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Notice of Availability of Public Records:  All public records relating to an open session item, which are not exempt 
from disclosure pursuant to the Public Records Act, that are distributed to a majority of the Code Enforcement 
Appeals Board (Board) will be available for public inspection at the City Clerk’s Office, 555 Santa Clara Street, 
Vallejo, CA at the same time that the public records are distributed or made available to the Board.  Such documents 
may also be available on the City of Vallejo website at http://www.ci.vallejo,ca.us subject to staff’s ability to post the 
documents prior to the meeting.  Information may be obtained by calling (707) 648-3414, TDD (707) 649-3562. 

 
Requests for disability related modifications or accommodations, aids or services may be made by a 
person with a disability to the City Clerk’s Office no less than 72 hours prior to the meeting as required by 
Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the federal rules and regulations adopted.

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER: Chairperson George Roth (Chairperson Roth) 6:00 pm. 
 

2. ROLL CALL: 
 

Present: Chairperson George Roth, Vice Chairperson Gary Bennett  
Board members: Patricia Bernard, Richard Charmack, Lee 
Lancaster 

Absent: Board member Wanda Madeiros - Excused 
Council Liaison: Robert McConnell  
Staff: Nimat Shakoor-Grantham, John Silva 

 
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG : Chairperson Roth  

 
4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA: Vice Chairperson Bennett motioned to approve the agenda, 

seconded by Board member Lancaster.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Vice Chairperson Bennett motioned to approve the minutes, 
seconded by Board member Bernard.  The motion carried unanimously. 
  

6. FIRST COMMUNITY FORUM: None 
Anyone wishing to address the Board on any matter for which another opportunity to speak is not provided 
on the agenda, and which is within the jurisdiction of the Board to resolve, is requested to submit a 
completed speaker card to the Board Staff person. When called upon, each speaker should step to the 
podium, state his /her name, and address for the record. The conduct of the community forum shall be 
limited to a maximum of fifteen (15) minutes, with each speaker limited to three minutes. The remainder of 
the speakers wishing to address the Board on non-agenda items will be heard at the second Community 
Forum listed later on the agenda. 
 

7. GUEST SPEAKER: None  
 

8. CORRESPONDENCE: Staff person Nimat Shakoor-Grantham, at the request of Vice 
Chair Bennett, presented a copy of the Beautification and Design Review Board’s Rules 
of Order and Procedure; information from the City Clerk.  Staff person Shakoor-
Grantham requested that after review and consideration, the Board can have a 
discussion of a new method of procedures at a future board meeting.  She explained 
that the Board has to adopt Rules of Order and Procedures, and will work with the 
Attorney that is assigned to Code Enforcement.  The policies and procedures that the 
Board has adopted would be recommended by resolution from the Board, and approved 
by the City Council.  After reviewing this template of procedures and discussion, the 
Board would direct staff regarding next steps to develop a draft of recommended 
procedures. After review by the City Attorney, they would direct staff for further 

http://www.ci.vallejo,ca.us/
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procedure development. The final step would be that the recommendation would go 
before the City Council for adoption.  The Board had more discussion on the matter.  

 
  

9. PRESENTATIONS: Code Enforcement Appeals Hearings 
 

A. 526 Warford Avenue 
 
Code Enforcement Officer (CEO) John Silva testified that he recommended the owner 
appear at the hearing, but the owner didn’t show up.  The violations in question are 
Sections 7.54.03 F, J, R, and S, and 7.64.01 for inoperative unregistered vehicles.  
 
Code Enforcement Officer (CEO) John Silva testified and presented evidence related to 
the case. On February 4, 2014, CEO Silva stated that this case was picked up while 
performing inspections in the area.  CEO Silva testified that he inspected and confirmed 
the debris, an unregistered vehicle parked partially on the lawn, and trash bins that were 
out of compliance.  CEO Silva testified that he documented the violations, and took 
pictures.  The same day he sent a Warning Notice, and an Administrative Notice to the 
property owner by regular and certified mail.    
 
On February 26, 2014, CEO Silva testified that he performed a re-inspection, and 
confirmed that the violations had not been abated.  On February 27, 2014, CEO Silva 
testified that he posted a copy of the 1st Citation, and Notice of Violation on the front 
window.  The 1st Citation and Notice of Violation were mailed regular and certified.  
 
On that same day, February 27, 2014, CEO Silva testified that the tenant, Carmen 
McDade, called to review the violations.  CEO Silva testified that he explained that the 
vehicle needed to be moved off the lawn and be currently registered with the DMV, the 
trash bins placed at the side of the house, and all debris removed.  CEO Silva testified 
that he further explained that the total fine of $419.00 needed to be paid within 30 days, 
or a late fee would be applied.  CEO Silva testified that the tenant said that she never 
received the first set of notices that were mailed on February 4, 2014. CEO Silva 
testified that he has not received subject notice via return mail.   
 
On March 3, 2014 CEO Silva testified that the tenant came into the office to discuss the 
violations.  CEO Silva testified that the tenant explained that the vehicle was now 
moved, and the debris had been cleared.  CEO Silva testified that he informed her that 
pieces of the basketball hoop, ladder, and other items on the side of the garage needed 
to be kept in the garage or rear yard.  The tenant agreed to move the items, and abated 
the violations.  CEO Silva testified that he also requested that the tenant email or call 
with the property owner information.  CEO Silva testified that the tenant said she would 
attempt to contact the property owner.  CEO Silva testified that he gave the tenant an 
appeal form to give to the property owner, and a mailing address change form.  CEO 
Silva testified that the property owner does not reside at this property, and has an 
incorrect mailing address filed with Solano County.   
 
On March 7, 2014, CEO Silva testified that the Code Enforcement Division (CED) office 
received the original mailings with the Warning Letter, and Administrative Citation back 
from the Post Office.   
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On March 11, 2014, CEO Silva testified that through research the Post Office never 
delivered the Warning Notice or Administrative Notice, but successfully delivered the 2nd 
set of Notices, of the Notice of Violation, and 1st Citation. CEO Silva testified that on that 
same day, Code Enforcement Division Manager, Nimat Shakoor-Grantham explained 
that the property owner would have to file appeals for the Notice of Violation and 1st 
Citation in order to have the fees waived or voided.  CEO Silva testified that on the same 
day he received a phone call from the property owner, and fully explained this appeal 
process.  CEO Silva testified that on the same day the property owner and tenant came 
into the CE office to review the case, and CEO Silva explained that since the Post Office 
made a mistake with the mailing they would have to speak with the Postmaster, and see 
if the Post Office was willing to pay the fees due.  If the Post Office is not willing to pay 
the fees due, the property owner could file an appeal and go to the hearing to request 
the fees be waived.  CEO Silva testified that the property owner agreed to speak to the 
Post Office and file an appeal if necessary.   
 
On March 13, 2014, CEO Silva testified that the property owner came into the CED 
office and notified him that the Post Office confirmed the mistake, but was not willing to 
pay for the fees due. CEO Silva testified that the property owner then filed an appeal 
application for the Notice of Violation and 1st Citation.   
 
On March 20, 2014, CEO Silva testified that he performed a final inspection, and 
confirmed that all violations have been abated. Additionally, CEO Silva testified that he 
had a meeting with Ryan Griffith at the City Attorney’s Office, and reviewed this case 
with him. CEO Silva testified that Ryan explained that the appeal should go to the 
hearing, but that staff can recommend waiving the fees.  CEO Silva testified that he 
found that there was an error made, and was instructed by the City Attorney to bring it to 
the Appeals Board.  CEO Silva’s recommendation is to void the Notice of Violation, and 
the 1st Citation issued, on February 26, 2014.   
 
Staff person Shakoor-Grantham explained that the appellant waived his right by not 
appearing at the hearing. She would like this noted by the Board, for the record. Then 
Code Enforcement Division office would send out the hearing document, and inform the 
appellant that they waived their right, and the fines would stand. Board member 
Lancaster motioned to allow a continuance until the May 22nd hearing.  Board member 
Bernard seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 

10. SECOND COMMUNITY FORUM: None 
 

11. OLD BUSINESS:  
 

A. 124 Jordan, Mr. Frederic Mooney’s Appeal Update 
 
CEO Silva testified that a couple of meetings ago it was agreed upon since the appeal 
was outside of the 60-day window, that the appeal fee would be refunded to the property 
owner.  A minor mistake was made as the property owner paid $10.00 over what the 
actual fee was.  So, a check was issued to him for $658.00, but since he was owed 
$10.00, another check would be cut in the next couple of weeks to complete the refund.  
CEO Silva testified that he went out and did a re-inspection today, after re-issuing the 
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notice.  CEO Silva testified that the property owner was willing to meet with him about a 
week ago; noted violations were abated, and now the case is closed. A Board member 
inquired about information from Attorney regarding rules of removing/moving items of 
evicted tenants (15-day rule; when does it begin and how is Code to address this?) 

 
Staff person Shakoor-Grantham stated, there was an additional communication for the 
Board, in addition to the template for Rules of Order there was a response from the City 
Attorney’s office regarding the inquiry that Board member Madeiros made in connection 
with the hearing regarding with how Code Enforcement addresses the 15-day lockout 
period, regarding the items left on the property.   
 
CEO Silva testified that the questions raised were regarding the Sheriff’s 15-day notice 
for eviction, its time frame and whether CED should be notified and the manner of 
notification.  CEO Silva testified that the City Attorney’s Office (CAO) found that the 
property owner is responsible for notifying the whole jurisdiction if there is an eviction 
occurring.  CAO also explained that the 15 days begins on the day of the posting of the 
15-day notice for eviction by the Sheriff’s office.  The CAO confirmed that the landlord is 
responsible for keeping the tenant’s property for 15 days from the date of the eviction; 
the landlord may charge a reasonable fee for removal and storage of the property.  
However, upon demand from the tenant, the landlord must return the property, and the 
tenant pays all costs incurred.  Any items left outside of the property, or items in violation 
of the Property Maintenance Ordinance, as there was for the case in question, the 
property owner is allowed to abate the issue to resolve the Code Enforcement case, but 
has to store those items for 15 days either inside the house, garage, or a separate 
location.   

 
 

12. NEW BUSINESS:  
 
A. Vice Chair Bennett – Community-based Engagement 

 
Vice Chair Bennett said staff would schedule a date in the near future to coordinate their 
efforts to create a database or list of vendors that could assist the elderly and disabled.  
Staff person Shakoor-Grantham stated that the community forum would be held on April 
29, 2014, from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.  Community leaders are invited to explore ways to 
assist the elderly, physically, and financially disabled property owners with their code 
violations, so they don’t accrue significant penalties and fines.  Churches, faith-based 
organizations, social services providers, may have someone on-hand or know of a 
contractor that can help out with the violations at a nominal fee.   
 
Board member Lancaster stated that this could include people that have community 
hours to serve.  Vice Chair Bennett replied that whoever we can get to partner with us 
would be good, but certain jobs would need bonded contractors.  Chairperson Roth 
asked if timelines would have to be modified when the job is going to be done.  Staff 
person Shakoor-Grantham stated that extensions would be built into this system and this 
will buy the property owner time to sell the property or find a relative that could help; so 
they aren’t burdened by fines, and other personal issues they are going through.  
Chairperson Roth stated that, as always, the first goal is compliance.  CEO Silva stated 
that he sent out a mass e-mail through the California Association of Code Enforcement 
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Officers (CACEO) asking for recommendations as to how other Cities are handling this 
concern.  From the responses, he compiled a list of different ideas which he sent to Staff 
person Shakoor-Grantham.   

 
13. STAFF COMMENTS: CEO Silva stated that he would be out of town by the next hearing 

date of May 22nd and he would speak to Staff person Shakoor-Grantham about the 526 
Warford Avenue case.   Another Officer would be presenting this case. 
 

14. ANNOUNCEMENTS: None 
 

15. ADJOURNMENT:  Board member Lancaster made the motion to adjourn the meeting at 
6:51 p.m.  Board member Charmack seconded the motion and it was carried 
unanimously. 



























 

 

 

 

 

CODE ENFORCEMENT DIVISION 

HEARING DATE: June 26, 2013 

TO:   Code Enforcement Appeals Board 

FROM:   John Silva, Code Enforcement Officer 

SUBJECT:   HEARING ON NOTICE OF VIOLATION AND CITATION #1  

 

Subject Property Address: 526 WARFORD AVENUE 

Parcel Number:   0071293130 

Owner of Record:  SINGH , JIWANJOT 

Case Number:   CE14-0370 

Violation(s): Vallejo Municipal Code Section 7.54.030 (under Chapter 7.54 known as the Property 

Maintenance Ordinance of the City of Vallejo)  

 

Section 7.54.030 F. Prohibits damaged lumber, junk, trash, salvage materials, household materials, etc.  

 

Section 7.54.030 J. Prohibits vehicles, RVs, trailers and boats parked in front yard, on unpaved surface, in 

residential zoning districts.  

 

Section 7.54.030 R. Prohibits leaving any garbage can refuse can, or recycling container in front or side yard.  

 

Section 7.54.030 S. Prohibits maintenance of property in such a manner as to constitute a public nuisance.  

 

Section 7.64.010  Prohibits storage of inoperative, unregistered, wrecked, or dismantled vehicles on the property. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

1) 02/04/2014 This case was picked up while performing inspections in the area. 
 

2) 02/04/2014 I performed an inspection and confirmed there to be debris, an unregistered vehicle parked partially 
on the lawn, and trash bins that were out of compliance. I documented the violations and took 
pictures.  

 

3) 02/04/2014 Warning of Violation and an Administrative Notice were sent to the property owner by regular and 
certified mail. 

 

4) 02/26/2014 I performed a re-inspection and confirmed that the violations had not been abated. See photos 
attached 

 

5) 02/27/2014 I posted a copy of the First Citation and Notice of Violation on the front window of the house. See 
photo attached 
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6) 02/27/2014 The tenant (Carmen McDade) called to review the violations. I explained that the vehicle needed to 

be moved off of the lawn, needed to be currently registered with DMV, the debris removed and the 
trash bins placed back at the side of the house. I further explained that the total amount of fines 
needed to be paid within 30 days, or a late fee would apply. The tenant explained that she never 
received the first set of notices. I further explained that the first set of notices was mailed on 
February 04, 2014 and have not been received back, by our office.  

 

7) 03/03/2014 The tenant came into the office to discuss the violations. The tenant explained that the vehicle is now 
moved and the debris have been cleared. I informed her that the pieces of basketball hoop, the ladder 
and other items at the side of the garage needed to be stored in the garage or rear yard. The tenant 
agreed to move the items and abate of the violation. I then requested that the tenant email or call me 
with the contact information for the property owner. I then gave the tenant a copy of the appeal form 
and a change of address form, to give to the property owner.  

 
Through this conversation I found that the property owner does not reside on the property and has 

the incorrect mailing address filed with Solano County. His mail from the City of Vallejo is currently 

sent to the property address, not to his physical address.  

 
 

8) 03/07/2014 Our office received the original mailings of the Warning Notice and Administrative Citation, back 
from the post office.   

 

9) 03/11/2014 Through research I found proof that the Post Office never delivered the Warning Notice or 
Administrative Notice, but did successfully deliver the Notice of Violation and First Citation.   

 
10) 03/11/2014   Nimat explained that the property owner would have to file an appeal for the Notice of Violation and 

First Citation to possibly be waived or voided.  
 

11) 03/11/2014 I received a phone call from the property owner and fully explained the appeal process.  
 

12) 03/11/2014 The property owner and tenant came into the office, to review the case. I explained that since the Post 
Office made a mistake with the mailing, they would have to speak with the Postmaster and see if the 
Post Office was willing to pay the fees due. If the Post Office is not willing to pay these fees, the 
property could then file an appeal and go to hearing, to request that the fees be waived. The property 
owner agreed to speak with the Post Office and then file an appeal, if necessary.  

 

13) 03/13/2014 The property owner came into the office and notified me that the Post Office confirmed the mistake, 
but was not willing to pay for the fees due. The property owner then filed an appeal application for 
the Notice of Violation and First Citation. 

 

14) 03/20/2014 I performed a final inspection and confirmed that all violations have been abated. See attached 
photos   

 
15) 04/24/2014 I attended the appeals hearing, but the property owner was not in attendance. The appeals board 

voted to issue a one-time continuance, per the ordinance, since the property owner was not present. 
This passed with a unanimous vote and the case was continued to the appeal hearing on May 22, 
2014. 
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16) 05/05/2014 I called the property owner and reviewed the appeal hearing decision. I explained that since he was 

not in attendance the appeals board could not make a decision on the case and voted to continue the 
issue to May 22, 2014. I further explained that the property owner needed to be in attendance on 
May 22, 2014 at 6:00pm or he would forfeit his right to appeal. The property owner then agreed to 
be present for the appeals hearing on May 22, 2014. 

 
17) 05/05/2014 I received a voicemail from the property owner stating that he may not be able to attend the May 22, 

2014 meeting, because he cannot get out of work. He requested to have this meeting a different night 
or time. 

 
I reviewed this request with the Division Manager (Nimat Shakoor-Grantham). Per Nimat the 

property owner must be in attendance on May 22, 2014 or he forfeits his right to appeal. 

 
18) 05/05/2014 I called the property owner back and confirmed that he needed to be in attendance on May 22, 2014. 

The property owner explained that he would attempt to get time off work, but understood he would 
forfeit his appeal rights if not present on May 22, 2014. I further explained that the property owner 
would receive a hearing notice in the mail. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

1. Photos taken 02-04-2014 
2. Warning of Violation issued 02-04-2014 
3. Administrative Notice issued 02-04-2014 
4. Photos taken 02-26-2014 
5. Notice of Violation issued 02-26-2014 
6. 1st Citation issued 02-26-2014 
7. Copies of returned mail received 03-07-2014 
8. Appeal application received on 03-13-2014 
9. Final photos taken 03-20-2014 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

Based upon the evidence presented, Staff recommends that the Board: 

 

1. Void Notice of Violation and First Citation issued 02-26-2014 
 

CONTACT 

 

John Silva, Code Enforcement Officer 
(707) 648-4327 
jsilva@ci.vallejo.ca.us 








