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T Dear Mre %@xllv*

Varzaﬁcg ﬁﬁﬁlicatian (V87 ?3)
Roaﬁway Standards of the saméivisian Code
Tax ap %@f“- % g1 §8 :

_ %@ regxst t@ inform g@u gh@t gﬁtax revi@wina yogz agmlicanlaﬁ
and the information ?%@%%ﬂt@i in its behalf, the §1aﬁn1ﬁq ”1r%gt$zf“
iz herebv @@ﬁyiﬁﬁ y@ur varignce E@ﬁﬂésﬁ.  Thw 5&&5@&5 z&x th@ ﬁ%ﬁlmj
are as f@li@ws= ' _ : : .

' _ﬁPECE&ﬁ éﬁﬁ ﬁﬁﬂgﬁﬁz QIRﬁU?Sfé%“E%-

Tﬁ@r& are no 5@@@&31 dné uﬁamuai c?rcumgtancm@'&§ﬁ§giﬁﬁ_%0
the gubject property which éeprive the petitioner of substantial
property rights that would otherwise be avallable, or which .
interfere with the b@st use or manner @¥ @eveio@mmnt e¥ th@
properﬁy. S : : ok g

The anpizcant Qentenﬁs that %he sﬁandard road wiéth T
"gubtracets from the usable agricultural purposes® and. the
20-foot wide pavement xeﬁulraﬂeﬁﬁ 1m1”moze sostly® than hzs
Qrefﬁrreﬁ 16~ foet : ' .

These are not special and vhusual circumstances applying to
the land which are the criteria te be wet for a variance
request. They are in fact c@n51ﬁerat1@n& common to most all

agricultural lands’ bazng gu&éiviéea whlc% aré reguired:- %g h&v&
interioy zaaég.. _ _
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Subdivigion roadway and pavenment standards have bean
developed to sult local conditions and usage taking into general
account the capability of large lots themselves being subdivided
into smaller cnes, at some future time, as well as the vghicular
Z2-way traffic they would presently serve. . Once roaéways are
finally platted, they are for almost all intents and DULPOBeS,

a permanent width and alignment, as the lots are sold and
development on them occurs. Further, (future) public road
Wlﬂ&niﬁg can occur only through condemnation, ané przvate.

pursuits. Thixiymfcot roadways are too ﬁaxraw for safe and
adequate two way auto traffic, as the County has experi@ﬂceﬁ in
the innumerable homestead roads created by the State - .
(Territorial government) 50 to 75 years ago which traverse the
Hilo, Hamakua and RKona countryside. These narrow homestead
roads remain a problem for the County and l6-foot pavements are
the County nminiamum requirement Ffor 4 to 6 small lots only for

privately owned roads, whereas L0 large lots are being developed o+

in thig case to use the road in guestion. There is potential
for future subdividing of these lote in the decades to come.

There are no extenuating circumstances ascribed to the land
which are unusual or which cause hardship, and meeting these
criteria are, undexr the County Code, necessary to warrant
consideration ¢f a variance reguest.

Bazed on tﬁe foregoing, it has been determined that there
are no special and unusual circumstances applying to the subject
property which exist to a degree which deprive the owner of-
substantial property rights that would otherwise be available,
or which unreasonably interfere with the best use or mann@r of
development of the property. .

" INTENT AND PURPOSE - S e el

The 1ntenﬁ and purpose of the KOduway wxdth requirement is
to ensure that vehicular safety and adequate standards are
incorporated in road design to serve both the immediate
development and, where large lots can foreseeably be further
subdivided, in the future. Land uses and ownership constantly
change (as in even this case) and future intensification and
higher densities must be provided for by requiring suffici@n%
roadway widths. :

Based on the foregoing findings, the variance request would
not be consistent with the general purpose of the zoning
district, the intent and purpose of the Zoning Code and the
County General Plan.
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Therefore, the Planning Dlr@ctar ha goncliuded that this
reguest be denied, o

The Director's decision is fxnal, @yc§pt that wzthin ihlzty dag%
after receipt of this letter, vou may appeal the decision in wxiting
to the Planning CONﬁ& &10& in aﬁcar&aﬁﬂ@ with the follcwxng =
vrocedures: o _ : : : 2

i ﬁan-refuéééblé filing fee of éné-hunér@éféﬁllér&'($13%}§ &nd

2. Ten OO@ies of a wtatemant @f the sneezfi& grounds far the,"

Should vou decide to appeal, the Planning Commission shall

aconduct & ﬂualiﬂ hearing within a period of ninety days from the

date of receipt of a properiv filed appeal. Within sixty days after

the close of the public hearing or within such longer period as may __

be agieed to by the appellant, the Planning Commission shall affirm,
Cmodify or reverse the Director's action., A decision to affirm,.

nodify or reverse the Director's aﬁti@n shall require a majority

vote of the total membership of the Planning. 0aamlasion.- A decilsio

to defer actilon on the- a§§@al shall reguire a. maiority voteé of the

Planning Commigsion members present at the %?m@ @f the motion for

ng@zsalg* I£ the ?lanﬂzgg Commigeion fails to render a ﬁ%biﬁ‘@ﬁ te

ﬂhfigﬁ, mﬁéafvg or reverse the Director’ ﬁ'&@t?ﬁﬂ within the

prescribed period, ths: Ezractex 5 ac tl@ﬁ 5&&11 be cuﬁﬁzéezeé an:
_ h&?l%@ a@@n affirmed. .
: i*i ac;;mﬁa az %ﬁﬁ ﬁlarﬁzﬁq ﬁe%ﬁi%giﬁn are fimai’éxsﬁga that,
©owithin thirty ﬁagg after notice of action, the svplicant or an
interssted party ds defined in Section 25-27.2 of this article in .
the @zgcéaélng beéfore the Planning Commission may &ﬁpéal uﬁfh action
t@ Lﬁ@ Board of ﬁ@ﬁeala in aace;@aﬁce wztﬁ 1%8 rul% '

w.a?l actions of tha Board of Ap@eéls az@ fzual exc@pt that iégy
are appealable to the Third Circuit ”eurﬁ 1n accsrdana& with Lhaptex
81 of the Hawaill Revised Qtatatase

£h0u1é vou have any Que$tions, nlaage fe@l fzee ﬁ@ g@utac*=umg

4

L ncar@i%,

ALBERT LONO LYMAN
Flan 1ing Director
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