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The CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO (“CITY”) and PEOPLE OF THE STATE 

OF CALIFORNIA, by and through San Francisco City Attorney DAVID CHIU (“PEOPLE”), 

(collectively “PLAINTIFFS”), file their Complaint against DEFENDANTS GOLDEN TIGER, LLC, a  

California limited liability company; ADAM LA, and individual (“LA”); and DOE ONE through DOE 

TEN (collectively “DEFENDANTS”). PLAINTIFFS hereby allege as set forth below: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. This action arises from DEFENDANTS’ ownership, operation, maintenance, and use of 

a six-story, 52-unit residential building with a ground-floor commercial space located at 147-161 Hyde 

Street, San Francisco, California, Block 346, Lot 001 (the “PROPERTY”) in violation of the CITY’s 

Building Code, the CITY’s Fire Code and as a public nuisance that substantially endangers the health, 

welfare, and safety of the neighbors, the neighborhood, and the City and County of San Francisco. 

DEFENDANTS’ mismanagement of the PROPERTY has forced the CITY to expend tremendous 

resources, for which it is lawfully entitled to reimbursement. DEFENDANTS have refused to abate the 

life safety issues at the PROPERTY and reimburse the CITY for the expenses it incurred to abate the 

issues described below.  

2. On June 11, 2025, a fire at the PROPERTY substantially damaged the electrical system 

and boiler, prompting PG&E to shut off electrical service. As a result, the PROPERTY has lacked 

electricity, gas, hot water, elevator service, emergency lighting, adequate alarm functionality, and 

required egress lighting. The lack of power disabled the fire alert system, creating severe life-safety 

hazards.  

3. The CITY’s Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) and the CITY’s Fire 

Department (“SFFD”) have issued nine (9) Notices of Violation (“NOV”) to the DEFENDANTS for 

violations of the CITY’s Building Code and Fire Code, respectfully.  In connection with all of the 

citations, DBI and SFFD held duly noticed public hearings and issued eight (8) Orders of Abatement 

(“OOA”), each declaring the PROPERTY a public nuisance. 

4. Notwithstanding DBI and SFFD’s orders, DEFENDANTS have failed to abate the code 

violations and the public nuisance and continue to jeopardize the welfare of the PROPERTY’s 
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neighbors and San Francisco residents by persistently maintaining the PROPERTY in a substandard 

condition. 

PARTIES AND SUBJECT PROPERTY 

5. Plaintiff CITY is a consolidated charter city and county under California law. 

6. Plaintiff CITY brings claims under the San Francisco Municipal Code (including the 

San Francisco Fire Code and Housing Code), the State Housing Law (Health & Safety Code §§ 

17910–17998.3), and California Civil Code §§ 3479–3480, 3491, and 3494. 

7. Plaintiff PEOPLE bring claims under Civil Code §§ 3479–3480, 3491, 3494; Code of 

Civil Procedure § 731; and Business and Professions Code § 17204, to protect the public from 

Defendants’ unlawful and unfair business practices. 

8. Defendant GOLDEN TIGER, LLC is a limited liability company based in San 

Francisco, California. Defendant GOLDEN TIGER, LLC is the legal owner of the PROPERTY.  

9. Defendant LA is an individual residing in San Francisco, California. and is sued in his 

individual capacity and as manager for Defendant GOLDEN TIGER, LLC. At all times herein 

mentioned, Defendant LA was acting within the course and scope of his duties as a manager and 

member of GOLDEN TIGER, LLC.  

10. DEFENDANTS are sued as the owners, operators, managers, lessors and maintainers 

of the PROPERTY, as well as the people committing the acts and/or omissions alleged in this 

Complaint, or the persons allowing or directing the commission of the acts and/or omissions alleged in 

this Complaint. 

11. DEFENDANTS Doe One through Doe Ten are sued herein under fictitious names.  

PLAINTIFFS do not at this time know the true names or capacities of said DEFENDANTS, but pray 

that the same may be alleged herein when ascertained. 

12. At all times herein mentioned, all the acts and omissions described in this Complaint by 

any DEFENDANT were aided and abetted by all other DEFENDANTS. DEFENDANTS were aware 

of the illegality of the acts and omissions described in this Complaint, and either directly participated 

in or encouraged these acts and omissions. 
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13. Whenever reference is made in this Complaint to any act of “DEFENDANTS,” each 

such allegation shall mean that each DEFENDANT acted both individually and jointly with the other 

DEFENDANTS. Actions taken by or omissions made by DEFENDANTS’ employees, officers, 

members, directors, partners, or agents in the course of their employment or agency are actions or 

omissions of DEFENDANTS for the purposes of this Complaint. 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

14. The PROPERTY is a six-story, 52-unit residential building with a ground-floor 

commercial space.  The PROPERTY is more particularly described in Exhibit A, which is attached 

hereto and incorporated as part of this Complaint. 

15. PLAINTIFFS bring this action to enforce DEFENDANTS’ violations of state and 

municipal law, which are described in more detail below.  

I. The PROPERTY Has a Fire and is “Red Tagged” 

16. On June 11, 2025, a fire at the PROPERTY substantially damaged critical building 

systems, including the electrical system and boiler, leaving the PROPERTY without electricity, gas, 

hot water, elevator service, emergency lighting and a functioning fire alarm system. The disabled fire 

alarm system and lack of egress lighting created acute life‑safety risks.  

17. CITY agencies sprung into action immediately following the fire. DBI inspectors 

issued NOV No. 202538872 on June 11, 2025, for unsafe building conditions based on the lack of 

electricity and fire related damage. A true and correct copy of the NOV is attached hereto as Exhibit B 

is a copy of and incorporated as part of this Complaint.   

18. DBI amended NOV No. 202538872 on June 19, 2025, to note the owner’s failure to 

restore essential utilities. NOV 202538872 noted the property was an “unsafe building, not 

occupiable.” This language is what DBI uses when it issues an Administrative Order to Vacate under 

SF Administrative Code sections 80A and 80A.1. A true and correct copy of the NOV is attached 

hereto as Exhibit C is a copy of and incorporated as part of this Complaint.   

19. DEFENDANTS failed to comply with NOV No. 202538872. On July 15, 2025, 

DEFENDANTS failed to attend a Director’s Hearing despite receiving notice of the hearing, and the 

Director issued an Order of Abatement (“OOA”). On July 25, 2025, DBI mailed the Order to 
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DEFENDANTS, and posted the Order at the PROPERTY. A true and correct copy of the Order of 

Abatement is attached hereto as Exhibit D and is incorporated as part of this Complaint.    

20. DBI inspectors issued NOVs Nos 202539069 and 202539022 on June 16, 2025 for a 

lack of permits to operate the PROPERTY’s broilers. Director’s Hearings have not yet been set for 

these NOVs.  

21. DBI issued NOV 202541672 on August 20, 2025 for the lack of heat and electricity in 

the residential portions of the Property. A true and correct copy of the NOV is attached hereto as 

Exhibit E and is incorporated as part of this Complaint.   

22. DEFENDANTS failed to abate the conditions outlined in NOV 202541672. DBI held a 

director’s hearing on November 15, 2025. The director did not issue an OOA because the PROPERTY 

was free of tenants at the time of the hearing.  

23. In addition to DBI’s efforts to have DEFENDANTS repair the PROPERTY so that it 

no longer posed a life-safety risk, the CITY’s Human Service Agency (“HSA”) began relocating the 

PROERTY’s residential tenants. HSA provided housing for 89 people following the fire. Most of 

those individuals were families residing at the PROPERTY.  

A. DEFENDANTS Ignore DBI’s Order to Vacate  

24. On August 21, 2025, a CITY inspection at the PROPERTY found people living in the 

building. The CITY learned at that LA allowed tenants to return to the PROPERTY, despite DBI 

deeming the PROPERTY to be “unsafe” and “not occupiable.” In addition, LA had distributed butane 

camping stoves to tenants for cooking and heating water. LA stored extra butane cannisters adjacent to 

the fire’s origin. LA’s decision to allow tenants to return to a property that was unsafe, posed a 

significant fire risk and had no working fire alert system was dangerous and reckless.   

25. This discovery prompted action by SFFD, who issued NOV No. 2508-0321 after the 

inspection and NOV Nos. 2508-0342 and after a follow-up inspection on August 24, 2025. Violations 

included, among others: lack of power and emergency lighting (San Francisco Fire Code sections 

1008.1–1008.3; California Code of Regulations, Title 19, section 1.14), insufficient/untested alarm 

systems (San Francisco Fire Code sections 901.6, 901.6.1, 907.8 et seq.; California Code of 

Regulations, Title 19, section 3.24), nonfunctioning elevator (San Francisco Fire Code section 
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604.5.5), lack of emergency/standby power (San Francisco Fire Code section 1203.1), unpermitted 

open-flame cooking devices (San Francisco Fire Code sections 105.1, 105.1.1), expired fire 

extinguisher service (San Francisco Fire Code sections 901.6, 901.6.2; California Code of Regulations, 

Title 19, section 575.1), lack of floor numbers (San Francisco Fire Code section 1023.9), lack of 

smoke alarms (San Francisco Fire Code sections 907.2.11.2; California Code of Regulations, Title 19, 

sections 753–759), lack of emergency lighting (San Francisco Fire Code sections 1008.3, 1008.3.1), 

improper exit signage (San Francisco Fire Code sections 1032.4), and improperly installed fire 

extinguishers (San Francisco Fire Code sections 906.7). A true and correct copy of the NOVs are 

attached hereto as Exhibit F and G and is incorporated as part of this Complaint.   

26. SFFD conducted an Administrative Hearing on August 28, 2025 and issued two OOAs, 

one for NOV No. 2508-0342 and one for NOV No. 2508-0342. The OOAs required Defendants to 

abate life‑safety conditions or clear the building within 96 hours. A true and correct copy of the OOAs 

are attached hereto as Exhibit H and is incorporated as part of this Complaint.    

27. Defendants failed to comply with the OOA. SFFD posted “Notices to Vacate” to the 

doors of every residential unit at the PROPERTY on September 2, 2025. SFFD confirmed the building 

was clear on September 3, 2025.  

28. DBI issued additional NOVs and OOAs for lack of heat and electricity DBI issued 

NOV 202542085 for the continued lack of heat and electricity in the building on August 22, 2025. A 

true and correct copy of the NOV is attached hereto as Exhibit I and is incorporated as part of this 

Complaint.   

29. The violation went to a Director’s Hearing on November 20, 2025, where an OOA was 

entered. The order was posted on the Property on December 2, 2025. A true and correct copy of the 

OOA is attached hereto as Exhibit J and is incorporated as part of this Complaint.   

30. DBI has issued two subsequent NOVS, Nos. 202545834 and 202545838, for the 

Owners’ failure to register the Property as vacant and abandoned. These NOVs were issued on 

December 16 and 19, 2025, respectively. NOV 202545834 was for the vacant commercial unit while 

NOV 202545838 was for the residential units. A true and correct copy of the NOVs are attached 

hereto as Exhibit K (202545834) and L (202545838) and are incorporated as part of this Complaint.   
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31. DBI held a Director’s Hearing for NOV 202545834 on February 2, 2026 and issued an 

OOA on February 5, 2026. NOV No. 202545838 went to a Director’s Hearing on February 5, 2026 

and an OOA was issued on February 5, 2026. A true and correct copy of the OOAs are attached hereto 

as Exhibit M (202545834) and N (202545838) and are incorporated as part of this Complaint.   

32. The City expended significant resources in emergency stabilization efforts in addition 

to the enforcement actions described above. The City’s Department of Public Works (“DPW”) 

provided temporary generator power beginning on August 25, 2025 so that the PROPERTY would 

have a minimally operable fire detection system. DPW then secured the site, at its own expense, on 

September 3, 2025 once it was confirmed the PROPERTY was vacant and removed the generators.  

33. Notwithstanding SFFD’s Order of Abatement and DBI’s Orders, DEFENDANTS have 

failed to remedy Fire Code and Building Code violations, maintain required fire protections, or 

comply with orders and vacancy registration requirements, thereby endangering public health and 

safety and maintaining a public nuisance.  

34. DEFENDANTS’ ongoing noncompliance with Fire and Building Codes and with valid 

abatement orders from DBI and SFFD constitutes a continuing public nuisance, unlawfully endangers 

residents, first responders, and neighbors, and warrants injunctive relief, penalties, and cost recovery. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION FOR PUBLIC NUISANCE 
BY ALL PLAINTIFFS AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS  

(San Francisco Building Code, San Francisco Fire Code, California Civil Code Sections 
3479 and 3480, and California Code of Civil Procedure Section 731) 

35. CITY hereby incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs of this Complaint and 

makes them part of this First Cause of Action, as though fully set forth herein. 

36. Plaintiff CITY brings this cause of action pursuant to San Francisco Building Code 

sections 102A and 103A, San Francisco Fire Code sections 112.3 and 112.4.4, and Civil Code section 

3494. 

37. Plaintiff PEOPLE bring this cause of action pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure 

section 731 and Civil Code section 3494. 

38. Pursuant to Building Code section 102A, any building, structure, property, or part 

thereof, that is structurally unsafe, or is otherwise dangerous to human life, safety, or health of the 



  

 8  
 Complaint; CCSF v. Golden Tiger, LLC  

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

occupants or the occupants of adjacent properties or the public by reason of inadequate maintenance, 

dilapidation, or by reason of occupancy or use in violation of law or ordinance, is unsafe and a public 

nuisance.  DEFENDANTS are now, and for a considerable period of time, and at all times herein 

mentioned, have been, maintaining the PROPERTY as a public nuisance and in violation of the San 

Francisco Building Code section 102A.  The conditions constituting the continuing public nuisance 

and violations of the San Francisco Building Code are more fully described above, and in the Exhibits 

attached hereto. 

39. Pursuant to Fire Code section 102A, any building, structure, property, or part thereof, 

that is structurally unsafe, or is otherwise dangerous to human life, safety, or health of the occupants or 

the occupants of adjacent properties or the public by reason of inadequate maintenance, dilapidation, 

or by reason of occupancy or use in violation of law or ordinance, is unsafe and a public nuisance.  

DEFENDANTS are now, and for a considerable period of time, and at all times herein mentioned, 

have been, maintaining the PROPERTY as a public nuisance and in violation of the San Francisco 

Building Code section 102A.  The conditions constituting the continuing public nuisance and 

violations of the San Francisco Building Code are more fully described above, and in the Exhibits 

attached hereto. 

40. As described above, DEFENDANTS are now, and for a considerable period of time, 

and at all times pertinent to the allegations in this Complaint have been, maintaining the PROPERTY 

in such a manner as to constitute a continuing public nuisance within the meaning of Civil Code 

sections 3479 and 3480.  The practices described above are injurious to the health and safety of the 

residents and the community, are offensive to the senses, and interfere with the comfortable enjoyment 

of life and property.  The practices described above also affect a considerable number of people and an 

entire community and neighborhood.    

41. At all times herein mentioned, DEFENDANTS have had notice and knowledge that the 

PROPERTY constituted a public nuisance and an unsafe building because they were served with 

administrative Notices and Orders issued by DBI, but DEFENDANTS have taken inadequate steps to 

abate the public nuisance. 
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42. PLAINTIFFS have no adequate remedy at law in that damages are insufficient to 

protect the public from the present danger and harm caused by the conditions described herein. 

43. Unless these nuisance conditions are abated, the occupants and neighbors of the subject 

Property and the residents of the City and County of San Francisco will suffer irreparable injury and 

damage because the nuisance conditions will continue to be injurious to the continuous enjoyment of 

life and the free use of property of the neighbors and the public.  

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION FOR NON-COMPLIANCE WITH THE SAN FRANCISCO 
BUILDING CODE  

BROUGHT BY PLAINTIFF CITY AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(San Francisco Building Code Sections 102A, 103A, 103A.4) 

44. CITY hereby incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs of this Complaint and 

makes them part of this Second Cause of Action, as though fully set forth herein. 

45. As described above, and as set forth in the incorporated Exhibits to this COMPLAINT, 

DBI issued NOVs and Orders of Abatement to DEFENDANTS for violations of the San Francisco 

Building Code at the PROPERTY. 

46. As described above, DEFENDANTS have failed to comply with, ignored, and 

disobeyed the NOVs and Orders of Abatement properly issued by DBI, and have allowed the 

PROPERTY to remain in a substandard, unsafe, and illegal condition for a substantial period of time. 

47. By maintaining the PROPERTY in a manner that violates the San Francisco Building 

Code, DEFENDANTS are liable for mandatory civil penalties between $200 and $1,000 per day for 

each day the violation continues, as set forth in San Francisco Building Code section 103A.    

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION FOR NON-COMPLIANCE WITH THE SAN FRANCISCO 
FIRE CODE  

BROUGHT BY PLAINTIFF CITY AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(San Francisco Fire Code Sections 112.3, 112.4.4, 112.9) 

48. CITY hereby incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs of this Complaint and 

makes them part of this Third Cause of Action, as though fully set forth herein. 

49. As described above, and as set forth in the incorporated Exhibits to this COMPLAINT, 

SFFD issued NOVs and Orders of Abatement to DEFENDANTS for violations of the San Francisco 

Fire Code at the PROPERTY. 
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50. As described above, DEFENDANTS have failed to comply with, ignored, and 

disobeyed the NOVs and Orders of Abatement properly issued by SFFD, and have allowed the 

PROPERTY to remain in a substandard, unsafe, and illegal condition for a substantial period of time. 

51. By maintaining the PROPERTY in a manner that violates the San Francisco Fire Code, 

DEFENDANTS are liable for mandatory civil penalties up to $1,000 per day for each day the violation 

continues, as set forth in San Francisco Fire Code section 112.4.4.    

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION FOR VIOLATIONS OF STATE HOUSING LAW  

BROUGHT BY PLAINTIFF CITY AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

(Health and Safety Code Sections 17910-17998.3) 

52. CITY hereby incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs of this Complaint and 

makes them part of this Fourth Cause of Action, as though fully set forth herein. 

53. DEFENDANTS are now causing, and for the considerable period of time heretofore 

and at all times mentioned has caused, the PROPERTY to be maintained as a substandard building 

within the meaning of California Health and Safety Code section 17920.3, commonly referred to as the 

State Housing Law. The conditions creating said substandard building are ongoing violations of the 

City’s Building and Fire Codes at the PROPERTY.  

54. By maintaining the PROPERTY as a substandard building that substantially endangers 

public health and safety, DEFENDANTS are liable for attorney’s fees and costs as set forth in 

California Health and Safety Code section 17980.7(d).  

55. The CITY has no adequate remedy at law in that damages are sufficient to protect the 

public from the harm caused by the conditions described therein.  

56. Unless said substandard conditions are abated, the residents of the adjacent and/or 

nearby properties and the residents and citizens of the CITY will suffer irreparable injury and damage, 

in that said conditions will continue to endanger the health and safety of the residents of the adjacent 

and/or nearby homes and the general public.  

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION FOR UNFAIR AND UNLAWFUL BUSINESS PRACTICES  

BROUGHT BY PLAINTIFF PEOPLE AGAINST DEFENDANTS  

(California Business and Professions Code Sections 17200-17210) 

57. Plaintiff PEOPLE hereby incorporate by reference all of the foregoing paragraphs, as 

though fully set forth herein. 

58. Plaintiff PEOPLE bring this cause of action pursuant to California Business and 

Professions Code sections 17200-17210 in order to protect the public and similarly situated individuals 

from the unlawful and unfair business practices committed by DEFENDANTS within the City and 

County of San Francisco, State of California.  

59. DEFENDANTS transact business, or have transacted business, by owning, operating, 

managing, and collecting rental income from the PROPERTY within the City and County of San 

Francisco, State of California. The violations of law described herein have been, and are being, carried 

out within the City and County of San Francisco. DEFENDANTS are in violation of the laws and 

public policies of the City and County of San Francisco and the State of California, and their conduct 

is inimical to the rights and interest of the general public.. 

60. DEFENDANTS are now engaging in, and, for a considerable period of time and at all 

times pertinent to the allegations of this Complaint, have engaged in unlawful business practices 

prohibited by California’s Unfair Competition Law (“UCL”), codified as Business and Professions 

Code sections 17000-17210, by maintaining and managing the PROPERTY in violation of the 

following laws: 

a. Maintaining a property that is structurally unsafe, as described in the Exhibits attached 

to this COMPLAINT, in violation of San Francisco Building Code section 102A. 

b. Failing to comply with the City’s Vacant and Abandoned Building Ordinance under 

San Francisco  Building Code sections 103A.4 through 103A.4.7.  

c. Creating and maintaining a public nuisance in violation of California Civil Code 

sections 3479, 3480, and 3494 and the San Francisco Building Code. 

61. DEFENDANTS are now engaging in, and for a considerable period of time and at all 

times pertinent to the allegations of this Complaint have engaged in, unfair business practices 
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prohibited by the UCL as follows: failing to abate unsafe conditions at the PROPERTY, endangering 

the health and safety of the PROPERTY’s occupants, neighbors and area residents, and ignoring and 

disobeying properly issued official administrative notices and orders.  

62. Plaintiff PEOPLE are informed and believe that as a direct and proximate result of the 

foregoing acts and practices, DEFENDANTS have received, and will receive, benefits, which they 

would not have received if they had not engaged in the violations described in this Complaint.  

63. As a direct and proximate result of the foregoing acts and practices, DEFENDANTS 

have obtained an unfair competitive advantage over similar PROPERTY owners who have not 

engaged in such practices. 

64. Plaintiff PEOPLE have no adequate remedy at law in that damages are insufficient to 

protect the public from the present harm caused by the violations described in this Complaint. Unless 

injunctive relief is granted to enjoin DEFENDANTS’ unlawful and unfair business practices, 

DEFENDANTS will continue to engage in violations of the law. 

65. By engaging in unfair and unlawful business practices described herein, 

DEFENDANTS are subject to civil penalties in the amount of up to $2,500 per violation, pursuant to 

California Business and Professions Code Section 17206 and 17206.1.   

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION FOR UNJUST ENRICHMENT 

BY PLAINTIFF CITY AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS  

66. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference all of the foregoing paragraphs, as though 

fully set forth herein. 

67. Since the fire at the PROPERTY the CITY has invested significant resources in 

combating a potential crisis. For example, the CITY provided temporary power so the PROPERTY 

would have some semblance of a working fire detection system. This is particularly important 

considering DEFENDANTS had illegally allowed tenants to return to the PROPERTY without a 

working fire detection system and taken the additional dangerous step of providing butane-powered 

cooking stoves to those same residents. The temporary power provided by the CITY helped ensure a 

bad situation did not become much worse.  
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68. In addition, at least 89 people were left without homes following the fire. Instead of 

letting the tenants fend for themselves to find housing, the CITY stepped in and provided 

DEFENDANTS’ tenants housing. The CITY expended substantial funds to house DEFENDANTS’ 

tenants for the benefit of DEFENDANTS.       

69. The CITY also provided temporary power to the building in an effort to allow tenants 

to remain in the building during the pendency of the repairs. When it became clear DEFENDANTS 

were either unable or unwilling to make the necessary repairs in a timely manner, the CITY ceased 

providing temporary power.  The CITY expended substantial funds to provide power to the 

PROPERTY for the benefit of DEFENDANTS.       

70. Lastly, the CITY secured the PROPERTY following SFFD’s issuance of the Order to 

Vacate. The CITY secured plywood and other security measures to reasonably ensure no one would 

violate SFFD’s Order to Vacate, which would possibly expose DEFENDANTS to further civil or 

criminal liability. The CITY expended substantial funds to secure the PROPERTY for the benefit of 

DEFENDANTS.       

71. Accordingly, DEFENDANTS have been unjustly enriched and received the benefit of 

the CITY’s limited resources.  

PRAYER 

WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS pray that: 

Declaratory Relief 

1. DEFENDANTS be declared to have violated the San Francisco Municipal Codes, 

including the San Francisco Building and Fire Codes, California Civil Code sections 3479 and 3480, 

and the State Housing Law; 

2. The PROPERTY and structures located at 147-161 Hyde Street, San Francisco, 

California, be judicially declared a public nuisance;   

Injunctive Relief 

3. The Court issue a permanent injunction, ordering DEFENDANTS to abate all code 

violations and other public nuisances on the PROPERTY, in accordance with the San Francisco 
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Municipal Codes, including the San Francisco Building Code, the San Francisco Fire Code, and the 

California Civil Code; 

4. That the Court issue whatever orders may be useful or necessary to abate the nuisance 

at the PROPERTY; 

5. That the Court require DEFENDANTS to bear the expenses of abating the nuisance at 

the PROPERTY, including but not limited to reimbursing PLAINTIFFS for expenses PLAINTIFFS 

may incur to abate the nuisance; 

6. DEFENDANTS and their agents, officers, managers, representatives, employees, and 

anyone acting on their behalf, and their heirs and assignees, be preliminarily and permanently enjoined 

from maintaining, operating, conducting, using, occupying, or in any way permitting the use of the 

PROPERTY and structures at 147-161 Hyde Street, San Francisco, California, in violation of the law; 

7. DEFENDANTS and their agents, officers, managers, representatives, employees, and 

anyone acting on their behalf, and their heirs and assignees, be ordered to cause the PROPERTY and 

all parts thereof, to conform to law, and to maintain it in such conformity at all times; 

Penalties 

8. Pursuant to San Francisco Building Code section 103A, DEFENDANTS be ordered to 

pay a civil penalty up to $1,000, with a minimum of $200, for each day that the Building Code 

violations alleged in the Complaint existed or were permitted to occur in the amount of $349,000 

through May 26, 2026, plus $1,000 per day thereafter through the entry of judgment, or a greater 

amount as may be shown by the evidence;  

9. Pursuant to San Francisco Fire Code section 112.4.4, DEFENDANTS be ordered to pay 

a civil penalty up to $1,000 for each day that the Fire Code violations alleged in the Complaint existed 

or were permitted to occur in the amount of $278,000 through May 26, 2026, plus $1,000 per day 

thereafter through the entry of judgment, or a greater amount as may be shown by the evidence;  

10. Pursuant to Business and Professions Code Section 17206, DEFENDANTS be ordered 

to pay a civil penalty of up to $2,500 for each violation, in the amount of $27,500 through May 26, 

2026, plus $2,500 for each month thereafter that the violations continue to occur through entry of 

judgment, or a greater amount as may be shown by the evidence; 
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11. PLAINTIFFS be authorized to record an Abstract of Judgment that constitutes a prior 

lien over any lien that any Defendant in this case may hold on the PROPERTY;  

Fees and Costs 

12. DEFENDANTS be ordered to pay all assessment and abatement costs pursuant to 

Building Code sections 102A and 103A; 

13. DEFENDANTS be ordered to pay all of the City’s attorney’s fees and costs incurred in 

bringing this lawsuit pursuant to San Francisco Building Code sections 102A and 103A and San 

Francisco Fire Code section 112.4.4;  

14. DEFENDANTS be ordered to pay all of the City’s inspection, enforcement, and 

abatement costs, including emergency response and temporary power” costs, under San Francisco 

Administrative Code sections 80A.1 and 80A.2. 12.4.4;  

15. Other and further relief be ordered as this Court should find just and proper. 

 

Dated:  May 27, 2026 
 

DAVID CHIU 
City Attorney 
YVONNE R. MERÉ 
Chief Deputy City Attorney 
WADE CHOW 
Chief Attorney 
Code Enforcement Team 
HUNTER W. SIMS III 
Deputy City Attorney 
 
 

By:  /s/ Hunter W. Sims III  
HUNTER W. SIMS III 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO and 
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
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INDEX TO EXHIBITS 

Exhibit Description 

A Property Description for Block 0346, Lot 001  

B Department of Building Inspection NOV 202538872, dated June 11, 2025 

C Department of Building Inspection NOV 202538872, dated June 19, 2025 

D Department of Building Inspection Order of Abatement 202538872, dated July 
17, 2025 

E Department of Building Inspection NOV 202541672, dated August 20, 2025 

F San Francisco Fire Department NOV 2508-0321, dated August 21, 2025 

G San Francisco Fire Department NOV 2508-0342, dated August 24, 2025 

H San Francisco Fire Department Orders of Abatement Nos. 2508-0321 and 2508-
0342, dated August 28, 2025 

I Department of Building Inspection NOV 202542085, dated August 22, 2025 

J Department of Building Inspection Order of Abatement 202542085, dated 
November 20, 2025 

K Department of Building Inspection NOV 202545834, dated December 16, 2025 

L Department of Building Inspection NOV 202545838, dated December 19, 2025 

M Department of Building Inspection Order of Abatement 202545834, dated 
February 5, 2026 

N Department of Building Inspection Order of Abatement 202545838, dated 
February 5, 2026 
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION
of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy

161 HYDEST

P

P

To amend Non compliance with NOV#202538872 issued on 06/11/2025. Building power has not been restored since a fire occurred on 
06/11/2025. Building is without electricity, water, or elevator. Unsafe building, not occupiable. 
Code/Section: SFBC 102A, SFBC 106A.4.7
Monthly monitoring fee applies. 
Code/Section: SFBC 110A, Table 1A-K

ADAM LA

P

P

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION:

ADDRESS:
OCCUPANCY/USE:  R-2 (RESIDENTIAL- APARTMENTS & CONDOMINIUMS W/3 OR MBLOCK:  0346        LOT:  001     

If checked, this information is based upons site-observation only.  Further research may indicate that legal use is different.  If so, a revised 
Notice of Violation will be issued.

OWNER/AGENT:   GOLDEN TIGER LLC
GOLDEN TIGER LLC

155 HYDE ST APT 105
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

PHONE #:  --                                   
MAILING
ADDRESS

PERSON CONTACTED @ SITE:   PHONE #:  --                                   

WORK WITHOUT PERMIT
ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMIT REQUIRED

CANCELLED PERMIT  PA#:                                   

UNSAFE BUILDING

EXPIRED OR

SEE ATTACHMENTS

STOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4
FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN 3 DAYS (WITH PLANS)

OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN 3 DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN 3 DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION AND 

A copy of This Notice Must Accompany the Permit Application

CORRECT VIOLATIONS WITHIN  DAYS. NO PERMIT REQUIRED

YOU FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE NOTICE(S) DATED  11-JUN-25, THEREFORE THIS DEPT. HAS INITIATED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS.

FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN.  

Restore power to building within 72 hours of this notice.

P

P

CODE/SECTION#

103A

106A.4.4; 106A.3.7
106A.4.7

102A.1

CORRECTIVE ACTION:

202538872

19-JUN-25

2 NUMBER:
DATE:

NOTICE:DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
City and County of San Francisco
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 9

NO PENALTY 
(WORK W/O PERMIT PRIOR TO 9/1/60)

INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY

REINSPECTION FEE $                           

9x FEE (WORK W/O PERMIT AFTER  9/1/60) 2x FEE (WORK EXCEEDING SCOPE OF PERMIT)

OTHER:

APPROX. DATE OF WORK W/O PERMIT VALUE OF WORK PERFORMED W/O PERMITS $                              
BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

CONTACT INSPECTOR:  Brett C Howard
PHONE #  628-652-3627                                           DIVISION:  BID                   DISTRICT :           
By:(Inspectors's Signature) _____________________________________

SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDITIONAL WARNINGS.

SIGNOFF.



NOTICE OF VIOLATION
of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy
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COMPLAINT: 202541672

THIS NOTICE INCLUDES VIOLATIONS FOR THE 
AREAS NOTED.

GENERAL DILAPIDATION OR IMPROPER 
MAINTENANCE (1001 (b)(13))

PROVIDE APT. HOUSE OR HOTEL WATER HEATED TO
MIN. 105 DEGREES F. (41 DEGREES C.) AND MAX. OF 
120 DEGREES F. (49 DEGREES C.) AT HOT WATER 
TAPS. (505d(3))

PROVIDE HEAT TO EACH OCCUPIED HABITABLE 
ROOM CAPABLE OF MAINTAINING A MIN. ROOM 
TEMP. OF 70 DEGREES F. (21 DEGREES C.). (701(a) HC)

INSPECTOR COMMENTS

155 HYDE STREET UNIT#104 AND ALL COMMON AREA

At time of inspection, no electricity was available in unit#104 
and building lobby. Make necessary repair to ensure electricity
is available for the entire building. 

At time of inspection, no hot water was available in unit#104. 
Provide hot water heated to min. 105 DEGREES F. (41 
DEGREES C.) and max. of 120 DEGREES F. (49 DEGREES C.) at 
hot water taps. 

At time of inspection, no heat was available at unit#104. Repair
or replace heating unit to provide adequate heat to habitable 
rooms in unit. Work for this must begin within 3 working days 
of receiving this notice.

If new heating source is installed, please attain all necessary 
permits, including plumbing, mechanical, electric and building 
permits. All permits must be finalized prior to housing 
inspector reinspection, in order to abate this item.

It is the property owner's responsibility to be present or direct 
his/her representative to attend the re-inspection as scheduled
on this Notice of Violation for the purpose of providing entry 
to the Inspector of those areas not accessed during the initial 
inspection as specified, and/or to provide access to all areas 
cited within this Notice. 
If the property owner cannot attend the scheduled 
reinspection (as specified on this Notice) it is his/her 
responsibility to secure a different inspection date and time 
with the Inspector. Provide all tenants with notification as 
required by California Civil Code Section 1954 (San Francisco 
Housing Code Section 303(b), if any dwellings, apartment units
or guest rooms are to be accessed during the re-inspection. 
You can reach Inspector Lee @ 415-793-7947 or by email at 
joy.lee@sfgov.org. 
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OWNER/AGENT:
MAILING 
ADDRESS:

LOCATION:

BLOCK: LOT :

BUILDING TYPE: USE TYPE:

NOTICE TYPE:

YOU ARE HEREBY ORDERED TO COMPLY WITH THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:

GOLDEN TIGER LLC

GOLDEN TIGER LLC

SAN FRANCISCO CA

155 HYDE ST APT 105

ADAM LA

94102

APT

COMPLAINT

R3

0346

DATE: 20-AUG-25

155

001

HYDE ST

ITEM DESCRIPTION

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
Housing Inspection Services Division
City and County of San Francisco
49 South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California 94103-1226
(628) 652-3700 Fax: (628) 652-3709 Email: DBI.HID.Complaints@sfgov.org Website: www.sfdbi.org

NOTICE OF VIOLATION 
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COMPLAINT: 202541672
ALL ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED WITHIN 7 DAYS.     REINSPECTION DATE :   27 August 2025 10:00 AM

CONTACT HOUSING INSPECTOR :

FOR EVERY INSPECTION AFTER THE INITIAL RE-INSPECTION, A $405.00 FEE WILL BE CHARGED UNTIL THE
VIOLATIONS ARE ABATED. SFBC 108.8

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE OWNER/OWNERS REPRESENTATIVE CONFIRM REINSPECTION DATE/TIME.

LeeJoy 628-652-3383AT

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
Housing Inspection Services Division
City and County of San Francisco
49 South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California 94103-1226
(628) 652-3700 Fax: (628) 652-3709 Email: DBI.HID.Complaints@sfgov.org Website: www.sfdbi.org

NOTICE OF VIOLATION 



DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

Housing Inspection Services Division
City and County of San Francisco
49 South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California 94103-1226
(628) 652-3700 Fax: (628) 652-3709 Email: DBI.HID.Complaints@sfgov.org Website: www.sfdbi.org

                               NOTICE OF VIOLATION WARNINGS!

TO THE PROPERTY OWNER(S), THEIR SUCCESSORS, AND ALL OTHER PERSONS HAVING 
ANY INTEREST IN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO PLEASE TAKE NOTICE:

COMPLIANCE WITHIN SPECIFIED TIME FRAME REQUIRED:  The described premises were 
inspected by inspector(s) of the Department of Building Inspection.  As a result of the inspection(s), 
violations were found to exist and were listed in the Notice of Violation mailed to the property owner(s).  
ACCORDINGLY, the owner(s) of the above described property are required, within the time frame set 
forth in this Notice, to make application (if required) for the necessary permits, to correct the conditions 
diligently and expeditiously, and to complete the work within the specified time on the attached 
NOTICE(S), to be verified by the appropriate Inspector through site inspection. 

COST OF CODE ENFORCEMENT WILL BE BORNE BY THE PROPERTY OWNER:  Section 
102A.3 of the San Francisco Building Code provides that in addition to the civil penalties described 
therein, the property owner shall be assessed all attendant, administrative, and inspection’s costs 
incurred by the Department of Building Inspection for the property owner’s failure to comply with this 
Notice. These costs arise from department time accrued pertaining but not limited to: (1) monthly violation
monitoring, (2) case inquiries (phone calls, counter visits, response to correspondence, etc.), (3) case 
management,  (4) permit history research, (5) notice/hearing preparation, (6) inspections, (7)  staff 
appearances/reports at hearings, and (8) case referrals. 

Assessment of Costs will accrue when the property owner fails to comply with this Notice through: (1) a 
monthly violation monitoring fee of $149.00, and (2) an hourly rate of $226.00 for case 
management/administration, and $405.00 for inspections, as provided for in Sections 102A.3, 102A.17, 
and  Section 110A, Tables IA-G, IA-J and IA-K of the San Francisco Building Code. The property owner 
will be notified by letter of the accrued Assessment of Costs following failure to comply with this Notice.  
Failure to pay the Assessment of Costs shall result in: (1) the case not being legally abated until all 
assessments are paid, and (2) tax lien proceedings against the property owner pursuant to Sections 
102A.3, 102A.16, 102A.17,102A.18 et seq., 102A.19 et seq.,and 102A.20 of the San Francisco Building
Code.

REFERRAL TO STATE FRANCHISE TAX BOARD:  Section 17274 and 24436.5 of the Revenue and 
Taxation Code provide, interalia, that a taxpayer who derives rental income from housing determined by 
the local regulatory agency to be substandard by reason of violation of state or local codes dealing with 
housing, building, health and/or safety, cannot deduct from state personal income tax and bank and 
corporate income tax, deductions for interest, depreciation of taxes attributable to such substandard 
structure where substandard conditions are not corrected within six (6) months after Notice of Violation by 
the regulatory agency.  If corrections are not completed or being diligently and expeditiously and 
continuously performed after six (6) months from the date of this Notice of Violation, notification will be 
sent to the Franchise Tax Board as provided in Section 17274(c) of the Revenue and Taxation Code.
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                               NOTICE OF VIOLATION WARNINGS!

TO THE PROPERTY OWNER(S), THEIR SUCCESSORS, AND ALL OTHER PERSONS HAVING 
ANY INTEREST IN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO PLEASE TAKE NOTICE:

COMPLIANCE WITHIN SPECIFIED TIME FRAME REQUIRED:  The described premises were 
inspected by inspector(s) of the Department of Building Inspection.  As a result of the inspection(s), 
violations were found to exist and were listed in the Notice of Violation mailed to the property owner(s).  
ACCORDINGLY, the owner(s) of the above described property are required, within the time frame set 
forth in this Notice, to make application (if required) for the necessary permits, to correct the conditions 
diligently and expeditiously, and to complete the work within the specified time on the attached 
NOTICE(S), to be verified by the appropriate Inspector through site inspection. 

COST OF CODE ENFORCEMENT WILL BE BORNE BY THE PROPERTY OWNER:  Section 
102A.3 of the San Francisco Building Code provides that in addition to the civil penalties described 
therein, the property owner shall be assessed all attendant, administrative, and inspection’s costs 
incurred by the Department of Building Inspection for the property owner’s failure to comply with this 
Notice. These costs arise from department time accrued pertaining but not limited to: (1) monthly violation
monitoring, (2) case inquiries (phone calls, counter visits, response to correspondence, etc.), (3) case 
management,  (4) permit history research, (5) notice/hearing preparation, (6) inspections, (7)  staff 
appearances/reports at hearings, and (8) case referrals. 

Assessment of Costs will accrue when the property owner fails to comply with this Notice through: (1) a 
monthly violation monitoring fee of $149.00, and (2) an hourly rate of $226.00 for case 
management/administration, and $405.00 for inspections, as provided for in Sections 102A.3, 102A.17, 
and  Section 110A, Tables IA-G, IA-J and IA-K of the San Francisco Building Code. The property owner 
will be notified by letter of the accrued Assessment of Costs following failure to comply with this Notice.  
Failure to pay the Assessment of Costs shall result in: (1) the case not being legally abated until all 
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Taxation Code provide, interalia, that a taxpayer who derives rental income from housing determined by 
the local regulatory agency to be substandard by reason of violation of state or local codes dealing with 
housing, building, health and/or safety, cannot deduct from state personal income tax and bank and 
corporate income tax, deductions for interest, depreciation of taxes attributable to such substandard 
structure where substandard conditions are not corrected within six (6) months after Notice of Violation by 
the regulatory agency.  If corrections are not completed or being diligently and expeditiously and 
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sent to the Franchise Tax Board as provided in Section 17274(c) of the Revenue and Taxation Code.
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                     NOTICE OF VIOLATION WARNINGS! (Continued from page 1)

PUBLIC NUISANCES & MISDEMEANORS:  Section 102A of the San Francisco Building Code and 
Sections 204, 401 and 1001(d) of the San Francisco Housing Code provide that structures maintained 
in violation of the Municipal Code are public nuisances and as such are subject to the code enforcement
action delineated therein.  Section 204 of the Housing Code provides that any person, the owner(s) or 
his authorized agent who violates, disobeys, omits, neglects or refuses to comply with the Housing 
Code, or any order of the Director, made pursuant to this Code, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, upon 
conviction thereof punishable by a fine not exceeding $1,000.00, or by imprisonment not exceeding six 
(6) months, or by both fine and imprisonment, and shall be deemed guilty of a separate offense for every
day such violations continue.

PERMIT REQUIREMENTS:  Any required permit application must be applied for within the time limit 
set forth in the attached Notice(s).  Permit applications are to be filed with the requisite plans, drawings, 
and specifications at the Central Permit Bureau, Department of Building Inspection, at 49 South Van 
Ness Ave, 2nd Floor.  A post card will be mailed to you by the Central Permit Bureau when the building 
permit is ready to be picked up.  Pursuant to Sections 107A.5, and 110A, Table 1A-K of the San 
Francisco Building Code investigation fees, are charged for work begun or performed without permits 
or for work exceeding the scope of permits.  Such fees may be appealed to the Board of Permit 
Appeals within 15 days of permit issuance at 49 South Van Ness Ave, Room 1475 at (628) 652-1150.
 
NOTIFICATION TO BUILDING TENANTS:  Pursuant to Sections 17980.1 and 17980.6 of the 
California Health & Safety Code, and Section 102A.3 of the San Francisco Building Code, when 
issuing a Notice of Violation the local jurisdiction shall post a copy of the Notice in a conspicuous place 
on the property and make available a copy to each tenant thereof. 

PROPERTY OWNER/LESSOR MAY NOT RETALIATE AGAINST TENANT/LESSEE FOR 
MAKING A COMPLAINT:  Pursuant to Section 17980.6 of the California Health & Safety Code, the 
property owner may not retaliate against the tenant/lessee for exercising rights under the Section 
1942.5 of the California Civil Code.

REINSPECTION FEES:  For every inspection, after the initial re-inspection, a $405.00 fee will be 
charged until the violations are abated pursuant to Sections 108A.8 and 110A, Table IA-G of the San 
Francisco Building Code.

VIOLATIONS OF WORK PRACTICES FOR LEAD-BASED PAINT DISTURBANCE:
Section 327 of the San Francisco Existing Building Code regulates work that disturbs or removes lead 
paint. Failure to comply with these requirements may result in a penalty not to exceed $500.00 per day 
plus administrative costs as provided by Section 327.8.1 of this Code.

Upon completion of all required work, you must contact the designated Housing Inspector for a final 
inspection, unless otherwise specified. Please contact the Housing Inspection Services Division if you 
have any questions. If you want more information on the overall code enforcement process you may 
request a copy of the Department brochure entitled What You Should Know About the Department of 
Building Inspection Code Enforcement Process or download the document from the Department 
website.
P:\Notice of Violation Warningss\NOV Warning Sheet.docx (updated 09/01/2025)
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COMPLAINT: 202542085

THIS NOTICE INCLUDES VIOLATIONS FOR THE 
AREAS NOTED.

GENERAL DILAPIDATION OR IMPROPER 
MAINTENANCE (1001 (b)(13))

PROVIDE HEAT TO EACH OCCUPIED HABITABLE 
ROOM CAPABLE OF MAINTAINING A MIN. ROOM 
TEMP. OF 70 DEGREES F. (21 DEGREES C.). (701(a) HC)

PROVIDE APT. HOUSE OR HOTEL WATER HEATED TO
MIN. 105 DEGREES F. (41 DEGREES C.) AND MAX. OF 
120 DEGREES F. (49 DEGREES C.) AT HOT WATER 
TAPS. (505d(3))

INSPECTOR COMMENTS

155 HYDE STREET AND ALL COMMON AREA

At time of inspection, no electricity was available in the 
building. Make necessary repair to ensure electricity is 
available for the entire building.

At time of inspection, no heat was available in the entire 
building. Make necessary repair to provide adequate heat to 
habitable rooms. Work for this must begin within 3 working 
days of receiving this notice. 

If new heating source is installed, please attain all necessary 
permits, including plumbing, mechanical, electric and building 
permits. All permits must be finalized prior to housing 
inspector reinspection, in order to abate this item.

At time of inspection, no hot water was available in the entire 
building. Provide hot water heated to min. 105 DEGREES F. (41 
DEGREES C.) and max. of 120 DEGREES F. (49 DEGREES C.) at 
hot water taps.

It is the property owner's responsibility to be present or direct 
his/her representative to attend the re-inspection as scheduled
on this Notice of Violation for the purpose of providing entry 
to the Inspector of those areas not accessed during the initial 
inspection as specified, and/or to provide access to all areas 
cited within this Notice. 
If the property owner cannot attend the scheduled 
reinspection (as specified on this Notice) it is his/her 
responsibility to secure a different inspection date and time 
with the Inspector. Provide all tenants with notification as 
required by California Civil Code Section 1954 (San Francisco 
Housing Code Section 303(b), if any dwellings, apartment units
or guest rooms are to be accessed during the re-inspection. 
You can reach Inspector Lee @ 415-793-7947 or by email at 
joy.lee@sfgov.org. 
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OWNER/AGENT:
MAILING 
ADDRESS:

LOCATION:

BLOCK: LOT :

BUILDING TYPE: USE TYPE:

NOTICE TYPE:

YOU ARE HEREBY ORDERED TO COMPLY WITH THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:

GOLDEN TIGER LLC

GOLDEN TIGER LLC

SAN FRANCISCO CA

155 HYDE ST APT 105

ADAM LA

94102

APT

COMPLAINT

R3

0346

DATE: 22-AUG-25

155

001

HYDE ST

ITEM DESCRIPTION

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
Housing Inspection Services Division
City and County of San Francisco
49 South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California 94103-1226
(628) 652-3700 Fax: (628) 652-3709 Email: DBI.HID.Complaints@sfgov.org Website: www.sfdbi.org

NOTICE OF VIOLATION 
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COMPLAINT: 202542085
ALL ITEMS MUST BE COMPLETED WITHIN 7 DAYS.     REINSPECTION DATE :   29 August 2025 10:00 AM

CONTACT HOUSING INSPECTOR :

FOR EVERY INSPECTION AFTER THE INITIAL RE-INSPECTION, A $405.00 FEE WILL BE CHARGED UNTIL THE
VIOLATIONS ARE ABATED. SFBC 108.8

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE OWNER/OWNERS REPRESENTATIVE CONFIRM REINSPECTION DATE/TIME.

LeeJoy 628-652-3383AT

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
Housing Inspection Services Division
City and County of San Francisco
49 South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California 94103-1226
(628) 652-3700 Fax: (628) 652-3709 Email: DBI.HID.Complaints@sfgov.org Website: www.sfdbi.org

NOTICE OF VIOLATION 
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                               NOTICE OF VIOLATION WARNINGS!

TO THE PROPERTY OWNER(S), THEIR SUCCESSORS, AND ALL OTHER PERSONS HAVING 
ANY INTEREST IN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO PLEASE TAKE NOTICE:

COMPLIANCE WITHIN SPECIFIED TIME FRAME REQUIRED:  The described premises were 
inspected by inspector(s) of the Department of Building Inspection.  As a result of the inspection(s), 
violations were found to exist and were listed in the Notice of Violation mailed to the property owner(s).  
ACCORDINGLY, the owner(s) of the above described property are required, within the time frame set 
forth in this Notice, to make application (if required) for the necessary permits, to correct the conditions 
diligently and expeditiously, and to complete the work within the specified time on the attached 
NOTICE(S), to be verified by the appropriate Inspector through site inspection. 

COST OF CODE ENFORCEMENT WILL BE BORNE BY THE PROPERTY OWNER:  Section 
102A.3 of the San Francisco Building Code provides that in addition to the civil penalties described 
therein, the property owner shall be assessed all attendant, administrative, and inspection’s costs 
incurred by the Department of Building Inspection for the property owner’s failure to comply with this 
Notice. These costs arise from department time accrued pertaining but not limited to: (1) monthly violation
monitoring, (2) case inquiries (phone calls, counter visits, response to correspondence, etc.), (3) case 
management,  (4) permit history research, (5) notice/hearing preparation, (6) inspections, (7)  staff 
appearances/reports at hearings, and (8) case referrals. 

Assessment of Costs will accrue when the property owner fails to comply with this Notice through: (1) a 
monthly violation monitoring fee of $149.00, and (2) an hourly rate of $226.00 for case 
management/administration, and $405.00 for inspections, as provided for in Sections 102A.3, 102A.17, 
and  Section 110A, Tables IA-G, IA-J and IA-K of the San Francisco Building Code. The property owner 
will be notified by letter of the accrued Assessment of Costs following failure to comply with this Notice.  
Failure to pay the Assessment of Costs shall result in: (1) the case not being legally abated until all 
assessments are paid, and (2) tax lien proceedings against the property owner pursuant to Sections 
102A.3, 102A.16, 102A.17,102A.18 et seq., 102A.19 et seq.,and 102A.20 of the San Francisco Building
Code.

REFERRAL TO STATE FRANCHISE TAX BOARD:  Section 17274 and 24436.5 of the Revenue and 
Taxation Code provide, interalia, that a taxpayer who derives rental income from housing determined by 
the local regulatory agency to be substandard by reason of violation of state or local codes dealing with 
housing, building, health and/or safety, cannot deduct from state personal income tax and bank and 
corporate income tax, deductions for interest, depreciation of taxes attributable to such substandard 
structure where substandard conditions are not corrected within six (6) months after Notice of Violation by 
the regulatory agency.  If corrections are not completed or being diligently and expeditiously and 
continuously performed after six (6) months from the date of this Notice of Violation, notification will be 
sent to the Franchise Tax Board as provided in Section 17274(c) of the Revenue and Taxation Code.
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                               NOTICE OF VIOLATION WARNINGS!

TO THE PROPERTY OWNER(S), THEIR SUCCESSORS, AND ALL OTHER PERSONS HAVING 
ANY INTEREST IN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO PLEASE TAKE NOTICE:

COMPLIANCE WITHIN SPECIFIED TIME FRAME REQUIRED:  The described premises were 
inspected by inspector(s) of the Department of Building Inspection.  As a result of the inspection(s), 
violations were found to exist and were listed in the Notice of Violation mailed to the property owner(s).  
ACCORDINGLY, the owner(s) of the above described property are required, within the time frame set 
forth in this Notice, to make application (if required) for the necessary permits, to correct the conditions 
diligently and expeditiously, and to complete the work within the specified time on the attached 
NOTICE(S), to be verified by the appropriate Inspector through site inspection. 

COST OF CODE ENFORCEMENT WILL BE BORNE BY THE PROPERTY OWNER:  Section 
102A.3 of the San Francisco Building Code provides that in addition to the civil penalties described 
therein, the property owner shall be assessed all attendant, administrative, and inspection’s costs 
incurred by the Department of Building Inspection for the property owner’s failure to comply with this 
Notice. These costs arise from department time accrued pertaining but not limited to: (1) monthly violation
monitoring, (2) case inquiries (phone calls, counter visits, response to correspondence, etc.), (3) case 
management,  (4) permit history research, (5) notice/hearing preparation, (6) inspections, (7)  staff 
appearances/reports at hearings, and (8) case referrals. 

Assessment of Costs will accrue when the property owner fails to comply with this Notice through: (1) a 
monthly violation monitoring fee of $149.00, and (2) an hourly rate of $226.00 for case 
management/administration, and $405.00 for inspections, as provided for in Sections 102A.3, 102A.17, 
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                     NOTICE OF VIOLATION WARNINGS! (Continued from page 1)

PUBLIC NUISANCES & MISDEMEANORS:  Section 102A of the San Francisco Building Code and 
Sections 204, 401 and 1001(d) of the San Francisco Housing Code provide that structures maintained 
in violation of the Municipal Code are public nuisances and as such are subject to the code enforcement
action delineated therein.  Section 204 of the Housing Code provides that any person, the owner(s) or 
his authorized agent who violates, disobeys, omits, neglects or refuses to comply with the Housing 
Code, or any order of the Director, made pursuant to this Code, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, upon 
conviction thereof punishable by a fine not exceeding $1,000.00, or by imprisonment not exceeding six 
(6) months, or by both fine and imprisonment, and shall be deemed guilty of a separate offense for every
day such violations continue.

PERMIT REQUIREMENTS:  Any required permit application must be applied for within the time limit 
set forth in the attached Notice(s).  Permit applications are to be filed with the requisite plans, drawings, 
and specifications at the Central Permit Bureau, Department of Building Inspection, at 49 South Van 
Ness Ave, 2nd Floor.  A post card will be mailed to you by the Central Permit Bureau when the building 
permit is ready to be picked up.  Pursuant to Sections 107A.5, and 110A, Table 1A-K of the San 
Francisco Building Code investigation fees, are charged for work begun or performed without permits 
or for work exceeding the scope of permits.  Such fees may be appealed to the Board of Permit 
Appeals within 15 days of permit issuance at 49 South Van Ness Ave, Room 1475 at (628) 652-1150.
 
NOTIFICATION TO BUILDING TENANTS:  Pursuant to Sections 17980.1 and 17980.6 of the 
California Health & Safety Code, and Section 102A.3 of the San Francisco Building Code, when 
issuing a Notice of Violation the local jurisdiction shall post a copy of the Notice in a conspicuous place 
on the property and make available a copy to each tenant thereof. 

PROPERTY OWNER/LESSOR MAY NOT RETALIATE AGAINST TENANT/LESSEE FOR 
MAKING A COMPLAINT:  Pursuant to Section 17980.6 of the California Health & Safety Code, the 
property owner may not retaliate against the tenant/lessee for exercising rights under the Section 
1942.5 of the California Civil Code.

REINSPECTION FEES:  For every inspection, after the initial re-inspection, a $405.00 fee will be 
charged until the violations are abated pursuant to Sections 108A.8 and 110A, Table IA-G of the San 
Francisco Building Code.

VIOLATIONS OF WORK PRACTICES FOR LEAD-BASED PAINT DISTURBANCE:
Section 327 of the San Francisco Existing Building Code regulates work that disturbs or removes lead 
paint. Failure to comply with these requirements may result in a penalty not to exceed $500.00 per day 
plus administrative costs as provided by Section 327.8.1 of this Code.

Upon completion of all required work, you must contact the designated Housing Inspector for a final 
inspection, unless otherwise specified. Please contact the Housing Inspection Services Division if you 
have any questions. If you want more information on the overall code enforcement process you may 
request a copy of the Department brochure entitled What You Should Know About the Department of 
Building Inspection Code Enforcement Process or download the document from the Department 
website.
P:\Notice of Violation Warningss\NOV Warning Sheet.docx (updated 09/01/2025)
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION
of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy

155 HYDEST

PP

P

FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE VACANT OR ABANDONED COMMERCIAL STOREFRONT ORDINANCE 52-19 and S.F.B.C 
103A.5, 
MONTHLY MONITORING FEE Section 110A Table 1A-K.

ADAM LA

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION:

ADDRESS:
OCCUPANCY/USE:   () BLOCK:  0346        LOT:  001     

If checked, this information is based upons site-observation only.  Further research may indicate that legal use is different.  If so, a revised 
Notice of Violation will be issued.

OWNER/AGENT:   GOLDEN TIGER LLC
GOLDEN TIGER LLC

155 HYDE ST APT 105
SAN FRANCISCO CA US 94102

PHONE #:  --                                   
MAILING
ADDRESS

PERSON CONTACTED @ SITE:   PHONE #:  --                                   

WORK WITHOUT PERMIT
ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMIT REQUIRED

CANCELLED PERMIT  PA#:                                   

UNSAFE BUILDING

EXPIRED OR

SEE ATTACHMENTS

STOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4
FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN  DAYS (WITH PLANS)

OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN  DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN  DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION AND 

A copy of This Notice Must Accompany the Permit Application

CORRECT VIOLATIONS WITHIN 30 DAYS. NO PERMIT REQUIRED

YOU FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE NOTICE(S) DATED  13-NOV-25, THEREFORE THIS DEPT. HAS INITIATED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS.

FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN.  

You failed to submit completed Application for Registration of the Vacant or Abandoned Commercial Storefront with initial registration 
fee in the amount of $1,850 and Comply with all requirements of ORD 52-19 and S.F.B.C.103A.5 within 30 days or a 4x (four times 
penalty fee of $7,400) will be assessed and abatement proceedings will begin. You will be notified of time and date of Director¿s 
Hearing.

CODE/SECTION#

103A

106A.4.4; 106A.3.7
106A.4.7

102A.1

CORRECTIVE ACTION:

202545834

16-DEC-25

1 NUMBER:
DATE:

NOTICE:DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
City and County of San Francisco
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 9

NO PENALTY 
(WORK W/O PERMIT PRIOR TO 9/1/60)

INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY

REINSPECTION FEE $                           P 4 X (four times penalty fee 
of$7,400)

9x FEE (WORK W/O PERMIT AFTER  9/1/60) 2x FEE (WORK EXCEEDING SCOPE OF PERMIT)

OTHER:

APPROX. DATE OF WORK W/O PERMIT VALUE OF WORK PERFORMED W/O PERMITS $                              
BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

CONTACT INSPECTOR:  Kevin  Liu
PHONE #  628-652-3417                                           DIVISION:  CES                   DISTRICT :           
By:(Inspectors's Signature) _____________________________________

SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDITIONAL WARNINGS.

SIGNOFF.



NOTICE OF VIOLATION
of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION
of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy

155 HYDEST

PP

P

FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH VACANT or ABANDONED BUILDING ORDINANCE 194-09 AND S.F.B.C 103A.4.  MONTHLY 
MONITORING FEE Section 110A Table 1A-K.

ADAM LA

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION:

ADDRESS:
OCCUPANCY/USE:   () BLOCK:  0346        LOT:  001     

If checked, this information is based upons site-observation only.  Further research may indicate that legal use is different.  If so, a revised 
Notice of Violation will be issued.

OWNER/AGENT:   GOLDEN TIGER LLC
GOLDEN TIGER LLC

155 HYDE ST APT 105
SAN FRANCISCO CA US 94102

PHONE #:  --                                   
MAILING
ADDRESS

PERSON CONTACTED @ SITE:   PHONE #:  --                                   

WORK WITHOUT PERMIT
ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMIT REQUIRED

CANCELLED PERMIT  PA#:                                   

UNSAFE BUILDING

EXPIRED OR

SEE ATTACHMENTS

STOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4
FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN  DAYS (WITH PLANS)

OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN  DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN  DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION AND 

A copy of This Notice Must Accompany the Permit Application

CORRECT VIOLATIONS WITHIN 30 DAYS. NO PERMIT REQUIRED

YOU FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE NOTICE(S) DATED  17-NOV-25, THEREFORE THIS DEPT. HAS INITIATED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS.

FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN.  

You failed to submit completed Application for Registration of the Vacant or Abandoned Commercial Storefront with initial registration 
fee in the amount of $1,850 and Comply with all requirements of ORD 52-19 and S.F.B.C.103A.5 within 30 days or a 4x (four times 
penalty fee of $7,400) will be assessed and abatement proceedings will begin. You will be notified of time and date of Director¿s 
Hearing.

CODE/SECTION#

103A

106A.4.4; 106A.3.7
106A.4.7

102A.1

CORRECTIVE ACTION:

202545838

19-DEC-25

1 NUMBER:
DATE:

NOTICE:DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
City and County of San Francisco
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 9

NO PENALTY 
(WORK W/O PERMIT PRIOR TO 9/1/60)

INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY

REINSPECTION FEE $                           P 4X (four times penalty fee of 
$7,400)

9x FEE (WORK W/O PERMIT AFTER  9/1/60) 2x FEE (WORK EXCEEDING SCOPE OF PERMIT)

OTHER:

APPROX. DATE OF WORK W/O PERMIT VALUE OF WORK PERFORMED W/O PERMITS $                              
BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

CONTACT INSPECTOR:  Kevin  Liu
PHONE #  628-652-3417                                           DIVISION:  CES                   DISTRICT :           
By:(Inspectors's Signature) _____________________________________

SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDITIONAL WARNINGS.

SIGNOFF.



NOTICE OF VIOLATION
of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy
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