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Date:  April 5, 2023 
Case No:  2017-014833ENV 

Project Title:  469 Stevenson Street 

To:  Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties  
From:  Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 

Re:  Attached Supplemental Responses to Comments on the Partially Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the 469 Stevenson Street Project  

 

Attached for your review please find a copy of the supplemental responses to comments document for the partially 

recirculated draft Environmental Impact Report (recirculated draft EIR) for the above-referenced project. This 

document, along with the recirculated draft EIR, the previously circulated draft EIR, and the previous responses 
to comments document, will be before the planning commission for final EIR certification on April 20, 2023. The 

planning commission will receive public testimony on the final EIR certification at the April 20, 2023 hearing. Please note 

that the public review period for the recirculated draft EIR ended on December 19, 2022. Comments received after the 

close of the public review period or at the final EIR certification hearing, will not be responded to in writing. The agenda 
for the April 20, 2023 planning commission hearing showing the start time and order of items at the hearing will become 

available at https://sfplanning.org/hearings-cpc-grid, by close of business Friday, April 14. 

The planning commission does not conduct a hearing to receive comments on the responses to comments on the 

recirculated draft EIR, and no such hearing is required by the California Environmental Quality Act. Interested parties, 

however, may write to commission members or to the president of the commission at commissions.secretary@sfgov.or g  

(preferred) or to the attention of the Commission Secretary at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 and express an 
opinion on the supplemental responses to comments document, or the commission’s decision to certify the final EIR for 

this project. 

This document, along with the previously circulated draft EIR (including the previously circulated initial study appended 

to that document) published on March 11, 2020, comments and responses received on the previously circulated draft EIR 

published on May 26, 2021, and the recirculated draft EIR published on November 2, 2022, constitute the final EIR. All of 

these documents may be downloaded from: https://sfplanning.org/environmental-r eview-documents. If you have any 
questions concerning this responses to comments document or the environmental review process, please contact Jenny 

Delumo, senior environmental planner, at CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org or 628.652.7568. 

Thank you for your interest in this project and your consideration of this matter.  

MEMORANDUM 

49 South Van Ness Avenue. Suite 1400 
San Francisco. CA 94103 

628.652.7600 
www.sfplanning.org 

https://sfplanning.org/hearings-cpc-grid
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents
mailto:CPC.469Stevenson@sfgov.org
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Chapter 1 
Introduction to the Supplemental Responses 

to Comments 

1.A Purpose of this Supplemental Responses to Comments Document 

The purpose of this supplemental responses to comments (supplemental RTC) document is to present 

comments submitted on the Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (recirculated draft EIR) for 
the proposed 469 Stevenson Street Project (proposed project), to respond in writing to comments on 

environmental issues, and to revise the recirculated draft EIR to correct minor errors as necessary. Comments 

were made in written form during the public comment period from November 2, 2022 through December 19, 
2022 and as oral testimony before the San Francisco Planning Commission (planning commission) as part of the 

public hearing on the recirculated draft EIR held on December 8, 2022. A complete transcript of proceedings from 

the public hearing on the recirculated draft EIR as well as all written comments are included herein in their 
entirety and are also included as Supplemental RTC Attachment A (Recirculated Draft EIR Public Hearing 

Transcript) and Supplemental RTC Attachment B (Recirculated Draft EIR Comment Letter and Emails). A 

complete list of commenters is provided in Chapter 2.0, List of Persons Commenting.  

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15088 requires the evaluation of all public 

comments received on the recirculated draft EIR and the identification of comments that raise significant 

environmental issues and therefore require a good-faith, reasoned analysis in a written response. As further 
stated in CEQA Guidelines section 15088(c), the level of detail in the response may correspond to the level of 

detail provided in the comment. Pursuant to the CEQA section 21091(d)(2)(A) and (B) and the CEQA Guidelines, 

the San Francisco Planning Department (planning department) has considered the comments received on the 
recirculated draft EIR, evaluated the issues raised, and provided written responses that fully address each 

substantive physical environmental issue that has been raised. Therefore, this document focuses on responding 

to comments related to physical environmental issues, in compliance with CEQA. However, for informational 
purposes, this supplemental RTC document also provides limited responses to general comments on the 

recirculated draft EIR received during the public review period that are not related to physical environmental 

issues. 

The comments received on the recirculated draft EIR do not identify any new significant environmental impacts, 

or substantial increases in the severity of previously identified environmental impacts, beyond those analyzed in 

the recirculated draft EIR. In addition, the comments do not identify feasible project alternatives or mitigation 
measures that would be considerably different from those analyzed in the recirculated draft EIR and would 

reduce the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project that the project sponsor has not agreed to 

study or implement.  

The planning department is the lead agency under CEQA and is responsible for administering the environmental 

review of projects within the City and County of San Francisco. The recirculated draft EIR, supplemental RTC, 

previously circulated draft EIR, comments received on the previously circulated draft EIR and the responses to 
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those comments (previous RTC), constitute the final EIR for the proposed project, in fulfillment of CEQA 
requirements and consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15132. The final EIR has been prepared in 

compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.  

The final EIR is an informational document for use by (1) governmental agencies (e.g., the planning department) 
and the public, aiding in the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the physical environmental 

effects of the project and identifying possible ways of reducing or avoiding the potentially significant impacts, 

and (2) the planning commission and other commissions/departments, prior to their decision to approve, 
disapprove, or modify the project. If the planning commission or other City and County of San Francisco (City) 

entities approve the proposed project, they would be required to adopt CEQA findings and a mitigation 

monitoring and reporting program (MMRP or mitigation program) to ensure that the mitigation measures 

identified in the final EIR are implemented. 

1.B Environmental Review Process 

Chronology of the Environmental Review Process 

The following is a summary of the key dates in the chronology of the environmental review process for the 469 

Stevenson Street project. Additional details about the environmental review process can be found in Chapter 1, 

Introduction, of the recirculated draft EIR.  

Supplemental RTC Table 1-1: Chronology of the Environmental Review Process 

Key Dates in the Environmental Review Process Date  

Notice of Preparation of the previously circulated draft EIR and availability of the 

previously circulated initial study published 
October 2, 2019 

Scoping period for the previously circulated draft EIR  
October 3, 2019 through 

November 1, 2019 

Previously circulated draft EIR published  March 11, 2020 

Public comment period for the previously circulated draft EIR 
March 12, 2020 through 

May 11, 2020 

Public hearing on the previously circulated draft EIR at the planning commission  April 16, 2020 

Previous RTC document published May 26, 2021 

Certification hearing for the previous final EIR July 29, 2021 

Appeal hearing on certification of previous final EIR; board of supervisors granted 

appeal and reversed certification of previous final EIR 
October 26, 2021 

Board of Supervisors’ findings in support of the appeal adopted December 14, 2021 

Partially recirculated draft EIR published November 2, 2022 

Public comment period for the partially recirculated draft EIR 
November 2, 2022 through 

December 19, 2022 

Public hearing on the partially recirculated draft EIR December 8, 2022 

Supplemental RTC document published April 5, 2023 
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As shown in Supplemental RTC Table 1-1, the planning department initiated the environmental review process 
for the 469 Stevenson Street project on October 2, 2019 by issuing a notice of preparation of an EIR and 

availability of an initial study to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons interested in the proposed 

project, followed by a 30-day public scoping period. On March 11, 2020, the planning department published the 
previously circulated draft EIR and circulated it to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested 

organizations and individuals for 61 days. On April 16, 2020, the planning department conducted a public 

hearing to receive oral comments on the previously circulated draft EIR. On May 26, 2021, the planning 
department published the previous RTC document that provided written responses to all substantive comments 

received on the previously circulated draft EIR. On July 29, 2021, the planning commission found the previous 

final EIR (which consisted of the previously circulated draft EIR and previous RTC) to be adequate, accurate, and 
objective and certified it in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 

Administrative Code.  

On August 27, 2021, a letter was filed with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors appealing certification of the 
previous final EIR. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors (board of supervisors) held a public hearing on 

October 26, 2021 to consider the appeal of the certification of the previous final EIR. Following the public 

hearing, the board of supervisors granted the appeal and reversed the certification of the previous final EIR. On 
December 14, 2021, the board of supervisors adopted findings in support of its decision to grant the appeal of 

the previous final EIR certification. The board of supervisors directed the planning department to undertake 

additional analysis, specifically stating the following: 

“MOVED, That this Board of Supervisors finds that the Final EIR contains inadequate analy sis and 
information regarding potential impacts to historic resources; potential geotechnical impacts resulting 
from construction of the project; potential physical impacts resulting from gentrification and 
displacement of local residents; and potentially feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to address 
significant impacts in those impact areas, all of which were either improperly and prematurely scoped 
out of the EIR and studied only in the Initial Study, or studied in the EIR with insufficient analysis and 
evidence; and, be it 

FURTHER MOVED, That based on the above findings this Board finds that the Final EIR does not comply 
with CEQA, because it is not sufficient as an informational document; and be it  

FURTHER MOVED, That this Board reverses the EIR Certification by the Planning Commission; and, be it 

FURTHER MOVED, That this Board finds that as to all other topics studied in the final EIR, that document 
complies with CEQA; is adequate, accurate and objective; is sufficient as an informational document; its 
conclusions are correct; and it reflects the independent judgement of the City; and, be it  

FURTHER MOVED, That this Board remands the Final EIR to the Planning Department to undertake 
further environmental review of the Project consistent with this Motion, before further consideration of 
EIR Certification and any Project Approvals.” 

Partially Recirculated Draft EIR  

The planning department prepared the recirculated draft EIR in response to the determination by the board of 

supervisors to grant an appeal of the planning commission’s certification of the previous final EIR and their 
findings in support of that determination. The recirculated draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA, the 
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CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31. The recirculated draft EIR was circulated for 

a 47-day public review and comment period, starting on November 2, 2022 and ending on December 19, 2022.  

The planning department distributed paper copies of the notice of public hearing and availability of the 

recirculated draft EIR through the U.S. Postal Service to relevant state and regional agencies, adjacent properties, 
residents and property owners within 300 feet of the project site, and other potentially interested parties, 

including those who commented on the previous final EIR and neighborhood organizations that requested such 

notice. The planning department also distributed the notice electronically, using email, to recipients who had 
provided email addresses; published notification of its availability in a newspaper of general circulation in San 

Francisco; posted the notice on the planning department’s website; filed a notice of completion with the State 

Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse; and posted the Notice of Public Hearing and Availability of 

the recirculated draft EIR at the County Clerk’s office and multiple locations on the project site.  

Comments on the recirculated draft EIR were submitted in written form during the public comment period or 

received as oral testimony at the public hearing on the recirculated draft EIR before the planning commission on 
December 8, 2022. A court reporter transcribed the oral comments verbatim and provided a written transcript 

(Supplemental RTC Attachment A).  

Supplemental Responses to Comments Document 

The comments received during the public review period are the subject of this supplemental RTC document, 
which addresses all substantive written and oral comments on the recirculated draft EIR. Pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines section 15088.5(f)(2), when the EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the 

revised chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their comments to the 
revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR. Because all comments received during the initial circulation 

period that related to chapters or portions of the previously circulated draft EIR were responded to in the 

previous RTC, the planning department need only respond to comments received during the recirculation 
period that relate to the chapters or portions of the previously circulated draft EIR that were revised and 

recirculated. In other words, the planning department need only respond to comments on new and revised text 

in the recirculated draft EIR. 

Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines section 15204(a) states that the focus of public review should be on “the 

sufficiency of the [recirculated draft EIR] in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment 

and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.” In addition, “when 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need 

to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the 

EIR.” As discussed above, CEQA Guidelines section 15088 specifies that the lead agency is required to respond to 
comments that raise significant environmental issues during the public review period. Therefore, this 

supplemental RTC document is focused on the sufficiency and adequacy of the recirculated draft EIR with 

respect to disclosing the significance of the physical environmental impacts of the proposed project evaluated in 

the recirculated draft EIR.  

The planning department distributed this supplemental RTC document to the planning commission as well as 

other public agencies and commissions; non-governmental organizations, including neighborhood associations; 
and individuals who commented on the recirculated draft EIR. The planning commission will consider the 

adequacy of the final EIR, consisting of this supplemental RTC, the recirculated draft EIR, the previously 

circulated draft EIR (including the previously circulated initial study appended to that document), and the 
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previous RTC, with respect to complying with the requirements of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and chapter 31 of 
the San Francisco Administrative Code. If the planning commission finds that the final EIR is adequate, accurate, 

complete and in compliance with CEQA requirements, it will certify the final EIR and then consider the 

associated MMRP as well as the requested approvals for the proposed project.  

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15097, the MMRP is designed to ensure implementation of the 

mitigation measures identified in the final EIR and is adopted by decision makers to mitigate or avoid the 

proposed project’s significant environmental effects. CEQA also requires the adoption of findings prior to 

approval of a project for which an EIR has been certified. 

1.C Document Organization  

This supplemental RTC document consists of the following sections and attachments, as described below:  

• Chapter 1.0, Introduction to the Supplemental Responses to Comments, discusses the purpose of the 
supplemental RTC document, background on the environmental review process for the proposed project, 
and the organization of the supplemental RTC document.  

• Chapter 2.0, List of Persons Commenting, presents the names of persons who provided comments on the 
recirculated draft EIR during the public comment period. The list is organized into the following groups: 

public agencies and commissions, organizations, and individuals.  

• Chapter 3.0, Responses to Comments, presents substantive comments, excerpted verbatim from a transcript 
of the planning commission public hearing and written correspondence. The complete transcript as well as 
the letters and emails with the comments are provided in Supplemental RTC Attachments A and B of this 

document. The comments and responses in this chapter are organized by topic and, where appropriate, by 
subtopic, including the same environmental topics addressed in Chapter 3 of the recirculated draft EIR. 

Preceding each group of comments is an introduction that summarizes the issues raised about a specific 
topic. Following each comment or group of comments on a topic are the planning department’s responses.  

• Chapter 4.0, Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Revisions, presents text changes to the recirculated draft EIR for 
the proposed project initiated by planning department staff. The text revisions correct minor errors 

presented in the recirculated draft EIR. These changes do not result in significant new information with 
respect to the proposed project, including the level of significance of project impacts or any new significant 
impacts.  

• Supplemental RTC Attachments A and B present, respectively, a complete transcript of the planning 
commission hearing and written correspondence received by the planning department during the public 
comment period for the recirculated draft EIR, with individual comments bracketed and coded as described 

in Chapter 2. An additional code points the reader to the topic and subtopic in Chapter 3 where the 
bracketed comment appears as well as the response that addresses it.  
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Chapter 2 
List of Persons Commenting  

2.A Public Agencies and Commissions, Organizations, and Individuals 

Commenting on the Recirculated Draft EIR 

Public agencies, commissions, non-governmental organizations, and individuals submitted written comments 
(letters and emails) on the recirculated draft EIR for the 469 Stevenson Street Project. The City received 

comments during the 47-day public comment period, starting on November 2, 2022 and ending on December 

19, 2022. On December 8, 2022, the planning commission held a public hearing on the recirculated draft EIR and 
received comments as oral testimony. This chapter lists all public agencies and commissioners, organizations, 

and individuals who submitted comments on the recirculated draft EIR.  

Supplemental RTC Table 2-1 lists the public agencies and commissioners, organizations, and individuals who 
submitted comments on the recirculated draft EIR. Along with the names of the commenters, the table includes 

corresponding commenter codes used in Chapter 3, Responses to Comments, to denote each set of comments 

by category and the date received by the planning department. This supplemental RTC document assigns the 

comments to three categories:  

• Comments from local, state, or federal agencies and commissioners are designated “A-,” followed by an 
abbreviation for the name of the agency. For example, comments from the planning commission are 
designated “A-SFPC-.”  

• Comments from non-governmental organizations, including neighborhood associations, are designated by 
“O-” and the acronym of the organization’s or association’s name. 

• Comments from individuals are designated “I-,” followed by the individual’s last name.  

To differentiate between speakers that are associated with the same organization, a code key includes the 

individual’s initials along with the abbreviation of the organization’s name. The final number provided at the end 

of the code key corresponds to the order of the bracketed comments within each written communication or set 
of transcript comments, resulting in the unique code keys presented in Supplemental RTC Table 2-1. The coded 

comment excerpts in Chapter 3, Responses to Comments, correspond with the bracketed comments presented 

in Attachments A and B of this supplemental RTC document.  
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Supplemental RTC Table 2-1: Persons Commenting on the Recirculated Draft EIR 

Comment 
Letter Code 

Name and Title of 
Commenter 

Agency/Organization 
Comment 

Format 
Comment 

Date 

Public Agencies and Commissions 

A-HUD 

Shannan West, Housing 

Accountability Unit 

Chief 

California Department of Housing and 

Community Development, Division of 

Housing Policy Development 

Letter 11/23/2022 

A-SFPC-Moore 
Kathrin Moore, 

Commissioner 
San Francisco Planning Commission 

Public 

Hearing 1 
12/8/2022 

O rganizations 

O-YIMBY-ST 
Sonja Trauss, Executive 

Director 
YIMBY Law Letter 12/8/2022 

O-YIMBY-MT Milo Trauss YIMBY Law Transcript 12/8/2022 

O-MMC-CR Chriselle Raguro Mid-Market Coalition Transcript 12/8/2022 

O-MMC-RB Rebecca Browning Mid-Market Coalition Transcript 12/8/2022 

O-MMC-EM Eric Marcoux  Mid-Market Coalition Transcript 12/8/2022 

O-SOMA-DW David Woo SOMA Pilipinas Cultural Heritage District Transcript 12/8/2022 

O-SFTU-AY 
Anastasia 

Yovanopoulos 
San Francisco Tenants Union Transcript 12/8/2022 

Individuals 

I-Pola Jessica Pola -- Transcript 12/8/2022 

1 Commissioner Kathrin Moore’s comment was provided as part of the Commission Matters portion of the San Francisco Planning 

Commission public hearing on December 8, 2022 and was not captured in the transcript for the 469 Stevenson Street Project agenda 
item on December 8, 2022. The comment is included in Supplemental RTC Attachment B, Recirculated Draft EIR Comment Letters and 

Emails. 
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Chapter 3 
Responses to Comments 

3.A Introduction  

This chapter presents quoted excerpts from comments received on the recirculated draft EIR and responses to 
those comments. For the full text of each comment in the context of the public hearing transcript or comment 

letter in which it appears, refer to Supplemental RTC Attachments A and B, respectively.  

Comments are organized by topic. Within each topic, similar comments are grouped together under 
subheadings, designated by a topic code and sequential number. For example, the comments in Section 3.B, 

Population and Housing, coded as “PH,” are organized under headings PH-1 through PH-2. Comments related to 

cultural resources, presented in Section 3.C, are coded as “CR” and organized under heading CR-1. General 
Comments, including comments on the merits of the proposed project, are coded “GC” and grouped together at 

the end of the chapter. The order of the comments, and the responses in this section, are shown below, along 

with the prefix assigned to each topic.  

Supplemental RTC Table 3-1: Comment Organization 

Section Topic Code Topic Code Prefix 

3.B Population and Housing PH 

3.C Cultural Resources CR 

3.D General Comments GC 

 

Each comment is presented verbatim and concludes with the commenter’s name and, if applicable, affiliation; 

the comment source (i.e., public hearing transcript, letter); the comment date; and the comment code, as 

described on pg. 2-8 of Chapter 2, List of Persons Commenting.  

Following each comment or group of comments, a comprehensive response is provided to address physical 

environmental issues raised in the comments and clarify or augment information in the recirculated draft EIR, as 
appropriate. Each response begins with a brief summary of the comments, any substantive environmental issues 

raised by the comments, and clarifies the text in the recirculated draft EIR, if necessary.  
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3.B Population and Housing 

The following comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to the topic of population and 

housing, as evaluated in recirculated draft EIR Section 3.A, Population and Housing. The comment topics are 

related to: 

• PH-1, Gentrification and Displacement  

• PH-2, Consultant Selection 

Comment PH-1: Gentrification and Displacement 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below:  

• O-YIMBY-ST-2 

• O-YIMBY-MT-2 

• O-SOMA-DW-1 

___________________________________  

“The PRDEIR analysis shows none of the board’s concerns had any merit: 

A) The PRDEIR found that the project’s impacts on gentrification and displacement would be less than 

significant, and in-fact, some of the research cited in this analysis shows the no-project alternative, i.e., 

disapproving the project, likely has a GREATER negative impact on gentrification and displacement than building 
the project. However, what is particularly problematic about the entire line of gentrification analysis here is that 

the only ‘physical effect’ of the project is demolition of a surface parking lot and building of condos and/or 

apartments, yet this studied “indirect gentrification and displacement” only through increases in market values 
of nearby properties. This framing blurs the line between physical and socio-economic effects of a project, as 

now any economic change caused by a project is apparently a CEQA issue, per the logic of the City. The PRDEIR 

relies on research by the UC Berkeley Urban Displacement Project (UDP), however, this is just one study that 
shows that new market rate housing in a census block is correlated with a small increase in out-migration; there 

is no clear evidence of a causal effect by new construction; this statistical association could be due to various 

issues with a neighborhood unrelated to a local amenity effect caused by a project, but this PRDEIR assumes 
that the local amenity effect is the cause of out-migration. Further, the UDP study that is relied on to support the 

city’s assertion that the project ‘could potentially indirectly displace between 10 and 41 households’ found no 

association between new development and increased out-migration of low-income households in gentrifying 
areas, or in San Francisco. The other research cited by the City in the 2020 Socioeconomic Report also 

contradicts the UDP report; the ‘Summary of Report conclusions states: 

• Case study research in San Francisco as well as academic and related research suggests that market-rate 
housing production such as the 469 Stevenson Street Project is not likely to cause an increase in rents in 
nearby housing units. 

• Some research even suggests interim reductions in rents among nearby units. These and other literature 
findings suggest there is no evidence to support concern that new market-rate development will cause 

gentrification or displacement. 
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• Therefore, the 2020 Socioeconomic Report concludes that the evidence indicates that development of the 
Project is not likely to result in residential displacement and gentrification that will lead to socioeconomic 
impacts warranting further review under CEQA. 

In addition to the 2020 Socioeconomic Report, the analysis conducted by Seifel Consulting also notes findings 

from another recent study published by Pennington in late 2020: 

• Pennington’s research suggests that increasing the supply of market rate housing has beneficial spillover 
effects for existing residents, reducing rents and displacement pressures while improving neighborhood 
quality. However, the spillover effects from market rate housing may not reduce gentrification, and they may 

not continue to reduce displacement in the long term. 

• While Pennington’s research indicates that new market rate housing reduces displacement in San Francisco 
overall, a hyperlocal demand effect exists within a narrow radius of 100m, i.e., within eyeshot of the new 
construction. Within this narrow band, building renovations and business turnover increase. The upgrade in 

neighborhood quality attracts higher-income newcomers, so that when incumbents move out, they are 
more likely to be replaced by wealthier newcomers. 

• The study concludes that policymakers who want to slow displacement and gentrification should accelerate 
both market rate and affordable housing construction. 

• Pennington summarizes her findings ‘as emphasizing that building more market-rate housing and building 
more affordable housing are complementary policy levers. Affordable housing, obviously, is much better 

targeted at the people who are actually at a high risk of displacement.'  

We also note that the Project sponsor has ‘voluntarily’ proposed to donate over $500,000 to community 

organizations as well as a small parcel of land for community use, despite the fact that both the original EIR 
certified by the planning commission, as well as the PRDEIR found that any gentrification impacts would be less 

than significant, and the project already included required 73 on-site affordable units, and $8 million affordable 

housing fee which the PRDEIR notes, ‘would largely address the potential for indirect residential displacement to 
occur,’ and ‘could potentially support between 27 to 40 units of additional affordable housing units in the 

surrounding area.’ 

In summary, the city is correct to identify that any potential indirect physical effects of gentrification and 
displacement caused by the project are entirely speculative. This project may even cause reductions in local 

displacement pressures, not increases. And assuming there is any indirect displacement, which, again, is 

speculative, the location of any physical effects, such as increased traffic or construction, are virtually impossible 

to determine, and are themselves entirely speculative.” (Sonja Trauss, Letter, December 8, 2022 [O-YIMBY-ST-2]) 

___________________________________  

“The analysis as staff just explained shows none of the Board’s concerns had any merit. The PRDEIR found that 
the project impact of gentrification and displacement would be less than significant and in fact, some of the 

research cited in the analysis shows that no project alternative, i.e., disapproving the project likely has a greater 

negative impact on gentrification and displacement than building the project. The analysis conducted by Seifel 
Consulting also notes findings from another recent study published by Pennington, and Pennington’s research 

suggested increasing the supply of market rate housing has beneficial spillover effects for existing residents 

reducing rents and displacement pressures while improving neighborhood quality. The study concludes that 
policymakers who want to slow displacement gentrification should accelerate both market rate and affordable 
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housing construction. Pennington summarizes her findings that emphasizing that building more market rate 
housing and building more affordable housing are complimentary policy levers. Affordable housing obviously is 

much better targeting people who are actually high risk for displacement. But this proposal includes both.” (Milo 
Trauss, Transcript, December 8, 2022 [O-YIMBY-MT-2]) 

___________________________________  

“Hello, David Woo, - I’m with SOMA Pilipina. The 469 Stevenson Project will not get us out of our affordable 

housing crisis. If the city is serious about addressing the lack of equity in planning there must be a concerted 
effort to collect, study, and analyze data related to race, class, and displacement. The conclusions of the updated 

environmental impact report for this project that concludes it will not have significant gentrification 

displacement or cultural displacement impacts is simplistic, contradictory, and shallow. The report itself admits 
that 10 to 41 households could be displaced as a result of the project. The report and the planning department 

still operate under the false narrative that building new market rate housing will trickle down and lower prices for 

everyone. The reality is that market rate units increase rents for working people that already live there, 
something low income communities and communities of color have known for a very long time with new data 

coming that concretely shows that such as the Anthony Damiano study out of University of Minnesota. Real 

estate and housing speculation is never studied by these report consultants or by the planning department. The 
truth is that housing is used in the private market as a way to make money through evicting people, raising rents, 

and flipping buildings, buying land and buildings to speculate. Something that never fits into the equation for 

the city and how to solve the affordability and displacement crisis.” (David Woo, Transcript, December 8, 2022 [O-
SOMA-DW-1]) 

Response PH-1: Gentrification and Displacement 

These comments generally discuss the various studies and research reviewed as part of the Supplemental 
Analysis Regarding Potential Displacement Impacts from the Proposed Project at 469 Stevenson Street  (2022 
gentrification and displacement report, Appendix J to the recirculated draft EIR), the proposed project’s required 

and voluntary community benefits, and the conclusions in the recirculated draft EIR regarding the project’s 

potential gentrification and displacement impacts.  

The commenters generally reference the ALH Urban & Regional Economics’ 2020 socioeconomic report, the 2020 

Pennington study, and the Urban Displacement Project’s (UDP) research. One comment also generally makes 

reference to an Anthony Damiano Study out of University of Minnesota, but does not provide a specific research 
study reference. The commenters appear to express a preference for the conclusions reached in some of the 

studies that were reviewed as part of the 2022 gentrification and displacement report and other commenters 

appear to disagree with the report’s analysis.  

As discussed in the recirculated draft EIR, the conclusions in the 2022 gentrification and displacement report 

informed the planning department’s analysis of the project’s potential physical environmental effects related to 

gentrification and displacement. Socioeconomic effects are not, in themselves, considered physical 
environmental impacts under CEQA. Rather, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064, an EIR reviews the 

effects of a project that are related to a direct or indirect physical change to the environment. A significant effect 

on the environment, in turn, is one that results in a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any 
of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, 

ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. A social or economic change related to a physical 
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change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant. 1 However, an economic or 
social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment. Therefore, evidence of 

social or economic effects that do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment 

is not substantial evidence of a significant effect on the environment.2  

The analysis provided in the 2022 gentrification and displacement report is based on publications, research, and 

data from a wide variety of available sources. As discussed in the 2022 gentrification and displacement report, 

Seifel Consulting conducted supplemental review of more than 50 research studies and reports, including those 
published by the UDP, California Partnership Corporation, the City of San Francisco, and recent academic 

research regarding displacement pressures and risks that are occurring in areas within San Francisco, as well as 

the City’s housing needs, and potential strategies to address them, including the provision of affordable  
housing. The studies and research reviewed as part of the 2022 gentrification and displacement report offer 

varying conclusions on the effect of new market-rate housing on gentrification and displacement. However, 

UDP’s Policy Brief 1, New Development for Whom? How New Housing Production Affects Displacement and 
Replacement in the San Francisco Bay Area, finds potential gentrification and displacement effects could occur 

and provides a methodology for measuring those effects.3,4 Additionally, UDP’s Policy Brief 1 reviewed a series of 

research studies, including Kate Pennington’s 2020 study, and research by Anthony Damiano and Christopher 
Frenier,5 to analyze how new market-rate housing production affects displacement. The 2022 gentrification and 

displacement report also directly reviewed Kate Pennington’s 2020 study and research by Anthony Damiano and 

Christopher Frenier (Attachment C, Research Bibliography, to the 2022 gentrification and displacement report). 

The recirculated draft EIR analysis is prepared in accordance with section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines which 

states “an EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with 

information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental 
consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the 

sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts 

does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the 
experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full 

disclosure.” The analysis in the recirculated draft EIR of the potential direct and indirect physical environmental 

impacts that could result from the proposed project’s gentrification and displacement effects relies on the 
analysis in the 2022 gentrification and displacement report. The report, in turn, was prepared based on an 

analysis of publications and publicly available research and data from a wide variety of sources and presents the 

 
1 Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines. https://casetext.com/regulation/california-code-of-regulations/title-14-natural-resources/division-6-resources-
agency/chapter-3-guidelines-for-implementation-of-the-california-environmental-quality-act/article-20-definitions/section-15382-significant-effect-on-
the-environment. Accessed October 2022. 
2 Section 15064(f)(6) of the CEQA Guidelines. https://casetext.com/regulation/california-code-of-regulations/title-14-natural-resources/division-6-
resources-agency/chapter-3-guidelines-for-implementation-of-the-california-environmental-quality-act/article-5-preliminary-review-of-projects-and-

conduct-of-initial-study/section-15064-determining-the-significance-of-the-environmental-effects-caused-by-a-project. Accessed October 2022. 
3 UDP’s methodology is based on the number of households in the area surrounding the project site, as indicated by US Census block group data. 
4 The 2022 gentrification and displacement report referenced the household and housing unit data from UDP’s research (extending from 2000 through 
2019) and utilized population, household, and housing unit data from the 2020 US Census and American Community Survey to account for the 
demographic changes in San Francisco because it is the most reliable recent source of information at the time the analysis was conducted. The US Census 

2020 data was collected during the COVID pandemic. Thus, the analysis in the 2022 gentrification and displacement report accounts for, to the extent 
possible, the effects of the COVID pandemic on population, households, and housing units. The recirculated draft EIR discusses the reports finding on the 

effects of the COVID pandemic regarding market rate units rents on pg. 3-36. A further decline in population, including a decrease in population among 
low-income households, would not change the conclusions in the recirculated draft EIR because a substantial population decrease (and associated 
household decrease) would reduce the demand for housing in the area surrounding the project site, w hich would likely result in a reduction in rent and 

home prices that could ease displacement and gentrification pressures. 
5 UDP’s Policy Brief 1 references the following paper: Damiano, A., & Frenier, C. (2020). Build Baby Build?: Housing Submarkets and the Effects of New 
Construction on Existing Rents. However, comment O-SOMA-DW-1 does not specify which research by Anthony Damiano the commentor is referring to.  
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findings of the publications reviewed. The consultant made all reasonable efforts to ascertain that the sources 

are timely, accurate, and comprehensive of the topic of the report. 

While the commenters expressed preferences for the analyses presented in some studies over others, mere 

disagreement with some of the sources on which the 2022 gentrification and displacement report relied on does 

not require any further response.  

The comments also restate the discussion in the Population and Housing section of the recirculated draft EIR 

about how the proposed project incorporates both required and voluntary anti-displacement measures, the 
effect these measures would have on the project’s potential for gentrification and displacement effects, and the 

resulting physical environmental impacts that could occur from the proposed project and the No Project 

Alternative. As these comments only restate the analysis in the recirculated draft EIR, they do not pertain to the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the analysis of the proposed project’s physical environmental effects 

provided in the recirculated draft EIR. Therefore, a response is not required under CEQA Guidelines section 

15088. 

No additional analysis or change to the recirculated draft EIR conclusions in response to comments received on 

this topic is required. 

Comment PH-2: Consultant Selection 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below:  

• O-SFTU-AY-1 

___________________________________  

“Hello this is Anastasia Yovanopoulos, Member of the San Francisco Tenants Union. I am telling you that 

someone was selected to do a study and that person was biased.” (Anastasia Yovanopoulos, Transcript, 
December 8, 2022 [O-SFTU-AY-1]) 

___________________________________  

Response PH-2: Consultant Selection 

The comment generally suggests the consultant selected to complete the 2022 gentrification and displacement 

report is biased.  

The comment does not provide substantial evidence to show bias in the selection of the consultant, nor does 

the comment raise specific environmental concerns about the adequacy or accuracy of the recirculated draft 
EIR’s coverage of physical environmental impacts. Therefore, this comment does not require a response in this 

supplemental RTC document under CEQA Guidelines section 15088(c). 
 

For any project undergoing environmental review in San Francisco, the planning department requires 
consultants to adhere to the City’s Agreement to Protocols to Ensure Objectivity in Environmental Review 
Documents. The policies and procedures in this agreement ensure the impartiality and thoroughness of 

consultant-prepared materials. Consultants must strictly adhere to the planning department’s objectivity 
protocols, which are intended to eliminate potential conflicts of interest, or appearance of conflicts of interest, 
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promote objectivity, and to obtain a commitment by the project sponsor and CEQA consultants to abide by 
these protocols. These formal planning department practices aimed at eliminating the potential for bias on the 

part of consultants ensure that reports prepared by consultants consider all relevant analyses and findings. 
Furthermore, the protocols require consultants to remain neutral and provide only objective, unbiased 

materials, and services to the planning department. The environmental review documents must also be neutral 
in tone and must not advocate for the project.  

 
The policies and procedures outlined in the City’s Agreement to Protocols to Ensure Objectivity in Environmental 
Review Documents is available to review on the planning department’s website: 

https://sfplanning.org/permit/environmental-consultant-pools-guidelines-and-resources  
 

No additional analysis or change to the recirculated draft EIR conclusions regarding this topic is required. 

3.C Cultural Resources  

The comment and corresponding response in this section relate to the topic of cultural resources, as evaluated 

in recirculated draft EIR Section 3.B, Cultural Resources.  

Comment CR-1: Vibration 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below:  

• O-YIMBY-ST-3 

___________________________________  

“B) The PRDEIR found that the Project’s impacts on historical resources would be less than significant after 

mitigation, and would be less than significant on overall historical resources. The appellants who requested 

additional study of impacts on historical resources were concerned about context and appearance, which are 
not valid impacts under CEQA; instead the study makes an attempt to justify additional analysis by now claiming 

there could be vibration impact to historical resources which can be mitigated. Strangely, this analysis cites the 

same source for thresholds of significance as the previous environmental review, and does not explain any 
difference in methodology from the Initial Study, yet now concludes that the threshold would be exceeded 

without a mitigation plan. Regardless, with a mitigation plan, impacts are less than significant.” (Sonja Trauss, 
Letter, December 8, 2022 [O-YIMBY-ST-3]) 

___________________________________ 

Response CR-1: Vibration 

The comment questions the concerns raised by the appellant on the historical resources analysis in the 

proposed project’s previously circulated draft EIR. The comment also questions the need to implement a new 
mitigation measure to reduce the project’s potential vibration impacts because the vibration analysis in the 

recirculated draft EIR and the previously circulated initial study rely on the same thresholds of significance.  

Discussion of the project’s potential impacts on historic resources is discussed in section 3.B, Cultural Resources, 
of the recirculated draft EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b)(2), the cultural resource analysis 

https://sfplanning.org/permit/environmental-consultant-pools-guidelines-and-resources
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contained in the recirculated draft EIR considers the potential for the proposed project to materially impair the 
significance of a historic resource by causing direct or indirect changes to the physical characteristics of the 

resource that convey its historic significance. The planning department determined that the National Register-

listed Market Street Theater and Loft historic district, the California Register-eligible Sixth Street Lodginghouse 
historic district, the article 11 Mint-Mission conservation district, and the California Register-eligible PG&E City 

Beautiful Substations Discontiguous Thematic historic district, are historic resources for the purposes of CEQA. 

Therefore, the recirculated draft EIR analyzed the potential for the proposed project to cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of these historic districts and the contributors adjacent to or near the project 

site, including those historic districts that have associations with the Filipino community in SoMa.  

The commenter is correct that the recirculated draft EIR and previously circulated initial study rely on the same 
thresholds of significance to determine the project’s potential vibration impacts. As discussed on pg. 3-56 of the 

recirculated draft EIR, the Noise Technical Memorandum prepared by Stantec Consulting Services Inc. for the 

previously circulated initial study was updated to account for additional construction equipment identified in 
the 2022 preliminary geotechnical report, and to accurately reflect the distance the construction equipment 

would operate from adjacent properties. As such, the recirculated draft EIR (pgs. 3-114 through 3-121) updates 

the analysis provided in Impact NO-2 of the previously circulated initial study to reflect the results of the updated 
Noise Technical Memorandum. The updated analysis is presented in Impact CR-2 of the recirculated draft EIR 

because the adjacent buildings that could be affected by vibration caused by construction equipment are all 

historic properties. 

As discussed on pg. 3-116 of the recirculated draft EIR, the vibration construction equipment would operate as 

close as 1 foot from the nearest vibration-sensitive building. The nearest vibration-sensitive buildings are historic 

properties located at 35-37 Sixth Street, 39-41 Sixth Street, 43-45 Sixth Street, 47-55 Sixth Street, and the Main 
Building at the Clearway Energy Thermal Power Station. Based on the updated distance of the construction 

equipment from these properties, the proposed project could create excessive vibration that exceeds the 

California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) vibration damage criteria category for “Historic and Some 

Old Buildings.” 

According to Caltrans’ Construction Vibration Damage Criteria for “Historic and Some Old Buildings,” maximum 

groundborne vibration levels below 0.25 in/sec peak particle velocity (PPV) are not typically expected to cause 
vibration-related damage to concrete, masonry, and steel-frame historic buildings and structures such as those 

adjacent to the project site. The estimated maximum PPV levels in Table 3-17 in the recirculated draft EIR is 

based on using the most impactful construction equipment operating as close as 1 foot from adjacent historic 
structures. As shown in Table 3-18 in the recirculated draft EIR, construction equipment could operate close 

enough to adjacent historic properties to exceed 0.25 in/sec PPV and result in vibration levels that could cause 

physical damage to adjacent historic resources, resulting in a significant impact. Accordingly, the recirculated 
draft EIR identified Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures and Vibration 

Monitoring During Construction to reduce construction vibration impacts on adjacent historic resources to less 

than significant.   

No additional analysis or change to the recirculated draft EIR conclusions regarding this topic is required.  
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3.D General Comments 

The following comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to general comments on the 

partially recirculated draft EIR. The comment topics include: 

• GC-1, General Support for the Project or the Environmental Analysis 

• GC-2, Opposition of the Project 

• GC-3, HCD Letter 

Comment GE-1: General Support for the Project or the Environmental 

Analysis  

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below:  

• O-YIMBY-ST-1 

• O-YIMBY-ST-4 

• O-YIMBY-ST-6 

• A-HCD-1 

• O-YIMBY-MT-1 

• O-YIMBY-MT-3 

• O-MMC-CR-1 

• O-MMC-RB-1 

• O-MMC-EM-1 

• I-Pola-1 

___________________________________  

“YIMBY Law submits this letter to comment on the ridiculous farce of a fishing expedition that was the partially 

recirculated draft environmental impact report for the Stevenson project; an unnecessary, illegal waste of time 

over the past twelve months. 

The Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (PRDEIR) was drafted to focus on three areas that 

the Board of Supervisors identified during hearings in October and December 2021: specifically, a) vague 

concerns about the project’s impacts on gentrification and displacement, b) the project’s impacts on historical 
resources, and c) the project’s impact on geology and soils.” (Sonja Trauss, Letter, December 8, 2022 [O-YIMBY-ST-
1]) 

___________________________________ 

“C) The PRDEIR found that the Project’s impacts on geology and soils would have no cumulative impact. This is 

of course the only appropriate conclusion: the Board of Supervisors’ finding that more study was required in this 

area was legally flawed, as they were concerned about the impact of the environment on the project, which isn’t 
a CEQA issue, and there wasn’t any evidence in the record that this project would damage others during an 

earthquake. There also was zero evidence that the city’s building permit seismic safety peer review was 

inadequate. 

Conclusion 

The Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report is more than adequate to comply with CEQA. In-

fact, it is not even necessary as the prior EIR was adequate. The PRDEIR addresses all of the concerns raised by 
the Board of Supervisors, and the Public, none of which have merit as they were either already studied or 

outside of the scope of CEQA, and this PRDEIR actually goes beyond the scope of CEQA to analyze speculative 
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indirect impacts of gentrification and displacement, still concluding, conservatively, that this project’s physical 
impact would be less than significant, if there is one at all.” (Sonja Trauss, Letter, December 8, 2022 [O-YIMBY-ST-
4]) 

___________________________________ 

 
“The delay of this project at Stevenson is emblematic of the city’s pattern and practice of delay. Any continued 
delay, in the face of a mountain of evidence that shows this project’s environmental impact has already been 
excessively, unnecessarily studied, only furthers our, and the state’s concerns that the city is not serious about 

meeting its obligations to plan and approve an adequate supply of housing. The city should move quickly to 
approve this project. Yimby Law is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation, whose mission is to increase the accessibility 

and affordability of housing in California. I am signing this letter both in my capacity as the Executive Director of 
YIMBY Law, and as a resident of California who is affected by the shortage of housing in our state.” (Sonja Trauss, 
Letter, December 8, 2022 [O-YIMBY-ST-6]) 

___________________________________  
 

“The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) learned that the City and County of 

San Francisco (City/County) has released the Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (PRDEIR) 
for public review and comment for the project located at 469 Stevenson Street (Project). The purpose of this 

letter is to express HCD’s support of the Project and to urge the City/County to approve the Project, which is 

protected by the Housing Accountability Act (HAA) (Gov. Code, § 65589.5). Any further delay or additional 

conditions on the Project’s approval may subject the City to the HAA’s provisions regarding bad faith.  

Background  

On October 26, 2021, the Board of Supervisors (BOS) voted 8-3 to grant an appeal overturning the Planning 
Commission’s certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). In doing so, the BOS cited vague 

concerns over the FEIR’s deficiencies, including seismic concerns, effects on historic resources, and gentrification 

and displacement of residents. On December 14, 2021, the BOS adopted findings that reversed the FEIR 
certification and remanded it back to the City/County's planning department to prepare a new partial Draft 

Environmental Impact Report.  

Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (PRDEIR) Analysis  

The PRDEIR, released on November 2, 2022, shows that the impacts on the three study areas previously 

identified by the BOS would be less than significant. More specifically, the PRDEIR reports that:  

1. the Project's impacts on gentrification and displacement would be less than significant;  

2. the Project’s impacts on historical resources (e.g., demolition of a surface parking lot) would be less than 

significant after mitigation and would be less than significant in its effects on historical resources overall; 

and  

3. the Project would have a less than significant impact on geology and soils and would have no cumulative 

impact overall.  
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With this new analysis complete, the Planning Commission and the BOS should move quickly to approve the 

Project.  

Housing Policy and Practice Review  

As you are aware, HCD initiated a Housing Policy and Practice Review of San Francisco aimed at identifying and 
removing barriers to approval and construction of new housing. As noted in HCD’s Letter of Technical Assistance 

dated February 1, 2022, the BOS’s actions regarding the FEIR exemplify a pattern of lengthy processing and 

entitlement timeframes that exceed the norms for jurisdictions of similar size and complexity. These excessive 

timeframes act as a constraint on housing development.  

6th Cycle Housing Element  

Additionally, HCD is reviewing the latest draft of the City/County’s Housing Element (submitted to HCD on 
October 17, 2022). In this draft, the City/County identified the Project as a site suitable for residential 

development in its Housing Element Sites Inventory. As a reminder, these sites must remain viable and useable 

throughout the planning period. HCD will provide the City/County with a formal review and response to the draft 

Housing Element no later than December 16, 2022.  

Conclusion  

In requesting the PRDEIR, the BOS has delayed the processing of this 495-unit Project by more than 12 months. 
No discernible benefit has resulted from this delay. HCD reiterates its support of the Project and urges the 

City/County to approve this project without any further delay or additional conditions. HCD appreciates this 

opportunity to provide information to assist the City/County in its decision-making. If you have questions or 
would like to discuss the content of this letter, please contact Kevin Hefner at Kevin.Hefner@hcd.ca.gov.” 

(Shannan West, Letter, November 23, 2022 [A-HCD-1]) 

___________________________________  

“Hello, this is Milo Trauss. I am speaking on behalf of YIMBY Law to comment on the ridiculous farce of a fishing 

expedition that was a partially recirculated draft environmental impact report for the Stevenson project. An 

unnecessary illegal waste of time over the past 12 months. The PRDEIR was drafted folks on 3 areas that the 
board of supervisors identified during hearings in October and December of 2021. Specifically, vague concerns 

about the project’s impacts on gentrification and displacement, the project’s impacts on historical resources, 

and the project impacts on geology and soils.” (Milo Trauss, Transcript, December 8, 2022 [O-YIMBY-MT-1]) 

___________________________________  

“It was board of supervisors who denied the proposal. The Planning Commission, this body approved it, so you 

did the right thing, but for the sake of the record this has been a huge waste of time and circus restudying 
baseless concerns. Moreover, during – it kicked off an investigation where the state is now looking at our habitual 

behavior around housing approvals. This just emblematic of using CEQA to indefinitely –” (Milo Trauss, 
Transcript, December 8, 2022 [O-YIMBY-MT-3]) 

___________________________________  

mailto:Kevin.Hefner@hcd.ca.gov
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“Good evening commissioners, my name is Chriselle Raguro and I am a community organizer with the Filipino 
Community Development Corporation, or FCDC, a nonprofit organization working to advocate for affordable and 

sustainable housing for low income families in the South of Market. FCDC is a member of Mid-Market Coalition 
along with other resident groups and resident private organizations. I am here on behalf of the Mid-Market 

Coalition to support the 469 Stevenson Project. Since 2019 our coalition of residents and community members 
from SoMa and Tenderloin had worked with a project sponsor Build Inc. As a result of all this work we developed 

a community benefits agreement. The terms of our CBA are included in the Recirculated EIR. We agree with 
Recirculated EIR findings that since the project site is a parking lot it will not displace residents, businesses, or 
community organizations. Instead, we the project and our community benefits agreement will benefit residents, 

community organization, and communities serving businesses. Our CBA is a result of a community centered 
profit, it includes affordable housing, community spaces, funding for community programs, funding for public 

art recognizing the history, culture, and contributions of the Filipina community along with many other benefits 
into our community. Again, we support the project. Thank you for listening.” (Chriselle Raguro, Transcript, 
December 8, 2022 [O-MMC-CR-1]) 

___________________________________  

 
“Hello, my name is Rebecca Browning and I am also with Mid-Market Coalition as well as an ad hoc committee 
member of the Tenderloin People’s Congress. I also stand with what Chriselle just said and am in agreement and 

approve of the 469 Stevenson Project. Thank you for my time. Have a great day.” (Rebecca Browning, Transcript, 
December 8, 2022 [O-MMC-RB-1]) 

___________________________________  
 

“My name is Eric Marcoo [sic]. I am the co-chair of Mid-Market Coalition as well as SoMa Neighborhood Residents 
Council. And with people that are worried about gentrification there’s also some good things that are being 
provided by this in the community, for community space, for community activities and also for community 

based businesses and some affordable housing offsite as well as what’s on site. So I am in favor of this project 
and yield the rest of my time.” (Eric Marcoux, Transcript, December 8, 2022 [O-MMC-EM-1]) 

___________________________________  
 

“Good afternoon commissioner this is Jessica Pola your local realtor. I want to say I support the 469 Stevenson 
Street Project. And I am disappointed that it’s been delayed this long with the denial that happened last year. I 

hope you guys have agreed to this new EIR report and ask if we can have housing in a parking lot. Thank you 
very much.” (Jessica Pola, Transcript, December 8, 2022 [I-Pola-1]) 

___________________________________  

Response GC-1: General Support for the Project or the Environmental 
Analysis 

The comments presented above express general statements of support for the proposed project based on its 
merits and community benefits, and support for the environmental analysis in the previously circulated draft EIR 

(including the previously circulated initial study) and the recirculated draft EIR. Some question the need for 

further environmental review. Additionally, several comments acknowledge and/or restate the findings of the 
recirculated draft EIR. General comments expressing support for the proposed project or restating the 

recirculated draft EIR findings do not raise specific environmental concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the recirculated draft EIR’s coverage of physical environmental impacts. However, these comments may be 
considered and weighed by the decision makers prior to rendering a final decision to approve, modify, or 
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disapprove the project. This consideration is carried out independent of the environmental review process. 

Therefore, no further response to these comments is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. 

Comment GC-2: Opposition of the Project  

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below:  

• O-SOMA-DW-2 

• O-SFTU-AY-2 

___________________________________  

“The 469 Project shows us what not to do. This project should never have gotten this far in planning. It’s truly 

meant to center racial and social equity. These are expensive luxury units nearly 70 percent are studios and one 
bedrooms. This project will increase the eviction and displacement pressures in the South of Market. San 

Francisco has overbuilt luxury housing and underbuilt affordable housing. That’s why there are 60 thousand 
vacant market rate units and 52 thousand market rate units that have approved but not yet built and at the same 
time long waiting lists for affordable housing. The city and planning department needed an affordable housing 

plan as we just discussed in the housing element. Half of the state mandated units, more than half, 4 to 6 
thousand must be affordable. It’s time to stop prioritizing market rate housing and start building affordable 

housing, acquiring at risk units, land banking sites for 100 percent affordable housing, and expanding local 
funding sources. Thank you.” (David Woo, Transcript, December 8, 2022 [O-SOMA-DW-2]) 

___________________________________  

“It seems that there will be gentrification and there will be displacement this is the wrong project for this space 

and this is in the SOMA Filipina District. There will be direct and indirect displacement. There’s no provision, 
hardly any affordable housing on this site as Mr. Woo stated. It’s mostly luxury units. There should be further 

study and more input on the gentrification and displacement because this project is a market rate project, and 

who knows if it will even get built. Thank you.” (Anastasia Yovanopoulos, Transcript, December 8, 2022 [O-SFTU-
AY-2]) 

___________________________________  

Response GC-2: Opposition of the Project 

The comments presented above generally express opposition to the proposed project, or opinions related to the 
merits of the project. One comment generally states there will be direct and indirect displacement, and that 

there should be further study and more input on gentrification and displacement. 

Comments expressing opposition of the proposed project or opinions related to the merits of the project do not 
raise specific environmental concerns about the adequacy or accuracy of the recirculated draft EIR’s coverage of 

physical environmental impacts. However, these comments may be considered and weighed by the decision 

makers prior to rendering a final decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the project. This consideration is 
carried out independent of the environmental review process. Therefore, no further response to this comment is 

required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. 
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Please refer to Response PH-1, Gentrification and Displacement, for additional information regarding the 
project’s potential direct and indirect displacement impacts, and the supplemental gentrification and 

displacement analysis completed as part of the recirculated draft EIR. 

Comment GC-3: HCD Letter 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below:  

• A-SFPC-Moore-1 

• O-YIMBY-ST-5 

___________________________________ 

“We were copied on a letter by HCD on the matter of 469 Stevenson and while I am supportive of them obviously 
looking over our shoulders this particular letter struck me as somewhat inappropriate as it was insinuating to tell 

us what to do. We are not state employees we are not city employees we are volunteering as commissioners and 

for that reason I felt that a state agency even raising an implicit threat was not particularly well sitting with me. I 
want to just put that to record and the letter that was received is part of public record for anybody who wants to 

read it. Thank you.” (Commissioner Moore, Public Hearing, December 8, 2022 [A-SFPC-Moore-1]) 

___________________________________  

“The California Department of Housing and Community Development has also recently sent you a letter in 

support of this project. They note, ‘HCD initiated a Housing Policy and Practice Review of San Francisco aimed at 

identifying and removing barriers to approval and construction of new housing. As noted in HCD’s Letter of 
Technical Assistance dated February 1, 2022, the BOS’s actions regarding the FEIR exemplify a pattern of lengthy 

processing and entitlement timeframes that exceed the norms for jurisdictions of similar size and complexity. 

These excessive timeframes act as a constraint on housing development.” (Sonja Trauss, Letter, December 8, 
2022 [O-YIMBY-ST-5]) 

___________________________________  

Response GC-3: HCD Letter 

The comments presented above generally express opinions regarding the intent of the comment letter HCD 
provided in support of the proposed project. These comments, in and of themselves, do not raise specific 

environmental concerns about the adequacy or accuracy of the recirculated draft EIR’s coverage of physical 

environmental impacts. Therefore, these comments do not require a response in this supplemental RTC 

document under CEQA Guidelines section 15088. 
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Chapter 4 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR Revisions 

4.A Introduction 

The recirculated draft EIR includes a reprint of portions of the previously circulated draft EIR. New text, including 
staff-initiated text revisions from the previous RTC, is shown in the recirculated draft EIR in double underline and 

deleted text is shown in strikethrough. Any text that has not changed from what was presented in the previously 

circulated draft EIR is presented as clean text.  

This chapter of the supplemental RTC shows the text as written in the recirculated draft EIR with staff-initiated 

text changes as described above. The text revisions correct minor errors presented in the recirculated draft EIR. 

The revised text does not provide new information that would result in any new significant impact not already 
identified in the recirculated draft EIR or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact identified in the 

recirculated draft EIR. Thus, none of the text revisions would require recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

section 15088.5. In the revisions shown below, deleted text is shown in double strikethrough and new text is 

bold.6 

4.B Revisions to Chapter 2, Project Description 

The recirculated draft EIR incorrectly stated the height of the elevator overrun for the proposed project. The 

following revision has been made to correct this error: 

The project sponsor, BUILD 469 Stevenson Property Owner LLC, is proposing to demolish the existing 

surface parking lot and construct a new 27-story mixed-use residential building that is approximately 

274 feet tall (with an additional 10 16 feet for rooftop mechanical equipment the rooftop mechanical 

penthouse and 20 22 feet for the elevator overrun that would be used to access the roof deck). 

These revisions have also been made in the descriptions of the proposed project and are reflected in Section S.2, 

Project Synopsis, on pg. s-2; Table S-3 S-2, Project Characteristics of the Proposed Project and Project 
Alternatives, on pg. s-15; Section 2.A, Project Overview, on pg. 2-1; Section 2.E, Project Characteristics, on pg. 2-

10; Section 3.C, Geology and Soils, on pg. 3-146; Table 6.1-1 5-1, Characteristics of the Proposed Project and 

Alternatives, on pg. 5-3; and footnote 25 on pg. 2-10  for consistency.  

The revision to the height of the elevator overrun does not change the analysis or conclusions presented in the 

recirculated draft EIR. This is because the shadow modeling conducted for the proposed project7 included an 

elevator overrun that is 22 feet taller than the roof line, so the analysis of physical environmental impacts was 

 
6 The recirculated draft EIR includes a reprint of portions of the previously circulated draft EIR. New text, including staff-initiated text revisions from the 

previous RTC, is shown in the recirculated draft EIR in double underline and deleted text is shown in strikethrough. Any text that has not changed from what 
was presented in the previously circulated draft EIR is presented as clean text. This chapter of the supplemental RTC shows the text as written in the 

recirculated draft EIR with staff-initiated text changes as described.  
7 Prevision Design. 2022. Supplementary Shadow Analysis Memo for the 469 Stevenson Project shadow analysis detailing changes in shadow effects due to 
a revised project design. March 16, 2023. 
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accounted for. Therefore, these revisions do not change the analysis or conclusions presented in the recirculated 
draft EIR, and do not constitute “new information of substantial importance” within the meaning of CEQA 

Guidelines section 15088.5. 

4.C Revisions To Chapter 5, Alternatives  

Table 6.1-1 5-1, Characteristics of the Proposed Project and Alternatives, in the recirculated draft EIR (pg. 5-3) 

incorrectly states the residential square footage, total gross square footage (gsf), and on-site vehicular 

parking/loading square footage for Alternative B (Code Compliant Alternative) and Alternative C (No Residential 
Parking, Tower Only Alternative). The following staff-initiated text changes have been made to accurately reflect 

these square footages.
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Table 6.1-1: Table 5-1 Characteristics of the Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Project 

Com ponent 
Proposed Project 

Alternative A: No Project 

Alternative 

Alternative B: Reduced Density 

Code-Compliant Alternative 

Alternative C: No Residential 

Parking, Tower Only 

Alternative 

 

  

 

 

    

Bui lding Heights 

274 feet (with an additional 10 16 feet 

for the penthouse and 20 2 2  feet for 
the elevator overrun that would be 

used to access the roof deck for 

rooftop mechanical equipment) 

-- 160 feet (with an additional 10 feet 

for rooftop mechanical equipment) 

284 feet (with an additional 10 
feet for rooftop mechanical 

equipment) 

N o.  of Stories 
27 stories 

3 below grade levels 
-- 

17 stories 

2 below grade level 

28 stories 

1 below grade level 

Tot al No. Units 495 -- 346 467 

St udio 192 -- 42 0 

J unior one-bedroom 33 -- 0 0 

1  Bedroom 149 116 -- 204 349 

2  Bedroom 96 -- 64 60 

3  Bedroom 50 -- 36 58 

5  Bedroom 8 -- 0 0 

Sq uare Footage by 
U se 

475,000 sf residential; 4,000 sf 
commercial retail 

28,790 sf surface parking lot 
259,110 2 72,967 sf residential; 6,357 

sf commercial retail 
343,813 4 69,181 sf residential; 
3,651 sf of commercial retail 

Tot al gross square 

feet (gsf) 
535,000 gsf1 28,790 gsf 338,629 279,324 341,113 gsf 479,957 472,832 479,957 gsf 

Op en Space 
11,000 16,000 sf common residential 

open space; 14,000 sf private 

residential open space: 

-- 
16,423 sf common residential open 

space; 252 sf private residential 

open space 

16,756 sf common residential 
open space; 5,937 sf of private 

residential open space 

---- ----
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Project 

Com ponent 
Proposed Project 

Alternative A: No Project 

Alternative 

Alternative B: Reduced Density 

Code-Compliant Alternative 

Alternative C: No Residential 

Parking, Tower Only 

Alternative 

On- Site Vehicular 
P arking & Loading 

1 off-street loading and 2 service 
vehicle parking; 178 166 residential 

vehicular parking spaces; 3 12 car-

share spaces; 

56,000 sf 

176 public vehicular parking spaces; 

28,790 sf 

 

2 off-street loading and 2 service 

vehicle parking; 150 residential 
vehicular parking spaces; 2 car-

share spaces; 57,000 6 1,789 sf 

1 off-street loading and 2 service 

vehicle parking; 2 accessible 
parking; No car-share parking; 

7 , 125 sf 

Bi cycle Parking 
200 class 1 

27 class 2 
None 

192 class 1 

23 class 2 

193 class 1 

25 class 2 

Ent itlements 
Conditional Use Authorization; 

Individually Requested State Density 

Bonus 

None Conditional Use Authorization 
Conditional Use Authorization; 
Individually Requested State 

Density Bonus 

Excavation Depth 
55 feet below grade; 55,850 cubic 

yards 
None 35 feet; 37,600 cubic yards 10 feet; 10,740 cubic yards 

Notes:  
1 All numbers rounded to the nearest thousand or hundred thousand. 

Common residential open space = solariums, podium terraces/balconies, common areas. 
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These revisions have also been made to the descriptions of the alternatives in Section 5.B, Alternatives Analysis, 
on pgs. 5-6 and 5-14; and Table S-2, Characteristics of the Proposed Project and Project Alternatives, on pg. s-15 

for consistency.  

The revisions to the gross square footages of the alternatives do not change the analysis or conclusions 
presented in the recirculated draft EIR. Therefore, these revisions do not change the analysis or conclusions 

presented in the recirculated draft EIR, and do not constitute “new information of substantial importance” within 

the meaning of CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. 
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YIMBY Law

57 Post St, Suite 908

San Francisco, CA 94104

hello@yimbylaw.org

12/08/2022

San Francisco Planning Commission
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org;
CPC.469stevensonstreet@sfgov.org

Via Email

Re: Item 11, 2017-014833ENV - 469 Stevenson Street – Public Hearing on the
Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

YIMBY Law submits this letter to comment on the ridiculous farce of a fishing
expedition that was the partially recirculated draft environmental impact report for
the Stevenson project; an unnecessary, illegal waste of time over the past twelve
months.

The Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (PRDEIR) was drafted
to focus on three areas that the Board of Supervisors identified during hearings in
October and December 2021: specifically, a) vague concerns about the project’s
impacts on gentrification and displacement, b) the project’s impacts on historical
resources, and c) the project’s impact on geology and soils.

The PRDEIR analysis shows none of the board’s concerns had any merit:

A) The PRDEIR found that the project’s impacts on gentrification and
displacement would be less than significant, and in-fact, some of the research
cited in this analysis shows the no-project alternative, ie, disapproving the
project, likely has a GREATER negative impact on gentrification and
displacement than building the project. However, what is particularly
problematic about the entire line of gentrification analysis here is that the only
“physical e ect” of the project is demolition of a surface parking lot and
building of condos and/or apartments, yet this studied “indirect gentrification

1

2

YIMBY LAW 



and displacement” only through increases in market values of nearby
properties. This framing blurs the line between physical and socio-economic
e ects of a project, as now any economic change caused by a project is
apparently a CEQA issue, per the logic of the City. The PRDEIR relies on research
by the UC Berkeley Urban Displacement Project (UDP), however, this is just one
study that shows that new market rate housing in a census block is correlated
with a small increase in out-migration; there is no clear evidence of a causal
e ect by new construction; this statistical association could be due to various
issues with a neighborhood unrelated to a local amenity e ect caused by a
project, but this PRDEIR assumes that the local amenity e ect is the cause of
out-migration. Further, the UDP study that is relied on to support the city’s
assertion that the project “could potentially indirectly displace between 10 and
41 households” found no association between new development and increased
out-migration of low-income households in gentrifying areas, or in San
Francisco. The other research cited by the City in the 2020 Socioeconomic
Report also contradicts the UDP report; the “Summary of Report conclusions
states:

● Case study research in San Francisco as well as academic and related
research suggests that market-rate housing production such as the 469
Stevenson Street Project is not likely to cause an increase in rents in
nearby housing units.

● Some research even suggests interim reductions in rents among nearby
units. These and other literature findings suggest there is no evidence to
support concern that new market-rate development will cause
gentrification or displacement.

● Therefore, the 2020 Socioeconomic Report concludes that the evidence
indicates that development of the Project is not likely to result in
residential displacement and gentrification that will lead to
socioeconomic impacts warranting further review under CEQA.

In addition to the 2020 Socioeconomic Report, the analysis conducted by Seifel
Consulting also notes findings from another recent study published by
Pennington in late 2020:

● Pennington’s research suggests that increasing the supply of market
rate housing has beneficial spillover e ects for existing residents,
reducing rents and displacement pressures while improving
neighborhood quality. However, the spillover e ects from market rate
housing may not reduce gentrification, and they may not continue to
reduce displacement in the long term.

● While Pennington’s research indicates that new market rate housing
reduces displacement in San Francisco overall, a hyperlocal demand

YIMBY Law, 57 Post St, Suite 908,  San Francisco, CA 94104
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e ect exists within a narrow radius of 100m, i.e., within eyeshot of the
new construction. Within this narrow band, building renovations and
business turnover increase. The upgrade in neighborhood quality
attracts higher-income newcomers, so that when incumbents move out,
they are more likely to be replaced by wealthier newcomers.

● The study concludes that policymakers who want to slow displacement
and gentrification should accelerate both market rate and a ordable
housing construction.

● Pennington summarizes her findings “as emphasizing that building
more market-rate housing and building more a ordable housing are
complementary policy levers. A ordable housing, obviously, is much
better targeted at the people who are actually at a high risk of
displacement.

We also note that the Project sponsor has “voluntarily” proposed to donate
over $500,000 to community organizations as well as a small parcel of land for
community use, despite the fact that both the original EIR certified by the
planning commission, as well as the PRDEIR found that any gentrification
impacts would be less than significant, and the project already included
required 73 on-site a ordable units, and $8 million a ordable housing fee
which the PRDEIR notes, “would largely address the potential for indirect
residential displacement to occur,” and “could potentially support between 27
to 40 units of additional a ordable housing units in the surrounding area.”

In summary, the city is correct to identify that any potential indirect physical
e ects of gentrification and displacement caused by the project are entirely
speculative. This project may even cause reductions in local displacement
pressures, not increases. And assuming there is any indirect displacement,
which, again, is speculative, the location of any physical e ects, such as
increased tra c or construction, are virtually impossible to determine, and are
themselves entirely speculative.

B) The PRDEIR found that the Project’s impacts on historical resources would be
less than significant after mitigation, and would be less than significant on
overall historical resources. The appellants who requested additional study of
impacts on historical resources were concerned about context and appearance,
which are not valid impacts under CEQA; instead the study makes an attempt to
justify additional analysis by now claiming there could be vibration impact to
historical resources which can be mitigated. Strangely, this analysis cites the
same source for thresholds of significance as the previous environmental
review, and does not explain any di erence in methodology from the Initial
Study, yet now concludes that the threshold would be exceeded without a
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mitigation plan. Regardless, with a mitigation plan, impacts are less than
significant.

C) The PRDEIR found that the Project’s impacts on geology and soils would have
no cumulative impact. This is of course the only appropriate conclusion: the
Board of Supervisors’ finding that more study was required in this area was
legally flawed, as they were concerned about the impact of the environment on
the project, which isn’t a CEQA issue, and there wasn’t any evidence in the
record that this project would damage others during an earthquake. There also
was zero evidence that the city’s building permit seismic safety peer review was
inadequate.

Conclusion

The Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report is more than adequate
to comply with CEQA. In-fact, it is not even necessary as the prior EIR was adequate.
The PRDEIR addresses all of the concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors, and the
Public, none of which have merit as they were either already studied or outside of the
scope of CEQA, and this PRDEIR actually goes beyond the scope of CEQA to analyze
speculative indirect impacts of gentrification and displacement, still concluding,
conservatively, that this project’s physical impact would be less than significant, if
there is one at all.

The California Department of Housing and Community Development has also recently
sent you a letter in support of this project. They note, “HCD initiated a Housing Policy
and Practice Review of San Francisco aimed at identifying and removing barriers to
approval and construction of new housing. As noted in HCD’s Letter of Technical
Assistance dated February 1, 2022, the BOS’s actions regarding the FEIR exemplify a
pattern of lengthy processing and entitlement timeframes that exceed the norms for
jurisdictions of similar size and complexity. These excessive timeframes act as a
constraint on housing development.”

The delay of this project at Stevenson is emblematic of the city’s pattern and practice
of delay. Any continued delay, in the face of a mountain of evidence that shows this
project’s environmental impact has already been excessively, unnecessarily studied,
only furthers our, and the state’s concerns that the city is not serious about meeting
its obligations to plan and approve an adequate supply of housing. The city should
move quickly to approve this project.

Yimby Law is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation, whose mission is to increase the
accessibility and a ordability of housing in California.
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I am signing this letter both in my capacity as the Executive Director of YIMBY Law,
and as a resident of California who is a ected by the shortage of housing in our state.

Sincerely,

Sonja Trauss
Executive Director
YIMBY Law

YIMBY Law, 57 Post St, Suite 908,  San Francisco, CA 94104
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - BUSINESS, CONSUMER SERVICES AND HOUSING AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
2020 W. El Camino Avenue, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA  95833 
(916) 263-2911 / FAX (916) 263-7453
www.hcd.ca.gov

November 23, 2022 

Kate Conner, LEED AP  
Manager, Priority Projects and Process  
Current Planning Division  
City and County of San Francisco  
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Kate Conner: 

RE:  469 Stevenson – Letter of Support 

The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) learned 
that the City and County of San Francisco (City/County) has released the Partially 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (PRDEIR) for public review and 
comment for the project located at 469 Stevenson Street (Project). The purpose of 
this letter is to express HCD’s support of the Project and to urge the City/County to 
approve the Project, which is protected by the Housing Accountability Act (HAA) 
(Gov. Code, § 65589.5). Any further delay or additional conditions on the Project’s 
approval may subject the City to the HAA’s provisions regarding bad faith. 

Background 

On October 26, 2021, the Board of Supervisors (BOS) voted 8-3 to grant an appeal 
overturning the Planning Commission’s certification of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (FEIR). In doing so, the BOS cited vague concerns over the FEIR’s 
deficiencies, including seismic concerns, effects on historic resources, and 
gentrification and displacement of residents. On December 14, 2021, the BOS 
adopted findings that reversed the FEIR certification and remanded it back to the 
City/County's planning department to prepare a new partial Draft Environmental 
Impact Report. 

Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (PRDEIR) Analysis 

The PRDEIR, released on November 2, 2022, shows that the impacts on the three 
study areas previously identified by the BOS would be less than significant. More 
specifically, the PRDEIR reports that: 

1. the Project's impacts on gentrification and displacement would be less than
significant;

1
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2. the Project’s impacts on historical resources (e.g., demolition of a surface
parking lot) would be less than significant after mitigation and would be less
than significant in its effects on historical resources overall; and

3. the Project would have a less than significant impact on geology and soils and
would have no cumulative impact overall.

With this new analysis complete, the Planning Commission and the BOS should 
move quickly to approve the Project.  

Housing Policy and Practice Review

As you are aware, HCD initiated a Housing Policy and Practice Review of San 
Francisco aimed at identifying and removing barriers to approval and construction of 
new housing. As noted in HCD’s Letter of Technical Assistance dated February 1, 2022,
the BOS’s actions regarding the FEIR exemplify a pattern of lengthy processing and 
entitlement timeframes that exceed the norms for jurisdictions of similar size and 
complexity. These excessive timeframes act as a constraint on housing development. 

6th Cycle Housing Element

Additionally, HCD is reviewing the latest draft of the City/County’s Housing Element
(submitted to HCD on October 17, 2022). In this draft, the City/County identified the 
Project as a site suitable for residential development in its Housing Element Sites 
Inventory. As a reminder, these sites must remain viable and useable throughout the 
planning period. HCD will provide the City/County with a formal review and response 
to the draft Housing Element no later than December 16, 2022. 

Conclusion

In requesting the PRDEIR, the BOS has delayed the processing of this 495-unit Project 
by more than 12 months. No discernible benefit has resulted from this delay. HCD 
reiterates its support of the Project and urges the City/County to approve this project 
without any further delay or additional conditions. HCD appreciates this opportunity to 
provide information to assist the City/County in its decision-making. If you have 
questions or would like to discuss the content of this letter, please contact Kevin Hefner
at Kevin.Hefner@hcd.ca.gov. 

Sincerely,

Shannan West
Housing Accountability Unit Chief

cc: Attorney General of California
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Planning Commission Hearing 
December 8, 2022

Item 6: Commission Comments/Questions 

Commission Vice-President Kathrin Moore: 

We were copied on a letter by HCD on the matter of 469 Stevenson and while I am supportive of them 
obviously looking over our shoulders this particular letter struck me as somewhat inappropriate as it 
was insinuating to tell us what to do. We are not state employees we are not city employees we are 
volunteering as commissioners and for that reason I felt that a state agency even raising an implicit 
threat was not particularly well sitting with me. I want to just put that to record and the letter that was 
received is part of public record for anybody who wants to read it. Thank you.  
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