




Mr. Cl~rence Esposo
1941 Kallnllnlol. Avenue
Hila, Hawaii 96720

O.ar Mr. EaDoso;

Variunce Application (V82-40)
Tax MIP Key 2-1-17:~~

October , 1982

After reviewing youx application Inc the information submitted
In behllf of it, the Planning Director by this letter hereby
cBrtlfi •• the approval of yaur vlrilnce requelt to IlIa••
twenty-.even (27)-foot front yard s.tback in lieu of the minimum
required thirty (3D)-foot front yard setback as required In this
S1 1. F••ily Residential zoned district in Ke8uklhB, South Hilo,
Hawaii.

Th!!! approval is sed on the folluwing:

1. That there srB Ip8cill snd unusual clrcumstancel Which apply to
the subject property which exist to 0 degree that rives the
spplicant of suostantial property rights thlt would otherwisl be
"vailshl" and to II d~JJree which obviousl)! interferes with the
b.st u•• or mlnner or development of the property.

This property which .1. Plrt Df the for••r "Lehi. Plrk R•• idencB
Lots" subdivision w~. cr••ted prior tc 1948. ThuS, it is
considered to I Wgrlndf.thered R subdivision in relltionship
toth. pr•••nt Subdivision.nd Zoning • Ihln this
subdivision .IS cr•• ted, t subJlct property hid frontage. on
thr•• 8ides of the lot. The IVI .idth of the lot is 65 fl.t
iIlnd the Zoning Code'S minimUllJ average .idth requirement for
15,000 squire foot loti in the Single FiIl.ily Re.identill zonl il
ninety (90) flet. Thus, the lot 18 lIsa non-conforming by 25
feet with respect to the preslnt Zoning requirl.ent of 90
f ••t. In th.ldoption Df the City of Hila zane ••p in 1 ,
future ro wIdening reQuir••ents .ere imposed on Kallnlaneale
Avenue, AklPI end Nine Street.. The.e edditional s.tbacks .Irl
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then required to added to the standard setback requirements
as imposed by the Zoning Code for each respective zone
district. For this Plrticular property, 8n additional five (5)
flit .1. required Dn the Kallnl.naal. Avenue lide, In ticnll
ten (10) feet on the AklPI Stre.t side Ind In additional fift ••n
(15) flIt on the NIne Street .ide. The minimum front yard
setback for the Single Family Re.identill (RS-S-15) zoned
district is twenty (20) f ••t. Thus, the minimum s.tback from
KIllnl.nlDle AVlnUI Is twenty-five (25) r.et, fro. Akepa Stre.t,
thirty (30) f •• t end from Nan. Stre.t, thirty-fIve (35) f ••t.
After imposing th••• minimum s.tbacks, the net buildable ere. 1.
reduced to • width of 25fe.t end 2" '.It in length. Thi. is
approxim.tely 6,375 squire f.et or 301 of the subject praperty.

In checking with locil building construction supply fir•• ,
concerning Infor•• tlon with td to I "stlndard 3 bedroom, 1

th model harne", t widths rlnge from 22 to f.et Ind
Ilngths rlnge bet•••n 36 to 68 feet. The.e BrB typical
dimensions, .hich ate bli used in this context to Ihow tn.
8ve IPol billty of In VI medel ho•• - to the SUbject
property.

In Iu••• ry, t grind tnered st.tul of the SUbject property,
tn. non-conforming Ive Width of the let .ith respect to its
Dr.,ent zoning, its long nlrrow lot canfiguration end
front to tnr•• streets, the Idditional setback impased by the
future roed widening of the.e streets, cDnstitute splciel
Ind unusulI circurostance. Which deprive the petitioner af
substantial property rights thlt would otherwisB Iv.il.hle,

consequently intlrfere with t best ule and n.nner of
velop.ent of the SUbject lite for the intended UB••

Similarly, wh&re.s the subject prope is left
width of 25 feet efter application of Zoni
require.entl, and the minimum width of I "I

th model hom." range1 bet•••n te r.,
that there ere no other re••onlol. alternatives
rBsolve the difficulty.

with. buildable
Cede'. setolck

ra 3 bedroom, I
is ter_Ioad

Ivell.bl. to

Furthermore, the acquisition ond subs.Quent 19n pruhl•• Is
not. self-imposed hardship, but Dne which results from the
application of the prssent Zoning Code's minimum setbacks on 8
"grandf.ther.d" non-conrorming lot. 8ecause of the.e
considerations, Iny 19n solution which would hive to adhere
to the minimum Zoning Code's yard set hick requIre.ents would
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so tightly canstreined •• to foxeclo •• Iny rl.sonable options In
developing the property far the proposed slngll family dwelling.

The proposed i9n which provide. for. twenty-••ven (27) foot
front yard sitback from AkepI stre.t, I .eventy (70) foot front
yard letbock from Kallnianaole Avenue, B one hundred eighty-four
(184) front yard .etback from Nine street and ~ ten (10) foot
s1 ya .etback is natermined to oe raasonable in light of the
constrlints Bnd circu•• tancel being applied to the property.
Any other design alternatives in resolving this ilsue would
only be putting Bxeellive d•••nds upon the petitioner, when •
more re.sonable solution is aV8ilable.

3. The grlnting of the vlriance 1 consistent with the
general purpose of t Zonl District, the intent and purpose
of the Zoning Cooo and the ner~l Plan. The intent end purpose
of the setback rooul is to onsure that light, aIr, visual
and physical circulatory funotions ore avalla 0 botwoen
structural volopmonts "raport. In this particular
applicction, the dosign solution will still provide for those
functions, although it would not the minimum stlndsro
setb8ck~ imposed by tho Zoning Co • Nevortheless, tho proposed
deSign solution would still loy Ino .fford tne 11r, light,
Ind circulatory functlon$ tnlt Ire the blsls of requiring
setbacks. Therefore, Inllysil hI. also concurred thlt the
grlnting of the vlrllncl would not bs Donlla.rld to be
materilily detrlmentl! to t publlc's fIre nor CIUI8 Iny
substlntial or Idverse implct to tho Irel'. chlrlcter or to
adjoinIng propertl•••

allea on the rorsooi ,the Pllnning Director hI. concluded tnet
tnis requBst be BPpro~.d, subject to the following conditions:

1. Thst the petitioner ar Buthor! re.BntltlYe respansinle
ror complying with .11 the s conditions of approvel.

2. Tnst. -BUilding Per.it- bB .ecured for t proposed I Ie
'.mily dW811ing within one (1) r from the fective of

rovII of the veriance eno completed thin two (2) rl
ther.eefter.

3. That th. requirements 0' the Depert.ent of. r Supply and
rtm.nt of Public Works snlll be compli with.

e. t t t of H.81tn requirements shall s18D be
comolied with.

5. That all other S te Ind County rule., regulations and
reQuire••nts Ihlll De compliea with.
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Should tn. petitIoner Dr authorized represent ive 1 to
comply with the Bbov. st.ted cDnditions, the verilnCB Ih.ll
automatically be void.

Should you heve any que.tiDnl, pl•••• f •• l fr •• to cantlct aur
office.

Sincerely,

~
SIDNEY
Planning Director

fiHY:srni1

cc: Planning CommiSlion
Ron "till
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