
 

  
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN 
UPDATE 

Lindenville Sub-Area Workshop 

July 28, 2020 | Workshop Summary Notes 



 
 This page intentionally left blank 

  



 

City of South San Francisco General Plan Update   1 

 

On July 28, 2020, the City of South San Francisco hosted an online sub-area workshop 

focused on the City’s Lindenville area. This workshop is part of a series of community 

meetings for the current phase of Shape SSF, the City’s General Plan Update process, and 

was conducted via the Zoom Meetings platform. The purpose of the workshop was to 

review and discuss the draft vision statement, guiding policies and proposed land use 

alternatives for Lindenville. Through a presentation, interactive live polls and Chat 

function in Zoom and conversation, meeting participants were invited to ask questions 

and provide their input. After the main presentation, participants broke out into small 

groups for more focused, facilitated conversations, followed by a report out of the key 

themes that arose in each of the groups. The following is a summary of the sub-area 

workshop and input received. For the workshop presentation slides and live recording, 

visit shapessf.com/alternatives/.  

Meeting Participant Demographics 
There were approximately 28 members of the public present at the workshop. The 

neighborhoods represented, per a live poll at the beginning of the meeting, included: 

• 50% from Downtown 
• 25% from Lindenville 
• 25% from Sunshine Gardens  
• No participants from Avalon/Brentwood, East of 101, El Camino Real/Orange 

Park, Paradise Valley/Sign Hill/Terrabay, Westborough or Winston Serra 

indicated 

 Most participants were between the ages of 31-64 and were of White, Asian, Native 

American and/or of Hispanic/Latino descent. Participants were also asked to share how 

they heard about the event, and whether they have participated in a previous Shape SSF 

event. See Appendix for the comprehensive poll results. 

Key Issues 
After an overview of the General Plan Update process to date, the presentation focused 

on the purpose of developing land use alternatives for the community to make informed 

choices about the future of the City. The presentation listed key issues identified during 

an analysis of the area and by community members during previous engagement efforts. 

These key issues will be considered as guiding policies and land use alternatives are 

evaluated for Lindenville and throughout the rest of the General Plan Update process. 

The key issues identified include sea level rise and flooding in the area; pressure to 

convert land to other uses; environmental and industrial hazards and airport noise; 

parking, traffic, and street connectivity; the irregular block and parcel patterns; and lack 

of neighborhood-serving amenities. 
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Through a live poll, participants were asked which two they considered to be the most 

important in the area. The top key issues identified by participants were a lack of daily 

amenities at 44% and lack of housing and lack of pedestrian/bicycle infrastructure each 

at 38%.  See Appendix for the comprehensive poll results. 

Vision and Guiding Policies 
The presentation described the several factors considered in drafting the Lindenville 

vision statement and guiding policies and preparing the three land use alternatives. 

These factors include the community input received during previous outreach efforts, an 

analysis of the existing population and land uses in the Lindenville area, the current and 

foreseeable economic/market conditions, the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, the 

City’s projected long-term housing needs, as well as the existing policies in the General 

Plan.   

The proposed vision for Lindenville is: 

An enhanced mixed-use district that maintains a base of middle-wage jobs and promotes 
the creative economy, while capitalizing on access to Downtown and BART. 

Meeting participants were asked to weigh in on the draft vision statement through a live 

poll, which asked how much they agreed or disagreed with the statement. Approximately 

38% of the responses noted they neither agree or disagree with the statement, and 23% 

noted they disagree.  See Appendix for the comprehensive poll results. 

Lindenville Land Use Alternatives 
The main focus of the workshop was the three land use alternatives being considered for 

Lindenville. The presentation described how the land use alternatives test seven main 

“Big Ideas”. These ideas include allowing the Downtown mixed-use pattern to continue 

south to Colma Creek, adding housing back into Lindenville (the area once had a fair 

amount of housing in the past), considering the intensification of the mixed industrial 

area, developing a mixed-use corridor along S. Spruce Ave. to the El Camino Real 

corridor, improving connectivity throughout the area, transforming Colma Creek into a 

community amenity and addressing sea level rise. 

 

It was explained during the presentation that in general, all three alternatives would 

create additional housing and mixed-use neighborhoods to Colma Creek, but vary in the 

amount of industrial, office, commercial and mixed-use residential uses south of the 

creek. Alternative #1 would maintain a larger industrial core, Alternative #2 would have 

more of an office and mixed-use residential focus and Alternative #3 would have the most 

residential growth with a higher-density mixed-use core surrounding Colma Creek. All 

three alternatives also include proposed mobility improvements, such as the Colma 

Creek bike/pedestrian connections, the Utah interchange and street connections, 

complete streets improvements and potential new road connections. The following 

graphic shows a comparison of the three land use alternatives. See Appendix for more 
detailed maps of the Current General Plan and the three land use alternatives for the 
Lindenville area. 
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The presentation also identified the opportunities in Lindenville, including reinforcing 

Downtown as the heart and core of the City, preserving industrial and service businesses 

in the area, helping to address the local housing crisis with new affordable and workforce 

housing and supporting BART and Caltrain transit ridership by locating housing nearby. 

Challenges in the area include the potential displacement of businesses as changes occur 

over time, addressing sea level rise and the existing limited street network. 

After learning about each alternative, meeting participants were asked if they preferred 

one of the alternatives through a live poll. The results of those that took the poll were: 

• 42% preferred Alternative #3 
• 33% preferred the Current General Plan 

• 25% preferred Alternative #2 
• None for Alternative #1 indicated 

In addition, meeting participants were asked the importance of balancing future jobs and 

housing within Lindenville, to ensure there is enough housing to keep up with local 

demand. Of the participants that responded, 50% noted that jobs-housing balance was 

very important, with 25% seeing it as not important. See Appendix for the comprehensive 
poll results. 

General Participant Comments 
During the main discussion and presentation, participants asked several questions and 

provided comments. Below is a summary of the comments and discussion points, 

grouped into key themes. 
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Housing and Displacement Comments 
• Consider what will happen to existing small businesses in evaluating these 

alternatives, as well as the impact to residents who depend on services in 

Lindenville 

• Locate more housing near Tanforan Ave. and BART  

• Focus more on El Camino Real and the areas near the BART station to allow 

higher intensity housing, particularly for the biotech workforce. El Camino Real 

has the potential to be another commercial and mixed-use core like Downtown 

Services and Infrastructure Comments 

• If Lindenville allows more residential, specific streets like Spruce and Linden 

might benefit from higher frequency transit and additional transit services in the 

future 

• Propose a street extension from Sneath Ln. to Tanforan Ave.  

  

Small Group Discussion  
After the presentation and main discussion, participants were asked to break out into 

three small groups for a more in-depth, facilitated discussion of the draft vision 

statement, guiding policies and land use alternatives. Participants introduced themselves 

within each group and named one thing they love about South San Francisco. Each 

group was then a set of questions for discussion, outlined below. In addition, participants 

were also asked to provide direct feedback by completing the online survey at 

https://shapessf-lindenville.metroquest.com/. The feedback received during the small 

group discussions are summarized below. Similar participant comments that came up in 

multiple groups are indicated as x2 or x3.  

Do you agree with the updated vision statement and policy 
direction for the area? 

• Too much intensity may contribute to losing the quaintness of Downtown (more 

noise and parking issues) and congestion at access points (i.e. at Linden Ave. 

and Sneath Ln.) (x2) 

• Terms and concepts hard to understand 

• Emphasize housing, but make sure that the needs of existing and future 

residents will be met 

• Generally agree – support for middle-wage jobs and connecting middle income 

Lindenville jobs to middle income housing nearby 

• Disagree – big changes in this area might displace small businesses. Policies to 

retain small businesses should be created. 
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Do you agree with allowing a new Colma Creek residential 
neighborhood to emerge over time?  

• Support for housing along Colma Creek, but it must be paired with abundant 

new parks/open spaces and improvements to Colma Creek to make it an 

amenity (x2) 

• Maximize housing potential in Lindenville 

• Do not support a lot of high-rise buildings, but balance new residential with 

connections to downtown and new open space 

Should an area be preserved for industrial? Should it be 
allowed to be higher intensity? What are the pros and cons of 
allowing more office development in this area? 

• Ensure alternatives consider the highest and best use for Lindenville, as it has a 

lot of potential—properties are larger and near transit  

• Consider more residential and industrial rather than office near Tanforan 

• Strong support for retaining industrial uses in the area as there are other 

locations slated for office/biotech 

What is your preferred alternative for the area? Why? Do you 
have other ideas that are not illustrated in these alternatives? 
Alternative #1 

• As a small business owner, preferred as it seems to have less potential for 

business displacement 

Alternative #2  

• Seems to have a more appropriate intensity of housing growth near existing 

Downtown neighborhoods  

• Supported if most of the office areas are replaced with intensified industrial 

Alternative #3  

• Provides more opportunities for housing, especially because of its proximity to 

Downtown (x2) 

• May be the best option for the City as a whole, but it might hurt small businesses  

• Consider darker gray area (mixed industrial high designation) for small 

businesses 

• Idea of mixing industrial/office with new housing is attractive 

What are the priority improvements or strategies for the area? 
• Housing—Need more supply to make housing affordable (x2) 

o More housing near Tanforan 

• Open space, access improvements, and make streets more bike and pedestrian 

friendly, especially if more housing is constructed (x2) 

• Connect Downtown to new open spaces to the south 

• More active streets and services to walk to 

• Transit improvements (i.e. a new Caltrain station near Tanforan and more 

shuttle service to and from BART) 



   

City of South San Francisco General Plan Update   6 

• Design is key if more high rises are allowed. Avoid big, long, blocky buildings and 

ensure that step-backs and other design transitions are incorporated so the 

streetscape is still pedestrian-friendly 

• Preserve industrial uses as they are important financially to the City (x2) 

• Need clear requirements that give a good sense of what types of development 

are possible as the City considers zoning and development standards to 

implement the General Plan alternatives 

• Plan for and address flooding and sea level rise  

Other Comments/Discussion Points 
• Not as much housing opportunity in the southern area of Lindenville because of 

its proximity to the airport 

• Provide a breakdown of how much housing and nonresidential square footage 

(office, industrial and commercial) each alternative would add 

• Consider an analysis of how property values will change with each alternative 

 

Images from the small group meeting notes from the Virtual Whiteboard
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Appendix 
LINDENVILLE AREA LAND USE ALTERNATIVES  
Higher resolution maps are available at https://shapessf.com/alternatives/ 

 
Lindenville Current General Plan Land Use Map  

 
  
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Lindenville Alternative #1  
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Lindenville Alternative #2 

 
 
Lindenville Alternative #3 
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Comparison of Lindenville Land Use Alternatives 
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LIVE POLL RESULTS 

Demographics 

 
 
 

 

 

 
Previous Participation Notification 
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Key Issues      Vision Statement 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

Preferred Alternative 

 


