
 
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 
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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) 
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                ATTACHMENT (2) (B) 





                   ATTACHMENT (3) (A) 















                ATTACHMENT (3) (B) 





   PERMIT HOLDER(S) DID NOT SUBMIT A BRIEF 


	Suspension Letter Protest - 24-023 (revised)
	Appeal No.: 24-023

	Preliminary Statement of Appeal - 24-023 (revised)
	Appeal of Permit 202403016943
	472 Department of Building Inspection
	Notice of Appeal - 24-023 (revised).pdf
	NOTICE OF APPEAL

	Appellant's brief 24-023.pdf
	15 Nobles Brief 24-023
	1.a.) Permit Applic w. Notice Req. O.C.
	1.b.) They wrkng here. 03.08.24
	ex 2.a
	2.b.) Tran 9.27.23 It is a fire hazard
	3.a.) Sus. Permit 3.09.24 CAD Nos
	3.b.) Sus. Permit 3.09.24




