
 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 25-028 
PACIFIC TOWNHOUSE ASSOCIATION, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on July 23, 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 July 10, 2025 to Hestia Trust 2001, 
of an Alteration Permit (To comply with NOV No. 202538518 repair in kind existing fence and existing roof deck) at 2518 
Buchanan Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2025/0710/0533 
 
FOR HEARING ON September 3, 2025 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Pacific Townhouse Association, Appellant(s) 
c/o Cassandra Giarman, Agent for Appellant(s) 
c/o Keith Giarman, Agent for Appellant(s) 
 
  
 
 

 
Hestia Trust 2001, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Garrett O'Donoghue, Agent for permit Holder(s) 
K2 Builders Inc. 
1600  Webster Street, C2 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: July 23, 2025 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 25-028     
 
I / We,  Pacific Townhouse Association, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of 

Alteration Permit No. 2025/0710/0533  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became 

effective on: July 10, 2025, to: Hestia Trust 2001, for the property located at: 2518 Buchanan Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on August 14, 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, joseph.ospital@sfgov.org, dkane@hk-
se.com and garrett@k2buildersinc.com  
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on August 28, 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, joseph.ospital@sfgov.org 
cmgiarman@comcast.net and rkg.gman@gmail.com   
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, September 3, 2025, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place.  The parties are encouraged to attend in-person, but 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. 
 
Appeal sent via email. 
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PACIFIC TOWNHOUSE ASSOCIATION 
2175, 2177, 2179 AND 2181 Pacific Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
Tel: (415) 308-4312 
Tel: (415) 519-4312  
 
Appellant 
 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 

BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PACIFIC TOWNHOUSE ASSOCIATION,  
 
  Plaintiff / Appellant, 
 
v. 
 
DBI, PDA 
 
  Defendants / Respondents. 

 APPEAL NO.: 25-028 
 
APPELLANT’S BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF 
OPPOSITION TO PERMIT NO. 20250710053 
 
Date:  September 3, 2025 
Time:  5:00 p.m. 
Location: City Hall, Room 416  

 

   
PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

 Pacific Townhouse Association and the property located at 2518 Buchanan share a 

common fence made of brick masonry. [Exhibit A.] 

 This appeal is based on the “add on” of a wooden fence at least five (5) feet in height 

to the top of the shared brick fence. [Exhibit B.] The pre-existing brick fence is approximately 

ten (10) feet high. [Exhibit A.] 

 The wooden structure at issue was constructed and affixed to the shared brick fence 

prior to the issuance of a permit and without the consent of or agreement by Pacific 

Townhouse Association.  

 During the construction of the wooden structure on top of the shared brick fence, Pacific 

Townhouse Association made a complaint on June 4, 2025 to the Department of Building 

Inspection. [Exhibit C.] As the only active permit on file for 2518 Buchanan was for a kitchen 

remodel, the complaint was made on the basis that the work being performed on the shared 

brick fence was outside the scope of work authorized. [Exhibit C.] 
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 In response to the complaint, a building inspector reviewed the work being performed 

at the site on June 9, 2025.  [Exhibit C.] Either confused or failing to understand the basis for 

the complaint, the inspector closed the complaint on June 9, 2025 without finding any Code 

violation. [Exhibit C.] 

 However, upon further review, the complaint was re-opened on June 16, 2025 by a 

senior building inspector, and on June 20, 2025 a second inspection was performed. [Exhibit 

C.] Between the time the complaint was closed on June 9th and the second inspection on June 

20th  was performed, the work continued. [Exhibits D, E, G, H, and I.] 

 On June 20, 2025, following a second inspection and re-evaluation of the site, a Notice 

of Violation was issued to 2518 Buchanan. [Exhibit C.] By that time, the wooden structure 

affixed to the top of the shared masonry fence had essentially been completed. [Exhibits J 

and K.] 

 Three weeks after the Notice of Violation was issued, 2518 Buchanan applied for and 

was issued Permit No. 202507110533. [Exhibit L.]  It is this permit which Pacific Townhouse 

Association appeals. 

BASIS FOR THE APPEAL 

1. The structure at issue is affixed to a shared brick fence between the properties 

of 2518 Buchanan and Pacific Townhouse Association. 

2. Construction of the structure was started and essentially completed prior to the 

issuance of a permit and without the permission of the adjacent property owners, Pacific 

Townhouse Association. 

3. The structure at issue is a solid wooden fence at least five (5) feet in height 

and is attached to a ten (10) foot brick fence, thereby exceeding the height restrictions for 

fences in San Francisco and constitutes a safety hazard.  

4. The wooden structure constructed on top of the masonry appears to fall 

outside the exceptions outlined in the Building Code and thereby constitutes a safety 

hazard.  

5. The structure at issue does not replace a prior structure “in kind” as the prior 
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structure was constructed without an active permit, deviated from a prior expired permit, and 

was without the consent of the adjacent property owners. 

6. The current structure is substantially different from the prior structure in both 

design and form, and, as a result, affects the natural light to the decks and gardens of the 

adjacent property owners which thereby impacts the owners’ enjoyment of their property.  

7. The permit issued on July 10, 2025 is more than 15 calendar days from the 

June 20, 2025 Notice of Violation and is, therefore, untimely.  

ARGUMENT 

A. The Structure Constitutes A Safety Hazard. 

As referenced above, the wooden structure is at least five (5) feet high and is affixed 

with metal clips to the shared brick fence which is approximately ten (10) feet high. As such, 

the “fence” is now approximately 15 feet high and thereby exceeds the height restrictions for 

residential fences in San Francisco. [Exhibit M.] 

As San Francisco’s Building Code and Planning Code were enacted to ensure 

seismic safety, the “add-on” to the shared masonry fence is in violation of the Codes and, 

therefore,  inherently unsafe. 

The “add-on” wooden structure is also made of a combustible material which adds to 

safety considerations and concerns for fire hazard. 

Nor does the wooden structure affixed directly on top of the shared brick fence 

appear to fall within any exceptions outlined in § 2304.13 of the California Building Code as 

the structure is constantly exposed to the elements and the masonry upon which the 

structure is attached was not designed to be load bearing. 

B. The New Structure Does Not Replace A Structure “In Kind.” 

In response to the Notice of Violation issued by the Department of Building 

Inspection, 2518 Buchanan applied for a permit on July 10, 2025. [Exhibit L.] In that permit, 

2518 Buchanan represented the structure at issue was to replace a prior structure “in kind.” 

[Exhibit L.] 

That, however, is not an accurate representation.  
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First, the prior structure was not constructed pursuant to an active permit. The permit 

history for 2518 Buchanan reflects that although a permit was filed in October 1990 for 

lattice panels to be installed on a “brick retaining wall”, the permit expired in April 1991 as 

the work was never performed. [Exhibit N, page 1.] Of note, the expired permit did not 

identify which “brick retaining wall” the lattice was to be affixed, as there are two brick “walls” 

at the rear of the 2518 property, one of which 2518 Buchanan shares with 2198 Jackson 

Street.  [Exhibits A and E.]  Although a structure was subsequently installed in May of 2006 

following the reactivation of the expired permit, the lattice was installed on the masonry 

between 2518 Buchanan and 2198 Jackson Street. [Exhibit N, page 2 and Exhibit E]. This 

assertion is made on the basis there was no structure on top of the masonry between 2518 

Buchanan and Pacific Townhouse Association as of June 2013. [Exhibit A.]  A structure did 

appear subsequent to June 2013 on the shared masonry between 2518 Buchanan and 

Pacific Townhouse; that structure, however, not only deviated from the design described in 

the 1990 permit but it is not supported by the City’s permit history post-May 2006 nor was it 

installed with the agreement of Pacific Townhouse Association.   

Second, and notwithstanding the absence of a permit for the prior structure, the 

current structure is substantially different in design and form, and, therefore, is not “in kind.”  

[Exhibits B and O.] 

Third, the current structure affects the natural light to the decks and gardens of 

Pacific Townhouse Association at various times of the day, thereby adversely impacting the 

maintenance of plants and foliage.  

And lastly, the “add-on” structure does not, in any way, benefit the property of Pacific 

Townhouse Association. In fact, aesthetically, the structure detracts and affects Pacific 

Townhouse Association’s enjoyment of its property. See Civil Code § 3479 re: private 

nuisance.  

C. The Permit At Issue Is Untimely.  

Pursuant to the June 20, 2025 notice of violation, 2518 Buchanan was to obtain a 

permit within 15 days. [Exhibit P.] Although the Notice of Violation was not posted on the 
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property of 2518 Buchanan as required, it is believed the 15 day deadline was marked by 

calendar days rather than business days. 

Fifteen calendar days from the June 20th notice thereby ended on July 5, 2025. As 

2518 Buchanan did not apply for a permit until July 10, 2025 [Exhibit L], the permit is, 

therefore, untimely, and any rights associated with that permit have been waived by 2518 

Buchanan, 

D. Remedy Requested. 

Pacific Townhouse Association appreciates that 2518 Buchanan wants to add 

elements to allegedly enhance its property.  

However, such enhancement cannot be to the detriment of adjacent property owners, 

i.e., Pacific Townhouse Association.  

Based on the arguments presented in §§ A, B, and C above and Exhibits A though P 

attached hereto, Pacific Townhouse Association requests the Board of Appeals find the 

structure to be in violation of the Code and order the wooden structure attached to the 

shared masonry fence removed with costs to be borne by 2518 Buchanan.  

In the alternative, Pacific Townhouse Association requests the Board of Appeals 

order the wooden structure removed and replaced with a lattice and/or a trellis consistent 

with the design reflected on the brick masonry in Exhibit E, again, with costs to be borne by 

2518 Buchanan.  

Dated:  August 12, 2025   Respectfully submitted, 
 

PACIFIC TOWNHOUSE ASSOCIATION 
 
 

By:_____ _____________________________ 
CASSANDRA M. GIARMAN 

 

 
By:__________________________________ 

R. KEITH GIARMAN 
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2175, 2177, 2179 AND 2181 Pacific Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
Tel: (415) 308-4312 
Tel: (415) 519-4312  
 
Appellant 
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BOARD OF APPEALS 
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INDEX TO EXHIBITS 

Exhibit No. Description 

Exhibit A Shared brick fence 

Exhibit B Structure at issue 

Exhibit C Complaint made on June 4, 2025 

Exhibits D, E, F, G, H, I, J, K Work completed by June 20, 2025 

Exhibit L Permit No. 20250710053 

Exhibit M Height restrictions for residential fences 

Exhibit N 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

Permit history of 2518 Buchanan 
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Exhibit O Prior Structure 

Exhibit P June 30, 2025 email from building inspector 

Dated:  August 12, 2025 Respectfully submitted, 

PACIFIC TOWNHOUSE ASSOCIATION 

By:__________________________________ 
CASSANDRA M. GIARMAN 

By:__________________________________ 
R. KEITH GIARMAN
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Luke Garvey (SBN 342956) 

Colla & Ray LLP 

250 Columbus Avenue, Suite 200 

San Francisco, CA 94133 

415-579-1414 

luke@collaray.com 

Attorneys for Permit Holder K2 Builders, Inc. 
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PERMIT HOLDER K2 BUILDERS, INC.’S OPPOSITION BRIEF - 2 

OPPOSITION BRIEF 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Permit Holder K2 BUILDERS, INC. (“K2 Builders”) submits this brief in opposition of 

Appellant PACIFIC TOWNHOUSE ASSOCIATION’S (“Appellant”) Appeal. Appellant appeals 

the issuance of Building Permit Application No. 2025.0710.0533 (the “Permit”). The Permit was 

issued by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) in order for K2 Builders 

to comply with a previously issued Notice of Violation by repairing and replacing the rear deck 

and property line fencing at 2518 Buchanan Street, San Francisco, CA 94115 (the “Subject 

Property”). The Permit brings a longstanding privacy screen at the rear of the Subject Property 

into compliance through plan review and inspection.  

Contrary to Appellant’s claim, the privacy screen at issue is not affixed to a shared brick 

wall. Rather, the wall is located entirely on the Subject Property. The remainder of Appellant’s 

arguments rely on misstatements of the San Francisco Planning Code and California/San 

Francisco Building Codes, or on legal theories such as consent or aesthetics that fall outside of 

the Board’s mandate. The administrative record shows that K2 Builders followed precisely the 

enforcement and compliance pathway contemplated by State and local law. As such, K2 Builders 

respectfully requests that the Board of Appeals deny Appellant’s Appeal and uphold the issuance 

of the Permit. 

II. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

This Appeal pertains to the real property located at 2518 Buchanan Street, San Francisco, 

CA 94115 (the “Subject Property”). K2 Builders is a contractor involved in a construction project 

at the Subject Property (the “Construction Project”). Appellant is an unincorporated common 
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PERMIT HOLDER K2 BUILDERS, INC.’S OPPOSITION BRIEF - 3 

interest development for the real properties immediately adjacent to the Subject Property, 2175-

2181 Pacific Avenue San Francisco, CA 94115 (the “Neighboring Properties”). 

The Construction Project includes work to a preexisting deck located at the rear of the 

Subject Property, including repairing and replacing the rear deck, the deck’s railing, and an open 

lattice privacy screen/fence located near the property line. On June 20, 2025, after numerous 

complaints from Appellant, DBI issued a Notice of Violation Complaint No.: 202538518 (the 

“NOV”) for the Subject Property. (Exh. A, NOV.) The NOV ordered the following corrective 

action: 

STOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4 

 

FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN 14 DAYS 

 

(WITH PLANS) A copy of this notice must accompany the permit application 

 

OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN 21 DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN 

28 DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION SIGNOFF. 

 

(Exh. A.) 

In order to comply with the NOV, K2 Builders filed Building Permit Application No. 

2025.0710.0533 (the “Permit”), which is the subject of the instant Appeal. (Exh. B, Permit.) In 

conjunction with the Permit, and in accordance with the NOV, K2 Builders submitted plans (the 

“Plans”) outlining the proposed scope of work. (Exh. C, Plans.) Photos A through G included 

with the Plans show the preexisting condition of the rear deck, deck railing, and privacy 

screen/fence. (See Exh. C.) The Plans were approved by DBI and the San Francisco Planning 

Department (“Planning”). The Permit was issued on July 10, 2025. Thereafter, Appellant filed 

the instant appeal on July 23, 2025. 
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PERMIT HOLDER K2 BUILDERS, INC.’S OPPOSITION BRIEF - 4 

III. LEGAL STANDARD 

Pursuant to Section 4.106(b) of the San Francisco Charter, the Board of Appeals is 

authorized to “hear and determine appeals with respect to any person . . . who believes that his or 

her interest or the public interest will be adversely affected by the grant, denial, suspension or 

revocation of a license or permit.” 

IV. LEGAL ARGUMENT 

A. The Brick Wall on the Subject Property is Not a Shared Wall. 

Appellant asserts that the Subject Property’s brick wall is shared, but provides no survey, 

deed, easement, or any documentation whatsoever to establish this alleged coownership. This 

claim is unsupported and untrue and should therefore be disregarded. Furthermore, permits are 

intended to neither adjudicate private title nor require proof of joint ownership.  

California Civil Code section 841 addresses notice and cost-sharing between adjoining 

owners of boundary fences, however, this code section does not condition permit issuance on 

neighbor consent. Nor is this Board empowered to determine property rights. Indeed, the Board’s 

authority on appeal is limited to review DBI’s issuance of the Permit on the administrative record. 

(S.F. Charter § 4.106(d).) As such, any unfounded argument regarding the so-called “shared” 

brick wall has no place in the instant appeal.  

B. The Privacy Screen/Fence is an In-Kind Replacement for a Preexisting 

Structure. 

 

The Permit authorizes an in-kind replacement of a “fence” and a “roof deck,” (see 

Appellant’s Exh. L) which is exactly what K2 Builders is installing at the Subject Property. 

Section 401.2 of the California Existing Building Code provides that repair work to an existing 

building shall not make the building less compliant than it was before the repair. When an 

existing screen is in need of repair, the correct remedy is to bring the work under permit, review 
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PERMIT HOLDER K2 BUILDERS, INC.’S OPPOSITION BRIEF - 5 

it for compliance, and inspect the repairs. That is exactly what DBI has required and approved 

vis-à-vis the Permit.  

Further, Appellant’s claim that the Permit was obtained five days after the alleged 

deadline set in the NOV is immaterial and does not bar a like-for-like repair. In fact, if the prior 

screen was done with the benefit of permits, Appellant stands to benefit by the preexisting 

structure being brought up to code and into compliance. 

C. The Privacy Screen/Fence is Compliant with All Height Requirements. 

Appellant attempts to reframe the privacy screen/fence at the Subject Property as a single 

“15-foot fence.” That is incorrect. Planning’s framework does not treat every combined element 

as a per se violation. Appellant attaches a single page of the Planning Department’s Fence 

guidelines (“Fence Guidelines”) in attempt to misconstrue the present privacy screen/fence as a 

fence that sits in side yard or rear yard setback. (See Appellant Brief, Exh. B.) That is not so. As 

such, the ten (10) foot height limit imposed on rear and side yards does not apply here. In fact, 

had Appellant attached a complete copy of the Fence Guidelines to its Brief, it would have shown 

that the prior page states “You may build a fence taller than 10 feet within the buildable area of 

the lot.” A true, correct, and complete copy of the Fence Guidelines, which Appellant 

misconstrues, is attached hereto as Exhibit D.  

Instead, fences or screens within the buildable area are governed by zoning height limits 

or, where applicable, neighborhood design/review. That standard applies here, as the privacy 

screen/fence at issue is an open lattice fence that is affixed around a roof deck of the Subject 

Property. Thus, it is governed by the zoning height limitations set forth in San Francisco Planning 

Code section 260. The Property sits in a 40-X height district; thus, the zoning height limitation is 
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40 feet above grade. Further, Planning Code Section 260(b)(2) states that windscreens, lattices, 

and sunshades can exceed the relevant 40-foot height limit by up to ten (10) feet.  

As set forth in the Plans, the privacy screen/fence is only 60 inches tall (five feet), and sits 

on top of a 12’1” portion of the building. Thus, it is well within forty (40) foot zoning height 

requirements and similar in height to the fence that existed at the Subject Property for years prior.  

D. Any Alleged Pre-Permit Work has Been Addressed by the NOV. 

Any issues regarding whether work was completed prior to K2 Builders obtaining the 

Permit is an enforcement matter that has already been addressed by DBI through the NOV and 

accompanying compliance process. These arguments are irrelevant to the present Appeal, which 

is solely to address the question of permit issuance.  

The San Francisco Building Code authorizes DBI to require permits, oversee plan review, 

and conduct inspections to formally legalize any work that has been completed. The record shows 

that DBI has done exactly that by issuing the NOV, requiring K2 Builders to stop all work until 

a permit has been acquired, and scheduling a follow-up inspection. In this case, Planning even 

added the additional requirement for approval that the repair of the rear deck and property line 

fencing must be fire-rated. Neighborhood permission is not a criterion for permit issuance. The 

proper remedy for pre-permit work is permitting and inspection, not denial of a code-complaint 

permit. 

E. Appellant’s Arguments Regarding Any Alleged Safety Issues or Lack of 

Light are Unfounded. 

 

Appellant raises arguments regarding unfounded safety issues caused by K2 Builders 

repairing a preexisting privacy screen. Specifically, Appellant argues that the privacy 

screen/fence is “inherently unsafe” because it is on top of the Subject Property’s brick wall and 

because the privacy screen/fence is made out of a combustible material. Structural adequacy is 
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enforced by DBI through plan review and field inspection as set forth in the San Francisco 

Building Code. Appellant apparently ignores that the privacy screen/fence will undergo 

inspection upon completion and that Planning has required that the property line fencing be fire-

rated. These facts mitigate against Appellant’s spurious safety claims. 

Appellant also claims that “the current structure affects the natural light” at Appellant’s 

property. Additionally, Appellant asserts that the privacy screen/fence “detracts and affects” 

Appellant’s enjoyment of its property. Appellant makes these claims without providing any 

evidence, despite the longstanding presence of the privacy screen/fence at the Subject Property. 

The Planning Code regulates fences and screens by objective criteria – height and location – not 

by subjective standards about private views or subjective aesthetic preferences. (See Exh. D.) 

Appellant has not (nor can it) point to a demonstrated violation of those objective standards. 

Accordingly, these arguments do not provide a legal basis to rescind the Permit. 

F. Appellant’s Requested Relief is Improper. 

In Section D of its Brief, Appellant requests a variety of remedies, including asking this 

Board to find the Subject Property in violation of unspecified sections of San Francisco’s Code. 

These requests are well beyond the jurisdiction of this Board. Instead, the sole question before 

this Board is whether issuance of the Permit was proper. For the reasons stated herein, it was.   

V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, K2 Builders respectfully requests that the Board deny the 

Appeal and uphold the issuance of the Permit. 

 

Dated: August 28, 2025   /s/Luke Garvey 

Luke Garvey 

COLLA & RAY LLP 

Attorneys for Permit Holder K2 Builders, 

Inc. 
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EXHIBITS 

 EXHIBIT A ……………………………. Notice of Violation Complaint No.: 202538518 

 EXHIBIT B ………………………….. Building Permit Application No. 2025.0710.0533 

 EXHIBIT C ……………………………………………………….. City-Approved Plans 

 EXHIBIT D ……………………... San Francisco Planning Department Fence Guidelines 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

 

I am a resident of the State of California and over the age of eighteen years, and not a 

party to the within action. My business address is 250 Columbus Avenue, Suite 200, San 

Francisco, California 94133. August 28, 2025, I served the foregoing document described as:  

 

PERMIT HOLDER K2 BUILDERS, INC.’S OPPOSITION BRIEF 

 

on the following persons at the location specified: 

 

PACIFIC TOWNHOUSE ASSOCIATION 

c/o Cassandra M. Giarman 

c/o R. Keith Giarman  

2175, 2177, 2179 AND 2181 Pacific Avenue San 

Francisco, CA 94115 

cmgiarman@comcast.net 

rkg.gman@gmail.com 

 

San Francisco Planning Department 

c/o Corey Teague 

c/o Natalia Fossi 

49 South Van Ness, Suite 1475 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

corey.teague@sfgov.org 

natalia.fossi@sfgov.org  

 

San Francisco Board of Appeals 

c/o Julie Lamarre 

49 South Van Ness, Suite 1475 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

boardofappeals@sfgov.org 

julie.lamarre@sfgov.org 

 

 

San Francisco Department of Building 

Inspection 

c/o Joseph Ospital 

49 South Van Ness Avenue  

San Francisco, CA 94103 

joseph.ospital@sfgov.org 

  
in the manner indicated below: 

 BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: I caused the documents to be sent to the person(s) at the 
electronic service address(es) listed above.  Such document(s) were transmitted via 
electronic mail from the electronic address:  luke@collaray.com  in portable document 
format ("PDF") Adobe Acrobat or  in Word document format.  

I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed August 28, 2025, at San Francisco, California. 

/s/ Luke Garvey 
  LUKE GARVEY 
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Introduction
A building permit is not required for a fence that is three feet or less in height at the front 
of a property, or six feet or less in height at the side or rear property lines. Neighborhood 
notification is not required for fences ten feet or less in height. If a fence is ten feet or less 
in height and it meets the restrictions discussed below, it will usually be approved over 
the counter.

Controls on allowable heights of fences are contained in the Planning Code. They are 
based on the location of the fence(s) on the property and required yards and setbacks. 
In all residential zoning districts there are rear yard requirements. There may be side 
yard and front setback requirements as well. There are rear yard requirements in some 
commercial districts and in any commercial, industrial or mixed use district at the first 
story containing a dwelling. (Thus a ground floor dwelling would trigger a rear yard 
requirement at the ground level in these districts). The area of a lot that is not subject to a 
required setback is known as the ‘buildable area’. (See Figure 1).

Fences

www.sfplanning.org

GENERAL PLANNING INFORMATION

Subject:
Fences

Date: 
January 2019

Figure 1:
Yards and Setbacks

Planning Department

49 South Van Ness Avenue, 

Suite 1400

San Francisco, CA 94103

T: 628.652.7600
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FRONT SETBACK

Front setback requirements apply in RH, RM and 
RTO districts which encompass most San Francisco 
residential neighborhoods. These are generally based on 
the location of the front building walls of the adjacent 
properties fronting on the same street. The required 
setback for a property is usually an average of the 
setbacks of these two adjacent properties (see Figure 2).

 

If your property is a corner lot and subject to a front 
setback requirement it would be equal to one-half of 
the setback of the one adjacent property. (In a few cases 
there are front setbacks that are legislated by ordinance. 
See the discussion below under Variance).

If there are no adjacent setbacks, e.g. the adjacent 
buildings are built to the front property line, then your 
lot would have no front setback requirements.

The maximum required front setback is equal to 15% of 
the lot depth or 15 feet, whichever is less. So even if the 
adjacent buildings are substantially set back, you would 
not be required to set back beyond the maximum.

If you propose a fence within the required front setback 
area, it is limited to a height of 3 feet if solid, and 6 
feet if 75% open. A 75% open fence would typically be 
something like a wrought iron gate where the solid 
portions of the fence make up 25% or less of the total 
area of the fence (see Figure 3, left). A picket fence with 
minor openings between slats would not qualify unless 
the slats were very thin and/or had large gaps between 
them (see Figure 3 right). (Please note, you will not be 
permitted a fence that is 3’ solid with any additional 
fencing above that height in the front setback.)

 

REAR YARDS

Generally, rear yards are required in all residential 
districts. With few exceptions, the requirements are 
either 25% or 45% of lot depth depending on the 
zoning. Rear yards are required in some commercial 
districts from the ground up, and in all commercial 
districts at residential levels, typically as a 25% of lot 
depth requirement. In the case of the 45% of lot depth 
requirement, the rear yard can be reduced based on 
an average of the adjacent building walls, i.e. if these 
building walls project further than the 45% requirement 
on your lot, then your requirement can be reduced 
to the average of those projections (see Figure 4). The 
requirement cannot be reduced to less than 25% of lot 
depth or 15’ whichever is greater.
 

Figure 3: ‘Open’ and Solid Fences

Figure 4: Rear Yards

Figure 2: Front Setbacks
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In the required rear yard area, the maximum allowable 
height of a fence is 10 feet above grade. (There may be 
circumstances, particularly when there are substantial 
grade differences between parcels, when the Zoning 
Administrator could authorize a fence up to six feet 
above a retaining wall on a case-by-case basis regardless 
of total height above the grade.)

SIDE YARDS

In a limited number of residential areas there are also 
side yard requirements (Residential House, One-Family 
(Detached Dwellings)). Per Planning Code Section 133, 
lots with a width of 28 feet or greater must provide side 
yards, increasing in size based on the width of the lot 
up to a maximum of 5 feet on each side. The limitations 
described in the preceding section for rear yards would 
also apply in side yards, i.e. fences are allowed up to 10 
feet in height. 

If you have any questions about determining your 
yard or setback requirements you should contact the 
Planning counter at the Permit center by e-mail pic@
sfgov.org.

BUILDABLE AREA

You may build a fence taller than 10 feet within the 
buildable area of the lot (see Figure 1 and Figure 5). 
In residential districts, and some commercial districts, 
this would require a neighborhood notification. Please 
see the Neighborhood Notification handout for more. 
A fence taller than 10 feet in the buildable area may 
also be subject to review under the Residential Design 
Guidelines.

VARIANCE

If you wish to build a fence in a required yard or 
setback that exceeds the limitations stated above, you 
would need to seek and justify a Variance. In limited 
areas there are front setbacks that are established by 
ordinance. These are known as ‘legislated setbacks’. The 
rules for fences in these areas are the same as ‘typical’ 
front setback requirements. However, a variance 
cannot be issued for exceptions to legislated setbacks. 
The setback would have to be modified or abolished 

by ordinance, i.e. the Board of Supervisors, so that the 
fence would be allowable.)

PERMITTING

When applying for a fence permit, provide plans that 
show the precise location of the fence on the site, the 
location of any required setbacks, and the height of 
the fence. If you are constructing a fence greater than 
3 feet in height in the front setback and are relying 
on openness of the fence to gain additional allowable 
height, you should also show by illustration or 
diagram how the proposed fence meets the openness 
requirement. 

Summary
Figure 5 below illustrates the Planning Code restrictions 
on fences. In summary, fences in a required front 
setback are limited to a maximum height of 3’ if solid 
or 6’ if 75% open. Fences in required yards, rear or side, 
are limited to 10’ in height. Fences in the buildable 
area have no specified height restriction other than the 
applicable height limit for the lot. However, for fences 
greater than 10’ in height neighborhood notification may 
be required and design review standards may limit the 
allowable height of the fence. Again, If the fence is less 
than or equal to 10 feet in height and it meets all other 
applicable limitations, it will typically be approved over 
the counter.



Figure 5:  
Illustration of Fence Height Limits

FOR MORE INFORMATION:  
Contact the San Francisco Planning Department

Central Reception
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

TEL:	 628.652.7600
WEB:	 www.sfplanning.org

Planning counter at the Permit Center
49 South Van Ness Avenue, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
EMAIL: pic@sfgov.org
TEL:	 628.652.7300
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Board of Appeals Brief 
HEARING DATE: September 3, 2025 

 
August 28, 2025 
 

Appeal Nos.:  25-028 
Project Address:  2518 Buchanan Street 
Block/Lot:  0590/008 
Zoning District:  RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family) 
  Family and Senior Housing Opportunity Special Use District 
Height District:  40-X 
Staff Contact:  Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator – (628) 652-7328 
  corey.teague@sfgov.org  

 

Introduction 
Building Permit (BP) Nos. 202507100533 was filed and issued by the Department of Building 

Inspection (DBI) on July 10, 2025. The scope of work was “To comply with nov 202538518 repair in kind (e) 

fence @ (e) roof deck.” This permit was not routed to the Planning Department for review.   

Analysis 
 The subject lot is within the RH-2 Zoning District, which requires a rear yard equal to 30% of the 

lot depth. Because the proposed work involved the voluntary removal and rebuilding of a legal 

noncomplying wall and trellis structure (not a fence) within the required rear yard, the permit should have 

been routed to the Planning Department, and the proposed scope of work would have required a 

variance from the Zoning Administrator to be granted before such a building permit could be issued.  



2518 Buchanan Street - Board of Appeals Brief 
Appeal No. 25-028 
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 However, Ordinance No. 146-25 (Exhibit 1) was adopted by the Board of Supervisors earlier this 

year and becomes effective on September 5, 2025. This ordinance amends Planning Code Section 188 

such that legal noncomplying structures in the required rear yard may be replaced in-kind without the 

need for a variance.  

Conclusion 
The subject permit was issued in error because it required Planning Department review and a rear 

yard variance from the Zoning Administrator. However, looking forward, the subject permit will no longer 

require such variance as of September 5, 2025, pursuant to new Planning Code Section 188(a)(1).  As such, 

the Planning Department would support the subject permit’s approval as of that date.  

 

 

cc: Pacific Townhouse Association, c/o Cassandra and Keith Giarman (Appellant)  

Hestia Trust 2001, c/o Garrett O’Donoghue (Determination Holder) 

Joe Ospital (Department of Building Inspection) 

 
 

Enclosures:  Exhibit A – Ordinance No. 146-25 
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
7/21/2025 

FILE NO. 250284 ORDINANCE NO. 146-25 

[Planning, Building Codes - Noncomplying, Unpermitted, and Accessory Structures] 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to provide conditions for repair and relocation 

of existing noncomplying structures within required yards, grant unpermitted 

residential structures within yards that were constructed before 2003 noncomplying 

status, and allow accessory structures up to 10 feet in height and 120 square feet 

within required yards; amending the Building Code to exempt accessory structures up 

to 120 square feet from building permits; affirming the Planning Department's 

determination under the California Environmental Quality Act, making findings of 

consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 

Section 101.1, and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare 

under Planning Code, Section 302. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in stril-wtlrf'Ottgh ifalics Times lVew Romanfcmt. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. Environmental, Land Use, and General Findings. 

(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

Supervisor Engardio Page 1 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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Supervisors in File No. 250284 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

this determination. 

(b) On June 26, 2025, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 21757, adopted 

findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the 

City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board 

adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the 

Board of Supervisors in File No. 250284, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that these Planning Code 

amendments will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set 

forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 21757 and the Board incorporates such reasons 

herein by reference. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. 21757 is on file with the 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 250284. 

(d) On July 16, 2025, at a duly noticed public hearing, the Building Inspection 

Commission considered this ordinance in accordance with Charter Section 4.121 and Building 

Code Section 104A.2.11.1.1. A copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Building Inspection 

Commission regarding the Commission's recommendation is on file with the Clerk of the 

Board of Supervisors in File No. 250284. 

(e) No local findings are required under California Health and Safety Code Section 

17958.7 because the amendments to the Building Code contained in this ordinance do not 

regulate materials or manner of construction or repair, and instead relate in their entirety to 

administrative procedures for implementing the code, which are expressly excluded from the 

definition of a "building standard" by California Health and Safety Code Section 18909(c). 

Section 2. Articles 1.2 and 1.7 of the Planning Code are hereby amended by revising 

Sections 136 and 188, and adding Section 188.1, to read as follows: 

Supervisor Engardio 
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SEC.136. OBSTRUCTIONS OVER STREETS AND ALLEYS AND IN REQUIRED 

SETBACKS, YARDS, AND USABLE OPEN SPACE. 

Streets Set- Yards Usable 

and backs Open 

Alleys Space 

* * * * 

(c) The permitted obstructions shall be as 

follows: 

* * * * 

X (23) One or more detached 9-the-F 

structures, which may not include sleeping 

quarters or full kitchens, but may include 

bathrooms and wetbars but not full kitchens,_ 

commonly Hsed in gcirdening activities, sHch as 

greenhoHSCs and sheds for storage ofgcirde,~ tools, 

if no more than JOe-ight feet in height above 

grade, as measured to the to12. o[_the structure, and 

covering no more than a combined 120.J.(}f) 

square feet as measured at grade. An additional I 

-(j;Jot o[_roo[_eave may be 12.ermitted beyond the 120 

sg_uare (§et maximumo-jland; 

* * * * 

SEC. 188. NONCOMPLYING STRUCTURES: ENLARGEMENTS, AL TERA TIONS, 

AND RECONSTRUCTION. 

Supervisor Engardio 
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(a) Within the limitations of this Article 1. 7, and especially Sections 172 and 180 

hereof, and notwithstanding Sections 188(a)(l) and 188.1, a noncomplying structure as defined in 

Section 180 may be enlarged, altered, or relocated, or undergo a change or intensification of 

use in conformity with the use limitations of this Code, provided that with respect to such 

structure there is no increase in any discrepancy, or any new discrepancy, at any level of the 

structure, between existing conditions on the lot and the required standards for new 

construction set forth in this Code, and provided the remaining requirements of this Code are 

met. 

(]) Existing Yard Structures. A noncomplying structure that is located within a 

required yard may be enlarged, altered, or replaced provided that any above-grade enlargement of 

such structure is only to the degree necessary to conform to current Building Code requirements.,_ 

including, but not limited to, the addition or construction of fire-rated walls. A noncomplying 

structure that is located within a required yard may be relocated within the yard efWf Ji.the structure's 

new location is equally or further set back from the nearest property lines than the original location. 

Interior alterations, including the structure's use for different purposes, shall not constitute an 

intensification for the purposes of this subsection (a)(]). Additionally, for any partially noncomplying 

structure that is located within a required yard, the rules set forth in this subsection (a)(]) shall apply 

only to the portions of the structure that are noncomplying; portions of the structure within the 

buildable area shall be sub;ect to rules elsewhere in this Code governing building within the buildable 

area o[the lot. 

(2) Nothing in this Section 188 shall exempt noncomplying structures from the Planning 

Code controls other than those for required yards. 

* * * * 

Supervisor Engardio 
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SEC. 188.1. NONCOMPLYING STRUCTURE STATUS FOR CERTAIN PRE-EXISTING 

RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES IN RH, RM, AND RTO DISTRICTS. 

(a) Within a required yard, residential structures that were constructed without the benefit ofa 

permit prior to January 1, 2003, shall be considered Noncomplying Structures and may be altered, 

relocated, or replaced in-kind with the same dimensions as they existed prior to 2003. Alterations, 

relocations, and in-kind or smaller replacements may deviate from the original structure 's dimensions 

only in keeping with the requirements of Section 188(a) o(this Code. 

(b) Nothing in this Section 188.1 shall exempt structures from the Planning Code controls other 

than those for required yards. 

(c) The City shall refund any permit fees incurred by applicants who sought a Variance 

determination from Sections 133 or 134 to repair or replace structures that exceeded 100 

square feet and/or 8 feet in height, after January 1, 2021, only if: the structures subject to the 

Variance are no more than 10 feet in height and no more than 120 square feet total; and were 

originally constructed and completed prior to 2003. 

Section 3. Chapter 1A of the Building Code is hereby amended by revising Section 

106A.2, to read as follows: 

106A.2 Work exempt from permit. [Section 105.2 of the California Building Code.] 

Exemptions from the permit requirements of this code shall not be deemed to grant 

authorization for any work to be done in any manner in violation of the provisions of this code 

or any other laws or ordinances of this jurisdiction. A building permit shall not be required for 

the following: 

1. One-story detached accessory buildings or structures used as tool and storage 

sheds, playhouses,_ and similar uses, provided the~area does not exceed 

Supervisor Engardio 
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120./-00 square feet (I 1.15.i)d.9. m2). It is permissible that these structures still be regulated by Section 

71 OA, despite exemption from perm it. 

* * * * 

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within 10 days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

Section 5. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

the official title of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DAVID CHIU, City Attorney 

By: Isl Robb Kapla 
ROBB KAPLA 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\leganalas202512500219101851660 .docx 
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File Number: 250284 Date Passed: July 29, 2025 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to provide conditions for repair and relocation of existing 
noncomplying structures within required yards, grant unpermitted residential structures within yards 
that were constructed before 2003 noncomplying status, and allow accessory structures up to 10 feet 
in height and 120 square feet within required yards; amending the Building Code to exempt accessory 
structures up to 120 square feet from building permits; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making findings of 
public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

June 30, 2025 Land Use and Transportation Committee - CONTINUED TO CALL OF THE 
CHAIR 

July 21, 2025 Land Use and Transportation Committee -AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT OF 
THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE 

July 21, 2025 Land Use and Transportation Committee - RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED 
AS A COMMITTEE REPORT 

July 22, 2025 Board of Supervisors - PASSED, ON FIRST READING 

Ayes: 11 - Chan, Chen, Dorsey, Engardio, Fielder, Mahmood, Mandelman, Melgar, 
Sauter, Sherrill and Walton 

July 29, 2025 Board of Supervisors - Fl NALLY PASSED 

City and County of San Francisco 

Ayes: 11 - Chan, Chen, Dorsey, Engardio, Fielder, Mahmood, Mandelman, Melgar, 
Sauter, Sherrill and Walton 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Ordinance was Fl NALLY PASSED on 
7/29/2025 by the Board of Supervisors of the 
City and County of San Francisco. 

re, I s / 2,02s 

Date Approved 

Printed at 9:38 am 011 7130/25 


	Suspension Letter.pdf
	Appeal No.: 25-028

	PSOA.pdf
	Scan_20250723 (2).pdf
	permit.pdf
	25-028 Notice of Appeal - a0KPb00000Nnc5J.pdf
	NOTICE OF APPEAL

	Appellant Brief w.Exhibits Appeal No. 25-028.pdf
	Appellant
	PACIFIC TOWNHOUSE ASSOCIATION, 
	  Plaintiff / Appellant,
	CASSANDRA M. GIARMAN
	R. KEITH GIARMAN
	Index of Exhibits to Appellant Brief.pdf
	Appellant
	PACIFIC TOWNHOUSE ASSOCIATION, 
	  Plaintiff / Appellant,
	CASSANDRA M. GIARMAN
	R. KEITH GIARMAN
	EXS A-P.pdf
	EXHIBIT H.pdf
	NOTICE_OF_DEPOSITION_AMY_BLACK_8_29_2022.pdf
	Page 1
	Page 2

	PROOFOFSERVICE_NOTICE_OF_AMY_BLACK_7_20_2022.pdf
	Page 1
	Page 2

	NOTICE_OF_DEPOSITION_WILLIAM_WHITTON_8_30_2022.pdf
	Page 1
	Page 2

	PROOFOFSERVICE_NOTICE_OF_AM_WHITTON_7_20_2022.pdf
	Page 1
	Page 2

	NOTICE_OF_DEPOSITION_SEAN_ABRUZZI_8_31_2022.pdf
	Page 1
	Page 2

	PROOFOFSERVICE_NOTICE_OF_AN_ABRUZZI_7_20_2022.pdf
	Page 1
	Page 2

	NOTICE_OF_DEPOSITION_WIT_DELA_CRUZ_9_15_2022.pdf
	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4

	NOTICE_OF_DEPOSITION_WIT_CK_SANCHEZ_9_19_2022(1).pdf
	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4

	NOTICE_OF_DEPOSITION_WIT_DELA_CRUZ_9_15_2022(1).pdf
	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4

	NOTICE_OF_DEPOSITION_WIT_L_KAHOALII_9_13_2022.pdf
	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4

	Objections to Pltf's Ntcs of Taking Depos of 8 Third Party Witnesses.pdf
	LEONE ALBERTS & DUUS
	Telephone:  (925) 974-8600
	Attorneys for Defendants
	NEWARK UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT, PATRICK SANCHEZ, JESSICA SAAVEDRA, RAY J. RODRIGUEZ, ELISA MARTINEZ, LUCIA GUTIERREZ, BOWEN ZHANG, PHUONG NGUYEN; and DOES 1 – 10,
	Attorney for Defendant
	NEWARK UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT AND


	EXHIBIT B.pdf
	Resp to Form Rogs-Gen.Set One(12795515914).pdf
	LEONE ALBERTS & DUUS
	Telephone:  (925) 974-8600
	Attorneys for Defendant
	LIVERMORE VALLEY JOINT UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
	(a) the name stated in the current articles of incorporation;
	(b) all other names used by the corporation during the past 10 years and the dates each was used;
	(c) the date and place of incorporation;
	(d) the ADDRESS of the principal place of business; and

	(a) the current partnership name;
	(b) all other names used by the partnership during the past 10 years and the dates each was used;
	(c) whether you are a limited partnership and, if so, under the laws of what jurisdiction;
	(d) the name and ADDRESS of each general partner; and
	(a) the current joint venture name;
	(b) all other names used by the joint venture during the past 10 years and the dates each was used;
	(c) the name and ADDRESS of each joint venturer; and

	(a) the current unincorporated association name;
	(b) all other names used by the unincorporated association during the past  years and the dates each was used; and
	(a) the name;
	(b) the dates each was used;
	(c) the state and county of each fictitious name filing; and

	(a) identify the license or registration;
	(b) state the name of the public entity; and
	(a) the kind of coverage;
	(b) the name and ADDRESS of the insurance company;
	(c) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of each named insured;
	(d) the policy number;
	(e) the limits of coverage for each type of coverage contained in the policy;
	(f) whether any reservation of rights or controversy or coverage dispute exists between you and the insurance company; and
	(g) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of the custodian of the policy.
	(a) who witnessed the INCIDENT or the events occurring immediately before or after the INCIDENT;
	(b) who made any statements at the scene of the INCIDENT;
	(c) who heard any statements made about the INCIDENT by any individual at the scene; and

	(a) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of the individual interviewed;
	(b) the date of the interview; and
	(a) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of the individual from whom the statement was obtained;
	(b) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of the individual who obtained the statement;
	(c) the date the statement was obtained; and

	(a) the number of photographs or feet of film or videotape;
	(b) the places, objects, or persons photographed, filmed, or videotaped;
	(c) the date the photographs, films, or videotapes were taken;
	(d) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of the individual taking the photographs, films or videotapes; and
	(a) the type (i.e., diagram, reproduction, or model);
	(b) the subject matter; and

	(a) the name, title, identification number, and employer of the PERSON who made the report;
	(b) the date and type of report made;
	(c) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of the PERSON for whom the report was made; and
	(a) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of the individual making the inspection (except for expert witnesses covered by Code of Civil Procedure section 2034); and

	(a) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of the individual or party;
	(b) the time, date, and place of the surveillance;
	(c) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of the individual who conducted the surveillance; and
	(a) the title;
	(b) the date;
	(c) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of the individual who prepared the report; and

	(a) the name, ADDRESS, and telephone number of the PERSON;
	(b) the statue, ordinance, or regulation allegedly violated;
	(c) whether the PERSON entered a plea in response to the citation or charge and, if so, the plea entered; and
	(a) state all facts upon which you base the denial or special or affirmative defense;
	(b) state the names, ADDRESSES, and telephone numbers of all PERSONS who have knowledge of those facts; and

	Attorney for Defendant LIVERMORE VALLEY
	JOINT UNIFIED SCHOOL  DISTRICT








