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'l.'VQrianc@ from minimum rear yard

setback r@rutxmmmnt

Tax %ap K%} ? 9 573 i

&f%@g ravzewlng yauz anm?ACﬁtien and the 1ﬁferﬁat10p suhmztbwﬁ

in behalf of it, the ?lanning Director by this letter hereby

)wrop@rty which consists of

vcertleeu the an§saval of yauz varzsnce regaesn to &ii@ﬁ th@ B

@xi&t;ng alnq?e famlly gwelllng with & r@ar yaza satbask of 10 fwet
“in lieuof the minimum 20 foot rear. yar@ sethack: requ&ran@ﬁ* within
the angl@ Fanmily Residential (RB-15) zmoned éfgtrlct. “Fhe %ubjec&_

15,000 sqguare feet i3 located on 'the east”

side of the Hawaii Belt Highway' ‘approximately 250 feet north of ‘the. .

HBawaiil Belt nghwa;/ﬁaﬂukane Boad 1nte 8@@%103, Qkuxan@ lgt, ﬁez%h

Rona, Hawaiz, THK: 7-9-10:

f'?‘

Th@ a@yzwyﬁl 1% ba&@a on the fellow1ngg

'=SQQCIQL AR

’ﬁﬂﬁﬁéﬁ cz&amm&r&gbaa

S There dreispecial -and unusual c1zcun8tan6és whz&% apﬁly t@ the
.'%ubjact mrap@rty,-fihé subJ@cL property was ﬁubézvided in 1861 ﬁEiGE
to the &ﬁ@?tl&ﬂ of present subdivision code, = ?reaent¢g; for a oo

A5, 803 scuare . foot 1ok, the minimum average widith fé@hl{%ﬁ%ﬁ; i% 50
a' £@9% CoThe ga&g@et property: ‘hag-a 75 -foot average width with a 260

 :f00t ﬁ@pth The @xzﬁilﬂg dwelling which was constructed in 1985 haé" _
ko hal giteﬁ on’ thé rear portion of the Q{Qpefﬁy because of the steep -

“gsl@@e whicﬁ ocours on approximately the front half of the ubject
. property. This top@grannzval conatiaint reduces the a@r@ai
‘buildable area of ‘a typical level 15,000 square foot 1lot,  Ag Sdch

the p%tlti@h@fa have haﬁ to reﬂoqniz% thic ncﬁgtrmlmt in the'
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difficulty, the only reascnable area for the petitioner to place any
further development that can be functionally &e.lgnea_glth thae
exiating single family dwelling is to the rear portion of the
property. The desgign of the proposed partially open struckure is
such that the onlv-location-to construct this addition is to the
rear of the property. The only area which ia being xegulred for the
variance is the bathroom and storage area which is being walled in.

"Tﬁ@»ﬁ@@ﬁgiﬁﬁﬂlﬂai azang@s hetween the adjoining properties ars alsc

o consideration in this particular situation. The petitioner has

alzo had to construct & ‘retaining wall on the rear property 11ne'“:””'”“”

bacauge of this and alszo has ﬂcnstructej %r;vacg wailc on Lh“ north

_anﬁ south zide property lines.

Tner@faxﬁ,_hased on’ the above COﬁSiQ%Kdtl@ﬁ%; wWe have a@termlneﬂ

-tﬁak cthere are speclal or unusual clroumstances apolying to the

subjeat property which exist either to a degree which @@QKLV@b the
owner ¢r ‘applicant of gubstaﬁtlal property rleﬁ%g that would -
otherwise be available or to a degree which chviously interferes
with fh@ begt: use or manngL a? é&velapzéﬂt.ei the subilect §f$§erﬁy,

_Z@L”Eé@‘é’f EU ER

The m@titlgnwy has" l&mztﬁﬁ ﬁ@s&gm alt@tﬁ&tzv@@ f@x t%e pfﬁp@ eﬁ_

-deveigmmen% of this property. "The only araa ‘which this open patio
would have a2 reasonable fungtxcnai relatlongﬂig with the dwelling is

wto-the rear of itv+The location of it anywhere el$@ on the property

_,Oéﬂaﬁﬁﬁ of the topogravhical conditions would make it unreascnable |

in terms of its function with the single family dwelling use. . The
location of the open patioc towards the front of the property would

~algo be unreasonable in terms of the cost which would be prohibitive

for its intended purpose. As such the proposed design schems would
be a reasonable alternative in light of the location of the existing

',dW$llinq and. the topographical conditions Gs ‘the property.. Although
it oonld be. [P
~m&t1&10n&r, Ahe xeas@na%l&nass ‘and practical a§ﬁllcat10ﬁ of those

fgmea that other altérnatives ave available to the

alt&rn@t1v98.nav¢ to be evaluated @;th regﬁec% t@ the 1anﬁ

3cha&ac?er1¢tias ‘and its present usage. ~in® this max%agu?at case, th@_

imposition of the othar alternatives is conglidered te b@ exaﬂgglve;

-wh@n & more 3zea$anable ﬁ@luulﬁﬁ is avaalabl@..f

'Iﬁ?ﬁ AN Bﬁ%ﬁﬁgﬁ

the intent and purpose of the sethack reguirement is to enpure

‘that light, air, physical and visual circulatory functions are
-avail&%ié hetween strucktural developments and property lines, It is

a regulatory tool which is alse used in determining design
CQM?atiﬂlllty and functional solutions. In this particulax
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application, the p;O@aﬁﬁﬁ éasagﬁ sslutl@n whlﬂh uon5¢§&rs the
location of the exilsting single family dwelling, the retalwlng and
Cprivacy walls to the rear and gides of the proposed patio addition
will still provide a reasonable area for these functions, although
it would not meet the minimum reguirements imposed by the Zoning
Code. It should be noted that the Housing Code would also permit
this structural addition to the ﬁingle faﬁilv dwelling with a S faat
~rear yvard setback.

. Conseguently, we have determined that’ the granting of the
variance shall be consistent with the general purpose of the zoning

_ _district, the intent and purposes of the Zoning Code and the General

Plan. The analysis of the above issues also has concurred that the
_granting;bf;thé;variance will not be materizlly detrimental to the

public's welfare nor cause anv substantial or, adverﬁe 1mpact tc the
Sarea's charact@r or to aﬂjolnlng @rop%rtle

=""hée vazzanee reques% ig a@mrsveﬂ, mubaect ta %ﬁe i@jlewan
gom&itzena*“- _ . _

-l, The petitioner, 1its successors, or an wigﬂ% shail b
r_xa@panslh}@ for coﬁplylng with all statad caﬁalt;ong of
. approval.
2 A muilﬁimq pezmlt for the addition nmust be secured wzthln
' L one vear of the effective date of the varlance anﬁ shall be-
e comblet@d within two vears thereafter.
3, All other applicable State and Gounty ru?es and r&aglations
. ...8hall be complied with. =
4, .An extension extension of time for the 5er£6rmanee of
L conditions within the Variance mayv be granted by ‘the
Planning Director’ upon the following circumstances: - a)
 the non-performance is the result of conditions that could
‘not have been foreseen or are beyond the control of the
applicants, and that are not the result of their fault or
_ negligence; b) Jdgranting of the time extension would not be
- pentrary to the general plan or zoning code; <) granting _
of thé'timé-eXtensiﬁn wouléd not bé}cshﬁrary to the original
reasons for the granting of the Variance; and 4) the time
o extension granted shall be for a period nst to excead the
“period originally granted for performance {i.e., a
c.eondition fo be performed w1tﬁ1n ong year may be extended
o for up to one additional vear). . Further, should any of the
_conditions not be met or 5&%8%&&%1&11? complied with in a
timelv fashion, the Director may . znltiat@ axecaﬁuzes L0
nullify the Variance Permit.

if vau have: any que&tl@ns on this matter, please feel free to
contact us. - - : . * ' S
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