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The partial approval/denial is based on the following:

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

upon reviewing the request and t
behalf, the Planning Director has dete
request to a.llow'Io Place to be ex
street terIDinatin~approximate1y260
property 11 and ,to allow 30 planned 0
dead-end street be; approved; and the request
minimum roadway re~uirementB on file with the Public
Department and the\Subdivision Code be denied.



SPECIAL AND UNUSUAL CIRCUMSTANCES

There are no special or unusual circumstances . to most
of the subject real property which st either to a ree which
deprives the owner or applicant of substantial rty righ t
would otherwise be available or interfere with the best use or
manner of deVelopment of the property. The applicant is still
afforded the opportunity to subcivide the property and not be
ceprived substantial property rights than th",t\ of the
adjoining properties. re proposed developments in the
immediate Cll:ea which will provide the minimum subdivision standards
that the variance is being requested from. Lands. to the south of
the property are bei proposed for lots. having minimum half acre
lot sizes; to the southwest are proposed development.t~r 215 single

residential s h minimum 15,00 square feet I sizes;
and on the maksi sids p rty, are proposals to

imstely 190 mult family r identisl units. All
proposed opments will be·constructed.with County dedicable
right-of-ways. These s further justify that the imposition of

hing less than the minimum i d roadway rovemente for
this proposed 32-lot subdivision woul indicate that a special or
unusual situation t
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The subject property would ta continue from
the<",nd of. 'Io Place, a 60-foo r ;:h 20-foot t
constructed to County standa was tly
dedicated to and ~epted by the County in 1971. Ie 'rePlace
has unpaved shoulders, undefined swales and no drywells, that
of improvements were adequate for the number of lots (7) that the
roadway was designed to serve at that time. Further, the subject
properties were originally created through a
consolidation/resubdivision action in 1976, at which time access to
'Io Place was to be limited to parcel 14 only. All other lots were
required access from either the Kailua-Holualoa Road or the railroad
right-of-way unless a fully improved alternate access ~as proposed.
Therefore, while 'Io Place was not envisioned as t primary access
to service the full development of these properties, if it is to be
utilized as such, full roadway and related improvements were
expected through prior parcel reconfiguration approvals.
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The special conditions pointea out by the applicant for the
granting of the variance are not peculiar just to the SUbject
property, but may a.Jd!..o extend to other properties i-n the area as
well. Further, the applicant's circumstances of location and
surrounding Bubstandard Bccess are. applicable to surround
properties: hence the requested relief cannot be considered unusual
in terms of justification for granting this variance.
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ALTERNATIVES

e <-1.re 0 r
fHoul t t
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n t manner. The
development which could tent
roadway improvements. Both
re-configuration of the proposed
total numbero~lots~

The questi~n oCrreasonableness 1.n alternat 1;0
viewed in terms of its possibilities ticalities. While both
are possible, inandal disadvantages make them impractical.
Financial considerations, however, are not among the primary factors
in ision making process for variances especially when the
perpetual access easement was also created for the benefit of other
p ties makai of the subject property as well.
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It the concluded that other t s for the
applicant's consideration which would t applioant to pursue
the subdivision of this property in accoraance with requirements of
the Subdivision Code.
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CONSISTENT WITH COUNTY PLANS

Based on the f~Eegoing findings,
consistent with the general purpose
intent and purpose of the Subdivision

the variance would not be
the zoning distr , and the

and the ral Plan.

The minimum code requirements were iahed insure
adequate and safe ivisions for tbe c's welfare as stated in
the goals, policies a cour of action in the General Plan.
Thus~ the minimum s to function t all future
subdivision in the County of i, if possible, to ensu

access, water, etc. eliminate tho kinds of land
itioning t occurred prior to adoption of the Subdivis

,

t requiremen s is to ensure
safe st to t ic drainage are

for. In addition, these minimum standards were designed to
for other concerns including accommodation for adeguate

t dis ron-street k , r emergency
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Furthermore, the proposal of joint ownership and separate
maintenance responsibilities for a si e (i.e. Count
dedicable and private ovmership) is p lematic and not
sound planning pri~iples.
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Thus, it could be further concluded t t t granting of the
variance from the minimum roadway rovement standards would
materially detrimental to the public welfare or cause Bubstant I

rae impact to the affected and adjoining properties. The future
buyers for these lots would be deprived of the above considerations
and thus a further burden would be on them. This rden 11
be materially detrimental in that t ie welfare's ion is
always that new subdivision have with and will pravi
with all the services improvements as stated for in the
Subdivision Code and General Plan. Furthermore, the granting
variance without any substanti.tion in conjunction with the crt
test for variances as established in the Subdivision would
setting precedences for tho 0 r lands within t immediate area to
request for the same of relief from these standards. Though it
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may be construed that the impact of allowing the requested relief to
this particular subdivision application may be minor, the cumulative
impact of density rncreases off of an existing County roadway and
the level of subdivision standards imposed on the adjaoent planned
developments would not be in h ng with the intent purpose of
the Subdivision Code.
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The variance
conditions:

t is , to follovli

1. The petil:i~mer, his assigns or
responsible for complying wi
this partial approval.

1
itions of
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2. The roadway easement shall be designated as a future
roadway extension to the makai (west) property line on the
final subdivision pIal: maps.

3. Prior to or in conjunction th final subdivision approval,
the petitioner, his assigns r successors shall en r nto
an agreement with the Planning Department and the
Department of Public Works to construct or cause to
cons ruet the remaining roadway improvements to County

icable rds if properti abutting the makai
(west) property line develop in a manner that requires 'Io
Place to function as a collector street.



4. All other applicable State and County rules and regulations
shall be complied with.

Should any of the foregoing conditions not be met, the Planning
Director may declare the variance null void.

If you have any questions on this matter, please
contact us.
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