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S dinibehalfiof it s the Planning Director by ‘this letter hax@b?f[-;-_.”'

';acgztitze@ ﬁﬁ& aggzoval of youx vaszanca :eauegt to. aliow the

Cwidths af 2@@ ?m@t 216,67 f@atg 233.33 éeat, ‘and 250 ﬁ@et in liaufﬁ

of the mininum buliézﬁg site average width of 280 feet as reguired'.
&ﬁ 2h& ﬁﬁglann%é (U}:”Gﬁéﬁ élsﬁrlct in’ Kalo, Esuth ﬁan&, ﬁawalla=

"ﬂfha a§§£9V§l 18 Easad an the followlngo.

7. ?§§%&?&@ ﬁrlterza ﬁaall-

. Th@ subj@eL p&agerty ig part of a 17 lot su%ﬁ1v1ﬁloﬂ that.i_,
: ﬁﬂ%ag parkitioned and ;%%@rd@é with the State Bureau of: : &
. Convevances in 1955, This action was legitimate in that S
U ordinance: No. 58 (Suméavasion @rﬁinanﬁe?,-%ﬁ$ch wai the: bmuﬁ%fﬁ
o of Hawaili's: subdlvisﬁan ‘srdinance in Hforge: at’ tﬁat tiﬁ%, ﬁ*ﬁ nG%
' fq&éﬁblzé ap§rgv&ls for- su%ﬂ;vi&zﬁns of 1th ‘over 20 acres’ ine
'fﬁgize._ Be such, the §artltienzng action is considered to be a’
' gistlng o §§&ﬁd§aﬁhﬁfﬁﬁ subﬁlvzslgn.f Whara aiso. waze ﬂ@-j§“
:_“;r@guxxagents for minimum buzlﬂlng site average widths by SR
“.g@réznance Eaa_ag or Qzﬁlﬂanae Ho. 45 {zaning Caﬁe) 1n 1935
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o In September of 1966, the County of ﬁawalz adopted
”'l@f&in&nca No. 63 {Zoning Crdinance) which contained minimum
-z@quiremants for’ bulldlng site average widths for. subdivigion
S purposes,. . The minimum bulldlng site area raquirem@nt for the
‘Unplanned zone . was determined to be 5 acres, alcng with -
pernitted uses to be similar to those al*awe& in ‘the

Agricultural zones, with certain exceytxsns. A similar parall@l SR

can be drawn with the Agricultural” ﬁmacre zoned "district in
~terms of the land area requzxement However, the %grzcultural
Sepcre zoned district minimum bu11d1ng ‘site average width

‘requirement was determlned tO be 200 feet, whzie ‘the Unpianhaﬁ'[f  7f

'_trequlrement wag 288 feet.

In 1967, the County of Hawaii a&@pteﬁ zaning f¢rfﬁhe:Sou£h-QT'““

" Hona district which designated the subject property within the

'“HUnplanneé zoned district.. This new z@nlng designation 1nCteaaé§ 3gf'

Sl ithe ﬁengltg of ‘the 5mbj@ct §zowerty from . 1 lot to possibly 5
i lots. The peﬁitlonef ‘thus is proposing to. create only 4 lots
dnﬁ meet the mininun 200 f@ﬁﬁ average. wléth wﬂich is i
W.aammenmU?at@ with the @gzz@mltaral 5 ﬁﬂf@ m@nfmum r@qulr@ment.-

i %g auchg the@e ﬁ@rag@ing gaﬁtorg are cans;d@red to be

'Vsﬁﬁazai Rk oy unusu@l Lifﬁd@wﬁ&nﬁés agplying to the subject real
_,:fprap@rt wnlch exist either to a degree which interferes with -
" the best use Or manner . of émvelopmemt ok that pr@wexty.

JVarlance Crlterla @o.'zz

iﬁ@r@ are no ath@r altern&t;vas %%lch the pet;tlon@x could
use to resolve the difficulty that they are claiming for the

?rmposed subdivision. -~ The width of the subject property 187250 2

U feet. This is 30 feet below the ninz?um 280 feet averag@ w1dth T
r@guiram@ni far tﬁa Jﬁ?laﬁﬁﬁﬁ {m) zoned . §1$tzzct o

The Hn@lanneé Zﬁﬁ%ﬂ alsﬁrlct “?urgases anﬁ ﬁppllcablllty
- s@ctlon statea.ﬁhai e Unplanned district. ap§11§5 to areas not
:_gubjact@é to sufficient studies to aécpt &@%c;fzc district -

: -{clasgifzcatlenaa- Th@ ‘permitted uses within the Unplanned .
oodistrict s glﬁllaﬁ £y the ﬁgr#cultural @Qﬁ d district with soms
“f5cxc@pﬁ10n$,_ ;ha ‘mininum nuilding 31%@ area reguirement 1n the

U Uaplanned zone i85 acres which is szmllax £o that of the
j-:ﬁgzlﬁuliural Se~anore zonaé.distrlﬁt - For agmyaxatlve ﬁurpoges,_
Cthe minimum bu;lging Sii@:average width reguirement for the
“;‘égx;eultuLal -5 acre zoned district is 200 feet, while the sanme

1ot gize in the Unplanned zone requires 280 feet. The _ -
- petitioner has also exhausted alternatives relative to the
_'purchase of aéjacant lands to enable him to meet with the
_-mlnlmam requlreman;s.
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: Lnereioreg in c@nszéezatlaﬁ of t%@se factors, the variance
r@quest for the 200 to 250 foot average widths are determined to
be reagonable fcr the prcposed 4-lot subdivision. Although it
‘could be argued that other alternatives are available to the
Cpetitioner, the reasonableness and practical application of
‘those alternatives have to be evaluated with respect to the iand_

 Characteristics. .  In this particular case, the imposition of the . . ..

‘other alternatives in this situation, 'is considered to be
‘excessive when a more reasonable solution is available.

V&zzaﬂca Crlteria ﬁaa 3

: The @urpaaa of the minimum buxléing gite average width

- reguirements is to ensure that subdivision of land will have an
‘adeguate width to allow for access, bmﬁiélpg development, :
'&:a;ﬁﬁgeg setbacks, etc. This zequlxem&mt iﬁ very crltlcal
-esp&eiallg as th@ 19t5 1&95@&3@ in. size.

o U An eyample ig th@ gar;;ﬁz@nlﬂg aﬁiiéﬁ %hlﬁh was done for’
- the subject prope&tg in 1955. At that time, the subdivision
Caction resulted in not allawlng any further subdivision of the
property. As such, the zoning and sugé1v1$1@n requirements were
:;adﬁguate with the- rules 'at that tima,- ﬁQWQme, when the land
was zoned for a ?lgb&z densztv in 1967, 1t created a problem in
that the zoning pe%mztt@d the petitioner additicnal property
.. rights.above .and:beyond what wasg acceptable prior. to 1966, .
-Rlthough th@'zchiﬁg.ﬁade_r@quizgs that the minimum building site
average width for the Unplanned zone be 280 feet, it was a zone
~whnich was czeat@d b@aauaa of 1nsufﬁzcxent stméles tc aeclaxe One.['

@m tn@ @ih@f hanﬁ th@ mlﬁlﬁﬂﬁ h&%lﬁiﬁg szt@ avmraqa wiéth
_ far the &grlau? tural Se-acre zone is 9%& feet. As such, although
_.thera is an 80-foot deviation between . the two zmone districis in
.;texms of this r@§u;zeﬁ@a£, there is Bome. basis fsz ﬁ@n51§azln§
. . the 200-foot width regquirement for gxanéfat%ﬁzaé lote which
-”g;&ana@t meet with the 280-foot requirement. We have thus.
_"Zﬂ%ﬁﬁzmln@é that "the requﬁst will satisfy the muryﬁses as
]]iﬁtenﬁgm bv the @Gﬁing C@ée,_ '

o mhzs variapﬂé requ&%t is alse c93515ten% W1th tﬁe g@ﬁaral _
- pazg@se of the Un§lannaé zoned él@tIiG% as no zoning changes are
j%alng sought. Thelgranting of this variance application will .
" not be materially detrimental to the Qublla welfare nor cause
cany substantizl adverse impact to the area's character or to
. adjolining properties.  Further, this variance application does
. not apply to density limitations nor. introduces a use not s
-@t%@rwzse yezmxt&ed wathzn this zone dlstr1ct.
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Baseﬁ on the Fazegalqg flmdlngs, this vazlance would be.ﬁ

consistent with the general purpose of the zoning district, and .

the intent and purpsse of the Subﬁlvxslom Cade and the Q@n@zal
alana : . . .

_ Bas&d on the foregoing, the Planning Director has concluded t&&t
t%zs request be approveé subject to the fellowing CCﬁﬂlﬁlOﬂsa '

1. The petlti@ner, its assigns or succe&scrs,_shall be SR
"~;:ze$§on51bla fox comgﬁylng wzth all sbated cendatlons of -
”.aﬁvapprovaia. LR Ll R : o

2,  Tentative ay@roval of the subjeat ﬂubdi¥i%19ﬁ be -secured e
- within one year from the ef fectzva ﬁaté Q& ree&z@t of
: jaﬁgr@val of ﬁhis varzapc@ pezwlta :

3. ?h@ ﬂonstractlan of the 1&§Iovemaﬁﬁs in wmﬁ@lz&ﬁc@ wzth th%"
.- Department of Public %03?% :@ﬁuix@me@ts zhall commence
within one year from the date” 0f receint of final ap@zcvai' 

of. the Q@ﬁstzuctlen yians and be comnl@*e& withln ﬁﬂ@ ?@&Ia'

'thfr%aﬁtaz. : . '

-'é;ff“311 otﬁ@; aﬁplicahie Feﬁera Qt&t%, and Qmaﬁiy z&laglééé-;
S Iregulat*ons shall ‘be cemylz@é Wluh ' - N

" should any o; th@ §$x@§91n§ canéltlona not h@ cemplzﬂé #iuh,-
th%g valla@ca shall aﬁaamatlcally b@ vgmdeé :

IE you hava any ﬂu@&tlcnﬁ on this matﬁer, §lcase geel $zea ﬁ@ S
-caﬂtact us,--:- - : .

':‘ Since xaiy o
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