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_ﬁ$Q %udr@y_Kan@shi:a
p.0. Box 8B1 ' : _
Volc&ne, HI %ﬁ?&ﬁs : - o .

Q@ar Hs. ?&ﬁ@s%1ro°',:

Vafianca Ap?lﬂcat5oﬁ {V8§ 21}
. 8ide Yard Sthack %@auiremgnta
Tax %@n ?ey ®~ﬁ~73

V@ f%@f@t to ishc2ﬁ y@@ that @fﬁ@z r@%&&wﬁmg vour dw@liﬁa&ign
and the information pregentad in its behalf, the Planning
Director is hereby denying your variance Z&ﬁﬁ% t. The reasons
: ﬁ@*.ti@ ﬁ@nial Are as. follows’ :

'-,ﬁ?g EAT ARD ?%U&ﬁéu GE%C&% TANCES
T T There are not found to be special and unusual
Celrcomstances &pﬁljln% to the property whzch ﬁﬁyxiVﬁ the
capplicant of substantiel property rights tb would
- ootherwise e av&ilabl@, or which dinterfere w&th the h%%t
uge or m&nn&r gf éev@laﬁm@nt oﬁ the proger%y

: o mbé &y@l;can? wag the ownez—uullﬁ@r of tha éwallang :
‘znd sccespory structures. and vam z@%pmnsi&ie-fez the proper
Cgiting of 2ll csnsﬁructlsr, at well se thelyr bhuillding R
gtandards. Plane for the building permit to construct tn@'
water tank cl@&rlg indicates "Min., 10' Eide Yard Betback’
Reguirea®, Despite the cbvious notation on _the site plan,
the water tank wag not- lecateﬁ in acgmraanaﬁ with t?

1;a§§r0vgﬁ plans. - s : : :

- The’ grearf iz f&izlg lﬁV@l and. ﬁher@ are no
i@pa@:&phical circumstances which: w@alﬁ preclude code _
conforming setbacks for the structure.  Adeguate space is
zvailable in front of the existing dwelling or to lLhe rear
‘of the carport for the enplacement of the tank.

ALTERNATIVES - |
There are alternatives toe the situstion becauss thers

— ig more tham pufficient land availasble on bthe lot to

accommodate the tank while meeting the minimum 10 feot side
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1. Hon-refundable fil’ﬁﬂ g@e @f one hundrad dollars
- -{%19@}, and

2. Ten gangﬂ of o ¢tatmw%pt of the ﬁg@ﬁi’iu Pt@&ﬂ@ﬁ for
the a§§$@

Should vou decide to appeal, the Planning Commiszzion shall
conduct a public hearing within a pericd of ninety davs from the
date of receipt of a properly filed appeal. Within sixty days
after the close of the public hearing or within such longer
period s may be agread to by the appellant, the Planning

T Coémipission shall affirm, modify or reverse the Director's

action. A decision to affirm, modify or reverse the Director's
action ehall regquire a majority vete of the total m&mb@rshﬁy of
the Planning Commission. A declision te defer action on the
appezal sghall reguire g majerity_v&t@_gf the Planning Commissgion
members present at the time of the notien for <deferral, If the
~Planning Gemmz%s¢an'aailg te render a decision to affirm,
‘modify, or reverse the Director's action within Lhe mr@%efibed
» Q&r1@&g the Director’'s action shall b@ conslidered as having been
af fir&gg ' _ T _

&13 ﬂc&i@ng G§ bhe Plarnaa@ ﬁﬁwni@%i@n sze final eicept
~that, within thirty.davs after notice of ection, the applicant
or an interested party as defined in Section 25-27.2 of this
article in the proceeding befere the Planning Comnmigsion mav
appeal such actf@m to th@ Board of Appesls in accovdance with

it@ Tules, _ : & IR

a1l actione of the Board of Appeals ars final except that
they are appealable to the Third Circuit Court in accordance
with Chapter 91 of the Hawail Revised Statutes,

ghould vou have aﬁy guestions, please feel free to contact
Ve e SRR S IR

Slmaerely,

DUAHE EANUEA 3
Planning Director

AK:ly
Bne.: Backoround Report

cor Planning Commission (w/enc.) -
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YELG reguirements. It would not affect the house's view of
. the mountain. s& the view plane ig directiy west and the tank
-~ eenld be moved into the ample front vard area.  Although the
capplicantte site plan shows a front b&zlaing sgtb%c? -
dlstance of 64 feet (code minimum reguirement for the front
vard iz 20 feet), the field inspection showad it to be
—cleser at 7% feeb,  Thers is also sufficient land to the
cnorth or rear vard since accessory- structures, in this case,
‘gan ¢go ko the rear without a setback distance if they are
: not:. 5ﬁruétura11y'att&ehg& to the main building. &av*rﬁ :
~ mouee@imepsions of 5 feet in height and 12 feet in 51&@@&@:, the
i tenk's giz @ can be accommodated to. the reer of the carport
las well as to the front, neither of which wsulé 3nterfexe
 wit th% vi@w plan@ of the. mguntaln' ' :

k@l@cati@n weulc involve aﬁcati@na* coats; h@@@?@f,._ _
fin%ncial limatwtien -3% not the overriding criteria in this
ﬁﬁf}@.j . : . _ L elan RN

Z_E,Tgﬂm éﬁ@ yﬁﬁ?ﬁgg : B R : :
Bhe dptent and puzysas ‘of the 3@tba¢x r@gair%@%nts is
Lo provide aﬁm&b@tﬁ light, air, cpen space between ' :
- mhtructures and relabted spatiasl. QﬁﬁﬁiﬁératiCﬁ% and §zep€rtw-
“boundaries at & ascale’ ﬁcaa;table to the immeliate c&mmuniﬁy
and neighboring properties as puhliciy adopted in the
fﬁg&1$ipg and zoning codes.  In the case at hand, the water
tank iz 2 feelt from the east side property line, where the
‘minimuom & haalé he 10 feet. . The 10 feet regulrement was azlso
yegtea'sy the gite plan to emphasize and remind the builder
. to adhere to the proper él&t&ﬁ&?. "Pespite the forewsrning,
:thig Was n@% aen@. ' L PR SRR

a&@eé on t?@ i&xageipg findings, the Variancﬁ rague&»
would m@t be consistent with the general purpose of the
'ﬁﬁnlﬁa ﬁiﬁtriﬁt, the dintent and - purpese  of the Zoning Code
and ihe f@&nay General ?ian; will be materially detrimental
£0 the ?uhliﬂ 5 welfare; and will cauvse substantial adverse
impast ta th az%&’ﬁ ch&ract@r and aéj@iﬂiﬁg pr@*%zti*”

e &h@r@fgz@, the ?laﬁnimg 3iz@ctgf has c&mcluﬁaﬁ that this
© . wvarisnce request to allow the ninimum Gf 2 feek f:em the side
_]§arﬁ §§m§$gty 1iqa ke 5%ﬁi$§. '

mb% B;?@gtaz‘s degigion ig fiﬁal, except that wztrip thirty
-éays after recelpt of this letter, vou may appeal the dacizion
- in writing to the Planning C@ﬁmlsaian in ﬁccogé&nvﬁ w;th the
— {ollowing pfec@ﬁavas-





