Analyzing the Impacts on Displacement and Environmental
Justice Considerations for the Land Use Alternatives
The City of South San Francisco is in the process of updating its
General Plan. The process, called Shape SSF 2040, will address
future land use, growth, all modes of transportation, housing,
safety, conservation, open space and parks, noise, public health,
social equity, sustainability, sea level rise, and economic
development. The General Plan will include a standalone
chapter devoted to equity issues.
The City has prepared a brief analysis of three alternative
scenarios for distributing new housing and job growth in the
city. This analysis describes the scenarios’ potential impacts on
displacement and begins to identify policy topics and
performance measures for addressing the unintended
consequences of future growth. This analysis seeks to answer
the following questions:
•

•

•

Is the expected growth in specific planning sub-areas
likely to have an impact on the displacement of
marginalized populations?
Are these displacement risks compounded by
environmental justice concerns in high growth
neighborhoods?
What policies are necessary to address the impacts of
the expected growth and improve opportunities for
equitable outcomes?

Key Terms

“Equity” is defined as when socioeconomic and
environmental factors (race, gender, income, place)
can no longer be used to predict life outcomes.
“Marginalized populations” are persons and
communities of color, including immigrants and
refugees, those experiencing poverty, and people
living with disabilities.
While a wide range of definitions for “gentrification”
exist, this report defines gentrification as the process
of change that neighborhoods experience when they
begin to attract new private and public investments.
This report defines “displacement” as the process
through which households are forced to leave their
residence in response to the economic and social
pressures of gentrification.
Equitable development: Quality of life outcomes are
equitably shaped and experienced by the people
currently living and working in a neighborhood, as
well as for new people moving in.

To begin to address these questions, the analysis uses the following process:

Evaluate Displacement
Risk + Environmental
Justice Concerns

Identify the Potential
Impacts of the Land Use
Alternatives

Identify policy areas and
performance measures to
improve equity outcomes

Building on the planning sub-areas established for the 1999 General Plan Planning Sub-Areas Element, data was
aggregated to the planning sub-areas to provide a summary comparison across the City. The planning sub-areas are
shown in Figure 2.
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Community Vision and Core Values
Through sub-area meetings, pop-up events, a visioning survey, and discussions with community stakeholders,
the Community Advisory Committee, the Planning Commission, and City Council, residents explored how
individuals envision the future of South San Francisco and shaped the following vision statement and
community values.

South San Francisco is a place where everyone can thrive. Its high quality of life, diverse and inclusive community,
livable neighborhoods and excellent services, culture of innovation, and environmental leadership ensure all
people have equitable opportunities to reach their full potential.

Cross-Cutting Community Values
Throughout the General Plan process, community members identified many shared values and beliefs. These
cross-cutting community values, include: equity and inclusion, livability, sustainability, and innovation. While
each guiding principle, goal, policy, and action outline what the City wants to achieve and plans to do, these
values describe how future actions should be implemented.

Equity + Inclusion

We celebrate our diversity. We proactively promote diversity and inclusion for all races, ethnicities, genders,
sexual orientations, abilities, ages, religions, and cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds. We strive to ensure
equitable access to services and resources for all, build collaborative partnerships, and promote authentic civic
engagement.

Innovation

We encourage innovation, creative thinking, and state-of-the-art solutions. We pilot new tools and technologies
and forge public-private partnerships that improve the well-being of residents and the efficiency of City
operations and businesses.

Sustainability

We strive to build and maintain a healthy and safe city. Our actions reduce climate pollution, adapt to climate
disruptions, preserve natural resources, foster a prosperous and just economy, and meet the needs of current
and future generations to ensure all people have equitable opportunities to reach their full potential.

Livability

We cherish our high quality of life. Residents of all ages, income levels, and abilities are able to comfortably live
in a variety of housing options and can easily access quality parks, recreational facilities, libraries and
community services. We can travel via safe and reliable transportation options, including walking, biking, and
public transit.
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Race and Ethnicity Composition

The racial and ethnic composition of the city’s residents has evolved over time. South San Francisco has shifted
from majority White to majority Asian Pacific Islander since 1990, while the county remains majority White. The
African American population decreased even further since 1990. The Westborough sub-area has the largest Asian
Pacific Islander population (73%) in the city. Likewise, the Downtown sub-area has the largest Latino/Hispanic
population (68%) in the city.

Figure 1: Race by Sub-Area (ranked by largest total population)
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Source: American Community Survey, 5-year estimates (2013-2017)

Recognizing the differences is racial and ethnic composition across South San Francisco helps to understand the
disproportionate burdens faced by different population groups. In the United States, race, income, and wealth
connected, but when we hold income constant, we still see inequalities across races. These inequalities are
apparent in education, jobs, incarceration, health, and housing.
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Figure 2: Planning Sub-Areas
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Housing Displacement Analysis

South San Francisco has long been a relatively affordable
community in the Bay Area that also offers easy access to the
region’s most significant job centers—including the East of 101
area in South San Francisco itself. Given South San Francisco’s
beginnings as the “the industrial city,” much of the city’s housing
stock was originally built to accommodate the workforce for the
city’s factories and warehouses. This relatively modest workforce
housing, sometimes called “naturally-occurring affordable
housing” has continued to support middle income households
over the decades.
Increasing housing affordability challenges throughout the Bay
Area are impacting communities that historically provided
relatively affordable housing options, especially in locations that
are near or easily accessible to fast-growing regional job
destinations. South San Francisco is especially desirable for
higher-income workers due to the city’s easy access to high-skill
science and technology jobs in the East of 101 area, the City of
San Francisco, and the Peninsula. This status has led to
community concerns that rising rents and housing prices in
South San Francisco and the region are creating heightened
displacement risks for existing residents, while also preventing
new low- and moderate-income households from moving into
the community in the future.

What We Heard from You
“We’re going to lose high quality teachers if
housing prices continue to increase and
salary doesn’t increase. We want to keep our
teachers.”
“The Latino population is decreasing
because they can’t afford to live here. Not a
lot of them own land or property and lack
that security. This leads to a lot of families
living together in small apartments.”
“A South San Francisco resident once made
23 copies of their house key. There are 23
people living in one house [here]. That’s the
reality today."
“I was born and raised in the City, moved to
South City when I decided to have a family,
where I currently live (for the past 36 years).
Having had to raise children as a single
parent, I was unable to purchase my own
home. A loyal renter. I am interested in
affordable housing so I am not forced out of
the area.”

This section summarizes the findings of the Housing Displacement Analysis completed as part of the Existing
Conditions Analysis and evaluates which planning sub-areas of South San Francisco are most vulnerable to
gentrification and displacement of the existing population.
The detailed sub-area analysis completed for the General Plan update examined three categories of indicators of
future displacement risk for South San Francisco. As shown in Table 1, these included: 1) an examination of
demographic and household conditions to identify populations vulnerable to displacement, 2) housing stock
characteristics that suggest whether housing affordability would be retained as market demand increases, and 3)
the presence of neighborhood amenities that are likely to further enhance desirability of nearby housing.

Table 1: Categories and Indicators of Displacement Risk Assessed
Category

Indicators of Displacement Risk

Population and Household Vulnerability to
Displacement

High share of renter households
High share of cost burdened renter households
Low median household income
Low educational attainment
High share of communities of color
Expiring affordable housing deed restrictions
Presence of pre-World War II housing units
Presence of “naturally occurring affordable housing”
Presence of major transit stations
Presence of parks
Presence of a vibrant downtown
Presence of sought-after schools

Housing Stock Vulnerability to Loss of
Affordability
Neighborhood Amenities Driving Enhanced
Housing Demand
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Based on these indicators of displacement risk, the map in Figure 3 identifies the South San Francisco planning
sub-areas that are most vulnerable to future displacement and gentrification. As shown, Downtown is at the
greatest risk of future displacement and loss of affordability, as the sub-area exhibits all three categories of
displacement risk indicators. Sign Hill, El Camino Real, and Sunshine Gardens are also at risk, as these areas
include vulnerable populations and housing stock or amenities that are likely to result in a loss of affordability
over time. While the overall populations of Orange Park and Avalon are less vulnerable to displacement, the
housing stock in these areas includes naturally occurring affordable housing that could be subject to rapid rent
appreciation in the future.

Environmental Justice Communities

Senate Bill 1000 (or the Planning for Healthy Communities Act)
was signed into law by Governor Jerry Brown on September 24,
What We Heard from You
2016. SB 1000 requires that cities and counties not only identify
“The COVID-19 pandemic ripped the
environmental and health impacts within their boundaries, but
bandaid off? and highlighted racial
also address the needs of vulnerable communities most
inequities.”
impacted by their effects. The goal of SB 1000 is to help identify
and reduce risks in communities disproportionately affected by
environmental pollution and other hazards that can lead to
negative health effects, exposure, or environmental degradation. In doing so, SB 1000 offers an opportunity to
adopt various methods in addressing existing community health concerns and mitigating the impacts of future
health issues, including increasing access to healthy food, preventing chronic disease, improving transportation
facilities and infrastructure, promoting healthy land use design, and encouraging physical activity.
SB 1000 offers a broad definition of disadvantaged communities, which can vary depending on the local
community context. For instance, cities can use CalEnviroScreen to identify the top 25% highest scoring
communities that are disproportionately burdened by poverty and multiple sources of pollution. The tool can
also be used to assess specific indicators in four broad groups—pollution exposures, environmental effects,
sensitive populations, and socioeconomic factors. SB 1000 offers another approach to identifying a
disadvantaged community based on income. For this approach, low-income is defined with household incomes
at or below 80% of the statewide median income or the California Department of Housing and Community
Development’s list of State income limits. Figure 4 shows the environmental justice communities. 1
In South San Francisco, the sub-areas of Orange Park, Downtown, Sign Hill, Paradise Valley, Terrabay, El Camino
Real, Lindenville and East of 101 have disadvantaged communities based on the CalEnviroScreen and lowincome measure. There are currently no households in East of 101 or Lindenville, but there are significant
environmental pollutants that impact those who work there and those who may live there in the future.
High-capacity roadways like Highway 101, historic toxic clean-up sites, and current industrial and warehousing
hubs and their associated truck and vehicle traffic may expose area residents and workers to environmental
pollution. Lindenville, East of 101 and portions of Downtown, Paradise Valley, Terra Bay, and Orange Park are
ranked in the highest 25% of areas in the state exposed to diesel particulate matter. 2 Likewise those who live and
work in Lindenville, East of 101, Orange Park, and Downtown are exposed to higher levels of stationary-source
emissions and noise pollution from industrial, warehousing, and logistics activities than other areas of the city.

1

The California Median Household Income (MHI) for ACS 2017-5 year is $67,169. 80% of the CA MHI is $53,735.
CalEnviroScreen ozone percentiles are based on census tracts, ordered by ozone concentration values and assigned a
percentile based on the statewide distribution of values.
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Figure 3: South San Francisco Planning Sub-Areas Exhibiting Significant Indicators of Future Displacement Risk
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Figure 4: Environmental Justice Communities
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Analysis of the Alternatives

The City’s General Plan update will describe how and where the City plans to accommodate expected growth. By
2040, the land use alternatives test adding up to 22,000 new housing units and 43,000 new jobs. Because South San
Francisco is a fully built city, new development will primarily occur on parcels that already contain some existing
homes or businesses. The City’s primary approach to accommodating growth is to locate new housing and jobs in
the East of 101, Lindenville, Downtown, and El Camino planning sub-areas (listed under “Mixed Use Neighborhoods”
in Table 2) which are well served by Caltrain, BART or SamTrans service and have good access to opportunity (such
as jobs, neighborhood amenities, and health care facilities).
Given that the alternatives test similar amounts of growth in all planning sub-areas except East of 101 and
Lindenville, the range of growth projections is summarized into a single, simple range. The following table lists the
housing and employment growth estimates for each of these planning sub-areas.

Table 2: Alternatives Analysis
Planning Sub-Area

% Non-White
Population1

Concentration of
Gentrification and
Displacement
Indicators2

Environmental
Justice Community3

Mixed Use Neighborhoods
Downtown

87%

3 of 3

Yes

East of 101

0%

0 of 3

Yes

El Camino
Lindenville

73%
0%

2 of 3
0 of 3

Portion
Yes

Residential Neighborhoods
1 of 3
Avalon
62%
No
1 of 3
Orange Park
88%
Yes
0 of 3
Paradise Valley/Terra
87%
Portion
Bay
2 of 3
Sign Hill
77%
Portion
2 of 3
Sunshine Gardens
82%
No
0 of 3
Westborough
87%
No
0 of 3
Winston Serra
71%
No
1
American Community Survey, 5-year estimates (2013-2017)
2
Strategic Economics Gentrification and Displacement Analysis, 2019
3
Raimi + Associates Environmental Justice Analysis, 2019.
4
Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR)
5
Currently, there is no housing in the Lindenville or East of 101 planning sub-areas.

Alternatives - Range of Growth Projections
Total Housing Growth
Total Employment
( Annual Growth
Growth ( Annual
Rate4)
Growth Rate4)

1,300 to 1,400
(1.6%)
2,700 to 8,200
(% NA5)
3,500 (5.7%)
4,700 to 6,900
(% NA5)

(0%)
25,400 to 30,700
(2.9%)
-900 (-1.2%)
13,200 to 16,300
(4.8%)

200 (0.5%)
100 (0.4%)
200 (0.5%)

N/A
N/A
N/A

100 (0.5%)
200 (0.4%)
400 to 500 (0.5%)
400 (0.4%)

N/A
N/A
100 (0.4%)
N/A

The total amount and rate of growth differs by planning sub-area. The total amounts and differing rates of growth
expected among South San Francisco’s planning sub-areas reflect multiple policy goals, such as creating transitoriented communities near Caltrain and BART, reinforcing Downtown as the heart of the community, and producing
workforce and affordable housing to meet the City’s anticipated Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RNHA)
allocation and future growth beyond the 6th Housing Element Cycle.
East of 101 and Lindenville*
The East of 101 and Lindenville sub-areas are expected to have the most significant housing and employment
growth, ranging from approximately half to two-thirds of the total city housing growth. Neither East of 101 nor
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Lindenville currently have residential populations, and as a result of this fact, each sub-area scores low on the
gentrification and risk assessment.
Areas like East of 101 and Lindenville also provide significant opportunities for linking housing growth with job
access in areas with fewer marginalized populations. The higher rates of reinvestment and growth could
accommodate more of the city’s expected long-term growth without increasing residential displacement risk.
However, both planning sub-areas are likely to experience business displacement to accommodate new housing
and are identified as environmental justice communities, necessitating consideration of business displacement,
mobility, and healthy community policies. Future growth in Lindenville could have “spillover” impacts on the
Downtown, Orange Park, and El Camino planning sub-areas, which all have higher displacement risk. Nonetheless,
housing growth can increase opportunities for people to live and work in these jobs-rich sub-areas.
Downtown and El Camino
While the East of 101 and Lindenville sub-areas accommodate the majority of future housing and employment
growth, the Downtown and El Camino planning sub-areas have moderate rates of growth. Both sub-areas rank
highly on the gentrification and risk assessment and are considered environmental justice communities.
Recognizing the potential for displacement, there is a need to consider additional policies to prevent displacement,
develop healthy and safe neighborhoods (particularly improving park access), and advancing economic and
educational opportunities.
Focusing housing in transit-oriented communities (TOCs) around the Caltrain and BART stations as well as along
high-frequency transit corridors like El Camino can help expand employment and education opportunity access and
housing choices for marginalized populations. Access to transit can help offset higher housing costs and reduce the
need for a car (or second car) and a parking space. Therefore, investment in affordable housing in TOCs, in
conjunction with tenant protection and affordable housing preservation policy, can increase employment
opportunities and help to minimize displacement.
In certain areas, like Downtown and El Camino, displacement is a concern regardless of the level of growth and is
likely already occurring. This displacement is likely to have disproportionate impacts on marginalized populations.
In these areas specifically, the City should use anti-displacement policies to ensure equitable growth in the planning
sub-areas. Significant housing development can occur within these sub-areas without displacement if the policies
accompany and precede that growth.
Other Residential Sub-Areas
The City’s existing residential sub-areas (Avalon, Orange Park, Paradise Valley/Terra Bay, Sign Hill, Sunshine
Gardens, Westborough, and Winston Serra) will accommodate a relatively small amount of new housing at low
growth rates. Despite this fact, targeted policies would be appropriate in planning sub-areas like Sign Hill (moderate
gentrification and risk and environmental justice concerns).
Conclusion
The land use alternatives estimate the new housing units and jobs expected in South San Francisco over the next 20
years, but the alternatives do not address the timing of housing and job growth. The pace of planning sub-area
redevelopment can influence the likelihood of gentrification and displacement. Faster growth is more likely to
displace existing residents than a constant rate of growth because the City will have more time to develop policies
and investments to reduce displacement.
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Policy Areas to Advance Equitable Development

How cities plan and prioritize growth for the future can influence equity outcomes. “Equitable development”
ensures quality of life outcomes are experienced and shaped equitably by the people currently living and working in
a neighborhood, as well as for new people moving in. These outcomes include affordable housing, quality
education, living wage employment, healthy environments, and transportation. Equitable development is
influenced by a variety of factors as shown Figure 5.

Figure 5: Equitable Development
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Adapted from: Government Alliance on Race and Equity, Equitable Development as a Tool to Advance Racial Equity
Land use growth in South San Francisco should be accompanied by equitable development policies to be defined
as part of the Social Equity Element. Table 3 lists numerous policy ideas and choices that will be considered during
the policy development process.
This General Plan will also include performance metrics that will track various indicators over time, allowing the city
to determine if they are meeting the General Plan goals. Equitable development metrics may include long-term
measures to gauge achievement of equitable outcomes (e.g., increase the supply of affordable units) or short-term
measures of heightened displacement risk (e.g., increases in sub-area rents compared to a citywide average).

11

Equity Analysis of the Land Use Alternatives

Table 3: Equitable Development Policy Ideas
Policy Area / Topics
Advance economic opportunity

Prevent displacement

Preserve and expand affordable housing

Respond to local context

Promote mobility and connectivity

Practice authentic engagement

Develop healthy communities

Promote environmental justice

Policy Ideas
- Job training and apprenticeship programs
- Job re-training programs
- Reentry programs
- Local hire
- Living wage
- Rent stabilization, including strengthening State
regulations
- Just cause evictions / harassment protections
- Tenant / landlord mediation and counseling
- Relocation assistance
- Right of first refusal / right of return
- Rental assistance
- Safe and Sanitary homes (rehab guidelines)
- Inclusionary zoning / in-lieu fees
- Condominium conversion controls and tenant protections
- Community land trust
- Short-term rental restrictions
- Accessory Dwelling Unit (permit existing and new)
- Local cultural institution investment
- Investment criteria in planning sub-areas with the greatest
needs
- Reduced cost or free transit passes
- Complete streets
- Safe routes to school
- Increased ridership/access
- Empower marginalized communities to have real
authority in planning decisions
- Lift up community voice and leadership
- Participatory budgeting
- Park and open space access
- Healthy food access
- Health and supportive services
- Public Facilities (child care and schools)
- Green industries
- Environmental mitigation fund
- Climate adaptation
- Pollution burden mitigation/protections
- Land use compatibility
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