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‘American F@nce Cewganv'
111 Silva Street

Hilo, HI S6720
 CmﬁLlemb1,

Vagiance apggiﬁ”*’

DT !,Gi'l ‘\VSJ‘"[&} _ :
gaVéziaha&-F:ﬁm}Mirimum Rear Yard Setbgck Q“Qbifﬁmmﬂu
et Tax Map Key 2 110 ER

: Aftaf I“v“ﬂﬁing YOuUT agpflcatiéﬁ and the infoi m@ilun ﬁ&%m@lbﬁ
“in behaif o it he Pldﬁﬂmﬁg UiT&LtUL by “this letter nereny
certifies ‘the amm;ﬁVaJ of vour- variance zwqugii to ailow the
“oonstruction of a proposed %arahause wilth e zero rear jyarg: 3e%umc _
Cinclieu of the minimum twenty-foot rear yarti-sethack as required in
the Gﬁﬂaiel InﬁastLlal zoned GlSt 162 in Qﬁuiﬁ ﬁzlag szaii;l' L

';Thé appznvai 15 usssm on ina Qliﬂw1ﬁ§

"’fvgazaﬁCF CQITEQiA NU 1 '

S The%% are spec i 1 or UWU%U%l siiﬁumsi@nraa aﬁpfvznq ﬁﬂ-ﬁ
subject real proper ty-wh;pﬁ exist either to a €g¢aﬁ Witloh . _

: ﬂwﬂfﬁVﬁS the ouwner or applicant of substantial ar@$%§tf'“%ﬂﬁﬁs‘e~;.
gaﬂ8£ w@uTS 1ntezf;ra fAt% inﬁ 3est u e ar maﬂﬁax'mr development

a0

!

i

'"aw ord 1ng ia iﬁe'“ﬁuniw de U?sirw' Lhe subje property’,
- b

. _é C ect _
Was 5géﬁ§v ced. DTlQ? to. lﬁéd., As such, 1t is & gra;ufagﬁ@?a”“'
Lparceliis %@Qauoé itiyas &UMSLVl&ﬁﬁ'@TIQ? Lo the present. _
~Sum§ivi éﬁﬁ Laﬁag-at alsa is cangigazam a noen- ~ContTorming . Lot in
cterms of lot sdize.  The parcei which was zoned for "Genersi-
-Inﬁuszx;al uses® in ;3&? also did ﬁ@t take into consideration
‘the Tact that. it wouiﬂ 2B NON-00 nr&xming lut relavive to the

fd@&;gngt&ﬁ zoning lot sxza requirement. The minimum lot size in
S the E&Dufd; Andustrial (MG) zoned district is 20,000 SQuare
faa? ?h& m;mamum éerég& Lat gldtm As 108 feat. After
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'dggly‘mglﬁhé nidimpm setbacks (20 feet front and rear yard) for
a bullding in a typical 20,000 sguare foot lot (100 feet by Z00
- feet) the net buillvable area results In 15 000 square fzet or 80

rc&mt of the lot.

ther &BDllCaLlGﬂ of the minimum setbacks on the subjeut

property, the net buildable ares results in approximately &, UDU

square feet cor 50 percent of the lot. Relative to the: typic

20,000 square foot lot, there is & difference of 6,000 sguare

feet or 20 percent Uaiwewn the net buildable arcas of Goth

lots. At the location of the proposed building, the imposition
o.of the minimum setbacks leaves an area Gf 60 Teet in degtn and.
100 feet in wzdth

. Therefore, these Caﬂslmﬁigilang affect unuguaj :
'Piycumstﬂﬂcaﬁ with respect teo the development constraints uf the
property. Thess omstraznts contribute to a deprivation. of -
substantial property rights as well as interfere with the best
use of. mannpf QF usvei&pm@ﬂt ﬂf the subgect px ogsrﬁy :

VARTQNCE CRITERIQ HG

Tﬁcre are no Giﬂ@r.zgazﬁndhie ﬁit%fﬂ@tiVﬁb that woulo
resmive fhe Gir 1cu1ty. _ T

_ The alLarnativa to develop the property without the

variance would cause undue gesign hardships on the Qetltlﬁﬂe?
when other mure ressonable alternatives are available

- Furthermore, it is determined that the denial of the varlanc&
would not serve as a reasonable alternative in this situaticn,
The depth of 60 fest after appiving the front ana rear yard
setbacks is not a reasonable ares 1n which to construct a
r@aseﬂable warehsus& bullding. -

: 'Tnu &u%gecL pragwrty is recoganéd as’ s “granafmthﬁreq”-
subdivision and a legal parcel and is not a fault of the
petitioner. The developmant design problem is not & :
self-created one, but results From the application of the Zoning

LCode’s minimum ?rcnt anc rear yard seiback zequlxemunﬁs on a.
nan can?armzng lot : R SR ST

_ The ccnfljctzﬂg ﬂeveLQQW§ni aaten%lal because sf the
non-conforming lot sizes of the subject aresa are reflected in
the reasons for the two other rear vard sathack varlancms which

~vere grantec in 1972 and 1977. For those two variances the
future road w1d@n1ng regulrement of Silva Street was a primary
reason in granting of the variances. However, the Silva Street
Tuture road w1éen1ng requirement has s;nce been deleted.
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- - Nevertheless, any industrial development on these
particular lands in this subdivision will have site planning
design difficulties because of the non-conforming lot size.
Ideally, the minimum lot size for this zoning catedory is 20,000
square Teet. The subject property i1s only 10,000 square fesat or
one-nalf of the minimum lot size requirsd. Bul the overall site
development ares is 15,000 square fest.: The 5,000 sguere foot
dot on-the south side of the subject property wili be utilized
to satisTy the minimum parking requirements for the proposed
warehouse development. o ' - _ o

vonsequently, the feasipility and design of warenouse
development does take on & different light. These physical
. constrainis limit the development potential of ihe property
because ‘landscaping and parking functions must also be provided
for, Because of the nature of the design development ang
character of this area, the proposed zero rear yard setback is
the most reascnable alternmative in light of the constraints and
circumstances being applied to the property. R '

Therefore, because of these considerations, any design
solution which would have to adhere to the minimum Zaning Code's
front and reer yard setback reguiremenis would be unreascnanle
and foreclose any options in developing the property for the -
proposed warehnuse building, o ' Co

" Furthermore, sny other design alternatives in resolving
this issue would only be putting excessive demands upon %he
petitioner, when a mcre reasonabls solution is availasble.

VARIANCE CRITERIA NO. 3 .0 oo

~The variance shall be consistent with the general purpose
of the zoning district, the intent and purpose of the Zoning and
Subdivision Codes, and the County General Plzn anc will not be
materially detrimental to the public welfare or cause '
substantial, adverse impact to an ares's character or Lo _
‘acdjoining properties. s o - EEE

- The granting of the vaviance snall be consistent with the
general purpose of the Zoning District, the intent and purpose
of the Zoning Code and the General Plan. The intent and purpose
of the setback requirements is ©o ensure that alr, light,
physical and visual circulatory functlons are available betwean
structural developments and property lines. -



“In this particular application, TMK: 2-1-10:09's rear
proﬁerty line is TMK: 2-1-10:44%s side property line. TMK:
2-1~10:44 1is the paresl -immedistely to the reer of the suggécﬁ
property and shares a common Doundary with the aUJjECi
property. As such, the Zaning Code will allow any design
proposals for parcel_éa to design development up to this side
property line. Therefore, ihe proposed design with no rear va
sethack will not interfere with nor violate the intent and
purposes of the sethack pravisions of the Zoning Code in this
instance, The industrial character of the area, t{he gesign and
siting of exlisting development and the minimal physical and
vlsual impact. it re?l@cts, make the subj ct prapasal cmmpaiiale
w1th its ¢urraund1ﬁga. R ; o

-~ Therefore, although the propeosed design solution will not

chave a rear yard selback, we have determined through the site
and off-site analysis iuau in this instance the rear yard
sethack is not necess&ry &ﬁdltlsﬁallj, the proposed warehouses
Dulluiﬁg will provide for firewall construction which will also
provice Tirse- protection functions to the %d301n1n§ Tear
pr@peity, Therefore, the asnalysis of these issues has also
concurred that the granting of the variance would not be
conslidered to be materially detrimental to the public's welifare
nor cause any substantisl or adverse 1mgact to the area‘s
charﬁct&r or to adjoining ﬁrGQ&IL183° :

Th@ varlance request is apprsved 5P§§$Ct_t0 the following
canditions: ' S o _

1. _Tha petitioner, its assigns or ghcéessors? shall be
responsible for camplylng wzth ail stated condi tiOﬁb af
~approval. - . _

2. This varlance is being_gzaniea only from the rear yard
- . setback-requirements. No portion of ihe proposed nuilding
'H_wﬁil be @erniLt d ta mntrcﬁcm into the frﬁﬁt ysrd setback.

_3.'1.T15 glans far the proposaa @arehause and sarxing ar@pg a
detailed landscaping plan, including the proposed parking
-agreement be submitted fTor "Plan Approvel®™ within one year
?rsm ih@ e?fectiva ﬁat@ o7 mpsrcvai ot in& erlancﬁ Pgwm?i

i, Tne ﬁeﬂstvmct;an of th 1mprav&menﬁs lﬁ csmpllanca with tﬁh
Department of Public Works, Building Code, shall commence
within one year Trom the date of receipt of final "Plan

~Approval® and be completed within two years thereafter.
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R ;;éli @at$uanﬁ1m udllﬁlng code violations shall be rectified
CowWAth the Swﬁa:im@nt of Public Works, prﬂ&f to the 15$u&naa
of the nccupaacy BEIm1f uui aﬁ% DEQ§&§P %ﬁfghnuwe.

&, The requlr&manis a; the Deparum&mt 6? Water Sug@iy it
complied with. :

7. The State Department of Health requirements be complied
witn. R R __-' _ L :

'  8, That all other &QQLlCddi@ Fmde at, Stat aﬂ@ Caunb lrui@s
--*oand regulatlgns s%all 35 CDleled wlth i o

Should aﬁy of %h@ faregalﬂq conditions ﬁst e cammlleﬁ w %ﬁ
thls varlanCﬂ sha ll automatlcally be v01ded : :

S IF vou have Hﬁ“ Qums%iaﬁ: on i%ig mdtt?x, Dlﬁ&5§ ?f@l ?x&? 20
Lanﬁﬂct us at &L= 85&85 : o _ SRR :

Slrcarwlvg

i@é@fw

SIDNEY M. K8KE
Planﬂiﬁg Director
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‘co: Wes Segawa SRRy
Planning Commission



