
SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review Analysis
HEARING DATE APRIL 22,2010

Date:

Case No.:

Project Address:

Perit Application:

Zoning:

April 15, 2010
2010.0092 DD
675 ARKNSAS STREET
2009.0529.9359

RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
4099/029
Shawn Fritz, Holly Hulburd Design
375 Alabama Street

San Francisco, CA 94110
Edgar Oropeza - (415) 558-6381

edgar .oropeza@sfgov.org
Do not take DR and approve project as proposed.

Block/Lot:

Project Sponsor:

Staff Contact:

Recommendation:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes a partial one-story vertical addition to the existing two-story single family
dwelling. The vertical addition includes the creation of a new master bedroom, bathroom and closet.
Additionally, the project includes the creation of a roof deck at the rear immediately accessible from
the master bedroom. The proposed a vertical addition is set back approximately 15 feet from the front
hiiiliìinl" WillI. ThE" E"xisting height of the subject building is 20 feet. The proposed height is 31
feet.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

675 Arkansas Street is located on a 25 by 100 foot rectangular lot located on the east side of
Árkansas Street, between 20th anò nnd Streets in the Potrew Hill neighborhood. The òwelling is
approximately 1,800 square feet and was constructed in 1930. 675 Arkansas Street is a two-story
Mediterranean style single family residential building viith e: flat roof and located on a
downward sloping lot.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

Thr: s'_'n;e::t block: ;s êirrOS~2,.tir2IY res:denti2' and inch..des sing1e-fcin:il), 2nd s..aii n~uitiple-
r.-: ':'.1Y:.2S:(~E.~-1:2S. t_ ':::;\',' '::~ 5-".211 :C:-,'_:-~~~_~4C;ê1 ~';;Ji:Cq.~-igS is i:JC2t.~=~ E'. i.~-12 i-;J";~~'" e~-'ô ':/ ~1.,e b1ock.

The Potrero Hill Center at the south end of the block consists of a large park with sports courts,
be:!! fields 2nd ¿ recrec:tional fe.cility.

Mosr houses on the easi siòe of Arkansas Stree( are one to n"1O stories in height, with a few three
S¡ory büildings presen,. The lots Oil the eo,s, side are downvvc,rà sloping and ê,re generally
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CASE NO. 2010.0092 DO
675 Arkansas Street

improved wood framed buildings with wood and stucco facades. Most houses on the west side of
Arkansas Street are characterized by a wide range in heights due to the up sloping nature of the
lots. These buildings range from two to four stories. Those near the project site appear
significantly taller than those houses towards the 20th Street intersection. Architectral styles are
varied.

The adjacent dwelling located to the north is one-story at the front with a vertical addition
setback towards the rear. The adjacent dwelling located to the south is one-story over a sub-
basement. It is similar to the northern property in that there is a second story setback towards the
rear. Both properties have vertical additions that are hidden from the public right of way due to
the setbacks. Due to the down sloping nature of the lots on the east side of the block, the adjacent
properties reveal more stories at the rear than at the front of the property.

The public right of way, including the sidewalk and street is approximately 80 feet in width.
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HEARING NOTIFICATION

osted Notice

ailed Notice

A ri112, 2010
A ril12, 2010

A ril 12, 2010
A ri112, 2010

ACTUAL

PERIOD

10 da s

10 da s

TYPE
REQUIRED

PERIOD
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE

UBUC COMMENT

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITON

x
ther neighbors on the
ock or directly across
e street

x

x

aff met with neighbors in the imcflediútE &reú on 2. site visit to clarify the subject proposal
lative to the architectural plans. During the site visit, several neighbors voiced that ti'ie proposal
25 t~~ ~2!1 2:iè !'(;:~:' ::~?'tê'C~~"" \\'~~~ t~_~ ~:-;st~r:g SC?!~ 0f ~ri,: ~J':,eè~2~e ri'~~g~l:arhoc:cl. S~?ff h2S

eceiveo onE JeC¡Er in s:.' ?P0rL oÎ ¡f1e project propos2!. 3¡úÎ n21S no, receiveci commen, Îrom a

nown n~ighborhooè g"ocip 2sso::i2:¡;û:-. FLinnerniore, s2verel neighbors are oppos':ci co the
::ûject Clnd ê,r2 lts:ê.¿ j~ ::-.,2 D;'\ r2~U2S~. ~j:J\V2Ý2:-, Lh2Y ciG r'IC: fi:2 S2;Jz.:-a~~ DR's.

R REQUESTOR (8)

âCiniile Vôug;-lálì., 681 Ai~á:t.sôS Sti:CêL1 ir.l1fiièdiâi:e l-iêigl-ib~h~ ~G the SGUtl-i

niiip ÌVcõikanna, 665 Arkcõ,ns2,s 3:reec, iùirú2ujaie neighbor to t;-IE (tonh.

/! fRANCISCO
LANNING OEPARTMEN1' 2
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CASE NO. 2010.0092 DO
675 Arkansas Street

DR REQUESTOR'S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Jeannne Vaughan, 681 Arkansas Street.
See attached DR Application.

Philp Makana, 665 Arkanas Street.
See attached DR Application.

PROJECT SPONSOR'S RESPONSE

See attached Response to Discretionary Review.

PROJECT ANALYSIS

The Project Planner, supported by the Residential Design Team, required the initial proposal to
be set back at least 15 feet from the front building wall, due to the height of the existing and
adjacent homes, per the Residential Design Guidelines. With an appropriate front setback, the

addition was deemed to be consistent with similar heights and additions in the immediate area.

While the proposed new floor wil make the subjec building taller than the adjacent residences,
the setback from its front building wall wil help maintain the existing scale at the street. The
visibility of the upper floor is limited from the street, and the upper floor appears subordinate to
the primary facade.

The height and depth of a building expansion into the rear yard can impact the mid-block open
space even when permitted by the Planning Code. In this case in order to provide maximum light
and privacy to the adjacent rear yards, the proposed addition is significantly set inward from the
required rear yard, provides a light well and notches away from the side property lines, in an
effort t;:. rediJce fr-:,2 footprint 2;i:J n¡itig2te the impc:ct of the p:roposed êdd~tion.

In reg;;rds to Ms. V;;ughan's comment regarding a major Joss to her existing light and air, one
must consider that her property is located to the south of the subject property_ Therefore impacts
to her property are minimized because the sun travels at an angle which provides more exposure
to her property.

The Planning Commission has supported the inclusion of roof decks as usable open space in the
majority of its cases requiring review. in aaciition, given tlîe aense uroan environment or the City,
it is re~SOnê:b!E to 2ssumE that some level of privacy will be impacted by development. However,
in~oacts t,:) orivcicy are not s'Jfficient grounds to warrant changes to 2 project which meets the
T\esicie,¡ti'7' TJesigli Ci'ici~lilies,

N:: soÍ3:- panels hE-,,~ been buili 0,-, the DR r¿qLlesror's propeny. Ás noteó in the projecr sponsors'

trieE, the DR 2pp1i::ant did not òis::1JS~ the issue of solar Fmels at tlie time of the pre-applic;;tion

rúeeting. In most cases when there is a dispute regarding solar panels, applicants have

s..c.:essf_illy :;-,itig",tei the s'oL::r issues so theit construction eind sol",r panels s'.::cessblly coexist.

SM' FRA,jCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3
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CASE NO. 2010.0092 DO
675 Arkansas Street

Notwithstanding the above, currently there is no policy which protects a right to solar access and
to restrict development on a property as a result.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from

environmental review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration
of Existing Facility, (e) Additions to existing structures provided that the addition wil not result
in an increase of more than 10,000 square feet).

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The request(s) for Discretionary Review was reviewed by the Department's Residential Design
Team (RDT). The RDT supports the project as proposed.

Under the Planing Departent's proposed DR Reform Policy, this project would not be
referred to the Planning Commission as this project does not meet the threshold of exceptional
or extraordinary.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department believes the project does not have exceptional or extraordinary circumstances for
the following reasons:

The project as proposed meets the Residential Design Guidelines. The character of the
immediate area is mixed. The new floor, setback 15 feet from the front building wall will
help maintain the existing scale at the street. The visibility of the upper floor is limited
from the street, and the upper floor appears subordinate to the primary facade.

Ir, c;rde' t:; prc;viòe ro'::x;"-'c'''' ligJ:, 2;r 2,:d )riV2::y to the 2dj?c""':t re2r yards, the
proposed addition is significantly set in from the required rear yard, provides a light well
and notches away from the side property lines. The footprint of the proposed addition
is reduced to mitigate impacts.

The project is apP;'op;'ic.tely designed and it is a reasone,blz addition that is well below
the maximum envelope allowed by the Planning Code.

"li-ie projeci is COIYipóEioìe WiÜì me varieö seai"" rnóssirig "no cnaraCEer or me
neighborh.:c::.

Tl~E. ) -::;::c. .'E.e~s c ': 2))i: C2 )le s ::C~iO 's c' :r eDi2 .-,'1' ;~b Coc'e.

r RECuMMEj"\DATlOj"\: Do not take DR anò appruve project as proposeò.

SAN FRA;ICISCO
PLANNINCi DEPARTMENT 4



Discretionary Review Analysis
April 22, 2010

CASE NO. 2010.0092 DD
675 Arkansas Street

Design Review Checklist
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10)

QUESTION
The visual character is: (check one)

Defined

Mixed X

Comments: The subject block is almost entirely residential and includes single-family and small
multiple-family residences. A row of small commercial buildings is located at the north end of
the block. The Potrero Hil Center at the south end of the block consists of a large park with
sports courts, ball fields and a recreational facility.

Most houses on the east side of Arkansas Street are one to two stories in height, with a few thee
story buildings present. The lots on the east side are downward sloping and are generally
improved wood framed buildings with wood and stucco facades. Most houses on the west side of
Arkansas Street are characterized by a wide range in heights due to the up sloping nature of the
lots. These buildings range from two to four stories. Those near the project site appear
significantly taller than those houses towards the 20th Street intersecion. Architecral styles are
varied.

The adjacent dwelling located to the nort is one-story at the front with a vertical addition
setback towards the rear. The adjacent dwelling located to the south is one-story over a sub-
basement. It is similar to the northern property in that there is a second story setback towards the
rear. Beth properties have vertical additions that are hidden frem the public right of v'/ay due to
the setbacks. Due to the down sloping nature of the lots on the east side of the block, the adjacent

lJiûpeli;ë.3 i-¿-"'êál (ÚÛl~¿ SLU14;es êiL t~-tê t¿ót tl-tc:ri át thc ftO!\i ûf the Pi"ûpciif.

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 . 21)

QUESTION YES NO N/A

Topography (page 11)
Does the building respect Lhe topography of the site õnd the surrounding õrea? X

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block ând to
X

I!the placement at surrounding buildings'! I

¡IFront Setback (pages 12 -15) J

IITJ::.:s ~i-? fro:ot s:c1xck ;J"C'vic: c i=,.~jes~1"!2r; sC2!e ê'!îè enhanc: th,~ s~i'eet? X
I

Ii
s.:: .:o~, C :çs, :s CL iid i:-~t o¿s:gn¿ò

',' II

I!ir " c¿"s /v; ~¡~ '.2 ~'1'2'::L"Jt:~ en: t':: c,c¡ c s ë,', " s, :0',
IIilbetwee,. 2c,i2ce,.t b,_,¡idings 2,.d to ')nify the overall streetscaoe?

X

Ii ï

¡IDoes the buildina orovide ICinclsc;:iing in the front setback? X ~

Side Spacing (page 15)

Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing? X

SM' FAA "CiSCO
PLANNING DEPAREN 5
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675 Arkansas Street

Rear Yard (paKes 16 - 17) X

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties? X

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties? X

Views (paKe 18)

Does the project protect major public views from public spaces? X

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)
Is greater visual emphasis provided for comer buildings? X

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public
X

spaces?

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages? X

Comments: Residences on the east side of the street reveal more stories at their rear than they do
from the font portion of the lot due to the downward sloping nature of the lots.

The proposal respects the topography of the site as the proposed addition is set back 15-feet from
the front building wall which, wil help maintain the existing scale at the street. Thereby, the
visibility of the upper floor is limited from the street, and the upper floor appears subordinate to
the primary façade.

The depth of the proposal is well below the maximum allowable height per the Planning Code.
In order to provide maximum light, air and privacy to the adjacent rear yards the proposed
addition is significantly set in from the required rear yard, provides a light well and notches
away from the side property lines, in an effort to reduce the footprint of the proposed addition.

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 . 30)

QUESTION YES NO N/A'¡Building Scale (pages 23 - 27) T 1
Is the building's height and depth compatible with the existing bciilding scale at X
the street?

Is the building's height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at
the mid-block open space?
Building Form (pages 28 - 30)

X

Is the building's form compatible with that of smrounding buildings?
Is the building's facade width compatible with those found on surrounding
buildings?
l\r¿ the bJilding's D~C:CJ:':::-,s ::=':"~,)c:tijl:, w:,1- ,"CiS:' f:1-i -'0 0" s'Jïlûunding
Ii- ,,--, -.r.?
i~L.¡~".'ns.

I

I!ls ,,-,e oLi'cir:;'s :'J::.E,:,',e C"l".?C::.J :' w:,,' i,-CS:' ECT,"C L s.",'c'Y':::'-h t.'.,;¡.:¡""Fis~ I

X

x

X

x

CüffuYlt:Ü(S: The vê..."i:icc;l êtc~c,~ti':J"-, ci.isylafs s-.ffic~2i-it cc:.Ttpatioility ii-¡ sCele 2lL,:j f0ltti desp~t¿

its distinct architectural style. The height at the front is comparable with the adjacent structures
to the north and south.

SA/I FRA:ICISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 6
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CASE NO. 2010.0092 DO
675 Arkansas Street

The project's massing and scale is compatible with the mixture of styles and building forms in the
neighborhood.

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31.41)

QUESTION YES NO N/A

BuiIdin~ Entrances (pa~es 31 - 33)
Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of X

the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?
Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of building X

entrances?
Is the building's front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding X

buildings?
Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on X

the sidewalk?
Bay Windows (pa~e 34)
Are the lengt, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on X

surrounding buildings?
Garages (pages 34 - 37)

Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X

Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with X

the building and the surrounding area?
Is the width of the garage entrance minimized? X

Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking? X

Rooftop Architectral Features (pages 38 - 41)
Is the stair penthouse òesigneò to minimize its visibiìity hom the street? X

ArE the parapets compatible with thE overall building proportions and other

ï building elements?
X

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural char2cter of surrounding X

buildings?
Arc: the winds.:ieens designed tG minirniz¿ irnpaCLs Ol-, the bJilding's design and X

on light to adjacent buildings?

è~,V2~!:=-'6/3 ~.c::-- :2S:~2:-,~:::1 2~~-:2~.~'2 ê~~, g:~?g2 ~22:" 1"./:11 :"~:;.::~;' ~~_'2 S2~'2 i~ S~Z'2 2~~ r;,::~~:"i2~S.

The project does not propose to alter the existing building facade. The existingComments:

No cl1anges áre pmposea to the existing winCiow opei1Ìngs or (0 Ute winClow ¡Tic,terjals.

BUILDiNG DETAiLS (PAGES 43 "43';

QUESTIOì"~
'-rcC. .... NO N/A

~.' ,.,1,'._ _.,....1 D'.-il- ~Pi' -" Ii" ?I\ I

.c1\,111iÇ\,LUJ.Ol CoLa" \ a;;~" .J - .. J

~Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building X

~and the surrounding area?

SA:: fRA;'CISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Windows (pa~es 44 - 46)

Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the
X

neighborhood?
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in

X
the neighborhood?
Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building's

architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
X

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings,
X

especially on facades visible from the street?
Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)
Are the type, finish and quality of the building's materials compatible with those

X
used in the surrounding area?
Are the building's exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that

X
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
Are the building's materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X

Comments: The placement and scale of the architectural details do not detract from the
residential character of the area and are compatible with the neighborhood. The dwellngs on
this portion of Arkansas Street feature both wood and metal windows and utilize a mix of stucco
and wood siding for exterior siding. The project proposes stucco siding and windows that
maintain the residential character found along Arkansas Street.

Attachments:
Block Book Map
Sanborn Map
Site photos

Aerial Photographs
F:'2-I,pi:::2:::=:-: ;--,2¿:: -,& -::.:¿s

SectioOl 311Notice

2 DR Ap?Ec2tiC:'5

Response to DR Application
Reduced Pians

SAN fRA:ICISCO
PL.ANN'NG OEPARTMEN'I'
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iulburddesigncom

115440020:
.154400805

AU: San Francisco Planing Deparment
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Regarding:
Notes from neighborhood outreach meeting held May 25 at 675 Arkansas Street; 6:00 pm.

Preliminar plans showing the height and depth of subject building and the proposed addition
were on display and discussed. Adjacent properties and dimensions from proposed addition to
key points on those properties were shone on the plans.

The following comments from the neighbors are noted:

David Williams, neighbor across Arkansas Street at 676 Arkansas, was concerned about
his view of the bay being blocked by the addition. The contractor and owner agreed to

put up story poles that will show the proposed height and width of 
the addition.

Jeannine Vaughan, the immediate neighbor to the South, was concerned about the
addition shading her rear yard and garden. The setback from the rear façade of the
addition was pointed out on the plans, and it was communicated that the reason for the
setback was to not cause shadow on either neighbor's rear yard. Hulburd Design agreed
to provide a shadow study for the immediate neighbors review.

Jean and Pbi) Ma1(('r1na, tb.e in'medicte neigrbors to the North, expressed ipterest i;i fie

structural iipgracies ihat were going to be impleme.1ted as part of the work_ r-ulÌJurd
Desigi1 &greeC: to fonva:-d the structural dráwiiig when complete to them for review.

Su'.mitted. /
///LA~~~~

Shewn ::r:tz, A,A
ArC;1;tect il'lJ ')roject Sp~insùr

n ::ily hL' lJL rc
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Planing Department

City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street #400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Re: 675 Arkansas Street

To Whom It May Concern:

Based on the Planning Department feedback and review, we propose the following adjustments to
the design:

We have moved the majority of the street facing wall ofthe 3rd floor addition back 15'-0"
from the existing front façade. Because of the structural implications and layout issues,
we have kept the front wall at the stairwell at 12' -11" from front façade.

· We have lowered the height of the proposed vertical addition from 33'-0" above street
level to 31'-0". The sloping parapet line was also changed to leveL.

We have adjusted the layout and proportions of the front window ofthe addition.
We have lowered the ceiling height of the front rooms and stairwell to 8'-0".
We have completed the Historic Resource Evaluation as requested.

..SJ~
Shawn Fritz AlA
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DATE:

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

06/29/09 ROT MEETING DATE: 07/08/09

PROJECT INFORMATION:

Planner:
Address:
Cross Streets:
Block/Lot:
Zoning:
HeightlBulk District:
BPA/Case No.
Project Status

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

3rd story vertcal addition.

Brittany Bendix
675 Arkansas St.
Btwn 20th and 22nd Streets
4099/029
RH-2
40-X

2009.05.29.9359
0lnitial Review DPost NOPDR DDRFiled

PROJECT CONCERNS:

Scale of vertcal addition - doesn't meet threshold for IS-feet from front building wall.

ROT COMMENTS:

SetbE..:k tt.~2 trtl:-:: st::_r-y ê'~':-~r~cT ._1_5-~Eet rrc.'-r' tr_~I'2 rr'::rlt~ bt~lCi!ix~g Vlêi!! (no~ belj

'Niridows). The wall c,t the thirci f,oor stc,Ircc,s2 TTiC:Y re,Tic:ir, in pìe;ce with 2 SIOP'2:',

or lowered roof.

Reàuce the height of th~ triird story e.dditicin.

\/'/V'f'VV .sfpianni ng .org

165 Miss 51.
Suite 400

sa Frcisco.
CA 94103-2479

Reepn:
415.558.6378

Fax:

415.558.6409

Plani
Inormatn:
415.558.6377



DATE:

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

07/17/09 RDT MEETING DATE: 07/23/09

PROJECT INFORMATION:

Planer:
Address:
Cross Streets:
BlockfLot:
Zoning:
HeightlBulk District:
BPA/Case No.
Project Status

PROJECT DESCRIPTIÓN:

3rd story vertcal addition.

Brittany Bendix
675 Arkansas St.
Btwn 20th and 22nd Streets
4099/029
RH-2
40-X

2009.05.29.9359
0Initial Review DPost NOPDR DDRFiled

PROJECT CONCERNS:

Project Sponsor made some adjustments to building envelope after RDT's initial
comments. Also put up story polls... wants feedback.

ROT COMMENTS:
THE \/ERTICA _ ACD'T'O,\1 ¡':IUST BE SETBACK - ;: FEET F~OÌ' THE ",ROi"T BUI'_OòÌ';G \/\1 ALL ,

ALTHOUGH THE ADDITION MAY BE SET FORWARD OF THE í 5 FEET IN ORDER TO
ACCOMMODATE THE INTERIOR STAIRS FOR THE MINIMUiv WiDTH.

REDUCE THE HEIGr-H OF THE FRONT Roo,vls/sTAIRCASE OF THE VERTICAl. ADiJ!TiON TO
1\ MAXlì,,1Ur\~ OF 8 FOOT CEILlI'!G HEIGHTS V'lITH MINIMUI\'I1 ROOF STRUCTURE.

USE A FLAT ROOF FOR THE VERTICAL ADDITION,

::T.'~¿ ~l l!l' "I ,.)i IJ

1650 Mission 51.

Suite 400

San Francisco,

CA 94103.2479

Reception:

415.558.6378

Fax:

415.558.6409

Planning

Information

415.558.6377



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)
On May 29, 2009, the Applicant named below filed Building Permt Application No. 2009.0529.9359 Rl (Building
Alteration) with the City and County of San Francisco.

CONTACT INFORMATION PROJECT SITE INFORMATION
Applicant:
Address:
City, State:
Telephone:

Shawn Fritz, Holly Hulburd Design
375 Alabama Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
(415) 440-0801

Project Address:
Cross Streets:
Assessor's Block /Lot No.:
Zoning Districts:

675 Arkansas Street
22nd & 20th Streets
4099/029
RH-2/40-X

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project,
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information
regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner
named below as soon as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can request the Planning Commssion to use its
discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing
must be filed during the 3D-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next
business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, ths project will
be approved by the Planning Departent after the Expiration Date.

PROJECT SCOPE

( J DEMOLITION and/or
( X J VERTICAL EXTENSION

( J HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT)

(J NEW CONSTRUCTION or
() CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS

() HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE)

( X ) ALTERATION

( J FACADE ALTERATION(S)

( J HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR)

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION
BUILDING USE ... ..........
FRONT SETBACK
8UiLuiNG uEPTH ........
REAR yARD...........
HEIGHT OF BUILD!NG . .
NUMBER OF STORIES ....
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ... ...............
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET FARKING SPACES

.... .............. Single Fami!y Dwelling ... ........ ...... No Change
.....2-6." .............................................. No Change

...........70'-6." ... ......... No Change
.29'-5" .... .... ..... ........ No Change

. . . 20'-(". .. ............... 31'-0"
...2..... . ........................3
... 'I .......... ........................ No Cnange

..............2 ... ......................... No Change

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes a one S¡ory vertical addi,ion to the existing two stot) single fámily dwelling. P;eáse note the proposed
vertical addition is set baCK approximately 15 feet from the front building wall. f'ìease refer to the attached architectural
plans for further reference.

It you \vish to review the pe,'mit a?p:ic~ tion, or you req..i,e addit;ona1 infor.nation ,ega:U.i.1b (h;s ap¡:i:afol', ?leè.s2 cal: the
r ,ojec, Pl~ nl1~, at t:1e n..m::e, ;;s,e(' 02~OW. !=ease refer tii ,he ¡J,oject by the prope,;y a¿ò ,ess.

PLAi\~ì'JERS Nt"V,E Edg?~l" O~'Ü?~~~~:-.

EìvAIL. edgar.ûru peú@sfgûv.ûlg EXPiRATION DATE:

j;~yi~j
.Qj¡~/;O

i

PHONE NUI'I,BER (415ì 558-6331 DATE OF THIS NOTICE



NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

Reduced copies of the site plan and elevations (exterior walls), and floor plans (where applicable) of the proposed project,
including the position of any adjacent buildings, exterior diensions, and finishes, and a graphic reference scale, have been

included in this mailing for your information. Please discuss any questions with the project Applicant listed on the reverse. You

may wish to discuss the plans with your neighbors and neighborhood association or improvement club, as they may already be
aware of the project. Immediate neighbors to the project, in particular, are likely to be familiar with it.

Any general questions concerning this application review process may be answered by the Planning Information Center at 1660

Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Please phone the Planner listed on the reverse of this sheet
with questions specific to this project.

If you determine that the impact on you from this proposed development is significant and you wish to seek to change the proposed
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.

1. Seek a meeting with the project sponsor and the architect to get more information, and to explain the projects impact on you

and to seek changes in the plans.

2. Call the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820. They are specialists in conflict resolution through
mediation and can often help resolve substantial disagreement in the permttg process so that no furter acton is necessary.

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps, or other means, to address potential problems without
success, call the assigned project planner whose name and phone number are shown at the lower left corner on the reverse
side of this notice, to review your concerns.

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circutances exist, you have
the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the project. These powers are
reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects, which generally conflict with the City's General Plan
and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This
procedure is Ldlled DiscretiOltdry Review. If YOll Lelieve lite pioject Waliants Disuetionaiy Review by the Plam-Ling Cornmission
over the permit ap?lication, you must make such request within 30 days of this notice, prior to the Expiration Date shown on the
,'2'.'~c'~'2 s:-:.ê:, by completing an application (available at the Pb,',,',;,--:: DeF"~::O''',e,',è, 1660 1'.1;ss;.:'," Sr"ee~, 1st Fk.c,', or on-line"~

www.sfgov.org/p/aiiiiiiig). You must submit the application to the Planning Infomiation Center during the hours between 8:00
a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with all required materials, and a check for $300.00, for each Discretionary Review request payable to the
Planning Departmen t. If the project includes multi building permits, i.e. demolition &nd new construction, a separate request for
Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will han an impact
on you. Incomplete applications will not be accepted.

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the i\otification P2riod, the Planning Department will approve the
application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review.

BOARD Of AF1'EALS

An appeal of the approv.-l (or deni.-l) of the permit applicati(Jn by the Planning Department or Planning Commission may be made
to the !~.:"",-:, .:. ,: f-. ,.'f-Sê 'c' ".: ,:.', ; S :,., fS .-fter the permit is issued (or denied) by the Superintendent of the Cepartment of Building
Inspection. Submit an i1pplic.-tion form in person.-t the 50,rcl's o.t;ce ,'~650 M;"5;C~ S'ree', 3-d F~oo', P,OO'T 304. For further

information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including their curr2nt fees, :o~,ca:~ ~¡-,¿ DOùrd of Appeais at (415) 575-6880.
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Zoning Map

2

ZONING USE DISTRICTS
RESIDENTIAL. HOUSE DISTRICTS

I RK1lD n RH.1 ~ RH1lS II RH-2 1_
RESIDEN_~NTS' HOUSES) DISTRICTS
I Rl1 ..lI
NBGHBO COMC~L ~T~S_....
SOll OF MAKET MIXED USE DISTRICTS

I SPD I RI i~ : ll lEa
COMERCIL DISTRICTS~-
INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTSI c.__

? NC-2
SLI SSO

C-3-0 C-J.SDI

SAN FRA~CISCO
PLANNING DaPAAMENT

PM-2

CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTSmallED
RESIDENT~L-eOMMERCIAL DISTRICTS

I RC113
REDEVELOPT AGENCY DISTRICTSIII II
DOTOW RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS
RH DT ' T80TR
"SSOt BAY DISTRICTS1~lE
PUBLI DISTRICT

I P I

e Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2010.0092DD

675 Arkansas Street



Aerial Photos

Opposite Block Face

C)
Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2010.009200
675 Arkansas Street

SAN FRA~CISCO
PLANING DIIAAIIT



Aerial Photos

CD
Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2010.0092DD

675 Arkansas Street
SAN FRA~CISCO
PLNING DEPARENT



Aerial Photos

ùRê
Case Number 2010.0092DD
675 Arkansas Street

SAN FRA~CISCO
PLANING DEPARENT



! ..~ l

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATIONS

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATIONS



l' .

APPLICATION REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
(" D.R.")
This application is for projects where there are exceptional and extraordinary
circumstances that justify further consideration, even though the project already
meets requirements of the Planning Code, City General Plan and Priority Policies
of the Planning Code.

D.R. Applicant's Name PHILIP MAKANNA Telephone No: 415-824-7074

D.R. Applicant's Address 665 ARKANSAS STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

D.R. Applicant's telephone number (for Planning Department to contact): 415-824-7074

If you are acting as the agent for another person(s) in making this request please
indicate the name
and address of that person(s) (if applicable):

Name Telephone No:

Address

Number & Street (Apt. #)

Zip CodeCity

Address of the property that you are requesting the Commission consider under the
Discretionary
Review: 675 ARKANSAS STREET

Name and phone number of the property owner who is doing the project on which you
are requesting D.R.: KELLY DERMODY -415-401-8802

Building Permit Application Number of the project for which you are requesting
D.R.: 2009.0529.9359 R1

Where is your property located in relation to the permit applicant's property?
OUR PROPERTY IMMEDIATELY ADJOINS 675 ARKANSAS STREET ON THE
NORTH SIDE

10.0092 n
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A. ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
Citizens should make very effort to resolve disputes before requesting D.R. Listed
below are a
variety of ways and resources to help this happen.

1. Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? YES

2. Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? YES

3. Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? NO

4. If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone thorough mediation,
please summarize the results, including any changes that were made to the proposed project
so far.

When the architect's plans were revealed at our first neighborhood meeting, the owner,
Kelly Dermody, was asked how she might adjust to the concerns of her neighborhood. Ms.
Dermody's response was flat and direct: "This is not a negotiation."

After receiving the plans for this third story addition to 675 Arkansas Street, we were
informed by our solar contractor that our solar system would be in the shadow of 675 and,
as a result, inoperable. On September 16, 2009, i sent the following email to Ms. Dermody:

Dear Kelly,

For a long time, Jean and I have been planning on installing a solar power system.

We have recently written a contract with an excellent solar provider and secured our
contract with a substantial deposit.

We have, in hand, a permit from the City to proceed. Our contractor is ready and anxious
to install our system immediately.

However, shadow studies were recently made which show that if you build your third-story
addition, our solar system will be in your shadow and will become inoperable.

Wil you work with us to adjust your plan so that your addition does not render our
solar system inoperable?

We understand that you have submitted a revision of plan to the Planning Department.
Would you send us a copy of this revision as soon as possible?

Best regards,
Philip Makanna

On September 17, we sent our contractor's shadow study to the architect. Dermody asked
for a meeting. We agreed to meet after seeing the architect's proposed revision.

The architect contacted our solar contractor, SOLAR CITY.

On September 22, our solar contractor informed us that he had spoken with the architect...
"and told him the addition would kil our project. The architect proposed having us raise
the level of the solar higher to make up for the addition's shading. I said that would
greatly complicate the design costs and the solar might not be approved by the city if too
high. We do not want to raise the solar. Perhaps Kelly could pay you to help with the cost
of re-design, but I'm not sure if it would be approved anyway. Solar can only be so far
above someone's roof."

The architect's proposal to raise the level of our solar system to accommodate a
development that was already oppressive to our neighborhood is unacceptable and
insulting. There has been no further contact with the architect or the owner of 675Arkansas Street. (continued:) U

10 .0092.



'l -&

A revised set of p~ns has been received recently. There has been no change in the
vertical height of the addition or to the horizontal dimension of the addition. The negative
impact on our proposed solar system remains unchanged.

B. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the
minimum standards of the Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary
circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of the project? How does the project
conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies?

a) NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER: The proposed third story at 675 Arkansas Street is
an oppressive addition that will adversely change the character of a neighborhood that is
suddenly plagued by excessive development. We have lived in our pre-earthquake house
for 41 years. The vertical mass of 675 Arkansas will be out of scale with this much loved
neighborhood of Victorian and cottage homes. We want to preserve the character and
quality of our neighborhood.

b) LOSS OF LIGHT: The proposed third story addition will limit the light that will fallon our
property (at 665 Arkansas Street) and will make our proposed solar system inoperable.

c) LOSS OF CITY FUNDING: The City of San Francisco has guaranteed an $11,000
incentive for our solar project. PG&E has reserved an incentive rebate of $3,605 for our
solar project. Our solar project will make us eligible for about $4,000 in tax credits. We
will lose approximately $18,605 in incentives and rebates if our solar project is blocked by
the third story development of 675 Arkansas Street.

d) CITY PERMIT HAS BEEN BLOCKED: We have been awarded a permit by the City of
San Francisco to install our solar system and have made initial payments to Solar City,
our solar contractor. For the past six months, we have been waiting to proceed with our
solar project. We have been blocked by the selfish interests of the owner of 675
Arkansas Street.

2. If you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be
adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

The following neighbors will be affected by the oppressive rise of an unnecessary third story
tower that will adversely change the character of our neighborhood and limit the light that will
fall upon it:

JAL AND VICKI WEISMAN, 658 ARKANSAS STREET
TOM AND HAJDEJA EHLlNE, 674 ARKANSAS STREET
CHRISTIE RIXFORD, 674 ARKANSAS STREET
BILL AND DAVID WILLIAMS, 676 ARKANSAS STREET
GAREN INGLEBY, 686 ARKANSAS STREET
SO YOUNG CHOI, 686 ARKANSAS STREET
JEANNINE VAUGHAN,'681 ARKANSAS STREET
JEAN AND PHILIP MAKANNA, 665 ARKANSAS STREET
NICHOLAS MAKANNA, 665 ARKANSAS STREET
GENE AND LINDA O'ROURKE, 657 ARKANSAS STREET
BRIDGET O'ROURKE, 657 ARKANSAS STREET
ALEX AND JUDY SALDAMANDO, 700 ARKANSAS STREET
DEAN AND CHRISTIE POULOS, 674 CONNECTICUT STREET
SUSAN SHUIRMAN, 789 WISCONSIN STREET
RICHARD MILLET, 250 CONNECTICUT STREET, #5

PLEASE NOTE THE PHOTOGRAPHS OF 675 ARKANSAS STREET THAT WERE MADE n
FROM THE ABOVE ADDRESSES AND ARE INCLUDED HEREWITH. 0 0 q l. \J

\0 ·
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3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any)
already made would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and
reduce the adverse effects noted above (in question 81)7

a) Deny the third story addition to 675 Arkansas Street.
b) Lower the vertical and decrease the horizontal span (east-west dimension) of the third

story addition to 675 Arkansas Street.

Please write (in ink) or type your answers on this form. Please feel free to attach
additional sheets to this form to continue with any additional information that does not fit
on this form.

CHECKLIST FOR APPLICANT:
Indicate which of the following are included with this Application:

REQUIRED:

* Check made payable to Planning Department (see current fee schedule).
* Address list for nearby property owners, in label format, plus photocopy of labels.
* Letter of authorization for representative/agent of DR. applicant (if applicable).
* Photocopy of this completed application.

OPTIONAL:

Photographs that illustrate your concerns.
Covenants or Deed Restrictions.
Other Items (specify).

1) SOLAR INCENTIVE from GoSoiarSF ($11,000)
2) PG&E REBATE ($3,605)
3) ELECTRICAL PERMIT from City of San Francisco

File this objection in person at the Planning Information Center. If you have
questions about this form, please contact Information Center Staff from 8 a.m. to 5
p.m., Monday to Friday.

Plan to attend the Plan ing Commission public hearing which must be scheduled
after the c se of the p. ic notification period for the permit. t

Signed: Applicant Date: ,jê)(io doio
..

\a ·
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~ Deparent of Building Inspection Page 1 of 1

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking

Elecca Permit Detas Report

Report Date: 4/14/20104:31:22 PM

Descrption:

£.00080314
4099 /030 : 665 ARSA Sf
SOLA PER: 14 ROOF-MOUND SOLA PV MODUL, 205 W PER MODUL
i INRACT INRTER, 2000 W, 2.87 KW

Application Number:
Addrees):

Stage:

Contrctor Detas:

License Number:
Name:
Company Name:

Addr:
Phone:

888104
PETR RI
SOLACT CORPORATION
393 VINTAGE PAR DR FOSTR CT, CA 9404-0000

Inecton Detals:

l~oï"ctty DatelActty Coê\ctty Coe Deer .IDecrpti0j
For information, or to schedule an inon, cal: 55-6030.

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Techca Support for One Servce
lfyou need help or have a queson about this servce, please visit ourFAQ are.

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco @2oo0-200

http://dbiweb.sfgov .orgldbipts/default.aspx?page= EID _ PermtDetails&PermitNo=E20090... 4/14/2010
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, :. Bringing Solar Power to San Francisco RCfsident~c ~ Businesstas .~ . :

l!f'PlIe-I: San Francisco Public Utilties Commission
1155 Market Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

September 24, 2009

Phillip Makanna
665 Arkansas Street
San Francisco, CA 94107

SOLAR INCENTIVE

Dear Phillip Makanna:

Congratulations. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission reserved a GoSoiarSF solar
incentive payment for your property.

Application Number:
Host Customer Name:
Installation Address:
Incentive(s) Reserved:
Reservation Expiration Date:
Electric Account Number:

1088
Phillip Makanna
665 Arkansas Street
$11000, Workforce development + Low-income
September 23, 2010
9452331025

The reservation is valid until the above reservation expiration date. In order to receive an
incentive payment from the San Francisco GoSoiarSF program, please provide the documents
listed on the attached checklist befor.~ the expiration date. The payment request documents
must be sent in one package in order to be considered complete. Incomplete packages

will be returned along with a request for the outstanding items.

If you have questions, please email gosolarsf@sfwater.org. Thank you for helping San
Francisco reduce its carbon footprint while making responsible energy choices.

Sincerely,

~
Barbara Hale

Assistant General Manager for Power
'a

Enc: Payment request checklist
Payment designation form

cc: Ashley Ward

\,0 . 00'12. \)
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Pacic Gas and
'Electc Company~

08111/09

PG&E REBATE
To: Phillp Makana

665 Arkansas St
San Francisco, CA 94107

Re: Californa Solar Initiative, Confrmed Reservation Notice, PGE-CSI-17676, Philip Makana

Dear Phillip Makana:

Congratulations! This letter confirms that a Reservation has been approved for your proposed Photovoltaic (PV) projE
under the Californa Solar Initiative Program. Details regarding your reservation are listed below:

.~p'p'.l.ï.~.~~~?~..:N.~?~.r.......... ................r~~.~.~.~.!.~.~.7..???..............

.~p.p.~.i.~.~~~?~..!.y.P.~...................................1.R:.~.~..~..~.~!.i.~~...~...~.~~P...........................

~.?~~...~.~~~?i..~~........................_........._......I.r~.l.l.~P..!.~~~...............................

Installation Address ! 665 Arkansas St
¡ San Francisco, CA 94107

.................................................................... ..............-......_..........................................................__.........

.~!.s:..=..~s:..R~~~~.................................l.~.:.~~.?...~~.....................................................

Design Factor i95.818%
....._..............................._................................................................._.._....................................................................

s:~!...~?'.~!.~i...~.ï.~.~..........................~.:.~.~.?...~.~..........................................

~.~.~~.;r.~!J.~.~~.~.~ï.~.~..R~~.~..........l~.r~~..@:.~..i.:.??...P~r...~.~~......

R~.~.~~~~..!.~~.~.~~~y.~...~.?'!~..1~.?:.?.~.?.............................. ................................

Reservation Expiràtion Date\08/11/2010

The reserved incentive amount is determined by the proposed system listed in the Reservation Request
documentation. Please note that the actual incentive payment may differ from the amount stated in this letter if th.e
installed system changes.

Please complete the installation and submit the Incentive Clai package by 08/1112010. Any claims submitted after
ths due date may be cancelled.

Reservation Expiration Date extensions may be available depending on cause of delay at Pacific Gas & Electrc
Company's discretion. Please refer to the curent Californa Solar Initiative Handbook for specific r~uirements an(
exemptions.

The Incentive Claim Form can now be completed online at: https://pge.powerclerk.com.

If your Applicant chooses not to complete the Incentive Claim Form online, please visit http://ww.p~omlcsi to
download the applicable forms. . r- '2. U

~O . UOY



City and County of San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection

Permit Issued By: YLAURENT

CUSTOMER COPY

ELECTRICAL PERMIT
PERMIT# E200908031424

Permit Issued date: 08/031200902:16:29 PM
Printed on: 08/03/200902:16:37 PM

Job Address Block/Lot/Structure Nun Unit District
665 ARKANSA~T 4099/030/0 5

Occupancy Residential Floor/Suite Valuation S12,OOO.00

Owner Name Phone Phone2 Homeowner permit approved by

PHILIP J & JEAN E MAKAN NA 2000 (415)824-7074

Contractor Company Name License Class . License Exp Date Business lic#

SOLARCITY CORPORATION 888104 C1081 C46 31-DEC-10 405285

Address City State Zip Code Offce Phone!; Mobile Ptione#
381 FOSTER CITY 8L FOSTER CITY CA 94404-0000 (650)638-1028

.'

ApplicantJOccupant Name Phone

( )
-

EID Use Only: Building Appln. No: Plumbing permit No:

APPLICANT'S DESCRIPTION OF WORK:
-- ______...__"._.0._.__.

SOLAR PERMIT: 14 ROOF-MOUNTED SOLAR PV MODULES, 205 W PER MODULE, 1 INTERACTIVE INVERTER,
2000 W, 2.87 KW

INSPECTOR'S COMMENT:

Fees
Fee Type Date Paid Receipt Amount Fee TyfJß__ Dale Paid Rec~ipJ_ _____ß_'!o.unt

¡ BLDG REV_FEE 03-AUG-09 127658 S1.0 SOLAR PV_SYS 03-AUG-09 127658 $170.00 -~- -
--_.._-_._---~-----------_. -- ---~-- -

Surcharge $0.00 Total Fees $171.00 Total Paid $171.00 Balance due $0.00
-- ------------------_.

f'-- ----.- -. --. -.. .--- -. ---- --.----------.--- -----. Inspection Activity description

bctivity Date__._I~~~~t9!____ ___A_c!i~!Y'g_~~~ec:~C!iption Inspection Record
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Electrical Inspection Division
1660 Mission Street - San Francisco CA 94103

Office (415) 558-603Ó - FAX (415) 553-6397 - ../ww.sfgov_org/dbi
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APPLICATION REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
("D.R.")

This application is for projects where there are exceptional and extraordinary
circumstances that justify further consideration, even though the project already
meets requirements of the Planning Code, City General Plan and Priority Policies
of the Planning Code.

D.R. Applicant's Name Jeannine Vaughan Telephone No: 415-282-4985

D.R. Applicant's Address 681 Arkansas Street, San Francisco, CA 94107

D.R. Applicant's telephone number (for Planning Department to contact): 415-282-4985
(home) or 415-999-1497 (mobile)

If you are acting as the agent for another person(s) in making this request please
indicate the name
and address of that person(s) (if applicable):

Name n/a Telephone No:

Address

Number & Street (Apt. #)

City Zip Code

Address of the property that you are requesting the Commission consider under the
Discretionary
Review: 675 ARKANSAS STREET

Name and phone number of the property owner who is doing the project on which you
are requesting D.R.: KELLY DERMODY - 415-401-8802

Building Permit Application Number of the project for which you are requesting
D.R.: 2009.0529.9359 R1

Where is your property located in relation to the permit applicant's property?
My property is next door on the South side.

10.0092 D



A. ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
Citizens should make very effort to resolve disputes before requesting D.R. Listed
below are a variety of ways and resources to help this happen.

1. Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?
The permit applicant, Kelly Dermody invited the neighbors to see her plans last FalL. At that time, i
asked her if this project was open for discussion. Kelly contentiously said, "This is not a
negotiation." i then asked why we were being invited over, and her architect said that it was a
perfunctory part of the planning process. She then re-iterated that there is no negotiation
possible.

2. Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? YES

3. Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? NO

4. If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone thorough mediation,
please summarize the results, including any changes that were made to the proposed project
so far.

**********************

As outlined in #1 above, the applicant told us that negotiation wasn't possible.

B. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the
minimum standards of the Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary
circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of the project? How does the project
conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies?

1. The proposed project will block the major light source to my living area, the
existing West facing windows (see attached photograph reflecting story poles erected
to show the mass). I depend on this light source, not just for light, but also for
warmth, effectively reducing energy consumption. One of these windows is
operational, allowing for San Francisco's renowned 'natural air conditioning' to
enter my home. PG&E recommends that designers and architects consider
daylighting in designing projects. In fact, they have instituted daylighting initiative.
Recent studies indicate that considering daylight to warm homes may reduce energy
consumption by 25-40 percent. It is irresponsible for the architect of the proposed
applicant to disregard known principles of sustainable design.

2. The proposed third story addition will limit the privacy of my property, both front and

rear. I have already experienced a limitation in privacy from the recent addition of the
applicant's expansive deck, which was designed to stretch to the outer limits of what
the code allows. My backyard is a quiet, tranquil place of reflection that is often
interrupted by the applicant's deck parties.

3. Scale of project does not adhere to the character of the neighborhood. Our Potrero

Hill neighborhood is characterized by vintage pre-earthquake Victorians, and cottage-
scale homes built in the years immediately following the quake of 1907. My home
was built in 1912. I do believe that reasonable, livable homes can be renovated
within the prevailing scale and character of our neighborhood.

4. The applicant has previously demonstrated disregard for building to approved
plans. In the prior remodel, after the deck was constructed, a parapet was added to

10.0092 D
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the face of the propert that was never specified for in the plans. In the process of
building this parapet, the original exterior plaster medallons were destroyed. I don't
feel this was responsible building, and i don't want this scenario repeated.

5. With the applicant's new project, there is an opportunity to minimize the impact of
this additional story on my property by moving the mass toward the back. This would
minimize the loss of light in my living area with minimal changes to the applicant's
plans. The applicant's last remodel provided for substantial outdoor deck space, so a
secondary deck in the rear is not necessary.

2. If you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be
adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

The following neighbors will have expressed their concern about changing the character of our
neighborhood and/or limiting their light and privacy as a result of this addition:

JAL AND VICKI WEISMAN, 658 ARKANSAS STREET
TOM AND HAJDEJA EHLlNE, 674 ARKANSAS STREET
CHRISTIE RIXFORD, 674 ARKANSAS STREET
BILL AND DAVID WILLIAMS, 676 ARKANSAS STREET
GAREN INGLEBY, 686 ARKANSAS STREET
SO YOUNG CHOI, 686 ARKANSAS STREET
JEAN AND PHILIP MAKANNA, 665 ARKANSAS STREET
NICHOLAS MAKANNA, 665 ARKANSAS STREET
GENE AND LINDA O'ROURKE, 657 ARKANSAS STREET
ALEX AND JUDY SALDAMANDO, 700 ARKANSAS STREET
DEAN AND CHRISTIE POULOS, 674 CONNECTICUT STREET
SUSAN SHUIRMAN, 789 WISCONSIN STREET
RICHARD MILLET, 250 CONNECTICUT STREET, #5

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any)
already made would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and
reduce the adverse effects noted above (in question B 1)?

a) Delete the third story addition to 675 Arkansas Street.

b) Decrease the horizontal span (east-west dimension) of the third story addition to 675
Arkansas Street, moving the mass to the rear.

Please write (in ink) or type your answers on this form. Please feel free to attach
additional sheets to this form to continue with any additional information that does not fit
on this form.

CHECKLIST FOR APPLICANT:
Indicate which of the following are included with this Application:

REQUIRED:

* Check made payable to Planning Department (see current fee schedule).
* Address list for nearby property owners, in label format, plus photocopy of labels.
* Letter of authorization for representative/agent of D.R. applicant (if applicable).
* Photocopy of this completed application.

10 .0092 D
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OPTIONAL:

Photographs that illustrate your concerns.
Covenants or Deed Restrictions.
Other Items (specify).

File this objection in person at the Planning Information Center. If you have
questions about this form, please contact Information Center Staff from 8 a.m. to 5
p.m., Monday to Friday.

Plan to attend the Planning Commission public hearing, which must be scheduled
after the close of the public notification period for the permit.

Signed: Applicant Date:

N.lapplicatlrapp. doc

'\ () rOO CJ (¿1. v -
~.
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RESPONSE TO THE DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
LETTER IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSAL

RESPONSE TO THE DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
LETTER IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSAL



February 24. 20 i 0

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street. Suite 400
San Francisco. CA 94103-2479

Re: Permit Application for 675 Arkansas Street
2009.0529.9359 R 1

Dear Commissioners:

i am the owner-resident of 675 Arkansas Street. a single-famil) home in Potrero
Hill in which i ha\e lived for 10 years. i submit this letter in support of my application for a
construction permit. and in response to the Applications for Discretionary Re\iew tiled by
Jeannine Vaughn and Philip Makanna. i will attempt to set forth the chronological order of
events leading up to this application hearing. and respond to the DR issues as they arise in that
order.

he-Application Nei!!hborhood Meetirig

Up ¡viay 14. 2009. J invited my neighbors to a meeting at my house on May 26 to
discuss my plans for a remodeL. The written invitation also oifereò further meetings if anyone
h¡:ò concerns that were nJ1 s2tisfactorily resolved at the first meeting. No other meetings were
ïequested. Un i\iay 26. 200t). 1\IS. y'aughn and lvü. tvlCli\anna atlendeù the meeting (along with
Ivir. IviakanI1ls wife and a neighbor 'ì'om across the street). i\y architect. contrc:ctor, and J
provided copies of (he prüpJsed plclls to everyone, and \\c discussed the cor.cepts fOì' the proje::t.

At this neighborhood meeting. Mr. Makanna mentioned his interest in the
engineering i might hCl\ e fur a ne\\ additio'l. and st.'te¿ thc: since he heG prc\ iuusly femoc!e~ec'

:1:S 0\\ '1 lnme. he hac: SO.11e i'1tercst in t;'c aI1U~'It of steel thc: \\oulJ be used. :vi) a"ch¡iec~

u1burd Design. promised lU send him the i'ngineering plans. !h()~e plans \\ere sent af.er i:~e
r"eeting. a'1d .\11'. :\aLii'na nlC'ik!1o turthe,' CUI1'11i'!1t ahuL't them. :vlr.:\ akannei never

me'1tioned ë!1) interest in solar panels at that meeting. or at an) time until September 2009.
~Neither he nor his \\ife had e\er c:\presscd an intcrest in solar panels to me in the pest 10 years i
have liveò nc:\t door to them either.) Contrary to ¡vir. lViakanna's suggestion in his DR
Application in response to item A.4. rvir. :vlakanna did not have ,i solar comractor at the time he
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received my plans. As described more fully below and in the attached letter of Billie Mizell, he
apparently retained such contractor in response to my plans.

:\t this neighborhood meeting. \ls. Vaughn expressed her view that no
construction shuuld happen and asked \\ h: she had been imited to meet with me. \Ve tried to
explain. politely. that this meeting \\ as not a negotiation on lIhether lie HOlild fìle an
application. but rather a chance to discuss the project to see il there were concerns that could be
addre.\sed in the design concepts. i he only question Ms. Vaughn raised was \\hether her rear
yard would receive excessi\e shading as a result of the project.

In response to Ms. Vaughn' s concern. my architect explained that the design,
which pnn ides tor a setback quite lar trom thc rear 01' my house. meant that thcre \\ould be little
to no additional shade on hcr back: ard! \\c discussed \\ hether a shade study or some other

measure might be hdplul to \isualize thc shading. We subsequently erected story poles on the
roof on July 13-14,2009. to allO\\ e\cryone who might be interested to see the expected
parameters and understand the shade impacts. In her DR application. \1s. Vaughn provided no
evidence that there \\as any shade cast on her backyard from the story poles. This is not
surprising since thc rear sides olom houses face due East. and Ms. Vaughn's home is to the
South olmine. Given the set back 01' the desil!n. thc transit ofthc sun doesn't cast the shade
about which Ms. Vaughn was concerned.2 ~

fi:llect Application

On Ma: 31. 2009. i tiled an application lor a building permit. :\Iong with that
application. my architect informed thl. Planning Depal1ment about our neighborh~)od meeting.
On .lui: 16. 200LJ. m: archiiect submittl.d s'igh:l: n:visl.d plans. \\hich lo\\ered thc rOJfby one
fooi (I'). ¡'ollo\\ ing f)lar:niiig Sle~trs rec(immendation. a Supplementeii information Form for
!~;istoricai '\esuul'cl. naluatiol1 \\as prq:;ared ,,;~d si'bmitted in Sepiember 2~l)9. the p:zcl1S \\lere

a¡)rì!"o\ed b: thl. .: tanning ~;epartml.nt on .Iai1Lce ry 2. .20 I J. Sectic'1 311 \\as J11ailec: 2'" JZ"Jzry
12.2010. \\Ith an expiration date 01' leo;uar: 11.2010. and 1\\0 ijiscretionar: ¡;;niew
a'):)lications \\ere tiled on I'ebniaf\ 10.2010.. . '

:\i.i,-\ii¡kaI1l1':'~.'12lar ian.'!.: \D12l ~aii.l)n

On September 16.200:.. i\1r. Î\ :akanna intcrr,1ed me. by emaiL. that he had
retained a solar panel contfëctor \\ho had conòucted a sh2do\\ study that revealed that my

I .\ s. \',;u~hn expr,-'ssl.d in 11,-'1' I:; \ arr~icatiiir ,m ob;i'Ciion to my I.xisling rl.al dcck. '1'''2i ceci(

\\',S built Cl,-i,'wiiing W S,'rir,incis,-'o CiiiL' ,¡IlC' ,ìrt1pe,'ly Pl.l'll1ittee: I \'cry rarel: rave "pz;"iitS"
eL' ,h,'i ekck.
2 ìv-: s. Vellgrn did 'wt express at t¡1at m,-'I.tillt! o' Cl'1Y time altei' her ne\\iy-stakd CO,1cerc

::aragraph E.S) that thl. prujcct s110uld hi lll.s' gned lariiicr to thc rear of' ,he hiiLlSC. "'is W0 lc
coriflici \\ith her priiir c.'prcssd concl.rn trat \\e design the project 10 minir-i/e shëde 2:1 her
ya:-ò. \\hieh \\e did.
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proposed addition would interfere with his proposed plan to add solar panels. Mr. Makanna also
noted in his email that he was aware that i had submitted modified plans reducing the height of
my project.

This was the tirst time Mr. Makanna had eyer mentioned an interest in solar
panels to me. At that time he was already aware that his shadow study was not based on the
actual height of the design submitted to the Department. Neyertheless, that same day my
architect sent l\1r. Jvlakanna electronic and hard copies yia US Mail of the modified plans, to
make extra certain that Mr. Makanna had the current plans to proyide to his solar contractor. Mr.
Makanna sent us his shadow study and stated that he \\ould forward the plans trom his solar
contractor to us. i also wrote back to Mr. Makanna that same day: "The architects will review
nerything and then I will consult with them about the project. We would like to meet with you
to discuss what \\c h:.\e learned alter seeing and discussing your materials. Please let us know if
you are free alter \\ork on Thursday, September 2'l or an) c\ ening after work during the week of
October 5. Thanks." Mr. Jvlakanna declined to meet \\ith us.

J 0 date. Mr. Makanna has also not fom arded any additional materials, as
promised This left us \\ith no information other than the shadow study. Because neither my
architect nor 01) contractor (Ed Popa) could understand the shado\\ study we receiyed, we asked
for Mr. \lakanmls blessing to allO\\ us to speak directly to Mr. Makanna's solar contractor. He
agreed. What \\e discovered was revealing.

First. Mr. Makanna commissioned his shadow study in late July, tl'o months after
our neighborhood meeting and weeks after the story poles had been erected on my house.
Secor-d, \1r. j\'lakanna applied for his solcir permit on August 3. 2009. only after Mr. Makanna
had received a shadem study suggesting that ihere mighi be shadows cast on his proposed solar
;)a.1els Third. \1r. \ia;\.anna ne\eî informed me or my architect or contractor that he was
conúucting this stiid) or making t¡~ese pL.ms íViî.:V akaima lirsi rei,ineà a contractor ancl then
¡c.ter told l1e t;iat m) design \\as an issiie I,ir him becausi' he had made t;1e commitment to re;:&i¡1
(l contractor I ul!rth. the solar coniractor \\ as lH:\ er intorm¡:J b) :vir. Viakanna that (he height of
ibe pW;l'I.:t had been droppi'd by a toot nor hail Ill' S¡:i'n ih¡: rlans rccei\ ed b) Mr. Makanna
\\hicl, ïcill'l.¡cd ¡his ¡liudiÎicaiion

.\'w,-' signircantly. c;s mitlin¡:d in thc attach¡:d ktter of l3i1li lI~izeli. the salar

contmctor has nii\\ aii\is¡:d us that he belie\Ts that the only reason Mr. tvlakanna even pursued
sa1('r 'x'nels \\~l.. \( tr) to block my project. Ihe ..olar cont"actor tolcliiS thM ìVr. Makanna did
l1J. l . scliisi' Iii him ikit ' hc,l; alredl:) Jiki; 1'u, a p¡:rinit. and the s.:lar contractur cxp 'Cssec
CJ1CC"n "lWlll hi:- ciiiiipaii)':, rL\wtLliii)l ilii \\ère allii\\i'd tii bi' usei~ b) hiiin,-'ii\\ners, iike Iv.'.
.va"cllna.IUSl Ii' 1it:llllll¡ kt:iiil'1~ik' ri'inui1,-'b b) p¡:\.)pk li~è ini'

l II daie. X r. ;\ ,,~aJiiia has 111.\ cr îe\isèd his shaebw stidy to take i.,to

eJ,lsiù¡:ratiuli the one loot rèdiiction in the h¡:ight 01' the project. nor has he apparently beeCl
wiliing W ciJls1der myriad c:lternate approaeh¡:s tor solar panels, si!ch as constructing elevateo

l)anels. a suiar rCl11C1 in lieu ülhis \er) sizable existing skylight. or a reduced number of 
panels.
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Discretionan Re\ ie\\ Standards

I am a proponent of a good building code and reasonable limits on construction,
and I know the Commission faces hard choices every day. With respect I submit that this is not
a hard choice.

As a walk through my neighborhood would demonstrate quickly, it is being
revitalized block by block. This is a good thing. and my application is completely consistent
with that pmcess. Just in my vicinity, a 3-story building went up across the street last year,
another building right across the street is going up now. 2 doors down from me (next to Mr.
Makanna) a ne\\ I-story addition to an c"isting home is being added, and 3 doors dovm (2 doors
from Ms. Vaughn) a major remodel and expansion \\as íinishedjust a few years ago. The
neighborhood is a quirk) mixture of architcctural styles. but b) far the least common style in the
neighborhood is l'dr. Makanna's house. The scale of my project brings my house in line with a
large numbcr of my immediate neighbors and my m~ighborhood in general.

lhe project is consistent \\ith thc Department s Gcneral Plan and the Priority
Policies, which do not prohibit construction from casting shade on adjacent buildings nor do the
Policies allow neighbors to block construction merely by asserting that they could get rebates if
they \\ ere permitted to perform alternate construction on their o\\n properties (see Makanna at
para S.I.c).

Neighbors .~\ti:~ted

!hc DR .\pplicants listcd neighbors thi') bclie\e arc "atfected" h) the pïoject.
These lists eli"~: mis!t;.iding in SF\t'r;,1 n'spccts. First. nunc ufthe listcd neighbors e"pressed any
CC'1cerns to mc or 11') architcct or cont',cltor. "nd niwe h,'\t con1C forwaro to express any
CT1CL"'1S a, all thLnigl10ut this nine n10rtl' pro::ess. Sec) ~(~, \\f-i!e iv r. iv'"Iç.,n'1a 1'sts 15 se!s::C'
r1(,1~es. t:1C) cnciin1pass multiple pec;)\c at tf-e S,ime ,iddress. incIl'diiig Mr. !V2kanna's son v!ho
:s lYid\\ay thrnug11 eol\cge c:nd f-asrlt li\ed ,1t ireir bome in years. Tbiro. the list iric111des !Jeo!J1e

WPO don't li\c any\\hcre cLise La my reside11cc and can't e\en \ie\\ my resiàc.i1CC fïüi11 il1eir
hOI'1e. ipcLidil1g a pcrson li\;ng ,~t 250 ('on:icct¡cut (many. mapy blocks &\\ay).
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Conclusion

Thank you for your kind consideration of my application. I respectfully request
that it be approved. If I may answer any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at
(415) 401-8802.

8600'l'l I
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These two photos are of the street view from Kelly's front window. Since Mr. Makanna's photos are only of his
house and Kelly's house, it is quite difficult to get a true understanding of the neighborhood character.

This collection includes a photo of every single house on Arkansas that Mr. Makanna says will be "affected" by
the rise of Kelly's "third story tower that will adversely change the character of our neighborhood."

This is a far more inclusive representation of that neighborhood, and therefore I believe it is a far more
accurate representation. Kelly's proposed project will only bring her home more in line with the current

character of the neighborhood. (Included are the houses at 658,674,676, and 686 Arkansas St).



\,

700
Arkansas

Street



Ms. Vaughan's two decks and patio



~.Y~~k..l'o~~,

~

. ~j,-

Mr. Makanna's two decks

~ The very large deck beyond Mr. Makanna's property
is the deck at 658 Arkansas, which is an address that is
also listed as being affected.

(In between the two is a portion ofthe addition
currently being added to 663 Arkansas, which is not
listed on the Request for DR).



250 Connecticut is also listed as being affected.
This building is 4 and a half blocks down and one block over from Kelly's house.
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Febru 24, 2010

San Francisco Planng Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

Re: Permit Application for 675 Arkansas Street - 2009.0529.9359 Rl

Dear Commissioners:

I submit ths letter in support of Kelly Dermody's application for a building permit. I
have had multiple communcations with Discretionar Review Applicant Philip Makana's solar
panel contractor and believe that I have information relevant to ths matter. Also, as Kelly's
parer, I have spent considerable time at her residence and am very famliar with the

neighborhood and the neighbors.

On September 16,2009, the day Kelly leared via email of Mr. Makana's desire to
instal solar panels on his home, Kelly expressed to me that she was anious to meet with Mr.
Makana and resolve the sitution, so that they could both proceed with their respective projects.
She was confdent there was a solution and responded immediately to Mr. Makana's email,
offering a number of potential dates for a meeting (while Mr. Makana's email to Kelly is
included in his wrtten request to ths Commssion, Kelly's reply to him is not). Mr. Makana
responded the following day to Kelly's invitation tht he did not want to schedule a meeting.
(Ths email communcation is also not included in Mr. Makana's wrtten request to the
Commission).

Also on September 16, Kelly's architect notified us that he, too, followed up with Mr.
Makana and requested additional information about the potential solar intalation and asked
that we be allowed to contact the solar contractor directly. Mr. Maka agreed to allow us to
communcate with his contractor, Shane Bediz at Solar City, and Mr. Makana also promised to
forward for review the plans from Solar City as soon as he received them hiself.

Over a month later, on October 22, when neither Mr. Fritz nor Kelly had received a copy
of Mr. Makana's solar plans, I contacted Solar City to see if there was anything I could do to
help expedite the process. I spoke with Mr. Bediz and I staed off explaig that Kelly was

anious to move forward with the permit process she had initiated in May, so we would be happy
to hear any suggestions regarding how the additions at both 675 and 665 Arkansas could be
completed to each home owner's satisfaction. Mr. Bediz immediately stated that when he began
the shade study process for Mr. Makana, he did not know that Kelly had applied for her
building permit in May. Mr. Bediz asked if I was certn that Mr. Makana was aware of
Kelly's plans as far back as May, and I explained that Mr. Makana had received wrtten
notification on May 14, and he also came to Kelly's home at her invitation on May 26 to review
her project plans. Mr. Bediz said that it was his opinion that ths paricular solar plan was
initiated just to block a project that Kelly was considering, but that he did not realize Kelly had
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actuly already taen the steps to intiate her remodel, long before Mr. Makana had taen any
steps at all to initiate his solar panel project.

Mr. Bediz asked if Kelly had, prior to Mr. Makana's solar panel permit application in
August, tred to work the matter out with Mr. Makana directly. I explained that she could not
because Kelly knew absolutely nothing about Mr. Makana's solar plans before Mr. Makana
filed for his permit in August, which was surrising since the shade study had already been
pedormed on July 3 i and it indicated that Mr. Makana's plans would not work with the project
right next door, which at that time Mr. Makana had known about for at least two and a half
months. Since Mr. Makanna was aware that Kelly had already applied for her permit, he must
have known that it would be crucial to discuss his plans with Kelly, and to do it quickly. Since
Mr. Makana has done his own remodel, I am sure he understands how expensive the design
process can be and how imperative it is to be notified early if a neighbor intends to ask that
adjustments be made.

When I confired for Mr. Bediz that Kelly was unaware of anytng regarding solar
panels until September i 6, almost two months after the shade study and four months after she
notified Mr. Makana of her project, Mr. Bediz said he could not understad why so many
months would be allowed to elapse before Kelly received notification of the shade study, since
Mr. Makana clearly expected Kelly to do something about Mr. Makana's problem. When Mr.
Bediz found out that Kelly was "considering" a remodel, he said that he repeatedly suggested to
Mr. Makana that options be discussed directly with Kelly. Even in the wrtten communcation
between Mr. Bediz and Mr. Makana (which Mr. Makana attches to his Request for
Discretionar Review), Mr. Bediz suggests that revisions to the solar plans might be possible,
and that alternate approaches should be offered to Kelly. Mr. Makana never did this and, to my
knowledge, has made no effort whatsoever to even consider revising his plans in any way.

Mr. Bediz sursed that durng the time Kelly remained uninformed, she had obviously
paid many thousands more dollars in fees to the city, her architect, and her contractor, which I
confrmed was indeed the case. Mr. Bediz asked several times that I pass along his apologies to
Kelly and tell her that he hoped she was successfuL. He also stated that he cared about the
reputation of Solar City and did not want his company to be used to set a precedent that allowed
one neighbor to block another neighbor's previously applied for project. Mr. Bediz clearly
believes in the value of solar energy but stated that he does not believe that a home owner should
be allowed to sink thousands of dollars into a project, only to be thwared months later when a
neighbor suddenly decides he wants solar panels. Mr. Bediz repeated the assertion that he
thought this would look bad, not only for his company, but for the solar process in general.

Mr. Bediz also told me that he was completely unaware that Kelly had dropped the height
of her addition by a foot and stated that he was at no time given this information. Thus, I do not
understad how Mr. Makana's shade study is being presented here as applicable to the curent
design approved by the Planng Deparent. Mr. Bediz again reminded me that he had

suggested that Mr. Makana discuss this directly with Kelly, even before receiving any of this
information, and he was sorr that had not happened.

Mr. Makana, in his Request for DR, calls Kelly's interests "selfish." I found this
unecessar, insulting, and most importtly, inaccurate. By definition, selfish means to
disregard the interests of another for one's own personal gain. However, Kelly had no way of
knowing what Mr. Makana's interests were until four months after she notified him of her
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plans. Mr. Makana chose not to shae his own plans with his neighbor for months and months,
while allowing her to invest more and more money in her project (over $25,000 to date), even
tlough he was fuly aware of her interests. It is Mr. Makana who chose to knowingly
completely disregard the interests of his neighbor.

I tae personal offense that anyone would associate the word selfish with Kelly, as I am
sure would the hundreds of other people in this community whom Kelly has assisted in many
different ways - from the cancer patients she visits with her dog, to the kids in the Bayview for
whom, four years ago, she single-handedly decided to found a nonprofit to provide lifesaving
trawna therapy services and for whom she has continued to actively advocate since she created
the program, to the dozens of chartable organizations she funds, to the numerous young people
she mentors on a daily basis. Kelly has, in fact, eared regular recognition and a slew of
communty awards for her very lack of selfishness, so it would be bothersome in any context to
see anyone imply that Kelly does not always consider the interests of everyone around her, no
matter who they are or what their needs might be. But considering the time line of this sitution,
f()r Philip Makana to paint Kelly Dermody as selfish in a public document is beyond surrising
and bothersome, it is actually shocking and, in my opinion, completely unethicaL.

I sincerely hope that the Commission understads that Kelly has not been selfish in this
matter: She has opened her home up to her neighbors to review her plans, she has asked for
input, she has responded to every communication from her neighbors, she has asked for a
meeting with Mr. Makana to discuss adjustments, she has ensured that electronic and hard
copies of her plans were provided and provided in a timely maner, and she was prepared to
discuss with Mr. Makana many options for ensuring that they could both move forward with
their projects. Unfortunately, at no time has Mr. Makana displayed the same good faith. Mr.
Makana should not be rewarded for these tactics. I feel as if giving any weight to this strategy
will only set a precedent that allows one person to tae advantage of the system, costing his
neighbor real damages of tens of thousands of dollars solely to protect his self-interests. I canot
imagine how ths would be in the best interest of any home or business owner in San Francisco.

I also believe none of the other clais of Mr. Makana or Ms. Vaughan come close to the
"exceptional and extraordinar" stadard needed to overt permit approval. Mr. Makana
outlines four reasons why he thinks Kelly's project should be denied, the first being
neighborhood character. Kelly is most assuredly not changing the character of her
neighborhood. Kelly adores her neighborhood, which is exactly why she is not moving, but
rather bringing her curent home more in line with those that suround her. The street is full of 3
story homes, and many of those that are not already 3 story are under constrction with
additions being added. Kelly's hope was that she could get her project moving forward very
soon, while all the other constrction on the block is happening, so that the constrction on
Arkansas would happen at the same time, and finish at the same time. Nothing about her
remodel will change the character of the neighoorhood and certnly Mr. Makana's home is the
least common type on the street. Mr. Makana's second reason is that his proposed solar system
will be rendered inoperable, which I have already covered aoove. His thrd reason is that he will
lose rebates he could receive if he were to install ths solar system. These rebates that Mr.
Makana might receive ifhe ever installed a solar system are significantly less than actual
money Kelly has already spent on her project. Mr. Makana's fourh reason is "City Permit Has
Been Blocked," which in my opinion is actully what Mr. Makana is trying to do to Kelly. It
seems to me that reass 2,3, and 4 from Mr. Makana all refer to the solar system that he did
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not initiate until afer he knew of Kelly's plan. Yet, despite Mr. Makana's insistence about his
goal to instal solar panels, he never attempted to work out a plan with Kelly. Equaly revealing
wa Mr. Makana's email in Janua to Planng, in which he states that he was disappointed to
receive the Notice of Building Permit. Since Mr. Makana knew Kelly had applied in May, and
since by the end of the year he still had not received the notice of approval, he was hoping that
Kelly had "adjusted or discontinued" the project. Given how much weight Mr. Makana has
insisted the Commission give his proposed solar plan, it seems he would have taen a quick
moment to knock on the door, call, or email to find out if Kelly had abandoned her plans so he
could move forward, ifhis solar goal were so importnt to him. He did none of those things.
And Kelly heard not another word regarding solar panels from Mr. Makana again, from the
September email until his Janua 15 email to Planng, four months later.

Ms. Vaughan lists 5 reasons she now believes Kelly's project should be stopped. The
first is that Kelly's project will block the major light source to her living room. As long as the
sun continues to rise in the East and set in the West, I honestly do not understad how this is
physically possible. The second reason Ms. Vaughan offers is that it will limit Ms. Vaughan's
back yard privacy. Kelly is building up, not out. Whatever time Kelly spends in the new
addition, she will be fuher away from Ms. Vaughan's back yard (both higher up and further
back), actually giving Ms. Vaughan more privacy. The third reason refers to neighborhood
character, which I have already covered and I think can be easily verified with the attched
photos of the street. The fourh is an accusation that Kelly has previously disregarded approved
plans. Ms. Vaughan attempted to stop the approval of those plans by circulating a petition to the
neighborhood claiming, falsely, that Kelly was building without a permit. The Commission
unanimously approved those plans after Ms. Vaughn sought discretionar review. Since I have

also already covered what I believe to be unproductive and unecessar attcks on Kelly's
character, I will move on to reason nwnber five. The fifth reason Ms. Vaughan provides is that
Kelly could minimize the impact on Ms. Vaughan if Kelly moved the addition in a way that
would not allow for a deck, because in Ms. Vaughan's opinion, this is not needed. Both Ms.
Vaughan and Mr. Makana have two decks. Each of them curently has an upper deck that is
much higher than Kelly's deck (the deck on Ms. Vaughan's third story is probably close to 6 feet
above Kelly's). If Kelly's plans remain approved, her upper deck will not extend nearly as far
out as the upper decks of Mr. Makana and Ms. Vaughan. I feel it is completely unfair to
insinuate that Kelly does not deserve the same opportunity that Mr. Makana and Ms. Vaughan
have enjoyed for years, and I certainly can't understad why Ms. Vaughan would suggest Kelly
move her bedroom addition to the back, when the only matter that Ms. Vaughan has ever brought
up to Kelly are the shading and privacy of her backyard.

I respectfuly ask that the Commission approve Kelly's project at 675 Arkansas Street.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can answer any questions regarding the above.
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