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. May 20, 1953 . -

S Ms. Alfie Fujitani
P.0. Box 1524
ﬂKailuawgona, HI 96740

”f;Dear Hsg_?UJitani
| G V%rlance Apalicatamn (VSE 8}

mei@ﬂﬂé From Minimum Roadway Heguirements;gf i 7
Lo Tax %ap Kex,? -5 12 4l T

i %@ regr@t tm inform yau that a?Lar ruvi@wiﬂg yaur apﬁllcatzan
.iganﬁ the- infarmatian presented in its behalf, the Planning Director.
SRR §- 3 hﬁ“ﬁb} 5en}ing y@ur varianca raque&t. “The reasens Fmr th@ den;sl
L ere as fa¥lows.i. 5 : :

jVQRIANCE CRITERIA %G l

- There are’ ne 59@31&1 or unusual cirCUmqtaﬂces applylna to'r'j
“the subgect resl preparty which exist either to a degree which .-
‘deprives ‘the gwner or applicant of substantial praperty rights
o that would otherwise be available or interfers with %he best use .
Zg?;ar mann%r af d&velepment s? that giapertyg_c _;” EE _

S In the immaéiate area, thﬁre are:; agsraximaﬁély 1 082 ecras '
UW;G? land which could hé subdivided or aﬁnsalidateﬁ and o :
 }}?%8&@§1?£§@63 “The¢e include lands on the mauks side of tha -
. . HNorth Kona Belt Roed ‘enpd the lands an the notth and south side
cof vhe subject ﬁroﬁﬁrty Aacc;ﬁ;ﬂg to tha County Tax: foic&,
. most of thess subéivisigns were creasted pricr to 1@&8 and are.
" considered to be fgrandfathered" or non-conforming L
Csubdivisions, The Hualslsi Farm.Lots subdivizion whzch wgs_ﬂ'=*
1aﬁpzevsﬁ An June: af 1980 is evidence Lthat subdivision acticns on
- & large’ scals can e ﬁ&veleped in this rural srea.  As such,
=:.fxam an: svgxall glanniﬁg aersp@ctive, these situataons caﬁnat be
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overlooked, More imgartsnﬁly, the land us& 1m$llcatxan$ and
impacts of smaeller scale subdivisions must be v1ewed from a =
cumulaaive qtan@psint _ oo :

The suégact propezty is gart of thm5@ non- confermlng

-subdivisions with inadequate road accesses, road alignment,

drainsge facilities, sight distence, etc,  The special
conditions pointed out by the petiticner for the granting of the
variance are not peculiar just to the subject property, but may

-also extend to other properties in the area. Further, the

'_petltwoﬂer s circumstances of location, surrounding.

Nnon- cenforming ‘lotsand substandard access are applicable to
many surrounding properties; hence the requested relief c&nnot

‘be considered unusuel in terms of justification for grancing
this varisnce. Finelly, there are no topographicael constraints

- which would make it necessery for the petitioner to deviate from

“providing the sminimum raaﬁway requiremeﬁts 88 alctateé by thﬂ

.'Subd€v1sion Cgée,

Tn% Suédxv;sion CnntreT CQﬁF which admin;sters tha mlnlmum

""zmgﬁgay requirements views subﬁlvisian npot .only from. s site

specificiperspective, but alsg from an overall traffic

circulation standpoint.  Thus, 1t is with these an%iczgatians in
mind, that the minimum roadways standards for subdivisions were
developed. The traffic circulation of an area, is usually

dictated by the exi%t%ng circulatory patterns and from a

planning perspective, the implementation of such future planning

is done with minimum roadway standards as has been established

‘in the Subdivision Code. This is moTe so, especially in dealing
‘with an sres which is overburdened with nonvcanforming land

' diviszan, aCCesses, drainage Facilitles, etc.

The above findings sho% that no substantlal prnperty rights

géugd be deprived of, nor would the ‘best manner of developing

the subject property be interfered with by the denial of this

" rogdway .variancs application. Further, the proposed 40 foot

- right~of-way -and 12 foot pasvement are clesrly inadeguate and to

waivye the minimum requirements would frustrate Lhe 1ntent and

puTpose af ?ﬁe Subdivis;an Cantval Cede._g _

' vaRzaNca CRITERIA NO, 2

Thmre are cther reasanable a;tarnative& thdt weulﬁ r@salvs

© i the difficulty that the petitioner is claiming for the
“ subdivision. The petitioner could subdivide the property on an
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_incr&mentml basis 3ubjec% to thelr economic sbility to QEBVlﬁE
“the minimum improvements as required by the Subdivision Code.
The question of reasonableness in these alternstives, has to be
viewed in terms of its possibilities and application. 1In this
situation, these alternatives are considered to be reasamable
Qnes whzch the petltloner shauld pursueg

CIn terms af property riqhtsg the recently gasseﬁ
4_leﬁlslatian concerning "Ohana Zoning® may permit the petitioner
" to construct an additional single family dwelling on the subject
Tpraaerty.? The petitioner may also be permitted o construct
additional "farm dwellings® under certain YAgricultursl®
conditions snd with the Plaﬂﬂlﬂg Director's approval. #Hore
- importantly, incrementsl subdivision of the subject parcel with
o incrementsl improvsments commensurate with enticipated levels of
~impact from proposed developments is one alternative to
- .upgreding substandsrd roadwsys. . This approach will also ensurs
that the winisum roedway stsndards are belng provided so as to
sssure participation by future developments as @ means of
ensuring access to 3?1 pf@@erilﬁs beling subﬁlvided in the
'ﬁubjgct 8res. : _

: ?h&re is no evzdence relafed To any tasﬁazaphlcal
~inundation, or property constraints which require saeci%l
consideration in & solution of e subdivision gf the property.
It has been determined that thers are other alternatives -
- mvailable which would enable the petitioner to subdivide the
“property and still meet the minimum raadway requirements of the
'oubdlvisian ﬁodeg :

fvaﬁzamca CRITERIA NO. 3

Based . on the foregaing ?1nﬁ1n§s, this variange wsqlﬁ nﬁi b@
consistent with the gensrsl purpose of the zoning district, and
the intent and purpose of the Subdivision Code and the General
Plan, The purpose of the minimum rosdway reguirements is fo

- ensure that minisum safely standerds relative to traffic and
~drainage are provided for, In- addition, these minimum standards
were designed to provide for othesr concerns including
Caccommodstion for sdeguate spsce for emergency vehicles to
manuver and positioning when required, and to ansure services
such ss mail delivery, strest sddresses, road meintenasnce, stc.

It is further concluded that the grenting of the vasrience
would be materially detrimental to the public welfare and may
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cause substantial sdverse Impact to adjoining propertizs sinee
ne improvements would perpetuste the existing, substanderd
roadway condition. Although the impact of allowing relief to
this particular spplication may be minor, the cumulative impact
of subsequent subdivision applications and potential density
increases under the Ohana Zoning concept would adversely affect
the tetal vehicular circulation pattern for this ares..

‘Based on the foregoing issues, the Planning Director
conludes that the evidence presented and the facts shmwn de not
cwarrant the approvsl of this vasrlance request. '

. The ﬁirectar g decision is final, except that within ten {lB}
wg:klng dsgs after receipt of this iettar, you may appeal the

- decision in writing to the Pl&nning Commission In sccsrﬁ@nca w1%h
rtha fallcwing pracadure : :

1. Nan»re?undﬁble fillng fee af ane hunﬁr@d dallarﬁ (%AQG 88),
and N _ _ : -

2. Ten (18} copies of g_@taieméﬁt Q? the sbeci?ic graundg for
tha appeal._ - ' _ S

Shauld you decide to Bﬁﬁ@%l, tne Planning Commisaion shall
cconduct & public hearina within a period of ninety (90) days from
the date of receipt of @ properly filed appeal. Within sixty (60)
days after the clossg of the public hearing or within such longer
period as may be agreed to by the eppellsnt, the Planning Commission
shall effirm, modify or reverse the Director's action., A decision

to affirm, modify or reverse the Director's action shall reguire a .

mgjority vote of the total membership of the Planning Commission. A
degision to defer action on the zppesl shall require a majority vots
of the Plenning Commission members present at ifhe:tise of the motion

for deferral, If the Pianﬁ;ﬂg Commission ¥fails to render a decision =

to affirm, mgﬁlfy, or reverse the Director's action within the
prescribed Qerlmd the ﬁirectsr S actian Shdll be cansiﬁer@d as_“1 -
having bean f?lrﬁed. ' : : _ :

ALl actlgns-efstha Planning'ﬁsmmissianiéra fiﬂsl axcési tﬁé%;'

. within ten (10) working days after notice of sction, the epplicant -

or an interested perty as defined in Section 7.05 of this article in

the proceeding before the Planping Commission may appeal such actlon
to the ﬁaard of Qpcaals in accardance with its rTules.
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A1l metions af-thé board of Appeals are fimal except that they
are appealable 1o the Third Circuit Court in sccordance with
Chapter 21 of the Hawsii Revised Statutes.

Should vou have any questzons on this matber, nlease feel free
to contact ouT offlce at S6l1- 8”88,

Sincerely,.

SIDNEY M. FUKE
Planning Director

RHY :1gv

's@; Planning Commission



