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CERTIFIED MAIL o _ _
| | pugust 11, 1883

Mr. Byron M. Fox, Vice Presgident
#W. F. Dillingham Mealeal Wentéx
P, 0. Box 147 :
Captain Cook, HI 26704

' .Dear Mr. Fox: -
Vﬁri&mu@ @pblzcatamn {v 83 gg)

Variaﬁcﬁ “From Front Yard SBetback Eéguirementa :
' T&x Mag K@y T=G= lﬁ 35 :

éi%@z r&vi%w;nj y@ur agyllaatlgn and tn@ 1nfgrm&t1@n Suhmlﬁtea

_1n b@%alf of it, the Plannlag Director . by this letter n&rmbg :

: _Q@f?i;l@m ‘the apprgval of vour variance reguest to allow the
genstrmctlon of a med;sal offlce uull@lng for the W. F. Dllixnghamzyr.

Rwﬁlcal Ceénter wltm a front vard setback of 10 feet from Walua Hoad

“in lieu of the minimum 15 feet reqguired in the Village Fammézc1al

zmne& ﬁl%tiict 1n Helualaa lmt dﬁd Zna, harth Kona, anxzie

2

.*he BQQFQVal is base& on the fcllcwing‘

Variana$.”fiter1a &0. 1

L ?hezf ar@ chcla& or. umu&ual c;rsu&ﬁtancés ao@lyznﬁ t& the
~subject real: ﬁszefty which exist either to a degree which
deprives the owner ‘or’ ‘applicant of SngtuRﬁlﬁl ?ragexty rights
~.that would ch&f%l&@ be . avallable or to a degree which obviously
Loitiinterferes with t%m bﬁ@% uge or maﬂﬁer sﬁ eevel@pm@nt of that .
'ﬂ*wxepertva' : e : : T

: _-ﬂ The unu&uai rir@ﬁﬁstane@m COnmlﬁﬁ Gi ﬁhe f@@agra@hic&l an&
;lc@aﬁlcnal conditions of the s?éﬁlfic site with respect to its
intended use as a medical office f&?llluyo The subject property
- has a mauka-makai axlentatlen with an aprroylmaté zlope of 16 :
‘percent. There also is anprexsmat@lv 40 feet difference in
levati@n rram ‘the frant to the rear of the prsperty. The

et
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subject property iz also trapezodial in shapm and has thre
“houndaries fronting roadways.. Walua Road is a subsﬁanéara.
roadway and presently hes a very limited function, | The Caunty
does not &ntené Lo imprave %alua Road 1n the near. Luture.

Thesa phyglcal limitations of the @rop@rty r@gUlre a
special design solution., 1In this instance, the petitioner has

“eoncluded that a terracing design ¢oncept would be the most
reasonable and appropriate design approach to undertake for the -
‘proposed development. In the terracing design concept, the

petitioner bag designed a vertical element to resolve the

'aggp&zggﬂg_issue, as opposed to the typica} horizontal-surface type
of design,  The vertical decigion is primarily based on the =

Cwere a lavel piec@ of ‘land, these conszﬁer Llons would not have

“topography, th@'_al@@@ conditions, the possible drainage 1npacus

and the reduced land ‘area for development of the site. If tbis_]f

"%@ ba glv@n @ytra %siq1 evaluat?en,.*

: Iﬁ aﬁﬁltion, th@ patiti@ner s &@c?glon tc utillze th
terracing éeslgn zolution is also related to the amouvnt of axea
which can be developsad for the faa;lzty.' Because oi the ared
which will be. requir@d to bhandle the terraced areas, the normal
bazlﬁlng envelope of the property is ‘also being reduced., With

©this in mind,- the petitioner has decided to design a tri-modal

syvetem, wilth the two office nodes on either side of the pdzﬁiﬁg

 _structur9, in a makai to mauka Orimntatzon.'jﬂhls system along
Cwith the detached architectural ﬁeslgn hag been aet@xmlnﬁﬁ ﬁc ﬁ@'

the b@st most reasanable cancemt Eor th1$ Slte.:_

?n 11th OT the ﬂxroum%tanﬂeg, ihe metl?lene: W1Ll ﬁo sem@ -

éegtee be deprlveﬁ of property rights which would otherwise be

available and also to'a degree which would inhibit the best
manner of development of the subj@ct property for tne m@éiﬁal

 _af$wﬂm f&ﬂ}lity,__h,nw

 'var;aﬂca-Czitexia-mo;'z'

There are no other fégsoﬁgblé alternatives that would

'Qr&galv@ the dlfflcultya mf:.

The alt@rn$t1ve ei agnvxng the variance is n@t a: rﬁa%@nable;:

'oné'in that the aesthetical qualitles of the 5tructares would be

o comp rsm:s&u Frem its orzginal azchlteotural aeslgﬁ concept.

Whe lnteﬁt of the orlglnal design was a d@taehed scheme. 
It also. allowed open spaces between the office. bulldlngs and the

‘parking structure. Although there is no specific requirement
that the proposed mauka office buildings be located 30 feet away
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frem-tﬁe-@&rking Stfuaturer ite location less than 30 feat,

would affect the architectural design and construction’

congliderably. I located closer than 30 feet to ths parking

gtructure, the Building Code would reguire that no openings be

alliowed and a Fire wall to be constructed. This alternative
would serve to negate the aesthetical gualities of the original
design concept for this msuka portion of the d@valopment

Therefore, the petitioner, in an attempt +o not relinguish
or compromise on the overall architectural design iszue, decided
to move the mauka office development 5 feet further'mauka. As
such, although there are other design alternatives, thess
alternatives have to be addressed against to the property's
constraints and the Aesign congiderations which are affected by

“the property. The parking structure’s desgign is centrally _
Cdegianed to serve the mauka and makai nodes of the ﬁevalepm@nt.
“The terrace effect with the detached building design reflects a

design which deoes not clutter the Landscape and provides a

reasonably cempatzhl@ relatlon%hfp wiﬁh the landﬁﬂape of the _”

al’é"é.

%ﬁaétlonall this design solutzon @0?3 pfﬁVlﬁ far'&  . _
smoother visual anﬁ less hazardous transition between the rear

and the Front of the subject property. The front portion of the

‘property along Kuakini Highway is elevated above the existing

road. Thus, the total development cannot be seen in its

' entirety Ffrom the northern visual corridor along Kuakini

Highwav. The development isg clearly visikle from the south
corridor. . R : R o _ -

©i - However, with the detached design of the structural eslesmant
and the landscaping that will be a condition of approval, we
have determined that the visual and physical impact of the
development will not be obtrusive to the point where 1t would be

visuvally. oy physically evefwh@?miﬂg in itg pr&a&%tmtlon.;

Tongequently, there are no major of szgniflﬁant rhysical and
visual impacts to the surrounding prapert1e¢ and ﬁﬁvologments if
the pzepaﬂeﬁ mauka office building is permitted to be.
anﬁtruftﬁ with a 10 feet front yard %?tﬁ&fke S

The re-s 1%ing @f the mauka office bu11d1ng thh a 1O~Foet

rather than a 15~feoot sethack would aleo not mm@haslza its

height and make the structure more prominent and thus nbyszcally
overwhelm, dominate and negatively change the 5ﬁvel¢PMﬁnt
character of this area. The development scheme iz designed to

follow the natﬂral topography and the Flow of the the

mauka-makai building mass follows this concept. As such, the
requested 10-foot setback will ensure the integrity of the
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oz*gzn&l ‘design of the medieal facility. Based on these
eonslé@ratians, we have determined that this is the most

 ':@&3®nab1& @?t@rﬁﬁtlva smbgéct Lo ‘the canatraints of the
§§G§@rty.

SEPC% this design mciu?lﬁm seems to be the most appropriate

to make the development fit inte the landscape, any other design

alternatives in resolving this issue would not only be putting
excessive demands upon the applicant, when another moy &
reasanab*e qolutlon is avallabla.

-varianc@ Priteria Ne..3¢  ;

The variance snall be consistent with the general purpose B
of the ?gnlpg district, the intent and purpese of the Zoning and

 §&%§lVi ion Codes, and the County General Plan and will not b@
materially ﬂe%rzmwm%&l £o the public welfare or cauge

gubstantial, adverse i@pac% to an az@a‘%'nnmrawter ¢r ©o

'faéjoinlng Qﬁopértia

Th@ lntsnk ﬁﬂ@ yarasse ag the setback reguiraméﬂts ig to

ensure that air, light, pbvsicel and visual circulatory

functions are available between structural developments and

' property lines. Tt iz a regulatory tool which is used in

determining design compatibillty of developments. In this
particular application, the proposed design solution will still
provide ‘& reasonable area for these functions, although 1t would

‘not meet the minimum reguirements imposed by the Zoning Code.

The propesed 10 foot front vard setback off of Walua Road would

2till employ and afford the air, light, and circulatory

functicons that 'is . the basis of requiring setbhacks. The prepagwd

office structure must also he reviewed in terms of its viszual

and phyvzical impact in the ares to ensure that the spirit and

 §Rt$ﬂt mf th& s&tback r@@uirem@nts are noh v;oiated

Tﬁé prspaﬁeﬁ qtraatuzms w;ll encroach Gnly 3 dédztlanai

'fe@t znfe the minimum 15-foot front yafd setback regulirement.

Based on the evaluation of the issues, we have determined that
the proposed deviation, in llght of the overall éeﬁzgns

1 conﬂ1§ﬁrati9n% is pot. &?C$351v€.

_ A& such, the grantlng of the variance will not comprosz%
the phygleal and visual issues for this area, The distances

frem the visual corridors and the imposition of landscaping

along the south boundary will ensure that hboth the visual and

. physical impacts will be minimized to the point where it should

have a minor rather than a major impact on the area in light of
the 10 feet front vard setback being granted for this variance.



HMr. Byron M., FPox, Vice President
Page 5
S August 11, 1%83

: Gan%equantly, we have determined that the granting of the
3 v&xianc@ shall be consistent with the general purpose of the
zoning district, the intent and purposes of the Zoning Code and
the General Plan. The analyvgis of the above issues also hasg
concurred that granting of the varliance will not bhe materially
detrimental to the public’ s welfare nor cause any Subst&ntlal or
adverse impact ta the area = character or to aﬁjalnzng
-grap&rtaes, :

The vaziance requast 13 ap@roveé, subject to the fcllawlng
eenditionsa_ . _ _ _

1. The:pééitiéﬁer; its successors or asslgns;“éhéiiﬁbé'
o responsible for complying with all stateﬁ conéitlans of
'agpzaval._
_;2; ; Tne plans fcr the zav1seé perti@m o§ the mauka d@velepmantg

be submitted for final "Plan Aypraval“ review within one
year frem ﬁhe ﬁate af recaipﬁ Qf this vargan@ Permlt,

3. @he ccndztéang @f Qhangé of zone Qrﬁlhance ﬂe. 760 snall
: alge be complleﬁ wlth,__ .

- The Deyartm@nt ‘of Publle ﬁ@fku; relatlve to access, anﬁ
' ; ethez raqulr@ﬁ&nts shaii alse be csmplleé with. -

5. . ALl other am@licable State anﬁ County rules énd gggulat3gns_,,
- be c@mplzéﬁ, _ | _ .

Should any of the abova conditians not be coﬁ@ll%d w1th, the'
variance shall be automaticaliy be deemeﬁ void, :

If vou have any gquestions on thlm matterg @leaSﬁ feel fxe@ to
' @e?taat us at 961- 8288e__ “* - . _ . .

' Slﬁcerelyg o L
%\&f\,ﬁwé “’\3‘%
| SIDNEY wE

: Plann;ng Elreatcr :

"RHY:08

cos: Planning Commission



