PLANNING DEPARTMENT
County of Hawaii
Hilo, Hawaii

APPLICATION FOR ADMINISTRATIVE VARIANCE }
by )
HILO VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION CENTER ) ADMINISTRATIVE

from ) VARIANCE NO. 53
MINIMUM FRONT AND SIDE YARD SETBACKS )
in )
)
)

PITIHONUA, SOUTH HILO, HAWAII

ADMINISTRATIVE VARIANCE PERMIT

The Planning Director of the County of Hawaii Planning
Department on February 27, 1981, reviewed the application of HILO
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION CENTER for a variance from the minimum
front and side yard setbacks, more specifically, to allow the
construction of a 7-foot high fence with no front and side yard
setbacks in lieu of the minimum requirements of 20 and 10 feet at

Piihonua,

South Hilo, Hawaii, Tax Map Key 2-3-32:6.

After reviewing the case, the Planning Director has found:

1.

That there are special circumstances applying to the use of
the subject property which do not generally apply to
surrounding property or improvements in the same district.
The property involved is the site of the existing Hilo
Vocational Rehabilitation Center which provides training
for severely disabled clients confined to work under
supervision only. Present improvements on the property
include a workshop area where craft work is done and office
space for administrative purposes. In addition, the center
plans to develop much of the remaining land area for
agricultural and nursery training. The improvements,
equipment, and vehicles situated on the subject property
greatly exceed that which is normally found within the
single family residential zoned district. Therefore, the
proposed fence provides an additional security measure not
usually required.

Furthermore, the height of the fence was increased from six
to seven feet as a safety precaution for the clients at the
center. A five foot high chain link fence with three
stands of barbed wire above it would place the barbed wire
at eve level for many of the clients. Taking both the
security and safety factors into consideration, it was felt
that the seven foot high fence was the best solution.

That the special circumstances described above would
interfere with the best use and manner of development of
the subject property if the minimum setback requirements,
as stated in the Zoning Code, are rigidly imposed. The
front and side yard setbacks required for a seven foot high
fence would take valuable land area out of productive use.
These strips of land could be better used in the
agricultural and plant nursery training program.



That the granting of the variance will not constitute a
grant of personal or special privilege inconsistent with
the limitations upon other properties under identical
district classification. Other variance applications
having similar circumstances with regards to safety,
security, and land uses will be evaluated consistently.

That the granting of the variance will not be contrary to
the intent of the Zoning Code and the objectives sought to
be accomplished by the minimum setback reguirements of that
code, The purpose of the minimum setback requirements is
to assure that adequate light, air, and circulation is
maintained for all parcels. Although the proposed chain
link fence will have less than the required minimum
setbacks, the objective of this provision in the Zoning
Code will still be met.

That the granting of this variance will not militate
against the General Plan. HNone of the goals or policies of
the General Plan will be violated by the granting of this
request,.

That the granting of this variance request will not be
materially detrimental to improvements or property rights
related to property in the near vicinity. As was stated
previously, light, air, and circulation considerations will
not be affected by the approval of this request,
Furthermore, mitigative measures will be taken, through
conditions of approval, to assure adequate sight distances
for all vehicular access points. Therefore, although the
proposed chain link fence would have less than the required
minimum setbacks, impacts to surrounding property will be
minimal,

Therefore, the Planning Director hereby grants to the applicant
a variance to allow construction of a 7-foot high fence with no
front and side yard setbacks in lieu of the minimum requirements of
20 and 10 feet at Piihonua, South Hilo, Hawaii, Tax Map Key
2-3-32:6, pursuant to the authority vested in him by the County
Charter, subject to the following conditions:

1.

That the petitioner, Hilo Vocational Rehabilitation Center,
is responsible for complying with all of the stated
conditions of approval.

That the petitioner shall secure a building permit within
six (6) months from the date of approval for the variance
permit and complete construction within six (6) months
thereafter.

That the fence should have adegquate setbacks to provide a
good sight distance for the roadway easement at the
northwest corner of the subject property and Walanuenue
Avenue, and the driveway entrance to the subject property.

That no other setback variance shall be granted for any
future improvements on the subject property. This
condition shall be stipulated in the deed of the property
and recorded with the Bureau of Conveyances.

That all other applicable rules, regulations and
requirements shall be complied with.
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Should any of the foregoing conditions not be met, the
Administrative Variance Permit may be deemed null and void.

The effective date of this permit shall be from February 27,
1981,

N
Dated at Hilo, Hawaii, this \L day of Q‘\{?\W}v\“ , 1981.

Qb

SIDKEY M. HUKE,; Director
Planning Debartment
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Ms._&llce K;m

Hilo vVocational Rénaﬁlllﬁ&thﬂ Center
L0999 Waianuenue Avenue

Hilo, HI 967zo

Dea:'ﬁs. Klm°
Variance Application’ (VBL-8)
Minimum Front.and Side ¥Yard Setbacks
Tax Maon Keyp 2-3=-32:86

After review of your agaliéatian,_tn@ ?@annzng Llf@ﬁt@r z%
herebv certifying the approval of the variance to allow the-
construction of a 7-foot mlgh fence w;th no front and side vard
setbacks in lieu of the minimuw regu z@manta sf 20 and 14 fest
rebpectlveiv. ' PR o

aparov&l of tﬂl& re%u@st is Qaaed on tn& Lﬁiiﬁwiﬁ% finﬁinggg-

31. : That there are Sﬁ@ﬂldi clfcumstanceg ag@lylng ro e u & O§
- the subject propsriy wﬁxsh 4o not gwﬁafaiiy apply to.
surrounding property or improvements in the same district.
The property involved is the site of the. exzstlng Hilo.
V]pVocatlondl Rehabilitation Center which provides txaznxﬂg
~ for sev&rely disabled clients confined to work under:
supervision iny._ Present improvemsnts on the Qfﬂﬁﬁltj
include a workshop area where craft work isg done and oiLzae
space for-adwinistrative purposes.  Invaddition,” the center
plans to develop much of the ranaiﬁing land area for
agricultural and nursery training. The improvements,
egquipment, and vehicles situated on the subject property:
greatly exceed that which 1s hormzlly found within the
single family residential zoned district. Therefore, the -
proposed fence gﬁﬁvldem an &ﬁ&i“iﬁﬁdl s&curzﬁv neas ugé’ﬁ@t:i
usdally &hmuxiaaou ' Do
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5.

Furthermore, the height of tne fence w&s increased from aix
£o seven Ifeet as a safety precauti@n_ioz the clients at the
center, A five foot nigh chain link fence with three s

stands of barbeu wire above it would place the barbed wzré"“'u
cat eye level for many. of the ¢lients.. Taking moth o Ehe _
‘security and safety factors into ssnsgﬁeratlaﬁg it was felg

that the seven tooi h;gn ienc@ was ﬁa@ oest uiutlene-

That Lh% sgec1ai c1rcumst&nbe5 descr?m@& &DGV@ wg&lﬁ
interfere with the besft use and manner of development. of

the &ub}ﬁgt property if the mipimum setback Cequirements,

as stated in the Zoning Code, are rigidiy imposed. | Tne
front and side vard setbacks reguired for a seven foot high
fepce would take valuable land area out of groguctlv& Use..
Tnesa strips of land could be better used in the

,agxlcultarai and plant nurgery traan&ng ?;0@E@m.

That the grantlng of tme vaxiance wzli not constitut% &

grant of personal or special privilege inconsistent with
the limitations upon other 9zapert1@s under identical
district classification. Other varilance applications
having similar circumstances with regards to safety,
security, and land uses will be evaluated congistently.

That the grantiﬁg of the variance will not be contrary to

the intent of the Zoning Code and the objectives sought to

be accomplished by the minimum setback. tegu;z%meﬁt& of %m&t__jl

code., The purposs of the minimum setback reguirements is
to assure that adeguate light, alr, and cirgulation is
maintained for all parcels. Although the proposed chain
link fence will have less than the reguirea minimum
getbacks, the objective of ﬁnis provigion in tha éanlng
Code w1ll stxll ba’ met. ' '

That the graﬁting of ﬁnis vatiance wzii not mlllﬁ@tn
against the General Plan. Hone of the ooals or policies of

.. the General Plan will be violated by the graﬂtlﬁg of thisg .

request,

That the granting of this variance raguest will not be
materially detrimental to improvements or property rights
related to property in the near vivinity. AS was stated
pr@v1easij, light, air, and circulsation CQRSEﬁéE&tlaﬁﬁ wiéﬂ_
not be affected by the approval of this regues :
Furthermore, mitigative measures will be tahaﬂp thzouwg
conditions of approval, te assure adeguate sight distances
for all vehicular access points. Therefore, although the
Qﬁoyaaed chain link fence would have less than the reguired
minimum setbacks, impacts to surrounding properiy will be
minimal.




Ms. Alice Kim
Paga 3
ae@ruary ??, 198l

It is further determined that the approval of this variance
reguest shoulé b@ ubgebt Lo tne *ailaw;ng w@ﬁﬁlﬁl&ﬁbz E

SRR P Thae iﬂe 'éiti@ﬁ@:, Hlia VﬁC@tlQﬂéi ﬁ@ﬁdﬂl&iﬁdti@ﬂ Qenfe§?¢ﬁ~}
s rmsméﬁmlmi for comﬁijlng wsz& ail’ @ﬁ the gtﬁi@ﬁ L
Juaﬁ&xtluﬁw Qi ??a%?mio_ i :

R P :”aat Eng petitioner Sﬁ&&l zecure a maziéz&% ?“”ﬂlt within o o0
o osix (8) months from the date of approval for the varianges o
'-yeg%;t and comp i@ta csﬂg?:uc 1@& ﬁ&iﬂlﬁ @if §$§-ﬁ“3nﬁ_u_“"”
 tnLrea£tﬁr, _ S

3. That the fenc@ saculd have adequ&ﬁe @euﬁéakg Lo yi@? ide &
: good sight dlstance for the roadway easement at the.
northwest corner of the subject property and Waianuenue.
évaﬂue, &ﬁﬁ tn@ ﬁziv&wav antraﬁuc LQ tﬁe sumg&at yrapmr&y.._

4.  That no Gﬁﬁar sethack variance 3&@11 be ﬁféutﬁﬁ isr ang
: future inprovenments on the eabjecz nggex £9.  This
Leonditvion snaii be stipulated in the deed of tm& gzgm&zig
and recorded with the Bursau of Pﬁﬁ?if&ﬁvﬁ : .

5. ¢ rhat all other apslic&&lm ruié&,' ul&ﬁi@ﬁ% ang
: requizeﬁmm%a shall he complisd %ztﬁa '
mwulﬁ any of the faregoing cem@it;@ng ngﬁ b@ met, the Variamce

permit may be ﬁé%ﬁéﬁ-mﬁli and vold,

Should you have ﬁﬁj % aaiiﬁns in the meantime, please fesl free
Lo contact us. S e SR : : '

STIDHEY M. o
‘Planning Director:
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