
For claims arising from land use regulations enacted after the effective date of this act, written
demand for compensation under subsection (4) shall be made within two years of the
enactment of the land use regulation, or the date the owner of the property submits a land use
application in which the land use regulation is an approval criteria, whichever is later.

Finding 9: The subject claim arises from public road frontage provisions of the RR-5 zoning
regulations which were enacted in 1984 and minimum lot size provisions of RR-5 zoning regulations
which were enacted in 1998, prior to the effective date of Measure 37 on December 2, 2004. The

subject claim was filed on December 9, 2004 which is within two years of the effective date of
Measure 37.
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(8) Notwithstanding any other state statute or the availability of funds under subsection (10) of
~this act, in lieu of payment of just compensation under this act, the governing body
responsible for enacting the land use regulation may modify, remove, or not to apply the land
use regulation or land use regulations to allow the owner to use the property for a use
permitted at the time the owner acquired the property.

Finding 10: As noted in Findings 6 and 7 above, Staff finds the 1998 enactment and enforcement of
- CCZO, Section 604.1, the RR-5 minimum lot size regulation and CCZO, Section 604.5, the RR-5
minimum public road frontage requirement restricts the use of the property. Additionally, the RR-5
minimum lot size requirement may reduce the value of the subject property. Therefore, if the Board
finds that the cited regulations have reduced the value of the property, the Board should authorize
payment of just compensation in the amount of the reduction in fair market value. Or, in lieu of such
compensation, the Board should not apply the cited regulations to which Measure 37 applies to allow

the owner to use the property for a use which was permitted at the time the owner acquired the
property.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on the above findings, it is Staff's opinion that the applicant has met the threshold
requirements for proving a Measure 37 claim.

The following table summarizes staff findings concerning the land use regulations cited by the
claimant as a basis for their claim. In order to meet the requirements of Measure 37 for a valid claim
the cited land use regulation must be found to restrict use, reduce fair market value, and not be one
of the land use regulations exempted from Measure 37. The highlighted regulations below have been
found to meet these requirements of a valid Measure 37 claim.

LAND USE DESCRIPTION RESTRICTS REDUCES EXEMPT?
N USE? VALUE?

2 RNEEE W r.
‘for permi
'.‘__ SR -,_.T J
e ‘u'-,fgq- ety ,’s’ﬁiﬁ NS

CCZO 604.5A | Lots or parcels recorded on or after June 4, No No
1991 shall have a minimum of 50 feet on a
public right of way. The ROW shall be
improved to County Road Standards. In lieu
of improvements a performance guarantee
may be provided per the Columbia County
Subdivision and Partitioning Ordinance.

Staff recommends the Board of County Commissioners take action to determine the amount, if any,
by which the cited regulations reduced the value of the claimant’s property, and act accordingly to
pay just compensation in that amount, or, in the alternative, to not apply CCZO Section 604.1.

" 4
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COLUMDIA COUNTY Measure 37 Claim
. " Fee: $500.00 (Required with application)
Land Development Services - Planning Division
Columbia County Courthouse
230 Strand, St. Helens, OR 97051  (503) 397-1501

OREGON

Claimant Information (attach additional pages for multiple Claimants):

Ldyne M. and Cotherme T Stevens 503-2¢7-/230
Nar'rfe(s) of Claimant(s): Daytime phone #
L0y Robinede” R . Shlelens, €F-G05)

Mailing address for Claimant(s) ~ City, State, Zip

Mailing address for Claimant(s) City, State, Zip

Property Information:

(0009¢ Robine He R, St ielens O G 1057 5131-000-0 240 2
Property location/address Property tax account #

Claim Information: ,
1) Amount of claim: $_é5; oD -~ Sce allathed Marketdnalysis

'2) Please list the intended use of the property which you believe is restricted by a
County land yse regulation:

Single, tumily homesites . See altached fepe - A s pmpaﬁ

15 Ao anA 'ompof,cd //‘honjaS.

3) Please list all land use regulations related to your intended use of the property
which you believe have reduced the fair market value of the property, followed by the
date of adoption or the date the regulations were enforced against the property (be as
specific as possible...Ordinance, Chapter, Section, Subsection):

RE-5 Sechon (00

Roed Lrontage. - Sockon it s %d Hontac

See puemd frpm Padc Kt/ - adus g

4) Have you applied for land use approval for your intended use of the property? A_)D ¢
If so, when? .

If so, what did you apply for?
If so, what was the file number?




.4

.

5) When did you acquire the property: Recorded. lolid b9
6) Ownership of property: O Sole SJoint O Other (please list):

_Ulmgﬂc_m._mL&%mm T . hushend end wife
7) Does dnyone else have an ownership interest in the property? If so, please list

each person and their respective ownership.interest:
_)\/01“‘ on s (.22 parte

1msh:.:j¢nn Muuz) mpctpage holder on 5acre ng_ggng!fr

8) Did you acquire the property from a family member? (Family member includes

wife, husband, son, daughter, mother, father, brother, brother-in-faw, sister, sister-in-

law, daughter-in-law, father-in-law, aunt, uncle, niece, nephew, stepparent, stepchild,

grandchild, the estate of any of the family members listed, or a legal entity owned by

any one or a combination of such family members) Jee history of- pro M

If so, from who? _Nurtle Pimm ~ 0ppy ok deedd adtzch

If so, what Is the famli} relationship to you? 14 ne.

If so, when did you acquire the property? recorded 10 7o b8 y

If so, when did your family member acquire the property? (250 Brom ne' S CHerome
érandma dales beck 4o 1903

9) List all documentation that you have to establish that the fair market value of the

property has been reduced by the land use regulation(s) listed. Attach any such

documentation, including appraisals, to this Claim Form: cﬁzd

SIGNATURES

I/we certify that the information contained in and attached to this claim form is accurate
and complete.

(Waire . S A tistan (R —OFP. o
Claimant - Date

Dathousd QD Baotnd />- - of
Claimant ’ Date
Claimant Date
Claimant Date

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
Date Received Receipt # Received By:




Finding 1: The applicant did attend a pre-application conference on approximately December 2,
2004 with staff to obtain information concerning Measure 37 and the County claims process

IV.  APPLICATION FEE. The fee to submit a claim for compensation shall be $500.00.
The Board of County Commissioners may, by order or resolution, modify the fee for
processing Claims. The fee shall be based upon the reasonable cost to the County of
processing such application including the cost of technical review.

Finding 2: The applicant submitted the required $500.00 filing fee. A hardship fee waiver was
requested and granted.

V. CLAIM FILING PROCEDURES.

A. An Owner Seeking to file a Claim for Compensation under Measure 37, must be
the present owner of the property that is subject to the claim at the time the claim

is submitted. The claim shall be filed with the Land Development Services
Department.

Finding 3: The claim was filed with Land Development Services on December 9, 2004.
According to the Measure 37 Application Report submitted with the claim, Wayne M. Stevens and

Catherine J Stevens are the current owners of the subject property in fee simple estate as tenants by
the entirety.

B. Claims should be submitted on the Claim Form approved by the Board of County
Commissioners, which is attached hereto as Exhibit A, and is incorporated
herein by this reference. The Board of County Commissioners may amend the
Claim Form at any time by a majority vote.

Finding 4: The applicant submitted the Claim for Compensation under Measure 37 on the claim
form approved by the Board of County Commissioners.

C. The Claim Form should be accompanied by all necessary information and
materials and the appropriate filing fee, sufficient to demonstrate a claim under
Measure 37. The Board of County Commissioners may waive the fee if the
Claimant establishes a financial hardship. A complete Claim Form includes all
the information and materials listed on the Claim Form. The Owner is

responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the application and supporting
information and materials.

Finding 5: The applicant has submitted a Claim under Measure 37 on the appropriate .
form (Attachment 1). The applicant has requested compensation in the amount of $65,000.00. The
applicant has provided justification for this amount of compensation in the form of Comparative
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Mérket Analysis for the current 6.22 acre parcel and a Fair Market Analysis Difference for the
property if divided as proposed into two 2.5 acre parcels and 1.22 acres in private road (|l F above).

The sufficiency of the documents submitted to demonstrate a claim under Measure 37 is addressed
.n Findings 6 through 10 below.

Additionally, the applicant submitted a title report entitled, “Measuré 37 Application Report”. The
claimants indicated that they acquired the property in 1968. However, the deed to which they
referred, Warranty Deed recorded at Deed Book 171 Page 241, conveys the property from the
claimants to Marvin and Ava Warner. The property is not conveyed back to the claimants until March
31, 1972 by Warranty Deed recorded at Book 186, Page 123. The date of acquisition for purposes of
Measure 37 is March 31, 1972. The County enacted its first Zoning Ordinance for the subject
property on August 29, 1973. Therefore, staff finds that the current owner/claimant acquired the
property(1968) prior to enactment of the Columbia County Zoning Ordinance(1973).

MEASURE 37

(1) If a public entity enacts or enforces a new land use regulation or enforces a land use
regulation enacted prior to the effective date of this amendment that restricts the use of
private real property or any interest therein and has the effect of reducing the fair market value

of the property, or any interest therein, then the owner of the property shall be paid just
compensation. ;

(2) Just compensation shall be equal to the reduction in the fair market value of the affected
property interest resuiting from enactment or enforcement of the land use regulation as of the
date the owner makes written demand for compensation under this act.

Finding 6: The claimants state their desire to divide the 6.22 acres into two 2.5 acre parcels with
1.22 acres left in private road. The Stevens claim the County's land use regulations prevent them
from doing so. The land use regulations restricting use of property referred to in the claim are CCZO

Section 604.1, minimum lot size requirements in the RR-5 zone and Section 604.5 which requires
frontage on a public right of way.

The Claimants became owners of the subject property in 1972 and the subject property was
unzoned.

In 1973 the County adopted the first Zoning Ordinance for the south County area around St. Helens
where the subject property is located. In 1973 the subject property was zoned RR. The minimum lot
size in 1973 for the subject property in the RR zone was 2 acres. Access requirements in 1973
required that “Every lot shall abut a street, other than an alley, for at least sixty (60) feet, or shall have
such other legal access held suitable by the Board of Adjustment.”

In 1984 the County adopted the first County wide Zoning Ordinance and the subject property then
was rezoned to FA-40 which was then amended to FA-19 zone in 1985.

On September 9, 1992 the County Commissioners approved Ordinance No. 92-10, a Comprehensive
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" Plan Amendment and zone change, ZC 8-91, which allowed the subject property and other property
in the area to be rezoned from FA-19 to the current RR-5 zoning designation which allowed a 5 acre
“minimum parcel size with a go-below provision for 2 acre parcels if served by community water.

In November of 1998 the County adopted amendments; Ordinance No. 98-4; to the RR-5 zone
which became effective in February 2000. These amendments removed the go-below provision
which allowed the property to be divided into minimum 2 acre parcel sizes if served by community
water. This amendment made 5 acres the minimum parcel size in the RR-5 zone.

The 5 acre minimum parcel size requirement for the subject property has not changed since the last
amendment to this zone in 1998.

The claimant maintains that these regulations; namely the minimum 5 acre parcel size requirement
and the 50' of frontage on a public right-of-way requirement, restrict use of the property by
preventing the claimants from dividing their property into parcels less than 5 acres and by requiring
frontage on a public right-of-way instead of a private road. Staff finds that the claimant has shown
that the RR-5 minimum parcel size requirement and frontage on a public right of way regulations:
CCZO, Section 604.1 & 604.5, are regulations that were adopted after the claimants began
ownership of the property and thus restrict the proposed use of the property.

- $220,000; for a difference of and monetary claim value of $65,000. Due to a math error, the actual
difference as shown in the market analyses between these values is $55,000 not the $65,000 stated
by the claimant. Staff finds that some of the RR-5 properties used for comparison in the Market
Analysis submitted had developed road access and were approved for septic systems. Therefore,
the cost of utilities and road access was not considered in the determination of the fair market value
of the property if the cited regulations where not applicable.

This claim did not-make clear how the requirement; CCZO Section 604.5, that each parcel have 50'
of usable frontage on a public right-of-way reduces fair market value.

Based on the above, the staff finds that the market analysis is not adequate to demonstrate the
specific amount of the reduction in fair market value resulting from the minimum lot size regulations in
the RR-5 zone. The market analysis does not take into account the costs of development of the land
including the costs of road access and sanitary facilities necessary to develop the property as
proposed. Therefore, staff finds that whereas the minimum lot size regulations in the RR-5 zone may
have resulted in some reduction in value, the specific compensable amount of reduction in fair

* market value has not been adequately demonstrated.

(3) Subsection (1) of this act shall not apply to land use regulations:
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(A) Restricting or prohibiting activities commonly and historically recognized as public
nuisances under common law. This subsection shall be construed narrowly in favor of a
inding of compensation under this act;

(B) Restricting or prohibiting activities for the protection of public health and safety, such as
fire and building codes, health and sanitation regulations, solid or hazardous waste
regulations, and pollution control regulations;

(C) To the extent the land use regulation is required to comply with federal law;

(D) Restricting or prohibiting the use of a property for the purpose of selling pornography or
performing nude dancing. Nothing in this subsection, however, is intended to affect or alter
rights provided by the Oregon or United States Constitutions; or

(E) Enacted prior to the date of acquisition of the property by the owner or a family member of

the owner who owned the subject property prior to acquisition or inheritance by the owner,
whichever occurred first.

Finding 7: Staff finds that the RR-5 minimum lot size regulations, CCZO, Section 604.1; and the

frontage on a public right-of-way requirement, Section 604.5 do not qualify for any of the exclusions
listed.

(4) Just compensation under subsection (1) of this act shall be due the owner of the property
if the land use regulation continues to be enforced against the property 180 days after the
owner of the property makes written demand for compensation under this section to the
public entity enacting or enforcing the land use regulation.

Finding 8: Should the Board determine that the claimant has demonstrated a specific reduction in
fair market value of the property due to the cited regulation(s), the Board is to pay compensation in
the amount of the reduction in fair market value caused by the RR-5 land use regulations or in lieu of
compensation, modify, remove, or not apply the RR-5 minimum lot size regulations.

(5) For claims arising from land use regulations enacted prior to the effective date of this act,
written demand for compensation under subsection (4) shall be made within two years of the
effective date of this act, or the date the public entity applies the land use regulation as an
approval criteria to an application submitted by the owner of the property, whichever is later.
For claims arising from land use regulations enacted after the effective date of this act, written
demand for compensation under subsection (4) shall be made within two years of the
enactment of the land use regulation, or the date the owner of the property submits a land use
application in which the land use regulation is an approval criteria, whichever is later.

Finding 9: The subject claim arises from public road frontage provisions of the RR-5 zoning .
regulations which were enacted in 1984 and minimum lot size provisions of RR-5 zoning regulations
which were enacted in 1998, prior to the effective date of Measure 37 on December 2, 2004. The

subject claim was filed on December 9, 2004 which is within two years of the effective date of
Measure 37.
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(8) Notwithstanding any other state statute or the availability of funds under subsection (10) of
this act, in lieu of payment of just compensation under this act, the governing body
responsible for enacting the land use regulation may modify, remove, or not to apply the land
use regulation or land use regulations to allow the owner to use the property for a use
permitted at the time the owner acquired the property.

Finding 10: As noted in Findings 6 and 7 above, Staff finds the 1998 enactment and enforcement of
CCZO, Section 604.1, the RR-5 minimum lot size regulation and CCZO, Section 604.5, the RR-5
minimum public road frontage requirement restricts the use of the property. Additionally, the RR-5
minimum lot size requirement may reduce the value of the subject property. Therefore, if the Board
finds that the cited regulations have reduced the value of the property, the Board should authorize
payment of just compensation in the amount of the reduction in fair market value. Or, in lieu of such
compensation, the Board should not apply the cited regulations to which Measure 37 applies to allow

the owner to use the property for a use which was permitted at the time the owner acquired the
property.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on the above findings, it is Staff's opinion that the applicant has met the threshold
requirements for proving a Measure 37 claim.

The following table summarizes staff findings concerning the land use regulations cited by the
claimant as a basis for their claim. In order to meet the requirements of Measure 37 for a valid claim
the cited land use regulation must be found to restrict use, reduce fair market value, and not be one
of the land use regulations exempted from Measure 37. The highlighted regulations below have been
found to meet these requirements of a valid Measure 37 claim.

LAND USE DESCRIPTION RESTRICTS REDUCES EXEMPT?
CRITERION USE? VALUE?

ST DA R T Y e

Lots or parcels recorded on or after June 4, No No No
1991 shall have a minimum of 50 feet on a
public right of way. The ROW shall be
improved to County Road Standards. In lieu
of improvements a performance guarantee
may be provided per the Columbia County
Subdivision and Partitioning Ordinance.

Staff recommends the Board of County Commissioners take action to determine the amount, if any,
by which the cited regulations reduced the value of the claimant's property, and act accordingly to
pay just compensation in that amount, or, in the alternative, to not apply CCZO Section 604.1.
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COUNTY Measure 37 Claim
' L Fee: $500.00 (Required with application)
9 Land Development Services - Planning Division
Columbia County Courthouse
230 Strand, St. Helens, OR 97051  (503) 397-1501

coLUMBIA

OREGON

Claimant Information (attach additional pages for multiple Claimants):

Lhyne M. and Cotherme T Stevens - 503-2¢7-/230
Narﬂ'e(s) of Claimant(s): Daytime phone #
o4 Robinedtz R . Shilelens, 6r_g15)
Mailing address for Claimant(s) _ City, State, Zip

_ Mailing address for Claimant(s) City, State, Zip
Property Information:
100094 Robine e R, S, )lelens O G057 5131-000-D 2402
Property location/address Property tax account #

Claim Information: _
1) Amount of claim: $ 65; DD - Sce téathed Marketbnalys s

"2) Please list the intended use of the property which you believe is restricted by a

County land yse regulation:
Sin m'.l'_hgﬂgél'/"s- See &b&'zzc})ed Meps - A s p&ﬁfﬁ!ﬂ]
IS %ou) an:LJ[ P Losed manjcs. _

3) Please list all land use regulations related to your intended use of the property
which you believe have reduced the fair market value of the property, followed by the
date of adoption or the date the regulations were enforced against the property (be as
specific as possible...Ordinance, Chapter, Section, Subsection):

RE-5 Sechon (0D
e rtend Lrpm pade K] - adns

VK

4) Have you applied for land use approval for your intended use of the property? _QD_._
If so, when? .

If so, what did you apply for?
If so, what was the file number?




R

5) When did you acquire the property: Recorded. lolid 163
6) Ownership of property: O Sole S&Joint 0 Other (please list):
Uhaune M. and Catheribe T . huthond end wife
7) Does ﬂnyone else have an ownership interest in the property? If so, please list
each person and their respective owneyship.interest:

_Not_on Ahs (.23 parte

8) Did you acquire the property from a family member? (Family member includes

wife, husband, son, daughter, mother, father, brother, brother-in-faw, sister, sister-in-
law, daughter-in-law, father-in-law, aunt, uncle, niece, nephew, stepparent, stepchild,
grandchild, the estate of any of the family members listed, or a legal entity owned by

any one or a combination of such family members) See._hstory of- pro 'g:ﬁ!u 24lachid
If so, from who? _{ ﬁicﬂa Pimm -~ QQQIEF of deed] pttuched~’
If s0, what Is the famify relationship to you? _Ayzn of 1ts,

né,
If so, when did you acquire the property? récorded 1o Tho (L& _ nd]
If so, when did your family member acquire the property? (45D -Brom neS Ereroma.
Grandma dafes beck Ho 1903
9) List all documentation that you have to establish that the fair market value of the
property has been reduced by the land use regulation(s) listed. Attach any such
documentation, including appraisals, to this Claim Form:

SIGNATURES

I/we certify that the information contained in and attached to this claim form is accurate
and complete.

Wire . DA tistur (R —OF- OF
Claimant ¢ ! Date

Oathouscd QD Bt s>~ §- of
Claimant ’ Date
Claimant ‘ Date
Claimant Date

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
Date Received Receipt # Received By:




