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Discretionary Review Analysis 
Tantamount to Residential Demolition  

HEARING DATE: MARCH 25, 2010 
 

Date:  March 18, 2010 
Case Nos.:  2009.0365D and 2009.0365V 
Project Address:  4209 24th STREET 
Zoning:  RH‐2 (Residential House, Two‐Family) 
  40‐X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot:  6505/047 
Project Sponsor:  Bonnie Bridges 
  1686 15th Street 
  San Francisco, CA  94103 
Staff Contact:  Sophie Hayward – (415) 558‐6372 
  sophie.hayward@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Take DR and approve the proposal with modifications. 
 

DEMOLITION APPLICATION ALTERATION APPLICATION 

Demolition Case 
Number  

N/A 
New Building Case 
Number 

2009.0365D 

Recommendation  N/A  Recommendation 
Take DR and approve 
with modifications  

Demolition Application 
Number 

N/A 
Alteration Application 
Number 

2009.10.20.9401 

Number Of Existing 
Units 

1  Number Of New Units  2 

Existing Parking  2  New Parking  2 

Number  Of Existing 
Bedrooms 

2 
Number Of New 
Bedrooms 

5 

Existing Building Area  ±1,445 Sq. Ft.  New Building Area  ±3,655 Sq. Ft. 

Public DR Also Filed?  No  Public DR Also Filed?  No 

311 Expiration Date  2/26/2010 
Date Time & Materials 
Fees Paid 

N/A 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal is a major alteration to expand the existing single‐family home, and is considered “tantamount to 
demolition” pursuant to Section 317(b)(2)(C) of the Planning Code.  The proposal includes horizontal additions 
at the front and rear, as well as a vertical addition.   As proposed, the project  includes adding a ground‐floor 
rental unit to the subject property, as well as reconfiguring and expanding the second floor to accommodate 4 
bedrooms, and 2 ½ half bathrooms.  The new third floor will include both a front and a rear balcony, as well as 
a kitchen, “great room,” and one bathroom.  The third floor will include a mezzanine to accommodate a small 
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home office.   Both  the studio rental unit and  the  larger unit will be Planning Code compliant with regard  to 
parking,  exposure,  and  open  space.  The  existing  single‐family  home measures  approximately  26’6”  above 
grade with one‐story above a garage at street  level;   with  the proposed alterations,  the new building would 
measure approximately 36’9” above grade with 2 ½ stories above a garage at street level.  The new building 
would require a Variance from the Planning Code’s Front Setback requirement as outlined in Section 132, 
as  well  as  from  the  Rear  Yard  requirement  pursuant  to  Section  134.    Projects  that  are  considered 
“tantamount to residential demolition” require a Mandatory Discretionary Review pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 317 (Case No. 2009.0365).   
  
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The Property at 4209 24th Street is located on the south side of 24th Street, between Diamond and Douglass 
Streets,  in  the Noe Valley Neighborhood.  The  Property  is  located within  an RH‐2  (Residential, Two‐
Family)  Zoning  District  with  a  40‐X  Height  and  Bulk  designation.    The  Subject  Property  has 
approximately 25’ of street frontage along the length of 24th Street, and measures approximately 114’ in 
depth south toward Jersey Street.   
 
The  Subject  Property  currently  contains  a  one‐story‐over‐garage,  wood‐framed  two‐bedroom  single‐
family  dwelling  that  measures  approximately  1,445  square  feet.  The  City  Assessor’s  Office  records 
indicate that the structure was originally constructed circa 1900.   
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD 
The Subject Property is located in the Noe Valley neighborhood, on the south side of 24th Street between 
Douglass  and  Diamond  Streets;  the  Subject  Property  is  located  one  block  west  of  the  24th  Street 
commercial district.  Buildings in the surrounding area are constructed in a range of architectural styles, 
including Edwardian, Stick, and an eclectic mix of revival styles, and are generally one‐ and  two‐, and 
three‐stories above garages at street level.   The existing subject building is substantially smaller than the 
adjacent  property  to  the  east, which  is  a  corner  building,  and  is  comparable  in  size  to  the  adjacent 
property to the west.     
 
RH‐2  Zoning  Districts  are  devoted  to  one‐family  and  two‐family  houses, with  the  latter  commonly 
consisting of two large flats, one occupied by the owner and the other available for rental. Structures are 
small  in scale and usually do not exceed 25  feet  in width or 40  feet  in height. Building styles are often 
more varied  than  in  single‐family areas, but  certain  streets and  tracts are quite uniform. Considerable 
ground‐level open space  is available, and  it  frequently  is private  for each unit. The districts may have 
easy  access  to  shopping  facilities  and  transit  lines.  In  some  cases,  group housing  and  institutions  are 
found in these areas, although nonresidential uses tend to be quite limited. 
 
 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD 

Posted Notice  20 days  March 5, 2010  March 4, 2010  21 days 
Mailed Notice  10 days  March 15, 2010  March 15, 2010  10 days 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  0  0  2 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

4  0  33 

Neighborhood groups  0  0  0 
 

REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE 
The major  alteration  will  result  in  two  dwelling‐units  with  a  two‐car  garage  and  storage  for  eight 
bicycles.  The height of the altered structure would measure approximately 36’9” in height above grade 
with 2 ½ stories above grade.   
 
As noted above, with the proposed extensive alterations, the subject building would provide two units:  
Unit #2,  the  lower unit, would be a studio unit with direct access  to  the rear patio; Unit #1,  the  larger, 
upper unit, would be a 2 ½‐story,  four‐bedroom unit.   The ground  level will contain a parking garage 
that  provides  off‐street  parking  for  two  cars  (tandem),  a  storage  area,  a  bicycle  storage  room  for  8 
bicycles,  a  laundry  room,  and  a  studio  rental  unit  at  the  rear with  one  bathroom.    The  second  floor 
includes  four bedrooms and 2 ½ bathrooms, and a rear deck.   The  third  level  includes a “great room” 
that accommodates a  living and a dining area, an eat‐in kitchen, a  front balcony and a rear deck.   The 
third level includes a mezzanine to accommodate a home office. 
 
The Project requires a Variance from the Front Setback and the Rear Yard requirements of the Planning 
Code.  Section 132 of the Planning Code requires a front setback that measures 10’ in length, and Section 
134 of  the Planning Code requires a rear yard  that measures 51’4”  in  length.   The proposed horizontal 
addition at the front would extend to the front property line and would not provide a front setback; the 
addition  at  the  rear  of  the  second  story  encroaches  approximately  1’4”  into  the  required  rear  yard, 
extending to within 50’ of the rear property line.    
 
While the proposed replacement structure is modern in style, the overall scale, design, and materials of 
the proposed  replacement  structure  are  compatible with  the block‐face  and  are  complementary  to  the 
residential neighborhood  character. The materials  for  the  front  façade  are  contemporary  in  style,  and 
include both stucco and wood siding.    
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
The Project went  through Section 311 Notification, which concluded on February 26, 2010.   The project 
proposal  is also going  through  the Variance and Mandatory DR notification, which concludes with the 
March 25, 2010 hearing date.    No member of the public filed a Discretionary Review application during 
the Section  311 public notification period.   Staff has  received  four  letters of  support  for  the proposed 
project, including the request for the Variances from Planning Code Sections 132 and 134.  The letters of 
support are included in the Commission packets. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
The  Project  was  issued  a  Categorical  Exemption,  Class  1(e)(2)  [State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section 
15301(1)(1)] on July 23, 2009. 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The  proposed  project was  reviewed  by  the Departmentʹs Residential Design  Team  (RDT).    The RDT 
supports the Project as proposed with two modifications: 

• Add a 3’  side  setback along  rear portion of  the west  side of  the upper  two  stories  in order  to 
acknowledge the existing setback on the adjacent neighbor.   

• Include the rear stairs that descend from the second story rear deck on the east side within the 
volume of the rear extension.   

As  noted  in  the  RDT  comments  (attached),  the  Project  Sponsor  addressed  concerns  expressed  by 
neighbors  during  the  pre‐application  process,  and  the  current  proposal  has  the  support  of  the 
surrounding neighbors.  The Project Sponsor does not agree with the recommendations of the RDT, and 
will not voluntarily make the modifications, given that the neighbors agree on the current proposal. 
 
Under  the  Planning  Department’s  proposed  DR  Reform  Policy,  the  proposed  project  would  be 
referred  to  the Planning Commission due  to  the  fact  that  the project  is  considered  “tantamount  to 
demolition”  and  subject  to  a  Mandatory  Discretionary  Review.  The  Department  feels  that  the 
proposed  project  –  as  recommended  to  be modified  –  is  appropriately massed  in  relation  to  the 
surrounding  neighborhood  context;  no  portion  of  the  proposed  project  meets  the  Commission’s 
adopted definition of “exceptional and extraordinary.”  
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The Department recommends that the Planning Commission takes DR and approves the project proposal 
with  the  two modifications recommended by  the RDT.   While  the project proposal requires a Variance 
from  the  Planning  Code’s  front  setback  and  rear  yard  requirements,  the  proposal  has  been  revised 
specifically to acknowledge concerns raised by neighbors early in the pre‐application process.  Neighbors 
submitted letters of support for both the pre‐application process and the project as proposed. The Project 
is  on  balance  consistent with  the Objectives  and  Policies  of  the General  Plan  and  complies with  the 
Residential Design Guidelines. The Project meets  the  criteria  set  forth  in Section 101.1 of  the Planning 
Code in that: 
 

 The Project will result in a net gain of one rental dwelling‐unit. 
 The Project will result in one family‐sized dwelling‐unit and one smaller rental unit. 
 No tenants will be displaced as a result of this Project. 
 Given the scale of the Project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the 

local street system or MUNI.  
 The RH‐2 Zoning District allows a maximum of  two dwelling‐units on  this  lot. This District  is 

intended to accommodate a greater density than what currently exists on this underutilized lot, 
and  several  of  the  surrounding  properties  reflect  this  ability  to  accommodate  the maximum 
density. The Project is therefore an appropriate in‐fill development. 
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 Although the structure  is more than 50‐years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation 
resulted in a determination that the existing building is not an historic resource or landmark. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:   

Case No. 2009.0365D – Take DR and approve the project with two modifications  
 
DEMOLITION CRITERIA 
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 Meet Criterion 
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.    Furthermore,  the  subject  property  is  located  in  an RH‐2 District  and 
cannot be exempt from a Mandatory DR hearing under Section 317 based on valuation.  
 

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

 
Project Does Not Meet Criterion 
The Project  Sponsor  does  not  claim  that  the  property  is  unsound.   The  subject  building  is  considered 
sound.   

 
Existing Building 

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

Project Meets Criterion 
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; 
 

Project Meets Criterion 
The housing is free of Housing Code violations and appears to have been maintained in a decent, safe, and 
sanitary condition. 

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

Project Meets Criterion 
Although the structure is more than 50‐years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation resulted in 
a determination that it is not an historic resource for the purposes of CEQA.  
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4. If  the  property  is  a  historical  resource,  whether  the  removal  of  the  resource  will  have  a 
substantial adverse impact under CEQA; 

 
Criterion Not Applicable to Project 
The property is not a historical resource. 

 
Rental Protection 

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

Criterion Not Applicable to Project 
The existing unit is currently owner‐occupied thus not rental housing.  The proposed project would add a 
new unit to the subject property, for a project total of two units. 
 

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

 
Project Meets Criterion 
The building  is not subject to rent control because it is a single‐family dwelling that is currently owner‐
occupied.  The project will add rental housing through the creation of a new studio unit. 

 
Priority Policies 

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

 
Project Does Not Meet Criterion 
The Project  is a major alteration  that  is  considered “tantamount  to demolition,” and  therefore does not 
conserve the existing housing.  Nonetheless, the Project results in a net gain of housing and thus increases 
the quantity of housing. One family‐sized unit and one smaller rental unit will replace one single‐family 
dwelling. The  creation  of  these new units will  preserve  the  cultural  and  economic  diversity within  the 
neighborhood. 
 

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

 
Project Meets Criterion 
The Project will conserve the neighborhood character by making a major alteration that is compatible with 
regard  to  materials,  massing,  and  fenestration  pattern  with  the  dwellings  in  the  surrounding 
neighborhood.  By  creating  a  compatible  new  building  that  increases  the  density  by  one  unit  in  a 
neighborhood defined by one‐ and  two‐  family units, the neighborhood’s cultural and economic diversity 
will be preserved. 

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

Project Meets Criterion 
Although  the  existing dwelling proposed  for demolition  is not above  the 80% average price of a  single‐
family home and thus considered “relatively affordable and financially accessible” housing, the dwelling is 
not  defined  as  an  “affordable  dwelling‐unit”  by  the Mayor’s Office  of Housing.  By  creating  two  new 
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dwelling‐units where  one  dwelling  used  to  exist,  the  relative  affordability  of  existing  housing  is  being 
preserved because the land costs associated with the housing are spread out over two dwellings rather than 
one.  The reduction in land costs per unit reduces the overall cost of housing. 

 
10. Whether  the  Project  increases  the  number  of  permanently  affordable  units  as  governed  by 

Section 315;  
 

Project Does Not Meet Criterion 
The Project does not  include any permanently affordable units, as the construction of two units does not 
trigger Section 315 review. 

 
Replacement Structure 

11. Whether the Project located in‐fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 
 
Project Meets Criterion 
The Project replaces one single‐family dwelling with two dwelling‐units  in a neighborhood characterized 
by one‐ and two‐family dwellings. 

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

Project Meets Criterion 
The Project will create one family‐sized unit and one smaller rental unit. The floor plans reflect such new 
quality, family housing. 

 
13. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 
 

Project Does Not Meet Criterion 
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 Meets Criterion 
The Project is in scale with the surrounding neighborhood and constructed of high‐quality materials. 

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

Project Meets Criterion 
The Project increases the number of dwelling units on the site from one to two. 

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

Project Meets Criteria 
The Project increases the number of bedrooms on the site from two to five. 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)   
Defined   
Mixed  X 
 
Comments:    The  surrounding  neighborhood  consists  of  a  mixture  of  one‐,  two‐,  and  three‐story 
buildings,  containing  mostly  one  or  two  residential  units.  The  residential  neighborhood  contains 
dwellings of varying heights and depths. 
 
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 proposed project  respects  the existing block pattern by minimizing  impacts  to  the 
established mid‐block open  space.   With  the  recommended modifications  to  the proposed design,  the 
proposed new structure would respect the access to light, air, and privacy of the adjacent neighbor to the 
west.      The  overall  scale  of  the  proposed major  alteration  is  consistent  with  the  block  face  and  is 
complementary to the neighborhood character. 
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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:  The replacement building is compatible with the established building scale on the south 
side of the street, which is slightly lower than that on the north side of the street at this location.  With the 
proposed modifications, the height and depth of the building are compatible with the existing mid‐block 
open  space,  as  established  by  the  adjacent  property  the west.    There  is  an  anomalous  building with 
frontage on Diamond Street that extends deep into its own rear yard; the proposed project respects this 
existing,  non‐complying  structure.    The  building’s  form,  façade width,  proportions,  and  roofline  are 
compatible with the mixed neighborhood context. 
 
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)       
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)       
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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  entrance  is  consistent  with  the  predominant  pattern  of  elevated 
entrances  found  of  the  south  side  of  24th  Street  at  this  location.  The  fenestration  pattern,  while 
contemporary,  is  compatible with  the mixed  fenestration pattern  found  throughout  the neighborhood. 
The garage door is minimized in width, and will utilize the existing curb cut in order to minimize the loss 
of existing on‐street parking.    
 
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  placement  and  scale  of  the  architectural  details  are  compatible  with  the  mixed 
residential character of this neighborhood. 
 
SPECIAL GUIDELINES FOR ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR 
ARCHITECTURAL MERIT (PAGES 49 – 54) 

QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 
Is the building subject to these Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of 
Potential Historic or Architectural Merit?  

     X 

Are the character‐defining features of the historic building maintained?       X 
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Are  the  character‐defining  building  form  and materials  of  the historic  building 
maintained? 

    X 

Are  the  character‐defining  building  components  of  the  historic  building 
maintained? 

    X 

Are the character‐defining windows of the historic building maintained?      X 
Are the character‐defining garages of the historic building maintained?      X 
 
Comments:  The  existing  building  has  been  determined  not  to  be  an  historical  resource  for  the 
purposes of CEQA. 
 
Attachments: 
Design Review Checklist for replacement building 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Site Photo 
Section 311 Notice 
Residential Demolition Application 
Comments from the Residential Design Team 
Reduced Plans 
Context Photos 
Letters in Support of the Proposed Project 
 
* All page numbers refer to the Residential Design Guidelines 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  
Hearing Date: Thursday, March 25, 2010 
Time: Beginning at 1:30 PM 
Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400 
Case Type: Variance (Front and Rear) and Mandatory DR (Demolition) 
Hearing Body: Zoning Administrator and Planning Commission 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 PROPERTY   INFORMATION   APPL ICAT ION   INFORMATION  

PROJECT  DESCR IPT ION  

ADDIT IONAL   INFORMATION  

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS: The site plan and elevations of the proposed project are available on the 
Planning Department’s website at: http://sf-planning.org/ftp/files/notice/2009.0365V.pdf 

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:  
Planner:  Sophie Hayward Telephone:  (415) 558-66372 E-Mail: sophie.hayward@sfgov.org

The proposal is a major alteration to expand the existing single-family home.  The proposal includes 
horizontal additions at the front and rear, as well as a vertical addition.  The proposal includes adding 
a second unit at the ground level.  The proposed alterations are considered “tantamount to 
demolition,” pursuant to Planning Code Section 317, and are therefore subject to Mandatory 
Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission in addition to the Variance Hearing.  Both the 
Variance and the Mandatory Discretionary Review will be heard at the regularly scheduled Planning 
Commission hearing on Thursday, March 25 beginning at 1:30pm.   

PER SECTION 132 OF THE PLANNING CODE the subject property is required to maintain a front 
setback that measures 10 feet in length.  The proposed project includes moving the subject building 
forward, and extending a large portion of the front elevation to the front property line. 

PER SECTION 134 OF THE PLANNING CODE the subject property is required to maintain a rear 
yard that measures 51’4” in length.  With the proposed addition, the rear of the second story will 
encroach approximately 1’4” into the required rear yard. 

PER SECTION 317 OF THE PLANNING CODE, Planning Department staff has determined that the 
proposed alterations are “tantamount to demolition” and therefore the proposal requires a Mandatory 
Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission.  No neighbors filed an application for Discretionary 
Review during the public notice period for the Building Permit Application. 

Project Address:   4209 24th  Street  
Cross Street(s):  Diamond and Douglass Streets 
Block /Lot No.:  6505/047 
Zoning District(s):  RH-2 
Area Plan:  N/A 

Case Nos.:  2009.0365DV 
Building Permit:  2009.10.20.9401 
Applicant/Agent:  Bonnie Bridges (Architect) 
Telephone:  (415) 241-7160 
E-Mail:  bbridges@boorbridges.com 
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RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
 
DATE:  December 11, 2009  RDT MEETING DATE: December 23, 2009 
   
PROJECT INFORMATION: 
  Planner:  Sophie Hayward 
  Address:  4209 24th Street 
  Cross Streets:  Diamond and Douglass Streets 
  Block/Lot:  6505/047 
  Zoning:  RH‐2 
  Height/Bulk District:  40‐X 
  BPA/Case No.  2009.10.20.9401 and 2009.0365V 
  Project Status  Initial Review Post NOPDR DR Filed
 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
Add a second unit to the existing single-family dwelling.  The proposed project involves 
extensive alterations that include vertical and horizontal additions.  The proposed project 
requires a variance from the Planning Code’s rear yard requirement. 

.
 
PROJECT CONCERNS:  
Concerns regarding the mid-block open space and potential impacts to neighbors have 
been addressed by the PS through a revised design.  The project has the support of 
neighbors, but requires a variance and will likely trigger a Mandatory DR as it meets the 
definition of demo. 

 

 
RDT COMMENTS: 

 AT THE UPPER TWO STORIES, PROVIDE A 3’ SIDE SETBACK TO ACKNOWLEDGE EXISTING 
ADJACENT (WESTERN) SETBACK. (RDGS, P. 16, 24-26) 

 INCLUDE REAR STAIR WITH AREA/VOLUME OF REAR POP-OUT STRUCTURE.  (RDGS. P24-
25) 

 



. "Carol Venne"
c:eyenne@sbeglobal. net~

12/16/200902:51 PM

To c:sophie.hayward@sfgov.org~

ee "'Dave Maltz'" c:dave@akdm.net~, "'Antje Kann'"
c:antje@akdm.net~, "'Mike Eggers'"
c:meggers@boorbridges.eom~, '''Bonnie Bridges'"

bee

Subject RE: Letter of Support for 4209 24th Street

History: ~ This message has been replied to and forwarded.

December 16, 2009

Ms. Sophie Hayward
Historic Preservation Specialist and Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Proposed Project at 4209 24th Street (Block/Lot 6505/047)
BPA/Case No. 2009.10.20.9401 and 2009.0365V

Dear Sophie:

We are pleased to offer this letter of support to the project at 4209 24th Street.

In the last month we met with the architect, Bonnie Bridges of Boor Bridges Architecture, on
three occasions as well as the owners of the property, Dave Maltz and Antje Kann. We are
very pleased with the work that was done in response to the neighborhood concerns. We feel
that the newly proposed design that they showed us at the meeting on December 10, 2009
significantly addressed the many concerns of our neighbors and specifically reduced the
negative impact of the project on our property and property adjacent to us. It was clear that
they listened to our concerns and worked to address them.

Of course we reserve the right to review the project again upon receiving the official notification
documents should there be any changes to the compromise that are of concern.

I would also like to complement your department and the city for the process that enabled these
face to face meetings and allowed specifics to be addressed before moving forward.

Sincerely,

Carol & Bill Venne
Owners
814 Diamond Street
San Francisco, Ca 94114



. "jasperdog"
C:jasperdog@astound. net~

12/17/200907:04 PM

To sophie.hayward@sfgov.org

cc

bcc

Subject letter of support for 4209 24t th st

December 17, 2009

Ms. Sophie Hayward
Historic Preservation Specialist and Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Proposed Project at 4209 24th Street (Block/Lot 6505/047)
BPA/Case No. 2009.10.20.9401 and 2009. 0365V

Dear Ms. Sophie Hayward:

We are responding to the community outreach (Pre-Application) for the
proposed proj ect at 4209
24th Street. We met with their Architect (Bonnie Bridges, Boor Bridges
Archi tecture) and several
of our neighbors on November 27th, 2009 held at the Starbuck's in Noe Valley.
After that initial
meeting, we had no issues or concerns pertaining to their proj ect.

Please take this letter as an indication of our support for the proposed
proj ect. We reserve the
right to review the project again upon receiving the official notification
documents should there
be any changes to the compromise that are of concern.

Sincerely,

Stephanie Scott and Jennifer Caulfield
826 Diamond St.
SF, CA 94114



. Annalisa and Todd Temple To sophie .hayward@sfgov.org
c:a. t. temple@gmail.eom~

ccSent by:
annalisatemple@gmail.com bcc

12/18/200907:44 AM Subject Letter of Support for 4209 24th Street

December 10, 2009

Ms. Sophie Hayward
Historic Preservation Specialist and Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Proposed Project at 420924'" Street (Block/Lot 6505/047)
BPA/Case No. 2009.10.20.9401 and 2009.0365V

Dear Ms. Sophie Hayward:

I am responding to the community outreach (Pre-Application) for the proposed project at 4209 24
'" Street. We met with the Owners of the property (Dave Maltz and Antje Kann) and/or their A
rchitect (Bonnie Bridges, Boor Bridges Architecture) several times and feel that the proposed
design that they showed us at the meeting on December 10, 2009 (at Boor Bridges Architecture)
addresses our concerns.

Please take letter as an indication of our support for the proposed project. We reserve the right to
review the project again upon receiving the offcial notification documents should there be any
changes to the compromise that are of concern.

Sincerely,

Annalisa and Todd Temple
818 Diamond Street
SF,CA 94114



December 10, 2009

-

Ms. Sophie Hayward
Historic Preservation Specialist and Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Proposed Project at 4209 24th Street (Block/Lot 6505/047)
BPNCase No. 2009.10.20.9401 and 2009.0365V

Dear Ms. Sophie Hayward:

I am responding to the community outreach (Pre-Application) for the proposed project at
4209 24th Street. We met with the Owners of the property (Dave Maltz and Antje Kann)
and/or their Architect (Bonnie Bridges, Boor Bridges Architecture) several times and-feel
that the proposed design that they showed us at the meeting on December 10, 2009 (at
Boor Bridges Architecture) addresses our concerns.

Please take letter as an indication of our support for the proposed project. We reserve the
right to review the project again upon receiving the offcial notification documents should
there be any changes to t compromise that are of concern.
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Subject Property
24th Street - Looking South

24th Street - Looking North
Photo Survey
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Photo Survey

Subject Property

Rear Yard looking North
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P C  H e a r i n g  W r i t t e n  B r i e f  f o r  
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The proposed two-unit residential project at 4209 24th Street will be the long-term home for 
Antje Kann, Dave Maltz and their family. 
 
Why the Proposed Project should be approved as designed: 

• It will be replacing a decrepit and seismically unsafe building with new, 
seismically engineered, and safe construction; 

• It will increase the number of dwelling units from 1 to 2 (doubling the number of 
units). The first unit will be a 4 bedroom/3 bath house and the second unit will 
be small studio rental apartment; 

• It has undergone extensive design modifications to respond to concerns by the 
neighbors during the Community Outreach Process; 

• It has substantial neighborhood support, including four letters on file with the 
Planning Department. 

 
Why we don’t agree with RDT minor modifications 

• 3’ Side Yard Setback 
- Egregious Narrowing of House Width at Rear: We made significant changes 

on the east side of the house to accommodate the properties along 
Diamond Street (see site plan) including a 5’ setback at the 3rd floor; this 
setback, if combined with the RDT’s request for a 3’ West setback creates a 
narrow rear width that creates an egregious condition for creating a 
functional layout in 4209 24th Street; 

- Lack of Privacy: This setback will open directly onto the neighboring house 
(4211 24th Street) and will be heavily used as it will be the only direct path 
from the main house to the yard; this 3' setback will allow us to introduce 
windows that face the neighboring property, thereby compromising privacy 
between these two properties (privacy was a stated concern of the property 
owner at 4211 24th Street). 

 
• Move stair from deck to rear yard into footprint of deck 

- Lack of Privacy: we presented the two stair options to the directly affected 
neighbors (814-816 Diamond) via an on-site story pole mock up. After 
reviewing both options, these neighbors preferred the proposed stair option 
(pulled out from the deck) as it provided them with more privacy. 

 
Summary of our Community Outreach Process  

• We met with neighbors collectively 3 times and individually six times.  
• We made a large number of design changes to address the concerns of the 

neighbors. These changes include: 
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- Reduced the rear yard encroachment to only 16” to reduce impact on rear 
neighbors; 

- Reduced the ceiling height  of the south ½ of the 3rd floor to 8’ to reduce 
shadow impact on adjacent neighbors; 

- stepped the façade at the front PL to create massing that is contextual with 
the block; 

- Lowered the eastern 5’ of the structure to a ceiling height of 8’ to reduce 
shadow/enclosure to east; 

- Set back the south ½ of the 3rd floor 5’ to the east, to reduce shadow into the  
rear yards of 812 and 814 Diamond Street;  

- Added windows and planters on the east wall at the 3rd floor to provide 
some visual interest to the neighbors on Diamond (they preferred this to a 
blank façade); 

- Replaced the stucco front wall at stair with open railing --- to give the street 
façade a more welcoming feeling; 

- Added a lightwell on the west property line to provide light and air to 4211 
24th Street 

- Replaced the stucco balcony on the 3rd floor (north) with open railing; 
- Straightened out (i.e., got rid of the angle) the glass operable doors on the 

3rd floor façade; 
- Replaced the dark shingle siding with a medium color siding (color TBD) 
- Reduced the amount of dark colored siding and added the amount of light 

colored stucco to better reflect the neighborhood character. 
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View From 24th. St. Looking South
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View From Neighboring Rear Yard Looking North




