
​Law & Policy Team​
​Yes In My Backyard (YIMBY) Democrats of San Diego County​
​Law@yimbydemssd.com​
​April 8, 2026​

​San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)​
​Chair Heebner & SANDAG Staff​
​1011 Union Street, Suite 400​
​San Diego, CA 92101​

​RE: Qualifying Bus Stops In San Diego Are Tier 2 Transit-Oriented​
​Development Stops Under Senate Bill 79​

​Dear SANDAG Chair & Staff,​

​On behalf of the YIMBY Democrats of San Diego County, we write to urge SANDAG to​
​adopt the interpretation of SB 79 (2025) that recognizes qualifying bus stops in the San​
​Diego region as Tier 2 Transit-Oriented Development Stops. This interpretation is​
​consistent with the legislature’s stated intent to increase housing near transit in​
​furtherance of the state’s housing, transit, and climate goals.​​1​

​SB 79 establishes Tier 1 and Tier 2 Transit-Oriented Development Stops based on the​
​type and quality of transit service present.​​2​ ​Each tier carries development standards​
​governing parcel density depending on proximity to the stop and the surrounding​
​population density.​​3​ ​The type of transit service is therefore the threshold question when​
​determining which development standards apply to any given parcel.​

​Under SB 79, a Tier 2 Transit-Oriented Development Stop is defined in relevant part as​
​a transit-oriented development stop within an urban transit county served by “bus​
​service meeting the standards of paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 21060.2 of​
​the Public Resources Code.”​​4​ ​The full “bus rapid transit” definition in PRC § 21060.2 is​
​more demanding than what SB 79 requires: it imposes additional features including​
​transit signal priority, all-door boarding, an efficient fare collection system, and defined​
​stations.​​5​ ​SB 79, by contrast, incorporates only paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of PRC​
​§ 21060.2—the dedicated-lane and frequency prong—and no other features.​​6​ ​Under​
​that standard, a bus stop qualifies as a Tier 2 stop if it is served by a route operating​
​with (1) full-time dedicated bus lanes or operation in a separate right-of-way dedicated​
​for public transportation, and (2) a service frequency of no greater than 15 minutes​
​during weekday peak commute hours.​​7​ ​HCD’s March 20, 2026 advisory to the state’s​
​MPOs confirms this standard, defining a qualifying bus service TOD stop as one where​

​7​ ​Pub. Resources Code § 21060.2(a)(1).​

​6​ ​Gov. Code § 65912.156(o) (cross-referencing only “paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 21060.2”​
​of the Public Resources Code).​

​5​ ​Pub. Resources Code § 21060.2(a).​
​4​ ​Gov. Code § 65912.156(o).​
​3​ ​Gov. Code § 65912.157(a).​
​2​ ​Gov. Code §§ 65912.156(n)–(o).​
​1​ ​Gov. Code § 65912.155.​
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​the bus stop is adjacent to a full-time dedicated transit lane and the average bus service​
​intervals across the combined morning and afternoon peak periods is 15 minutes or​
​less.​​8​

​This lower threshold was deliberately crafted to include higher-quality bus services that​
​fall short of a full BRT system but nonetheless provide the commuter-focused, frequent,​
​reliable, dedicated-lane service that justifies transit-oriented upzoning.​​9​ ​In the San Diego​
​region, five bus routes meet SB 79’s criteria: Routes 1, 7, and 10, as well as Rapid 215​
​and Rapid 235. These routes operate on four principal corridors, Park Boulevard, El​
​Cajon Boulevard, University Avenue, and the SR-15 Centerline busway through City​
​Heights, all of which feature full-time dedicated bus lanes and peak-hour service​
​frequencies of 15 minutes or less, yielding 52 bus stops that satisfy the SB 79 Tier 2​
​threshold.​​10​

​Recognizing these 52 stops as Tier 2 Transit-Oriented Development Stops is legally​
​compelled by the plain text of SB 79 and serves the law’s purpose of directing new​
​housing to locations well-served by frequent, reliable transit. Failing to do so would​
​arbitrarily exclude stops that satisfy every criterion in the statute, deny upzoning​
​protections to parcels within walkable distance of high-quality bus service, and expose​
​the county and local jurisdictions to potential legal challenges. It would also undermine​
​the region’s RHNA compliance efforts and broader climate and transportation goals.​

​Adopting this interpretation will keep SANDAG consistent with the intent and language​
​of the law,​​11​ ​advance the county’s housing production,​​support RHNA and climate​
​obligations, and strengthen ridership on these corridors. The YIMBY Democrats of San​
​Diego County respectfully urge SANDAG to designate the qualifying bus stops​
​described herein as Tier 2 Transit-Oriented Development Stops under SB 79. Thank​
​you for your time and consideration.​

​11​ ​Gov. Code § 65912.155.​

​10​ ​RideSD Bus Lane Report; BuildSD SB 79 Map, available at https://buildsd.org/legislation/sb79-maps​
​(accessed Mar. 6, 2026).​

​9​ ​Gov. Code § 65912.156(o); Pub. Resources Code § 21060.2(a)(1); see also HCD SB 79 Advisory, supra​
​note 8, at 3.​

​8​ ​Cal. Dep’t of Hous. & Cmty. Dev., SB 79 Advisory: Clarifications on Definitions for Metropolitan Planning​
​Organizations 3 (Mar. 20, 2026) [hereinafter HCD SB 79 Advisory].​
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​Respectfully submitted,​

​Zack Defazio-Farrell, Esq.​
​Treasurer & Law and Policy Team Member​
​YIMBY Democrats of San Diego County​
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April 14, 2026 

 

To: San Diego Planning Commission 
CC: City Planning 
Re: April 16 Planning Commission Agenda Item 6 (SB 79 Implementation) 

 

Chair Modén and Planning Commissioners: 

Neighbors For A Better San Diego (NFABSD) submits the following comments and 
recommendations regarding the proposed implementing ordinance for SB 79. 

SB 79 is a complicated bill, and we appreciate the Planning Department’s stepwise 
approach to implementation, which will also provide flexibility as the state law is 
revised in the current and future legislative sessions. 

NFABSD will comment on the assumptions of SB 79 separately. This letter focuses on 
our specific recommended changes to the proposed San Diego ordinance. 

 

Recommendation 1 

Change Recital C as follows (NFABSD recommended changes are highlighted): 

C. Government Code section 65912.156 adds the definition of a Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD) stops as a major transit stop, as defined by 
section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code (Public 
Resource Code), that is served by rail transit or bus service within an 
urban transit county (TOD Stops). 

The reason for this recommendation is that SB 79's reference to 21064.3 is just to 
define SB 79's reduction in BRT criteria for SB 79 alone and does not change the state's 
major transit stop definition for mapping Transit Priority Areas, Sustainable 
Development Areas, or other maps derived from the State’s major transit stops 
definition. 

 

Recommendation 2 

Delete Section 7 of the Action Items which states that this ordinance doesn't have to go 
before the Planning Commission. This section appears to have been left over from the 
original draft ordinance that was proposed in March to go directly to City Council. 
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Recommendation 3 

Section 9. Change to "This Ordinance will take effect and be in force on the thirtieth day 
from and after its final passage, or July 1, 2026, whichever is later." 

 

Recommendation 4 

Add a Section 10 stating that if the effective date of SB 79 is changed by the Legislature, 
then the effective date of San Diego's implementing ordinance will similarly be delayed. 

 

Recommendation 5 

Add a Section 11 stating that if SB 79 is repealed by the Legislature, statewide initiative, 
or legal judgement, then San Diego's implementing ordinance will similarly be 
repealed. 

 

Note that the scope of the adopting ordinance is defining the sites that will be eligible 
for SB 79 developments when San Diego’s implementing ordinance goes into effect. 
Project applicants and Development Services Department staff will need to refer to the 
provisions of Public Resources Code Chapter 4.1.5 for the development requirements 
for specific projects. 

 
 
Respectfully, 

 

Geoffrey Hueter, Chair 
Neighbors For A Better San Diego 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Apr 15, 2026
 
City of San Diego  
202 C St.  
San Diego, 92101 
 
Re: Proposed Housing Development Project at 7020 Airway Road 
 
To: Planningcommission@sandiego.gov; 
 
Cc: cityattorney@sandiego.gov; cityclerk@sandiego.gov; 
citymanager@sandiego.gov;   
 
Dear San Diego Planning Commission, 
 
The California Housing Defense Fund (“CalHDF”) submits this letter to remind the City of its 
obligation to abide by all relevant state laws when evaluating the proposed 985-unit housing 
development project at 7020 Airway Road, which includes 26 very low-income units and 62 
low-income units. These laws include the Housing Accountability Act (“HAA”) and the 
Density Bonus Law (“DBL”). 
 
The HAA provides the project legal protections. It requires approval of zoning and general 
plan compliant housing development projects unless findings can be made regarding 
specific, objective, written health and safety hazards. (Gov. Code, § 65589.5, subd. (j).) The 
HAA also bars cities from imposing conditions on the approval of such projects that would 
reduce the project’s density unless, again, such written findings are made. (Ibid.) As a 
development with at least two-thirds of its area devoted to residential uses, the project falls 
within the HAA’s ambit, and it complies with local zoning code and the City’s general plan. 
Increased density, concessions, and waivers that a project is entitled to under the DBL (Gov. 
Code, § 65915) do not render the project noncompliant with the zoning code or general plan, 
for purposes of the HAA (Gov. Code, § 65589.5, subd. (j)(3)). The HAA’s protections therefore 
apply, and the City may not reject the project except based on health and safety standards, as 
outlined above. Furthermore, if the City rejects the project or impairs its feasibility, it must 
conduct “a thorough analysis of the economic, social, and environmental effects of the 
action.” (Id. at subd. (b).)  
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CalHDF also writes to emphasize that the DBL offers the proposed development certain 
protections. The City must respect these protections. In addition to granting the increase in 
residential units allowed by the DBL, the City must not deny the project the proposed waivers 
and concessions with respect to parking location, transparency, private open space, 
motorcycle parking, bicycle parking, loading areas, private storage, height, setback, and 
parking dimensions. If the City wishes to deny requested waivers, Government Code section 
65915, subdivision (e)(1) requires findings that the waivers would have a specific, adverse 
impact upon health or safety, and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily 
mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact. If the City wishes to deny requested 
concessions, Government Code section 65915, subdivision (d)(1) requires findings that the 
concessions would not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions, that the concessions 
would have a specific, adverse impact on public health or safety, or that the concessions are 
contrary to state or federal law. The City, if it makes any such findings, bears the burden of 
proof. (Gov. Code, § 65915, subd. (d)(4).) Of note, the DBL specifically allows for a reduction in 
required accessory parking in addition to the allowable waivers and concessions. (Id. at subd. 
(p).) Additionally, the California Court of Appeal has ruled that when an applicant has 
requested one or more waivers and/or concessions pursuant to the DBL, the City “may not 
apply any development standard that would physically preclude construction of that project 
as designed, even if the building includes ‘amenities’ beyond the bare minimum of building 
components.” (Bankers Hill 150 v. City of San Diego (2022) 74 Cal.App.5th 755, 775.) 
 
As you are well aware, California remains in the throes of a statewide crisis-level housing 
shortage. New housing such as this is a public benefit: it will provide badly needed affordable 
housing; it will increase the city’s tax base; it will bring new customers to local businesses; 
and it will reduce displacement of existing residents by reducing competition for existing 
housing. While no one project will solve the statewide housing crisis, the proposed 
development is a step in the right direction. CalHDF urges the City to approve it, consistent 
with its obligations under state law. 
 
CalHDF is a 501(c)(3) non-profit corporation whose mission includes advocating for 
increased access to housing for Californians at all income levels, including low-income 
households. You may learn more about CalHDF at www.calhdf.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Dylan Casey 
CalHDF Executive Director 
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James M. Lloyd 
CalHDF Director of Planning and Investigations 
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Allied Gardens Grantville Community Council 

5173 Waring Road #445, San Diego, CA 92120-2705 

 

 

06 April 2026 
 
Heidi Vonblum  
Director, Planning Department 
202 C St., M.S. 413 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
Re: Allied Gardens - Grantville Community Council Position Concerning Phasing Implementation 

of SB 79 & Planning Department Housing Element Data 
 
Director Vonblum, 
   
 We are taking this opportunity to provide feedback on the implementation of the subject 
legislation at the community level. With recent state and city legislation in this 6th housing cycle, 
major strike-throughs and nullifications of our community plans city-wide have occurred; and we are 
impressed with the pace at which you are meeting your policy goal of updating 10 community plans 
per cycle. However, Grantville is the focus of our discussion on this point.  
 
 Grantville’s 2015 focused plan amendment is also suffering from the impacts of these laws and 
ordinances. And city-wide our communities infrastructure problems are made worse through a policy 
of diverting critical Development Impact Fees (DIF) to ‘Communities of Concern’ away from the 
neighborhoods generating this revenue. Fire/water/sewer mains, roads, mobility, public safety, 
evacuation routes and sites, emergency communications networks, the growing list of public 
infrastructure degrading in every community to the benefit of a few is alarming. Particularly when 
‘Communities of Concern’ are also generating their own DIF through the operation of these laws and 
housing development.  
 
We support the following SB 79 implementation actions with minor variations: 

 Exempting areas that are more than one-mile pedestrian walk from transit.  

 Delay additional implementation of SB 79 in Low Resource Areas until the City adopts its next 
General Plan Housing Element in 2031. 

 Delay implementation of SB 79 in Very High Fire Severity Zones; and at sites with a potential or 
designated historic resource; until spring 2027 to give community planning groups a chance to  
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provide more meaningful feedback on any newly drafted Transit-Oriented Development 
Alternative Plan. 

 
 To honor Mayor Gloria’s call in his 2026 State of the City address to “prove our progress,” and 
to help meet the objectives of Goal Six in the General Plan’s Housing Element, we request that the 
following data—already collected by the Development Services Division (DSD) during the permit 
process—be permanently posted on the 'DSD Dashboard' for public use." This single gesture would 
contribute immeasurably to each planning group’s understanding and ability to partner with the 
planning department, and it will educate the public on the scale and need of these laws where they live, 
provide transparency necessary in a democracy, and build trust in government.  
 
 This request is supported by the city’s housing element goals and objectives as well as a variety 
of policies. The data requested are as follows: 

 Show the location and number of adequate public sites available for development by planning area. 
(Goal 1 Objective A, Policies HE-A.1&2, 5, 6, & 7) 

 Give the number of projects and units provided by each incentive program in each planning area 
for each year of the cycle (i.e., ADU, Density Bonus Programs, Expedite Programs, Accessibility 
Programs.) (Goal 1, Objective C, Policy HE-C.10) 

 Provide data specific to each project’s infrastructure improvements and DIF collected, by planning 
area and year. (Goal 1, Objective D, Policies HE-D.2 & 4) 

 List building permits issued for projects including housing of vulnerable populations, including the 
number of units, by planning area; And publish the measures and targets for each housing element 
program objective. (Goal 1 Objective E, Policies HE-E.1, 2 & 7 through 11) 

 Demonstrate program and incentives effectiveness to encourage new affordable housing across all 
income groups in all planning areas using filterable TCAC census tract demographic data, by 
planning area, including targets for each year. (Goal 3, Objective I, Policies HE-I.1-3, 5-7, 9 & 11) 
o The number of units by affordability level in high opportunity areas.  
o The number of new recreational, active transportation, and transit infrastructure projects 

located in disadvantaged communities. 
o The number of new housing units produced annually through each incentive program.  
o The number of affordable and naturally occurring housing units preserved annually.  
o The number of affordable multifamily housing units produced in each community.  
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o The number of Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH), Transition Housing (TH), and 

Emergency Shelter (ES) units or beds available by community. 
 

Housing element goal six (Publicizing housing needs & resources) and achievement of its 
objectives (fostering city-wide discussion and accessibility to information) can be amplified through 
the Mayor’s invitation for the public to observe, “results you can see,” sharing your successes and 
inspiring collaboration. We urge you and your teams to consider the benefits we all can share through 
making this data readily available on multiple SDHC and departmental web pages.  
 

As a reminder we await a response from your office to our 2 February 2026 request for a 
community presentation of the progress made to date on the Affordable Homes Development Master 
Plan (AHDMP). This was requested as part of our feedback on the Pro-housing Designation renewal 
application, as was a request for a list of public lands being considered for designation as excess land 
under Housing Element policy HE-A.6 for this purpose. Thank you for your attention to these matters. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Allied Gardens / Grantville Community Council  
AGGCCouncil@gmail.com 
 
Copy to: 
Raul Campillo, City of San Diego Councilmember (District 7) raulcampillo@sandiego.gov 
Christopher Ackerman-Avila, Senior Policy Advisor to Mayor Gloria (Policy Areas: Land Use & 

Housing, Business and Economic Development), cackermanavi@sandiego.gov 
Seth Litchney, Program Manager, Planning Department  SALitchney@sandiego.gov 
City Planning Department, Prohousing@sandiego.gov 
Cory Funk, Senior Planner, Planning Department, cfunk@sandiego.gov 
Navajo Community Planning Group, navajoplanners@gmail.com 
Mickey Zeichick, San Carlos Area Council, mrzeichick@gmail.com 
Cheryl Converse-Rath, San Carlos Area Town Council, cconverserath@gmail.com 
Voice of Del Cerro, voiceofdelcerro@gmail.com 
 



Kensington & Talmadge
Mid City Communities Plan   

P&R Workshop

April 16, 2026



A Reminder:
From Parks Master Plan and my November 2024 Letter to P&R Board: 

Park Points are to be evaluated “within a given community plan area”



4 Community Planning Areas
4 Park Point Scores



City’s Proposal 
Max & Monroe – 1900 sf of flat space
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