FINDINGS AND DECISION

OF THE HEARING EXAMINER FOR THE CITY OF SEATTLE

In the Matter of the Appeal of
EDWARD R, AND JUDI J. KUEHN

from a decision of the Director
of the Department of Construction

and Land Use on a master use
permit application
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Decision
The variance is denied.

Entered this day of April, 1984,
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Concerning Further Review

The decision of the Hearing Examiner in this case is the
final administrative determination by the City. Any request for
court review must be filed with the Superipr Court pursuant to
Chapter 7.16, RCW, within 14 days of the date of this decision.
Seattle Municipal Code Section 23.76.36(B){11). Should such
request be filed, instructions for preparation of a verbatim
transcript are available at the Office of Hearing Examiner.

The appellant must initially bear the cost of the transcript
but will be reimbursed by the City if the appellant is successful
in court.




