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  BRIEF(S) SUBMITTED BY DETERMINATION HOLDER(S)  



San Francisco Board of Appeals 

Permit Appeal No.: 19-066 

Respondent’s Brief re: Chen vs. DBI, PDA 

 

Subject Property: 1946 18th Avenue 

Permit Type: Alteration Permit 

Permit No.: 201906123271 

 

The tenant to 1946 18th Ave is listed as the Respondent in the brief re: Permit Appeal 

No. 19-066. The Respondent worked with the 1946 18th Ave property owner and the 

1942 18th Ave property owner (Mr. Chen) on all matters related to the side boundary 

fence renovation. The purpose of the project was to straighten and reinforce the fence, 

and to ensure privacy between the two properties.  

  

Summary 

The backyard side fence separating 1942 and 1946 18th Avenue was warping and in 

need of repair. The side fence is attached to the 1946 18th Ave property and extends to 

the rear fence within the 1946 18th Ave property line. The fence boards that face the 

1942 18th Ave property are nailed to the fence posts that are located within the 1946 

18th Ave backyard.  

Since the fence is attached to the 1946 18th Avenue property, with permission from the 

1946 18th Ave property owner, the Respondent took on the project and cost to update 
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the backyard fence. The Respondent proactively notified the Appellant about upcoming 

project as common courtesy and to maintain a respectful relationship because the 

properties are adjoining. However, once the project started, the Appellant became 

increasingly more difficult to work with and looked for ways to stall or halt the project 

altogether, including filing multiple complaints with the DBI on three consecutive weeks 

(Complaint No.: 201953911, 201956051, and 201957882). Based on the placement of 

the fence and its prior condition, ongoing tension with the Appellant, and concerns 

around privacy between the two properties, the Respondent feels strongly that the 

updates to fence are necessary to maintain the privacy and security of the property for 

the Respondent’s family.  

  

Details 

1. The fence separating the 1942 and 1946 18th Ave properties was in place when 

the 1946 18th Ave property was purchased in 20009. The boundary fence is 

attached to the 1946 18th Ave building (Exhibit 1-1) and extends to the rear 

fence within the property line of 1946 18th Ave (Exhibits 1-2 and 1-3). The fence 

boards facing 1942 18th Ave property are nailed to the fence posts that are 

within the 1946 18th Ave property line. 

2. The previous boundary fence was starting to warp and was no longer straight 

(Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2). To ensure privacy and in order to straighten and reinforce 

the fence separating the two properties, the Respondent met with the Appellant 
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on 4/15/2019 to inform him of the fence repair plans. The conversation included 

replacing the fence posts and increasing the height.  

3. The original plan was to replace the fence posts by creating postholes; however 

once the project started, the Appellant pushed back on 4/23/19, requesting not to 

create post holes based on concerns that the installation would impact the 

Appellant’s property. In an effort to be reasonable and respectful neighbors, the 

Respondent found an alternate solution. 

4. Both 1942 and 1946 18th Ave properties are located near the base of Golden 

Gate Heights. The Appellant’s property is at a slightly lower elevation than the 

Respondent’s (Exhibit 3) - as such, the height of the fence facing 1946 18th Ave 

may appear higher when viewed from the 1942 18th Ave property.   

5. The 1946 18th Ave backyard slopes uphill – based on the uphill slope and the 

alternate solution required in lieu of installing post holes, an additional fence post 

was installed. In addition, the height of the fence remains consistently within 7 

feet +/- 2 inches (with the exception of a 2’ 6” segment that is 7’ 6”) per the 

approved permit when measured from within the Respondent’s backyard. This 

was confirmed when SF DBI Building Inspector Jamie O’Leary confirmed the 

designs on 6/16/19. The plans were reviewed, approved, and stamped by SF 

Planning Department official Heidi Kline, SF DBI Review Team 6 official Joe Ng, 

and SF DBI Director Tom Hui on 6/18/19 (Exhibit 4). 

6. On the evening of Friday 5/3/19, the Appellant left a complaint letter (ref. Appeal 

No 19-066, Exhibit 7) at the 1946 18th Ave property. The Respondent replied on 
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Sunday 5/5/19 (Exhibit 5). From that point, all communication has been routed 

through the 1946 18th Ave property owner. 

7. The Respondents live with a 2 year old child in the residence. Ensuring privacy 

and security for the family is a key concern, and the previous boundary fence did 

not provide adequate privacy. 

  

Corrections: 

1. Under section 1 of “The 1946 owner shows no respect for Appellant”, the 

Appellant’s timeline is incorrectly stated.  Updates to the fence did not start until 

4/23/19, following the initial conversation with the Appellant on 4/15/19. In 

addition, the conversation on 4/15/19 included the Respondent’s request for the 

Appellant’s permission to grant the Respondent’s contractor access to 

Appellant’s backyard to expedite the project timeline and minimize the prolonged 

disruption to the Appellant. 

2. The new fence posts were replacements of the older posts, which were 

weathered. All original fence posts filed in the Appellant’s complaint were 

replaced with updated fence posts. The updates were consistent with the 

Application/Permit No. 201906123271 (TO COMPLY W/ N.O.V 201956051. 

REINFORCED (E) FENCE, ADDED NEW POSTS AND INSTALL (N) FENCE 

BOARDS.). 

3. The height of the updated fence does not obstruct any views. The rear fences of 

both properties face uphill towards Anglo Alley and the adjacent homes on 17th 
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Avenue (Exhibit 3). The respective side fences face north and south, and look 

into the neighbors’ respective backyards. Based on the location of both 

properties, there are no scenic views visible (or obstructed by a new fence) as 

the fence is only obstructing the view of the Respondent’s backyard. From the 

back alley, which is at a higher elevation than the backyards, there are no scenic 

views that are visible or obstructed aside from the neighboring houses located to 

the north or south (Exhibits 6-1 and 6-2). 

4. The views that the Appellant claims have been significantly affected are of the 

1946 18th Ave basement staircase and access point (ref. Appeal No 19-066, 

Exhibit 1-2). No additional views are obstructed or affected by the updated fence. 

The original fence in its previous design provided a clear line of sight from the 

Appellant’s backyard to the Respondent’s basement. The staircase rail was 

previously clearly visible from the Appellant’s backyard, and covering the 

previous gap ensured privacy (ref. Appeal No 19-066, Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2).  

5. Following the complaint filed on 5/15/19, the Respondent applied for and was 

issued a permit on 6/18/19 upon completion of the project. The Appellant 

submitted an appeal and in the brief, the claim was that the fence facing the 1942 

18th Ave property was damaged, which is not factual. The Appellant’s complaint 

also stated that the fence posts were removed, when in fact they were all 

replaced by newer posts, which is consistent with the permit application. 
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Conclusion: 

With the boundary fence being located on the 1946 18th Ave property, the updates 

being consistent with the approved permit, and the Respondent’s concerns around 

maintaining privacy for the family (especially with regard to the segment pictured in the 

Appellant’s Appeal No 19-066, Exhibit 1-2), the Respondent is requesting to the Board 

of Appeals that the suspension of Permit No. 201906123271 be lifted.  
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Exhibit List 

Exhibit 1-1 Photo of the boundary fence attached to the 1946 18th Ave property 

Exhibit 1-2 Photo of the boundary fence from 1946 18th Ave facing east towards 

Anglo Alley 

Exhibit 1-3 Photo from Anglo Alley facing west towards 1946 18th Ave 

Exhibit 2-1 Photo of previous misaligned boundary fence 

Exhibit 2-2 Bird’s eye view of previous misaligned boundary fence 

Exhibit 3 Google Earth screenshot indicating N-to-S upward slope of respective  

backyards and W-to-E upward slope of 1942 and 1946 18th Ave properties 

Exhibit 4 City-approved fence plan and DBI approval stamp 

Exhibit 5 Respondent’s 5/5/19 response to Appellant’s 5/3/19 complaint letter 

Exhibit 6-1 Google Street View screenshot of views from Anglo Alley (facing north) 

Exhibit 6-2 Google Street View screenshot of views from Anglo Alley (facing south) 

ref. Appeal No 19-066, Exhibit 1-2 Appellant’s photo of original fence and view 

into Respondent’s building and basement 

ref. Appeal No 19-066, Exhibit 2-1 Appellant’s photo of updated fence  

ref. Appeal No 19-066, Exhibit 2-2 Appellant’s photo of updated fence  

Exhibit 7-1 City-approved plan for backyard fence 

Exhibit 7-2 City-approved plan for north side fence 

Exhibit 7-3 City approved receipt of permit application  
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Exhibit 1-1: Boundary fence attached to the 1946 18th Ave property (tan building).  

 
 

Re: Permit Appeal No.: 19-066 Page 8 of 23 



Exhibit 1-2: View from 1946 18th Ave building, facing towards Anglo Alley. 
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Exhibit 1-3: View from Anglo Alley to 1946 18th Ave property.  
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Exhibit 2-1: Photo of previous crooked boundary fence. 
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Exhibit 2-2: Birds-eye view of previous fence taken from Google Maps.  
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Exhibit 3: Google Earth satellite image indicating N-to-S upward slope of respective 
backyards and W-to-E upward slope of 1942 (blue) and 1946 (tan) 18th Ave properties.  
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Exhibit 4 
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Exhibit 5 (Response to Appellant’s complaint letter on 5/3/19) 
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Exhibit 6-1 (Anglo Alley, views facing north)

 
 
Exhibit 6-2 (Anglo Alley, views facing south) 
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ref. Appeal No 19-066, Exhibit 2-2 
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