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:_ Aftar raviawiﬁg yauz a@mizcaazea anﬁ ﬁh@ 1ngezmatzan 5uh§l%tﬁ§

S in ia%alx of it, thé Planning Director ‘by-thig letter ﬁev@%y'
:_cerizizes the approval of vour. variance xﬁ%m@st to allow & - zi%tlng
single familyv dwelling ‘which was gon&txu“t@d in: 1977 with ' a %1&@

yard setback of O ?ee$ 6. inches in lieu of the minimum glda yafd

. setback of 15 f@@ﬁ B8 zm@u1ze& %g th& domiﬁg Qsﬁe f@r thls z&m%ﬁ
'_dlﬁtrzctq_ o S . o : _ SRR .

3@ ag?rovai is basgd on th@ fﬁll@Wlng*

S@eazal an@ Una&ual uzxcumstanc@s'

: “h%r@ ara syeclal oL unusuai cifcumstancas hhzch ap@ly to
e subjeCt property which exist to a degree that would T
otherwlise be available ané to & degree which @EVlously .
interferes wl s} th@ best uae or maﬁneg oF deva &yment of the |

g“ﬁgaziy,"

. fhe Kona w@astv1@w éuhﬁ1v1$LO% wWaa awpxav&d in 1966.
ﬂii%@u@ﬁ there is no evidence of a possible gcveznaanhai error
o in the approval Qﬁ the construction of the dwglling in i%?@,
C there is no recdord of the approved 1976 construction plang. ot
“ﬁlle in order to u@t@rmz&a how the error occurred. and who maﬁe
‘the ervor,. Thewekar@; it ecannot be- concluszively determined.
whather the error was done by the §at1tion@r, b@ntraetaxg :
?la@ning ﬁeyartment or by the Building Inspector.  The final
ingpection was c@mgleﬁed on March 3%, 1977. However, & new
field survey was mada in May 235 1984, found that the existing

&ftes G
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dwelling @neﬁeacbad into the gide yar& getback. Therefore, the
denial of the variance would impose an unéu@ ac@ﬂ@mze as well as

a ﬁegzgn nhardship on the p@tl;ione '

thernatzve&-

. © There are no other reascnable alternatives to resolve the
: él&flcaltg, The alternative to relocate the. glngie family =
dwelling to comply with the minimum setback reguirements would
be an unreasonable solution.  This relocation alternative: woulé' _
be unreascnable and burdensome to the petitioner, as it was not _f_
a self-created ?Eﬁb1ﬁm, but one which was attributed to a e
posgible contractor's ox governmental error so&e 8 years ago.
The action of the peﬁltlaner £6 legitimize the structure is one
which is being done of their own accord. The alternative: of
purchasing the adjacent property for a conaalldatlﬁn and .
re-subdivision has been nullified since the offer to buy the
aﬂjaeent property was never accomplished. -In view of the above——
_eonslﬁeraticn%, any other alternatives in r@soivzag this igsue
”would be putting excessive demands upon the ag yllaant wh&n a
more Veasonable so¥utxen is availabl@e_" - :

Znt&nt amd ?ufgcs@

The &zantlng of the varlaﬁca iw_cansiﬁtamt w;th th& ge?ﬁzalj
'puzposa of the zaning district, the intent and purpose of the - o
Zoning Code, and the General ‘Plan. Tha 1ntent and §QI§Q%C of '
-~ the setback requlr@mants are to @nﬁure that 1light, aix, phvs1cal
" and visual czsculatoxy functions. are avazl&bie between -
_'stzactures and property lines, in this particular ap@l;catlﬁﬁ,-'-
the location of the ezisting dwelling will still pr@giae for -
these functions, altheugﬁ it would not meet the minimum as.
required by the éonlng Code. The ad301n1ng property to the @ast
CU(TME: 7~3-23:96) is presently vacant. Should a dwelling be
. constructed on this property, it be required to have a 15=foot _
setback from the side property line. The physical separation
between the existing dwelling and a future dwelling on the
.adjacent property will be a minimum of 24 feet 6 inches, - Thus, -
the existing location would still awplav and afford the air,
light, and 01rculaﬁ0ry funeti@ns that iz the baﬁis of I&“u‘ting
s&tbackga

In view of the above issues, it is fuzth@& ﬁ@t@zmﬁned that
the granting of the variance would not be Qﬁﬁﬁlﬁér@é to be
materially detrimental to the pmblzc s welfare nor cause any
substantial 1%§act to th@ araa o charact@r or tm aéjalﬂlng
pr@martieé. : : : .
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_ The variance reguest is approved, subject to the following
conditionss -

. The petitioner, its aﬁmlgng or @uﬂcaga@ra, @hdli a Yo L
S reggﬁﬁgibée fox c@&alglng with all “ﬁﬂdlﬁz@ﬁs Qf aﬁgzavawa_f-“'”

Z. AlL other 5tractures; other ihaﬁ ﬁh@ slmgl@ iamllg _
uw@lﬁlng, that 4o not meet with the minimum setback
requirements, shall be removed within six (6) menths of th@;i
approval of this variance. .The §§?1L1Q§@¥ shall inform:the -
Plapning Depariment upon tha ”Q??E@ﬁi@? of the Eé&ﬁV&l of
the structures. :

3¢ ALl future additions, reuncvations, and 1aﬁrcv@ments on the

' '%usject property shall be in conformance with the - : :
requlrenents of the Zoning Code. Repair and maintenance of
the non-conforming bart of the dwelling shall be psrmitted—
under the ﬁ@ﬁwﬁ@ﬁiﬁfﬁing arztez;& @sta%izghﬁﬁ in the Egnlﬁg-
Qsﬁee

4, A1l uth%r'“*a%@ and Qaunt% zul@sg f@gulﬁtiﬁns, and
E&”uirmﬁﬁntg including the %@uszmg Code gﬂail &7$G b
m§lieﬁ @1%%.. .

Should any of the i@raggaﬁg conditions neﬁ h@ csﬁ?¢zﬁﬁ w&tu, the-
vaxzaﬁce a§§1icatlcn shall autcmaticallj e’ v&iﬁeéa_ S

Tf yau have an 1Y qua%tl@ﬁ& on this mdtiﬁa, pl@agﬁ f@ﬁi free to
contact us. : _ _ _
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cc: Chnief Engineer




