
 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 26-043 
VIVIENNE YU, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on August 11, 2026, 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 July 29, 2026 to Xiang Xu, of an 
Alteration Permit (two-story rear addition including one bedroom, one bathroom, & rear exterior stair at 2nd floor; two 
bedrooms & one bathroom on the ground floor) at 1943 31st Avenue. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2018/08/31/8960 
 
FOR HEARING ON September 23, 2026 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Vivienne Yu, Appellant(s) 
1947 31st Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94116 
 

 
Xiang Xu, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Sherman Yan, Agent for Permit Holder(s) 
423 Yale Street 
San Francisco, CA 94134 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: August 11, 2026 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 26-043     
 
I / We, Vivienne Yu, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Alteration Permit No. 
2018/08/31/8960  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective on: July 29, 
2026, to: Xiang Xu, for the property located at: 1943 31st Avenue.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on September 3, 2026, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the 
hearing date). 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, andrew.perry@sfgov.org, carey.mcelroy@sfgov.org sabyanfun@aol.com  
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on September 17, 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, andrew.perry@sfgov.org, carey.mcelroy@sfgov.org  
vyingyu@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, September 23, 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: Vivienne Yu, appellant 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.lamarre@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:sabyanfun@aol.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.lamarre@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:vyingyu@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
http://www.sfgov.org/boa


To Whom it May Concern, 
 
Re:  Permit/Application No. 201808318960  
        Addition Address:  1943 31st Ave. San Francisco, CA 94116 
 
I am writing regarding the recent permit approval for our neighbor at 1943 31st Avenue 
(Permit Number 201808318960).  We do have some concerns that we want to make 
sure are addressed: 
 
1.  The existing laundry vent is located very close to our property line and our 
window.  We were not able to see where the laundry room and gas line will be located 
after the remodel and addition.  Please ensure that all the vents will be through the roof 
only (as requested by the neighbor when we did our addition).  
 
2.  As a part of our recent remodel and addition, we replaced the shared property line 
fence, 100% at our own cost.  The fence is located on our side of the property line.  It is 
important to ensure that our fence and property will not be disturbed by this addition or 
the construction thereof. 
 
Please advise if there are additional steps we need to follow to record our concerns. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Vivienne Yu 
1947 31st Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94116 
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BRIEF(S) SUBMITTED BY THE PERMIT HOLDER(S) 
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RE: Appeal No. 26-043 

      Permit No. 201808318960 for house addition at 1943 31st Ave 

To the Board of Appeals: 

I. INTRODUCTION AND REQUESTED ACTION 

We respectfully submit this response to the appeal of Permit No. 2018/08/31/8960 for the 

approved rear addition at 1943 31st Avenue. 

The proposed addition has undergone extensive review by the City over a period of several 

years. The project was reviewed by the San Francisco Planning Department, publicly noticed to 

neighboring property owners in 2023, and subsequently approved. The City-approved plans 

depict the proposed addition in its approved location and configuration. Please see Exhibit 1. 

The appellant, Ms. Vivienne Yu, initially raised concerns regarding the location of exhaust vents 

and the use of a fence along the property line. In an effort to resolve those concerns, our 

architect, Mr. Sherman Yan, responded on August 25, 2026 and confirmed that the exhaust 

vents associated with the proposed construction would terminate above the high roof in 

accordance with applicable requirements and would not face Ms. Yu's property. Please see 

Exhibit 2. Our architect has since prepared a vent detail depicting the proposed exhaust 

termination at least three feet from the property line and at least twelve inches above the high 

roof. Please see Exhibit 3. He also confirmed that the addition would be constructed entirely 

within our property boundaries. Please see Exhibit 2. 
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Despite these accommodations, Ms. Yu declined to withdraw her appeal and subsequently 

requested that the Board require an additional three-foot setback for the ground-floor addition. 

She has not identified an applicable Planning Code provision requiring the requested three-foot 

setback. Moreover, the setback she now requests is not reflected in the plans previously 

reviewed and approved by the City. 

Ms. Yu's subsequent brief also raises allegations concerning a tree, garden hose, fence, and 

historical access between the two properties. We dispute the material factual characterizations 

underlying those allegations. More importantly for purposes of this proceeding, these historical 

neighbor disputes do not demonstrate that the approved addition violates applicable 

permitting requirements or provide a basis for materially modifying the City-approved project. 

For the reasons described below, we respectfully request that the Board deny the appeal and 

uphold Permit No. 2018/08/31/8960 without imposing the appellant's requested three-foot 

setback. 

 

II. THE PROJECT UNDERWENT PLANNING REVIEW, PUBLIC NOTIFICATION, AND CITY 

APPROVAL 

The permit application for the proposed addition was originally filed in 2018 and has undergone 

an extensive City review process. 

As part of that process, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a formal Notice of an 

Application for Rear Addition on March 6, 2023. The notice specifically concerned the proposed 
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rear addition at 1943 31st Avenue and identified Building Permit Application No. 

2018.08.31.8960 and Planning Record No. 2018-013000PRJ. Please see Exhibit 4. 

The notice informed neighboring property owners that, if they believed exceptional 

circumstances existed, they could request a public hearing for Discretionary Review by the 

response deadline of April 5, 2023. The notice further advised that a right to request review 

could expire or the development approval could become final by that date. Please see Exhibit 4. 

No Discretionary Review was requested during that notification period. 

Following completion of the public-notification process, Planning approved the project and the 

plans proceeded through the City's subsequent review process. The City's permit history 

documents the Planning approval and subsequent departmental review leading to issuance of 

the Site Permit. Please see Exhibit 5. 

Most importantly, the City-approved plans depict the footprint and configuration of the 

proposed rear addition. The approved ground-floor addition does not incorporate the 

additional three-foot setback that Ms. Yu now asks the Board to impose. Please see Exhibit 1. 

Accordingly, the location of the addition is not a new feature first presented to Ms. Yu after 

issuance of the Site Permit. The proposed rear addition underwent Planning review and public 

notification, and the project subsequently received City approval in the configuration reflected 

in the approved plans. 
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III. THE APPELLANT HAS NOT ESTABLISHED A BASIS FOR IMPOSING A NEW THREE-FOOT 

SETBACK 

Ms. Yu now asks the Board to require that "The addition should observe the same 3-feet 

setback on their ground floor construction, as we completed our addition." 

We respectfully disagree with this request for three reasons. 

A. The project completed the Planning review, neighborhood notification, and subsequent 

City review in the configuration shown in the approved plans. 

The proposed addition was submitted to the City and underwent Planning review and the 

neighborhood notification process. Neighboring property owners were formally notified of the 

proposed rear addition and provided an opportunity to request Discretionary Review. No 

Discretionary Review was requested during the applicable response period. 

Following completion of that process, Planning approved the project, and the project 

proceeded through subsequent City review culminating in issuance of the Site Permit. Please 

see Exhibits 1, 4, and 5. 

The City-approved plans depict the ground-floor addition without the additional three-foot 

setback Ms. Yu now requests. Please see Exhibit 1. This is therefore not a circumstance in which 

the appellant is responding to a newly introduced design feature. The ground-floor footprint 

now challenged by Ms. Yu was part of the project that underwent Planning review and 

neighborhood notification in 2023. Ms. Yu had notice of the proposed rear addition and an 

opportunity to request Discretionary Review during that process, but no such request was filed. 
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The project then continued through subsequent City review and ultimately received approval in 

the configuration shown in the approved plans. The City’s completed review and approval of 

this configuration is important context in evaluating the appellant’s request to impose a new 

setback. As discussed in Section III.B below, the appellant has identified no applicable Code 

provision requiring the additional setback she now seeks. 

B. The appellant has not identified an applicable Code provision requiring the requested 

three-foot setback. 

Ms. Yu's brief does not identify a Planning Code or Building Code provision requiring the 

proposed ground-floor addition to be moved three feet away from the property line. Instead, 

Ms. Yu principally supports her request by stating that her own addition incorporated a three-

foot ground-floor setback. She also references concerns regarding potential encroachment and 

the parties’ prior neighbor disputes. 

We respectfully submit that the appropriate question before the Board is whether the permit 

and approved plans comply with the requirements applicable to this project, not whether our 

project replicates design features incorporated into a neighboring project. 

Our property was identified by Planning as being within the RH-1 zoning district in the City's 

2023 public notice. Please see Exhibit 4. The City-approved plans already incorporate a five-foot 

setback on the second floor, while depicting the ground-floor addition without the additional 

three-foot setback Ms. Yu now requests. Please see Exhibit 1. The project subsequently 

underwent Planning review and received City approval in that configuration. 
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Ms. Yu has not identified any applicable Planning Code or Building Code provision requiring an 

additional three-foot setback at the ground floor, nor has she identified any respect in which 

the approved ground-floor footprint violates an applicable requirement. We therefore 

respectfully request that the Board decline to impose an additional setback that is not reflected 

in the City-approved plans and that the appellant has not shown to be required by an applicable 

Code provision. 

C. The appellant’s comparison to the setback on her own property does not establish a 

setback requirement for this project. 

Ms. Yu states that our ground-floor addition should “observe the same 3-feet setback” because 

her own addition incorporated such a setback. However, her appeal does not identify why the 

ground floor of her project was set back three feet, nor does it identify any Planning Code or 

Building Code provision that would require the same configuration at 1943 31st Avenue. 

To the extent Ms. Yu’s request is based on a concern regarding encroachment, our architect has 

already confirmed in writing that the addition will be constructed entirely within our property 

boundaries. Please see Exhibit 2. The appellant has not identified an encroachment in the 

approved plans that would require the ground-floor footprint to be moved three feet inward. 

Finally, imposing the requested three-foot setback at this stage would require substantial 

redesign of a project that has already undergone years of City review and was approved in its 

present configuration. Revising the ground-floor footprint would require additional 

architectural and technical work and would impose additional cost and delay on the permit 

holder. We recognize that such considerations would not excuse a violation of an applicable 
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requirement. Here, however, Ms. Yu has identified no such violation that would require the 

requested three-foot setback. Under these circumstances, we respectfully submit that imposing 

a new setback requested by the appellant without an identified Code or permitting basis would 

unnecessarily burden a project that completed the City's review and approval process in its 

current configuration. 

 

IV. THE EXHAUST-VENT CONCERN HAS BEEN ADDRESSED 

Ms. Yu's initial appeal raised a concern regarding the location of the laundry/exhaust vent near 

the property line. 

The existing laundry vent predates the proposed addition and was already present when the 

property was purchased in 2011. Nevertheless, in an effort to address Ms. Yu's concern and 

avoid unnecessary disagreement, our architect informed Ms. Yu in writing on August 25, 2026 

that: 

1. all exhaust vents associated with the proposed construction will terminate above the 

roof in accordance with applicable requirements and will not face her property; and  

2. the addition will be constructed entirely within our property boundaries.  

Please see Exhibit 2. 

Our architect specifically asked whether these accommodations would permit Ms. Yu to 

withdraw her appeal. She did not do so and instead continued the appeal. 
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We remain committed to the vent-routing accommodation communicated by our architect and 

to constructing the project in accordance with the approved plans and applicable City 

requirements. Our architect has further confirmed that the proposed exhaust termination will 

be located at least three feet from the property line and at least twelve inches above the high 

roof, as depicted in Exhibit 3. The depicted vent detail directly addresses the location and 

direction of the proposed exhaust identified in Ms. Yu’s appeal. 

V. THE REMAINING ALLEGATIONS ARE FACTUALLY DISPUTED AND DO NOT PROVIDE A BASIS 

TO MODIFY THE PERMIT 

Ms. Yu's brief also discusses a fence, alleged damage to a tree, an allegedly cut garden hose, 

and allegations concerning entry onto her property. 

We recognize that Ms. Yu has strong feelings regarding these issues, and we do not ask the 

Board to simply disregard concerns merely because they arise from disagreements between 

neighbors. However, we respectfully submit that these allegations should be distinguished from 

the question before the Board: whether there is a basis to overturn or materially modify the 

City's approval of the proposed addition. 

A. Fence 

Ms. Yu has raised concerns regarding the fence she installed near the common property line 

and our prior use of portions of that fence. 

The proposed addition itself will be constructed entirely within our property boundaries and 

will not rely upon or incorporate Ms. Yu's fence as part of the addition.  
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Because parts of the fence and its post footing are located immediately adjacent to the 

property line, the precise location and extent of any portion of the fence above the ground and 

subsurface post footing may not be known until construction occurs. If construction reveals 

that any portion of the fence, its supports, or its footing appears to extend across the property 

line onto 1943 31st Avenue, those conditions will be documented and addressed through the 

applicable City procedures. 

Accordingly, the existing fence dispute does not provide a basis to modify the approved 

footprint of the project.  

B. Tree and garden-hose allegations 

We categorically deny Ms. Yu's allegation that any member of our family damaged or cut her 

tree. At the time of the incident in 2022, we communicated directly with Ms. Yu and informed 

her that the wind had likely caused the tree to fall. Those communications are attached as 

Exhibit 6. 

Ms. Yu subsequently filed a police report alleging that our family caused the damage. That 

allegation is false, and we unequivocally deny it. After learning of the report through Ms. Yu's 

appeal materials, we contacted the Taraval Police Station regarding the allegation. The police 

report itself does not establish that our family damaged the tree and reflects that Ms. Yu's 

attempted submission of photographs was unsuccessful and that the responding officer was 

unable to obtain those photographs after attempting to contact her. Please see Exhibit 7. We 

are not aware of any evidence provided to the police establishing that a member of our family 

damaged the tree. 
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Likewise, we are not aware of evidence establishing Ms. Yu's allegation that a member of our 

family cut her garden hose, and we unequivocally deny that allegation. 

Ms. Yu further alleges that Xiang Xu threatened her family in connection with the tree. Mr. 

Xiang Xu unequivocally denies making the statement attributed to him or threatening Ms. Yu or 

her family in any manner. Ms. Yu has provided no evidence substantiating that allegation. 

We unequivocally deny the allegations that our family damaged Ms. Yu's tree, cut her garden 

hose, or threatened her or her family. We have addressed these allegations because Ms. Yu 

chose to include them in her appeal materials and we do not want our silence to be interpreted 

as acceptance of allegations that we believe are false. At the same time, these allegations do 

not concern the design, zoning, or other permitting requirements of the proposed addition. We 

therefore respectfully request that they not be treated as a basis for imposing a new setback or 

otherwise modifying the permit. 

C. The allegation regarding historical access does not provide a basis to modify the permit. 

Ms. Yu raises allegations concerning Mr. Xiang Xu's access to the neighboring construction area 

during her project. The parties dispute the circumstances and authorization surrounding that 

historical incident. We do not ask the Board to resolve that separate property-access dispute 

because it does not concern the design, zoning, or permitting requirements of the proposed 

addition. 

Additionally, during Ms. Yu's own construction, our family cooperated with her project and 

permitted members of her construction crew to use portions of our own property to facilitate 
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their work. Please see Exhibit 8. We provide that information solely as context and not to ask 

the Board to adjudicate historical disagreements concerning access between the properties.  

Going forward, our position is straightforward: the addition itself will remain within our 

property boundaries, and we will respect the appellant's property throughout construction. 

As discussed in Section V.A, if construction reveals that any portion of an existing fence above 

the ground or subsurface fence footing extends across the property line onto 1943 31st 

Avenue, that condition will be documented and addressed through the applicable City 

procedures.  

Accordingly, concerns regarding historical access between the properties do not provide a basis 

to overturn or materially modify the approved Site Permit.  

 

VI. CONCLUSION 

This project has undergone a lengthy City review process, including Planning review, public 

notification, and subsequent departmental review before issuance of the Site Permit. 

The appellant's exhaust-vent concern has been addressed. The relevant exhaust termination 

will be located at least three feet from the property line and at least twelve inches above the 

high roof (depicted in Exhibit 3) and will not face her property. 

The appellant nevertheless asks the Board to impose a new three-foot setback on the ground-

floor addition. The City-approved plans do not contain that setback, and the appellant has not 

identified an applicable Code provision requiring it. Her statement that her own addition 
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incorporates a three-foot ground-floor setback does not establish that the same setback is 

required for our separately reviewed project. 

The remaining allegations regarding the fence, tree, garden hose, and historical property access 

concern separate neighbor disputes. We have responded to those allegations to clarify the 

record, but they do not establish a defect in the approved addition or a basis for materially 

altering its footprint. 

We have made reasonable efforts to address the appellant's construction-related concerns and 

remain committed to constructing the addition entirely within our property boundaries and in 

accordance with the approved plans and applicable City requirements. In addition, DBI has 

conducted an independent review, found no violations, and also requests that the Site Permit 

be upheld and the appeal denied. 

For these reasons, we respectfully request that the Board deny the appeal and uphold Permit 

No. 2018/08/31/8960 without imposing the appellant's requested three-foot setback. 

 

VII. EXHIBITS (from No.1 to No.8 below) 
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Xiang-In vivo
Exhibit 2: Architect Yan's confirmation message to Ms. Yu
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Xiang-In vivo
Exhibit 3: Proposed laundry location on the ground floor and dryer exhaust vent location on the roof of the 2nd floor



Xiang-In vivo
Exhibit 4: Planning Notice, 3/6/2023







Xiang-In vivo
Exhibit 5: DBI permit/approval history











Exhibit 6 Ms. Yu’s fallen tree picture and my communication with 
her in Sept 18, 2022 

1947 31st Ave 

1943 31st Ave 



Xiang-In vivo
Exhibit 7: Relevant police report

Xiang-In vivo
Pencil



Exhibit 8: Ms. Yu’s construction crew use our property to do 
their job  

1947 31st Ave 1947 31st Ave 

1943 31st Ave 1943 31st Ave 















 

 

 

 

BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



 

 

Board of Appeals Brief 
HEARING DATE: September 23, 2026 

 
September 17, 2026 
 
Appeal No.:  26-043 
Project Address:  1943 31st Avenue 
Block/Lot:  2103/011 
Zoning District:  RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) 
                                          Priority Equity Geographies SUD 
Height/Bulk:         40//40-R-4 
Staff Contact:  Corey A. Teague, AICP, Zoning Administrator – (628) 652-7328 
  corey.teague@sfgov.org  

 

Background & Analysis 
 Building Permit No. 201808318960 (“Permit”) was filed in 2018 for a 2-story rear addition to the 

existing single-family building. As shown on the Permit plans provided in the Permit Holder’s brief, the 

addition is 26 feet deep with a rear stair and landing. The ground floor addition is full lot width, while the 

second story portion of the addition includes 5-foot setbacks on each side. Of note, the scope of work 

approved by the Permit is similar to the addition recently constructed at the Appellant’s adjacent property 

at 1947 31st Avenue. 

  The Permit was reviewed by the Planning Department and, as approved, considered to be 

consistent with the Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines. Neither the Planning Code or the 

Residential Design Guidelines require or encourage the ground floor portion of the addition to be set back 

from the side property lines. Neighborhood notice was conducted for the Permit pursuant to Planning 

Code Section 311 from March 6, 2023, to April 5, 2023. No request for Discretionary Review was filed.  

mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org


Board of Appeals Brief                                                                                                                                                   Appeal No. 26-043  
Hearing Date:  September 23, 2026                                                                                                                                     1943 31st Avenue 
 
   
   

  2  

   

Conclusion 
The Permit was adequately reviewed by the Planning Department and underwent neighborhood 

notification with no opposition. Permit is fully consistent with Planning Code and Residential Design 

Guidelines. None of the issues raised by the Appellant warrant a change to the Permit. Therefore, the 

Planning Department respectfully requests that the appeal be denied.  

 

 

cc: Sherman Yan (Agent for Permit Holder) 
Vivienne Yu (Appellant) 

 Carey McElroy (Department of Building Inspection) 
 
 
 
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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