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Uarlamc& from Minimus Side Yard Sethack R@ﬁmisewgntﬁ}
Tay Hap ?@? 2=i=521 33

: Aiteﬁ s@vi&%“mg ;guv &g@iiﬂﬁﬁlén &ﬁ& the information submitted.
in behalf of it, the Planning Direcktor by this letter herebv.

c&st;;i&% the approval of your variance request to allow the

construction of a nev aiﬁar houvge with a eidse vard setback of.

11 feet and open clear space of 7 feet in lieu of the mininum sids

vard getback of 20 feet and open clear space of 14 feet ap reguired

in the Agricultural zoned district, in the Panaewsa Fouse LOoLa:

_ gwﬁdivigimn, Waiakea, Scuth Hl&ﬁy Hawaii. . _

T?% R§@zeval is based on the foll@w;mg;:

.’v%ﬁléﬁﬁﬁ CRITERIA NO. 1 . : _

. there are special 4r unusval circumstances spplving to the
subject real property which exist to a degree that would interfere
with the best use or manner of development of that property.

. The subiject property ls reliatively f£lat in character with the
excaption of & mounded area on the northeast portion of the o
§r3§&r%y,__@bia is in the location of the §i@$ent and proposed altar
house.  The physical confl guragion nf the mound is such that any

: ﬁ%iéing construction on it would reguire it te be logated on the
 north-sasterly portion.  Toils is due to the slope and height of the
mound iteelf and the physical ability of the mound to acconodate the
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proposed altar structure. The §§§§§maﬁ to %iﬁﬁ the p?ﬁ§@$ﬁﬁ altar .
houge iz an architectural related wgns%gt mased on documented '
 historicsl religious architectural site planning.’ In viewing
‘historical religious architectural site planning, Harmonious
building-site relationships have evolved and ﬁaval@@%ﬁ w;%? the
Centiré site as a whole, ﬁdﬁiui%ﬂ%li?g the origntation of @ziaﬁgv
and gﬁcenéﬁty puildings, and other %ﬁvzzsmﬁ%aﬁa? factore play. an.
important degign and religious zignificance in the ﬁ@?éi%ﬁﬁ@ﬁi @?
cthe overgll scheme.  The impostion of traditional zoning :
requirements on this tvps of holistic site planning in certain
instances bears an undue burden in gatéﬁfyiﬁg'gii@j%@V@ig§mén?. .
goals. The placemenbt of the proposed altar structure ig based on an
zxial relationship with the existing church structure. This '
aligﬁm@at and distance of the proposed struchure from the side
. property line has been determined not to impose éﬁj n%aaﬁiv&

gﬁy%icaﬁ, visual or secial impact on the ﬁﬁj&ﬁ@ﬁﬁ property with this
dagign. A such, because of the’ ﬁﬁiigzﬁﬁﬁ arohitectural %@ai@ﬁ
reguly @mwnta and the topographical constraints oF the mounded arsa,;
the selection of the propoesed &gliﬁlﬁg location on the mound is the =
mogt logical and most reascnable in view of the circumstances. g
' These considerstions effeqt unuysual dircumstances with re &g%a%-”
to the deveiopmant eangtra;ﬂts of the propertV. These constratnts
contribute o an interference with the best unE- @x %éﬁﬁéf ai
ﬁ@vézagmant @f @h& ggﬁj@@& @xﬁaaxtve '

VAEE%%“E FRE??&Z@ 5 L2 AR T ST S -
S Fhere are no ﬁb%z r&ason abl"ai%@rnaﬁivag'téé& @ﬁﬁiﬁ gasﬁiv@
fth@ difficuliy. '

- The development éeaign ?r@biam im ﬁ@? @nzv @ @%éf“ﬂxﬁﬁﬁﬁé TRE,
but one which also regulis from the ap@licat:@r of the Zoning Code’ 8
minimum sidevard setbacks r@qair@m@ﬁts for a vonditionally permitited
non-agricultural use in the &grl@&iﬁnfﬁl zone,. The alternative to
develop the property without the variance would cause an undue
hardship on the petitioner, even if other alternatives are
available.  ‘The reasonableness of alternatives are also viewed in.f
Cterms of the phyesical, visual and social impact to the general
public and the adjacent and gurrounding ?§§§$Et3ﬁwe' Iin thig
particular case, the phyvsical location of the proposed asltar
gtructure iz based on rveligious %rchif%cﬁurai glte development
criteria,  While religious beliefs in and of itself shounld not be
~considered grounds. for approval of 2 varisnce, when these haliefs
are interfaced within the context of historical srohiz tectural: ﬁz%%
planning and social 1&@&&2, it should be given some merit.,
 Additionalily, the proposed altar house. i8 not &ﬁi%ni&é to ba used.
for any congragational or yroup type of services. I1ts function is
more related to a symbolic structural axial relationship with the
exigting church structure. Thug, although it could be argued that.
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th@re iz available lan& ar@ﬁ xemalnlng fate accomeﬂate the pzeg@s%é
use, we have determined that the alignment bhased on historical

| temple: architecture and locational w@quixameﬂts and: praye&ed use. of
- the structure itgelf, would be inslgnlflcant in terms of its lmpact
to the surrounding and/or adjacent properties. Baged on the
foregoing con31ﬁerat10ﬁs, we have determined that the ﬁenlal-af tb@
variance would not serve as & reasonable alternative in this

- gpituation.  We have also concluded that any other alternatlveun;* AR
“although available, would bé excessive and urireasonable,; when a more

‘readsonable alternative is’ dvallabie. sTherefore, because of these

fconﬂlderatlcns, any design solution which would have to adhere RO

the minimum Zoning Code's side jard setback regquirements would be
- unreasonanle and foreclose any cptlons ln developlng the yreperty_
_for the propo%eé altar house. : . _ L e B

'-'va&x&&rg CRITFPIA NO . 3_' . S R
- The variance shall he conszstenﬁ witn th@ general ?urpose ef tne_

“zoning district, the intent and purpose of the Zoning and :

Subdivision Codes, ané the County General Pidn and wlil not se

materially: detxlmeﬁtai to the public w&lfare oL cruse suugLant4ai,

adverse impact to an area 's chafmﬁtmr G to aﬁjo;nlng propexiie%.
the grantznq of the variance 5hmli be consistent with the

- generdl purposs of the Zoning Dzsttlct,_tn@ intent and puxﬁfﬁe of

. the. Zoning Code and the General Plan.  The intent’ and’ gurpose oL thef 

setback requirements’ iz to ensure that: air, light," ﬁhy31aal aﬂé
vigual. c;rculat@ry functlsns are available between structural’

- developments and’ @r@§ertv lines. In this partxcuiax appiicatzen,

the proposed design solution will. stEill provide a’ reas&nable area
for these functions, although it.would not meet the minimum

'Zrequlrements imposed by the Zoning Cede. Nevertneiess, the pxapos&d

11 foot side vard setback would still employ and afford the air,
celighty; and circulatory functions that’ is the basis of requiring

:”setbacks.. The subject property is situated within the State Land

Use Commission's "Urban® zoned district. The County CGenéral Plan
“degignates this ares for "Low Density® Uses. Low Density 18 rated
at a density of not less than 4 units per acre. In view of the
Urhan and. “Low Density” use designation of the General Plan, the
prroposed 11 feebt side yard setback would &e_complemﬁnﬁary to the
‘Residential zoning .setbacks. Conseguently, the review of setbacks

has to be afforded this plannlng evaluation with reapect to 5@@01&1@ 3.

types of varlance requegts. In this @artlcular case, tn@ Sp@ﬂlal
land use designation circumstances for the property require this
‘balanced type of review. As such, the analyais ‘0f these issués has
also concurr@a that the granting eﬁ the variahce isg. COﬁalStént with .
the intent and purpose of the General Plan and the. zoning Code an@
iz not considered to be materially detrimental to the public’s.
welfare nor cause any substantisl or adverze impact to the ar@a 5
character or to adjoining Qropertlas. '
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The varlancm r@quest ig approved, suoject tc tﬁe fellow1nm."
_conéltlons- o ; o

1. -.The p@tltlon@r, ass;gﬁs or its successors @ﬁall he
: responsible for ccmplylng wzth all statﬁd COndltimﬁS of
-_approval.__ o :

2. The ?laﬁs $a: the @rﬁ@oe@& ait&r houge be submlttad far o
o "Plan Rpproval“ within one (1) year from the ﬂffectlv@ date
of apnroval nf the Varlanae Permit,

3._..The,ccnstruct;0n of tne‘propeged altar house will commence
within one (1) vear from the effective date of final "Plan
Approval® and be completeq w1th1n two {2) years
thereafter. . :

4. The requlremﬂnts oi the Department of Public Works and the
Department of Water Sugply be comgiled thh.

5. That the State Department ot Health requlxements be
comglled wzth. : _ _

6. That all other appllcabla F@@@ral,_gtate and Qeunty rules'
and regulatlons ghall b@ compliee witho, SR

Shouid any of the fer@gezﬂg ”Gﬂﬁltl@ﬁa not be Qamplzec w;t%,_
this vaxlance shall be autamaticaliy be vozdeé. : _

: I? you have dny qu@%tlons on this natter, ple&se f@@i fre@ ﬁo
contact us. : :

SIDEEY W FUKE
Planning Director

RHY:smn

c¢: Planning Commission.




