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Discretionary Review Analysis 
Full Analysis – Staff-Initiated 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 13, 2013 

 

Date:  June 6, 2013 

Case No.:  2013.0072D 

Project Address:  233 Laidley Street  

Permit Applications: 2012.08.10.7050 & 2012.08.10.7053  

Zoning:  RH‐1 (Residential, House, Single‐Family) Zoning District 

  40‐X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot:  6684/022 

Project Sponsor:  Michael Hennessey, Architect  

  161 Natoma Street 

  San Francisco, CA 94105 

Staff Contact:  Adrian C. Putra – (415) 575‐9079 

  adrian.putra@sfgov.org 

Recommendation:  Do not take DR and Approve the Demolition and take DR and Approve 

the New Construction with Modifications 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal  is  to construct a new  three‐story over basement  level, single‐family dwelling on a vacant 

lot.   The proposed dwelling would have a building depth of approximately 49’‐0” with setbacks at the 

third  floor of approximately 5’‐0”  from  the  front building wall, and approximately 7’‐0”  from  the  rear 

building wall.   Additionally, at  the second and third floors, the proposed dwelling would provide two 

approximately 7’‐0” deep notches at  the rear of  the dwelling with side setbacks of approximately 5’‐0” 

from the northern property line and approximately 2’‐0” from the southern property line.  The proposed 

dwelling would contain a building area of approximately 3,376 square‐feet. 

 

BACKGROUND  

The project site previously contained a one‐story, single‐family structure that was constructed circa 1900.  

In February, 1998,  the project site was purchased by a previous owner of project site, who at  the  time 

owned an adjacent dwelling at 235 Laidley.  The previous owner purchased the property with the intent 

to prevent  it  from undergoing a demolition and new  construction project proposed by  its  then owner 

under BPA Nos. 972505 & 9725506S.   After purchasing the project site, the previous owner was unable 

obtain liability insurance for the property, which according to him contained an approximately 430 sq. ft. 

structure that had been vacant for about 40 years and was in a state of disrepair.  As a result, the previous 

owner pursued BPA No. 972505  to demolish  the  structure with  the  intent  to  leave  the  lot vacant.   On 

January 20, 1998,  the previous owner submitted a “substandard structure”  report at  the  request of  the 

Department  of  Building  Inspections  (DBI)  in  order  to  be  issued  a  permit  for  the  demolition  of  the 

structure  as  an  “unsound  structure”.    According  to  the  previous  owner,  after  he  submitted  the 

“substandard  structure”  report,  his  contractor  had  a  face‐to‐face meeting with DBI  and  erroneously 

thought that he was given verbal approval by DBI to demolish the structure.  After obtaining a negative 

asbestos report the contractor demolished the structure in early June, 1998.   When the demolition work 
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was finished the previous owner requested final paperwork from his contractor, and was informed that 

no permit for demolition was obtained.   

 

Attempting to rectify the permit situation, the previous owner had DBI issue a letter on August 27, 1998, 

stating the 233 Laidley should be classified as an “unsound structure”, and filed a new permit (BPA No. 

9817781)  to  document  the  demolition  of  the  previously  existing  structure.   As mentioned  earlier,  the 

previous owner did not intend to construct a replacement structure (or merge the lot with his property).  

However, the Planning Code requires a replacement building with the demolition permit, except in the 

instance of a demolition under an emergency order.   While the building qualified for demolition under 

the Planning Department’s policies as an ʺunsoundʺ building, it did not qualify for demolition under an 

emergency order, so initially we could not approve the demolition (although we eventually approved the 

permits on November 2, 1998, after the previous owner submitted a letter to the Zoning Administrator at 

time, explaining his situation.   Ultimately,  the permits  to demolish  the structure  (BPA Nos. 9725505 & 

9817781) were approved by DBI in 2001, but were never issued, and subsequently cancelled in 2007.  The 

original new construction permit (BPA No. 9725506S) was cancelled by the previous owner in 1998.   

 

More recently, the project site was purchased by the current owner on April 18, 2012, with the intent to 

develop the property.  Considering the site history and the fact that the building was demolished many 

years ago (more than 14 years) by the previous owner, the Planning Department concluded that it would 

be best for a new demolition permit (BPA No. 2012.08.10.7053) to document the work be filed along with 

the new construction permit (BPA No. 2012.08.10.7050).   

 

The proposed project was reviewed by the Residential Design Team (RDT) and was found to not comply 

with  the Residential Design Guidelines,  but  the Project  Sponsor declined  to  alter  the  proposal  in  the 

manner requested by the Department in accordance with the RDT review.  As a result, the Department is 

bringing the project before the Commission as a Staff Initiated Discretionary Review.   

 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The project site is located on the east side of Laidley Street between Fairmount and Miguel Streets, and is 

a vacant rectangular lot that has a downward slope to the rear and a lateral up slope to the south.  The 

subject lot measures 25 feet wide by approximately 77.62 feet deep, and with approximately 1,938 square‐

feet of lot area.   

 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The adjacent  lot  to  the north  (201 Laidley)  is developed with a  two‐story over basement  level,  single‐

family  dwelling.    The  adjacent  lot  to  the  south  (235  Laidley)  is  developed  with  a  three‐story  over 

basement  level,  single‐family  dwelling.    Both  adjacent  buildings  contain  a  rear  deck  and  staircase 

structure.   The neighborhood character of the subject block‐face is predominately characterized by two‐

story, single‐family dwellings.  The opposite block‐face of Laidley Street is located on an elevated street 

and is predominately characterized by three‐story, single‐family dwellings.   
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BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 

NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 

Notice  
30 days 

 March 15, 2013 

– April 14, 2013 

January 18 , 

2013 
June 13, 2013  147 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 

PERIOD 

Posted Notice  10 days  June 3, 2013 June 3, 2013  10 days

Mailed Notice  10 days  May 31, 2013 June 3, 2013  13 days

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)     

Other neighbors on the 

block or directly across 

the street 

     

Neighborhood groups     

To date,  the Department has not  received any public  correspondence  regarding  the project and  is not 

aware of any public opposition to the project.     

 
GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE  
The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 

 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
Objectives and Policies 

 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE  FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE  SITES  TO MEET  THE 

CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

 

Policy 1.1: 

Plan  for  the  full  range  of  housing  needs  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  especially 

affordable housing. 

 

Policy 1.7: 

Encourage and support the construction of quality, new family housing. 
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While  the  project  does  not  propose  affordable  units,  it would  in‐fill  a  vacant  lot with  a  new  single‐family, 

dwelling unit.   Additionally, the project also provides  family‐sized housing  for the City by proposing a  four‐

bedroom dwelling.  

 

SECTION 101.1 PRIORITY POLICIES 
Planning  Code  Section  101.1  establishes  eight  priority  policies  and  requires  review  of  permits  for 

consistency,  on  balance, with  these  policies.   On  balance,  the  Project  complies with  these  policies  as 

follows:    

 

1. Existing neighborhood‐serving  retail uses be preserved and enhanced and  future opportunities  for 

resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 

 

The  project  doses  not  remove  any  neighborhood‐serving  uses  as  the  project  is  a  residential  use  within  a 

residential zoned district.   

 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve 

the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

 

The  project  does  not  remove  any  neighborhood‐serving  uses  as  the  project  is  a  residential  use  within  a 

residential zoned district.   

 

3. That the Cityʹs supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

 

The project does not demolish any affordable housing units. 

 
4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood 

parking. 

 
The proposed two‐car garage and the size of the project should not  impede MUNI service or overburden city 

streets.   

 
5. A  diverse  economic  base  be  maintained  by  protecting  our  industrial  and  service  sectors  from 

displacement  due  to  commercial  office  development,  and  that  future  opportunities  for  resident 

employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

 
The project does not affect industrial and service sectors as the project is located in a residential zoning district. 

 
6. The City achieves  the greatest possible preparedness  to protect against  injury and  loss of  life  in an 

earthquake. 

 
The project will  be  reviewed  and  constructed according  to  current Building Codes  to address  seismic  safety 

issues.    

 
7. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

 
The subject property is not a historical resource or a landmark building.   

 
8. Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 
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The project is not located adjacent to any parks or open space.   

 

DR REQUESTOR 

The  Planning  Department  is  bringing  the  proposed  project  to  the  Planning  Commission  as  a  Staff 

Initiated Discretionary Review.   No outside Discretionary Review Application was  filed during  the 30‐

day Section 311 notification period.   

 

PROJECT SPONSORS’ RESPONSE  

The project sponsor believes that incorporating all of the RDT’s requests would result in a home that is 

not  conducive  to  family  living,  because  reducing  the  depth  of  the  top  floor  containing  the  master 

bedroom would mean  relocating  the  children’s bedrooms on  separate  floor.   Additionally,  the project 

sponsor believes that the proposed design already creates setbacks that meet the intent of the Residential 

Design Guidelines  in  regards  to  overall  building massing  and mid‐block  open  space.   As  result,  the 

project sponsor finds that the additional setbacks requested by the RDT are unjustified.   

 

PROJECT ANALYSIS 

As mentioned  earlier,  the Department  is  bringing  the  proposed  project  to  the Commission  as  a  Staff 

Initiated DR because the Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the proposed project and found that it 

does not comply with  the Residential Design Guidelines.   On October 10, 2012,  the RDT  reviewed  the 

proposed project and originally required that the project be modified in the following manner: 

 

1. Reduce the ceiling height to 10’‐0” maximum for the top two floors so the overall building height 

is reduced by a minimum of 2’‐0”. 

2. Set back  the  top  floor 10’‐0”  from  the  front building wall and  reduce  the garage opening  to a 

maximum of 10’‐0”. 

3. At  the  rear,  reduce  the depth of  the  top  floor  to  the average of  the  two adjacent  rear building 

walls,  and  reduce  the  depth  of  the  second  and  third  floors  by  7’‐0”  and  provide  5’‐0”  side 

setbacks. 

 

The project sponsor declined in making the RDT’s requested modifications which led to the project being 

reviewed  by  the  Director  of  Current  Planning  on October  29,  2012, who  concurred with  the  RDT’s 

requested modifications.   After  the  review  by  the Director  of  Current  Planning,  the  project  sponsor 

revised the proposal in an attempt to address the Department’s concerns by reducing the overall height 

of  the proposed building by 5’‐0”, but did not propose any  revisions at  the  rear of  the building.   The 

revised  drawings  and  renderings were  reviewed  by RDT  on November,  29,  2012,  to which  the RDT 

supported  the proposed  location of  the  top  floor at  the  front due  to  the  revised building’s decrease  in 

height.  However, the RDT still maintained their previous comments for the project sponsor to reduce the 

building depth and providing side setbacks at the rear of the building.   As a result, the project sponsor 

decided  to pursue  the original proposal, with  the exception of  reducing  the garage door opening  to a 

width of 10’‐0”, as a Staff Initiated Discretionary Review. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

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

review, pursuant  to CEQA Guideline Section 15301  (Class Three – New Construction, Up  to  three  (3) 
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single family residences; six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures under 10,000 

sq.ft.; accessory structures; utility extensions.)  

 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 

The modifications  listed  above under Project Analysis were  required by  the Residential Design Team 

(RDT).   

 

Under  the  Commission’s  pending  DR  Reform  Legislation,  this  project  would  be  referred  to  the 

Commission,  as  the  RDT  has  determined  that  the  project  does  not  comply with  the  Residential 

Design Guidelines. 

 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 The project does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines.   

 

RECOMMENDATION:  Do  not  take  DR  and  Approve  the  Demolition  and  take  DR  and 

Approve the New Construction with Modifications 

 

DEMOLITION CRITERIA - ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

Existing Value and Soundness 
1. Whether the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that the value of the existing land and structure 

of  a  single‐family dwelling  is  not  affordable  or  financially  accessible housing  (above  the  80% 

average  price  of  single‐family  homes  in  San  Francisco,  as determined  by  a  credible  appraisal 

within six months);  

 

Project Does Not Meets Criteria 

The Project Sponsor does not claim that the property is valued at or above 80% of the median single‐family 

home  prices  in  San  Francisco. As  such,  the  property  is  considered  relatively  affordable  and  financially 

accessible housing for the purposes of this report and Planning Code Section 317.  

 

2. Whether the housing has been found to be unsound at the 50% threshold (applicable to one‐ and 

two‐family dwellings); 

 

Criteria Not Applicable to Project  

The subject property is a vacant lot. 

 
DEMOLITION CRITERIA 

Existing Building 

1. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations; 

 

Project Meets Criteria 

A review of the databases for the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department did not 

show any enforcement cases or notices of violation.  

 

2. Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 
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Criteria Not Applicable to Project 

The subject property is a vacant lot.   

 

3. Whether the property is a ʺhistorical resourceʺ under CEQA; 

 

Criteria Not Applicable to Project  

The subject property is a vacant lot.   

 

4. If  the  property  is  a  historical  resource,  whether  the  removal  of  the  resource  will  have  a 

substantial adverse impact under CEQA; 

 

Criteria Not Applicable to Project 

The subject property is not a historical resource. 

 

Rental Protection 

5. Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 

 

Criteria Not Applicable to Project 

The subject property is a vacant lot and thus not rental housing. 

 

6. Whether  the  Project  removes  rental  units  subject  to  the  Rent  Stabilization  and  Arbitration 

Ordinance; 

 

Project Meets Criteria 

The subject property is a vacant lot and thus does not remove rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization 

and Arbitration Ordinance. 

 
Priority Policies 

7. Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood 

diversity; 

 

Criteria Not Applicable to Project  

The subject property is a vacant lot and thus does not affect existing housing.   

 

8. Whether  the Project  conserves neighborhood  character  to preserve neighborhood  cultural  and 

economic diversity; 

 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 

The Project would not conserve the neighborhood character because the proposed building is not compatible 

with the Department’s Residential Design Guidelines with regards to its massing and building depth as it 

relates with the dwellings on the subject block face.  

 

9. Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing; 

 

Criteria Not Applicable to Project  

The subject property is a vacant lot, and therefore does not affect the affordable of existing housing. 
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10. Whether  the  Project  increases  the  number  of  permanently  affordable  units  as  governed  by 

Section 415;  

 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 

The Project does not include any permanently affordable units, as the project does not trigger Section 415 

review. 

 

Replacement Structure 

11. Whether the Project located in‐fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 

 

Project Meets Criteria 

The Project will  result  in  the  construction  of  single‐family  dwelling  on  a  vacant  lot  located within  an 

established residential neighborhood.   

 

12. Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing; 

 

Project Meets Criteria 

The Project will create a single‐family dwelling containing three‐bedrooms and three and a half bathrooms. 

The floor plans reflect such new quality, family housing. 

 

13. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 

 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 

The Project is not specifically designed to accommodate any particular Special Population Group as defined 

in the Housing Element. 

 

14. Whether  the  Project  promotes  construction  of  well‐designed  housing  to  enhance  existing 

neighborhood character; 

 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 

The Project is not in scale with the surrounding neighborhood. 

 

15. Whether the Project increases the number of on‐site dwelling units; 

 

Project Meets Criteria 

The Project increases the number of existing dwelling units on the site from zero to one. 

 

16. Whether the Project increases the number of on‐site bedrooms. 

 

Project Meets Criteria 

The Project increases the number of existing bedrooms on the site from zero to four. 
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Design Review Checklist 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 

The visual character is: (check one)   

Defined  X 

Mixed   

 

Comments:   Buildings on  the subject block  face are predominately defined by  two‐story, single‐family 

dwellings.   

 

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

                                                                 QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 

Topography (page 11)       

Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area?  X     

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

the placement of surrounding buildings?
X     

Front Setback (pages 12 ‐ 15)        

Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street?  X     

In areas with varied  front  setbacks,  is  the building designed  to act as  transition 

between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape?
    X 

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback?  X     

Side Spacing (page 15)       

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

Rear Yard (pages 16 ‐ 17)       

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 (page 18)       

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

Special Building Locations (pages 19 ‐ 21)       

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?      X 

Is  the  building  facade  designed  to  enhance  and  complement  adjacent  public 

spaces? 
    X 

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

 

Comments:  The  Department  determined  that  the  proposed  building would  negatively  affect  the 

adjacent neighbors, because the proposed building extends approximately, 10’‐0” and 22’‐0” beyond the 

closest  rear  wall  of  the  northern  and  southern  adjacent  neighbors,  respectively.    As  proposed,  the 

building’s top floor is setback is 7’‐0” from the rear building wall, and at the third floor has 5’‐0” and 2’‐

0”  side  setbacks  from  the  northern  and  southern  side  property  lines,  respectively.    However,  to 

adequately minimize  the  building’s  impact  on  light  and  privacy  to  the  adjacent  properties  the  RDT 

requested the project sponsor to reduce the depth of the top floor to the average of the two adjacent rear 
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building walls, and to reduce the depth of the second and third floors by 7’‐0” while providing 5’‐0” side 

setbacks on these two floors.   

 

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 

Building Scale (pages 23  ‐ 27)     

Is  the building’s height and depth compatible with  the existing building scale at 

the street? 
  X   

Is  the building’s height and depth compatible with  the existing building scale at 

the mid‐block open space? 
  X   

Building Form (pages 28 ‐ 30)       

Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?     X   

Is  the  building’s  facade  width  compatible  with  those  found  on  surrounding 

buildings? 
X     

Are  the  building’s  proportions  compatible  with  those  found  on  surrounding 

buildings? 
  X   

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings?      X 

 

Comments:  Buildings on the subject block face are predominately two‐stories in character.  The adjacent 

building  to  the north  is  two‐stories and  the adjacent building  to  the  south  is  three‐stories.     From  the 

block face the proposed building  is three‐stories and approximately 7’‐6” taller than the adjacent three‐

story building to the south.  Additionally, the proposed building’s top floor is setback approximately 5’‐

0” from the front building wall.  However, the Department still determined that the proposed building’s 

overall  height  and  scale  is  not  compatible with  the  existing  building  scale  at  the  street,  due  to  the 

noticeable difference in height between proposed and adjacent buildings, and insufficient front setback at 

the  top  floor.    The Department  finds  that  the  height  and  scale  of  the  proposed  dwelling would  be 

appropriate if the top floor was setback at least 10’‐0” from the front building wall and overall building 

height is reduce by a minimum of 2’‐0, which can be achieved by reducing the ceiling height to a 10’‐0” 

maximum at the top two floors.   

 

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

                                                      QUESTION YES  NO N/A

Building Entrances (pages 31 ‐ 33)   

Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 

the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?
X     

Does  the  location  of  the  building  entrance  respect  the  existing  pattern  of 

building entrances? 
X     

Is  the building’s  front porch  compatible with  existing porches of  surrounding 

buildings? 
    X 

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

the sidewalk?  
X     

Bay Windows (page 34)   

Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 

surrounding buildings? 
    X 

Garages (pages 34 ‐ 37)   
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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 

the building and the surrounding area?
X     

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized? X 

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

Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 ‐ 41)  

Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?    X

Are  the  parapets  compatible with  the  overall  building  proportions  and  other 

building elements?  
    X 

Are  the  dormers  compatible  with  the  architectural  character  of  surrounding 

buildings?  
    X 

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and 

on light to adjacent buildings? 
    X 

 

Comments:    The  location  of  the proposed  building  entrance  is  compatible with  the  existing mixed 

pattern of building entrances on the subject block face.  The proposed garage entrance is approximately 

minimized to 10’‐ 0” in width and is recessed from the front building wall.  

 

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48) 

QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 

Architectural Details (pages 43 ‐ 44)       

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

and the surrounding area? 
X     

Windows (pages 44 ‐ 46)       

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

neighborhood? 
X     

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

the neighborhood? 
X     

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, 

especially on facades visible from the street?
X     

Exterior Materials (pages 47 ‐ 48)       

Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 

used in the surrounding area? 
X     

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 

are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
X     

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied?  X     

 

Comments:  The  proposed  exterior  material’  finish,  quality,  and  details  are  compatible  with  the 

existing mix of exterior materials found on buildings in this neighborhood.   

 

 

 

 



Discretionary Review Analysis 
June 13, 2013 

 12

CASE NO. 2013.0072D
233 Laidley Street

Attachments: 

Block Book Map  

Sanborn Map 

Zoning Map 

Aerial Photographs  

Context Photographs 

Demolition History Documentation submitted by Project Sponsor 

Section 311 Notice  

DR Application 

Residential Pipeline: Entitled Housing Units 2007‐ Q1 of 2012 

Project Sponsor submittal dated May 30, 2013 

Reduced Plans 
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Murphy General Contracting
Anthony Murphy, Lisc. # 721,472

PL'L:4-1,5-468 6077

Bid Proposal prepared for: Jeff Splitgerber

Project Address: 233 Laidley St, San Francisco.

Project Description: Renovation of existing structure

Item Description

Demolition

Foundation

Electrical

Plumbing

Walis

Roof

Siding

Trim

Removal of all rotten timber framing and
opnpra I cl ean rrnb"''_*^ "'-_' -r'

Remove existing wooden sills and replace with
a new concrete footing.

Demo existing and install new service.

Install new service for a kitchen and bath.

Interior only.

Installation of new plywood and composition
shingles (25 year).

New siding installed.

New windows and cloors.

Material and
Labor Cost

1800.00

8000.00

5000.00

14500.00

1600.00

4000.00

4200.00

6000.00



Fixtures Flooring, cabinets, hardware. .. etc..

51600-00

The existing square footage is 430 sq. ft. The
standard square foot cost for new construction
is $80.00.

Total =

The ratio of renovation to new is $51600/$34400
This is mole than 50% of replacement cost.

For this reason we are in favor of the
demolition of this structure.

f
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JSM, INC
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Mr. Wiiil' Yau
Department ol' Building Inspection
Citr & Courrtl ol San Fralcisco
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S:lll Francisco. CA 9-+ lo j

RE: 2.1-l Laidlcy Strcct. San Fr|rtcisco 9'l I:l I

Dcar Mr. Yilu:

Tlc purpose ol.this lcller is lo notifl'1ou and thc Dcpannreut of BLrilding Inspeclion llla1 Mr Anlllonv
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Siuccrelr'.
\r\

crc\1-
Jcll Splilgerbcr
JSM. INC

San Francisco
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Telephon e
415.A24.2573

235 Laidley Street



DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

City & County of San Francisco
1660 Mission Street. San Francisco, California 94103-2414

August27, 1998

RE: Demolition Permit No:
233 Laidley Street

Block:6684 Lot:022

I-le -re brGri:s\ -\*l"i'
-\Utrt rg,l .
\ee-- B\uiaat*r.
g;1"i-as13 :

Mr. Roben W. Passmore

Zoning Administrator
1660 Mission Street
San Francisco. CA 94103

Dear Mr. Passmore:

we have inspected subject property and reviewed the estimate of cost submifted by Murphy

General coDtracting. After re-evaluating the data provided in the August 27 ' 1998letter, we

have detemrined that the cost to rebuild does in fact exceed fifty percent'

Accordingly, it is our determined per Section 511 (AX4) of the Planning code, that the structure

should be classified as an unsound structure as defined under section 503(h) of the Planning

Code.

Ifthere are further questions, please contact me at (415) 558-6211'

Very truly yours,

Frank Y. Chiu, C.B.O.
Director
Department of Building InspEction

Rudy Sda, l'4 S.,P E.

Senior Housing Idspector

cc: fra ( Y. Lnlu
William Wong
HIS-File

Murphy Construction
2072 Grove Street
San Francisco, CA94117

(P;\demo)



PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Citv and Countv of San Francisco 1560 Mission Street San Francisco, CA 94103-'2414

(415)558-6378 PLANNINGc5or4MrssroN

September 29, 1998

Mr. Jeff Splitgerber
235 Laidley Street
San Francisco, CA 94131

RE: 233 Laidlev Street (Address of Permit Work)
9A1778'l (Building Permit Application)

The Planning Department has received your permit appiication for review. Your appiication is

being held because the following information is required before it is accepted as complete or

may be considered code complying. Time limits for review of your project will not commence

until we receive the requested information or materials and verify their accuracy.

please note that the Zoning Administrator, Robert Passmore, review the referenced application,

and the attached letter from the Building Inspection Department dated August 27, 1998, and

determined that since this Building Inspection Department only found the structure to be
,,unsound" and not an imminent safety hazard, the requires that you provide/ process one of the

following:

(1) Building Plans for construction of a replacement building; OR

(2) Obtain and provide approval to merge your two lots (233 and 235 Laidley Street).

contact the Maps & Surveys Section of the Public works Department, at 875 Stevenson

street, Room 460; at telephone number 554-5810; to file an application for a lot merge, if
you have not already done so. Be sure to inform this department that they should route

ihe application to Planner Edy Zwierzycki (558-6263) when they are ready to send

applicable materials to the Planning Department.

O The apolicant must provide the requested information indicated in the boxes above within

glrtyloq*days. The application will be sent back to the Bureau of Building Inspection for

cancellation or administrative proceedings if the applicant does not comply with this

notice.

Please direct any questions concerning this notice to Edy Zwierzycki at 558-6263. Thank you

for your attention to this notice. An early and complete response on your part will help expedite

our review of your permit application.

ELZ:glp\p5
Enclosures

ADMINISTRATION CURRENTPLANNTNG/ZONING
FAX:558-6426 FA-X:558-&09

LONG RANGE PLANNING
FAX: 558-5426



235 Laidley Street
San Francisco- CA 94131

October 3, 1998

Mr. Robert Passmore
Zoning Admfuistrator
Planning Deparfinent
City & Counry ofsa Francisco
1660 Mission Street
San Fraacisco, CA

RE: 233 Laidley Street. Sat Frarcisco 94131
Buitdine Demolitior Application #9817781

Dear Mr. Passmore:

I am writing to you in flre hope that you can assist me in resolving a situation that I have experienced

recently rvith the Plannitg Departrnent-

I live at 235 Laidley Stre€l, San Francisco, CA Next door to my horne is 233 Laidley Street, which is &e
subject problem. h February of this year, we were successfut in purclrasi.ug 233 Laidley St from a

developer who hadjust purchased the property ar1d flled an application to construct a large new siflgle-
family dwelling that would bave an extreme negative impact on our lrcme at 235 Laidley St. Our purchase

followed months of intense negotiations, but we were finally successful and our entire neighborhood was

pleased with the outcorne.

I tried to obtail Iiability insuraDce on 233 Laidley, which consisted ofan old approximate 430 sq. ft
structure. No one had lived in the structure for about 40 years ard it was in a state of crumbling disrepair.

In fact, part ofthe rear had already collapsed. My insuralce company would not give rne liability
insurance on the property for obvious reasons. They waded the structure demolished prior to giving me

the insurance-

I hired Mr. Jer€my Kotas as my architect to assist me with tftis demolition proje.ct as I had no experience in
such maflers and wanled everlthing done correctly fiom the start. A representative from his ofnce met

with me and Mr. Rudy Pada, a senior Building Inspector (6- floor at 1660 MissioD, at 233 Laidley to

finalize what was needed to gain approval for immediate demolition. We wer€ told by Mr- Pada to submit

a report verifying a "Sub,standard Structue", pursuant to Section 511, Planning Code.

I was faxed a PROCEDTIRE FOR DETERMINING SUBSTANDARD STRUCTI'E dat€d May 1990 by
It{r. fuchard Young (tel 558-6033) to follow and everything seemed pretty straightforward My contractot
Murplry General Contractirg completed this report, and along with a recommendation for demolitior! the
package was subrnitted to Mr- Pada. A1 tbat time, during a face-to-face rne€ting witli Mr. Pada, my

contractor erroneously thought he had been given verbal approval to demolish the properry. After
obtahing a negative asbestos report from ARS, Inc, the demolition was completed in early June, 1998.

When I requested the final paperwork from my conlractor, I was made aware tlrat he had not obtained a
Permit for Demolition. I asked him to straighten out the siluation. He had taken the required pictures of
the property and submitted them along with his estimates for fixing the old structure, which exceeded 50o%

of replacement costs. Mr. Pada issued a letter to you dated Lrtgust 27, 1998, classifting 233 Laitlley as an

u]rsould stmcture.

On September 4i in an atternpt to clean up the file on this property, I filed al Application for Demolition
Permit (even though the demolition was already completed). I was advised to do this by Mr. David
Senano-Sewell and Mr. Rudy Pada.



Now here is the sitBation that upsets me. I just rec€ived a letter ffom your Plarmilg Deprftlent dated

September 29, 1998, indicating that you reviewed the referenced application and the letter from the
Building hrspecrion Deparhnent a d detemfned that since the Euilding Inspection Department only fou d
the structue to be "unsound' and not an irnminent safety hazar4 that I must now do one ofthe following:

1 File Building Plans for a replac€ment building OR
2. Merge the two lots (233 &.235 Laialley Steet)

I haye 60 days to do one of the above or the application will bs rehmed to the Bureau of Building
Inspection for carc€llation or adninistrative proceedings. When I contacted the planner mentioned in the

September 29' letter, F.dy Zwierzyck\ she ir:formed me that only you could act o it since it was you who
made the delermination. I also called your secrelary, Agnes La1 and informed her ofthe problem- As of
the time of writing ofthis letter I have not heard back ftom her or anyone else from Planning.

I have [o plans or deshe to build on this lot. In fact, the reason I prcbased the lot r as to prevent the
constructiol of a large house. Secondly, I do not wart to merge the lots. Ijust want to clean up the file on
this property and leave the lot alone. I do not rurderstand why I must either build a new house or merge the
lots as outlined ir your letter.

Mr. Passmore, I have tried to do the right thing in this rvhole process. I haYe acted il a timely mamrer

regarding all the things I was advised to do. I am now so frustrated that I must ask for your personal

involvement in the resolution ofthis situation. Please meet with me as soon as possible so that we can

work out a mutually acceptable closure to all @rties- I will make myself available to come to you
whenever is convenient for you-

Thank vou-

Jeff Splitgerber
Tel (41s) 824-2573
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  1650 Mission Street  Sui te 400   San Francisco,  CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On August 10, 2012, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application Nos. 2012.08.10.7050 (New 

Construction) and 2012.08.10.7053 (Demolition) with the City and County of San Francisco. 

 
 C O N T A C T  I N F O R M A T I O N  P R O J E C T  S I T E  I N F O R M A T I O N  
 

Applicant: Michael Hennessey      Project Address:  233 Laidley Street 
Address:    161 Natoma Street Cross Streets: Miguel & Fairmount Streets 

  City, State:  San Francisco, CA 94105 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.:   6684/022 
Telephone:  (415) 512-1559 Zoning Districts: RH-1 (D)/ 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 Commission to use its 

discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing 

must be filed during the 30‐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, this project will 

be approved by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

 
P R O J E C T   S C O P E  

 

[X]  DEMOLITION and/or [X] NEW CONSTRUCTION or [  ]  ALTERATION             

[  ]  VERTICAL EXTENSION [  ]  CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS  [  ]  FACADE ALTERATION(S) 

[  ]  HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT)  [  ] HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) [  ]  HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

 PROJECT  FEATURES   ORIGINAL CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION 
 

FRONT SETBACK  ...................................................... N/A   .............................................. 9 feet   
BUILDING DEPTH ....................................................... N/A  ............................................... 49 feet   
REAR YARD  ............................................................... N/A   .............................................. 19 feet, 6 inches   
HEIGHT OF BUILDING  .............................................. N/A   .............................................. 34 feet, 6 inches 
NUMBER OF STORIES  .............................................. N/A   .............................................. 3 over basement  
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS  ............................... N/A   .............................................. 1 
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES  ...... N/A  ............................................... At least 1 

 
P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  

 

The proposal is to construct a new single‐family dwelling on a vacant, down sloping lot.  Additionally, the proposal will 

be heard before the Planning Commission under a Staff Initiated Mandatory Discretionary Review (Case No. 2013 

.0072D).  Any interested party with concerns about the project has the opportunity to file a separate Discretionary 

Review  application  before  the  30‐day  expiration  date  of  this  notice.   Notification  for  the  related  Staff‐Initiated 

Discretionary Review case shall be issued at a later date under a separate notice for Case No. 2013.0072D.   

 

If you wish to review the permit application, or you require additional information regarding this application, please 

call the Project Planner at the number listed below.  Please see attached plans.   
   

PLANNER’S NAME: Adrian C. Putra      

PHONE NUMBER: (415) 575‐9079    DATE OF THIS NOTICE:  

EMAIL: adrian.putra@sfgov.org    EXPIRATION DATE:  
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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 dimensions, 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 projectʹs 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 permitting process so that no further action 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 circumstances 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 Cityʹs General Plan 

and  the Priority Policies of  the Planning Code;  therefore  the Commission exercises  its discretion with utmost  restraint. This 

procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission 

over the permit application, you must make such request within 30 days of this notice, prior to the Expiration Date shown on the 

reverse side, by completing an application (available at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or on‐line at 

www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application to the Planning Information Center (PIC) during the hours between 8:00 

a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with all required materials, and a check, for each Discretionary Review request payable to the Planning 

Department.  To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at 

www.sfplanning.org or at  the PIC  located at 1660 Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco.   For questions related  to  the Fee 

Schedule, please call the PIC at (415) 558‐6377.  If the project includes multi building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a 

separate request for Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel 

will have an impact on you.  Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will approve the 

application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

 

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of the permit application by the Planning Department or Planning Commission may be made 

to the Board of Appeals within 15 days after the permit is issued (or denied) by the Superintendent of the Department of Building 

Inspection. Submit an application form in person at the Boardʹs office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further 

information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including their current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575‐6880. 

 

 

 

 



Application for Discretionary Review 
CASE NUMBER: 

Ii 
APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
Owner/App ican 	i’ation 

DR APPLICANT’S NAME: 

Staff-Initiated DR 

DR APPLICANT’S ADDRESS. 	 ZIP CODE. TELEPHONE: 

SF Planning Dept. 

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: 

Jeff Nussbaum 

ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE. TELEPHONE. 

2570 Vallejo Street, San Francisco, CA 	 94123 (415 
) 

777-2220 

2 Location and Class:ficaton 

3. Project Descripton 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use Lii Change of Hours LI New Construction LX Alterations Li Demolition LI Other LI 

Additions to Building: 	Rear LII 	Front Li 	Height Li 	Side Yard 
Vacant Lot 

Present or Previous Use: 

Proposed Use: 
Single-Family Residence 

-- 	 - 

	

201208107050 	 08/21/12 Building Permit Application No, 	 Date Filed: 



13,0072 0 
1, Act:.ons Prior to a Discretionai f2eaew Request 

Prior Action YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? LI 

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? LI 

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? Eli Ei 

5, Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please 
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project. 
See attached document. 

wflunMRrn.wlflIMeIawi:lrIaI.’A*flw2iw 



A 	aton for Discretionary Review 
CASE NUMBER 

Discretionary Review Request 

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question. 

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 or 
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

N/A - See attached document. 

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction. 
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of 
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how: 

N/A - See attached document. 

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 #1? 

N/A - See attached document. 
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Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 	Date:  

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent: 

Michael Hennessey - Architect, Authorized Agent 
Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 

-- 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT GOP 07 2012 



jcajI1 ofjjronarYRejew 

13 	0 7 
 

CASE 

Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required 
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent. 

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) DR APPLICATION 

Application, with all blanks completed 

Address labels (original), if applicable 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns B 
Convenant or Deed Restrictions I 
Check payable to Planning Dept. 

Letter of authorization for agent 

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), 
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 
elements (i.e. windows, doors) 

NOTES: 

El Required Material. 

Optional Material. 

0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street. 

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: 	 Date: 



MICHAEL HENNESSEY ARCHITECTURE 
bi NATOMA STREET SAN FPANCISCO CA 94105 1 415.512 	 / 	* 	

U 

January 18th, 2013 

San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: DR Application - 233 Laidley Street 

(Block 6684 / Lot 022 - Permit# 2012.08.10.7050 & 2012.08.10.7053) 

SF Planning Department - 

The proposed project is a ground-up, single-family residence on a sub-standard vacant lot. 

After going through the proper procedures of an Over-The-Counter Review, a Project Review 

Meeting with SF Planning Staff, and multiple Neighborhood Outreach Meetings, we submitted 

a design for our Site Permit Application that was consistent with these initial meetings and 

feedback. We subsequently received a letter from the Residential Design Team requesting 

significant setbacks at the front, sides, and rear of the proposed building, in addition to a 

reduction in the overall height of the building. Unfortunately, incorporating all of these 

requests would result in a home that is not conducive to family living, as, among other things, 

children’s bedrooms will need to be located on separate floors from the master bedroom 

floor. After attempts on our part to propose alternate compromises with regard to the overall 

massing of the building, we are confronted with a RDT that is not willing to achieve a 

compromise resolution. Therefore, we are told that a staff-initiated DR is required to solve 

this dispute. 

The issues that we are looking to resolve are based on the following RDT comments: 

"Please reduce the ceiling height to 10-feet maximum for the top two floors so the overall 

building height is reduced by a minimum of 2 feet. 

Please setback the top floor 10 feet from the front building wall and reduce the garage 

opening to a maximum of 10 feet. 

At the rear, please reduce the depth of the top floor to average of the two adjacent rear 

building walls. Please reduce the depth of the second and third floors by 7-feet and provide 5-

feet side setbacks." 



MICHAEL HENNESSEY ARCHITECTURE 
TOMA STREET SAN FRANC15i 	94105 T: 415,5121554 

The proposed design already creates setbacks that meet the intent of the Residential Design 

Guidelines in regards to overall building massing and mid-block open space. Therefore, these 

comments in regards to additional setbacks appears unjustified. Since we have no recourse 

to discuss this conflict directly with the RDT, we are forced to proceed with the time-

consuming and cost-consuming process of a staff-initiated DR. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 

Best Regards - 

Z� 7 
Michael Hennessey 

AlA, LEED-AP 

Cc: 



www.sfplanning.org 

Residential Pipeline 
ENTITLED HOUSING UNITS 2007 TO Q1 2012 

State law requires each city and county to adopt a Housing Element as a part of its general plan. The
State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) determines a Regional Housing
Need Allocation (RHNA) that the Housing Element must address. The need is the minimum number
of housing units that a region must plan for in each RHNA period.

This table represents all development projects adding residential units that have been entitled since
January 2007. The total number of entitled units is tracked by the San Francisco Planning
Department, and is updated quarterly in coordination with the Pipeline Report. Subsidized housing
units, including moderate and low income units, are tracked by the Mayor’s Office of Housing, and
are also updated quarterly.

2012 – QUARTER 1 RHNA Allocation 
2007-2014

Units Entitled
To Date 

Percent
Entitled

Total Units Entitled1 31,193 11,130 35.7%

Above Moderate (> 120% AMI) 12,315 7,457 60.6%

Moderate Income ( 80 120% AMI) 6,754 360 5.3%

Low Income (< 80% AMI) 12,124 3,313 27.3%

1 Total does not include entitled major development projects such as Treasure Island,, Candlestick, and Park
Merced. While entitled, these projects are not projected to be completed within the current RHNA reporting
period (through June 2014).
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