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CERTIFIED MAIL

November 1, 1982;i-:

- Mr. and Mrs. George Maragos

. Mr. and Mrs. Samuel McCorkell
- P. 0O) Box 861 o AT
_xaalakpkua, HI 95759

"D@ar Falks.

Vsrlaﬂae AppliCatlmn - (VB2 31)
Tax Map Keys: ? é 053 32

o wg regzei to inform you that a?ter revi&w;ng Your. Variﬁnce

E a@pllcatlan and the information presented in its behalf, tba
Planning Director is hereby denying your variance requ&st The L
Teasons for the danzal 8rea are as fellows. TR I

1. Th&ra has' been no evidenca elih&r submitted ar ?ound that there
are special or unusual circumstances that apply to the subject -
“property which deprive the petiticners of substantial praperty
_'rights that.would, otherw1se be.available. -

Furthermore, these consiﬁarstieﬁg alse show that thﬂre are no
~special or unusual circumstances which interfere with the b@gt
use or mannerof ﬁevalcpmant of the property, lncluding -
g ubdivzsfmn. In the immediate area, there are agprokimstely éé o
. lots and 627 acres.of Agricultural zoned lands.  This area which =
“is confined to the msuka porticn of the Hz@hway is called the
‘Holulslos Partition Lots subdivision, .This subdivision was = .
~created prior tp 1948 according to the County Tax Office, In =
-;svalutlnm the variance request fTor complete relief from the
. S ‘access requirements, the cumulative impact of the potential- SR
d o den31ty and the need for providing adeguate access and vehicular
o - elrculatory patterns was @ primary concern. The faect that this
- property is situated within this non-conforming subdivision with 9
';1nadeauat@ road accessea, roed alignm&nt drainag@ ?acilities,;:;[;~'“
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-_<31aht di%tanca, @?e.-furih@r reguires that the variance reauast
“'be denied. Should this request for no roadway improvements be

‘granted, there definitely will be a negetive cumulstive impact
_Fer the orderly ﬁev&lspment of thls area.

B The only substantive reason given by the pet;timners isthat.

#...1t would be financially impossible to sbsorb the expense
incurred for s twenty (20) foot paved road in addition to the
high cost of the land and inflated building cost." The rzasons

. for subdividing properties by requesting relief from vubsivision
“wostandards simply for economic hardship purposes is a =
considerstion but should not be the sole basis for Pensiéeraﬁien

of ‘any deviation from such standards. The - Subdivision Code

- reguirements were @s%a@li&hed to insure safe and adequate

subdivision development for. the public's welfare as stated in
the gonals, policies,. stanﬁ@rdg and courses of actions in the

C@unty eneral Plan., Thus, these standards were devalopad ‘to

ensure that all future subdivisions in the County are provided
‘with standard access, water, and drailnace, improvements to
mitigaete the effects of arm$ﬁnt and future laﬂd partitioning in
'ﬁavaloging araas._ : _ .

-Furth@r, since thera BIre - no taa@mxsghzcal constraints ;hat wauld
-prohiBit the petitioner from providing the necessary roadway
Amprovements, it cannot be concluded ‘that a special or unusual

'  carcumvtance exists which is partieular Lo this prapsrty,

There ar% eﬁher r&asmnable alﬁeznaiives that would resolve the

‘Gifalculty,' The recently passed leglisletion copcerning ®Ohana

"'.Ecning” may permit the petitioner to construct an additlonsl

single family dwelling on the subject property. The petitioner

“is also permitted to construct additional "ferm dwellings” under

cartain "Aazzcgltgral“ conditions and with Planning Dizectar 5

'agﬁraval More: imamrtantlygxﬁn&rﬁmﬁn%al imgravemen% _
copmensurate with aﬂticzpateé levels of impact. from groﬁeseﬁ
~developments is one alternative to upgrading substendsrd

:zrgaﬁways, The petltimner could provide some level of

imnrovement or propose. ather methods of roadway imﬁroveéant

'garticipat;mn to assure that, in econjuncticon with future-
‘developments in the subject ares, the required roadway and

B relatad right- afnway weuls ulﬁimately be availsble.

_This variance reguest Is not found to be consistent with the
‘general purpose of the Zoning District and the Intent and

.'Qur§65€ of the Subdivision Code and Genersl Flan, The purpose

gf the minimum roadway lmprovement requirements ls to ensure
that minimum safety standards relative to traffic and drainage
are provided for. In sddition, these minimum standards were
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: jd#signed ta prmvzﬂe Fﬁr efn&r cencerns 1nclud1ng accommodation

oo for. adeguatﬁ sight distence for on-street parking and

- intersections, adsquate space for emergency vehiclss for
‘maneuvering and positioning when required, and to ensure
personal services such as mail delivery, street addressses, and
street maintenance.  Thus, it is concluded that the grdntiﬁg of
‘thls variance would be materially detrimental su the public o
welferse and may csuse substantisl cumulative adverse impacts to

Cthe ares gnd to §6301n1ng praaerties. ¥hile it may be LGWSLrueG”:"

“that the . 1mpmcu of granting the QU?ﬁteﬁ relief to this
Cparticuler 2 1ot subdivision may be ‘minor or negligible, the
Coumulative 3mpaai of not immrcvim@ the existing substandard
“roatway system for this and future subdivision requests in
cgﬁ%unetzar with the totael vehicular circulation pattern for
this ares, would not te in keening with the purpas& arig intent
- of a%tabllghzna improvement stdndarﬁs tnrough tne G%nera1 Plan
‘an% uhdivi ion LGG%. : : o

'"Th%'ﬁirﬁc%g**g ﬁ%%iﬁiﬁn is final, ﬂxﬁ@gt that withﬁn ten (l&}

~working days dfﬁ?='?@£ui§i of this iﬁiuﬁ?,'} U may apoeal the o

_ ﬁ&aisioa an writing to the ?Aam;iﬁq Commi giaﬂ in_gccaz§* wee with
..&“8 o lTlen& wroe@ﬁuzw%. S _- S s ' v

.l;: :§Qﬁw”§fUﬁd9B1F Tzlina Yee ﬁf cne hundred d§llsrs (ilﬁa GQ);'HZ
and |

2. Ten (10) copiss of & statement of ?% specific grounds for
'tﬁﬁ ssgeai o : T : .

s Should you decide ts appeal, the. Pl@mnlng Cammigs;GR shall
~conduct a public nearing within s period of ninaty (%5) days Ffrom
“the date of recelpt of & properly Tiled appeal.: ¥Within sixty (60).
days after tne close of the public héaring oI within such donger

-fayar?aﬁ as may be agre&é to by the aﬁgellaﬁt ih& Flgﬂﬁ¢ﬁ% Cammi5510ﬁ*'
shnall affirm, modify or Teverse the UGirector's section, A decision
~to affirm, modify or reverse the Dirgctor's 3ccian snall ‘require a

. majority vote of the total membership of the Planning. Commission, A

‘degislion to de?e? gciion on the sppeal shell reguire » ﬁaéariig vote
“pf “the Planning Commission members present et the time of the motion

CrTor deferral, 1f the Planning Commission falls to render e a&czsisw_  

~ toaffirm, Weﬁify, or reverse the Directer's action within the
prescribed period, the Dlrector s gction Shdll be cnnsider@d S
haviﬁg been affﬁrmed. _

All actions of the Plannlna Commission are final except ﬁhat
-%ithin tan (102) working days after notice of acticn, the ap@liﬁﬁﬂt
‘ot an interested party as defimed in Sectilon 7.05 of this article in
the proceeding before the Planning Commission may appeal suah QCtAGﬁ
to- th# Beard of Qppeals in sgcordance with its rules. _ _
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_ A1 @ctions of the Bmard cf Aaﬁeals are f;nal exe&pi that they
“are appeslable to the Third Circuit Court in accordance with Chaater
81 of the Hawaii Revisad Statutes.

Should you have any guestions on this maﬁter, please feel Free .
to cantact our efflce at 961-8288,

Sincerely,

Planninq Diféctor

RHY db

o ces Planning Commi$sion




