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Vasignéa fraﬁ Minimum Sidevard Setback. QeQUHiem%mﬁ”"'
: ' ' Tax M@ﬁ Key Fom T l4 11

S %fter reviewin@ ysur agplic&tian gnd the'&nfar@stiaﬁ aubmiited
 1ﬁ pehalf of it, the Planning Director oy this letier hereby PR
cwertifies the appraval of vour varlsnce request to ellow.a sideyard. . .. =

- setback ranging between &6 fest and 9 feet 6 inches for an existinq S
S single family dwgllzng in lieu of the minimum sideyard sethack of 10 =

- feet as reguired in the Single Family Residential (RS-10) zoned

distzlct in the Kuaklni ﬁeigh%s Sublelsion, North Kana, Hawali "_; A  :
The QQBTﬁle is based en the failaw ng: | | |

1. _.That thexm are spaciai ar unusual circumsﬁances whish %mply--sfr.
Lo ko the subject property which exist to a degree that would
gtherwise be available and to a. degree which obviously
interferes with the. b@s% use or manner. of d%velapmﬁnt of
f ih@ areaertyu : : _

rﬁccarﬁlnﬂ to the Dﬁgértnent Gf Puﬁlie @srks§ ﬁuliding 3
-.3Canstrusziﬂﬂ end Inspection Division, Koha Office, recards,:

a building permit for the existing dwelling was issued on i
July 1, 1980, Final inspection of the dwelling was granted
on Detober 14, 1980 on Building Permit No. 04403, There is
no evidence to show that e foundatlion Inspection was.either
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;celleﬁ far by ihe centr&ctor cr made by, th& bullding

V ThereFare, the denial af the varisnce weuld impose & harsh** .
and undue sconomic, as well as @ d85¢gn hardship Dn thpf_'
'petltlaner ] o : _ o

”-That tnerg are no cﬁher reascnable alternatzvgg ta reqclvp L

inspector. Therefoxe, it ‘cannot he conclusively: det@rmiﬂad

. whether the error was done by the Contractor, Planning
Department or by the Building Inspector. 1In this
particular. situstion, the petitioner relied.upon the

knowledge and expertise of the contractor as well as thé

. bullding inspector., The setback violation which has oo
- existed for the last two years cannot be. attributed to the’
‘petitloners own negligence, as it was not & self- craated
;problem, but one that was passed on to them,,},-f_ T

the difficultv. “The altern&tlve to relocate the singlﬁ =
family: dwelling ‘to comply with the minimum setback . =

~ requirements would be putting excessiv» demands upon the

o petitioner, when a more reasonable solution is availsble.
“This relocation alternative. would be unreasonble snd R
burdensome to the petitioner as it wes not e self crﬁated SEREE

problem, but one which may have been attributed to a

' psssibla tontractor and governmental ‘error that was ‘made”

two years ago.. The actian of the petitioner to legltimize  ',' 
the illegal struetu;e is ‘one which is-belngodone of thelp
. own sccord. T In view of the above consideration, any ather

alternatives in- resolving thisisste would only. be - putting

. excessive demands upon the petitlaner when a more r@asonble _ -;
:.8 lﬁernatlve is avallable.*- _ o ¥ : i

_Thst the granting af th& varianc& ghall Qe Cmmsistent with
-~ the @eneral purpose of the zoning district, the intent ‘and
. purppse of the.Zaning. Code aénd the Gemeral Plan. The 7
o intent and purpose of the setback requirements are to
censyre that light, air, physical and 'visual circulatory

 ”:J'functians ara avallasls between structures anﬁ prgperﬁy
R f.llnes o . - . : :

fﬁIn bhlS partlculer ampizcatlan, ‘the 1ocaticn of tha

"5- existiﬂ§ dwelling will still provzﬁe for these Functiahs;

although not mesting the minimum reguirements of ‘the. Zaﬂina ,f-7

" Code. “Additiomally, the existing sideyard setbacks of 6 to
-9 feet would still employ and sfford the air, light, and - '

c1rculatory functiang that is the basis of requirlng
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“setbacks. It should be noted that the spproval of the
variance 1s one which is made in view of the specisl
~gircumstances concerning the dwelling., In view of the
above isgues, we have also determined that the granting of
the variance will not be msterislly detrimental to the
publicts welfare nor cause any substantiasl or adverse
_”impact to the area’s character or ta adjoining properties

‘Based on the fcreqoing, the Planning Birector has cancluded th8t  , 
_this request be apﬁroved _ _ : _

If you have any questions on this mauter, please feel free to

.ccmtact us.

' ”Sincerely,j'

SIDNEY M FUKE
Planning Director

Cec: Mr. Colin Love

Planning Commission -



