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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
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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
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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.

YIMBY Law, 57 Post St, Suite 908,  San Francisco, CA 94104



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
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