
 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 25-051 
LEE HEIDHUES, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on November 21, 2025, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board 
of Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on November 18, 2025 to Ciara Piron, 
of an Alteration Permit (40 foot fence: add four feet to existing fence, not to exceed 10 feet in height) at 562 40th Avenue. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2025/11/18/9904 
 
FOR HEARING ON January 14, 2026 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Lee Heidhues, Appellant(s) 
566 40th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94121 
 

 
Ciara & Antoine Piron, Permit Holder(s) 
562 40th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94121 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: November 21, 2025 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 25-051     
 
I / We, Lee and Elizabeth Heidhues, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Alteration 
Permit No. 2025/11/18/9904  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective 

on: November 18, 2025, to: Ciara and Antoine Piron, for the property located at: 562 40th Avenue.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellants’ Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on December 24, 2025, (note, this is one day earlier than the Board’s 
regular briefing schedule due to the Christmas holiday). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited 
exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.lamarre@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, joseph.ospital@sfgov.org  
andrew.perry@sfgov.org and sfishome@gmail.com  
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on January 8, 2026, (no later than one 
Thursday prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be doubled-
spaced with a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.lamarre@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, joseph.ospital@sfgov.org  andrew.perry@sfgov.org and 
leerossh@gmail.com 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, January 14, 2026, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be provided 
before the hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the briefing 
schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email all 
documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members of the 
public will become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, including 
letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. All such 
materials are available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a hard copy of 
the hearing materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
 
See attachment to the Preliminary Statement of Appeal. 
 

Appellant or Agent: 
 

Signature: Via Email 
 

Print Name: Lee Heidhues, appellant 
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Board ofAppeals
Bo ardo fAppe als@sfgov. org
City Hall, I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Room 416
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:Appeal of DBI permit 202511189904

Attn: Board ofAppeals

My wife Elizabeth and I and I want to Appeal Building Inspection Permit 202511189904 at 562

40e Avenue. We are the adjacent property owners who have owned our home nearly 42 years.

The main reason for our complaint is several fold.

e The permit to extend the existing 617 foot fence to l0 feet will block the light coming into
our house which we have enjoyed since 1984. It will make us prisoners in our own home.

. The proposed 10 foot fence represents a safety hazard. As a result of the nrurow space

between our properties 10 foot fence will cut offour emergency egress and make it
difficult for third parties; i.e. the SFFD to gain access and egress.

o The t0 foot fence will further block access to our essential infrastructure, our plumbing,
venting pipes, on north side of our house. Contractors will be impeded doing work on
our house

r " The architecture of the extension is incongruent with the architecture of both pre-
eerthquake era houses

:

o The City needs to take into consideration the fact thxLizHeidhues and I will be

seriously impacted. We are stakeholders and our welfare and well-being need to be

considered.

Lee Heidhues

/e tk;l,,A--=
s(6  othAvenue SF 94121

(41s) 30s-1eOs



Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails[11/21/2025 12:00:38 PM]

Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking System!

Home

Permit Details Report
Report Date: 11/21/2025 11:51:12 AM
   
Application Number: 202511189904
Form Number: 8
Address(es): 1505 / 021 / 0 562 40TH AV
Description: 40' Add 4' to existing fence, not to exceed 10' in height
Cost: $8,000.00
Occupancy Code: R-3
Building Use: 27 - 1 FAMILY DWELLING

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
11/18/2025 TRIAGE  
11/18/2025 FILING  
11/18/2025 FILED  
11/18/2025 APPROVED  
11/18/2025 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number: OWNER
Name: OWNER
Company Name: OWNER
Address: OWNER * OWNER CA 00000-0000
Phone:

Addenda Details:
Description:

Station Rev# Arrive Start In Hold
Out
Hold

Finish Checked By Review Result Hold Description

INTAKE   11/18/25 11/18/25 11/18/25 HANKINS
ETHAN

Administrative  

CP-ZOC   11/18/25 11/18/25 11/18/25 LANGLIE
MICHELLE

Approved

11/18/2025 PLANNING APPROVAL AS
FOLLOWS: AT SOUTH PROPERTY
LINE, EXTEND FENCE FROM 6 TO 10
FT. LANGLIE

BLDG   11/18/25 11/18/25 11/18/25 LIU CHU Approved  

CPB   11/18/25 11/18/25 11/18/25 HANKINS
ETHAN

Administrative  

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450.


 

Appointments:

Appointment Date Appointment AM/PM Appointment Code Appointment Type Description Time Slots

Inspections:

Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx


Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails[11/21/2025 12:00:38 PM]

City and County of San Francisco © 2025

Special Inspections:

Addenda No. Completed Date Inspected By Inspection Code Description Remarks

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 628-652-3400 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking
home page.

Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

https://www.sf.gov/departments/department-building-inspection
http://sfdbi.org/instant-online-permit
http://sfdbi.org/instant-online-permit
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/DBI_FAQ/DBI_FAQs.html


  

         BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE APPELLANT(S) 



1 
 

Board of Appeals 25-051 – January 14th, 2026 Hearing 

Lee Heidhues – Appellant – Brief 

December 23, 2025 

We are so over it and tired of having to live in the Permit holder’s fantasy world. 

A combination of denials, obfuscation, outright falsehoods and derogatory 

information incorrectly portraying the Appellants and their motivations. 

 Use of the term “stalking” is both defamatory and libelous. 

HISTORICAL SUMMARY 

The proposed fence extension to a height of 10 feet is totally unnecessary. Its sole 

purpose is to harass two seniors, respected elders in the community, who have 

friends and supporters. A fact of which the “562 40th Avenue property owner” 

(hereafter referred to as ‘562’) is well aware. ‘562’ is attempting to imprison us in 

our home of 42 years by erecting a permanent barrier which will destroy the 

natural light we have enjoyed since 1984. This is a conscious, callous, calculated 

move. 

If ‘562’ was genuinely concerned about “safety” and “privacy” curtains would 

have been installed sometime during the past 14 years. It only happened in early 
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December 2025 after ‘562’ complied with a DBI Abatement Order and took 

down an illegal “hokey” fence. 

That very same, or the next day, a curtain was draped across the ‘562’ sun room 

window. Approximately 6 ft. away from our kitchen.  Providing ‘562’ with  

privacy. 

The fence extension to 10 ft. may be Code compliant and technically legal under 

existing regulations.  Looked at as a human relations neighborly issue, the 

proposed extension is in no way compliant with maintaining a decent 

relationship with two elderly neighbors. Old enough to be ‘562’ parents. 

BACKSTORY 

Liz Heidhues and I, ages 76 and 78, have owned and lived in our home at 566 

40th Avenue since March 1984 where we raised our family. Two children now 47 

and 50 years old.  

During the period 1984-February 2012 there were three different owners of ‘562’. 

One of whom was in her 80’s, daughter of the ‘562’ original owner, who lived 

there most of her life. Throughout this 28 year period Liz and I had amicable 

relations with all ‘562’ owners. Even though there was a gate at the entrance of 

the alley between the properties Liz and I had a key. We could enter our 
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property in the mutually owned alleyway. There is a narrow approximately 

nearly 6 foot strip separating the two properties. 

There was never a fence between the properties. Until March 2020. 

In February 2012 the current property owners took ownership of ‘562’. During the 

intervening nearly 14 years, the relationship has been difficult. A relationship 

which is well documented with several San Francisco agencies; i.e. SF Superior 

Court, SFPD, DBI, Planning Dept. and Health Dept. 

In March 2019 Liz Heidhues and I filed a Quiet Title/Tort lawsuit (CGC-19-

574659). The litigation dragged on nearly four years. It was settled in early 2023 

when a Settlement was agreed upon by all parties. We received financial 

compensation and a partial return of our property confiscated by the ‘562’ 

owners for eight years.  

In March 2020, as part of the Court action, ‘562’ constructed a 6 ft-7ft fence in 

the mutually owned alleyway. (Exhibit 1). The fence was built without obtaining 

a Permit from DBI. Construction of the fence at ‘562’. The fence defined the 

boundary. It allowed us to enter our property which ‘562’ property owner locked 

us out from and confiscated prior to the litigation.  

‘562’ property owners for eight years claimed falsely and knowingly the entire 

alleyway belonged to them. 
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 The ‘562’ property owner’s false assertion has been debunked for years. 

Liz Heidhues and I commissioned a Land Survey in 2018. The ‘Land of Heidhues’ 

Survey was recorded with the SF Assessor Recorder on August 9, 2019 (HH-187) 

documenting in perpetuity our ownership of our portion of the alleyway. 

On July 2, 2025 ‘562’ constructed an illegal extension (Exhibit 2) to the fence built 

in March 2020. This extension consisted of flammable materials and was affixed 

to several posts running the length of the mutually owned alleyway.  The height 

of the original fence and its illegal extension rose to approximately 12 ft.  

Liz Heidhues and I filed a Complaint with DBI. A Notice of Violation was issued 

on July 18th, 2025. ‘562’ was ordered to either take down the illegal fence, which 

one DBI inspector called “hokey”, or obtain Planning Dept. and DBI approval 

within 30 days. ‘562’ did nothing.  In late October ‘562’ was ordered to appear at 

a DBI Director’s Hearing on November 4th, 2025. At the Hearing ‘562’ was 

ordered to comply with the NOV issued in July 2025. 

On November 18th 2025 the ‘562’ obtained a Permit to extend the height of the 

existing fence to a height of 10 feet. Building Permit obtained by ‘562’ (Exhibit 3) 

raises a legitimate question. Who will be doing the work? ‘(14) Contractor’ section 

states the ‘contractor’ is ‘562’ ‘Owner Builder’ 
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Is ‘562’ ‘Owner Builder’ a licensed contractor with the required insurance and 

Workmen’s Compensation coverage? 

On November 21st 2025 Liz Heidhues and I filed the pending action with the 

Board of Appeals. 

ISSUES RAISED IN OUR APPEAL 

 The permit to extend the existing 6/7 foot fence to 10 feet will block the 

light coming into our house which we have enjoyed since 1984. It is mean 

spirited and will cause us to become prisoners in our own home.  

 A 10 foot fence represents a safety hazard.  As a result of the narrow space 

between our properties a 10 foot fence will cut off our emergency egress 

and make it difficult for us and third parties; i.e. the SFFD to gain access 

and egress. 

 The 10 foot fence will further block access to our essential infrastructure, 

our plumbing, venting pipes, on north side of our house. Contractors will be 

impeded doing  work on our house 

 The architecture of the extension is incongruent with the architecture of 

both pre-earthquake era houses 

 The City needs to take into consideration the fact that Liz Heidhues and I 

will be seriously impacted. We are stakeholders and our welfare and well-

being need to be considered. 
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The final ‘bullet’ point deserves close scrutiny.  

On December 12, 2025 Appellant Lee Heidhues inspected the ‘562’ plan set at 

DBI. A number of flags were raised during a careful review of ‘II. Existing 

Construction’. The appellants, based on past experience going back over 10 

years, have legitimate cause for concern. A period when ‘562’ has done work 

without Permits, done work after Permits have expired and most recently 

knowingly constructed an illegal ‘hokey’ fence. 

The Permit to construct the fence extension will be completed on top of a fence 

which stands closely aside our property line. ‘562’ has nothing in the Plans 

guaranteeing that our property will not be touched, entered or compromised. 

The plans read in part II. C – The removal, cutting, drilling etc. shall be 

performed with great care and small tools… We have no guarantee that the 

Permit Holder will not damage our property; and in part II.E - The contractor 

shall verify the location of existing utilities.  (In October 2021 ‘562’ cement 

contractor drilled into the sidewalk in front of our property without first having 

PG&E mark the pavement. When confronted the contractor abused and 

disrespected Appellant Lee Heidhues.) 

 ‘562’ Response to Request for Continuance 
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The Board of Appeals has a tag line on its communications which reads, “All 

documents and emails submitted to the Board Office are public records. You are 

advised to redact information if you want it to remain confidential.”  

“Confidential” was definitely not the ‘562’ property owner’s intention in 

submitting the 12.15.2025 letter. 

On 12.15.2025 ‘562’ sent a disingenuous and defamatory note to the Board of 

Appeals. Sadly this has been the consistent strategy utilized by ‘562’ 

communicating with government agencies and The Superior Court for over 10 

years. 

A combination of denials, obfuscation, outright falsehoods and derogatory 

information incorrectly portraying the Appellants and their motivations. 

 Use of the term “stalking” is both defamatory and libelous. 

 The “private living space” which ‘562’ refers to is directly across from our 

kitchen window. Six feet away. Our kitchen where Liz Heidhues and I 

spend much of the day and evening socializing, preparing food and 

eating. 

 There has been no “harassing (of) hired tradespeople.”  It is a fiction woven 

out of whole cloth that “significant emotional distress and disruption.” 

occurred. 

Lee Heidhues, 
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566 40th Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94121 

(415) 305-1905 







)..

f-o-\l/c' r"\y \' ",Xul

b!
xo
GmE

3
6(A
D

fi
Vltb - 2oz6utTtt4l

APPUCANOil FOR BUILOIT{G PERil]tr
ADDtTI{lt{s, ALTERAT|0]{S 0R RFETRS

FORTTI S tr THE* ASEHCE$ NE$EW REOUIBED

F0BU 8 F OUm-rnr+0u{rER tsslrAtlcE

a- r,r,aBER$Pr-A*sErs

CITY A}ID GOUIITY OF SAI{ FRATTCISCO

DEHIfiTIIIEI{T Of N'ltDIilG IIISPECNOil
APPI.EAIIO}I }3 }GNE T T'ADE IO T}G DEMRflEitT S
ur.Dlr(l $*SPECIION OF 84il m$|GA@ FOB
FBrffiO{ TO H.LD lttAC@mANCE WTt{ I.G FT AllS
ffOSPECI{CAIIOITISSU*ITTEDICEAIIHAND
Iffi'G ft)ItE DESCAPNONA}D FOR T}{E PT'FFO6E
I*ffi{AFIHSTFffiNT
flRI'EAHTI'E IIIIB UE V

tsF
=,E3Fr
Cr)s

IB.-I
HEI
l= 3l
LO EI
HHI
l-z "l

lolw{u
nsEEctrxt

M, W ltto,if ,62, 4*t*t lffiE |zt
'L$tt4,t-4;o. rr I t?,lQ-4

*T4ffi*" I:W*W*,,t,{,fl,
imoRunnor r0 BE RnilEHED BVffr ApFr-rcnxrs

F EXISTIXG BUILDIf,S
,a&mc(DuEtR l6&xro5 , lrclrm.lr

- lfiEc 4 lhie.nlr I2 locoArclr J hilorilil* t

on*ffi,,,(. &,;-Mwlt,{s l*ffX 
-lffiS 

I
N PBOPTMI'ALTERATMil

gltiil.l,l.Er/-?Fl[tEtrcffiIE lEllt]or /\ l0lD.ot6 llffig..4ligBHrrl. I
M TH,0iEED IG {[":GII IBET" Cr-;)].,1i;1", @/fuN6c- !Drugt r

I{B.rJlE I

tro, E alrro rullr Y
m aE cotsTtsrfiD rElo $00mr3

lllffi
YEs tr l86h[ff'ff*
s \rltlffi

IB TJ
SE

trfll,wr{ilMBIafmB?
YSO
m r{}r

llll cofln E oi

'*--A--L-J)M4
flq PioPirr 0m

Cfar.a PtOr
'tM

S1r2 {or\ Aw. v 2p - ES,_ mrx{F0oco{r&TirGrr.}

Cx HW Stis$orn"@auait' drt", 4{37'o -[os
(1Blwr?rrErcBPrH,f,0r{lmill0ltltffiEl'lffirlErrH.lf{fixffiEm?tr$Er0t9tr}sfrO' {

Wl Lddt*llo zx-.ahnq*outt-np< & t,r-c.c&. lo'ti h*,]<.rrr
4'o r^nL ..,.H. doU * W3fizj

\J

lDDtTtoxll tilront il
rsO{IO OOEftTET'TETAilIw ltlDmolllr€gllmffimffi

ME

ffi

re O l0ll
nd

rtra F EIrirrH6iumffim sCFr.

rEO
BE

m olea;
mEI1 E

(?l) mrami uomgtd)Errl-tsiut rc
BffiflAIII'O'

'{,E$tm UtUT6lEIEls.mrrE,ifi
lffqls

YEBts

ME
r88o
sol]

@0Gni0f,iamfi
GoilcmmrfillEE
OFffi

iaq*h.q 4 (3 rittt crlf GBtF0$tr ilr.512L
@lGmsrnlllrruiltB{flraurErxomrmt DBgtflfl lf ltY
F n& B m ruECI @iitilrctu L0arsr€n.III*oH1

romgs

ffPORTAffiMMCES
bd-t U!.d ht d!*dhEtrE retldtdft*f .arlitaM
arHtit6dB hL*' }l&rmd Lofttff kdm 64.
bFhdEffig-.lehr..rfarf dtlLrcEirr{hrbb&eff brr.r
ffihiffi tnraoda Shtlc-dft{C B
EulEbB.EtelS.tC.darhidfrE6t-r!rr{.!16hP. It ffi 3
tr.il.uaE*urrhrort adrtlrBdtrHtrlA
ef b atlmr a ffi!...{DqE f*|Itfo*bs!rd3!ffi. llt !mmanff Lsrrhr.tilr6ilt atdhtm;*L,etdLlds95
Sdngiad --ffi|rrdLln#li!r'rhrblFil,
xil rwsrflr rautE tgEa fi rr ca[ fltv tc rlrEtE!, IIctI F6rf,rnffiTnffi'l lI cqrstlfl [m rE aEtEr tlora r.Bt'E lr0r tr ilIlErE lElm
ml{4.
ingGrrrIoareaErlln cBtnmlrcrilttcmt5lolaErEotrErurr|e
'lilflt 

GoacrrEr .rrrnE,*s@E.

hrhtltl}U!!u,lbdS3E.tbLaa.od.ti$-d0-d{.,}atFCI
Lerbtila.ffi ffitr*on!0atiltB,atblhethiltiltclvt
rk[l#. f *h{l)&C.#1infrtr*!.!ld.a.rL b|(r.Da|tri.hlr.!*..&.
Ih6.lrhldar!.iiD.t|.i.tEo,tbt hhaaelk
( ! L llEd{**ld&rffi t*k tuEurddr.*qeF*d

Drh5rillD.trktu-.tut rikffi Cbdbiflr*rdBH
( ) & llsrrrodtlslwtqErhrhffi,-rqIrdry|d[rsadltGubr

elq,r ht*rodhstgr*nxIaIl hrit f ffi ffii@ffidFaq**

5 rrtrdril Llts!i{
nd dr.IkL ta rrr.fa
fiidCSaSiiEcqdt
r&hqdiEaraain

,JS|L Eurur&. lGrlttGrtrTmnrffi mEIErgrtEorflre.
rgq&lllraxfBrrlGlilBrrElltt .BtoailorH,lcrttmfltor]0afl4@]
6E$
rutsmrrffi ffi, mm&tsfflElmlia.Hi*rsE 8"
hffio+a:!bl50mffrfl t-.*@..,ndlattnbrh.Lt6dolntu*c{lD*ffiMEtomr tr rroflret

trGffn&&i o ElI
trBffil

APPiICAIfi 'S GEHNRSAIIOI{
r lG6r Erfi ltt8aEtlrtf rttrr[ir6 tiltrG6r*fllil rrE|m IilG
ar'l.ffn4ltrna,m$rorrctmfi BuuEmffrerBl'okt.ltcDtE5fl

( ) e lbodr!.Elai.dEEft&r,e
(, lI' l-rt0'rbkl..trEcbdrff lttdtiE4l

Elqxr

hEESI

rribrCne
6frffi

hrfidhkdrrnd,

Yu.

tfflNGETOAPPIIGAM
t0,!urGrc

tallt-lXEgt kaankhGri.lhhF u.no.dL*trffit
ri9ffil5 bauaa,lrllernr.ffiai.rlF6t5ffi hEs@aidoiM

itU 111L
OFFICECOPY

t"/zal*n



COI{DITIOIS AilD SNPULATIO'{S

REFEB
TO:

n ss1 tsfll6 P3
uts

lrBFEgnor{ DlvGnqt

Ei.F(rcElE'ff tEAYrcES

I lgm.. to coflnly hrtlll ai con(ltont or .l&drtoir3 ol tlr vdla! buraaua s daEaaErBrb nobd on tl{r aFplS.Uor} !fi! rtIrcH strtmrna
o{ ffidltio]l. or.ahddonq rvt{ch r|t hr.Oy nr.dc a plrl of &h ?elbrddt.

-o
5
g,
tno
6z
2o
il
E,
D
ln
la

z(,
z
D-
m
aa

o.n

!
m!I2
u,
2o
1t
mg
t,
Cu
z6
!tI
mlto
2
o

DATE: 

-INSPCCTIOR

*eeweo:g.yw( 4q, yi Nt
f6tce 6' l- f o' Y'n

a)b4.a' 

-

J DEPART}IENToFGITY

NOV l8 mrc

HECHANTCAL E[{O!I{EER, DEPT. OF BLDG. tNSPEqflON

SF DEPABTTEIIT G PI'BLIC WOR

DEPT. OF PUBUC HEALm /OC[ (GRGI8 ONE

orrnt ilmoirzs rEEI



 

          BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE PERMIT HOLDER(S)  









































































































































































I. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

A. THE STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS REPRESENT THE FINISHED STRUCTURE. THE MEANS, METHODS, 
PROCEDURES AND SEQUENCE OF CONSTRUCTION ARE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE 
CONTRACTOR. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL TAKE ALL NECESSARY PRECAUTIONS TO MAINTAIN AND 
ENSURE THE INTEGRITY OF THE STRUCTURE AT ALL STAGES OF CONSTRUCTION.

B. DURING THE CONSTRUCTION PERIOD, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE 
SAFETY OF PERSONNEL AND PROPERTY ON AND AROUND THE JOBSITE. THE CONTRACTOR 
SHALL PROVIDE SHORING, BRACING, GUYS, ETC. IN ACCORDANCE WITH ALL LOCAL, STATE, AND 
NATIONAL STANDARDS.

C. ALL CONSTRUCTION, TESTING, AND INSPECTIONS SHALL CONFORM TO THE BUILDING CODE 
REFERENCED UNDER THE HEADING “BASIS OF DESIGN” BELOW.

D. STANDARDS REFERENCED IN THESE DRAWINGS SHALL BE THE LATEST EDITION, UNLESS 
OTHERWISE NOTED.

E. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS AT THE JOB SITE BEFORE COMMENCING 
WORK AND SHALL REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES TO THE SEOR.

F. DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS; USE WRITTEN DIMENSIONS ONLY. WHERE NO DIMENSIONS 
ARE PROVIDED OR WHERE DIMENSIONS PROVIDED CONFLICT WITH OTHER DRAWINGS, CONSULT 
THE SEOR.

G. TYPICAL DETAILS ARE INTENDED TO APPLY TO APPLICABLE SITUATIONS, UNLESS OTHERWISE 
NOTED. TYPICAL DETAILS MAY NOT BE SPECIFICALLY LOCATED.

. DETAILS SHALL BE APPLIED TO EVERY LIKE CONDITION WHETHER OR NOT THEY ARE 
REFERENCED IN EVERY INSTANCE. FOR CONDITIONS NOT SPECIFICALLY SHOWN, USE DETAILS 
SIMILAR TO THOSE PROVIDED.

I. CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE SEWER AND UTILITY LINE LOCATIONS WITH THE 
FOUNDATION LOCATIONS AND SIZES SHOWN ON THE STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS. ANY 
INTERFERENCE BETWEEN SEWER/UTILITY LINES AND FOUNDATIONS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE 
ATTENTION OF THE SEOR BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

II. EXISTING CONSTRUCTION

A. WORK SHOWN IS NEW UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED AS EXISTING, (E).

B. EXISTING CONSTRUCTION SHOWN IN THESE DRAWINGS WAS OBTAINED FROM LIMITED SITE 
INVESTIGATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL EXISTING CONDITIONS, VERIFY 
DIMENSIONS PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE SEOR OF ALL 
DISCREPANCIES AND EXCEPTIONS BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

C. THE REMOVAL, CUTTING, DRILLING, ETC. OF EXISTING WORK SHALL BE PERFORMED WITH 
GREAT CARE AND SMALL TOOLS IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN THE STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY OF THE 
BUILDING. IF EXISTING STRUCTURAL MEMBERS NOT INDICATED FOR REMOVAL INTERFERE WITH 
THE NEW WORK, THE SEOR SHALL BE NOTIFIED IMMEDIATELY. APPROVAL SHALL BE OBTAINED 
PRIOR TO REMOVAL OF THE EXISTING MEMBERS.

D. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SAFELY SHORE EXISTING CONSTRUCTION WHEREVER EXISTING 
SUPPORTS ARE REMOVED TO ALLOW INSTALLATION OF THE NEW WORK. THE EXISTING 
CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE CONNECTED AND/OR EMBEDDED INTO THE NEW CONSTRUCTION AS 
SHOWN OR SPECIFIED.

E. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE LOCATION OF EXISTING UTILITIES BEFORE BEGINNING 
WORK. SPECIAL CARE SHALL BE TAKEN TO PROTECT UTILITIES THAT ARE TO REMAIN IN 
SERVICE DURING CONSTRUCTION.

F. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROMPTLY REPAIR DAMAGE CAUSED DURING OPERATIONS WITH 
SIMILAR MATERIALS AND WORKMANSHIP.

III. BASIS OF DESIGN 

A. THE STRUCTURAL DESIGN OF THIS PROJECT IS GOVERNED BY THE 2022 CALIFORNIA 
BUILDING CODE (CBC) WITH 2022 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE AMENDMENTS.

B. RISK CATEGORY = II 

C. LIVE LOADS:
1. LATERAL LIVE LOAD = 5 PSF

D. WIND DESIGN DATA:
1. V = 95 MPH
2. EXPOSURE CATEGORY = B
3. Kzt = 1.0

E. SEISMIC DESIGN DATA:
1. I = 1.0
2. SDS = 1.429
3. S1 = 0.729
4. SITE CLASS = D (DEFAULT)
5. SEISMIC DESIGN CATEGORY = D

PROJECT INFORMATION

PROJECT ADDRESS: 562 40TH AVENUE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121
BLOCK/LOT: 1505/021
OCCUPANCY: RH-2
BUILDING USE: SINGLE-FAMILY
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: V-B
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: INCREASE HEIGHT OF EXISTING 6'-0" FENCE TO 10'-0" FOR 40'-0" 
ALONG SOUTH PROPERTY LINE

SHEET INDEX

S1.0 - ABBREVIATIONS, GENERAL NOTES, AND PROPERTY INFORMATION
S1.1 - TESTING AND INSPECTION FORM AND SLOPE STABILITY CHECKLIST
S2.0 - PARTIAL SITE PLAN AND FENCE DETAILS

IV. WOOD

A. ALL WOOD FRAMING SHALL CONFORM TO NATIONAL DESIGN SPECIFICATIONS (NDS) FOR 
WOOD CONSTRUCTION AND APA PDS, PLYWOOD DESIGN SPECIFICATION.

B. ALL WOOD FRAMING SHALL BE DOUGLAS FIR LARCH. GRADE SHALL BE AS FOLLOWS, 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE:

1. BEAMS = NO. 2
2. WALL STUDS = NO. 2
3. TOP PLATES = NO. 2
4. POSTS = NO. 2
5. BLOCKING AND MISCELLANEOUS = NO. 2

C. ALL LUMBER IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE 0’-8” OR LESS ABOVE THE GROUND SHALL BE 
PRESSURE TREATED. ALL LUMBER EXPOSED TO WEATHER SHALL BE PRESSURE TREATED.

D. WOOD CONNECTORS SHALL BE AS MANUFACTURED BY SIMPSON STRONG TIE OR EQUAL 
PRODUCT IF APPROVED BY SEOR. SIMPSON DESIGNATIONS USED IN THESE DRAWINGS.

E. NAILS SHALL BE COMMON WIRE GAGE, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED AND CONFORM TO CBC 
TABLE 2304.9.1.

F. LAG BOLTS AND UNFINISHED MACHINE BOLTS SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A307. PROVIDE 
WASHERS UNDER THE HEADS AND NUTS OF ALL BOLTS AND LAG SCREWS BEARING ON WOOD.

G. FASTENERS INSTALLED IN PRESSURE TREATED OR FIRE RETARDANT TREATED WOOD SHALL 
BE GALVANIZED.
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S1.0

ABBREVIATIONS,
GENERAL NOTES,
AND PROJECT
NOTES

ABBREVIATION DESCRIPTION

(E) EXISTING

AB ANCHOR BOLT

ADDL ADDITIONAL

AR ANCHOR ROD

BLKG BLOCKING

BM BEAM

BTWN BETWEEN

CL CENTER LINE

CLR CLEAR OR CLEARANCE

COL COLUMN

CONC CONCRETE

CONN CONNECTION(S)

CONT CONTINUOUS

CTR CENTER

CTRSK COUNTERSINK

db DIAMETER OF BOLT OR REBAR

DEMO DEMOLISH

DF DOUGLAS FIR

DIA DIAMETER

DIM(S) DIMENSION(S)

DWG(S) DRAWING(S)

EA EACH

EF EACH FACE

EMBED EMBEDMENT

EN EDGE NAIL

EQ EQUAL

EXP EXPANSION

FN FIELD NAILING

FND FOUNDATION

FTG FOOTING

GA GAGE, GAUGE

GALV GALVANIZED

GEN GENERAL

HDR HEADER

HGR HANGER

HK HOOK

HORIZ HORIZONTAL

HSS HOLLOW STRUCTURAL STEEL

INFO INFORMATION

LBS POUNDS

LONG LONGITUDINAL

MAX MAXIMUM

MB UNFINISHED MACHINE BOLT

MFR MANUFACTURER

MIN MINIMUM

MISC MISCELLANEOUS

MTL METAL

N/A NOT APPLICABLE

NO NUMBER

NOM NOMINAL

NTS NOT TO SCALE

OC ON CENTER

OH OPPOSITE HAND

OPNG(S) OPENING(S)

PL PLATE

PLY PLYWOOD

PSF POUNDS PER SQUARE FOOT

PSI POUNDS PER SQUARE INCH

REINF REINFORCE(D) (ING) OR (MENT)

REQD REQUIRED

REV REVISION

SCHED SCHEDULE

SEOR STRUCTURAL ENGINEER OF
RECORD

SIM SIMILAR

SOG SLAB ON GRADE

SQ SQUARE

STAGG'D STAGGERED

STD STANDARD

T&B TOP AND BOTTOM

TO TOP OF

TYP TYPICAL

UON UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

VERT VERTICAL

VIF VERIFY IN FIELD

W/ WITH

W/O WITHOUT

WF WIDE FLANGE

ABBREVIATIONS

1
PROPERTY LOCATION

NTS

2
SITE SURVEY

NTS



IX. TESTING AND INSPECTION

A. SPECIAL INSPECTIONS SHALL BE PERFORMED BY A SPECIAL INSPECTOR PER CBC 
SECTIONS 1704 AND 1705. THE SPECIAL INSPECTOR SHALL BE RETAINED BY THE OWNER AND 
NOT BY THE CONTRACTOR.

B. ITEMS SHALL RECEIVE SPECIAL INSPECTION BY A CERTIFIED SPECIAL INSPECTOR AS 
DESCRIBED ABOVE PER THE ATTACHED SPECIAL INSPECTION AND OBSERVATION FORM.
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S1.1

TESTING AND
INSPECTION FORM
AND SLOPE
STABILITY
CHECKLIST
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a
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NOTE:
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S2.0

PARTIAL SITE PLAN
AND FENCE
DETAILS

1/4" = 1'-0"

NORTH

2
SECTION AT FENCE EXTENSION - 2-2x6 BRACE

3
PARTIAL ELEVATION AT END OF FENCE EXTENSION

1 1/2" = 1'-0"

1 1/2" = 1'-0"
1

PARTIAL SITE PLAN

4
EXISTING FENCE - LOOKING WEST

NTS

5
SECTION AT FENCE EXTENSION - 4x6 BRACE

1 1/2" = 1'-0"



BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



 

 

Board of Appeals Brief 
HEARING DATE: January 14, 2026 

 
January 8, 2026 
 
Appeal No.:  25-051 
Project Address:  562 40th Avenue 
Block/Lot:  1505/021 
Zoning District:  RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) 
                                         Family and Senior Housing Opportunity 
Height District:  40-X 
Staff Contact:  Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator – (628) 652-7328 
  corey.teague@sfgov.org  

 

Background & Analysis 
 The subject Building Permit No. 202511189904 under appeal was issued on November 18, 2025, 

with the following scope of work: “40' Add 4' to existing fence, not to exceed 10' in height.” The Planning 

Department approved the permit on the same date with the following note: “AT SOUTH PROPERTY LINE, 

EXTEND FENCE FROM 6 TO 10 FT.” 

 A 10-foot tall fence is permitted by the Planning Code within the buildable area. Additionally, 

Planning Code Section 136(c)(19) permits a fence in the rear yard up to a height of 10 feet, and no 

neighborhood notice is required for such a fence. Therefore, the subject permit is fully compliant with the 

Planning Code, which the Appellant acknowledges in their brief.  

 The Appellant’s primary concerns are related to the fence’s potential impact on light, air, and 

privacy to their adjacent lot to the south. However, the increased height of the fence will not create new or 

substantial privacy issues, as it will reduce visibility between the two lots. Additionally, there are an unique 

mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org


Board of Appeals Brief                                                                                                                                                            Appeal No. 25-051     
Hearing Date:  January 14, 2026                                                                                                                                             562 40th Avenue  
                                                                
 
   
   

  2  

circumstances present where a typical side and rear yard fence of 10 feet tall will impact the Appellant’s 

access to light and air such that the permit is inconsistent with the Residential Design Guidelines. In fact, 

the proposed fence is to the north of the Appellant’s lot, meaning that it will not block any direct sunlight 

to the Appellant’s lot.  

Conclusion 
The subject building permit is fully compliant with the Planning Code and consistent with the 

Residential Design Guidelines and is a very common scope of work within the City. Therefore, the 

Planning Department respectfully requests that the Board denies the appeal and upholds the permit.    

 

 

cc: Lee and Elizabeth Heidhues (Appellants)  

Joe Ospital (Department of Building Inspection) 

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection 

 

                   Daniel Lurie, Mayor 
Patrick O’Riordan, C.B.O., Director 

 

 
Building Inspection Division 

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400– San Francisco CA 94103 
(628) 652-3450 – sfdbi.org 

Board of Appeals Brief 
 

Hearing Date: January 14, 2026 
 
January 14, 2026 
 
Appeal #:  25-051 
Permit:  Alteration Permit #2025-1118-9904 
Project Address: 562 40th Avenue  
Block/Lot:  1505/021 
DBI contact: Joseph Ospital, Senior Building Inspector. 628-652-3546 

Joseph.ospital@sfgov.org 
 
Permit description: 
 
The project before the Board this evening is for the addition of 4’-0” of height to an existing Property Line Fence.  This 
permit application and plans were submitted Over the Counter, reviewed by an SFDBI Structural Engineer, and all other 
required agencies.   
 
 
 
 
 
Conclusion: The Department of Building Inspection believes that this project complies with all 
applicable Building Code requirements, and therefore the appeal denied. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Joseph Ospital, Senior Building Inspector. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection 

 

                   Daniel Lurie, Mayor 
Patrick O’Riordan, C.B.O., Director 

 

 
Building Inspection Division 
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(628) 652-3450 – sfdbi.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



                  PUBLIC COMMENT 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Dyogs
To: Lee Heidhues; BoardofAppeals (PAB); Lamarre, Julie (BOA); Teague, Corey (CPC); Perry, Andrew (CPC);

Longaway, Alec (BOA); Ospital, Joseph (DBI)
Subject: letter submittal for Board of Appeals 25-051 January 14th 2026 Hearing
Date: Friday, January 2, 2026 11:47:54 AM

 

Letter submittal regarding; Board of
Appeals 25-051 January 14th, 2026, Hearing

I live just outside the appeal
notification zone.
 
I am a friend of the Heidhues. 

I am also a retired Remodeling Contractor.
I worked only in San Francisco for 42
years. 
Inactive license number B367148.

The existing fence is on north property
line only 16-18 inches from the face of
the exterior wall of the Heidhues home.
Access for repair, and maintenance of
utilities etc. located on that exterior
wall is very limited and incurs extra cost
due to limited workspace incurring extra
labor time. To add another 4 feet to the
fence would increase the area subject to
difficult access, limited workspace and
increased labor cost. I urge you to not
allow the extra four feet.

The 4-foot additional fence height would
block significant natural light and egress
access (in case of fire) from all the
first-floor north side windows (kitchen
sink window included) of the Heidhues

mailto:dyogs@aol.com
mailto:leerossh@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.lamarre@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
mailto:joseph.ospital@sfgov.org


home. First responders would not be able
to employ a rescue ladder to the first-
floor windows because the taller fence
would be in the way. The Heidhues are
senior citizens, and a ten-foot drop to
ground could be catastrophic to their
wellbeing. I urge you to not allow the
extra four feet.

A ten-foot fence is out of character for
the neighborhood where most fences are
only 6 feet or less in height. It would be
quite visible from the sidewalk and
street implying a  
security issue and generating a sense of
something to be fearful of in the
neighborhood. As per plans submitted, the
fence including the proposed massive 4"x8"
beam atop it is not consistent to the
architecture of the two houses involved as
well as putting large amounts of
structural combustible material on the
property line.  I urge you to not allow
the extra four feet.

562 40th Ave. and the Heidhues 566 40th
Ave. have had a long string of legal
battles as a result of the Heidhues
asserting their lawful rights. For
example, asserting their true north
property line after 562 denied it existed
and locked them out of access to their
property, notifying the building permit
dept. of unpermitted work at 562 on
multiple occasions and a noise complaint
supported by a SF police visit to 562.
This fence extension is an attempt to
cause mental anguish toward the Heidhues
under the guise of privacy. Also, I was in



the court room at the last court
appearance of 562 and the Heidhues where
the Judge after denying 562's case said,
"I don't want to see you two in this court
room again". Yet due to 562's attempt to
instigate mental anguish (with the same
arguments of safety and privacy which the
judge denied) here again they are pitted
against each other. I urge you to not
allow the extension of the fence to ten
feet. Do not enable 562's punitive
behavior.
 thank you for your time.  Don Strauss 
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