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6. That no variance from the minimum water requirements ror
the proposed lots shall be applied for in the future.

7. Allot applicable State and County rule. and regulations
and requirements shall be oomplied with.

Should any of the foregoing conditions not
with, the Planning Director may null and void this
Permit.

compl :led
Variance

However, the Planning Director concluded that the variance
request to allow a l6-foot wide pavement in lieu of t 20-foot wide

icultural standard pavement and to di8allow north/south
cross ahould be denied on the following fi ings:

•

There are no special and unusuBI circumstance. applying to
the subject property which do not generally apply to Burrounding
properties or improvements in t Bame district. There i8 no
evidence of topographical, inundation or other property
constraints whi.ch would support a deviation from providin<;1 the

nimum roadway requirements. It should noted that two
rate ivi , approximately 2,000 south of the

property, have constructed BCC8SS.S meeting with the
mi dedic.ble subdivision Purther, B number af
adjoining reels the lBl further subdivision to
• minimum lot size of five acres. The proposed could
provide a potential traffic circulation for the adjoining
properties. All of these parcels are faced with the same
development restrictions t subject property. The impact of
the potential density the prOViding adequate eccess
and vehicular cirCUlatory patterns for this area further
regui B portion t var request

There are other reasonable alternatives that re va
the difficUlty that the applicant is claiming
subdivision. applicant has the area
affords the opportunity for a multiplici dasign 501utions
for the subdivision of t property. The applicant could also
phase the proposed development which COli ially
l05sen tho level required improvements. Five
adjoining parcels have the potential to bo thor ivided.
Should there be any proposed 6-10t subdivision on each parcel,
approx ly 30 itional 5-aoro lots would c This
would increase the number of lots for potential use of the
proposed road~J!lYs. - -
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