
November 14,

i

• Higashi:

Variance Application (V84-34)
Variance from the Minimum Roadway Improvement Requirements

Tax Map Key 2-7-03:26

revi your appli and the information submitted
of it, the Planning Director by this letter hereby

if the approval of your variance request to allow the;
oreation of an 8-10t subdivision with an 18 foot pavement within
20 foot right-of-way in lieu of the minimum 20 foot pavement within

50 right-of-way as required for this single family
ial zone in Paukaa, South Hilo, Hawaii.

approval is based on the following:

VARIANCE CRITERIA NO. 1

The SUbject property ~lhich consists of 8.71 acres iir~::-·- ­
situated within the county's ·Single Family Residential (RS-I5)·
zoned strict. There are special or unusual circumstances
related to the land which would warrant or necessitate the
narrower pavement width to service the 8 lots in the proposed
subdivision. These special circumstances are 1) the
geographical isolation location of the SUbject property because
of streams at both ends of the property; 2) its location

to the ocean; 3) the undulating and steep sloping
te.pclgJ,ajphy of the. irregUlar shape of the makai

unusually long length of the
the Hawaii Belt Road; 5) the lack of

connections an off-site i
between adjacent properties; and 6)

ietion and locat of 2 access points the State
Division for this subdivision.
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Based on these considerations, the petitioner opted to
design an eight- and four-lot subdivision rather than two 6-lot
subdivisions. If the it for the two 6-1ot
SUbdivisions, a variance would not have required. The
gross density calculation of the would allow
total of 25 lots. As such, based density
SUbdivision additional lots or would
created to fit the petitioner. , the proposed

would not be connecting to adjacent subdivisions,
which may have the potential of util roadway.

fore, will be ieed
traffic this partiCUlar there

be Dwellings, have to
formally submit appl to county, which will review
and evaluate the ",.a,ch app~ication on its merits. T'herefore,
although there is this potential development available on the
petitioner's property, it should not imply that automatio
approval would given for these requests should they be
applied for. The necessary review by the appropriate
governmental agencies·would have to be done, prior to any
decisions on these requests.

As such, these foregoing factors are considered to be
special or unusual oircumstances applying to the SUbject real
property ,vhioh exist either to a degree which interf.eres wi th
the best use or manner of development of that property.
Moreover, we have determined that there is conolus evidence-
to show a deprivation of property rights whi curtails or
reduoes existing property development ri

VARIANCE CRITERIA NO.2

There are no other reasonable alternatives whi the
petitioner could use to resolve the difficulty that they are
claiming for the proposed subdivision. 'r~e petitioner could
have designed two 6-lot subdivisions with a 20~toot right~of-way

and 16-foot pavements. But because of tho property's
topographical and configuration conditions, and more
importantly, the location of the two accesses approved .. the
State Highways Division, the subdivision design necessitated the
proposed 8-lot alternative. The petitioner WOUld. also be making
the width of the roadway to 18 feet which would be 2
feet than the 16 feet that viould Joe required for a 20-foot
wide right-of-way. The fact that only 8 lots 11 utilize the

road-vlay also ensures the minimal impact in allowing
right-of-way width.
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variance request is approved, sUbject to the fOllowing
concH tions:

L The itioner,
responsible for
approval.

its Basi or successors, shall be
complying with all stated conditions of
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