
CERTIFIED MAIL

Dc to r 13, 1 '2

Mr. Akeshi Hashimoto
p. O. 80x 2!J.;J
Pahoa, HI 9 78

shimoto:

Va enoe Application ( 2-36)
H1K: 1-5-11:25

information submitted
5 let r r,ereby

request to alIa the
th B front yard setback

required in the single
i i ..

After reviewi your application ano t
in behalf of it, t a roc r
certifies t approval of our variance
construction of a s1 1 mily dwelli
of 14'-0· in lieu of he mi mum '-0"

fly res! tiel zone in B, Puna,

The approval is based on the fol wi

1. That there are special and unusual circumstances which apply to
the subject prope y w eM exists a ree that deprives the
aop! nt of s tantial property r1 s that would a rwise be
available and to 1l rfte ob obviously interferes with the
best use or manner 0 development of the property.

vision
t parcel

ott·H~r

The sUbjeot property is pa of a "grand fat red" s
that was created prior to 1 • The avera dth of
1s 50.22 feet, with one end i 47.10 et wide and
end i 53.34 at angth of the property
approximately 200 feet. The SUbject property Is 0150 considered
to a corner lot. Zoning's minimum avera width
requirement for 10,000 square foot resi tial lots 5 seventy
(70) feet. The Zan! Code also imposes yard setb8cks
differeotly on a corner lot thsn on an interior lot. The
imposition of the Zonina Co's minimum setbacks of this
particular pro Tty would leave a net I1dlng envelope BreB of
20.5 feet wide by 172 feet in length. In Checking with "Hicks
Homes" Bnd "Hawaii Planing Mill", concerning information with
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re rd to a "Starldard 3 bedroom, 1 bath 1 hornell, t widths
range from 22 to 28 feet and lengths range be n 36 to 48

t. These are typical mens1ons, which are ing used in
this context to show the average applicability of an "average 3
bedroom home ll to the subject property.

In summary, the "grandfathered" status of the subject property,
the resultant width of 20.5 feet after applying the Zoning

de's ninuD setback requirements, and the fact that if the
SUbject prope y had conformeo to the present SUbdiVision
requirements, there would be no need for a variance; these
factors constitute special and unusual circumstances which

ve the applicant of substantial property rights that would
r se be 8vai18bleo

These circumstances relet d the 5 cumUlatively
serve aCknowl the unreasonable t after
the application of the Zan! Co ~ set ck requirements, the
excessiveness of the zoned d srrlct's setback requirements on B
11 ra t II pare 1 es t meet the Zani dels
minimum avera idth r t s zone, that on a ral sis,
the nimum d of t'Standarc! 3 scroam, 1 th home tl range

tween an 28 feet in dth and thus the 81 of the
va nee waul inte re Ith t t use or manner of
development of the s ject oroperty.

2. There are no other ra cnable It rnatives to resolve the
f cult. The alt rnativ to dev lop the property thout the

varj nce would C tJse 19n ha hips on the applicant,
when other more reasonable altern tives are available.
Furt rmore, it is dete ned that the denial of t variance
would not serve as B reasonable alternative in this situation.
The th of .5 et is not 8 reasonable ares in whi,ch the
potitioner could construct a reasonable 51 Ie ly dwelling.
Th property is recognized as rt of I'grand red'!
subdivision a a legal parcel and is not t of t
applicant. velopment 51 problem is not s self-created
one, but results from the application of the loni Co '5
minimum yard set ck rements on a ftgra t red"
non-conforming lot.

There re, because of t e considerations, any design solution
which would have a to to tne n loning Code's yard
setback requirements WOuld be unreasona e and foreclose any
options in veloping the property for the proposed single
family dwelling*
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The proposed desi provides r a ten (10) foot side yard
set ok end e fourteen (14) foot front yard set ck and is
determine to be reasonable in Ii t of the constrajnts and
circumstances being applied to the property. Any other design
a1 rnatives in resolvi this issue woulo onlv be puttina
excessive demands upon t applicant, when a m~re reasonable
solution is available.

3. The orantl of t veri nce shall be consistent with the
neial purposa of the loning District, the intent and purpose

of the nl Cobe anb the General Plan. The intent Bnd purpose
of the set ck requirements is to ensure that air, light,
physical and visual circulatory functions are avai ble between
structural developments end property lines. In this partIcular
application, the oe91 n solution will still pravi s reasonable
ares for these functions, sit ugn it would not meet the minimum
requirements imposed the Zoni de. vert less, the
proposed des! n would still e oy a a ra the air, light a
circulato t ns that are t basis ri 5 tbacks.
Therefore, ttle analysis, of thes issues has so concur that
the gra i of the veri nc waul not cons! red
materially trimental to the lic's welfare nor cause BOy
substantial or adverse impact to the a is Charae r or to
a 01n1 0 rties.

B£:i:sed on t fo
this request be appro

1 ,th03 PI
SUbject

ng rector has concl a t
followi conditions:

t

That the petitioner or
res nsible r campI
approvsl.

author ze representatj,ve be
th all t stat conditions of

2. Tnat a!1 ildi rmlt'f be secured r t pro sed s1
family dwelling thin one (1) ar from the ef tive
of a royal of the variance end be completed within two

rs thereafter.

te
(2)

3. That the rtment of PUblic Works reauirements shell be
compli with.

4. That tl1B State artment of Health requirements shall also
be complied with.

That all other applic
regulations and requi

e state and County rules,
s shall be complied with.
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Should the petitioner or Butho zed representative fail to
comply with the above conditions, the variance shall automatically
t52 dc::emed vo i d ..

Should you have any questions. please
Kato or Royden Yamasato of this office at 9 -8288.

nu:rely,

~ ~.
o\Clvr~ ,

SIDNEY FU~
Planning Director

RHY:db

contact Keith

cc: PiE/nning


