
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Appeal of        Appeal No. 25-023 
JON KWONG, ) 

   Appellant(s) ) 
) 

vs. ) 
) 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on June 20, 2025, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board of 
Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  

The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on June 6, 2025 to Deborah Keane, of 
an Alteration Permit (to comply with Notice of Violation No. 202534413; lattice support for roses) at 1914 Greenwich 
Street. 

APPLICATION NO. 2025/06/06/8151 

FOR HEARING ON September 24, 2025 

Address of Appellant(s):         Address of Other Parties: 

Jon Kwong, Appellant(s) 
c/o Shirley Mu, Attorney for Appellant(s) 
Finkelstein & Fujii LLP 
1528 South El Camino Real, Suite 306 
San Mateo, CA 94402 

Deborah Keane, Permit Holder(s) 
1914 Greenwich Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 



      Date Filed: June 20, 2025 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 25-023     
 
I / We, Jon Kwong, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Alteration Permit No. 
2025/06/06/8151  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective on: June 6, 
2025, to: Deborah Keane, for the property located at: 1914 Greenwich Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on July 10, 2025, (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, 
Natalia.fossi@sfgov.org, kevin.birmingham@sfgov.org deborah@californiacaviar.com 
  
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on July 24, 2025, (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, Natalia.fossi@sfgov.org, kevin.birmingham@sfgov.org smu@dgflaw.com  
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 30, 2025, 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: Shirley Mu, attorney for appellant 
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Appeal Preliminary Statement

The permit (Application #202506068151) approves a rose climbing trellis that is 

approximately 25 feet in height and positioned only about an inch away from the appellant’s 

building at 1910 Greenwich St, San Francisco, CA 94123. Although described as a “trellis,” the 

structure is fixed to the ground along the property line, and its large size and function as a barrier

make it indistinguishable from a fence. Under the San Francisco Building Inspection 

Commission Codes Section 456, fences shall not be higher than 10 feet. The trellis far exceeds 

that limit and should be treated as a fence subject to the same height restriction. Moreover, the 

trellis poses a fire safety hazard because it is built extremely close to the appellant’s siding and 

appears to be constructed from wood or wood-like combustible material. 

Previously, the 1914 Greenwich property owner installed a similar rose-supporting 

structure of the same height as the current trellis. That structure caused significant damage to the 

appellant’s siding when the owner attached wires and nails directly into the siding to support 

climbing roses. As the rose bushes grew, their thorns scraped and punctured the siding. 

Appellant incurred approximately $15,210 to remove and replace the siding. It is highly likely 

that similar damage will recur as the roses grow and extend toward the appellant’s property from 

the current trellis. Due to the limitations on including exhibits, the appellant was unable to attach 

photos of the prior structure, the damaged siding, repair receipts, and the current trellis showing 

its height and proximity. Appellant can provide these materials once he has an opportunity to 

expand on his statement after submitting this brief. 

Appellant respectfully requests that the permit be revised to (1) reduce the height of the 

trellis to comply with applicable fence height limits, and (2) require that it be placed at a greater 

distance from the appellant’s siding to prevent likely damage and improve fire safety. 



Permit Details Report

Report Date: 6/20/2025 9:36:47 AM
   
Application Number: 202506068151
Form Number: 8
Address(es): 0507 / 010 / 0 1914 GREENWICH ST
Description: TO COMPLY WITH NOV #202534413 LATTICE SUPPORT FOR ROSES
Cost: $6,000.00
Occupancy Code: R-3
Building Use: 27 - 1 FAMILY DWELLING

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
6/6/2025 TRIAGE  
6/6/2025 FILING  
6/6/2025 FILED  
6/6/2025 APPROVED  
6/6/2025 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

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

Addenda Details:
Description:

Station Rev# Arrive Start In
Hold

Out
Hold Finish Checked

By
Review
Result Hold Description

BID-
INSP   6/6/25 6/6/25 6/6/25 CHAN

MICHAEL Approved  

INTAKE   6/6/25 6/6/25 6/6/25 HANKINS
ETHAN Administrative  

CP-ZOC   6/6/25 6/6/25 6/6/25 WESTOFF
ALEX Approved

6.6.25. Alex Westhoff.
Approved. Lattice support in
buildable area. Trent Greenan.
Seeking permit for existing
trellis within buildable area.
Elevation drawing needed.

BLDG   6/6/25 6/6/25 6/6/25 IBARRA
JEFF Approved OTC

CPB   6/6/25 6/6/25 6/6/25 HANKINS
ETHAN Administrative  

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

 

Appointments:

Appointment
Date

Appointment
AM/PM

Appointment
Code

Appointment
Type Description Time

Slots

Inspections:

Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

Special Inspections:

Addenda No. Completed Date Inspected By Inspection Code Description Remarks

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

Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

6/20/25, 10:03 AM Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 1/2

http://sfdbi.org/instant-online-permit


City and County of San Francisco © 2025

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

6/20/25, 10:03 AM Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 2/2
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         BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE APPELLANT(S) 



Appeal Number: 25-023
Appeal Title: Kwong vs. DBI, PDA
Subject Property: 1914 Greenwich Street
Permit Type: Alteration Permit
Permit No.: 2025/06/06/8151
Re: Brief for the Appellant 
Date: July 10, 2025

I. INTRODUCTION  

Appellant Jon Kwong (“Appellant”) is the owner of the property located at 1910 

Greenwich Street, San Francisco CA 94123. Respondent Deborah Keane (“Respondent”) owns 

the adjacent property at 1914 Greenwich Street, San Francisco, CA 94123. On June 6, 2025, San 

Francisco Planning Department approved Permit No. 202506068151, authorizing an existing 

ground-fixed rose climbing “trellis” that is approximately 25 feet tall, extends along the property 

line between Appellant’s and Respondent’s buildings, and positioned only a few inches away 

from Appellant’s building. Although described as a “trellis/screen,” the structure functions as, 

and should be regulated as, a fence under San Francisco Building Inspection Commission (BIC) 

Code section 456, which limits fences to 10 feet in height. The trellis’ excessive height, width, 

proximity to Appellant’s building, and its use of wood or wood-like combustible material present

significant property-damage risks and fire-safety concerns that the current permit did not 

address. 

Appellant respectfully requests that the permit be denied and the trellis removed, or, in 

the alternative, that the permit be revised to (1) reduce the height of the trellis to comply with 

applicable fence height limits, and (2) require it to be placed at a greater distance from 

Appellant’s siding to prevent likely property damage and improve fire safety.



II. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. The Current Trellis, a Similar Prior Rose-Supporting Structure, and the Resulting 

Damage

In late 2024, Respondent installed a rose-climbing trellis along the property line between 

Respondent’s property at 1914 Greenwich Street, San Francisco, CA 94123 and Appellant’s 

property at 1910 Greenwich Street, San Francisco CA 94123. The trellis is approximately 25 feet

tall and positioned only a few inches away from Appellant’s building. Appellant’s property is a 

three-story apartment building, and the trellis extends nearly to its full height. Photographs 

showing the current trellis’s substantial size, height, and proximity to Appellant’s structure are 

attached as Exhibit 1.

To construct the trellis, Respondent hired workers who dug a deep hole in the ground, 

approximately within half a foot from the foundation of Appellant’s building, to secure it. During

construction, the workers also accessed the roof of Appellant’s building without Appellant’s 

permission. Photographs showing Respondent’s workers on Appellant’s roof without permission 

are attached as Exhibit 2. 

This is not the first time Respondent has installed such a structure. Previously, she 

constructed a similar rose-supporting structure in the same location, which was directly attached 

to Appellant’s building. Photographs of the prior structure showing its height and size are 

attached as Exhibit 3. As the climbing roses grew and climbed upward, they directly attached to 

Appellant’s siding and scraped and punctured it (see Exhibit 4). Respondent also attached wires 

and nails directly into Appellant’s siding to hold and support her roses (see Exhibit 5). This 

caused significant damage to Appellant’s siding, as shown in Exhibit 6. Appellant incurred 



approximately $15,210 to remove and replace the siding. True and correct copies of the receipt 

are attached as Exhibit 7. 

As of July 5, 2025, the climbing roses on the current trellis have grown and are already 

touching Appellant’s siding directly, as shown in Exhibit 8.

B. Timeline of Violations, Delays, and Evidence of Respondent’s Bad Faith

On February 24, 2025, Appellant filed a complaint with the San Francisco Department of 

Building Inspection (“DBI”), and a case was opened under Complaint Number 202534413.

On March 12, 2025, DBI issued a Notice of Violation to Respondent. The violation 

description states: “WORK WITHOUT PERMIT,” and the code violation description reads: 

“Observed permanently anchored trellis\screen exceeding 10' in height at east property line 

behind structure.” The corrective action ordered Respondent to: “STOP ALL WORK SFBC 

104.2.4,” “FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN 30 DAYS,” and “OBTAIN PERMIT 

WITHIN 60 DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN 90 DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL 

INSPECTION SIGNOFF.” For the section relating to fees, the Notice states: “NO penalty (Work

w/o permit prior to 9/1/60).” However, this structure was installed in 2024, and clearly not prior 

to 1960. Attached as Exhibit 9 is a true and correct copy of the Notice of Violation. 

Since the Notice of Violation was issued, Appellant has actively attempted to 

communicate with Respondent through Appellant’s attorney, as Respondent would not return 

Appellant’s calls or communicate with him directly. Appellant also actively communicated with 

the assigned inspector to ensure that Respondent was taking steps to comply with the violation. 

Despite these efforts, Respondent failed to timely address the violation.

On May 2, 2025, DBI issued a Final Warning Letter to Respondent, and the case was 

transferred to the Code Enforcement at DBI. Around that time, Appellant communicated with 



Code Enforcement staff and learned that a Director’s Hearing was expected to be scheduled for 

mid-June 2025. 

It was not until June 6, 2025 — nearly three months after the initial Notice of Violation 

and one month after the Final Warning Letter — that Respondent applied for a permit for her 

trellis. Respondent clearly failed to comply with DBI’s directive to file a permit within 30 days. 

In fact, the permit was both applied for and approved on the same day, June 6, 2025. Appellant 

received no notice regarding the permit application. 

On June 11, 2025, Appellant discovered the existence of the permit and contacted DBI 

and the San Francisco Planning Department (“SFPD”) to inquire whether any conditions have 

been placed on the permit. Appellant was informed that the permit was too recent for the senior 

inspector to access in PaperVision. As a result, Appellant had no choice but to file this appeal to 

ensure that his concerns would be addressed.

III. ARGUMENT 

A.  The Trellis Functions as a Fence and Should Comply with BIC § 456’s 10 Feet 

Height Restriction. 

San Francisco Building Inspection Commission (BIC) Codes Section 456 states: “fences 

on any property containing a Group R Occupancy shall not be higher than 10 feet”. Although 

described as a “trellis/Screen,” the Notice of Violation notes that the structure is “permanently 

anchored” on the ground and located “at east property line behind structure.” (See Exhibit 9.) 

A trellis is typically lightweight, decorative, and used to support vertical plant growth. 

While Respondent’s trellis supports climbing roses, the structure is approximately 25 feet tall and

constructed as a rigid, upright barrier, forming a vertical screen that is functionally 

indistinguishable from a fence. To secure the large structure, Respondent drilled a deep hole into 



the ground. Moreover, it is situated directly along the property line, consistent with how fences 

are typically installed. Its location and large size have the effect of blocking views, light, and 

access, which are functions traditionally associated with a fence. Thus, even if its intended 

purpose is to support climbing roses, it effectively serves as a fence.

Therefore, regardless of how the structure is labeled, it should be required to comply with

fence height limitations because it serves the same function and causes the same impacts as an 

over-height fence.

B.  The History of Damage and Respondent’s Reluctance to Cure the Violation 

Demonstrate Bad Faith. 

Respondent’s prior rose-supporting structure caused significant damage to Appellant’s 

siding as the climbing roses’ thorns punctured and scraped the siding as they grew, and 

Respondent even attached wires and nails directly into the siding to hold and support her roses 

(See Exhibit 3-6). Appellant incurred approximately $15,210 to remove and replace the siding 

(See Exhibit 7). A reasonable property owner would know that a plant-support structure must not

be attached to a neighbor’s building, nor may wires or nails be placed to another’s property. 

Respondent acted willfully and in bad faith. Similar damage is highly likely to recur because the 

current roses have the same long, thorny canes as the previous plantings, grow quickly, and are 

already touching Appellant’s siding (see Exhibit 8). 

Respondent’s bad faith conduct should be discouraged, and Appellant has reasonable 

concern that the current trellis will cause additional damage. This risk can be prevented if the 

permit is modified to reduce the trellis’s height and to require that it be placed at a greater 

distance from Appellant’s siding. 



Furthermore, since the DBI issued a Notice of Violation on March 12, 2025, Respondent 

has been reluctant to cure the violation, demonstrating disregard for the City’s enforcement 

process. She neither removed the trellis nor applied for a permit until nearly three months later, 

finally submitting a permit application on June 6, 2025—well beyond the DBI’s directive to file 

within 30 days and obtain approval within 60 days of the initial Notice of Violation. The history 

of damage, the likelihood of recurring damage, and Respondent’s bad-faith delay in addressing 

the violation all support the requested permit modification.

C. The Trellis’ Use of Combustible Material and Proximity to Appellant’s Building 

Creates a Significant Fire Hazard. 

The trellis poses a fire safety hazard because it is built extremely close to Appellant’s 

siding and appears to be constructed from wood or wood-like combustible material (See Exhibit 

1). This increases the risk that, in the event of a fire, flames could rapidly spread from the trellis 

to Appellant’s building. The climbing roses growing on the trellis also add to the fire risk, 

especially during dry seasons. As shown in Exhibit 3, overgrowth from a previous structure 

directly contacted Appellant’s siding, compounding the danger of fire spread. The roses on the 

current trellis have grown quickly and are already touching Appellant’s building (see Exhibit 8).

Given that Appellant’s building is a three-story apartment complex, the fire risk poses a 

foreseeable and preventable danger to the safety of its tenants. Therefore, the trellis should be 

required to maintain a greater distance from Appellant’s building. 

IV. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, Appellant respectfully requests that the permit be denied 

and the trellis removed, or, in the alternative, that the permit be revised to (1) reduce the height 

of the trellis to comply with applicable fence height limits, and (2) require it to be placed at a 



greater distance from Appellant’s siding to prevent likely property damage and improve fire 

safety.



Exhibit 1
(Photographs of the Current Trellis)



Side view of the current trellis showig its height and proximity to Appellant’s building on the 
left.            



Roof view of the current trellis, showing its height and width in relation to Appellant’s three-
story building on the right.



Roof view of the current trellis.



Roof view of the current trellis showing its proximity to Appellant’s building on the left side. 
The entire right side of the trellis lies within Respondent’s property, as the trellis is situated along
the boundary line.



EXHIBIT 2 
(Photographs Depicting Respondent’s Workers on Appellant’s Roof 

Without Permission)



On November 18, 2024, Respondent’s workers accessed Appellant’s roof without permission to 
construct the new trellis.



More photographs of Respondent’s workers accessing Appellant’s roof without permission to 
construct the new trellis in late 2024.



More photographs of Respondent’s workers accessing Appellant’s roof without permission to 
construct the new trellis in late 2024.



More photographs of Respondent’s workers accessing Appellant’s roof without permission to 
construct the new trellis in late 2024.



EXHIBIT 3
(Photographs of the Prior Rose-Supporting Structure)



Roof view of the prior rose-supporting structure, showing its height and width in relation to 
Appellant’s three-story building on the right.



Roof view of the prior rose-supporting structure, showing its large size and how it was 
directly attached to Appellant’s siding on the left. 



EXHIBIT 4 
(Photographs of the Climbing Roses Growing on the Prior Rose-

Supporting Structure)



Close-up view of the growing roses on the prior structure, showing their long, thorny canes. 



Close-up view of the climbing roses on the prior structure, showing their direct contact 
with Appellant’s siding on the left.   



Close-up view of the climbing roses on the prior structure, showing their deep roots. 



Close-up view of the climbing roses, showing their thorny canes that have scraped and 
punctured Appellant’s siding. 



EXHIBIT 5 
(Photographs of the Wires and Nails Placed on Appellant’s Old Siding 

by Respondent)



Respondent placed nails and wires directly into Appellant’s siding to support her climbing 
roses. 



EXHIBIT 6
(Photographs of Appellant’s Previously Damaged Siding)



 







EXHIBIT 7
(Receipts for Appellant’s Replacement of Previously Damaged Siding)



Invoice  
David Sanchez 
650 302 7215 
P.O.Box 3064 
Redwood city  
Can. 94064 
 
Kwong property management 
1910 Greanwich st. 
San Francisco 
12/04/2024 
02/03/25 
 

Item Descriptions  Materials Price  

    

Remove ●​ Removed the siding.  
●​ Removed all the 

insulation. 
 

  

Install ●​ Installed new insulations.  
●​ Installed new plywood.  
●​ Installed the water proof 

paper.  
 

  

The rosas wall  
(Deborah side) 

   

  Labor  $ 8,140.00 

  Materials  $ 1,869.77 

    

Total    $10,009.77 
 



INVOICE 
2/19/25

SERVICE PROVIDER CUSTOMER

NHA TRAN 
GENERAL CONTRACTOR OWNER :                  
2720 RUBY AVE 
SAN JOSE , CALIFORNIA ,95148 ADDRES OF THE JOB :        1910 greenwick st 
Phone:  (408) 966 6541

OWNER’S PHONE #:     

OWNER’S EMAIL:         

Job:      labor and material for install the siding at the rear left side of the building 

ID DESCRIPTION

Per your request, we would be pleased to provide labor, hardware and equipments 

And supervision necessary to complete the following: 

Scope of work : LABOR HARDWARE TOTAL

1 Labor and material for install the siding at the rear left side of the building INCLUDE INCLUDE $‎	 5,200.00

Warranty includes 24 months of labor, we come back to fix within 24 months free of labor 

Cash  $	 5,200.00 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS!


Tax 

Nha Construction Inc

Signature / Stamp: 

Date & Place:

 $	 5,200.00 

Owner

Signature / Stamp: 

Date & Place:

1



EXHIBIT 8
(Photographs of the Fast-Growing Roses on Current Trellis)



The photograph below was taken on July 5, 2025, showing the roses growing rapidly through
the trellis and touching Appellant’s siding.



Roof view of the current trellis taken on July 5, 2025, showing the roses growing rapidly 
through the trellis and touching Appellant’s siding.



Additional photographs of the roses, taken on July 5, 2025, showing their direct contact 
with Appellant’s siding. 



Additional photographs of the roses, taken on July 5, 2025, showing their direct contact 
with Appellant’s siding. 



EXHIBIT 9
(Notice of Violation Issued by DBI)



NOTICE OF VIOLATION

of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe,
Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or

Occupancy

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

Notice: 1 COMPLAINT NUMBER:
202534413

DATE:
03/12/2025

ADDRESS : 1914 GREENWICH ST BLOCK : 0507 LOT : 010

OCCUPANCY/USE : R-3 |  RESIDENTIAL- 1 & 2 UNIT DWELLINGS,TOWNHOUSES LESS THAN 3
STORIES

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.

ON SITE CONTACT :

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION:

WORK WITHOUT PERMIT 103A
ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMIT REQUIRED 106A.4.7
EXPIRED PERMIT 106A.4.4
CANCELLED PERMIT PA#: 106A.3.7
UNSAFE BUILDING 102A
SEE ATTACHMENTS

CODE VIOLATION DESC : Observed permanently anchored trellis\screen exceeding 10' in height at
east property line behind structure. Code/Section: SFBC 103A Monthly monitoring fee applies
Code/section: SFBC 110A, Table 1A-K

CORRECTIVE ACTION:

STOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4
FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN 30 DAYS
(WITH PLANS) A copy of this notice must accompany the permit application
OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN 60 DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN 90 DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL
INSPECTION SIGNOFF.
CORRECT VIOLATIONS WITHIN DAYS.
NO PERMIT REQUIRED
YOU FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE NOTICE(S) DATED,
THEREFORE THIS DEPT. HAS INITIATED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS.

FAILURE COMMENT DESCRIPTION :   If unable to provide documentation of legality of present
condition, obtain permit with plans and planning approval to address violation description above.
Obtain all required inspections to abate NOV. Permit must state to comply with NOV.

INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY

9x Permit Fee (Work w/o Permit after 9/1/60) 2x Permit Fee (Work Exceeding Scope of Permit)
Other
Reinspection Fee      $ NO penalty (Work w/o permit prior to 9/1/60)
approx. date of work w/o permit
value of work performed without permits      $

CONTACT INSPECTOR : Chris Francis BID / 628-652-3612

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

Y

Y

Y
Y
Y
Y

Y

7/7/25, 3:43 PM Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=WebNOVDetails&COMP_ID=1768049-1 1/2
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Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

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

7/7/25, 3:43 PM Department of Building Inspection
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          BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE PERMIT HOLDER(S)  



Appeal Number: 25-023 
Appeal Title: Kwong vs. DBI, PDA 
Subject Property: 1914 Greenwich Street 
Permit Type: Alteration Permit 
Permit No.: 2025/06/06/8151 
Re: Brief for the Respondent 
Date: July 24, 2025 
 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Respondent Deborah Keane (“Respondent”) is the owner of the property located at 1914 

Greenwich Street, San Francisco, CA 94123. On June 6, 2025, the San Francisco Planning 

Department approved Permit No. 202506068151, authorizing on Respondent’s property a trellis 

to support to the rose plants that have existed on the property for many years. The trellis was 

erected at a cost of more than $6,000 to Respondent. The structure, at a height of 22 feet, sitting 

entirely on Respondent’s property supported by four posts and located more than 42 feet from 

the back property line, was deemed to meet relevant Building Code requirements and was 

properly approved by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection despite persistent 

and continued objections of Appellant Jon Kwong (“Appellant”). 

Respondent respectfully requests that the permit be upheld. The structure is not a fence 

and meets all applicable standards under the Building Code. Moreover, the structure, which sits 

entirely on Respondent’s property, poses no danger or threat to Appellant’s property or to other 

property in the neighborhood. Finally, Respondent was diligent in following the helpful guidance 

of Building Inspection representatives in complying with all requirements to obtain the lawful 

permit. 



II. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 

A.  History of the Rose Plant at 1914 Greenwich Street 

In February 2006, Respondent purchased the home at 1914 Greenwich Street, a Category 

B historic property. The home included planted roses in the back yard. The roses were affixed by 

wires and nails to the adjacent building at 1910 Greenwich Street. At the time of the home 

purchase, Respondent was informed by the seller that the rose plants in the back yard had been in 

place for many decades, dating back prior to the ownership of the home by Barbara Newsom 

(sister-in-law of U.S. Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi and aunt of current California 

Governor Gavin Newsom), who owned the home previous to the owners who sold the property 

to Respondent in 2006. At the time that Respondent purchased the home, the planted roses were 

affixed to the exterior blind wall of the adjacent building at 1910 Greenwich Street, and 

Respondent was informed at the time that the roses had existed in that location “as long as 

anyone could remember” (see Exhibit 1). 

A few years after Respondent purchased 1914 Greenwich, Appellant contacted 

Respondent to let her know that he intended to renovate the entire exterior of his building at 

1910 Greenwich Street. Respondent granted Appellant’s contractor access to her 1914 

Greenwich property so that he could assess the work to be done on that adjacent exterior wall. 

For reasons unknown to Respondent, Appellant and his contractor proceeded to repair and paint 

the exterior of the entirety of Appellant’s building except for the wall that is adjacent to 

Respondent’s property. 

Again in 2018, Appellant informed Respondent that he would like access to her property 

so that his construction crew could repair and maintain the roof at 1910 Greenwich. Respondent 



granted access to Appellant’s workers, and unfortunately Appellant’s construction project caused 

damage to Respondent’s property (see Exhibit 2). At no time did Appellant or his workers 

address Respondent’s rose plants that were affixed to Appellant’s building. 

B. Construction Projects in 2024. 

In the summer of 2024, Respondent commenced construction work on her home. 

Respondent’s contractor (who had previously done work for Appellant) focused his work on the 

front of the 1914 Greenwich property. Jennifer Kwong (presumably Appellant’s daughter) 

contacted Respondent shortly thereafter to inform Respondent that Appellant would be doing 

work on the exterior building wall adjacent to Respondent’s property and would need access on 

Respondent’s property to do the work, In September, Respondent and Appellant agreed that their 

respective contractors would coordinate access to the respective properties for the construction 

work. To prepare the area for Appellant’s construction work, Respondent had her contractor 

remove the rose plants from the wall and affix them to a freestanding trellis away from 

Appellant’s exterior wall (see Exhibit 3). No wires or nails were placed on Appellant’s exterior 

wall. Respondent indicated to Jennifer Kwong that Respondent would allow Appellant’s 

contractors to access her property so long as Appellant, Jennifer Kwong or their general 

contractor signed a standard Property Access Agreement that would hold Respondent harmless 

for any liability incurred during the access to Respondent’s property. After angrily refusing to 

sign the agreement, Appellant finally relented and had her contractor sign the agreement on 

November 6, 2024 (see Exhibit 4). While the agreement granted access to Appellant’s workers 

for the period of October 31-November 30, the work in fact took months longer than that.  

Shortly following the signing of the Property Access Agreement, Respondent’s 

construction crew informed her that because Appellant’s contractor would need to erect 



scaffolding on Respondent’s property, the roses would need to be moved yet again. Respondent 

directed her contractor to pull the rose plants far away from Appellant’s building so that the 

scaffolding could be erected (see Exhibit 5).  

In the course of working on the exterior wall of 1910 Greenwich, Appellant’s 

construction crew caused damage to Respondent’s property. Damages included extensive paint 

damage to Respondent’s brick patio and the destruction of a flower plant in Respondent’s yard 

(see Exhibit 6). After Appellant’s construction project was complete, Respondent did not desire 

to re-affix the rose plants to the exterior wall of Appellant’s building, where they had been 

located for multiple years. Instead, Respondent undertook considerable cost of more than $6,000 

to erect a trellis on which the rose plants could grow (See Exhibit 7). The trellis is located 

entirely on Respondent’s property and away from Appellant’s building (See Exhibit 7). The roses 

are affixed to the trellis and do not interfere with the blind exterior wall of Appellant’s building 

(Exhibit 7) 

C.  Appellant’s Complaints and Respondent’s Efforts to Comply with San Francisco  

Building Codes. 

 In February 2024, Appellant filed a complaint with the San Francisco Department of 

Building Inspection alleging that Respondent’s trellis was an illegal “fence” built “one inch” 

from Appellant’s building and that the roses had caused alleged damage to Appellant’s building 

that cost more than $15,000 to repair (see Exhibit 8).  On February 25, 2025, Chris Francis 

performed a site inspection at 1914 Greenwich and indicated to Respondent that the trellis was in 

compliance, and the case was abated. 



After Appellant continued to complain about the trellis, the city issued a Notice of 

Violation and description of Corrective Action on March 12, 2025. Respondent immediately 

contacted the Planning Department to discuss how she could achieve compliance for the trellis. 

Mr. Francis informed Respondent about the procedures that she would need to undertake at the 

Planning Department to gain a permit for the trellis. After returning from extended travel during 

the week of April 7, Respondent spoke with Philip Chan of the Planning Department, who gave 

Respondent detailed instructions on the permitting process. When Respondent returned from 

more extended travel, she spent nearly an entire day at the Planning Department and secured the 

permit for the trellis (see Exhibit 8). When Appellant learned that the permit had been issued and 

that the case would therefore be abated, he filed this Appeal. 

III. ARGUMENT 

A.  Respondent’s Trellis Is Not a Fence and Is Not Subject to BIC Sec 456 Height 

Requirements. 

As contemplated by the BIC a fence is a vertical structure typically used to enclose, 

divide, or provide privacy for outdoor spaces. A fence is primarily intended to enclose an area, 

mark boundaries, and control access and is often used to create a barrier and ensure privacy and 

security. Fences are generally constructed of solid or open materials, including wood, metal, or 

stone and typically cannot exceed a maximum height of 10 feet. BIC Sec 456 requires that a 

fence not exceed a height limitation of 10 feet. 

By contrast, a trellis is an open framework structure, often used to support climbing 

plants. Trellises are typically lighter and more decorative than fences, often consisting of wood 



or metal lattice work. The primary purpose of a trellis does not include creating a barrier and 

ensuring privacy and security. 

Appellant stretches credulity by claiming that Respondent’s trellis is a fence. The trellis 

does not enclose an area, does not mark a boundary and does not create a barrier to ensure 

privacy. Rather, the primary and sole purpose of Respondent’s trellis is to support the rose plants. 

Indeed, the trellis is located entirely within Respondent’s property, as is clear by comparing its 

location with the location of Appellant’s wooden fence that is located on the property line 

between 1914 Greenwich and 1910 Greenwich. (See Exhibit 7). Moreover, the location of the 

trellis is adjacent to the blind exterior wall of Appellant’s building. In no way does the trellis 

have the effect of blocking views, light and access, as Appellant erroneously claims. 

B.  Respondent’s Trellis Has Caused No Damage to Appellant’s Building, and In 

Fact, Provides Protection for Appellant’s Exterior Blind Wall. 

Appellant’s claim that Respondent’s roses caused damage to the blind wall is a blatant 

and transparent attempt to shift Appellant’s regular building maintenance costs onto Respondent. 

The trellis is entirely located on Respondent’s private property and is neither affixed to nor 

supported by Appellant’s blind exterior wall. The trellis in no way interferes with Appellant’s 

enjoyment of his property. Since Respondent moved to 1914 Greenwich Street in February 2006, 

Appellant’s blind exterior wall adjacent to Respondent’s property had been completely 

unmaintained and unimproved until Appellant’s construction project to replace all exterior siding 

in 2024. During this period of time, Appellant had been aware that for many years, property 

owners of 1914 Greenwich had maintained rose plants on the property and that indeed those 

plants had been affixed to Appellant’s exterior blind wall with nails and wires for “as long as 

anyone could remember.” Although Appellant years before had renovated the entire exterior of 



his building except for the exterior wall adjacent to the 1914 Greenwich property, it was not until 

2024 that Appellant decided to incur the costs of finally repairing and replacing the worn and 

weathered blind wall adjacent to 1914 Greenwich. Despite the many years of failing to maintain 

that exterior wall, Appellant now misguidedly claims that somehow the trellis and roses have 

damaged exterior wall. 

Ironically, it is obvious that over the years, Respondent’s rose plant actually helped 

protect and preserve Appellant’s exterior wall by shielding the wall from weather and sun 

damage. It is clear that while the uncovered portion of the wall was bleached and damaged, the 

portion of the wall covered by the roses for many years had maintained a rich brown color (see 

Exhibit 9). The photos in Appellant’s brief alleging damage to the wall actually show the 

bleached and damaged portion of the wall high above the area that had been covered by 

Respondent’s roses (see Exhibit 9). Moreover, Appellant fails to acknowledge that he was on 

notice and had acquiesced to the positioning of the roses directly affixed to the exterior wall over 

many years before and after Respondent’s purchase of 1914 Greenwich in 2006. Similarly, 

Appellant also fails to recognize that currently, Respondent’s positioning of the roses on a secure 

trellis on her property at a safe distance from the exterior wall actually protects that wall from 

sun and weather damage. 

Similar to his claims of damage to the wood siding, Appellant’s claim that the trellis and 

rose plants damaged the foundation of 1910 Greenwich is patently false. The slight crack in the 

foundation, which begins at the top of the cement and becomes less sever near the bottom, has 

been there for many years and likely was caused by retrofitting work on the building (see Exhibit 

9). 



Appellant’s assertion that Respondent was somehow negligent in securing the permit for 

the trellis is directly contracted by the record (See Exhibit 8). Despite a hectic business travel 

schedule, Respondent devoted many hours responding to dozens of communications from 

Appellant and his attorneys. Similarly, Respondent was diligent in devoting significant time and 

effort to seek guidance from Department of Building Inspection personnel to understand and 

comply with the permit process. It was only after many phone calls and meetings with DBI 

representatives that Respondent was able to successfully submit the plans and specifications for 

the trellis and to secure the permit. 

C.  The Trellis And the Roses Do Not Constitute a Fire Hazard That Would Justify 

Overturning Respondent’s Permit. 

The mere fact that the trellis contains wood materials does not ipso facto constitute an 

impermissible fire hazard that would justify overturning the issuance of Respondent’s permit. 

First, the entirety of the trellis is on Respondent’s property and does not abut the property line. Is 

Appellant arguing that any wood or structure containing wood must remain at a distance from 

Appellant’s building? The wooden fence that resides on the property line between 1910 and 1914 

Greenwich touches Appellant’s building and therefore seems like a more significant fire hazard 

than the trellis. Moreover, both 1910 Greenwich and 1914 Greenwich are constructed with wood 

materials, and the properties directly touch and abut each other on the property line. In fact, 

many, if not most, homes in San Francisco are made of wood materials, and many of those 

homes directly abut and touch each other. Are we to conclude that each of the abutting wooden 

buildings constitutes a fire hazard to the other building and that therefore their respective 

building permits should be revoked?  

 



IV. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, Respondent respectfully requests that the permit be upheld. 

Respondent’s permit for the rose-supporting trellis was lawfully issued and poses no risks or 

dangers to Respondent’s neighbors. Respondent acted in good faith throughout the process and 

endeavors to be a good neighbor. To its great credit, the City of San Francisco historically has 

enacted and enforced policies to support the natural beauty of the city. The city has recognized 

that green spaces, trees, plants and flowers are not only beneficial to the environment, but also 

help make San Francisco unique and special among the great cities of the world. While 

Respondent’s permit is lawful on its face, upholding the permit is also consistent with the city’s 

policy of supporting natural beauty.   



Exhibit 1 
(Rose Plants as They Were Prior to Fall 2024) 



 
 

Rose plants affixed to appellant’s building going back to the date Respondent purchased the 
home and prior to that.  
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Exhibit 2 
(Appellant’s 2018 Roof Repair and Damage to Respondent’s Property) 



Appellant’s Roof Repair in 2018 resulted in damage to Respondent’s property, including 
discarded building materials.  



Damage to siding on Respondent's property caused by Appellant's construction crew.



Area left exposed after Appelent's construction crew removed siding and did not replace.  



Exhibit 3 
(Temporary Location of Respondent’s Roses in September-October 2024) 



 
 

For a period of approximately six weeks in September and October 2024, Respondent located 
her roses on free-standing posts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Exhibit 4 

(Property Access Agreement Between Respondent and Appellant’s Con-
tractor Dated 10/31/2024) 

  









 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 5 
(Respondent’s Roses Pulled Away from Appellant’s Exterior Wall in 2024) 

  



 
 

Photo of Respondent’s roses pulled away from appellant’s exterior wall to accommodate Appel-
lant’s scaffolding.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Photo of Respondent’s roses pulled away from Appellant’s wall in November 2024 

 



 
 

Scaffolding erected by Appellant’s construction crew in November 2024.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 6 
(Damage to Respondent’s Property from Appellant’s 2024 Construction 

Project) 

  



 
 

 

 

 

The appellant’s construction crew left Respondent’s property littered with paint stains. 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

More paint damage caused by Appellant’s construction crew in 2024. 

 



 
 

Photograph of the area where Appellant’s construction destroyed Respondent’s flowers. 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 Photograph of Respondent’s Flowers before Appellant’s Construction crew destroyed them.  

 



 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 7 
(Respondent’s Trellis as it Exists Today) 

  



 
 

Front view of Respondent’s trellis.  

 

 



 
 

Side view of Respondent’s trellis, located entirely on Respondent’s property. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Side view of Respondent’s trellis, located entirely on Respondent’s property. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Close up of Respondent’s trellis and lack of thorns on the rose plants. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Close up of Respondents’ trellis and lack of thorns on the rose plants. 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Exhibit 8 

(Complaint Data Sheet. Summary of Respondent Efforts to Comply, and 
Permit Issued June 6, 2025) 

 
  

















 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 9 
(Roses Did Not Cause Damage as Appellant Alleges) 

  



Photo of Appellant’s exterior wall showing no damage; note that reinforcing on the 
founda on lines up with crack in cement.  



Note that the roses served to protect Appellant’s wall from sun and weather harm; brown color 
below vs. severe damage and weathering on top.  



 
 

Appellants’ sun and weather-damaged wall in a place never shielded by Respondent’s roses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Photo showing sun and weather damage near the top of Appellant’s wall in the area that was 
never protected by rose plant.  



Crack existing as viewed form Respondent’s property originated at the top where it touches  
and spread downward vertically.  



As viewed from Appellant’s property, the crack clearly started higher and spread downward. 



As viewed from Appellant’s property, the crack clearly started higher and spread downward. 
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Board of Appeals Brief
HEARING DATE: July 30, 2025

July 23, 2025

Appeal Nos.: 25-023
Project Address: 1914 Greenwich Street
Block/Lot: 0507/010
Zoning District: RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family)

 Family and Senior Housing Opportunity Special Use District
Height District: 40-X
Staff Contact: Natalia Fossi, Deputy Zoning Administrator – (628) 652-7306

natalia.fossi@sfgov.org

Introduction
The scope of Building Permit (BP) No. 202506068151 is a lattice to comply with Department of

Building Inspection’s Notice of Violation No. 202534413. Specifically, the work includes a lattice structure

measuring 20 feet wide and 22 feet tall.

Ultimately, the Appellant’s arguments are primarily related to fire-safety concerns, and much of

their brief is dedicated to issues outside the purview of the Planning Code, such as use of combustible

materials and proximity to the Appellant’s property.

Analysis
 The following key points explain applicable Planning Code requirements and recent changes:

 Ord. No. 248-23, also known as the Constraints Reduction Ordinance, became effective on

January 14, 2024. Several legislative changes were made by this ordinance and include the



1914 Greenwich - Board of Appeals Brief
Appeal No. 25-023
Hearing Date:  July 30, 2025

2

following that apply to the subject property:

 Reduction of the rear yard requirement in this Zoning District from 45 percent of lot depth, or

the average of the two adjacent properties, to 30 percent of lot depth with no option to

average, per Planning Code Section 134.

o For the subject property, this reduced the required rear yard from approximately 61

feet 2 inches (45% of lot depth) down to 41 feet 3 inches (30% of lot depth). The

proposed lattice structure is located fully within the buildable area of this lot.

 Change to neighborhood notification requirements pursuant to Planning Code Section 311.

o For properties located outside of the Priority Equity Geographies SUD, such as the

subject property, only specific scopes of work require 311 notice. These include (1)

any vertical alteration, unless at least one new unit is being added, (2) any alteration

to a building containing only one Dwelling Unit that both increases the GFA of the

existing building by at least 25%, and results in the building having GFA greater than

3,000 square feet and (3) any demolition or new construction that does not result in

the addition of at least one new unit. The proposed lattice structure does not trigger

any neighborhood notification requirements under the Planning Code.

 The subject property is located with a 40-foot height limit district. Planning Code Section

136(c)(19) limits the height of fences to no more than 10 feet in height when located within a

required rear yard. The proposed lattice structure is located fully within the buildable area of

this lot (not within a required rear yard) and therefore the 10-foot height limit under Planning

Code Section 136(c)(19) does not apply. The proposed lattice structure does not exceed the

permitted height.
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In addition to the Planning Code, residential projects must also be consistent with the Residential Design

Guidelines. Since the proposed lattice structure is located adjacent to a neighboring blind wall, the

proposal is consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines.

Conclusion
The proposed lattice structure is compliant with the Planning Code as it is located fully within the

buildable area of the lot, does not exceed the permitted height limit, and does not trigger neighborhood

notification. The proposal is also consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines. For these reasons, the

Planning Department respectfully requests that the Board deny the appeal and uphold the issuance of BP

No. 202506068151.

cc: Jon Kwong (Appellant)

 Shirley Mu (Attorney for Appellant)

Deborah Keane (Permit Holder)

Joe Ospital (Department of Building Inspection)

 Kevin Birmingham (Department of Building Inspection)
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City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection 

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

Building Inspection Division 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400– San Francisco CA 94103 

(628) 652-3450 – sfdbi.org

Board of Appeals Brief 
Hearing Date: July 30, 2025 

July 24, 2025 

Appeal #: 25-023
Permit: 202506068151
Project Address: 1914 Greenwich St. 
Block/Lot:  0507/010 
DBI contact: Kevin Birmingham Chief Building Inspector. 628-652-3606, 

Kevin.birmingham@sfgov.org 

Permit description: To Comply with NOV# 202534413 Lattice support for roses. 

This permit was submitted with plans, reviewed by a DBI engineer deemed to meet all related codes 
and approved. 

Conclusion: DBI contends the permit was properly reviewed and approved and therefore the permit 
should be upheld and the appeal denied.   

Kevin Birmingham Chief Building Inspector. 
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