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BOARD OF APPEALS 

City & County of San Francisco 
REHEARING REQUEST FOR APPEAL NO. 24-023 

Marc Bruno, Appellant(s) seeks a rehearing of Appeal No. 24-023 which was decided on May 15, 2024. 
This request for rehearing will be considered by the Board of Appeals on Wednesday, June 26, 2024, at 

5:00 p.m. and will be held in Room 416 of San Francisco City Hall. The parties may also attend via the 

Zoom video platform.

Pursuant to Article V, § 9 of the Rules of the Board of Appeals, the response to the written request for 

rehearing must be submitted by the opposing party and/or Department no later than 10 days from the 
date of filing, on or before June 7, 2024 and must not exceed six (6) double-spaced pages in length, with 

unlimited exhibits. The brief shall be double-spaced with a minimum 12-point font size.  An electronic copy 

should be e-mailed to:  boardofappeals@sfgov.org  julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org and 

marcabruno@yahoo.com  

You or your representative MUST be present at the hearing. It is the general practice of the Board that only 

up to three minutes of testimony from each side will be allowed. Except in extraordinary cases, and to 

prevent manifest injustice, the Board may grant a Rehearing Request only upon a showing that new or 

different material facts or circumstances have arisen, where such facts or circumstances, if known at the 

time, could have affected the outcome of the original hearing. 

Based on the evidence and testimony submitted, the Board will make a decision to either grant or deny your 

request. Four votes are necessary to grant a rehearing. If your request is denied, a rehearing will not be 

scheduled and the decision of the Board will become final. If your request is granted, a rehearing will be 

scheduled, the original decision of the Board will be set aside, and after the rehearing, a second decision will 

be made. Only one request for rehearing and one rehearing are permitted under the Rules of the Board. 

Requestor  

Signature: Via Email 

Print Name: Marc Bruno, requestor 

Date Filed: May 28, 2024 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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Request	for	Rehearing	re	Appeal	24-023,		
	
Filed	by	Appellant	Marc	Bruno,	May	28,	2024	
	
	
Appellant	Marc	Bruno	in	the	above	mentioned	appeal	requests	a		
	
rehearing	based	on	the	following:	
	
Respondent	in	this	matter,	and	his	representatives,	fraudulently		
	
presented	to	the	Board	of	Appeals	that	a	witness,	Elizabeth	Radtke,	an		
	
architect,	was	not	associated	with	the	parties	to	this	action.	In	fact,	Ms.	
		
Radtke	is	a	longtime	associate	of	the	permit	facilitator	for	respondent,		
	
Jeremy	Paul,	present	at	the	hearing	on	this	matter.	Ms.	Radtke,	testified		
	
that	she	is	a	"friend"	of	Linda	Federowicz's	,	the	tenant	in	the	at-issue		
	
building	site	and	the	supposed	author	of	the	letter	she	read	to	the		
	
Board	on	May	15	under	false	pretenses.	She	has	met	Ms.	Federowicz	
	
on	only	one	occasion,	and,	rather	than	her	"friend"	is	a	an	associate	of		
	
Mr.	Paul's.		
	
	
The	Rules	of	the	Board	of	Appeal	egregiously	violated.	
	
According	to	the	Rules	of	the	Board	of	Appeals,	"Parties	to	an	appeal		
	
shall	have	seven	minutes	for	presentation	and	three	minutes	for	
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rebuttal.	Parties	to	a	Jurisdiction	Request	or	Rehearing	Request	shall		
	
have	three	minutes	for	presentation	and	no	rebuttal.	Members	of	the		
	
public	who	are	not	affiliated	with	a	party	may	speak	once	for	up	to		
	
three	minutes."		
	
	
[See	"Special	Instructions	to	the	Parties,"	03.02.2022,	P.	4,	highlighted	in		
	
blue.]	
	
	
As	Ms.	Radtke	was	associated	with	the	permit	facilitator	in	this	matter,		
	
she	should	not	have	been	permitted	to	speak	for	a	"witness"	before	the		
	
Board.		
	
	
Appellant's	Rehearing	Request	meets	the	criteria	for	Rehearing.	
	
The	letter	read	by	Ms.	Radtke	under	the	false	pretenses	that	she	is	a		
	
friend	of	the	letter's	author	and	not	part	of	the	respondent's	legal	team	
	
is	inherently	prejudicial	to	appellant's	standing	before	the	Board.		
	
	
The	letter	she	read	made	numerous	false	and	spurious	claims	about		
	
appellant,	supposedly	written	by	an	elderly	tenant	in	the	same	building		
	
where	appellant	lives.	The	tenant	claimed	to	be	about	to	undergo	heart		
	
surgery	and	claimed	to	be	a	witness	to	offensive	actions	by	appellant.		
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The	letter	was	not	presented	the	Board	or	to	the	Appellant	prior	to		
	
the	hearing.	Therefore,	there	was	no	way	to	verify	its	authorship	or		
	
respond	in	a	complete	manner	to	its	many	claims.	It	was	presented		
	
under	as	describing	events	on	or	about	March	9,	and,	as	the	hearing	was		
	
May	15,	respondent	had	plenty	of	time	to	present	it.	
	
	
On	its	face,	the	reading	of	the	letter	under	false	pretenses	by	Ms.	Radtke		
	
is,	in	the	words	of	the	Rules	of	the	Board,	a	"manifest	injustice."	
	
According	to	the	Board's	Criteria	for	a	rehearing,		
	
"In	order	to	get	a	rehearing	request	granted,	you	must	show	new		
	
evidence	that	could	have	changed	the	outcome	of	the	appeal	or		
	
establish	that	there	is	manifest	injustice."		
	
[See	Attachment	2	"Overview	of	Appeal	Process:	Request	a	Rehearing,"		
	
P.	1,	boldface	emphasis	added.]		
	
	
Prejudicial	evidence	does	not	have	to	be	publicly	considered	by	the		
	
Board	to	be	damaging	to	appellant's	standing.	
	
Commentaries	on	Section	403	of	the	California	Evidence	Code,	which	I		
	
refer	to	here	as	a	non-attorney	in	search	of	a	general	ethical	standard,		
	
make	reference	to	the	stand-alone	damage	by	prejudicial	evidence,	
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particularly	when,	as	here,	there	is	little	or	no	chance	to	rebut	the		
	
so-called	evidence.		
	
By	failing	to	present	the	letter	any	time	before	the	hearing,	and	by		
	
falsely	claiming	it	was	being	presented	by	a	"friend"	of	the	letter	
	
writer	who	had	nothing	to	do	with	respondent’s	legal	team,	respondent		
	
damaged	appellant	and	undermined	one	of	Board	of	Appeal's	mandates:	
	
To	offer	a	transparent	process	for	dispute	resolution,	absent	dishonesty		
	
and	trickery.	
	
	
Appellant,	requestor	for	this	rehearing,	is	an	"Unsatisfied	Party"	
	
under	Board	Rules.	
	
	
Appellant	is	an	unsatisfied	party	who	has	a	right	under	Board	Rules	to	
	
ask	for	a	rehearing.		
	
[See	Attachment	3	"Frequently	Asked	Questions,"	05.06.2024	
	
Item	21,	"What	if	I	am	dissatisfied	with	the	Board's	Decision?"]		
	
In	Appellant's	Brief,	I	asked	that	permit	in	question	be	denied,	or,	at	the		
	
very	least	that	two	legal	responsibilities	by	the	permit	holder	be	met		
	
before	he	proceeds:		
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(1)	That	proper	notice	as	required	by	the	original	application		
	
be	given.	(Instead,	the	Board	of	Appeals	inexplicably	reduced	the		
	
standard	15-Day	Notice	to	48	hours,	rather	than	the	typical	15	days,		
	
stating,	at	the	Board	hearing	on	May	15,	"Well,	surely	everybody	in	the	
	
building	knows	about	it	by	now,"	or	words	to	that	effect.	In	fact,	the		
	
notice	requirement	is	not	only	about	"knowing	things"	but	also	to	give		
	
warning	to	residents,	neighbors	and	the	City	itself	prior	to	a	major	work	
	
project.		By	reducing	notice	from	15	days	to	two	days,	the	Board	of		
	
Appeals	is	rewarding	respondent	for	never	having	given	any	notice	at		
	
all.		
	
(2)	That	the	work	being	proposed	not	be	staged	from	the	garage	in	the		
	
building,	a	location	at	472	Union	that	the	City	itself	has	determined	to		
	
be	a	fire	hazard	as	a	result	of	respondent's	using	it	without	first		
	
installing	a	proper	sprinkler	system.	This	violation	has	never	been		
	
remedied,	but	it	must	be	remedied	for	the	safety	of	the	residents	and		
	
neighbors	before	any	more	works	is	staged	from	there.		
	
[See	N.O.V.	issued	by	D.B.I.	inspector	Christina	H.	Dang,	03.17.2023,		
			
Complaint	2023	05216,	p.	1	"Remove	Excessive	Storage	from	Garage"]		
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[See,	also,	Testimony	of	Matthew	Greene,	Liaison	to	Board	from	the		
	
Department	of	Building	Inspection,	who	noted	in	oral	testimony	on		
	
September	18,	2023	that	the	use	of	the	garage	at	472	Union	Street	for		
	
building	projects	is	"a	definite	fire	hazard."]	
	
	
These	two	written	requests	by	appellant,	the	requester	of	this		
	
rehearing,	were	made	in	the	initial	Appeal	at	issue	in	this	matter.	
	
[See	Attachment	4,	"Notice	of	Appeal,"	P.	3,	"Appeal	of	Permit		
	
202403016943."]	
	
	
As	neither	request	was	satisfied	by	the	Board	of	Appeals,	appellant	
	
meets	the	definition	of		"a	party	dissatisfied	with	the	Board's	decision."		
	
	
Signed	Electronically	this	Twenty-eighth	Day	of	May,	2024,	and	signed		
	
under	penalty	of	perjury	under	California	law,	based	on	appellants'		
	
information	and	belief,		
	
	
[Electronic	Signature]		
	
	
Marc	Bruno,	Appellant	-	Requester	for	Rehearing	-	24-023	
15	Nobles	Alley,	Apartment	3	/	San	Francisco	CA	94133	
	
Permit	Applicant	Contact	Information:	
Paul	Boschetti	<aida@sonic.net>	



 
 
 
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR PARTIES 

 
 

APPROVED PLANS 

City & County of San Francisco 
BOARD OF APPEALS 

 

 
Permit holders whose building permits have been appealed are strongly encouraged to submit electronic copies 
of the City-approved plans for the subject project no later than one Thursday prior to the scheduled hearing. If 
plans are not submitted and the Board needs the plans to make its decision, the resolution of the appeal may 
be delayed. Hard copies of the City-approved plans do NOT need to be submitted. 

An electronic copy should be sent to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org. 
 

WRITTEN & ORAL ARGUMENTS 

Parties are strongly encouraged, but not required, to submit a written statement (called a “brief”) to the 
Board describing the dispute at issue, outlining their arguments and what action they’d like the Board 
to take. At the hearing, parties are given time to present their arguments orally to the Board. 

 
Please consider the following information and instructions for written and oral arguments, and written 
submittals: 

Keep in mind the correct standard of review the Board will use in deciding the case. 
x For most appeals, the Board applies de novo review, which means it hears the case anew 

and does not need to defer to the findings of fact or determinations made by the 
underlying decision-maker. 

x Decisions by the Zoning Administrator (ZA), other than Variance decisions, require that the 
Board defer to the ZA unless the Board finds that the ZA erred or abused his or her 
discretion. Variance decisions are decided under the de novo standard described above. 

x In deciding a case, the Board may only uphold, overturn or place conditions on a 
departmental decision; it cannot remand (send back) a decision to the underlying 
department for further review or action. 

x Jurisdiction Requests: To grant late jurisdiction, the Board must find that the City 
intentionally or inadvertently caused the requestor to be late in filing the appeal. If a 
Jurisdiction Request is granted, the requestor will have five calendar days from the 
date of the Board’s decision to file an appeal. 

x Rehearing Requests: The Board may grant a rehearing in extraordinary cases to prevent 
manifest injustice, or where new or different facts or circumstances have arisen that if 
known at the time of the original hearing could have affected the outcome of the hearing. 
The written request should state the nature and character of the new facts or 
circumstances, the names of the witnesses and/or a description of the documents to be 
produced, and why the evidence was not produced at the original hearing. 

 
 

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475• San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 628-652-1150 • Email: boardofappeals@sfgov.org 

www.sfgov.org/boa 
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Consider the votes needed. 
x Appeals: In most cases, an appellant must get four out of the five Board members to vote 

to overturn or modify a departmental decision. That means it takes the vote of two Board 
members for the underlying departmental decision to remain unchanged. Appeals of 
certain Planning Commission actions only require three votes to overturn or modify the 
determination eg. Section 328 Home-SF Project, Section 329 Large Project Authorization, 
and Section 320-325 Office Allocation determinations. Please check with Board staff if you 
have questions. 

x Jurisdiction Requests and Rehearing Requests: Four out of five votes are needed to grant 
a Jurisdiction Request or Rehearing Request. 

 
Explain what action you’d like the Board to take. The type of action requested will depend 
upon the nature of the appeal and the party submitting the brief. Some examples include: 

x Protest Appeals – when someone objects to a permit or other entitlement issued to 
someone else: 

o An appellant in a protest appeal typically requests either that the entitlement be denied, or 
new conditions be placed on the entitlement so that the project is changed in some way 
(example: new construction be set back further from the appellant’s property line). 

o A permit holder in this type of case typically requests that the Board uphold the 
entitlement as is, with no new conditions. 

x Appeals of a Denial, Revocation, Condition, Suspension or Penalty: 

o An appellant who appeals the denial or revocation of his or her own permit typically asks 
the Board to overturn the denial or revocation. 

o An appeal of conditions placed on a permit seeks to eliminate or modify the conditions. 

o An appeal of a permit suspension or penalty seeks to eliminate or reduce the length of 
the suspension or the amount of the penalty. Note that in many cases, there is a statutory 
limit that prevents the Board from completely eliminating a penalty. 

 

Follow the Board’s formatting requirements for written submittals. The Rules of the 
Board of Appeals set out very specific requirements with respect to the length of briefs for 
different types of cases and how they need to look on the page. Briefs that don’t meet these 
requirements may be rejected. 

x All briefs, whether handwritten or typewritten, must be double-spaced. Typewritten 
submittals shall be in a font size no smaller than twelve (12) point. 

x Length: 
o Appeal briefs must not exceed twelve double-spaced pages in length and may include an 

unlimited number of exhibits. 

o Briefs associated with Jurisdiction Requests and Rehearing Requests must not exceed 
six double-spaced pages in length and may include an unlimited number of exhibits. 

o At the time an appeal is filed, an appellant may submit a supplementary statement that must 
not exceed one double-spaced page in length. No exhibits are allowed at that time. 

x Exhibits may include photographs, maps, plans, drawings, letters of support or opposition, 
or any other information or material relevant to the appeal. 

x Exhibits may not include additional pages of argument. 

x Board members are given an electronic copy of the determination being appealed, the  
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x Preliminary Statement of Appeal, and the appellant’s initial statement; these documents do 
not need to be included as exhibits. 

 
x Typewritten briefs must be in a font size no smaller than 12 point. 

x Double-sided printing is encouraged, especially for long documents.  

x The parties do not need to submit hard copies of their briefs. 

x Late or overlong submittals will be rejected. Please contact the Board at least 24 hours in 
advance of your deadline if you wish to request permission to file a late or longer brief. 

x Where exhibits exceed ten pages in length, the Board encourages the submitting party to 
separate exhibits with tabs and provide a table of contents. 

 
Meet all deadlines and delivery requirements. When an appeal is filed, Board staff will set a 
briefing schedule, and notify the parties both verbally and in writing, as to when their brief is due. 

x Appeals 

o Appellant’s Brief is due no later than three Thursdays prior to the hearing. The deadline for 
submission is 4:30 p.m. 

o Respondent’s and Other Parties’ Briefs are due no later than one Thursday prior to the hearing. The 
deadline for submission is 4:30 p.m. 

o Electronic copies of the brief with exhibits must be sent via email to the Board office by 
4:30 p.m. on or before the date it is due to boardofappeals@sfgov.org. 

o Additional copies must be delivered to the other parties on the same day via e-mail. 
 

o If you do not receive a brief from the other party on the due date, please contact the 
Board Office to get a copy of the brief via e-mail. 

o All briefs and written public comment submitted to the Board are considered public 
documents and will be posted on the Board’s website. 

o If the hearing date is changed, the briefing schedule may also change. Notice will be sent out 
by Board staff with any revised briefing schedule. 

x Jurisdiction Requests and Rehearing Requests 

o Requestor’s Brief is due at the time the request is filed. Requestors do not need to submit 
hard copies of their briefs. The Board will distribute copies to the other parties via e-mail. 

o Respondent’s Brief is due ten days after the request is filed. Electronic copies of the 
brief with exhibits must be emailed to the Board office by 4:30 p.m. on or before the 
date it is due. An additional electronic copy must be delivered to the other parties on the 
same day. If a deadline falls on a weekend or City holiday, it will move to the next 
business day unless otherwise specified by Board staff. 
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HEARINGS 

 

x Hearings are conducted in Room 416 of San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place. 
The parties and their representatives may also attend remotely via the Zoom video platform. 

x All parties or their representatives must be present on the scheduled date of the hearing. 
 

x Parties to an appeal shall have seven minutes for presentation and three minutes for 
rebuttal. Parties to a Jurisdiction Request or Rehearing Request shall have three minutes for 
presentation and no rebuttal. 

x Appellants or Requestors speak first, then the determination (permit) holder, then the 
respondent City Department(s) and then public comment. On appeals, the Board will then hear 
rebuttal testimony from the parties in the same order. 

x Members of the public who are not affiliated with a party may speak once for up to three minutes. 

x If you are not familiar with the Board’s public hearing procedures, it is recommended that you 
watch a Board meeting before your scheduled hearing date to prepare for your presentation. 
You may watch meetings on SFGovTV (San Francisco cable Channels 26 and 78), or on- 
demand on the internet at: www.sfgovtv.org. 

x Additional written arguments may not be submitted at the hearing without Board approval. 

x Computer-assisted presentations are permitted at the hearing. However, parties should 
have an alternate means of presentation prepared in case the equipment is not working. 
Parties may request assistance from the Board of Appeals staff to present their materials 
if they prefer. Parties are encouraged to send any materials to Board staff in advance of 
the hearing date in order to ensure a smoother meeting process. 

 
RESCHEDULING OF APPEALS 

If an appeal is rescheduled prior to hearing, written notification will be mailed to all parties 
involved. However, if the Board continues an appeal at a public hearing, no written notification 
will be mailed out. 

 
 

REHEARING REQUESTS 

x If the Board does not rule in your favor, you may request a rehearing. 

x A Rehearing Request must be filed within ten calendar days from the date of the Board's 
decision, and may be filed only by the parties to an appeal. 

x Only one Rehearing Request may be filed per appeal. 

x If the Rehearing Request period ends on a weekend or City holiday, the last day to file the 
request is the next business day. 

x See page 1 of this document for the standard of review applied to Rehearing Requests, or 
see Rules of the Board, Article V.9.
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CONTACT WITH BOARD MEMBERS 

The Board of Appeals functions as a quasi-judicial body. In an effort to further the Board’s mission 
to create a forum where appeals are heard and decided in a manner that is fair for all involved, all 
evidence to be considered on each appeal should be provided as part of the public record through 
the briefs and other documents submitted to the Board as described above, and through oral 
testimony at public hearings. Parties to appeals, their representatives, and members of the public 
should not contact Board members on matters that are pending before the Board. 

 
MORE INFORMATION 

More information about the Board of Appeals, including copies of the Rules of the Board, related 
Charter and Code provisions, and other resource materials are available at the Board office and 
on the internet at www.sfgov.org/boa. 

 
 

The supporting documents for the meetings can be found at the following link: 
https://sfgov.org/bdappeal/meetings/10 

 

A video of the previous meetings, can be found at the following link: 

https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=6 
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Write your brief  Filing a brief helps the commissioners and
permit/determination holder understand and address your
issues and concerns.

Explain to the Board why you think the permit or decision is
invalid or how you believe it should be modified.

Explain what action you want the Board to take.

Your brief must conform to the Board's requirements
(maximum 12-pages, double-spaced and a minimum 12-
point font; unlimited exhibits are permitted but no
arguments can be made on an exhibit). Briefs that do not
conform to the Board's requirements may be rejected or
redacted.

You must submit your brief by the deadline.

The permit or determination holder will have a chance to
respond to your brief. 

All briefs must be submitted to boardofappeals@sfgov.org
and the other parties.

Please feel free to contact the Board staff if you have any
questions. 
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Have an appeal
hearing

Time: Your case will usually be
heard within 60 days.

 Board hearings take place in Room 416 of SF City Hall. The
parties and the public may also attend remotely via Zoom or
by telephone.

What to expect at your hearing:

Each party will have 7 minutes to present their case and 3
minutes for rebuttal.

Members of the public can also comment.

The Board usually makes a decision on the night of the
hearing. 

Most decisions become effective 13 days after the hearing,
unless one of the parties makes a rehearing request.

You have the right to request an interpreter for a hearing.
Please make the request as soon as you know you need one,
but no later than 48-hours in advance of the hearing.   

 

2

Request a rehearing

Optional step

 In order to get a rehearing request granted, you must show
new evidence that could have changed the outcome of the
appeal or establish that there is manifest injustice. 

Rehearing Requests are not allowed for certain types of
permits. Please check with the Board Office. 

Steps:

1. The Rehearing Request must be filed within 10 days of the
Board's decision.

2. When requesting a rehearing, a statement must be
submitted to the Board explaining why the appeal should be
reheard. This statement can be up to six (6) double-spaced
pages in length, with unlimited exhibits, and must conform
to the briefing requirements in the Rules.

3. The other party may submit a response to the Rehearing
Request no later than ten (10) days from the date the
request was filed. This response may be up to six (6) double-
spaced pages in length with unlimited exhibits and must
conform to the briefing requirements in the Rules.

4. At the hearing, each party will have 3 minutes to address
the Board and no rebuttal.

5. If a rehearing request is granted then a new appeal
hearing date will be scheduled.

6. The cost to file a rehearing request is $150. Checks may
be mailed to SF Board of Appeals, 49 South Van Ness Ave.,
Suite 1475, San Francisco, CA 94103. (Note: the fee may be
waived if the requestor qualifies based on financial
considerations).

Please email or call the Board Office at
boardofappeals@sfgov.org or (628) 652-1150 if you have
questions about this process.
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

1. What does the Board of Appeals (BOA) do? 
a. The BOA is a quasi-judicial body that provides the public with a final administrative review 

process for appeals relating to a wide range of City determinations.  This is the final 
administrative review process. 

b. The Board hears and decides appeals involving the granting, denial, suspension, or revocation 
of permits, licenses, and other entitlements by various City commissions and departments. The 
granting or denial of variances and other determinations by the Zoning Administrator, and 
permits issued or denied pursuant to Discretionary Review decisions and downtown building 
authorizations of the Planning Commission are included. 

c. The BOA does NOT hear appeals of property tax assessments. Those types of appeals are 
heard by the Assessment Appeals Board. For more information about how to appeal a property 
tax assessment, go to the following link: https://www.sfassessor.org/property-
information/homeowners/contest-your-assessed-value#faq 
 

2. Who can file an appeal? 
a. Any person or group can file an appeal. 
b. Appeals cannot be filed anonymously. 

 
3. How do I file an appeal? 

a. Email boardofappeals@sfgov.org or call (628) 652-1150. Following is a link to an overview of 
the appeal process: https://sf.gov/step-by-step/overview-appeal-process.  
 

4. What is the deadline for filing an appeal? 
a. The time limits for filing appeals are strictly enforced. Most appeals must be filed within 15 

calendar days from the date of issuance of the underlying departmental decision. For instance, a 
15-day filing period applies to most building and demolition permits issued by the Department of 
Building Inspection, Zoning Administrator Notices of Violation and Letters of Determination, and 
from the date of the letter which issues, denies, suspends, or revokes a permit from most other 
City Departments. This includes San Francisco Public Works, the Department of Public Health, 
Police Department, and Arts Commission.  

b. A discretionary review decision by the Planning Commission is not appealable. The related 
building and demolition permits, however, are appealable when they are issued (or denied). 

c. Exceptions to the 15-day rule for filing an appeal include, but are not limited to: 
i. Variance decisions issued by the Zoning Administrator must be appealed within 10  

calendar days from the date of the variance decision letter. 
ii. Appeals relating to Statements of Eligibility issued by the Zoning Administrator with 

respect to transfer of development rights must be filed within 20 calendar days. 
iii. Appeals of actions taken by the Entertainment Commission or its Director on the 

granting, denial, amendment, suspension, or revocation of a permit, or on denial of 
exceptions from regulations for an Extended-Hours Premises Permit, shall be taken 
within 10 calendar days from the making of the decision. 

iv. Appeals of Certificates of Appropriateness issued by the Historic Preservation 
Commission must be filed within 30 calendar days of the Certificate issuance. 

https://www.sfassessor.org/property-information/homeowners/contest-your-assessed-value#faq
https://www.sfassessor.org/property-information/homeowners/contest-your-assessed-value#faq
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
https://sf.gov/step-by-step/overview-appeal-process
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v. Appeals of permit decisions made pursuant to Planning Code section 343 (Central 
SOMA Housing Sustainability District) must be filed within 10 calendar days of the  
permit decision. 

vi. Appeals of building permits issued for certain types of Accessory Dwelling Units (issued 
pursuant to Planning Code section 207(c)(6)) must be filed within 10 calendar days of 
the permit decision. 

d. When counting “calendar days” the appeal period begins the day after the departmental 
action became effective. For example, if a building permit is issued on the 3rd day of the 
month, the last day to appeal would be the 18th day of the month. If the last calendar day 
falls on a weekend or City holiday, the last day to file the appeal is the next business day. 
You are strongly encouraged to call or email the Board office if you have questions 
or are unsure about the filing deadline for your appeal. There may be other 
exceptions not listed here. Please contact the Board office. 

e. The appeal must be filed by 4:30 p.m. on the last day to file the appeal. 
f. If a permit adds housing and was filed after January 1, 2024, it is likely NOT appealable. Please 

confirm eligibility with Board staff. 

 

5. Can an agent file an appeal for me? 
a. Yes, on the condition that you provide written authorization for them to file an appeal. 

Authorization can be emailed to boardofappeals@sfgov.org. 
b. What is an agent? Someone who acts on your behalf, for example an attorney, architect or 

friend. 
6. What if I am unable to attend the scheduled hearing date? 

a. You can ask the other parties to reschedule it to a later date (please ask Board staff for 
available hearing dates). If the other parties do not agree to the later date, you may ask the 
Board President (through the Executive Director) to reschedule the matter to a later date. Your 
request must be a maximum of one page and be double-spaced with a minimum 12-point font. 
The other parties will have an opportunity to respond with their own one-page statement. The 
President will make a decision on the request. 

b. You can attend the hearing via Zoom. 
c. You can have someone else represent you at the hearing eg. attorney, architect or friend. 

 
7. How will I be able to express my concerns to the Board?  

a. Preliminary statement: At the time the appeal is filed, you must set forth the reasons or grounds 
for the appeal and what action is being requested of the Board. Your Preliminary Statement 
must be double-spaced with a minimum 12-point font. The statement can be a maximum of 
one-page with no exhibits allowed. (Note the Preliminary Statement is filed by the appellant). 

b. Brief: You will have an opportunity to submit a brief outlining the reasons for your appeal. 
Please ensure that you follow the Board’s briefing requirements, otherwise your brief may be 
rejected. Briefs may be maximum of 12 pages. They must be double-spaced with a minimum 
12-point font. Unlimited exhibits are permitted, however, the exhibits shall not contain any 
arguments. 

c. Oral Testimony at the hearing: You will have the opportunity to address the Board orally at the 
hearing and give a presentation. 
 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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8. Why should I file a brief?  
a. To properly prepare the commissioners and the other parties for the hearing.  
b. To clarify what actions, you would like the commissioners to take for the case. 
c. If an appellant does not file a brief, the responding parties may not be able to address or 

respond to the appellant’s concerns. Further the commissioners will not be familiar with the 
issues going into the hearing. 

d. All briefs must be received by 4:30 p.m. on the deadline. Briefs must be a maximum of 12 
pages, double-spaced, with a minimum 12-point font.  

e. The parties are strongly encouraged to file a brief. 
 

9. What is the fee to file an appeal? 
a. Appeals usually cost: 

i. Building permits $175 
ii. Planning Department decisions $600 
iii. Most other permits or orders $300 

b.  Board staff will confirm the cost of your appeal when you file. The filing fee can be paid online 
with a credit card or check. Payment may also be made by sending a check to the Board Office 
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1475, SF, CA 94103. 
 

10. What if I cannot afford to pay the filing fee? 
a. You can request a fee waiver by submitting the following form 

https://sf.gov/sites/default/files/2022-09/Fee%20Waiver%20Form_0.pdf 
b. Forms may be emailed to boardofappeals@sfgov.org 

 
11. Do I need to hire an attorney? 

a. Parties are not required to be represented by attorneys, although some parties elect to hire 
them.  Parties may be represented by architects or parties can represent themselves.  

 
12.  Where do the hearings take place? 

a. Room 416 of San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place. 
b. Parties may also attend the hearing remotely via Zoom. 
c. Hearings start at 5:00 p.m. The agenda will be published on our website the Friday before the 

hearing. 
13. Will the public be notified of the hearing? 

a. For cases involving real property, postcards will be mailed to residents/occupants who reside 
within 150 of the subject property. Notice of the hearing will also be posted on our website the 
Friday before the hearing. 
 

14. What can I expect at the hearing? 
 

a. The appellant speaks first, then the person whose permit or other determination is being 
appealed, and then a representative of the department that issued the determination. Each 
speaker is given seven minutes to present testimony and relevant evidence.   There will then 
be a portion for public comment before moving onto rebuttal.  Each party gets 3 minutes to 
address the Board during rebuttal. The Board will then deliberate and either make a decision or 
continue the matter in order for additional information to be presented. 

https://sf.gov/sites/default/files/2022-09/Fee%20Waiver%20Form_0.pdf
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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b. To prepare for the hearing and to become familiar with the method of presentation used, the 
Board recommends that the parties observe a meeting of the Board in advance of their hearing. 
This can be done in person or by watching a hearing on television or via computer. Meetings 
are broadcast on SFGTV Cable Channels 26 or 78, and may be viewed via streaming video or 
on demand on the internet at: http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=6.  
 
 
 
 

15. Can members of the public participate in the hearing? 

a. Members of the Public who are not parties to an appeal or affiliated with a party may 
have 2-3 minutes to address the Board during public comment for the case. 
Members of the public may also submit written materials to the Board in advance of the 
hearing. Ideally written public comment should be emailed to boardofappeals@sfgov.org no 
later than one Thursday prior to the hearing date. 
 

16.  Who makes the decision on the appeal? 
a. The Board has five commissioners who decide appeals. 

b. If the Board makes a decision on the night of the hearing (eg. granting or denying an 
appeal) the dissatisfied party has 12 calendar days to request a rehearing. The request 
must be made by 4:30 p.m.  If a party does not request a rehearing by the deadline, then 
a written decision will be issued on the following day (13th day after the hearing). If an 
appeal of a permit has been denied, the permit will be unsuspended when the written 
decision by the Board is issued.  
 

17. How many votes are needed to get an appeal granted or a permit modified? 
a. In most cases, 4 votes are required (only 3 votes if there is a vacancy (not an absence) on the 

Board). 
 

18.  How many votes are required to deny an appeal? 
a. The denial of an appeal can happen in two ways: 

i. Three commissioners vote to deny the appeal. 
ii. If there are not enough votes to grant an appeal, then the underlying 

permit/determination is upheld by operation of law.  In effect, the appeal is denied. Eg. 3 
votes to grant the appeal and 2 to deny will result in a denial of the appeal (since 4 votes 
are required to grant the appeal). 
 

19. What is the Board’s standard of review? 
a. In most cases, the Board reviews the departmental decision de novo, which means it hears the 

case anew and is not required to defer to the findings of fact or determinations of the underlying 
decision-maker. However, in appeals of decisions by the Zoning Administrator (ZA) (except for 
variance decisions), the City Charter requires that the Board defer to the ZA unless it finds that 
the ZA erred or abused his or her discretion. 

b. In limited cases, a project is subject to a streamlined, ministerial review process. This means 
that the Board has limited discretion.  

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=6
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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20. How do I access the Board’s historical records?
a. Email boardofappeals@sfgov.org if you want links to particular videos or case materials.

Decisions are posted on our website at the following link:
https://www.sf.gov/departments/board-appeals

21. What if I am dissatisfied with the Board’s Decision?
a. A party dissatisfied with the Board’s decision can file a request for a rehearing.
b. In order to get a rehearing request granted, one must show new evidence that could have

changed the outcome of the hearing or establish that there is manifest injustice.
c. Rehearing Requests are not allowed for certain types of permits. Please check with the Board

Office.
d. When requesting a rehearing, a statement must be submitted to the Board explaining why the

appeal should be reheard. This statement can be up to six (6) double-spaced pages in length,
with unlimited exhibits and must conform to the briefing requirements in the Rules.

e. The other party may submit a response to the Rehearing Request no later than ten (10) days
from the date the request was filed. This response may be up to six (6) double-spaced pages in
length with unlimited exhibits and must conform to the briefing requirements in the Rules.

f. At the hearing, each party will have 3 minutes to address the Board and no rebuttal.
g. If a rehearing request is granted, then a new appeal hearing date will be scheduled.
h. The cost to file a rehearing request is $150. Checks may be mailed to SF Board of Appeals, 49

South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1475, San Francisco, CA 94103. (Note: the fee may be waived if
the requestor qualifies based on financial considerations).

i. Please email or call the Board Office at boardofappeals@sfgov.org or (628) 652-1150 if you
have questions about this process.

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
https://www.sf.gov/departments/board-appeals
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 24-023 
MARC BRUNO, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
 Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on March 8, 2024, 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 March 1, 2024 to Paul Boschetti, of 
an Alteration Permit (repair stairway (less than 50%) at rear, repair door in back; repair all items on Notice of Violation,  
Items Nos. 6 and 7, Complaint No. 202305216 to comply for violation; back stairway 50%) at 472 Union Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2024/03/01/6943 
 
FOR HEARING ON May 15, 2024 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Marc Bruno, Appellant(s) 
15 Nobles Alley #3 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
 

 
Paul Boschetti, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Morgan Thomas, Agent for Permit Holder(s) 
Vanguard Commercial 
2501 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94110 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: March 8, 2024 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 24-023     
 
I / We, Marc Bruno, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Alteration Permit No. 
2024/03/01/6943  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective on: March 1, 
2024, to: Paul Boschetti, for the property located at: 472 Union Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on April 25, 2024, (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.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, 
tina.tam@sfgov.org, matthew.greene@sfgov.org, morgan@morganthomas.com and aida@sonic.net 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on May 9, 2024, (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.rosenberg@sfgov.org, 
corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org, matthew.greene@sfgov.org and marcabruno@yahoo.com 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, May 15, 2024, 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: Marc Bruno, appellant 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:matthew.greene@sfgov.org
mailto:morgan@morganthomas.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:matthew.greene@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
http://www.sfgov.org/boa


Appeal of Permit 202403016943; 472 Union Street  
 
A copy of this permit is attached. 	
 	
This Permit Should be Denied for the Following Reasons: 	
 	
(1) Permit holder and his workers are working on the rooftop of the  
 
referenced address and at 15 Nobles Alley, none of which is permitted under this  
 
permit or any other permit at the premises. 
 
(2) Permit holder is doing work in the light-and-air shaft between the two  
 
addressees, which is also outside the scope of this permit. 	
 	
(3) Permit holder is using the garage of the building as a staging and storage area  
 
for the work described in this permit, in violation of the citation for "excess  
 
construction debris and storage," a fire hazard according to the City. This violation 
 
is one year old and in abatement. It has yet to be remedied. [NOV 202305216] 
 
(4) No notice having been given of this major, disruptive project to the  
 
undersigned or to other tenants in the building, permit holder also has not   
 
labeled the site location of the work being done. The N.O.V. referenced in his 
 
permit references only one address, 15 Nobles Alley. Without notice, and without 
 
a proper address on the site location, neither the residents nor the public can  
 
know about the project until the project has already begun, thus undermining one  
 
of the purposes of the City's Permit Tracking System. This failure to notice also  
 
inhibited the undersigned from a earlier protest of the permit to the Board.   
 	
The above statement is true and correct, based on my information and belief.	
 	
Signed: [Marc Bruno Electronic Signature]           Dated:  March 8, 2024  	
	
Contact Information	
Marc Bruno,  Appellant                                                                                           	
15 Nobles Alley, Apartment 3 / San Francisco CA 94133	
<marcabruno@yahoo.com>; 415-434-1528 (Home/ Landline)	
 	
Permit Applicant's Contact:	Paul Boschetti	
<aida@sonic.net> ; 415-310-2140 (Cell	
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Permit Details Report

Report Date: 3/5/2024 4:20:19 PM
   
Application Number: 202403016943
Form Number: 8
Address(es): 0104 / 021 / 1 472 UNION ST

Description:
REPAIR STAIRWAY (LESS THAN 50%) AT REAR, REPAIR DOOR IN BACK.
REPAIR ALL ITEMS ON NOTICE OF VIOLATION ITEMS #6 & #7, COMPLAINT
#202305216 TO COMPLY FOR VIOLATION. BACK STAIRWAY 50%.

Cost: $1,800.00
Occupancy Code: R-2
Building Use: 24 - APARTMENTS

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
3/1/2024 TRIAGE  
3/1/2024 FILING  
3/1/2024 FILED  
3/1/2024 APPROVED  
3/1/2024 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number: 897905
Name: MIGUEL A BONILLA
Company Name: BONILLA CONSTRUCTION
Address: 3545 20TH ST * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-0000
Phone:

Addenda Details:
Description:

Station Rev# Arrive Start In
Hold

Out
Hold Finish Checked

By
Review
Result Hold Description

CES   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 CHUNG
MIKE Approved  

HIS   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 LUTON
MATT Approved  

INTAKE   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 SECONDEZ
GRACE Administrative  

CP-ZOC   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 DCP USER Administrative

N/A: Replace interior door and
stairway to comply with DBI
Nov. - Tolu Atoyebi,
sydney.atoyebi@sfgov.org

BLDG   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 CHEUNG
JIMMY Approved APPROVED

CPB   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 MOK
CALVIN 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.

http://www.sfgov.org/
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=2
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=3
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=4
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=5
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=6
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www.sfgov.org/
http://sfdbi.org/instant-online-permit
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Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2024

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

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=73
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=45
http://www.sfgov.org/
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/DBI_FAQ/DBI_FAQs.html
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Appellant’s Brief in Support of Appeal 24-023, appealing the issuance by the  
 
Department of Building Inspection of Permit 202403016943 
 
 
Preface  
 
 
At a hearing before the San Francisco Board of Appeals on September 27, 2023  
 
Commissioner Alex Lemberg made the following comment to Building Inspection  
 
Department representative Matthew Greene,  
 
"It makes me uncomfortable that we hear this from you with somewhat regularity 

that there's several places in the process where a mistake should have been caught, 

but it wasn't. And when I hear that something should have been caught 3 or 4 

times but wasn't caught, what that implies to me is that it was not caught 

intentionally. And that's very, very troublesome to me. And I want to ask if you 

can address why what happened in this process, why this wasn't caught  at any of 

the 3 or 4 steps in which you said earlier it should have been caught." 

[Caption Notes, Hearing 09/27/23: Item 023-036, Page 5 - 6]  
 
 
The items the Board of Appeals will consider on May 16, 2024 under this current 
 
appeal are no less "troublesome" to the Appellant, a longtime tenant in the same  
 
building owned by the same landlord. The landlord's actions over the past two  
 
months-- and his failure to take actions as required by the Building Code-- resulted  
 
resulted in a hazardous situation.  
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Appellant respectfully asks the San Francisco Building Department, "How  
 
could these violations have occurred at the same building," or in the more  
 
compelling words used by Commissioner Lemberg, "[W]hen I hear that something 
 
should have been caught 3 or 4 times but wasn't caught, what implies to me is that  
 
it was not caught intentionally. And that's very troublesome to me."    
 
 
Appellant makes no judgment here about the underlying causes of the  
 
intentionality by department staff. Nothing untoward is implied nor denied.  
 
Appellant does not know why these occurrences continue at the same building.  
 
 
 
The issues Appellant brings before the Board of Appeals does not require him 
 
nor the Board to have an answer to this question. It is enough to say: The effect of  
 
not obeying the Building Code is a profoundly harmful one because the Code  
 
sections violated by the landlord and his contractors ignored were established for  
 
one reason above all others: Safety. Safety both for appellant and for the  
 
neighbors in adjacent buildings.   
 
 
The landlord and his contractors have violated the Code in the following ways: 
 
- Proceeding with a major construction project without the notice required by law; 
 
- Proceeding with the project prior to remedying a fire hazard over one year old,  
 
the existence of which was made worse by the construction project;  
 
- Working on the major construction project after the permit was suspended.  
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Appellant respectfully asks the Board of Appeals to consider these violations  
 
from the perspective of safety for the community at-large. Commissioner  
 
Lemberg's concerns to Mr. Greene, quoted on the first page of this brief, include  
 
both the possible loss of income (the loss of city fees) and the potential by the landlord   
 
of creating a unsafe situation for residents by failing to follow the rules to create a 
 
new ADU. 
 
 
Although situation in the current case does not involve the loss of City fees, it does  
 
create with no less a detrimental effect a safety hazard for the Appellant, for other 
 
residents of the building and for residents of neighboring buildings.  
 
 
 
At the Board of Appeals hearing cited above, Mr. Green called the situation at 15 Nobles  
 
472 Union Street, "[a] definite fire hazard," echoing words on the inspection report at this  
 
building on March 17, 2023. Mr. Greene was referring to the construction materials and  
 
other debris in the building's garage, one of three violations cited today by Appellant in  
 
his request to deny the current permit or to impose other penalties under the law. 
 
 
 
Appellant refers to other penalties because by circumventing his suspended permit  
 
on March 9, 2024 permit holder has effectively tried to make the Board of Appeals  
 
process moot. I do not think that any permit holder should be rewarded for so doing. 
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Attachments  
 
(1)(A) Permit Application on March 1, 2024 with attached Notice Requirements,  
 
beginning on Page 4. The Notice Requirements begins, "(2) Adequate Exits are Lacking."  
 
 
(1)(B) Email from Marc Bruno, Appellant, to Alec Longaway, San Francisco Board of  
 
Appeals, March 8, 2024, referencing attached Appeal and making note that the landlord 
 
and his representatives were working on the stairs on the day of the email, Friday,  
 
March 8, 2024.  
 
 
(2)(A) Notice of Violation issued by San Francisco DBI on March 17 2023 concerning,  
 
among other violations, the fire hazard caused by "construction debris and other material  
 
in the garage."  
 
 
(2)(B) Transcript, B.O.A. 09/27/23 concerning Appeal 23-037, at the same building,  
 
under the same landlord. It is at this point in the hearing last year that Mr. Greene  
 
refers to the condition in the building's garage as being "a definite fire hazard." 
 
 
(3)(A) Police Department CAD numbers in response to calls by Appellant asking the  
 
City and County for a stop work order, or other reasonable action, to prevent the landlord  
 
from working on the building's staircase under a suspended permit, and, by so doing,  
 
deliberately circumventing the Board of Appeals process.   
 
 
(3)(B) Notice of Violation issued by Inspector Trevor Byrne on Saturday March 9, 2024 
 
to landlord and his contractor; Filed by the Department the following Monday, March 11. 
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Three Violations upon which Appellant presents this Brief:  
 
 
(1) Failure of Permit Holder to Give Notice as Required by the Building Code. 
 
 
Notice is an essential part of many legal processes. It is particularly significant here  
 
because the project undertaken by the landlord removed one of two exits available from  
 
the building. The notice requirement by the Department is sensible, clear and not unduly 
 
burdensome to the landlord or his contractor.  
 
 
As seen in Attachment (1)(A), the Official Copy of the permit holder's application  
 
includes a requirement that he give notice to tenants in the building, including Appellant.  
 
This was never done.  
 
 
 
(2) Failure by Permit Holder to remedy a fire hazard in the building while  
 
undertaking a major project that only exacerbated the hazardous situation.   
 
 
As described in Attachment (2)(A), the N.O.V. from the Department on March 17,  
 
2023 the landlord was cited for a potential fire hazard because he was staging his  
 
construction projects in the building's garage. The Department gave the landlord a  
 
reasonable remedy, also: Either remove the material in the garage or add a sprinkler 
 
system to the garage to prevent a fire from spreading to other parts of the building. 
 
Instead of remedying the situation, the landlord only worsened the fire hazard by  
 
undertaking additional projects, all of them staged in the same area: The garage.  
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The fault here is both the landlord's and the City's. The San Francisco Building  
 
Inspection Department has on the one hand issued an N.O.V. concerning the fire  
 
hazard in the garage and yet given the landlord additional permits for unrelated  
 
parts of the same building, effectively inviting the landlord to continue using the  
 
same area-- the garage-- as a staging area for these new projects.  
 
 
 
By giving the landlord additional permits for unrelated parts of the building,  
 
the City seems to be rewarding the landlord and his contractors for their failure to  
 
remedy the 12-month old fire hazard. This does not serve a public purpose, especially 
 
here, where the owner of the building could easily afford to remedy the fire hazard before  
 
proceeding.  
 
 
(3) Work being performed at rear stairs under suspended permit 202403016943.  
 
Stop work order issued.  
 
 
The Notice of Violation, Number 202420641, and the record of CAD numbers from the  
 
San Francisco Building Department and the Department of Emergency Management,  
 
respectively, speak for themselves.  
 
 
As noted above, these documents are attached here: Attachments (3)(A) and (3)(B).  
 
 
 
 
Conforming statement of and Appellant's signature, below. 
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Executed this Twenty-five day of April, 2024, by Appellant Marc Bruno, signed  
 
under Penalty of Perjury under California law, based on my information an belief,  
 
 

 
 

  [Electronic Signature of Marc Bruno] 
By: _____________________________________ 

 
            MARC BRUNO, APPELLANT, 24-023 

 
Emailed to the following parties, as required by the BOA in its email of 03/29/24: 
 
Board of Appeals @ sf.gov.org 
Julie.Rosenberg@sfgov.org 
corey.teague@sfgov.org 
tina.tam@sfgov.org 
matthew.greene@sfgov.org 
morgan@morganthomas.com 
aida@sonic.net 

       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



         ATTACHMENT (1) (A) 













                            ATTACHMENT (1) (B) 





                            ATTACHMENT (2) (A) 











                ATTACHMENT (2) (B) 





                   ATTACHMENT (3) (A) 















                ATTACHMENT (3) (B) 





 Permit Holder’s Response Brief to the Rehearing Request 



P E R M I T    C O N S U L T I N G 584 CASTRO ST. #466        SF CA  94114
4 1 5 . 5 5 2 . 1 8 8 8             W W W . P E R M I T C O N S U L T I N G . C O M

Pres. José Lopez
San Francisco Board of Appeals
49 South Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, California  June 7, 2024

PERMIT HOLDERS RESPONSE:
REHEARING REQUEST FOR APPEAL NO, 24-023 @ 472 UNION STREET          

Dear Pres. Lopez, and Honorable Members of the Board:

Mr. Bruno has done it again. This Board is again presented with a case about nothing, and regardless of

your decision, the outcome is nothing - - necessary work affecting the homes of Mr. Bruno’s neighbors

will only be delayed, and Mr. Bruno will remain an “Unsatisfied Party”1. 

Nothing constructive is achieved by further Board of Appeals review of this matter.

Attached you will find a statement from the reader of Linda Federowicz's May 15th testimony to the

Board, verifying her qualification as a disinterested party to present Ms. Federowicz's letter.  

There is no “manifest injustice”1 here, except in the impact Mr. Bruno’s abuse of this Board’s process

has had upon the well-being of  his neighbors and his landlord.

Mr. Bruno is clearly a talented man who might more constructively devote his energies: 

I suggest that this appellant encourage and assist his landlord in making improvements to his longtime

1  appellants request for rehearing 5/28/24



domicile, for his own benefit and for the benefit of his fellow tenants. San Francisco is full of old

apartment buildings in need of love and care - tenants and landlords should be partners in this endeavor.

This conflict needs to end. The Board of Appeals must return to the serious work they do on behalf of

our community, and maintenance work must be allowed to continue at 472 Union Street.

Board President Arnold Chin used to admonish those he called “Appeal Recidivists” not to “cry wolf”

at the Board of Appeals, for one day they might really need the Board to hear their cry. 

On behalf of property owner Giampaolo Boschetti, 

Respectfully Submitted,

Jeremy Paul



May 29, 2024

San Francisco Board of Appeals

Re: Request for Rehearing Appeal 24 – 023

Dear Pres. Lopez and Honorable Members of the Board:

In response to the erroneous claim made by the appellant in this matter I wish to clarify my role
in the May 15 Board of Appeals hearing.

I am not now, nor have I ever been employed by, nor have I had any financial relationship
with Jeremy Paul, nor with property owner Giampaolo Boshetti or his agents.

My testimony at the May 15 hearing was as a concerned private citizen reading on behalf of an
infirm senior who wished to have her voice heard regarding activities at her residence of over 30
years. She simply wants to get these stairs finished in this case, and for Mr. Bruno to stop
halting any and all maintenance work. Please let the landlord perform the maintenance work.

My association with Mr. Paul is limited to past collaboration as volunteer working artists on a
public art installation.

Respectfully,
Elizabeth Radtke



DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED FOR THE ORIGINAL HEARING DATED MAY 15, 2024



 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 24-023 
MARC BRUNO, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
 Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on March 8, 2024, 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 March 1, 2024 to Paul Boschetti, of 
an Alteration Permit (repair stairway (less than 50%) at rear, repair door in back; repair all items on Notice of Violation,  
Items Nos. 6 and 7, Complaint No. 202305216 to comply for violation; back stairway 50%) at 472 Union Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2024/03/01/6943 
 
FOR HEARING ON May 15, 2024 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Marc Bruno, Appellant(s) 
15 Nobles Alley #3 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
 

 
Paul Boschetti, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Morgan Thomas, Agent for Permit Holder(s) 
Vanguard Commercial 
2501 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94110 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: March 8, 2024 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 24-023     
 
I / We, Marc Bruno, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Alteration Permit No. 
2024/03/01/6943  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective on: March 1, 
2024, to: Paul Boschetti, for the property located at: 472 Union Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on April 25, 2024, (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.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, 
tina.tam@sfgov.org, matthew.greene@sfgov.org, morgan@morganthomas.com and aida@sonic.net 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on May 9, 2024, (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.rosenberg@sfgov.org, 
corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org, matthew.greene@sfgov.org and marcabruno@yahoo.com 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, May 15, 2024, 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: Marc Bruno, appellant 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:matthew.greene@sfgov.org
mailto:morgan@morganthomas.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:matthew.greene@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
http://www.sfgov.org/boa


Appeal of Permit 202403016943; 472 Union Street  
 
A copy of this permit is attached. 	
 	
This Permit Should be Denied for the Following Reasons: 	
 	
(1) Permit holder and his workers are working on the rooftop of the  
 
referenced address and at 15 Nobles Alley, none of which is permitted under this  
 
permit or any other permit at the premises. 
 
(2) Permit holder is doing work in the light-and-air shaft between the two  
 
addressees, which is also outside the scope of this permit. 	
 	
(3) Permit holder is using the garage of the building as a staging and storage area  
 
for the work described in this permit, in violation of the citation for "excess  
 
construction debris and storage," a fire hazard according to the City. This violation 
 
is one year old and in abatement. It has yet to be remedied. [NOV 202305216] 
 
(4) No notice having been given of this major, disruptive project to the  
 
undersigned or to other tenants in the building, permit holder also has not   
 
labeled the site location of the work being done. The N.O.V. referenced in his 
 
permit references only one address, 15 Nobles Alley. Without notice, and without 
 
a proper address on the site location, neither the residents nor the public can  
 
know about the project until the project has already begun, thus undermining one  
 
of the purposes of the City's Permit Tracking System. This failure to notice also  
 
inhibited the undersigned from a earlier protest of the permit to the Board.   
 	
The above statement is true and correct, based on my information and belief.	
 	
Signed: [Marc Bruno Electronic Signature]           Dated:  March 8, 2024  	
	
Contact Information	
Marc Bruno,  Appellant                                                                                           	
15 Nobles Alley, Apartment 3 / San Francisco CA 94133	
<marcabruno@yahoo.com>; 415-434-1528 (Home/ Landline)	
 	
Permit Applicant's Contact:	Paul Boschetti	
<aida@sonic.net> ; 415-310-2140 (Cell	
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Permit Details Report

Report Date: 3/5/2024 4:20:19 PM
   
Application Number: 202403016943
Form Number: 8
Address(es): 0104 / 021 / 1 472 UNION ST

Description:
REPAIR STAIRWAY (LESS THAN 50%) AT REAR, REPAIR DOOR IN BACK.
REPAIR ALL ITEMS ON NOTICE OF VIOLATION ITEMS #6 & #7, COMPLAINT
#202305216 TO COMPLY FOR VIOLATION. BACK STAIRWAY 50%.

Cost: $1,800.00
Occupancy Code: R-2
Building Use: 24 - APARTMENTS

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
3/1/2024 TRIAGE  
3/1/2024 FILING  
3/1/2024 FILED  
3/1/2024 APPROVED  
3/1/2024 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number: 897905
Name: MIGUEL A BONILLA
Company Name: BONILLA CONSTRUCTION
Address: 3545 20TH ST * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-0000
Phone:

Addenda Details:
Description:

Station Rev# Arrive Start In
Hold

Out
Hold Finish Checked

By
Review
Result Hold Description

CES   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 CHUNG
MIKE Approved  

HIS   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 LUTON
MATT Approved  

INTAKE   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 SECONDEZ
GRACE Administrative  

CP-ZOC   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 DCP USER Administrative

N/A: Replace interior door and
stairway to comply with DBI
Nov. - Tolu Atoyebi,
sydney.atoyebi@sfgov.org

BLDG   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 CHEUNG
JIMMY Approved APPROVED

CPB   3/1/24 3/1/24 3/1/24 MOK
CALVIN 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.

http://www.sfgov.org/
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=2
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=3
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=4
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=5
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=6
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www.sfgov.org/
http://sfdbi.org/instant-online-permit
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Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2024

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

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=73
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=45
http://www.sfgov.org/
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/DBI_FAQ/DBI_FAQs.html
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Appellant’s Brief in Support of Appeal 24-023, appealing the issuance by the  
 
Department of Building Inspection of Permit 202403016943 
 
 
Preface  
 
 
At a hearing before the San Francisco Board of Appeals on September 27, 2023  
 
Commissioner Alex Lemberg made the following comment to Building Inspection  
 
Department representative Matthew Greene,  
 
"It makes me uncomfortable that we hear this from you with somewhat regularity 

that there's several places in the process where a mistake should have been caught, 

but it wasn't. And when I hear that something should have been caught 3 or 4 

times but wasn't caught, what that implies to me is that it was not caught 

intentionally. And that's very, very troublesome to me. And I want to ask if you 

can address why what happened in this process, why this wasn't caught  at any of 

the 3 or 4 steps in which you said earlier it should have been caught." 

[Caption Notes, Hearing 09/27/23: Item 023-036, Page 5 - 6]  
 
 
The items the Board of Appeals will consider on May 16, 2024 under this current 
 
appeal are no less "troublesome" to the Appellant, a longtime tenant in the same  
 
building owned by the same landlord. The landlord's actions over the past two  
 
months-- and his failure to take actions as required by the Building Code-- resulted  
 
resulted in a hazardous situation.  
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Appellant respectfully asks the San Francisco Building Department, "How  
 
could these violations have occurred at the same building," or in the more  
 
compelling words used by Commissioner Lemberg, "[W]hen I hear that something 
 
should have been caught 3 or 4 times but wasn't caught, what implies to me is that  
 
it was not caught intentionally. And that's very troublesome to me."    
 
 
Appellant makes no judgment here about the underlying causes of the  
 
intentionality by department staff. Nothing untoward is implied nor denied.  
 
Appellant does not know why these occurrences continue at the same building.  
 
 
 
The issues Appellant brings before the Board of Appeals does not require him 
 
nor the Board to have an answer to this question. It is enough to say: The effect of  
 
not obeying the Building Code is a profoundly harmful one because the Code  
 
sections violated by the landlord and his contractors ignored were established for  
 
one reason above all others: Safety. Safety both for appellant and for the  
 
neighbors in adjacent buildings.   
 
 
The landlord and his contractors have violated the Code in the following ways: 
 
- Proceeding with a major construction project without the notice required by law; 
 
- Proceeding with the project prior to remedying a fire hazard over one year old,  
 
the existence of which was made worse by the construction project;  
 
- Working on the major construction project after the permit was suspended.  
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Appellant respectfully asks the Board of Appeals to consider these violations  
 
from the perspective of safety for the community at-large. Commissioner  
 
Lemberg's concerns to Mr. Greene, quoted on the first page of this brief, include  
 
both the possible loss of income (the loss of city fees) and the potential by the landlord   
 
of creating a unsafe situation for residents by failing to follow the rules to create a 
 
new ADU. 
 
 
Although situation in the current case does not involve the loss of City fees, it does  
 
create with no less a detrimental effect a safety hazard for the Appellant, for other 
 
residents of the building and for residents of neighboring buildings.  
 
 
 
At the Board of Appeals hearing cited above, Mr. Green called the situation at 15 Nobles  
 
472 Union Street, "[a] definite fire hazard," echoing words on the inspection report at this  
 
building on March 17, 2023. Mr. Greene was referring to the construction materials and  
 
other debris in the building's garage, one of three violations cited today by Appellant in  
 
his request to deny the current permit or to impose other penalties under the law. 
 
 
 
Appellant refers to other penalties because by circumventing his suspended permit  
 
on March 9, 2024 permit holder has effectively tried to make the Board of Appeals  
 
process moot. I do not think that any permit holder should be rewarded for so doing. 
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Attachments  
 
(1)(A) Permit Application on March 1, 2024 with attached Notice Requirements,  
 
beginning on Page 4. The Notice Requirements begins, "(2) Adequate Exits are Lacking."  
 
 
(1)(B) Email from Marc Bruno, Appellant, to Alec Longaway, San Francisco Board of  
 
Appeals, March 8, 2024, referencing attached Appeal and making note that the landlord 
 
and his representatives were working on the stairs on the day of the email, Friday,  
 
March 8, 2024.  
 
 
(2)(A) Notice of Violation issued by San Francisco DBI on March 17 2023 concerning,  
 
among other violations, the fire hazard caused by "construction debris and other material  
 
in the garage."  
 
 
(2)(B) Transcript, B.O.A. 09/27/23 concerning Appeal 23-037, at the same building,  
 
under the same landlord. It is at this point in the hearing last year that Mr. Greene  
 
refers to the condition in the building's garage as being "a definite fire hazard." 
 
 
(3)(A) Police Department CAD numbers in response to calls by Appellant asking the  
 
City and County for a stop work order, or other reasonable action, to prevent the landlord  
 
from working on the building's staircase under a suspended permit, and, by so doing,  
 
deliberately circumventing the Board of Appeals process.   
 
 
(3)(B) Notice of Violation issued by Inspector Trevor Byrne on Saturday March 9, 2024 
 
to landlord and his contractor; Filed by the Department the following Monday, March 11. 
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Three Violations upon which Appellant presents this Brief:  
 
 
(1) Failure of Permit Holder to Give Notice as Required by the Building Code. 
 
 
Notice is an essential part of many legal processes. It is particularly significant here  
 
because the project undertaken by the landlord removed one of two exits available from  
 
the building. The notice requirement by the Department is sensible, clear and not unduly 
 
burdensome to the landlord or his contractor.  
 
 
As seen in Attachment (1)(A), the Official Copy of the permit holder's application  
 
includes a requirement that he give notice to tenants in the building, including Appellant.  
 
This was never done.  
 
 
 
(2) Failure by Permit Holder to remedy a fire hazard in the building while  
 
undertaking a major project that only exacerbated the hazardous situation.   
 
 
As described in Attachment (2)(A), the N.O.V. from the Department on March 17,  
 
2023 the landlord was cited for a potential fire hazard because he was staging his  
 
construction projects in the building's garage. The Department gave the landlord a  
 
reasonable remedy, also: Either remove the material in the garage or add a sprinkler 
 
system to the garage to prevent a fire from spreading to other parts of the building. 
 
Instead of remedying the situation, the landlord only worsened the fire hazard by  
 
undertaking additional projects, all of them staged in the same area: The garage.  
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The fault here is both the landlord's and the City's. The San Francisco Building  
 
Inspection Department has on the one hand issued an N.O.V. concerning the fire  
 
hazard in the garage and yet given the landlord additional permits for unrelated  
 
parts of the same building, effectively inviting the landlord to continue using the  
 
same area-- the garage-- as a staging area for these new projects.  
 
 
 
By giving the landlord additional permits for unrelated parts of the building,  
 
the City seems to be rewarding the landlord and his contractors for their failure to  
 
remedy the 12-month old fire hazard. This does not serve a public purpose, especially 
 
here, where the owner of the building could easily afford to remedy the fire hazard before  
 
proceeding.  
 
 
(3) Work being performed at rear stairs under suspended permit 202403016943.  
 
Stop work order issued.  
 
 
The Notice of Violation, Number 202420641, and the record of CAD numbers from the  
 
San Francisco Building Department and the Department of Emergency Management,  
 
respectively, speak for themselves.  
 
 
As noted above, these documents are attached here: Attachments (3)(A) and (3)(B).  
 
 
 
 
Conforming statement of and Appellant's signature, below. 
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Executed this Twenty-five day of April, 2024, by Appellant Marc Bruno, signed  
 
under Penalty of Perjury under California law, based on my information an belief,  
 
 

 
 

  [Electronic Signature of Marc Bruno] 
By: _____________________________________ 

 
            MARC BRUNO, APPELLANT, 24-023 

 
Emailed to the following parties, as required by the BOA in its email of 03/29/24: 
 
Board of Appeals @ sf.gov.org 
Julie.Rosenberg@sfgov.org 
corey.teague@sfgov.org 
tina.tam@sfgov.org 
matthew.greene@sfgov.org 
morgan@morganthomas.com 
aida@sonic.net 
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