
January 23, 1

• Jon Adams
P. O. Box 307

Dear !'lr. Adalll£l:

are

your application
Planning Director

reasons for the denial

SPECIAL AND UNUSUAL CIRCUMSTANCES

The petitioner has not shown by the evidence in his
application that there exist any speoial or unusual
circumstances related to the land which would warrant or
necessitate a waiver from the minimum water requirements to
service the ::I lots in the proposed subdivision.

The petitioner refers to an economic hardship in requesting
this waiver froll! the minimum water requirements. Since the
adoption of the SUbdivision Ordinance, water requirements are
applied on a uniform basis for all subdivision proposals within
the County of Hawaii. In this instance, the petitioner is
asking for a waiver from these standards basically so that his
daughter may own her own piece of land. As such, we have
determined t1:1at there is no deprivation of property rights which
curtails or reduces existing property development rights.

Since there ill no change being anticipated in the use of
the land, there are no special or unusual circumstances applying
to the subject property in this partiCUlar application which
obviously interferes with the best use or manner of development
of the subject property.
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, in concert
Goals, Policies, and Standards of the General Plan, and

Ui"""'::' purposes of the Zoning and Subdivision Codes.
has not shown in his application how a wa i ver

water requirements would put the property to a
productive use and not violate the intent and

the General Plan, Zoning and Subdivision Codes
water.

There is an existing substandard water source and
distribution system. to serve. this. area. The primary policies of
the Gen.eral Plan I s Water element are.to Lmprove inadequate
systems 1 new public water systems in urban areas
Which needs and characteristics 1 and to provide
water for purposes.
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The cumulative of a favorable action would be
materially detrimental to thE! pUb1ip safety in terms of health

protection concerns. A favorable action would also
cause substantial long term adverse impacts to the adjoining
properties and surrounding ies as the existing system
would become overburdened a period of time. Such a

practice would the implementation of the
set in well violate

Based on foregoing findings, the variance request would
not be consLa t ent; ~d th the general purpose of the zoning
district, the intent and purpose of the Zoning and Subdivision
Codes and tho County General Plan; will be materially
detrimental the public's welfare; and cause substantial
adverse the area's character and to adjoining
properties.

such, the Planning Director concludes that the variance
application from the minimum water requirements of the Subdivision
Code should denied.

rector I S decision is final, except that within thi:rty days
this letter. you may appeal the decision in writing

Commission in accordance with t.he following

The
after
to the Planning
procedures,

1. Non-refundable filing fee of one hundred dollars ($100), and

2. Ten copies of a statement of the specific grounds for the
appeal.
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Planning
ninety

\',i thin

,,"',1:or '13

rec1:or l s rea
the commiss

shall a majority
Planning ion present time of the
deferral. If the Planning Commission fails to a
af rm,. modi ,or reverse the Director' s action.\'li~llin the
prescribed par ,the Director's action shall be considered as
having been affirmed.

All that,
within thi
interested

except that
cordan with

Should free to contact •

Ene: Background Report

ec: Planning Commission (w/ene.)

bee: Kaoru (w/encl.)

ALBERT
Planning


