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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION

INTRODUCTION 

Build is proposing development of a 495-unit multifamily apartment project with 4,000 
square feet of ground floor retail space at 469 Stevenson Street, the current site of a surface 
parking lot (the “Project”). The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project received 
some public comments expressing concerns about residential gentrification and displacement 
occurring as a result of Project development. Similar concerns were expressed during some 
public hearings. The City and County of San Francisco (City) Planning Department (Planning 
Department) is preparing a response to these concerns, and ALH Urban & Regional 
Economics (ALH Economics) has been engaged to assist the Planning Department in 
preparing the response.   

This report looks at residential development patterns in San Francisco and in the area 
surrounding the 469 Stevenson Street Project to assess the amount of development occurring 
in the area historically and presently in conjunction with the Project. The report also looks at 
historic and current rents in San Francisco to further provide perspective on the existing 
market in which the planned rental units at the Project and surrounding areas will be 
developed. These new market-rate units can be evaluated in the context of literature and 
research findings probing whether market-rate rental housing production such as the Project 
results in making rental housing less affordable for existing residents, which concerns 
interested parties who believe residential displacement and gentrification may result from the 
development of market-rate housing.  

Accordingly, this report includes the following: 

• Identification of residential pipeline projects within a 1.0-mile radius of 469
Stevenson Street (e.g., the Project and cumulative projects);

• Review of historical development trends in San Francisco and key Project areas;
• Overview of pricing trends in San Francisco’s rental housing market;
• Review of literature on the relationship between housing production and housing

costs, as well as gentrification and residential displacement; and,
• Conclusions regarding gentrification and displacement from new market-rate

development.

A summary of findings and conclusions is presented below. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION 

The summary of findings presented in the report for each section is provided below, including 
a general conclusion for the overall research and analysis effort.  

Residential Pipeline 

Information provided by the Planning Department as of the first quarter 2020 indicates that 
there is a substantial amount of net new residential development under construction, entitled, 
or planned within a 1.0-mile radius of 469 Stevenson Street. Specifically, there are 89 projects 
with a total of 15,726 units (referred to in the report as the Pipeline). About 27% of the 
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Pipeline, comprising 4,254 units, are under construction and therefore have the greatest 
certainty of delivery, while 40% of the Pipeline, nearly 6,200 units, do not have entitlements 
and have much less certainty.  
 
The amount of the development in the Pipeline is consistent with historic trends. According to 
the annual Housing Inventory reports published by the Planning Department, the two planning 
districts located in the 1.0-mile radius, – i.e., Planning District 9 (South of Market) and 
Planning District 4 (Downtown) -  represented 65% of the City’s net new housing units from 
2001 to 2019. In all, nearly 33,000 net new units were completed in these two districts over 
this time period. In most years, these two districts rank as the top two citywide in terms of net 
new residential development. 

Residential Rent Trends  

The City has experienced strong apartment rent increases over the past 20+ years. From 
1996 to 2016, average rents at larger complexes increased at an annual average rate of 
5.5%. The inflation-adjusted annual increase over this time was 2.9%. Thus, rents increased 
at a rate of 2.6% per year over inflation. In 2016, market-rate apartment rents in San 
Francisco began to slow citywide, with some sources reporting a modest rental decline. More 
moderate rent growth followed from 2017 through 2019. However, these data do not 
capture rental units in smaller buildings and/or units subject to rent control, which are 
insulated from short-term annual rent increases. Nonetheless, they provide insight into 
potential future long-term trends.  

Since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, the apartment market has sharply softened due 
to job losses and associated economic contraction, household consolidations, and remote 
working, all resulting in a strong decline in rents. However, rents in San Francisco remain the 
highest in the nation and are about 2.5 to 2.7 times the national average.  

Great uncertainty over the timing of a vaccine and how and when the economy will recover 
exists but historic trends suggest that the economy and market will recover, and increases in 
rents will resume, albeit modestly at first.  
 
Residential Displacement and Gentrification  
 
ALH Economics reviewed academic and related literature as well as case studies to examine 
whether market-rate apartment production at and around 469 Stevenson Street will impact 
rents of existing properties and make housing less affordable for existing residents. The 
findings generally coalesce around the following conclusions: 
 

• Housing production does not result in increased costs of the existing housing base, 
but rather helps suppress increases in rents and home prices in existing buildings; 

• Failure to increase housing stock to accommodate demand resulting from job growth 
and a generally increasing population will result in greater competition for existing 
housing, with higher income households outbidding lower income households and 
otherwise exerting upward price pressure on existing housing; and, 

• Both market-rate and affordable housing development help to suppress price 
appreciation and reduce displacement.  
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Past research studies have suggested that further analysis on the relationship between 
development, affordability, and displacement at the highly localized level is required to 
understand the rate at which it occurs in very small, localized areas. Two subsequent studies, 
however, studied and analyzed this localized impact and found that rents of existing 
apartment projects immediately near new market-rate apartment buildings declined upon 
completion of the market-rate units in the immediate surrounding area for a duration of up 
to three years after completion of the new units.1  
 
Additional literature on the topic of gentrification and the causal relationship between 
market-rate residential development and gentrification and displacement was also reviewed. 
These studies indicate that experts in the field generally appear to unite around the 
understanding that there is weak causation between gentrification and displacement. 
Displacement can occur without gentrification, and displacement is not inevitable, with public 
policy tools available to stabilize communities. In some instances, studies suggest that 
existing low-income households in a gentrifying neighborhood may benefit from 
gentrification because of neighborhood improvements perceived to be of value and 
increased housing satisfaction. Finally, some experts also conclude that the ability for 
residents to relocate or move (i.e., mobility rates) are not distinguishable between 
neighborhoods experiencing gentrification and neighborhoods not experiencing 
gentrification. 
 
The overall conclusion resulting from the literature review is that there is no evidence to 
support the concern that new market-rate development will cause gentrification or 
displacement. The findings overwhelmingly suggest that while some displacement may occur, 
it is not the inevitable result of gentrification, and that many factors influence whether or not 
displacement occurs.  
 
Conclusion  

The study findings indicate that the Project is being developed in the portion of the City of San 
Francisco historically characterized by the greatest amount of residential development. In 
addition to the Project, there are a number of other new multifamily residential projects 
currently planned. Apartment rents in San Francisco have risen strongly over time, but have 
moderated more recently, and have sharply softened since the onset of the COVID-19 
pandemic. However, high percentage of existing San Francisco apartment residents living in 
older units are insulated from rental increases due to San Francisco’s rent control provisions. 
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, this study 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. 

 
1 These are findings in newer studies conducted in 2019, and thus are not previously discussed in 
other reports prepared and submitted to the City by ALH Urban & Regional Economics for other 
projects, such as projects in the Mission District. 
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II. RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE AND RENTAL MARKET TRENDS 
 
This report section reviews residential pipeline projects within a 1.0-mile radius of the 469 
Stevenson Street project. Historical development trends are reviewed to determine the rate of 
nearby housing development compared to the City as a whole. This section also presents a 
brief overview of Citywide historic rental housing trends within the context of the existing 
market in which the Project’s planned rental units will be delivered.  
 
RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE  

In order to evaluate the potential risk of gentrification resulting from development of the 469 
Stevenson Street project, ALH Economics examined the Project’s development context, 
including the pipeline of future residential development in a relevant surrounding area. To 
accomplish this, the Planning Department Pipeline for the first quarter of 20202 was examined 
to identify proposed residential projects near 469 Stevenson Street. Projects were identified 
based on their location and approval status, including number of net new units, both market-
rate and affordable, and net new retail space included in the project. Specifically, the 
following type of projects are included: 
 

- Projects that are under construction 
- Projects that have received Planning/Department of Building Inspection entitlements 

but have not yet broken ground 
- Projects that have filed applications, but are still under review 

 
The projects reflected in the analysis include projects of 25 or more net dwelling units. This 
threshold was selected because this is the threshold for “Large Projects” as defined by the San 
Francisco Inclusionary Housing Program. 
 
The projects reflected in the analysis also were identified based on a site radius of 1.0-mile. 
This radius was selected to encompass the entire Filipino Cultural Heritage District, which is 
bounded by Market Street to the northwest, 2nd Street to the northeast, Brannan Street to the 
southeast, and 11th Street to the southwest. The 1.0-mile radius includes a large portion of the 
San Francisco Planning Department’s District 9 – South of Market and some of District 4 – 
Downtown, which is north of Market Street. The projects and their net unit counts are listed in 
Exhibit 1 in Appendix B and are mapped on Map 1 on the next page.  
 
Map 1 identifies the project locations, while Table 1, following Map 1, summarizes the 
projects by number of net units per project. These groupings correspond to the Map 1 
groupings, with the exception of Table 1, which breaks down the 101+ unit category into two 
categories (101 to 249 Units and 250 Units and Larger) due to the number of projects with 
more than 100 units. 
 

 
2See https://data.sfgov.org/Housing-and-Buildings/SF-Development-Pipeline-2020-Q1/5s89-azqa 
for the database.  

https://data.sfgov.org/Housing-and-Buildings/SF-Development-Pipeline-2020-Q1/5s89-azqa
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Project Size and Status

Projects 250 Units and Larger
Under Construction 5 2,129 1,945 184
Entitled (1) 6 2,034 1,625 409
Non-entitled (2) 8 4,111 3,613 498
Total 19 8,274 7,183 1,091

Projects 101 to 249 Units
Under Construction 12 1,848 1,693 155
Entitled (1) 13 1,972 1,625 347
Non-entitled 7 1,380 1,045 335
Total 32 5,200 4,363 837

Projects 51 to 100 Units
Under Construction 2 114 99 15
Entitled (1) 13 1,002 808 194
Non-entitled 6 491 440 51
Total 21 1,607 1,347 260

Projects 25 to 50 Units
Under Construction 4 163 157 6
Entitled (1) 7 267 238 29
Non-entitled 6 215 184 31
Total 17 645 579 66

Pipeline
Total 89 15,726 13,472 2,254

Table 1
Summary of Pipeline Projects Net New Units 

Net Units Rate Affordable

Units by Type
Total MarketNo. of

Projects

(1) Entitled projects includes those that are approved, have applied for building permits, 
have approved building permits, or have building permits issued.

Source: See Exhibit 1.

(2) Includes 469 Stevenson Street.  
 
 
Information extracted from the examined Pipeline projects indicates a total of 15,726 net new 
housing units in 89 projects. This includes 13,472 market-rate units and 2,254 affordable 
housing units. The affordable units comprise 14.3% of all net new units in the 1.0-mile radius. 
Although planned tenure information was not available for all of the affordable projects, most 
of the affordable housing units that provided tenure detail are rental.  
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Over half of the units (8,274 units) presented in Table 1 are in larger projects with 250 or 
more units. There are 19 of these larger projects, about one-half of which (8 projects with 
approximately 4,100 units) do not have entitlements. This includes the 469 Stevenson Street 
project. The next largest category in terms of unit counts is 101 to 249 units, with 5,200 units 
– about one-third of the total – in 32 projects. The smaller categories – 51 to 100 units and 
25 to 50 units – have smaller unit counts of 1,607 and 645 units, respectively. 
 
This Pipeline reflects potential interest in new housing production in the South of Market and 
Downtown districts. However, because of the nature of development and the development 
process in the City, the Pipeline units may not all be developed. About 40% of the units in the 
Pipeline, about 6,200 units,3 do not currently have entitlements, which increases the 
speculative nature of these projects. Moreover, the timing of development is uncertain as only 
a portion of the Pipeline units that are built will be delivered to the market in any given year. 
Some of the projects in the Pipeline have also been in process for 10 or more years and while 
some may be extreme cases, it highlights the time it takes from planning application to 
product delivery. Uncertainty over the future during the current COVID-19 pandemic only 
heightens the timing of development potentially pushing out delivery of new units by years.  
 
HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL COMPLETIONS 

As the preceding review indicates, the Pipeline is fairly healthy, with a range of projects in 
various stages of development, with the potential to stretch out over several years. In order to 
provide context for this amount of prospective development activity, ALH Economics reviewed 
historic residential development trends, Citywide and in the neighborhood areas germane to 
469 Stevenson Street. As will be shown by these data, these neighborhoods have traditionally 
provided a significant amount of San Francisco’s new residential development, i.e., these are 
the neighborhoods were development happens in San Francisco, as shown by historic trends. 
 
Historically, based upon the City’s Housing Inventory reports, a total of 49,231 net new 
housing units were built Citywide from 2001 through 2019, as shown in Table 2, on the next 
page. Nearly half of these units were built in District 9 – South of Market, or 23,324 net new 
units, while another 8,963 net new units were built in District 4 – Downtown. These are the 
two districts that are within the 1.0-mile radius of the project (see next section). These are two 
of the most active districts in the City in terms of new residential development, representing 
nearly two-thirds of total net new units during this period.  
 
The net new units equate to an average 2,591 units per year Citywide, comprising 1,228 units 
in South of Market, and 472 units in Downtown. Since 2010, new development has boosted 
the South of Market District’s housing units by 61% - from 22,847 units to 36,704 units. In the 
Downtown District, new development since 2010 has increased the total units from 31,840 to 
36,062, for a 13% increase.4 In comparison, the City as a whole gained 26,778 net new 
housing units between 2010 and 2019, comprising a total boost of 7.3%.5 These figures 

 
3 By contrast, 4,254 units, or 27% of the Pipeline total, are under construction. These units have the 
greatest certainty of delivery in the next few years. 
4 Per the City’s Housing Inventory for 2010 for both the South of Market and Downtown districts. 
See 
http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/2010_Housing_Inventory_Report.pdf. 
5 Per the City’s Housing Inventory for 2010 the City had an estimated 368,346 housing units in 
2010. See http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/2010_Housing_Inventory_Report.pdf. 
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indicate that both the South of Market and Downtown districts since 2010 represented key 
new housing development locations in the City. In most years, these two districts typically rank 
#1 and #2 in terms of net new units each year out of the City’s 15 Planning Districts.  
 

Year Citywide District 9 District 4 District 9 District 4
2001 1,779           (1)          (1)          (1)        (1)       (1)       (1)       (1)
2002 2,408 2,056 1,493 3,549 31% 22% 1 2
2003 2,496           (1)          (1)          (1)        (1)       (1)       (1)       (1)
2004 1,487 861 23 884 58% 2% 1 14
2005 1,855 968 385 1,353 52% 21% 1 2
2006 1,914 902 259 1,161 47% 14% 1 3
2007 2,567 1,363 176 1,539 53% 7% 1 4
2008 3,263 1,509 1,109 2,618 46% 34% 1 2
2009 3,454 1,523 1,135 2,658 44% 33% 1 2
2010 1,230 285 161 446 23% 13% 1 4
2011 269 21 (31) (10) 8% -12% 4 15
2012 1,317 701 192 893 53% 15% 1 2
2013 1,960 521 486 1,007 27% 25% 1 2
2014 3,514 1,892 895 2,787 54% 25% 1 2
2015 2,954 1,525 814 2,339 52% 28% 1 2
2016 5,046 2,832 304 3,136 56% 6% 1 5
2017 4,441 2,276 601 2,877 51% 14% 1 3
2018 2,579 1,220 701 1,921 47% 27% 1 2
2019 4,698 2,869 260 3,129 61% 6% 1 5
Totals 49,231 23,324 8,963 32,287 47% 18%

Annual Avg. 2,591 1,228 472 1,699 47% 18%

(1) The San Francisco Planning Department's "Housing Inventory 2001-2004" report presents four years of data. However, 
2004 is the only year for which information is presented separately. Data for 2001, 2002, and 2003 are grouped 
together. For presentation purposes, these data are consolidated under the year 2002 in this table.

Table 2
City of San Francisco, Housing Inventory Reports

Net New Housing Units: Citywide, District 9 -South of Market, and District 4 - Downtown
2001 Through 2019

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, "San Francisco Housing Inventory" for years 2001 through 2019; and ALH 
Urban & Regional Economics. Housing Inventory reports are available at https://sfplanning.org/resources. Citywide 
amounts for 2001 to 2019 are found in Table of 2 of the 2019 report. District amounts are found in Table 25 (2001-
2004 report), Table 24 (2005 to 2016 reports), Table 26 (2017 report), and Table 28 (2018 and 2019 reports).

Downtown

District 4
Ratio to Citywide

Subtotal
Rank

Market
South of
District 9

 
 

However, in the recovery from the Great Recession especially, these rates of development did 
not keep pace with housing demand, resulting in strong rental rate surges from 2010 through 
2015, with a slight pullback in 2016, followed by more growth through 2019. 
 
OVERVIEW OF RENTAL HOUSING MARKET TRENDS  

The following is a brief overview of the historic trends for rental housing in the City. It is 
based on a review of available databases for tracking rents and provides background 
context on the existing market, in which the planned rental units at 469 Stevenson Street and 
surrounding areas will be delivered.  
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Historic San Francisco Apartment Rent Trends  
 
Over time, research shows that in San Francisco and across the nation, apartment rents have 
been consistently rising. In San Francisco, the data show that there are often years of strong 
rent increases, followed by periods of slow rent increases or even rent declines. In general, 
though, the overall trend is one of rising rents. 
 
RealAnswers, a data information company (previously named RealFacts, Inc.), tracked these 
trends generally for the San Francisco apartment market for a 21-year period. RealAnswers 
tracked “investment grade”6 properties with 50 or more units, which, as of December 2016,7 
was 24,066 units, or about 11% of San Francisco’s 2016 renter-occupied housing units.8 
These properties were only a portion of San Francisco’s rental stock, typically representing 
newer, high-quality properties, and probably did not include many units influenced by San 
Francisco’s rent control provision. They provide reasonably representative rental trends for 
newer market-rate rental stock in San Francisco but would not have been representative of 
typical rent paid by most San Franciscans, as RealAnswers did not capture rental units in 
smaller buildings and/or subject to rent control, which make up a large number of the City’s 
rental units.. A recent Planning Department analysis indicates that 71% of San Francisco’s 
market-rate rentals are subject to rent control.9 While some new construction has occurred 
since this time, marginally lowering the percentage of rent-controlled units in the City since 
newer units are not subject to rent-control, the current percentage of units subject to rent 
control likely remains relatively close to this figure. 
 
Figure 1 on the next page shows the average investment grade apartment market rents 
annually from 1996 to 2016. Again, this does not capture rental units in smaller buildings 
and/or subject to rent control. During this 21-year period, rents for the apartment type 
captured in the data increased at an average annual rate of 5.5%. In absolute terms, this 
represented a near tripling of rents, from an average of $1,235 in 1996 to $3,571 in 2016. 
The Consumer Price Index for the San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose area increased at an 
annual average rate of 2.9% from 1996 to 2016.10 Thus, rents in the unit type category 
captured by RealAnswers increased at a rate of 2.6% per year over inflation. This time 
included  some periods of strong rental rate growth  (1996-1997, 1999-2000, 2010-2014), 
as well as a few periods marked by declining rents (2000-2003 and 2008-2010); however, 
over time rents continued to trend upward.  
 

 
6 Investment grade properties are typically newer and larger apartment complexes that appeal to 
institutional investors such as real estate investment trusts and pension funds. While some 
institutional grade apartment complexes may be older and have rent-controlled units, the majority 
are constructed after 1979 and thus are not subject to rent control. However, these complexes may 
have a portion of inclusionary below-market rental units. Reported rents are for the market-rate 
units only. 
7 RealAnswers ceased operation after this date, thus more current information based on these 
properties is not available. 
8 Pursuant to the U.S. Census for 2016. See: 
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=CF 
9 This percentage is pursuant to City of San Francisco Planning Department research in late 
2017/early 2018. 
10 Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics; San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose 
Consumer Price Index, All Items, 1982-1984+100 for All Urban Consumers. November 15, 2016. 

https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=CF
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During the 21-year time frame, the average vacancy rate was 4.3%. Although the data set 
tracked by RealAnswers ends in 2016, it does present a 21-year history of the San Francisco 
apartment market for larger, newer, buildings that provides insight into potential future long-
term trends. 
 

Figure 1 
San Francisco Average Apartment Rents and Vacancy Rates; 1996 to 2016 

 
Sources: RealAnswers; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 
 
 
As shown by Figure 1, San Francisco rents, which had been experiencing strong increases, 
slowed down in 2016. In 2014, average rent increased 10% over the prior year, followed by 
an 8.6% increase in 2015, and a 0.4% increase in 2016. This slowdown in the rental market 
for the represented investment grade rental units is mirrored in other rental real estate 
sources, including Zillow, a national real estate and rental marketplace firm that tracks over 
450 markets. However, in contrast to RealAnswers, Zillow does not track or sample the same 
units over time. Instead, Zillow reports apartment listings by unit type, and thus comprises a 
different random set of units every month. As such, the Zillow trend may be less robust than 
the earlier RealAnswers trend. Zillow also provided data by neighborhood, in contrast to 
RealAnswers. 
 
Figure 2 on the next page presents annual median market rent trends in San Francisco 
buildings based on Zillow data. This time period extends from December 2011 to December 
2019 and is based on listings in buildings with five or more units. The Zillow data confirm 
strong rental increases from 2011 through 2014, but indicate a tapering off of rent increases 
in 2015, followed by a modest decline in 2016, and more moderate rental rate growth from 
2017 through 2019. The Zillow listings are based on vacant units. As such, the unit rents reset 
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and are presumably market-rate and not subject to rent control, which may not be the case 
with all the sample units in the RealAnswers dataset. 
 
 

Figure 2 
San Francisco and South of Market Median Listed Rents in Buildings with 5 or More 

Units; 
2011 to 2019 

 
Sources: Zillow.com; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 
 
 
According to the Zillow dataset, by the end of 2019, the median market rent in San Francisco 
was $3,746. In the South of Market neighborhood, as defined by Zillow, where the 469 
Stevenson Street project is located, the rent by the end of 2019 was $3,900. The higher 
median rent in the South of Market neighborhood is likely due to the preponderance of newer 
apartments in this area, which command higher rents. 
 
Current San Francisco Apartment Rent Trends  
 
Since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic in early 2020, the apartment market in San 
Francisco has weakened due to a variety of factors associated with the pandemic, such as job 
loss and young adults moving back home. Many major Bay Area companies have also 
relaxed their policies for working from home, which has encouraged employees to disperse 
and has allowed workers to live anywhere, including lower cost cities.  
 
Zumper, a San Francisco-based national rental listing company that also maintains apartment 
management resources for landlords, publishes a monthly national rent report tracking the 
top 100 metropolitan areas. The data are based on active listings. The latest report, “Zumper 
National Rent Report: September 2020,” indicated that median rents in San Francisco have 
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decreased by 14% (one-bedroom) to 15% (two-bedroom) over the past year. As the report was 
published on August 31, 2020, the data reflect August rents.  
 
The September 2020 Zumper report states that “Both San Francisco and New York reached 
the lowest price points they ever have since Zumper started tracking median prices in 2014.”11 
The rent declines in San Francisco are some of the most severe compared to other 
metropolitan areas in the country, as well as compared to the national average. Despite the 
declines over the past year, San Francisco’s rents remain the highest in the nation and are 
about 2.5 to 2.7 times the national average. 
 
Zumper reports that the national median rent for a one-bedroom unit in August 2020 was 
$1,233, while that for a two-bedroom unit was $1,490. In San Francisco, the median rent for 
a one-bedroom unit in August 2020 was $3,040, while that for a two-bedroom unit was 
$4,070.  
 
Neighborhood Trends 
 
Zumper has historically published a “Mapped: San Francisco Neighborhood Rent Prices” 
report indicating the relative rent levels in different San Francisco neighborhoods. The most 
recently published report in Summer 2019 12  found the most expensive neighborhood in San 
Francisco was South Beach, at a median monthly rent of $3,900 for a one-bedroom unit, with 
South of Market as the second most expensive at $3,800. The median monthly rent for 
neighborhoods lining the north side of Market included $3,740 for a one-bedroom unit in the 
Financial District, the most expensive market, followed by Downtown at $3,270 and Civic 
Center at $3,380. The Tenderloin was one of the least expensive neighborhoods in San 
Francisco with a median monthly rent of $2,400 for a one-bedroom unit.  
 
Conclusions 
 
San Francisco is currently seeing a slide in market rents as a result of the COVID-19 
pandemic. As the impact of the pandemic on the local, regional, and national economy 
continues to evolve, it is difficult to forecast at this point the length and depth of the market 
slide. It is reasonable to anticipate that the economy will recover when a course of treatment 
has been established and a vaccine has been fully tested and released to the public. Based on 
historic market trends, including periods of severe downturn such as the “dot-com bust” and 
the Great Recession, there is no reason to believe that the San Francisco apartment market, 
which has shown resiliency in the past, will not continue to be resilient in the future. Once the 
market recovery gains a foothold, rental rates are expected to increase once again. 
Nonetheless, due to rent control, many San Franciscan’s will be insulated from short-term 
annual increases that occur in the market recovery. 
  

 
11 Zumper National Rent Report: September 2020, published August 31, 2020; see 
https://www.zumper.com/blog/zumper-national-rent-report-september-2020/. While the report 
makes a reference to its data going back to 2014, Zumper does not provide trend data in its 
reports, It only presents the most recent monthly rents with a year-over-year change. 
12 https://www.zumper.com/blog/mapped-san-francisco-neighborhood-rent-prices-summer-2019/ 

https://www.zumper.com/blog/zumper-national-rent-report-september-2020/
https://www.zumper.com/blog/mapped-san-francisco-neighborhood-rent-prices-summer-2019/
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III. HOUSING PRODUCTION IMPACTS ON HOUSING COSTS, DISPLACEMENT, 
AND GENTRIFICATION  

 
The following examines whether market-rate housing production at 469 Stevenson Street and 
the surrounding area will result in making housing less affordable for existing residents, and 
thus contribute to displacement and gentrification. It is based on review of existing literature 
on the subjects of housing production, displacement, and gentrification, as well as case study 
analysis, including independent research.  
  
LITERATURE REVIEW ON HOUSING PRODUCTION, DISPLACEMENT IMPACTS, AND 
GENTRIFICATION 

This section includes summaries of two different discrete literature reviews shedding light on 
research and academic perspectives on the impact of market-rate housing production on 
residential pricing trends, residential displacement, and gentrification. The papers or reports 
referenced are cited in appendices, which also include individual summaries of each resource 
and links to each document.   
 
Housing Production Impacts 
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics identified 11 papers or reports authored by state and local 
policy analysts as well as urban planning and real estate and urban policy academics and 
independent research organizations that best address the question of the impact of housing 
production on housing costs, or pricing, with some displacement implications. The dates of 
these studies are between March 2015 and December 2019. They include studies on several 
topics, including understanding the dynamics for pricing, the impact of availability of 
affordable housing, and the relationship between home production and displacement. These 
papers or reports are identified in Appendix C.   
 
The findings from the studies or reports reviewed generally coalesce in the conclusion that 
housing production does not result in increased costs of the existing housing base, but rather 
helps suppress upward pressure on existing apartment rents and home prices. Further, they 
find that both market-rate and affordable housing development help to suppress price 
appreciation and reduce displacement, both in general and in small, localized community 
areas. 
 
Such is the case with California Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) studies from 2015 and 
2016.13 At the more general level, in 2015, the LAO found that a relationship exists between 
increasing home production and reducing housing costs in California communities, including 
home prices and apartment rents. In 2016, the LAO presented evidence from within 
California that construction of new, market-rate housing can lower housing costs for low-
income households. In like manner, a 2015 City and County of San Francisco Office of 
Economic Analysis report on the effects of a temporary moratorium on market-rate housing in 
the City’s Mission District found that suppressing residential production results in increasing 
the cost of the existing housing stock, and that market-rate housing construction drives down 

 
13 See Appendix C, Resources #1 and #2. 
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housing prices and increases the number of housing units that are affordable.14 This report 
presented a conclusion indicating that during the 2001-2013 period, new market-rate 
housing did not make nearby housing more expensive in San Francisco.  
 
While not based on any original research, a White House Development Tooklkit compiled in 
2016, and prepared for the purpose of addressing local barriers to housing development, 
indicated that markets with high demand would likely be characterized by housing strategies 
including new multifamily housing construction.15 The introduction of such strategies, including 
development of market-rate housing, were said to be expected to help slow cost growth in 
existing housing, thus acknowledging that the production of market-rate housing can help 
slow the rate of rental cost increases in existing, rental housing markets.  
 
These and other research studies suggested that further analysis was required to best 
understand the relationship between development, affordability, and displacement at the 
localized level, especially including understanding how market-rate housing production 
impacted housing prices in very small, localized areas. Two papers published in 2019 
managed to study and analyze this localized impact, and found that rents of existing 
apartment projects immediately near new market-rate apartment buildings declined upon 
completion of the market-rate units in the immediate surrounding area. One of these papers 
was prepared by the W.E. Upjohn Institute, which examined data on new construction of 
market-rate rental apartment buildings and outcomes for 11 major cities, including San 
Francisco, examined rent trends in existing buildings within 1 to 2 city blocks of newer 
buildings after new building completion.16 The study findings indicate that new construction of 
market-rate apartment buildings reduces rents in nearby buildings by 5% to 7%. This reduction 
was noted beginning in the same year as building completion, and noted to persist for at least 
up to three years thereafter, leading the study authors to conclude that new buildings slow rent 
increases rather than initiate or accelerate them. Another 2019 study examining new 
construction trends in New York City from 2003-2013 also found a dampening effect on 
rental prices attributable to new construction.17 This study, prepared by an NYU Ph.D. student, 
found that for every 10% increase in the housing stock, rents decrease 1% within 500 feet of 
the newly built property.  
 
These more highly localized studies produced statistically significant results demonstrating that 
market-rate housing production helps suppress rental rate increases in existing, nearby 
housing, rather than cause existing housing price increases, thereby minimizing the risk of 
displacement of existing households. 
 
Housing Production and Displacement  
 
Making the jump from examining the impact of housing production on pricing to an impact 
on residential displacement, the 2016 LAO study referenced above concluded that more 
private development is associated with less displacement. Another resource from 2016, a 
paper prepared by Monkkonen from the University of California at Los Angeles, addressed 
many considerations about housing affordability, summarizing earlier findings by multiple 

 
14 See Appendix C, Resource #3. 
15 See Appendix C, Resource #5. 
16 See Appendix C, Resource #10. 
17 See Appendix C, Resource #11. 
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researchers that constraining the supply of housing increases rents.18 He further indicated that 
increasing the supply of market-rate housing, as well as affordable housing, reduces 
displacement. More specific to San Francisco, a 2016 study by Zuk and Chapple, academics 
at the University of California at Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies, includes San 
Francisco-specific findings, especially with regard to impacts on housing displacement.19 Their 
findings, which expand on the 2016 LAO findings, conclude that market-rate housing 
development reduces housing pressures at the regional scale and is associated with reduced 
displacement pressures. In San Francisco in particular, Zuk and Chapple conducted case 
study analysis of two San Francisco block groups in the South of Market Area, seeking to 
probe the question of housing production, affordability, and displacement at the local level. At 
the more granular, block group level, their findings were inconclusive, leading them to 
conclude that the development of market-rate housing (as well as subsidized housing) does 
not have a significant impact on displacement. They further suggest that in strong markets 
such as San Francisco, the unmet need for housing is so severe that housing production alone 
cannot solve the displacement problem.  
 
A 2017 study Chapple and Zuk as well as other authors started to explore the link between 
new development and gentrification (this subject is more thoroughly addressed below and in 
Appendix D). In this study, they indicate that gentrification observed in Bay Area transit-served 
neighborhoods over the past 15+ years was not caused by new development, as relatively 
limited development occurred during this time period in these neighborhoods.20 Instead, the 
study indicates that proximity to fixed rail transit stations has a significant impact on 
gentrification, although the research findings indicated this impact is more prominent in Los 
Angeles, particularly Downtown Los Angeles, than in the San Francisco Bay Area.  
 
Gentrification Literature Survey Overview  
 
ALH Economics also identified and reviewed academic and associated literature more 
specifically focused on gentrification. These papers study and address many aspects of 
gentrification, some of which include defining gentrification, since how one defines 
gentrification impacts how it is analyzed, including the effects and consequences of 
gentrification, housing development, and affordability. The primary purpose of this review 
was to identify papers that most succinctly or directly address the relationship between 
market rate residential development and gentrification and displacement to assist ALH 
Economics in evaluating the question of: does market rate residential development cause 
gentrification and displacement?   
 
ALH Economics identified 12 papers or articles that provide a succinct and germane 
discussion on the topic. A detailed and thorough discussion and literary review of each of 
these papers is included in Appendix D. These papers span the 2004 to 2020 time period, 
comprising a longer time period than the papers focusing more exclusively on housing 
production, indicating that gentrification and to a lesser extent displacement have been 
subjects of academic interest for quite some time. While there are many other studies and 
articles that analyze gentrification and displacement, and seek to find a relationship between 
the two phenomena, the cited articles not only provide a representative sampling and 

 
18 See Appendix C, Resource #6.  
19 See Appendix C, Resource #4. 
20 See Appendix C, Resource #7. 
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discussion of other papers and associated commentaries, but provide a solid overview and 
analysis of the subjects by leading experts in the field. 
 

Based on review of these studies, as summarized in the Appendix D literature review, 
extensive analysis has been conducted for more than the past decade exploring causation 
between gentrification and displacement. In general, leading experts in the field appear to 
unite around the understanding that there is weak causation between gentrification and 
displacement, with some experts concluding that the ability for residents to relocate or move 
(i.e., mobility rates) are not distinguishable between neighborhoods experiencing 
gentrification and neighborhoods not experiencing gentrification. The literature further 
demonstrates that displacement can occur without gentrification, and that displacement is 
not inevitable, with public policy tools available to stabilize communities. Moreover, some 
studies also suggest that in some instances, existing low-income households in a gentrifying 
neighborhood may benefit from gentrification because of neighborhood improvements 
perceived to be of value and increased housing satisfaction. 
 
Literature Survey Conclusions  
 
The overall conclusion reached from conducting the literature review on housing production, 
displacement, and gentrification impacts, is that concerns that gentrification might result from 
development of new market-rate development at 469 Stevenson Street, and the surrounding 
area in general, causing displacement, are not supported by the evidence in the 
academic literature. The findings overwhelmingly suggest that while some displacement 
may occur, it is not the inevitable result of gentrification, and that many factors influence 
whether or not displacement occurs. 
 
HOME PRODUCTION CASE STUDY ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS  

To build on the literature review findings, this section includes select case study analysis and 
findings that explore the relationship between housing production and market-rate housing 
costs. The focus of this section is analysis specific to San Francisco, but also includes several 
additional case studies associated with other areas where rising residential prices relative to 
housing production has also been explored, either in depth or on a more qualitative basis.  
 
San Francisco    
 
To further examine the question of the impacts of housing production on housing costs at the 
local level, especially apartment rents, ALH Urban & Regional Economics strove to identify 
readily available data points local to San Francisco and the South of Market and Downtown 
Neighborhoods that are most relevant to 469 Stevenson Street. These data points focused on 
residential unit production and rental price time series trends. 21 
 
ALH Economics compiled a time series of unit production data in San Francisco from 2006 
onward from the City’s annual Housing Inventory reports. This included all net units produced 
by neighborhood. ALH Urban & Regional Economics also compiled a time series of the 
number of occupied rental units from 2010 onward for San Francisco and the census tracts 
defining the Mission District, pursuant to the American Community Survey (ACS). Median and 

 
21 See Appendix E for notes on San Francisco housing production times series data.  
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average rents for these occupied units were also compiled from the ACS from 2010 onward. 
In addition, a time series of San Francisco apartment rents was prepared based on the 
Housing Inventory reports as well as Zillow and RealAnswers, with the latter tracking prices 
and price changes for a 20-year period, but ending in 2016.  
 
ALH Economics prepared several analyses looking at housing production data and apartment 
rents in San Francisco, South of Market, and Downtown. The purpose of these analyses was to 
identify any relationships between the amount or rate of housing production and the change 
in apartment rental rates. One analysis in particular examined median rent changes per the 
ACS and associated changes in occupied housing units. Housing unit changes tracked by the 
ACS and the City of San Francisco were both examined. In addition, rent changes in San 
Francisco overall were examined relative to overall housing production rates, not just by City 
subarea.  
 
The results of the analyses comparing local housing production and apartment rent trends 
were inconclusive. No specific trends were identified for the City, South of Market, or 
Downtown, suggesting that housing production neither has an impact on increases in 
rent nor rent suppression. This finding does not conflict with the conclusions of the above-
cited studies on housing production and costs, such as the California Legislative Analyst’s 
Office.  
 
As demonstrated by the studies summarized above, and reviewed in detail in Appendix C, a 
more detailed analysis evaluating many other variables is needed to determine if there is a 
relationship between housing production (specifically apartments) and apartment rents. Other 
variables that measure changes in the local economy, such as jobs, wages, and 
unemployment, should be included, but conducting a more rigorous analysis on a sub-city 
(e.g., neighborhood) basis is challenging because of the difficulty in developing a time series 
of reliable rent data for market-rate units by sub-area. Existing data are useful but are 
somewhat limited for various reasons, such as: sample units comprise a random set of units 
being marketed at the time and do not comprise a consistent stock of units being sampled; 
the units rely on self-reported data; units reflect rents suppressed by rent control and thereby 
under report market rent increases; or as with the American Community Survey (ACS) data, 
the rental rates are presented as ranges, and top out at a figure that does not adequately 
reflect San Francisco’s market rent profile.  

 
Because of the limitations in the data, the ALH Economics analysis of the impacts of housing 
production on housing costs in San Francisco, South of Market, and Downtown is 
inconclusive and does not add to the existing literature findings. While further analysis is 
needed at the micro-level, the existing literature, such as the California Legislative Analyst’s 
Office (LAO) studies, does demonstrate that at the metropolitan level, market-rate housing 
production, as well as affordable housing production, helps suppress existing home prices 
and rents, and increases the number of housing units available to households with lower 
incomes. 
 
Other Cities  
 
Many other cities throughout the United States grapple with understanding where 
displacement is occurring in their city and how gentrification impacts displacement, and 
explore approaches to mitigate displacement. An oft-cited means of reducing displacement is 
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the creation or preservation of affordable housing, priced to protect the most vulnerable 
residents. These considerations are often combined with concerns about promoting economic 
mobility for all, as displacement is deemed less likely to occur if household income grows 
along with the neighborhood’s rising values.  
 
Less common in the reports and studies prepared by or about other cities are findings or 
strategies regarding how new housing development impacts displacement, or rental rates of 
existing housing units, which is a core consideration at issue in San Francisco. ALH Economics 
conducted a search to identify case study examples of cities, journalists, or urbanists that 
broadened their examination or discussions to include the dimensions of new housing 
development and pricing relative to gentrification, including how to balance revitalization, 
which is perceived to be positive for communities, with reducing displacement risks. Following 
are summaries of some of the materials found to most directly include incorporation of new 
market-rate housing development, along with affordable housing development in their 
analysis and findings.  
 
Seattle. A January 2018 Seattle Times article reported findings that the Seattle region 
comprising King and Snohomish counties experienced a 48% increase in rents over the 
previous five years, with Seattle leading the nation in rent hikes in 2016 and early 2017.22 
While the annual rent still increased modestly from a year earlier (4.5%), the quarterly 
average rental rate dropped significantly for the first time this decade, comprising a 2.9% 
decline in December 2017 compared with the prior quarter. During the same period, the 
region’s vacancy rate grew 0.8%, reaching 5.4% in December 2017, comprising the highest 
vacancy rate since 2010. Vacancy rates were reported to be higher among the existing 
apartment stock in neighborhoods experiencing new apartment development. In parallel, the 
biggest rent decreases were mostly in the popular Seattle neighborhoods experiencing the 
greatest new construction, with rents dropping more than 6% from the prior quarter in many 
neighborhoods.  
 
While the surge in rental rates was attributed to strong job and population growth, The Seattle 
Times article attributed the changing rental market dynamics to the strong growth in rental 
unit supply, with many new projects under construction and supply growing faster than 
demand. As a result, some new apartments are remaining vacant. While some longer-term 
rental rate growth is anticipated for this market, several market analysts anticipate growth will 
be similar to the rate of inflation, rather than any accelerated market growth. Thus, rental 
rates in Seattle are anticipated to moderate pursuant to the achievement of relative market 
equilibrium between supply and demand.  
 
This trend in Seattle suggests that rental unit pricing is influenced negatively by new rental unit 
construction, i.e., as new production occurs, pricing increases become more moderate or 
drop, suggesting that new development helps dampen pricing increases and does not result in 
increased rents elsewhere.  
 
Prior to this recent market trend in Seattle, Sightline.org published a paper in 2016 by Dan 
Bertolet that focused on Seattle housing market dynamics and displacement.23 The paper’s 

 
22 Mike Rosenberg, Seattle Times (seattletimes.com), “Seattle-area rents drop significantly for first 
time this decade as new apartments sit empty,”, January 12, 2018, Updated January 13, 2018.  
23 Dan Bertolet, Sightline.org, “Displacement: The Gnawing Injustice at the Heart of Housing 
Crises, What can we actually do about it?,”, August 10, 2016. 
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purpose was to lay out evidence on displacement in Seattle and assess strategies for 
community protection from displacement. The author’s premise is that “the root cause of 
displacement is a shortage of homes, and the only real solution is to build lots more housing 
of all types, to bolster those efforts with public support for those most vulnerable, and to 
precisely target preservation efforts in places justified by the protection of cultural communities 
or the opening of economic opportunities.” One focus of Bertolet’s paper is the distinction 
between “physical displacement” and “economic displacement,” with the former associated 
with old buildings making way for new ones, and the latter occurring when rising rents force 
tenants to move elsewhere. The author then indicates the two forms of displacement could 
precipitate “cultural displacement,” when people move because neighbors and culturally 
related businesses have left the area.  
 
A good portion of Bertolet’s efforts was associated with the demolition of low-cost housing as 
new housing development opportunities arise in Seattle. As this is not a key issue relative to 
concerns about displacement in San Francisco and the Mission District, the following focuses 
on other aspects of the Bertolet’s research and findings more associated with economic 
displacement, although some of the paper’s conclusions and findings are based upon 
comingling consideration of both types of displacement.  
 
Bertolet makes many statements associated with the impact of housing production on 
displacement and rent trends. Among these are the following: 
 

• “Legal restrictions on housing construction create a situation in which the need for 
homes increasingly outstrips the supply of homes available to rent or purchase. And 
this enforced housing shortage creates a preservation paradox: conservation of 
existing inexpensive private-market housing …. Does not reduce displacement. It only 
rearranges where the displacement happens – and can even increase its occurrence.” 

• “In a bidding war for scarce homes… the only way everyone can come out with a 
place to live is if there are enough new dwellings added for everyone who is 
bidding…. Ultimately, no action is more effective at curtailing displacement across an 
entire city than creating more housing choices for the diverse families and individuals 
who need them.” 

• “In terms of net housing gained versus housing lost, redevelopment is a big win for 
reversing Seattle’s housing shortage and relieving upward pressure on prices caused 
by unmet demand. More homes to accommodate more families at lower prices is a 
simple formula for less displacement overall.” 

 
After examining data regarding new home development by zone in Seattle, such as 
commercial zone, neighborhood commercial + midrise zone, etc., versus homes lost to 
demolition, Bertolet concludes that the data indicate that to minimize overall displacement, 
Seattle should allow as many kinds of new housing at as high a density as possible given site 
characteristics. He further indicates that halting development to save existing housing may 
provide a short-lived benefit for some, but only at the expense of many more times families 
who will see their rents rise faster. While the context for this comment pertains to preserving 
homes versus demolition for higher density housing opportunities, this finding could equally 
pertain to a scenario of restricting versus allowing new residential development.  
 
Bertolet’s paper continues with additional discussion regarding rental housing price dynamics, 
the preservation of affordable housing, the process by which filtering reduces economic 
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displacement both in the short-term and the long-term, the benefits of building more 
subsidized affordable housing, and the need for consideration of other approaches beyond 
new housing development to equitably address displacement pressures in some culturally 
sensitive communities. Specifically, Bertolet states that “Tackling displacement requires a 
“both/and” approach; build lots and lots of new housing, and provide support for 
communities most vulnerable to change.” Thus, Bertolet recognizes that culturally sensitive 
communities have unique needs, but that new housing development is critical to the 
minimization of economic displacement. 
 
Bertolet’s paper was written during a period characterized by strong growth in Seattle’s rental 
rates. However, Bertolet’s position that net new housing development could relieve upward 
pressure on prices appears to be borne out by the trends reviewed in the January 2018 Seattle 
Times article, i.e., declining rental rates coinciding with dramatic increases in new housing 
supply and associated forecasted modest rental rate growth consistent with inflation.  
 
Denver. In May 2016, Denver’s Office of Economic Development (OED) engaged in a study 
titled “Gentrification Study: Mitigating Involuntary Displacement.” This was a far-reaching and 
multi-faceted study, that conducted a review of what strategies and tools can be employed to 
reduce displacement. As part of the study, Denver’s OED looked at other cities around the 
U.S. to see how communities are balancing the benefits of thoughtful development in a way 
that helps protect the most vulnerable residents and promotes economic mobility for all. 
Pursuant to the review conducted by Denver’s OED of conditions in Denver and practices in 
other cities such as Portland, Sacramento, Seattle, Los Angeles, and others, the study 
highlights the following ideas for Denver: 
 

• Affordable Housing – Increases in rental and for-sale housing prices outpaced 
income growth in many households, thus making public investment critical to increase 
Denver’s supply of affordable housing across a wide spectrum of income levels; 

• Middle-Skill Jobs – Displacement is less likely if household income grows along with 
the neighborhood’s rising values, thus career-directed workforce training is key to 
helping people get the credentials they need to meet employers’ needs; 

• Support Small Business – Nurturing aspiring and existing small business owners is a 
powerful economic tool for sustaining healthy, diverse urban neighborhoods; 

• Focus on Vulnerable Neighborhoods – Armed with the ability to predict where 
displacement threatens in the new future, both public and private investment can drive 
future decisions to preserve and protect unique neighborhoods while fueling the 
development they need to build opportunity, income and jobs.24 

 
Denver’s OED study puts forth several recommendations, forming a platform for action. These 
include:25 
 

• There is no single solution – Gentrification is most often the result of complex 
market forces, and there is no quick fix for a city to benefit from neighborhood 

 
24 Extracted from the Denver Office of Economic Development summary brochure “Gentrification 
Study: Balancing revitalization, reducing displacement. See  
https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Reports%20and%20Studies/GEN
T%20STUDY%20051816.pdf for full study. 
25 Ibid. 

https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Reports%20and%20Studies/GENT%20STUDY%20051816.pdf
https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Reports%20and%20Studies/GENT%20STUDY%20051816.pdf


 

 

469 Stevenson Street Socioeconomic Issues    ALH Urban & Regional Economics 
 21      
 

 

revitalization while completely avoiding the involuntary displacement that gentrification 
can bring; 

• Investment in affordable housing continues to be a critical need – This includes 
creating a funding source, preserving affordable housing, land banking, and fiscal 
policy and grants to protect existing homeowners; and 

• Access to broader economic opportunity needs to be considered within every 
public investment – Including provide technical support to neighborhood businesses, 
tie business incentives to targeted community engagement, expand awareness and 
exposure to career-path options, support entrepreneurship, and preserve industrial 
space for targeted uses with the potential to create middle-skills jobs.  

 
As is clear from these summary points, one major thrust of Denver’s approach is to support 
economic growth, of individuals as well as businesses, as a means of combating 
displacement. A very succinct statement in the full report addresses this by saying “Investing 
aggressively in affordable housing is critical, but housing-based strategies must also be paired 
with strategies to build existing residents’ economic capacity. With the right strategies and 
supports, neighborhood reinvestment offers the potential to create new economic opportunity 
for existing residents. Keeping investment out of some neighborhoods to avoid 
gentrification while the rest of the city prospers is not a positive strategy for the long-
term success of neighborhood residents.”26  
 
This statement is supported by the study’s summary of two Brookings Institution studies, one 
titled “The Anti-Poverty Case for Smart Gentrification” from 2015 and the other titled “Dealing 
with Neighborhood Change: A Primer on Gentrification and Policy Choices” from 2001. Of 
these studies, the full Denver report says “Both Brookings studies underline that a policy 
approach that seeks to simply stop or slow investment will not provide the greatest benefit to a 
city’s lower-income residents. Rather, policymakers should undertake strategies that allow 
residents to stay in place as investments in their communities create new economic 
opportunity. This report recommends strategies to both create greater access to affordable 
housing in gentrifying neighborhoods, and to create entry points for residents to benefit from 
new investments in their communities.”27 
 
While the thrust of the Denver study is more on how creating opportunities for economic 
growth can help mitigate displacement, rather than the impact of how other trends such as the 
development of market-rate housing can help preserve lower cost housing opportunities, this 
study does suggest that halting development in general is not a productive strategy and does 
not aid in reducing or minimizing residential displacement.  
 
UK. The notion that the provision of new housing will help damp down increases in housing 
costs is not universally accepted. One such example of this dissenting opinion is made clear in 
a January 2018 article in Britain’s daily newspaper “The Guardian” by Ann Pettifor, a Director 
of Policy Research in Macroeconomics (PRIME), a network of economists concerned with 
Keynesian monetary theory and policies. This article, printed in a newspaper and not reviewed 
or vetted as occurs with academic journal studies, is heavily grounded in discussion about 
London’s real estate market, especially for houses, and thus is not easily transferrable to a 

 
26 “Gentrification Study: Mitigating Involuntary Displacement,” Denver Office of Economic 
Development, May 2016, page 7. 
27 Ibid, page 14. 
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U.S. market like San Francisco. However, the major thrust of Pettifor’s argument is that 
throughout the UK, increases in housing supply, and a contraction of demand due to a 
decline in the number of households, has not dampened prices.  
 
To support this statement, Pettifor presents a few scant figures regarding the number of 
households in the UK, and the number of dwellings. The only housing cost information 
presented includes an 11% increase in home prices in Ireland in 2006, when more than 
90,000 homes were built in a country with 4 million people.28 Thus, Pettifor’s discussion is 
more qualitative than it is quantitative, wherein she states that the key to making housing 
more affordable in the UK is not to build more, but to stop the flow of cash flooding into 
expensive areas. She believes that building more without doing this will not reduce prices, and 
that the market will simply absorb more cash.  
 
The crux of Pettifor’s argument is that speculation in the London property market is fueling 
stratospheric house price rises, not a shortage of supply, and that this has been exacerbated 
by government subsidies, tax breaks, and global and non-resident buyers funneling cash into 
London property.29  To stop the flow of cash, Pettifor recommends implementing a tax on 
property speculation and taxing speculative capital flows in and out of Britain, which would 
create a managed fall in property prices. Pettifor believes the resulting bubble deflation will 
achieve a more affordable housing market, and that the money getting channeled toward 
speculative property investment could instead be used to drive investment in capital and social 
infrastructure to generate growth in productive, skilled, better-paid employment.  
 
Aside from the fact that Pettifor provides no analytical support for her opinions, she 
promulgates a stance that would require a change in national taxation policy that in her 
opinion would also cause a largescale decline in property values. Without more substantial 
information and data, it is not possible for a reader of Pettifor’s article to understand how she 
reached her conclusions. Moreover, the approach she recommends involving a national 
taxation policy change is not an approach that can be implemented at the local level in the 
United States, where concerns about the impact of affordable housing supply and market-rate 
pricing are most acute. Further, the implementation of a policy that would guarantee 
wholesale property value reduction, such as promoted by Pettifor, does not address the 
connection between construction costs and pricing, which is not addressed herein but which 
also factors into the context of pricing for new housing development.  
 
CONCLUSION 

The literature review and case study examination findings generally coalesce around the 
following conclusions: 
 

• Housing production does not result in increased costs of the existing housing base, 
but rather helps suppress increases in rents and home prices in existing buildings; 

• Failure to increase housing stock to accommodate demand resulting from job growth 
and a generally increasing population will result in greater competition for existing 
housing, with higher income households outbidding lower income households and 
otherwise exerting upward price pressure on existing housing; and, 

 
28 “Why building more homes will not solve Britain’s housing crisis,” The Guardian, January 27, 
2018, by Ann Pettifor. 
29 Ibid. 



 

 

469 Stevenson Street Socioeconomic Issues    ALH Urban & Regional Economics 
 23      
 

 

• Both market-rate and affordable housing development help to suppress price 
appreciation and reduce displacement.  

 
Experts in the field of gentrification generally appear to unite around the understanding that 
there is weak causation between gentrification and displacement. Displacement can occur 
without gentrification, and displacement is not inevitable, with public policy tools available to 
stabilize communities. The overall conclusion resulting from the literature review is that there 
is no evidence to support the concern that new market-rate development will cause 
gentrification or displacement. The findings suggest that while some displacement may 
occur, it is not the inevitable result of gentrification, and that many factors influence whether 
or not displacement occurs.   
 
The literature review indicates that there is no evidence to support the concern that 
gentrification associated with new market-rate development will cause gentrification or 
displacement. The findings overwhelmingly suggest that while some displacement may occur, 
it is not the inevitable result of gentrification, and that many factors influence whether or not 
displacement occurs.  
 
In conclusion, the evidence included in this report indicates that development of the 469 
Stevenson Street project is not likely to result in residential displacement and gentrification that 
will lead to socioeconomic impacts warranting further review under CEQA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

jdelu
Cross-Out
We should reserve this conclusion for the Planning Department to make in the RTC.



 

 

 

ASSUMPTIONS AND GENERAL LIMITING CONDITIONS 
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics has made extensive efforts to confirm the accuracy and 
timeliness of the information contained in this study. Such information was compiled from a 
variety of sources, including interviews with government officials, review of City and County 
documents, and other third parties deemed to be reliable. Although ALH Urban & Regional 
Economics believes all information in this study is correct, it does not warrant the accuracy of 
such information and assumes no responsibility for inaccuracies in the information by third 
parties. We have no responsibility to update this report for events and circumstances occurring 
after the date of this report. Further, no guarantee is made as to the possible effect on 
development of present or future federal, state, or local legislation, including any regarding 
environmental or ecological matters. 
 
The accompanying projections and analyses are based on estimates and assumptions 
developed in connection with the study. In turn, these assumptions, and their relation to the 
projections, were developed using currently available economic data and other relevant 
information. It is the nature of forecasting, however, that some assumptions may not 
materialize, and unanticipated events and circumstances may occur. Therefore, actual results 
achieved during the projection period will likely vary from the projections, and some of the 
variations may be material to the conclusions of the analysis. 
 
Contractual obligations do not include access to or ownership transfer of any electronic data 
processing files, programs or models completed directly for or as by-products of this research 
effort, unless explicitly so agreed as part of the contract. 
 



 

 

 

APPENDIX A: ALH URBAN & REGIONAL ECONOMICS QUALIFICATIONS  
 

 
FIRM INTRODUCTION  
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics (ALH Economics) is a sole proprietorship devoted to 
providing urban and regional economic consulting services to clients throughout California. 
The company was formed in June 2011. Until that time, Amy L. Herman, Principal and Owner 
(100%) of ALH Economics, was a Senior Managing Director with CBRE Consulting in San 
Francisco, a division of the real estate services firm CB Richard Ellis. CBRE Consulting was the 
successor firm to Sedway Group, in which Ms. Herman was a part owner, which was a well-
established urban economic and real estate consulting firm acquired by CB Richard Ellis in 
late 1999.  
 
ALH Economics provides a range of economic consulting services, including: 
 

• fiscal and economic impact analysis  
• CEQA-prescribed urban decay analysis  
• economic studies in support of general plans, specific plans, and other long-range 

planning efforts 
• market feasibility analysis for commercial, housing, and industrial land uses 
• economic development and policy analysis  
• other specialized economic analyses tailored to client needs 

 
Since forming ALH Economics, Ms. Herman’s client roster includes California cities, counties, 
and other public agencies; educational institutions; architectural, environmental, and other 
real estate-related consulting firms; commercial and residential developers; non-profits; and 
law firms. A select list of ALH Economics clients includes the following:  
 

• the cities of Concord, Pleasanton, Tracy, Dublin, Inglewood, Petaluma, and Los 
Banos, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure as Successor Agency to 
the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco, Alameda County 
Community Development Agency, the Alameda County Fair, Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District, East Bay Community Energy, and The Presidio Trust; 

• the University of California at Berkeley, Stanford Real Estate, The Primary School, The 
Claremont Colleges Services, and the University of California at Riverside;  

• Environmental Science Associates (ESA), Dudek, Group 4 Architecture, Research + 
Planning, Inc., Paul Halajian Architects, LSA Associates, Raney Planning and 
Management, Inc., First Carbon Solutions - Michael Brandman Associates, and 
Infrastructure Management Group, Inc.;  

• Catellus Development Corporation, Maximus Real Estate Partners, New West 
Communities, Build, Inc., Arcadia Development Co., KB Home, Howard Hughes 
Corporation dba Victoria Ward LLC, Blu Homes, Inc., Kimco Realty, Align Real Estate 
LLC, Centercal, Carvana Co., and Trammell Crow Residential; 

• Costco Wholesale Corporation, One Medical, Golden State Lumber, Public Storage, 
Home Depot, and Lifetime Fitness; 

• Gresham Savage Nolan & Tilden, PC, Remy Moose Manley, Pelosi Law Group, 
Sedgwick LLP, Coblentz Patch Duffy & Bass LLP 

 



 

 

 

Throughout her more than 30-year career, Ms. Herman has managed real estate consulting 
assignments for hundreds of additional clients, including many California cities, corporations, 
residential, commercial, and industrial real estate developers, and Fortune 100 firms. 
 
PRINCIPAL INTRODUCTION  
 
Ms. Amy Herman, Principal of ALH Economics, has directed assignments for corporate, 
institutional, non-profit, and governmental clients in key service areas, including commercial 
market analysis, fiscal and economic impact analysis, economic development and 
redevelopment, location analysis, strategic planning, and policy analysis. During her career 
spanning over 30 years, Ms. Herman has supported client goals in many ways, such as to 
assess supportable real estate development, demonstrate public and other project benefits, to 
assess public policy implications, and to evaluate and maximize the value of real estate assets. 
In addition, her award-winning economic development work has been recognized by the 
American Planning Association, the California Redevelopment Association, and the League of 
California Cities.  
 
Prior to forming ALH Economics, Ms. Herman worked for 20 years as an urban economist 
with Sedway Group and then CBRE Consulting’s Land Use and Economics practice. Her prior 
professional work experience included 5 years in the Real Estate Consulting Group of the now 
defunct accounting firm Laventhol & Horwath (L&H), preceded by several years with the real 
estate consulting firm Land Economics Group, which was acquired by L&H. During the course 
of her career, Ms. Herman has established a strong professional network and client base 
providing access to contacts and experts across a wide spectrum of real estate and urban 
development resources.  
 
Ms. Herman holds a Master of Community Planning degree from the University of Cincinnati 
and a Bachelor of Arts degree in urban policy studies from Syracuse University. She pursued 
additional post-graduate studies in the Department of City and Regional Planning at the 
University of California at Berkeley. A professional resume for Ms. Herman follows.  
 
EXPERIENCE CONDUCTING URBAN DECAY STUDIES  
 
Description of Services 
 
The Principal of ALH Economics, Amy L. Herman, has performed economic impact and urban 
decay studies for a number of retail development projects in California. These studies have 
generally been the direct outcome of the 2004 court ruling Bakersfield Citizens for Local 
Control (“BCLC”) v. City of Bakersfield (December 2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, requiring 
environmental impacts analyses to take into consideration the potential for a retail project as 
well as other cumulative retail projects to contribute to urban decay in the market area served 
by the project. Prior to the advent of the Bakersfield court decision, Ms. Herman managed 
these studies for project developers or retailers, typically at the request of the host city, or 
sometimes for the city itself. Following the Bakersfield decision, the studies have most 
commonly been directly commissioned by the host cities or environmental planning firms 
conducting Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) for the projects. Studies are often conducted 
as part of the EIR process, but also in response to organized challenges to a city’s project 
approval or to Court decisions ruling that additional analysis is required. 
 
The types of high volume retail projects for which these studies have been conducted include 
single store developments, typically comprising a Walmart Store, The Home Depot, Target 



 

 

 

store, and other club retail stores. The studies have also been conducted for large retail 
shopping centers, typically anchored by one or more of the preceding stores, but also 
including as much as 300,000 to 400,000 square feet of additional retail space with smaller 
anchor stores and in-line tenants.  
 
The scope of services for these studies includes numerous tasks. The basic tasks common to 
most studies include the following:  
 

• defining the project and estimating sales for the first full year of operations;  
• identifying the market area;  
• identifying and touring existing competitive market area retailers;  
• evaluating existing retail market conditions at competitive shopping centers and along 

major commercial corridors in the market area;  
• conducting retail demand, sales attraction, and spending leakage analyses for the 

market area and other relevant areas;  
• forecasting future retail demand in the market area;  
• researching the retail market’s history in backfilling vacated retail spaces;  
• assessing the extent to which project sales will occur to the detriment of existing 

retailers (i.e., diverted sales);  
• determining the likelihood existing competitive and nearby stores will close due to 

sales diversions attributable to the project; 
• researching planned retail projects and assessing cumulative impacts; and 
• identifying the likelihood the project’s economic impacts and cumulative project 

impacts will trigger or cause urban decay. 
 
Many studies include yet additional tasks, such as assessing the project’s impact on downtown 
retailers; determining the extent to which development of the project corresponds with city 
public policy, redevelopment, and economic development goals; projecting the fiscal benefits 
relative to the host city’s General Plan; forecasting job impacts; analyzing wages relative to the 
existing retail base; and assessing potential impacts on local social service providers.  
 
Representative Operational Projects  
 
Many high volume retail or other commercial projects for which Ms. Herman has prepared 
economic impact and urban decay studies are listed below. These include projects that are 
operational, with the projects listed alphabetically by the city in which they are located.  
 

• Alameda, Alameda Landing, totaling 285,000 square feet anchored by a Target 
(opened October 2013), rest of center opening starting in 2015 

• American Canyon, Napa Junction Phases I and II, 239,958 square feet, anchored by 
a Walmart Superstore, prepared in response to a Court decision; project opened 
September 2007 

• Bakersfield, Gosford Village Shopping Center, totaling 700,000 square feet, anchored 
by a Walmart Superstore, Sam’s Club, and Kohl’s; Walmart store opened March 18, 
2010, Sam’s Club and Kohl’s built earlier 

• Bakersfield, Panama Lane, Shopping Center, totaling 434,073 square feet, anchored 
by a Walmart Superstore and Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse; Walmart store 
opened October 2009, Lowe’s store built earlier 

• Bakersfield, Silver Creek Plaza, anchored by a WinCo Foods, totaling 137,609 square 
feet, opened February 28, 2014  



 

 

 

• Carlsbad, La Costa Town Square lifestyle center, totaling 377,899 square feet, 
anchored by Steinmart, Vons, Petco, and 24 Hour Fitness, opened Fall 2014 

• Citrus Heights, Stock Ranch Walmart Discount Store with expanded grocery section, 
154,918 square feet; store opened January 2007  

• Clovis, Clovis-Herndon Shopping Center, totaling 525,410 square feet, anchored by 
a Walmart Superstore, opened March 2013 

• Concord, Lowe’s Commercial Shopping Center, totaling 334,112 square feet, 
anchored by a Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse and a national general 
merchandise store; EIR Certified December 2008 with no subsequent legal challenge; 
store opened January 2010  

• Concord, Veranda Shopping Center, a 375,000-square foot center anchored by a 
Whole Foods 365 Market, Movie Theater, and upscale apparel retail, opened October 
2017, with 365 Market opening December 2017  

• Dublin, Persimmon Place, 167,200 square feet, anchored by Whole Foods, opened 
2015  

• Folsom, Lifetime Fitness Center, a 116,363-square-foot fitness center including an 
outdoor leisure and lap pool, two water slides, whirlpool, outdoor bistro, eight tennis 
courts, outdoor Child Activity Area, and outdoor seating, opened April 2017 

• Fresno, Park Crossing (formerly Fresno 40), totaling 209,650 square feet, July 2015 
• Gilroy, 220,000-square-foot Walmart Superstore, replaced an existing Discount Store; 

store opened October 2005, with Discount Store property under new ownership 
planned for retail redevelopment of a 1.5-million-square-foot mall 

• Gilroy, Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse, 166,000 square feet; store opened 
May 2003  

• Hesperia, Main Street Marketplace, totaling 465,000 square feet, anchored by a 
Walmart Superstore and a Home Depot, Walmart under construction, opened 
September 2012 

• Madera, Commons at Madera, totaling 306,500 square feet, anchored by a Lowe’s 
Home Improvement Warehouse; project opened July 2008 

• Oakland, Safeway expansion, College & Claremont Avenues, 51,510 square feet 
total, comprising a 36,787 square-foot expansion, opened January 2015 

• Oakland, Rockridge Safeway expansion and shopping center redevelopment (The 
Ridge), including total net new development of 137,072 square feet, opened 
September 2016  

• Oroville, Walmart Superstore, 213,400 square feet, replacing existing Walmart 
Discount Store, opened April 2017  

• Rancho Cordova, Capital Village, totaling 273,811 square feet, anchored by a Lowe’s 
Home Improvement Warehouse; phased project opening, January 2008 – July 2008  

• Sacramento, Delta Shores, 1.3- to 1.5-million square feet, anchored by a lifestyle 
center; phased project opening beginning September 2017 

• Sacramento, Downtown Commons, mixed-use entertainment complex with 682,500 
square feet of retail space adjoining new Golden 1 Center for the Sacramento Kings; 
initial tenant 2016, additional tenants beginning November 2017 

• Sacramento, Land Park Commercial Center, proposed commercial center with a 
55,000-square-foot relocated and expanded full service Raley’s grocery store and 
pharmacy and seven freestanding retail buildings comprising 53,980 square feet, 
Raley’s opened April 2020 

• San Francisco, Chase Center, prepared response to comments regarding impacts on 
Oakland Arena, opened September 2019 



 

 

 

• San Jose (East San Jose), Home Depot Store, 149,468 square feet; store opened 
October 2007  

• San Jose, Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse (redevelopment of IBM site), up to 
180,000 square feet, store opened March 2010 

• San Jose, Almaden Ranch, up to 400,000 square feet, anchor tenant Bass Pro Shop 
opened October 2015  

• Sonora, Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse, 111,196 square feet; store opened 
December 2010 

• Sonora, Sonora Crossroads, Walmart Discount Store expansion to a Superstore, net 
increase of 30,000 square feet, groundbreaking May 2017 

• Ukiah, Costco, 148,000-square-foot warehouse membership store, groundbreaking 
September 2017, opened July 2018 

• Victorville, The Crossroads at 395, totaling 303,000 square feet, anchored by a 
Walmart Superstore, opened May 2014  

• Victorville, Dunia Plaza, totaling 391,000 square feet, anchored by a Walmart 
Superstore and a Sam’s Club, replacing existing Walmart Discount Store, opened 
September 2012 

• West Sacramento, Riverpoint Marketplace, totaling 788,517 square feet, anchored by 
a Walmart Superstore, Ikea, and Home Depot; phased openings beginning March 
2006  

• Willows, Walmart Superstore totaling 196,929 square feet, replacing existing Walmart 
Discount Store (subsequently scaled back to a 54,404-square-foot expansion to 
existing 86,453-square-foot store), opened March 2012 

• Walnut Creek, The Orchards at Walnut Creek, mixed-use project including up to 
225,000 square feet of retail space, opened September 2016  

• Woodland, Home Depot Store, 127,000 square feet; store opened December 2002 
• Yuba City, Walmart Superstore, 213,208 square feet, replacing existing Discount 

Store; store opened April 2006. Discount Store site backfilled by Lowe’s Home 
Improvement Warehouse 
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SELECT OTHER CLIENTS 

– Alameda County Fair 
– Arcadia Development 

Company 
– Catellus Development 

Corporation 
– CenterCal Properties 
– Claremont University 

Consortium 
– City of Dublin 
– Dudek 
– Environmental Science 

Associates 
– Equity One 
– First Carbon Solutions 

(formerly Michael 
Brandman Associates) 

– Gresham Savage Nolan 
& Tilden 

– Howard Hughes 
Corporation 

– City of Inglewood 
– LSA Associates 
– Maximus Real Estate 

Partners 
– The Primary School 
– Remy Moose Manley 
– Ronald McDonald House 
– Signature Flight Support 
– Syufy Enterprises 
– City of Tracy 

 

Amy L. Herman, Principal of ALH Urban & Regional Economics, has provided urban and regional 
consulting services for approximately 35 years. During this time, she has been responsible for 
directing assignments for corporate, institutional, non-profit, and governmental clients in key 
service areas, including fiscal and economic impact analysis, economic development and 
redevelopment, feasibility analysis, location analysis, strategic planning, policy analysis, and 
transit-oriented development. Her award-winning economic development work has been 
recognized by the American Planning Association, the California Redevelopment Association, and 
the League of California Cities. 
 
Prior to forming ALH Urban & Regional Economics in 2011, Ms. Herman’s professional tenure 
included 20 years with Sedway Group, inclusive of its acquisition by CB Richard Ellis and 
subsequent name change to CBRE Consulting. Her prior professional work experience includes 
five years in the Real Estate Consulting Group of the now defunct accounting firm Laventhol & 
Horwath (L&H), preceded by several years with the land use consulting firm Land Economics 
Group, which was acquired by L&H. 
 
Following are descriptions of select consulting assignments managed by Ms. Herman. 
 

ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS  
Alameda County. Prime consultant for a complex team that prepared a Local Development 
Business Plan for the newly launched East Bay Community Energy Community Choice 
Aggregation program for Alameda County. ALH Economics components included economic 
impact and financial analysis of the local development program components.  
University of California. Conducted economic impact studies and frequent updates for five 
University of California campuses: Berkeley, Davis, Riverside, San Francisco, and San Diego. 
Prepared models suitable for annual updates by campus personnel. 
Hospital Council of Northern and Central California. Prepared an analysis highlighting the 
economic impacts of hospitals and long-term care facilities in Santa Clara County. The analysis 
included multiplier impacts for hospital spending, county employment, and wages. Completed a 
similar study for the Monterey Bay Area Region. 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District. Completed economic impact analysis of BART’s operations in 
the San Francisco Bay Area region.  
Various EIR Firms.  Managed numerous assignments analyzing the potential for urban decay to 
result from development of major big box stores, shopping centers, and sports venues. The 
analysis comprises a required Environmental Impact Report component pursuant to CEQA. 
 

FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS  

Stanford Research Park. Analyzed historic and current fiscal contributions generated by the 
Stanford Research Park real estate base and businesses to the City of Palo Alto, Santa Clara 
County, and the Palo Alto Unified School District.   
City of Concord. Structured and managed fiscal impact analysis designed to test the net fiscal 
impact of multiple land use alternatives pertaining to the reuse of the 5,170-acre former Concord 
Naval Weapons Station, leading to possible annexation into the City of Concord, California. 
Kimco Realty. Prepared fiscal impact analysis of plans to renovate and redevelop part of 
Westlake Shopping Center and infill development of a 179-unit apartment project adjoining the 
shopping center. 
Sycamore Real Estate Investments, LLC. Prepared a fiscal impact model for client 
implementation, to test the General Fund net fiscal impacts of alternative land use mixes. 
Residential and Commercial Developers. Prepared fiscal impact studies for new development 
projects, including residential, office, and mixed-use projects, demonstrating the net fiscal impact 
on the respective city’s General Fund and local school districts. 
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC FINANCE  

Infrastructure Management Group. Contributed to due diligence analysis of the proposed 
Transbay Transit Center to support evaluation of requested bond loan adjustment requests to 
support project construction. 
Alameda County. Managed numerous assignments helping Alameda County achieve its 
economic development goals for the County’s unincorporated areas through surplus site 
disposition assistance, including market analysis and financial due diligence for residential and 
commercial mixed-use developments. 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure as Successor Agency to the 
Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco. Managed financial analysis 
estimating the tax payments in lieu of property taxes associated with UCSF development of 
medical office space in the former Mission Bay Redevelopment Project area.   
 
LAND USE POLICY  

Union City Property Owner. Provided an independent analysis regarding the reasonableness of 
the City of Union City continuing to reserve a key development area for office and/or R&D 
development in the context of the General Plan Update.  
Alameda County Community Development Agency. Provided analysis and input regarding the 
Ashland and Cherryland Business District Specific Plan requirements for non-residential floor 
space in mixed-use development sites over 10,000 square feet 
DCT Industrial Trust (Subsequently acquired by ProLogis, Inc.). Performed economic analysis 
on a proposed change to the Newark Zoning Ordinance regarding permitted industrial uses. The 
analysis demonstrated the market, fiscal, and economic impacts that could result from the 
proposed zoning ordinance change. 
City and County of San Francisco. Under direction of the San Francisco Planning Department, 
conducted analysis and literature review regarding residential and commercial displacement, 
especially they pertained to two planned Mission District mixed-income apartment projects.  
 

DEVELOPMENT FEASIBILITY  

China Harbour Engineering Company Ltd. (CHEC). Prepared a market assessment and 
development feasibility analysis for the potential development of a 5.54-acre parking lot at the 
West Oakland BART Station in Oakland, CA for CHEC, the development entity selected by BART 
to pursue joint development of the site pursuant to an Exclusive Right to Negotiate Agreement.  
Align Real Estate, LLC. Prepared independent economic analysis of a proposed residential 
development in San Francisco on the site of several buildings, including one considered an 
historic resource pursuant to CEQA. The analysis tested several project alternatives, focusing on 
net developer margin as an indicator of financial feasibility. 
Build, Inc. Conducted financial analysis comparing the development of a prospective San 
Francisco residential site as a “stand-alone” project compared to a larger “combined lot” project 
that would incorporate unused floor-area-ratio from an adjacent property.  
Various Residential Developers. In support of fiscal impact studies, prepared residential market 
analysis examining historical development and pricing trends, absorption, and forecasting 
demand by product type. Prepared achievable pricing estimates by residential unit type and size. 
 
EDUCATION  
 Bachelor of Arts degree in urban studies, magna cum laude, Syracuse University.  
 Master of Community Planning degree from the University of Cincinnati.  
 Advanced graduate studies in City and Regional Planning at the University of California at 

Berkeley. 
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Exhibit 1
Planned Multifamily Residential Projects
One Mile Radius from 469 Stevenson Street
San Francisco Planning Department Development Pipeline, First Quarter Update, 2020

Project Status (1) Project Date of Affordability 
Project Name/Address Entitled Status Update Target Tenure Type

Projects Under Construction
1500 - 1580 Mission St Yes 3/26/2020 540 540 110 110 50% AMI Rental
Trinity Plaza Yes 3/30/2020 501 501 74 74 55% AMI Rental
30 Otis St Yes 3/27/2020 404 404 0 0
1144 - 1150 Harrison St Yes 3/31/2020 381 381 0 0
1066 Market St Yes 2/19/2020 303 303 0 0 Unknown
950 - 974 Market St Yes 3/31/2020 242 242 0 0
333 12th St Yes 3/16/2020 200 200 21 21 AMI Undeclared Rental
1028 Market St Yes 3/10/2020 186 186 25 25 55% AMI
706 Mission St Yes 3/30/2020 185 185 0 0 Rental
975 Bryant St Yes 3/26/2020 185 185 30 30 55% AMI
Oceanwide (Mission St Tower) Yes 3/9/2020 156 156 0 0
1532 Harrison St Yes 3/24/2020 136 136 22 22 90% AMI Rental
830 Eddy St Yes 1/10/2020 126 126 18 18 55% AMI Rental
200 Van Ness Ave Yes 3/2/2020 117 117 0 0
1546 - 1564 Market St Yes 3/31/2020 109 109 13 13 90% AMI Ownership
363 6th St Yes 6/21/2019 104 104 12 12 55% AMI Rental
345 6th St Yes 11/25/2019 102 102 14 14 55% AMI Rental
555 Golden Gate Ave Yes 3/24/2020 60 60 7 7 55% AMI Rental
1145 Polk St Yes 3/27/2020 54 54 8 8 55% AMI
875 California St / 770 Powell St Yes 3/6/2020 44 44 0 0
1174 - 1178 Folsom St Yes 3/9/2020 42 42 0 0
119 7th St Yes 3/11/2020 39 39 0 0
349 8th St Yes 2/19/2020 38 38 6 6 Ownership
   Sub-totals 4,254 4,254 360 360

Building Permits Issued or Approved
941 Mission St Yes 8/2/2019 302 302 91 91 50% AMI Rental
1270 Mission St Yes 10/17/2019 299 299 64 64 55% AMI; 90% AMI Rental
1068 Mission St Yes 6/5/2019 254 254 254 254
1001 Van Ness Ave Yes 1/2/2020 239 239 0 0
1601 Mission St Yes 4/4/2019 220 220 0 0
19 - 25 Mason St & 2 - 16 Turk St Yes 12/5/2018 155 155 0 0
833 Bryant St Yes 11/20/2019 146 146 146 146 50% AMI Rental
1298 Howard St Yes 7/3/2018 155 130 34 9 55% AMI Rental

Market-Rate Units Affordable Units

continued on the next page

Total (2) Net Total (2) Net



Exhibit 1
Planned Multifamily Residential Projects
One Mile Radius from 469 Stevenson Street
San Francisco Planning Department Development Pipeline, First Quarter Update, 2020

Project Status (1) Project Date of Affordability 
Project Name/Address Entitled Status Update Target Tenure Type

Building Permits Issued or Approved, continued
555 Howard St Yes 11/28/2018 127 127 10 10 90% AMI
5th St / Clara St / Shipley St Yes 12/21/2018 123 123 18 18 90% AMI
500 Turk St Yes 12/28/2018 122 122 121 121 55% AMI
Oceanwide (First St Tower) Yes 7/5/2017 112 112 0 0
145 Leavenworth St Yes 12/7/2018 94 94 0 0
377 6th St Yes 11/30/2018 90 90 12 12 55% AMI Rental
655 Folsom St Yes 8/12/2019 89 89 0 0
58 Tehama St / 555 Howard St Yes 11/28/2018 80 80 13 13 90% AMI Ownership
135 Hyde St Yes 6/28/2019 72 72 10 10 55% AMI
1394 Harrison St Yes 7/20/2018 68 68 0 0
651 Geary St Yes 12/4/2018 52 52 6 6 90% AMI
1075 & 1089 Folsom St Yes 12/20/2019 48 48 12 12 LOW Rental
807 Franklin St Yes 12/31/2018 48 47 5 5
230 7th St Yes 3/8/2019 40 40 5 5 55% AMI
980 Folsom St Yes 2/27/2019 34 34 4 4 90% AMI
469 Eddy St Yes 11/30/2018 28 28 3 3 90% AMI Ownership
768 Harrison St Yes 11/13/2018 26 26 0 0
   Sub-totals 3,023 2,997 808 783

Building Permits Filed
657 Harrison St No 12/6/2019 489 489 0 0
1540 Market St No 12/9/2016 304 304 0 0
1621 Market St No 5/1/2019 185 185 0 0
450 O'Farrell St Yes 10/29/2018 176 176 23 23 55% AMI;
300 5th St No 8/21/2019 130 130 20 20
1200 Van Ness Ave No 9/26/2016 107 107 0 0
53 Colton St No 11/12/2019 96 96 0 0
888 Post St No 12/23/2019 76 76 76 76
220 9th St No 12/27/2018 74 74 0 0
1125 Stevenson St No 11/14/2018 64 64 64 64
   Sub-totals 1,701 1,701 183 183

Planning Application Approved
5M Yes 1/4/2016 386 386 0 0 90% AMI; Ownership
301 6th St Yes 10/6/2017 95 95 13 13 55% AMI;
229 Ellis Yes 5/22/2018 52 52 0 0
1601 - 1637 Market St / 53 Colton St Yes 10/20/2017 44 44 0 0
   Sub-totals 577 577 13 13

Total (2) Net Total (2)
Market-Rate Units Affordable Units

Net

continued on the next page



Exhibit 1
Planned Multifamily Residential Projects
One Mile Radius from 469 Stevenson Street
San Francisco Planning Department Development Pipeline, First Quarter Update, 2020

Project Status (1) Project Date of Affordability 
Project Name/Address Entitled Status Update Target Tenure Type

Planning Application Filed
10 South Van Ness Ave No 4/11/2016 966 966 0 0
655 4th St No 5/17/2016 960 957 0 0
469 Stevenson St No 8/23/2018 495 495 94 94
95 Hawthorne St No 9/28/2016 392 392 55 55 Low/Moderate Rental
598 Bryant St No 4/10/2019 353 353 54 54
98 Franklin St No 1/10/2018 345 345 69 69
30 Van Ness Ave No 4/9/2018 333 333 83 83
457 Minna No 11/28/2018 270 270 143 143
650 Harrison St No 4/4/2018 245 245 35 35
1560 Folsom St No 10/29/2018 230 230 44 44
667 Folsom St, 120 Hawthorne St, 12 No 10/25/2019 230 230 0 0
921 Howard St No 3/28/2018 203 203 203 203
600 McAllister St No 7/31/2019 196 196 25 25
Transbay Parcel F No 2/14/2017 165 165 0 0
550 O'Farrell St No 10/15/2018 111 111 28 28
1567 California St No 8/15/2018 100 100 9 9
262 7th St No 5/6/2016 96 96 17 17 90 AMI Rental
468 Turk St No 11/4/2019 91 91 0 0
57 Taylor St No 10/23/2015 190 78 0 0
955 Post St No 12/9/2016 69 69 17 17
755 Brannan St No 5/1/2017 57 57 8 8 Low/Moderate Rental
828 Brannan St No 4/14/2016 50 50 9 9 Low
351 12th St No 4/6/2018 48 48 8 8
1245 Folsom St No 3/22/2016 37 37 7 7 Rental

222 Dore St No NA 30 30 3 3
1145 Mission St No 12/29/2016 25 25 4 4
1320 Washington St No 12/20/2018 25 25 0 0
   Sub-totals 6,312 6,197 915 915

Grand Totals 15,867 15,726 2,279 2,254

Sources: City of San Francisco Planning Department; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics. 

(1) Projects are classified as Under Construction, status of building permit (Issued, Approved, or Filed), or Planning Application filed.
(2) Projects are listed in descending order of total number of units, by Project Status.

Net

80% AMI; 105% 
AMI; 130% AMI

Market-Rate Units Affordable Units
Total (2) Net Total (2)



 

 

 

APPENDIX C: HOUSING PRODUCTION IMPACTS ON HOUSING COSTS 
LITERATURE OVERVIEW  

 
IDENTIFIED REPRESENTATIVE LITERATURE   
 
ALH Urban & Regional Economics reviewed many studies and papers to identify the resources 
that best address the question of the impact of housing production on pricing. The resources 
found to be among the most relevant to this question include studies on several topics, 
including understanding the dynamics for pricing, increasing the availability of affordable 
housing, and understanding the relationship between home production and displacement. 
Based upon this review of the literature and related studies, 11 papers or reports (including 
document links) stand out regarding their consideration of this issue. These papers or reports 
were primarily authored by state and local policy analysts as well as urban planning and real 
estate and urban policy academics and independent research organizations, and include the 
following: 
 
1. Mac Taylor, Legislative Analyst, California Legislative Analyst’s Office, “California’s High 
Housing Costs: Causes and Consequences,” March 17, 2015.  
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf 
 
2. Mac Taylor, Legislative Analyst, California Legislative Analyst’s Office, “Perspectives on 
Helping Low-Income Californians Afford Housing,” (February 2016).  
http://www.lao.ca.gov/Reports/2016/3345/Low-Income-Housing-020816.pdf  
 
3. City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Controller-Office of Economic Analysis, 
“Potential Effects of Limiting Market-Rate Housing in the Mission,” (September 10, 2015). 
http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/6742-
mission_moratorium_final.pdf  
 
4. Miriam Zuk, Karen Chapple, “Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement:  Untangling 
the Relationships,” University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies 
Research Brief (May 2016).  
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp_research_brief_052316.pd
f 
 
5. Housing Development Toolkit, The White House, Washington, September 2016 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/images/Housing_Development_Toolkit
%20f.2.pdf 
 
6. Paavo Monkkonen, Associate Professor Urban Planning, University of California Los 
Angeles, “Understanding and Challenging Opposition to Housing Construction in California’s 
Urban Areas,” Housing, Land Use and Development Lectureship & White Paper, December 1, 
2016.  
http://uccs.ucdavis.edu/uccs-crre-housing-policy-brief-white-paper 
 
7. Karen Chapple, Paul Waddell, and Daniel Chatman, with Miriam Zuk, “Developing a New 
Methodology for Analyzing Potential Displacement,” Prepared for the California Air Resources 
Board and the California Environmental Protection Agency, by the University of California, 
Berkeley and the University of California, Los Angeles, April 26, 2017. 
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/arb_tod_report_13-310.pdf 

http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf
http://www.lao.ca.gov/Reports/2016/3345/Low-Income-Housing-020816.pdf
http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/6742-mission_moratorium_final.pdf
http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/6742-mission_moratorium_final.pdf
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp_research_brief_052316.pdf
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp_research_brief_052316.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/images/Housing_Development_Toolkit%20f.2.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/images/Housing_Development_Toolkit%20f.2.pdf
http://uccs.ucdavis.edu/uccs-crre-housing-policy-brief-white-paper
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/arb_tod_report_13-310.pdf


 

 

 

 
8. Vicki Been, Ingrid Gould Ellen & Katherine O’Regan (2019) Supply Skepticism: Housing 
Supply and Affordability, Housing Policy Debate, 29:1, 25-40, DOI: 
10.1080/10511482.2018.1476899 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1476899 
 
9. Evan Mast. “The Effect of New Market-Rate Housing Construction the Low-Income Housing 
Market,” Upjohn Institute Working Paper 19-307. Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for 
Employment Research. July 1, 2019.  
https://doi.org/10.17848/wp19-307 
 
10. Brian J. Asquith, Evan Mast, and Davin Reed. “Supply Shock Versus Demand Shock: The 
Local Effects of New Housing in Low-Income Areas.” Upjohn Institute Working Paper 19-316. 
Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research. December 19, 2019.  
https://doi.org/10.17848/wp19-316 
 
11. Xiaodi Li, “Do New Housing Units in Your Backyard Raise Your Rents?,” NYU Wagner and 
NYU Furman Center, October 26, 2019.  
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/7fc2bf_ee1737c3c9d4468881bf1434814a6f8f.pdf 
 
The findings from the 11 studies or reports reviewed below generally coalesce in the 
conclusion that housing production does not result in increased costs of the existing housing 
base, but rather helps suppress upward pressure on existing home prices and rents. Further, 
the studies or reports find that both market-rate and affordable housing development help to 
suppress price appreciation and reduce displacement. Research studies prior to approximately 
2019  have suggested that the rate at which this occurs in very small, localized areas requires 
further analysis to best understand the relationship between development, affordability, and 
displacement at the highly localized level. However, two recent studies published in 2019 
managed to study and analyze this localized impact, and found that rents of existing 
apartment projects immediately near new market-rate apartment buildings declined upon 
completion of the market-rate units in the immediate surrounding area, for a duration of at 
least up to one to three years after completion of the new units. The studies further indicate 
that the gentrification observed in Bay Area transit-served neighborhoods over the past 15+ 
years was not caused by new development, as relatively limited development occurred during 
this time period in these neighborhoods.  
 
Following is a brief synopsis of the cited studies or reports with a focus on housing 
production and housing costs, emphasizing where possible on rental housing, as this is most 
applicable to the 469 Stevenson Street project and the relevant projects in the current 
pipeline in the 1.0-mile radius area around the 469 Stevenson Street project site. The key 
findings of each study or report are highlighted. 
 
REPRESENTATIVE LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
California Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) (Resources #1 & #2) 
 
March 2015 Study. The LAO’s March 2015 study has the stated purpose of providing the 
State Legislature with an overview of the state’s complex and expensive housing markets, 
including multifamily apartments. The study addresses several questions, including what has 
caused housing prices to increase so quickly over the past several decades and assessing how 

https://doi.org/10.17848/wp19-307
https://doi.org/10.17848/wp19-316
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/7fc2bf_ee1737c3c9d4468881bf1434814a6f8f.pdf


 

 

 

to moderate this trend. This study is focused on statewide and select county trends, and 
especially focuses on coastal metro areas, which includes San Francisco.  
 
As a way of setting the framework, and as an example of how housing prices in California are 
higher than just about anywhere else in the country, the study demonstrates that California’s 
average rent is about 50% higher than the rest of the country, and that housing prices are 2.5 
times higher than the national average. As a major finding, regarding how building less 
housing than people demand drives high housing costs, the study cites the following: 

 
“California is a desirable place to live. Yet not enough housing exists in the 
state’s major coastal communities to accommodate all of the households that 
want to live there. In these areas, community resistance to housing, 
environmental policies, lack of fiscal incentives for local governments to 
approve housing, and limited land constrains new housing construction. A 
shortage of housing along California’s coast means households wishing to live 
there compete for limited housing. This competition bids up home prices and 
rents. Some people who find California’s coast unaffordable turn instead to 
California’s inland communities, causing prices there to rise as well. In 
addition to a shortage of housing, high land and construction costs also play 
some role in high housing prices.”30 
 

The study makes many findings, including pertaining to the impacts of affordable housing 
programs, but specifically addresses how building less housing than people demand drives 
high housing costs, citing that the competition resulting from a lack of housing where people 
want to live bids up housing costs. While the study concludes that the relationship between 
growth of housing supply and increased housing costs is complex and affected by other 
factors, such as demographics, local economics, and weather, it concludes that statistical 
analysis suggests there remains a strong relationship between home building and prices. A 
major study finding presented in the paper indicates that:  

 
“after controlling for other factors, if a county with a home building rate in the 
bottom fifth of all counties during the 2000s had instead been among the top 
fifth, its median home price in 2010 would have been roughly 25 percent 
lower. Similarly, its median rent would have been roughly 10 percent lower.”31 
 

Thus, the LAO study concludes, as a result of conducting statistical analysis, that a 
relationship exists between increasing home production and reducing housing costs, 
including home prices and apartment rents.  
 
February 2016 Study. In response to concerns about housing affordability for low-income 
households following release of the 2015 study, LAO’s February 2016 follow-up study offers 
additional evidence that facilitating more private housing development in the state’s coastal 
urban communities would help make housing more affordable for low-income Californians. 
As cited by the LAO:  
 

“Existing affordable housing programs assist only a small proportion of low-
income Californians. Most low-income Californians receive little or no 

 
30 Mac Taylor, California Legislative Analyst’s Office, “California’s High Housing Costs: Causes 
and Consequences,” March 17, 2015, page 3. 
31 Ibid, page 12. 



 

 

 

assistance. Expanding affordable housing programs to help these households 
likely would be extremely challenging and prohibitively expensive. It may be 
best to focus these programs on Californians with more specialized housing 
needs—such as homeless individuals and families or persons with significant 
physical and mental health challenges.  
 
Encouraging additional private housing construction can help the many low-
income Californians who do not receive assistance. Considerable evidence 
suggests that construction of market-rate housing reduces housing costs for 
low-income households and, consequently, helps to mitigate displacement in 
many cases. Bringing about more private home building, however, would be 
no easy task, requiring state and local policy makers to confront very 
challenging issues and taking many years to come to fruition. Despite these 
difficulties, these efforts could provide significant widespread benefits: lower 
housing costs for millions of Californians.”32 

 
In this paper, the LAO presents evidence that construction of new, market-rate housing can 
lower housing costs for low-income households. Highlights of this evidence are as follows: 
 

• Lack of supply drives high housing costs, such that increasing the supply of housing 
can alleviate competition and place downward pressure on housing costs; and 

• Building new housing indirectly adds to the supply of housing at the lower end of the 
market, because a) housing becomes less desirable as it ages; and b) as higher 
income households move from older, more affordable housing to new housing the 
older housing becomes available for lower income households. 
 

Further, the LAO cites that the lack of new construction can slow the process of older housing 
becoming available for lower-income households, both owners and renters. The LAO 
additionally presents analysis demonstrating that when the number of housing units available 
at the lower end of a community’s housing market increases, growth in prices and rents slows. 
This is demonstrated by comparative analysis of rents paid by low-income households in 
California’s slow growth coastal urban counties and fast growing urban counties throughout 
the U.S., especially with regard to comparative rent burden as a share of income.  
 
Finally, the LAO paper concludes that more private development is associated with less 
displacement.33 The LAO cites that the analysis of low-income neighborhoods in the Bay 
Area suggests a link between increased construction of market-rate housing and reduced 
displacement. Specifically, the study found that between 2000 and 2013, census tracts with an 
above-average concentration of low-income households that built the most market-rate 
housing experienced considerably less displacement. Further, the findings show that 
displacement was more than twice as likely in low-income census tracts with little market-rate 
housing construction (bottom fifth of all tracts) than in low-income census tracts with high 
construction levels (top fifth of all tracts).34 The LAO theorizes that one factor contributing to 

 
32 Mac Taylor, California Legislative Analyst’s Office, “Perspectives on Helping Low-Income 
Californians Afford Housing,” February 2016, page 1. 
33 The LAO defines a census tract as having experienced displacement if (1) its overall population 
increased and its population of low-income households decreased or (2) its overall population 
decreased and its low-income population declined faster than the overall population (see LAO, 
2016, page 13). 
34 Ibid, page 9. 



 

 

 

this finding is that Bay Area inclusionary housing policies requiring the construction of new 
affordable housing could be mitigating displacement, but that market-rate housing 
construction continues to appear to be associated with less displacement regardless of a 
community’s inclusionary housing policies.35 In communities without inclusionary housing 
policies, in low-income census tracts where market-rate housing construction was limited, the 
LAO also found displacement was more than twice as likely than in low-income census tracts 
with high construction levels.36  This relationship between housing development and 
displacement remains statistically valid even after accounting for other economic and 
demographic  factors. 
 
City and County of San Francisco, Office of Economic Analysis (Resource #3) 
 
In 2015, at the request of the Board of Supervisors, the Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) 
prepared a report on the effects of a temporary moratorium, and an indefinite prohibition, on 
market-rate housing in the Mission District of San Francisco, pursuant to an 18-month 
moratorium being put on the November 2015 ballot. Accordingly, a report was prepared 
focusing on the effects of such actions on the price of housing, the City's efforts to produce 
new housing at all income levels, eviction pressures, and affordable housing. It also explores if 
there are potential benefits of a moratorium, such as reducing tenant displacement, 
discouraging gentrification, preventing nearby existing housing from becoming unaffordable, 
and preserving sites for permanently affordable housing.  
 
The primary focus of this study is on addressing the impacts of a moratorium on the 
availability and provision of affordable housing, on which the study finds that a temporary 
moratorium would: 

“lead to slightly higher housing prices across the city, have no appreciable 
effect on no-fault eviction pressures, and have a limited impact on the city’s 
ability to produce affordable housing during the moratorium period. At the 
end of the moratorium, these effects would be reversed, through a surge of 
new building permits and construction, and there would be no long-term 
lasting impacts of a temporary moratorium.” 37 

In other words, the study found that suppressing residential production results in increasing the 
cost of the existing housing stock. In a similar vein, the study states: 

“market rate housing construction drives down housing prices and, by itself, 
increases the number of housing units that are affordable.”38  

Another study conclusion included finding no evidence that anyone would be evicted so that 
market-rate housing could be built in the Mission over the next 18 to 30 months as none of 
the identified planned housing units included in the analysis would require the demolition of 
any existing housing units.39 Finally, the study stated: 

 
35 Ibid. 
36 Ibid, page 10. 
37 City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Controller-Office of Economic analysis, 
“Potential Effects of Limiting Market-Rate Housing in the Mission,” September 10, 2015, page 1. 
38 Ibid, page 28. 
39 Ibid. 



 

 

 

“We further find no evidence that new market-rate housing contributes to 
indirect displacement in the Mission, by driving up the value of nearby 
properties. On the contrary, both in the Mission and across the city, new 
market rate housing tends to depress, not raise, the value of existing 
properties.” 40 

This finding regarding price impacts was the result of statistical modeling, with a statistically 
significant result indicating that new market-rate housing did not make nearby housing 
more expensive in San Francisco during the 2001-2013 period.41  

University of California Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies (Resource #4) 

The cited study by Zuk and Chapple, from the Center for Community Innovation at UC 
Berkeley’s Institute of Governmental Studies, builds on other studies prepared by the authors 
addressing gentrification in the Bay Area region. The purpose of this research brief is to add to 
the discussion on the importance of subsidized and market-rate housing production in 
alleviating the current housing crisis, and to especially probe the relationship between housing 
production, affordability, and displacement. This study specifically expands on the analysis 
prepared by the LAO in “Perspectives on Helping Low-Income Californians Afford Housing” 
(February 2016), wherein the LAO study was performed using a data set compiled by Zuk and 
Chapple for their Urban Displacement Project. Specifically, Zuk and Chapple seek to test the 
reliability of the LAO’s findings taking into consideration yet one more additional variable, 
e.g., production of subsidized housing. Zuk and Chapple also seek to determine if the LAO’s 
noted regional trends regarding the impact of housing production on housing costs and 
displacement hold up at the more localized neighborhood level.  
 
In general, Zuk and Chapple’s findings largely support the argument that building more 
housing reduces displacement pressures, and agree that “market-rate development is 
important for many reasons, including reducing housing pressures at the regional scale and 
housing large segments of the population.”42 They advance the understanding of this trend by 
concluding that market-rate housing production is associated with reduced displacement 
pressures, but find that subsidized housing production has more than double the impact of 
market-rate units. They further find that, through filtering, market-rate housing production is 
associated with near term higher housing cost burdens for low-income households, but with 
longer-term lower median rents. 
 
Zuk and Chapple further probe the question of housing production, affordability, and 
displacement at the local level, including case study analysis of two San Francisco block 
groups in SOMA. Their findings at this granular geographic level are inconclusive, from which 
they conclude that “neither the development of market-rate nor subsidized housing has 
a significant impact on displacement. This suggests that indeed in San Francisco, and 
by extension similar strong markets, the unmet need for housing is so severe that 
production alone cannot solve the displacement problem.”43 They further cite that drilling 
down to local case studies, they “see that the housing market dynamics and their impact on 

 
40 Ibid. 
41 Ibid page 26. 
42 Miriam Zuk, Karen Chapple, “Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement: Untangling the 
Relationships,” University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies Research Brief 
(May 2016), page 4. 
43 Ibid, page 7. 



 

 

 

displacement operate differently at these different scales”44 and that detailed analysis is 
needed to clarify the complex relationship between development, affordability, and 
displacement at the local level.45 
 
White House, Housing Development Toolkit (Resource #5) 
 
This White House document was prepared in 2016 as a tool kit to address local barriers to 
housing development, which reduce the ability of many housing markets to respond to 
growing demand and result in the growing severity of undersupplied housing, in turn 
jeopardizing housing affordability for working families. The document discusses the 
prevalence of local barriers to housing development, the effects of local barriers to housing 
development, a framework for modern housing strategies, and provides a toolkit for taking 
action. The toolkit  highlights actions states and local jurisdictions have taken to promote 
healthy, responsible, affordable, high-opportunity housing markets. Relative to the topic of 
housing production impacts on housing costs, or rents, in the framework for modern housing 
strategies portion of the document the authors state:  
 

“In markets with high demand but currently inelastic supply, these modern 
housing approaches are likely to lead to more new housing construction, 
including multifamily rental construction. Though much of that housing would 
likely be market-rate housing, its introduction into the marketplace would help 
slow cost growth in existing and otherwise affordable housing.”46 

 
This statement acknowledges an understanding at a high level of government, in a document 
meant to be instructive to state and local jurisdictions, that the production of market-rate 
housing can help slow the rate of growth in existing, and affordable rental housing markets. 
 
Paavo Monkkonen, PhD., University of California Los Angeles (Resource #6) 
   
Monkkonen’s study is itself a review of other studies, summarizing key study findings and 
using the information to shape state policy recommendations to address housing affordability. 
The key topic of Monkkonen’s study is that housing in California is unaffordable to most 
households, and that limited construction relative to robust job growth is one of the main 
causes. Monkkonen, an Associate Professor of Urban Planning at the UCLA Luskin School of 
Public Affairs, says it best in summing up the purpose of his study and highlights of his 
findings, as follows:  
 

“Housing affordability is one of the most pressing issues facing California. In 
the intense public debate over how to make housing affordable, the role of 
new supply is a key point of contention despite evidence demonstrating that 
supply constraints  — low-density zoning chief among them — are a core 
cause of increasing housing costs. Many California residents resist new 
housing development, especially in their own neighborhoods. This white paper 
provides background on this opposition and a set of policy recommendations 
for the state government to address it. I first describe how limiting new 
construction makes all housing less affordable, exacerbates spatial 
inequalities, and harms the state’s economic productivity and environment. I 

 
44 Ibid, page 10. 
45 Ibid, page 1. 
46 “Housing Development Toolkit,” September 2016, The White House, Washington, page 12. 



 

 

 

then discuss the motivations for opposing more intensive land use, and clarify 
the way the role of new housing supply in shaping rents is misunderstood in 
public debates.”47 

 
Monkkonen states that “constraining the supply of housing increases rents.”48 He cites 
academic studies from the 1970s and 1980s that found a significant impact of restrictive 
zoning on housing prices and more sophisticated studies from the 2000s and 2010s that 
demonstrate that regulations such as historic preservation and low-density zoning increase 
prices. He states that higher housing prices help homeowners through increased equity, but 
hurt renters, which tend to have lower incomes than existing homeowners. He further cites 
studies that found that limiting population growth through low-density zoning (as a means of 
limiting housing production) hampers economic productivity because it restricts the labor pool, 
pushing people out and preventing newcomers. 
 
Monkkonen states that if no new housing stock is available in desirable locations that high-
income residents will renovate and occupy older housing that might otherwise by inhabited by 
lower-income residents. Thus, he concludes that “[t]he prevention of new construction cannot 
guarantee that older housing will remain affordable.”49 He further cites several studies from 
2008 and later that demonstrate that “housing markets with more responsive supply 
mechanisms experience less price growth and are able to capture the economic benefits of a 
booming economy.”50 Monkkonen cites the Zuk and Chapple finding that these metropolitan 
scale trends may be less pronounced at the neighborhood level, depending upon the nature 
of the new housing built. But he also reinforces their finding that increasing the supply of 
market-rate housing and, more importantly, affordable housing, reduces displacement.  
 
Karen Chapple, Paul Waddell, and Daniel Chatman, with Miriam Zuk, University 
of California, Berkeley and the University of California, Los Angeles (Resource 
#7) 
 
This April 2017 paper is a very extensive and comprehensive review of theory and research 
regarding the relationship between fixed-rail transit neighborhoods and displacement, using 
case studies in Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay Area to examine patterns of 
neighborhood change in relation to transit proximity. The impetus behind this study is to 
assess the impact of pursuing more compact, transit-oriented development as a key strategy 
to achieve greenhouse gas reductions through regional sustainable communities strategies 
(SCS), in compliance with State of California climate change legislation. As noted in the 
study’s Executive Summary, “Concern has been raised that such development and investment 
patterns may result in heightened property values and the displacement of low income 
households.”51 
 
A key objective of the study was to examine “the relationship between fixed-rail transit 
neighborhoods and displacement in California by modeling past patterns of neighborhood 

 
47 Paavo Monkkonen, “Understanding and Challenging Opposition to Housing Construction in 
California’s Urban Areas,” December 1, 2016, page 1. 
48 Ibid, page 5. 
49 Ibid page 6.  
50 Ibid. 
51 Karen Chapple, Paul Waddell and Daniel Chatman, with Miriam Zuk, “Developing a New 
Methodology for Analyzing Potential Displacement,” April 26, 2107, page vi.  



 

 

 

change in relation to transit proximity.”52 The report also sought to analyze the relationship 
between displacement and travel behavior. The many types of variables included in the study’s 
quantitative and qualitative case study analysis included neighborhood-level data, address-
level data, and parcel-level data. The neighborhood-level analysis included variables such as 
demographic, housing, and socioeconomic characteristics; movement in/out of 
neighborhood; and public housing unit counts and Section 8 voucher recipients (all 
neighborhood-level datasets). The address-level analysis included variables such as number of 
housing units constructed; number of jobs, establishments, and business sales; number of 
evictions by type; and presence of a rail station. The parcel-level analysis included numerous 
variables probing changes associated with a plot of land, such as transaction history, land-use 
changes, new residential structure construction, major renovations, and conversions of 
apartments to condominiums. These data, along with other data constructs, were inputs to the 
investigators’ development of proxies to assess different types of displacement (e.g., 
economic, physical, and exclusionary). The study years represented by the data reflected 2000 
to 2013.  
 
A heavy focus of the study was to assess vehicle miles traveled (VMT) among different groups 
relative to their transit proximity. But in addition, its findings have bearing on the knowledge 
base associated with residential gentrification and displacement. Aside from the findings 
associated with VMT, some of the case study findings associated with examining gentrification 
and displacement in fixed-rail transit neighborhoods included the following: 
 

• “Gentrification in Los Angeles and the Bay Area transit neighborhoods cannot be 
attributed to new residential development, as the vast majority of transit 
neighborhoods in both Los Angeles and the Bay Area experienced relatively little 
residential development from 2000 to 2013. In the Bay Area, over half of market 
rate residential development occurred in tracts that did not gentrify.”53 

 
The preceding is a very high-level summary of just one small aspect of a detailed and well-
researched study. It is, however, one of the findings most relevant to the issue being 
addressed by this literature review regarding the relationship between home construction, 
increasing rents, and displacement. 
 
Vicki Been, Ingrid Gould Ellen, and Katherine O’Regan, NYU University School of 
Law, NYU Wagner School, NYU Furman Center (Resource #8)   
 
This 2019 article is not based on empirical research and data, but rather seeks to review 
arguments on both sides of the housing supply and demand debate questioning the premise 
that increasing the supply of market-rate housing will result in housing that is more affordable. 
The authors indicate that their intention is to take skeptics of this premise seriously, and assess 
a range of arguments associated with land-use regulations, housing supply, housing 
affordability, and effects of limiting housing supply. They seek to address a range of 
arguments typically made by supply skeptics and review what research has shown about 
housing supply and its effect on affordability. In so doing, they review many research papers 
and sort them by argument, one argument being that the only increase in housing supply that 
will help alleviate the affordable housing crisis is housing that is truly affordable to low-income 
and working-class people, i.e., this argument rejects the notion that building housing at one 
price point has any significant effect on the price of housing in other submarkets, or if it does, 

 
52 Ibid. 
53 Ibid, page 91. 



 

 

 

it takes decades for units to age and filter down to lower priced market segments.54 Another 
argument among the many they address includes one wherein skeptics argue that “even if 
additional supply could help make housing more affordable in the short run, it won’t in the 
long run because the additional supply will induce more demand, especially among buyers or 
renters wealthier than the existing residents in the neighborhood.”55 
 
After giving a range of viewpoints fair consideration, across a range of arguments, and citing 
research findings about housing supply and its effect on affordability, the authors 
acknowledge that many of the arguments are plausible, and that research findings do not 
fully counter all of them. However, on the topic of housing production impacts on pricing, they 
cite: 
 

“the preponderance of evidence suggests that easing barriers to new 
construction will moderate price increases and therefore make housing more 
affordable to low- and moderate-income families. Moreover, supply 
restrictions inhibit the ability of workers to move to areas with growing job 
opportunities. Allowing more new housing thus is critical both to ease 
affordability pressures and to reduce other negative results of constricted 
supply.”56 

 
While this finding is not spot on relative to the impact of market-rate apartment development, 
in comparison to other types of housing development, the authors further cite empirical 
research findings on filtering, citing findings from a study of low-income renters in the United 
States, where among affordable units in 2013, 19% had been higher rent units as recently as 
2005, demonstrating that filtering noticeably accounted for increases to the supply of the 
affordable housing stock. To this, the authors concluded that “new construction is crucial for 
keeping housing affordable, even in markets where much of the new construction is itself 
high-end housing that most people can’t afford. A lack of supply to meet demand at the high 
end affects prices across submarkets and makes housing less affordable to residents in lower-
cost submarkets.”57 Finally, at the time these authors prepared their review, they specifically 
called out the preceding 2016 LAO study that addressed the link between market-rate 
construction and lower displacement rates, and indicated that the findings suggest “that for 
neighborhoods in high-demand cities, blocking market-rate construction may place greater 
pressures on the existing stock.”58  
 
To summarize, this study lands on the side of concluding that the existing body of research 
shows that additions to supply are critical to moderate price increases. Yet, as with most 
studies of this nature, it also concludes that more research on the topic is necessary, especially 
examining how changes in housing supply affect rents. Another topic that the study indicates 
requires more research pertains to concerns that new development will spur gentrification or 
local price or rent increases. This study suggests that while neighbors of proposed new 
developments fear displacement from rent increases, “there is little hard evidence of 
displacement.”59 Thus, these authors suggest there are still many research gaps on topics 

 
54 Vicki Been, Ingrid Gould Ellen & Katherine O’Regan (2019) Supply Skepticism: Housing Supply 
and Affordability, Housing Policy Debate, 29:1, 25-40, DOI:, page 28. 
55 Ibid, page 29. 
56 Ibid, page 26. 
57 Ibid, page 29. 
58 Ibid, page 31. 
59 Ibid, page 34. 



 

 

 

germane to the socioeconomic effects pertinent to 469 Stevenson Street that could benefit 
from further rigorous research. 
 
W.E. Upjohn Institute (Resources #9 & #10) 
 
July 2019 Study. Evan Mast of the Upjohn Institute prepared a working paper in July 2019 
that explored the short-term impact of filtering in the housing market, with short-term defined 
as the three- to five-year timeframe rather than the decades more typically probed in 
academic research. Mast used data on household address histories in Chicago to examine a 
migration chain of household moves, including address history data of 52,000 residents of 
new multifamily buildings, to shed light on the effect of new market-rate housing on the 
market for lower-income housing. Among the several findings in Mast’s study, one of the key 
findings indicated that new construction opens the housing market in low-income areas by 
reducing demand. A simulation model developed by Mast suggested that building 100 new 
market-rate units could “create 70 equivalent units in neighborhoods with household incomes 
below the metro area median, and 39 in neighborhoods with household incomes from the 
bottom fifth.”60 Mast further indicates this should open these housing markets and lower 
prices, all else being equal, although his study did not include direct estimation of these 
implied effects. Yet Mast believes his study findings have important policy implications, and he 
concludes that they suggest “that new construction reduces demand and loosens the housing 
market in low and middle-income areas, even in the short run.”61 This type of finding suggests 
that development at 469 Stevenson Street and the Pipeline projects would not directly lead to 
increased pricing at other rental units, nor displacement of renters in existing units.  
 
December 2019 Study. Building somewhat on Mast’s July 2019 study, the December 2019 
Upjohn Institute study prepared by Asquith, Mast, and Reed examines the local effects of new 
market-rate housing in low-income areas using microdata on large apartment buildings, 
rents, and migration. The study authors state that “Prior research has shown that new market-
rate housing construction improves regional housing affordability, but there is little evidence 
on how it affects the immediately surrounding neighborhood.”62 Thus, this study goes further 
than the earlier analysis by examining data on new construction of market-rate rental 
apartment buildings and outcomes for 11 major cities, examining rent trends in existing 
buildings near newer buildings after the new building completion, as well as in-migration 
from low-income areas. 
 
Data on new market-rate apartment buildings were provided by Real Capital Analytics, and 
included 1,483 buildings with over 50 units completed in 2010-2019. The 11 major cities in 
the study’s sample included Los Angeles, San Francisco, Seattle, and Portland, among others. 
Impacts on existing buildings were measured by census tract, defined for study purposes as a 
neighborhood. This study focused on buildings developed in low-income central city 

 
60 Evan Mast, “The Effect of New Market-Rate Housing Construction on the Low-Income Housing 
Market,” Upjohn Institute Policy Briefs, July 23, 2019, page 4. 
61 Evan Mast. “The Effect of New Market-Rate Housing Construction the Low-Income Housing 
Market,” Upjohn Institute Working Paper 19-307. Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for 
Employment Research. July 1, 2019, Abstract.  
62 Brian J. Asquith, Evan Mast, and Davin Reed. “Supply Shock Versus Demand Shock: The 
Local Effects of New Housing in Low-Income Areas.” Upjohn Institute Working Paper 19-316. 
Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research. December 19, 2019, page 
21. 
 



 

 

 

neighborhoods (defined for study purposes as median household incomes below the area 
median income), as the primary purpose of the study was to contribute to the literature on the 
effects of new housing supply in low-income areas, as they are perceived as the crux of the 
policy debate on gentrifying areas or areas of concern with rental price increases spurred by 
new construction. Rent effects were measured based on buildings completed in 2015 and 
2016, to ensure the availability of a sufficient time period to study rental price impacts. The 
study impacts were analyzed for up to a three-year period. Zillow was the data source of rents 
in existing buildings. Migration effects were based on buildings completed in 2014 and 2015. 
Address data for migration analysis were obtained from Infutor Data Solutions.  
 
The study included many statistical measures to control for biases in the data, such as 
controlling for builders choosing to develop in areas with rising incomes or rising rents. These 
are included in full detail in the paper. The findings reported in the study, based upon three 
different approaches to the analysis, indicate that new construction of 50+ unit market-rate 
apartment buildings reduces rents in nearby buildings by 5% to 7%. Buildings are considered 
nearby if they are within one or two city blocks (<250 meters). The control group of buildings, 
where the impact of rent changes was not analyzed relative to individual buildings, was 
located further away, within an 8- to 10-minute walk from each subject building (250-600 
meters). This reduction, or negative effect was noted beginning in the same year as building 
completion, and noted to persist for at least the three years thereafter. Further, the authors 
conclude that “Contrary to common concerns, new buildings slow local rent increases rather 
than initiate or accelerate them.”63 
 
As a corollary to the rental impact, this study also examined migration impacts, and found that 
“new buildings increase low-income in-migration, implying that improved affordability can 
foster more integrated, economic diverse neighborhoods that may provide low-income 
residents with greater economic mobility.”64 The authors suggest that apart from their 
implications for rent, the in-migration results suggest that “construction allows more low-
income households to move to ore remain in the sample neighborhoods, most of which 
appear to be gentrifying.”65 
 
In conclusion, the authors state that they find that “the concerns that motivate opposition to 
new market-rate housing are mostly unfounded. While there is a strong observed correlation 
between new construction, rising rents, and demographic change, this is because new 
buildings are typically constructed in areas that are already changing. When these new 
buildings are completed, they actually slow rent increases and demographic change in the 
nearby area.”66 The authors further indicate that preventing the construction of new housing in 
a neighborhood attractive to higher-income households will not keep these households out of 
a neighborhood. Instead, such prevention will lead them to outbid lower-income households 
for whatever housing is already available in that neighborhood, thereby raising rents for 
everyone and lowering the ability of low-income households to stay in or move to the area. 
“By contrast, if new housing is built, many high-income households will choose this option 
instead of a nearby existing unit, reducing rent and out-migration pressures in the area.”67 
Thus, the overall conclusion of this study is that contrary to common concerns, new residential 
building construction slows local rent increases rather than initiates or accelerates them. 

 
63 Ibid, Abstract, page 0. 
64 Ibid, page 22. 
65 Ibid, page 20. 
66 Ibid, page 22. 
67 Ibid. 



 

 

 

 
Xiaodi Li, NYU Wagner and NYU Furman Center (Resource #11) 
 
This study, first published by Xiaodi Li, an NYU PhD student in October 2019, was sponsored 
by Fannie Mae’s Economic & Strategic Research Group.68 The study, titled “Do New Housing 
Units in Your Backyard Raise Your Rents?,” was designed to contribute to the debate on the 
topic addressing whether the production of new housing units helps or hurts nearby residents 
with respect to the impact of housing supply changes on housing cost burdens. Thus, this study 
was designed to answer the following questions:  
 

• does new development relieve unmet local housing demand and thus reduce local 
housing costs; or  

• does new housing supply attract high-income residents and new amenities, driving up 
prices and leading to gentrification and displacement? 

 
This study was designed using a combination of data across New York City from 2003-2013 
(from a 2000-2017 NYC Building Permit dataset), with the variables including new 
construction permits, certificates of occupancy, building rental income, housing sales, and new 
restaurants, among other variables. The study focused on examining the impact of new rental 
high-rise construction, defined as newly built market-rate residential properties with more than 
six floors, on surrounding area rents and unit sales prices of properties between 500 and 
1,000 feet away. There are over 10,000 residential properties included in the dataset.  
 
The results, based on econometric analysis, indicated that after building completion, rental 
income in nearby properties within 500 feet decreased 1.6% one year after the completion, 
“significantly and persistently.”69 This is in comparison to other areas lacking additions in new 
supply. Overall, the study found that “for every 10% increase in the housing stock, rents 
decrease 1% and sales prices also decrease within 500 feet.”70 This paper also explored the 
effect of new construction on the opening of new restaurants, cafes, and coffee shops within 
the 500 foot radius of the newly completed building. It found a positive amenity affect, with an 
increase in such openings, even while residential rents in existing buildings declined. 
 
These study results are highly localized, as they are statistically significant only within 500 feet 
of the newly developed properties. This distance is relevant in the New York City market 
because of the density of construction in New York City. While properties may not be as close 
in San Francisco, thus limiting the transferability of the findings to San Francisco or other 
markets, the findings advance the literature, and are suggestive of useful direction for 
comparable research in other communities. 

 
68 Later citations appeared on other dates in other resources, including December 2019 and June 
2020.  
69 Xiaodi Li, “Do New Housing Units in Your Backyard Rase Your Rents?”, page 15. 
70 Ibid, page 0.  



 

 

 

 
APPENDIX D: GENTRIFICATION AND DISPLACEMENT LITERATURE 

OVERVIEW  
 

IDENTIFIED REPRESENTATIVE LITERATURE   
 

ALH Economics reviewed numerous papers, articles, or book chapters that address 
gentrification and residential displacement. While there are many papers or articles that are 
germane to the question of the relationship between the two phenomena, ALH Economics 
identified 12 that provide a solid overview and analysis of the subject by leading experts in 
the field as well as a representative sampling and discussion of other papers and associated 
commentaries. In some cases, the most relevant portion of the paper is the literature review, 
as this portion summarizes numerous other studies that also grapple with the question of the 
relationship between gentrification and displacement. In order of publication date, the 
specific papers reviewed herein for this purpose (and document links), include the following:  
 

1. Lance Freeman and Frank Braconi, “Gentrification and Displacement: New York City 
in the 1990s”, American Planning Association. Journal of the American Planning 
Association; Winter 2004; 70, 1; ProQuest Direct Complete, page 39. 
http://www.astudentoftherealestategame.com/wp-
content/uploads/2010/09/Freeman%2520and%2520Braconi%25202004%2520Gent
rification%2520in%2520NY.pdf 

 
2. Terra McKinnish, Randall Walsh, Kirk White. “Who Gentrifies Low-Income 

Neighborhoods?” National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 1403 (May 
2008).   
http://www.nber.org/papers/w14036  

 
3. Ingrid Gould Ellen, Katherine M. O'Regan, “How Low Income Neighborhoods 

Change: Entry, Exit, and Enhancement,” Regional Science and Urban Economics, 
Volume 41, Issue 2 (March 2011).  
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0166046211000044 (abstract) 

 
4. Silva Mathema, “Gentrification: An Updated Literature Review,” Poverty & Race 

Research Action Council (October 2013).   
http://prrac.org/pdf/Gentrification_literature_review_-_October_2013.pdf 

 
5. Harvard University, Kennedy School of Government, Shorenstein Center on Media 

Politics and Public Policy, “Gentrification, Urban Displacement and Affordable 
Housing: Overview and Research Roundup,” (August 2014). 
http://journalistsresource.org/studies/economics/real-estate/gentrification-urban-
displacement-affordable-housing-overview-research-roundup 

 
6. Joe Cortright, “How Governing got it wrong: The problem with confusing gentrification 

and displacement,” Cityobservatory.org Commentary (June 2, 2015). 
http://cityobservatory.org/how-governing-got-it-wrong-the-problem-with-confusing-
gentrification-and-displacement/ [comments on Governing Magazine, “The 'G' Word: 
A Special Series on Gentrification” (February 2015)  
http://www.governing.com/topics/urban/gov-gentrification-series.html] 
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http://www.astudentoftherealestategame.com/wp-
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7. Richard Florida, “The Complicated Link Between Gentrification and Displacement,” 
Citylab (Atlantic Magazine), September 8, 2015.   
http://www.citylab.com/housing/2015/09/the-complicated-link-between-
gentrification-and-displacement/404161/ 

 
8. University of California, Berkeley, “Urban Displacement Project,” (funded by the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development for the Bay Area Regional Prosperity 
Plan and the California Air Resources Board) (December 2015).  
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/urban_displacement_pr
oject_-_executive_summary.pdf 

 
9. Miriam Zuk, Karen Chapple, “Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement:  

Untangling the Relationships,” University of California, Berkeley, Institute of 
Governmental Studies Research Brief (May 2016).   
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp_research_brief_052316
.pdf 

 
10. Lei Ding, Jackelyn Hwang, Eileen Divringi, “Gentrification and Residential Mobility in 

Philadelphia,” Discussion Paper: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, (September 
2016).  
https://www.philadelphiafed.org//media/communitydevelopment/publications/discuss
ion-papers/discussion-paper_gentrification-and-residential-mobility.pdf?la=en  

 
11. Derek Hyra, “Commentary: Causes and Consequences of Gentrification and the 

Future of Equitable Development Policy,” Cityscape, Volume 18, Number 3, Office of 
Policy Development and Research, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, pp. 169-177 (November 2016).  
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/periodicals/cityscpe/vol18num3/index.html  
 

12. Sue Easton, Loretta Lees, Phil Hubbard, and Nicholas Tate, “Measuring and mapping 
displacement: The problem of quantification in the battle against gentrification,” 
Urban Studies, 2020 Vol. 57(2) 286-306. 
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0042098019851953 
 

As noted, there are many other studies and articles that analyze gentrification and 
displacement, and seek to find a relationship between the two phenomena. A number of these 
other studies were reviewed, including materials more recent than some of those citied, but 
they were not found to advance the thinking or the research findings of the resources reflected 
in this document. The cited articles, with summary reviews following, are considered a 
representative sampling of some of these papers and associated commentaries.  
 
REPRESENTATIVE LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
The 12 representative articles are summarized below, in order of their publication. In many 
cases, excerpts are provided directly from the studies, as this comprises the most succinct and 
direct method of presenting the study findings. It should be noted that much of the concern in 
the literature regarding gentrification pertains to impacts on lower-income or disadvantaged 
households and/or ethnic minorities, and thus the findings are often presented in this context. 
Accordingly, these findings may not be directly transferable residential districts such as South 
of Market or Downtown, lacking these characteristics. However, in the absence of studies 
conducted more specific to these types of neighborhoods, the following studies provide 

http://www.citylab.com/housing/2015/09/the-complicated-link-between-gentrification-and-displacement/404161/
http://www.citylab.com/housing/2015/09/the-complicated-link-between-gentrification-and-displacement/404161/
http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/urban_displacement_project_-_executive_summary.pdf
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https://www.huduser.gov/portal/periodicals/cityscpe/vol18num3/index.html
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0042098019851953


 

 

 

general insight into what the academic community is finding regarding the relationship 
between gentrification and displacement.   
 
1. Lance Freeman, Columbia University, and Frank Braconi, then Executive Director of 
Citizen Housing and Planning Council, New York City, 2004.  
 
This article is one of the most oft-cited papers in the literature about gentrification and 
displacement. It was authored in 2004 by Lance Freeman, Ph.D., then Assistant Professor in 
the Urban Planning Department of the Graduate School of Architecture, Planning, and 
Preservation at Columbia University, and Frank Braconi, then Executive Director of the Citizen 
Housing and Planning Council in New York City, a nonpartisan policy research organization 
focusing on housing, planning, and economic development issues in city, state, and federal 
politics.  
 
This paper presents findings on a study of gentrification and displacement in New York City in 
the 1990s. Freeman and Braconi conducted the study to advance the research findings on the 
relationship between residential displacement and gentrification, citing various results from 
prior studies with disparate and inconclusive findings regarding the relationship between the 
two phenomena. Using New York City as their subject, Freeman and Braconi set out to study 
the following: 
 

“To discern how gentrification is related to displacement, we examined the 
relationship between residence in a gentrifying neighborhood and residential mobility 
among disadvantaged households. If gentrification increases displacement, all other 
things being equal, we should observe higher mobility rates among disadvantaged 
households residing in gentrifying neighborhoods than among those residing 
elsewhere in the city.”71 
 

The statistical analysis completed by Freeman and Braconi included many variables on 
housing and demographic characteristics, as well as neighborhood classifications. There are 
many findings from this study, with some particularly germane to San Francisco, given the 
market presence of rent control, in both New York City and San Francisco. Some of the 
verbatim findings of the study, are as follows: 
 

• “Rent stabilization is by far the more common form of rent regulation in New York 
City. Our results indicate that poor tenants in such units are insignificantly less likely to 
exit than those in unregulated units. Rent stabilization does appear, however, to 
substantially reduce the odds that a less-educated household will move from their 
dwelling unit during any given time period. ….. We also tested in our regressions a 
variable interacting residence in a rent-regulated unit and in a gentrifying area and 
found that it was not significant. This indicates that while rent regulation tends to 
decrease tenant mobility, it does not do so more in gentrifying areas than in others.”72 
 

 
71 Lance Freeman and Frank Braconi, “Gentrification and Displacement: New York City in the 
1990s”, American Planning Association. Journal of the American Planning Association, Winter 
2004, page 42. 
72 Ibid, page 45. 



 

 

 

• “We found that increases in rent are indeed related to the probability of a household 
moving. But as was the case with the seven gentrifying neighborhoods, these increases 
were associated with a lower probability of moving rather than a higher one.”73 
 

• “Gentrification has typically been depicted as a process of higher socioeconomic 
households displacing disadvantaged households. Indeed, some have defined 
gentrification as this type of displacement… The assumption behind this view is that 
displacement is the principal mechanism through which gentrification changes the 
socioeconomic character of a neighborhood. The results presented here, …., suggest 
that a rethinking of the gentrification process is in order. Insofar as many of the other 
reasons people change residence (marriage or divorce, change of job, want a bigger 
unit, want to own, etc.) would not be expected to diminish as their neighborhood 
gentrifies, the reduced mobility rates we find in gentrifying neighborhoods are 
inconsistent with a process dependent on the massive displacement of disadvantaged 
residents. Rather, demographic change appears to occur primarily through normal 
housing succession and may even be slowed by a below-normal rate of exit by existing 
residents.”74  
 

There are other findings of this and subsequent studies on gentrification by Freeman. Some of 
these findings are included in the summaries below of other studies, many of which include 
literature reviews. However, in their conclusion, Freeman and Braconi state the following: 
 

“Our analysis indicates that rather than speeding up the departure of low-income 
residents through displacement, neighborhood gentrification in New York City was 
actually associated with a lower propensity of disadvantaged households to move. 
These findings suggest that normal housing succession is the primary channel through 
which neighborhood change occurs. Indeed, housing turnover may actually be slowed 
by the reduced mobility rates of lower-income and less-educated households. The 
most plausible explanation for this surprising finding is that gentrification brings with it 
neighborhood improvements that are valued by disadvantaged households, and they 
consequently make greater efforts to remain in their dwelling units, even if the 
proportion of their income devoted to rent rises.”75 

 
2. Terra McKinnish, University of Colorado at Boulder: Randall Walsh, University 
of Colorado at Boulder; and Kirk White, Duke University, 2008 
 
In May 2008, three academics prepared a working paper for the National Bureau of 
Economic Research. These academics include Terra McKinnish, Ph.D., Professor of Economics 
at the University of Colorado at Boulder, Randall Walsh, Ph.D., Assistant Professor of 
Economics at the University of Colorado at Boulder (now Associate Professor of Economics at 
University of Pittsburgh, Department of Economics), and Kirk White, Ph.D., now Economist in 
the Business Economic Research Group, Center for Economic Studies (formerly of the USDA 
and US Census Bureau).  
 
This paper uses confidential Census data, specifically the 1990 and 2000 Census Long Form 
data, to study the demographic processes underlying the gentrification of low-income urban 
neighborhoods during the 1990's. In contrast to previous studies, the analysis is conducted at 

 
73 Ibid, page 48. 
74 Ibid. 
75 Ibid, page 51. 



 

 

 

the more refined census-tract level with a narrower definition of gentrification and more 
closely matched comparison neighborhoods. The analysis is also richly disaggregated by 
demographic characteristic, uncovering differential patterns by race, education, age, and 
family structure that would not have emerged in the more aggregate analysis in previous 
studies. The areas included in the study were the 72 Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas in the United States with populations of at least 500,000 in 1990, and thus includes a 
national sample.  
 
The results provide no evidence of disproportionate displacement of low-education or minority 
householders in gentrifying neighborhoods.76 But the study did find evidence that gentrifying 
neighborhoods disproportionately retain black householders with a high school degree. More 
specifically, “The bulk of the increase in average family income in gentrifying neighborhoods 
is attributed to black high school graduates and white college graduates. The disproportionate 
retention and income gains of the former and the disproportionate in-migration of the latter are 
distinguishing characteristics of gentrifying U.S. urban neighborhoods in the 1990's.”77  
 
This paper also included a literature review, with the authors citing that the literature most related 
to their study is that pertaining to the link between gentrification and out-migration in low-income 
neighborhoods. For this purpose, they review three specific studies, pertaining to 2002 analysis of 
Boston by Vigdor, a 2004 study by Freeman and Braconi in New York City, and a 2005 analysis 
by Freeman of a sample of U.S. neighborhoods. Of the Vigdor study, the authors state “He finds 
no evidence that low-income households are more likely to exist the current housing unit if they are 
located in a gentrifying zone.”78 Of the Freeman and Braconi study they cite that “Identifying seven 
neighborhoods in Manhattan and Brooklyn that gentrified during the 90’s, they find that low-
income households in the gentrifying neighborhoods were less likely to move than low-income 
households in non-gentrifying neighborhoods.”79 Finally, of the 2005 Freeman study, which 
extended the preceding work to a sample of U.S. neighborhoods, and thus required a broader 
definition of gentrification for study purposes, they state “He gain finds little evidence that 
gentrification is associated with displacement of low-income households.”80 Thus, in conclusion 
regarding this portion of their literature review, the authors cite the following: “This literature 
investigates whether there is empirical evidence to support the widely held belief that gentrification 
causes the displacement of low-income minorities from their neighborhoods. The most recent 
studies, although constrained by data limitations, find little evidence of displacement.”81  
 
3. Ingrid Gould Ellen and Katherine M. O’Regan, NYU, Wagner Graduate School 
and Furman Center, 2011 
 
In March 2011 Ingrid Gould Ellen, Ph.D., and Katherine M. O’Regan, Ph.D., published an 
article on gentrification and displacement in the journal Regional Science and Urban 
Economics. At the time, Ellen was the Paulette Goddard Professor of Urban Policy and 
Planning and Director of the Urban Planning Program, NYU and O’Regan was Professor of 
Public Policy and Planning at NYU’s Wagner Graduate School of Public Service (Regan is now 
Assistant Secretary for Policy Development and Research at the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development). The research in this paper was conducted while the authors were Special 
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Sworn Status researchers of the U.S. Census Bureau at the New York Census Research Data 
Center. 
 
The purpose of this paper was to examine whether the economic gains experienced by low-
income neighborhoods in the 1990s followed patterns of classic gentrification, i.e., through the 
in-migration of higher income white, households, and out migration (or displacement) of the 
original lower income, usually minority residents, spurring racial transition in the process.82 An 
abstract of this paper, published on-line, cites the following summary finding: 

 
“Using the internal Census version of the American Housing Survey, we find no 
evidence of heightened displacement, even among the most vulnerable, original 
residents. While the entrance of higher income homeowners was an important source 
of income gains, so too was the selective exit of lower income homeowners. Original 
residents also experienced differential gains in income and reported greater increases 
in their satisfaction with their neighborhood than found in other low-income 
neighborhoods. Finally, gaining neighborhoods were able to avoid the losses of white 
households that non-gaining low income tracts experienced, and were thereby more 
racially stable rather than less.”  

 
Further, as cited in the study findings, Ellen and O’Regan state: 

“The picture our analyses paint of neighborhood change is one in which original 
residents are much less harmed than is typically assumed. They do not appear to be 
displaced in the course of change, they experience modest gains in income during the 
process, and they are more satisfied with their neighborhoods in the wake of the 
change. To be sure, some individual residents are undoubtedly hurt by neighborhood 
change; but in aggregate, the consequences of neighborhood change — at least as it 
occurred in the 1990s — do not appear to be as dire as many assume.”83 

4. Silva Mathema, Poverty & Race Research Action Council, 2013 
 
In October 2013, while a Research Associate with the Poverty & Race Research Action Council 
in Washington, D.C., Silva Mathema, Ph.D., prepared an updated literature review on 
gentrification, with a focus on the theories and realities of gentrification. Upon reviewing close 
to 30 cited papers on many aspects of gentrification, Mathema provides the following 
summary of recent gentrification research: 
 

“Some studies have found little to no evidence of gentrification-induced displacement 
and laud gentrification for promoting urban revival and development (Betancur 
2011). Using American Housing Survey’s data on residential turnover, Ellen and 
O’Regan (2011) did not find increased displacement of vulnerable original residents 
in neighborhoods that experienced large economic gains during the 1990s. They also 
did not observe any drastic change in racial composition of the neighborhoods in the 
1990s. This finding is significant because gentrification is usually associated with 
exodus of low-income minority residents from transitioning neighborhoods. In fact, 
there was increase in level of neighborhood satisfaction among original residents in 
growing neighborhoods. Similarly, Freeman’s (2009) research suggests that 
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gentrification does not impact neighborhood level diversity negatively. Likewise, 
McKinnish (2010), analyzing the census tract data, found no evidence of displacement 
among minority households in gentrifying neighborhoods. In fact, he suggested that 
these diverse neighborhoods were attractive to middle class black families who were 
likely to move into these areas.” 84 
 

Mathema concludes by recognizing that gentrification has received renewed attention 
from policymakers, and states that localities experiencing such transformations will “need 
to be cognizant of the main players, the state of gentrification, and historical and racial 
context of the neighborhood, to be able to design programs that aim to promote social 
justice and equitable development in the gentrifying neighborhoods.”85 
 
5. Harvard Shorenstein Center Project, 2014 
 
In 2014 the Harvard Shorenstein Center Project published an overview and research roundup 
on gentrification, urban displacement, and affordable housing. The roundup includes an 
overall summary of the literature prepared by the Center along with links and synopses of a 
selection of eight studies on gentrification and its effects, a few of which included analysis of 
displacement.   
 
The Center’s overall summary references that the first longitudinal studies quantifying trends in 
gentrification generally found that low-income resident displacement due to gentrification was 
limited. They state the following about Lance Freeman’s 2005 study:  
 

“In 2005, Lance Freeman of Columbia University published an influential nationwide 
study that found that low-income residents of gentrifying urban neighborhoods were 
only slightly more likely to leave than those in non-gentrifying neighborhoods — 1.4% 
versus a 0.9%.”86 
 

They further indicated, however, that in 2008 Freeman indicated that more research was 
needed, and that “The empirical evidence [on gentrification] is surprisingly thin on some 
questions and inconclusive on others.”87 
 
This roundup cites other study findings, such as the following:  
 

• “Recent studies of neighborhood change have examined other effects of gentrification 
on low-income residents. Research published in 2010 and 2011 found evidence that 
gentrification could boost income for low-income residents who remained and also 
raised their level of housing-related satisfaction. 

 
• Even if the proportion of low-income residents displaced by gentrification is low, 

research indicates that the aggregate number displaced can be high and the 
consequences of displacement particularly harmful. A 2006 study estimated that about 
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10,000 households were displaced by gentrification each year in New York City. 
Follow-up interviews found that among those displaced, many ended up living in 
overcrowded apartments, shelters or even became homeless.”88 

 
These somewhat contrary statements indicate the literature is at odds, with limited definitive 
results. Toward this end, the roundup states:  
 

“The major studies on gentrification share several important limitations: They have not 
consistently examined the fate of displaced low-income residents; they do not look at 
the effects of gentrification over multiple decades; and most use data from the 1980s 
and 1990s — preceding major increases in rental prices throughout the 2000s and 
before the Great Recession. There is also no consensus on how to measure 
gentrification, so existing studies may be missing important demographic transitions in 
U.S. neighborhoods.”89  

 
6. Joseph Cortwright, City Commentary, cityobservatory.org, 2015 
 
Economic Analyst Joseph Cortright, President and Principal Economist of Impressa, a 
Portland-based consulting firm specializing in metropolitan economies, knowledge-based 
industries, and education policy, recently authored an on-line commentary addressing the 
confusion between gentrification and displacement. This commentary was in response to a 
series on gentrification published by Governing  Magazine in February 2015.  
 
In his commentary, Cortright states that: 
 

“There’s precious little evidence that there has been, in the aggregate, any 
displacement of the poor from the neighborhoods Governing flags as “gentrifying.” If 
there were displacement, you’d expect the number of poor people in these 
neighborhoods to be declining. In fact, nationally, there are more poor people living 
in the neighborhoods that they identify as “gentrifying” in 2013 than there were in 
2000. Governing’s gentrifying neighborhoods have gained poor AND nonpoor 
residents according to Census data. And even after “gentrifying,” these 
neighborhoods still have higher poverty rates, on average, than the national average. 
 
Careful academic studies of gentrifying neighborhoods, by Columbia’s Lance 
Freeman and the University of Colorado’s Terra McKinnish, show that improving 
neighborhoods actually do a better job of hanging on to previous poor and minority 
residents than poor neighborhoods that don’t improve. The University of Washington’s 
Jacob Vigdor has estimated that even when rents go up, existing residents generally 
attach a value to neighborhood improvements that more than compensates for the 
higher costs.” 90 
 

Cortright further addresses other study findings, pertaining to poverty and gentrification, but 
these are separate from the discussion regarding the relationship between displacement and 
gentrification.  
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7. Richard Florida, Martin Prosperity Institute at the University of Toronto, and 
Global Research Professor at New York University, 2015  
 
Richard Florida, Ph.D., Professor of Business and Creativity, Rotman School of Management, 
University of Toronto, authored a commentary on gentrification and displacement in 2015 in 
CityLab, an on-line publication of The Atlantic Magazine. This commentary pertains to an 
August 2015  review of gentrification, displacement, and the role of public investment, 
published by the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, and authored by academics from UC 
Berkeley and UCLA, but also includes summaries of other study findings regarding 
gentrification and displacement. Florida begins by citing some of the findings of Lance 
Freeman of Columbia University, including the first study cited in this section. Florida states the 
following about Freeman’s work: 
 

“Perhaps the foremost student of gentrification and displacement is Lance Freeman of 
Columbia University. His 2004 study with Frank Braconi found that poor households 
in gentrifying neighborhoods of New York City were less likely to move than poor 
households in non-gentrifying neighborhoods. This of course may have to do with the 
fact that there are less poor households in gentrifying neighborhoods to begin with. 
Still, the authors concluded that “a neighborhood could go from a 30% poverty 
population to 12% in as few as 10 years without any displacement whatsoever.” In a 
subsequent 2005 study, Freeman found that the probability that a household would 
be displaced in a gentrifying neighborhood was a mere 1.3 percent. A follow-up 
2007 study, again with Braconi, examined apartment turnover in New York City 
neighborhoods and found that the probability of displacement declined as the rate of 
rent inflation increased in a neighborhood. Disadvantaged households in gentrifying 
neighborhoods were actually 15 percent less likely to move than those in non-
gentrifying households. 
 
And, in a 2009 study, Freeman found that gentrifying neighborhoods are becoming 
more racially diverse by tracking neighborhood change from 1970-2000 (although he 
does note that cities overall are becoming more diverse as well). Freeman also 
discovered that changes in educational diversity were the same for both gentrifying 
and non-gentrifying areas. Ultimately, while some residents were displaced from 
1970-2000, gentrifying neighborhoods were generally more diverse when it came to 
income, race, and education as opposed to non-gentrifying neighborhoods.” 91  
 

Florida also references findings that suggest gentrification can reduce displacement. 
Specifically, he states: 
 

“Counterintuitively, several studies have even found that gentrification can in some 
cases reduce displacement. Neighborhood improvements like bars, restaurants, 
waterfronts, or extended transit can and sometimes do encourage less advantaged 
households to stay put in the face of gentrification. A 2006 study found that 
displacement accounted for only 6 to 10 percent of all moves in New York City due to 
housing expenses, landlord harassment, or displacement by private action (e.g. condo 
conversion) between 1989 and 2002. A 2011 study concluded that neighborhood 
income gains did not significantly predict household exit rates. What did predict 
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outmigration was age, minority status, selective entry and exit, and renting as opposed 
to buying.”92  

In further discussing study findings, Florida cites that “Indeed, displacement is becoming a 
larger issue in knowledge hubs and superstar cities, where the pressure for urban living is 
accelerating. These particular cities attract new businesses, highly skilled workers, major 
developers, and large corporations, all of which drive up both the demand for and cost of 
housing. As a result, local residents - and neighborhood renters in particular - may feel 
pressured to move to more affordable locations.” This Florida comment followed general 
reference to findings from the Urban Displacement Project at UC Berkeley, which has 
authored many articles about gentrification, and sought to develop indicators that would 
identify census tracts in the Bay Area that are at risk of displacement and/or gentrification. 
In particular, Florida provides a link to a paper written by one of his colleagues, which 
seeks to distill some of the Urban Displacement Project findings (see 
http://www.citylab.com/housing/2015/08/mapping-gentrification-and-displacement-in-
san-francisco/402559/). The author of this document, Tanvi Misra, who is a CityLab 
colleague of Florida’s, summarizes Karen Chapple of the Urban Displacement Project’s 
findings as follows, demonstrating the complex relationship between gentrification and 
displacement: 

“Displacement can be physical (as building conditions deteriorate) or economic (as 
costs rise). It might push households out, or it might prohibit them from moving in, 
called exclusionary displacement. It can result from reinvestment in the neighborhood 
— planned or actual, private or public — or disinvestment. 

Thus, displacement is often taking place with gentrification nowhere in plain sight. In 
fact, stable neighborhoods at both the upper and lower ends of the income spectrum 
are experiencing displacement.”93 

See a review below regarding some of the findings from the Urban Displacement Project.  

8. University of California, Berkeley, Urban Displacement Project, 2015 
 
The Urban Displacement Project at the University of California at Berkeley is research and 
action initiative of UC Berkeley in collaboration with researchers at UCLA, community based 
organizations, regional planning agencies and the State of California’s Air Resources Board. 
The project aims to understand the nature of gentrification and displacement in the Bay Area 
and Southern California. The studies prepared by this project have spawned a great many 
papers, both by the Urban Displacement Project and by others commenting on its findings 
and analyzing its datasets. This paper, in particular, is an Executive Summary including a 
succinct literature review, summary of case studies, brief comment on anti-displacement policy 
analysis, and summary methodology overview. This paper states that “As regions across 
California plan for and invest in transit oriented development, in part as a response to SB 375 
and the implementation of their Sustainable Communities Strategies, communities are 
increasingly concerned about how new transit investment and related new development will 
affect the lives of existing residents, particularly low-income communities of color.”94 Thus, the 
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Urban Displacement Project “analyzed the relationship between transit investment and 
neighborhood change, identifying factors that place neighborhoods at risk of displacement 
and mapping Bay Area neighborhoods according to levels of risk.”95 
 
The Urban Displacement Project defines gentrification as the influx of capital and higher-
income, higher-educated residents into working-class neighborhoods, and says it has already 
transformed about 10% of Bay Area neighborhoods, with displacement, which can be physical 
or economic, occurring in 48% of Bay Area neighborhoods.96 The Urban Displacement Project 
indicates that displacement, whether physical or economic, may result from disinvestment as 
well as investment, and thus is often taking place in the absence of visible gentrification.  
 
This paper cites several key study findings from the Urban Displacement Project.  
 

• Regionally, there has been a net gain in 94,408 low-income households between 
2000 and 2013. However, there has been a concurrent loss of almost 106,000 
naturally-occurring affordable housing units (where low-income people pay 30% 
or less of their income on rent). 

• More than half of low-income households, all over the nine-county region, live in 
neighborhoods at risk of or already experiencing displacement and gentrification 
pressures.  

• The crisis is not yet half over: More tracts are at risk of displacement in the future 
compared to those already experiencing it (in other words, the number of tracts at 
risk of displacement are 123% higher than the numbers already experiencing it). 

• Still, more than half of neighborhoods in the nine-county Bay Area are quite 
stable, or just becoming poorer. 

• In low-income areas, this is due to a combination of subsidized housing 
production, tenant protections, rent control and strong community organizing. 

• Displacement extends far beyond gentrifying neighborhoods: The Bay Area’s 
affluent neighborhoods have lost slightly more low-income households than have 
more inexpensive neighborhoods – a story of exclusion. 

• We are losing “naturally occurring” affordable housing in neighborhoods often 
more quickly than we can build new housing. 

• There is no clear relationship or correlation between building new housing and 
keeping housing affordable in a particular neighborhood.97 

 
Notably, this paper identifies “exclusionary displacement” as what occurs when households 
are prohibited from moving in.  
 
Beyond these key findings, this Executive Summary includes a summary literature review. This 
literature review does not shed much light on the question of displacement’s relationship to 
gentrification, other than citing that despite analytic challenges in measuring displacement, 
“most studies agree that gentrification at a minimum leads to exclusionary displacement and 
may push out some renters as well.”98 However, this paper provides a few comments on case 
studies performed for nine Bay Area neighborhoods, and presents these additional findings 
(among others): 
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• Gentrification may not precede displacement. Gentrification is often assumed to 
be a precursor to residential displacement, yet in many of our cases we found that 
displacement precedes gentrification and that the two processes are often 
occurring simultaneously. 

 
• Gentrification and displacement are regional. Although gentrification and 

displacement are often seen as a neighborhood or local phenomenon, our cases 
show that they are inherently linked to shifts in the regional housing and job 
market. 

 
• Despite continued pressures and much anxiety, many neighborhoods that 

expected to be at risk of displacement — such as East Palo Alto, Marin City and 
San Francisco’s Chinatown — have been surprisingly stable, at least until 2013, 
the most recent year with available data. This is likely due to a combination of 
subsidized housing production, tenant protections, rent control and strong 
community organizing. 

 
• Policy, planning and organizing can stabilize neighborhoods. Many of the cases 

have shown remarkable stability, largely due to strengths of local housing policy, 
community organizing, tenant protections and planning techniques. 

 
This Executive Summary concludes with the following statement: “Even though many Bay Area 
neighborhoods are at risk of displacement or exclusion, such change is not inevitable. 
Subsidized housing and tenant protections such as rent control and just-cause eviction 
ordinances are effective tools for stabilizing communities, yet the regional nature of the 
housing and jobs markets has managed to render some local solutions ineffective.”99 
 
9. Miriam Zuk and Karen Chapple, University of California, Berkeley, Institute of 
Governmental Studies, 2016  
 
This research brief provides a summary of research into the relationship between housing 
production, filtering, and displacement based on analysis of an extensive dataset for the San 
Francisco Bay Area developed by the Urban Displacement Project at UC Berkeley. It was 
prepared by Zuk, Ph.D., Director and Senior Researcher, and Chapple, Ph.D., Professor of 
City and Regional Planning, both with the Center for Community Innovation at UC Berkeley’s 
Institute of Governmental Studies. The study’s findings regarding the impacts of market rate 
housing production on housing costs are discussed in a separate chapter in this report (see 
Chapter V. Housing Production Impacts on Housing Costs). However, the findings in this 
article also have relevancy to the question of the relationship between gentrification and 
displacement.  
 
To the extent that new housing development can be construed as gentrification, the summary 
findings of this study are as follows: 
 

• “At the regional level, both market-rate and subsidized housing reduce displacement 
pressures, but subsidized housing has over double the impact of market-rate units.  
 

• Market-rate production is associated with higher housing cost burden for low-income 
households, but lower median rents in subsequent decades.  
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• At the local, block group level in San Francisco, neither market-rate nor subsidized 

housing production has the protective power they do at the regional scale, likely due 
to the extreme mismatch between demand and supply. Although more detailed 
analysis is needed to clarify the complex relationship between development, 
affordability, and displacement at the local scale, this research implies the importance 
of not only increasing production of subsidized and market-rate housing in 
California’s coastal communities, but also investing in the preservation of housing 
affordability and stabilizing vulnerable communities.”100  

 
In brief, this study appears to conclude that at the local level in San Francisco, the relationship 
between gentrification and displacement is indeterminate, and deserving of additional 
analysis to best probe the relationship.  
 
10. Lei Ding, Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, Jackelyn Hwang, Princeton 
University, and Eileen Divringi, Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, 2016 
 
This academic paper was prepared for the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia in September 
2016 by the following authors: Lei Ding, Ph.D., Community Development Economic Advisor, 
Community Development Studies & Education Department of the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Philadelphia; Jackelyn Hwang, Ph.D., Postdoctoral Research Fellow at Princeton University 
(forthcoming Assistant Professor of Sociology at Stanford University, September 2017); and 
Eileen Divringi, Community Development Research Analyst in the CDS&E Department of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia.  
 
This paper also includes an extensive literature review section, with a topic specifically focused 
on gentrification and residential displacement, siting that residential displacement has been a 
central point of contention surrounding gentrification. In framing the review, the authors state:  
 

“As neighborhoods gentrify and new residents of a higher socioeconomic status 
relative to incumbent residents move in and housing values and rents rise, housing 
and living costs may lead less advantaged incumbent residents to move out of the 
neighborhood against their will. Most existing studies on the population composition 
of gentrifying neighborhoods find that demographic changes take place at the 
aggregate neighborhood level. This implies that long-term, less advantaged residents 
are indeed moving out of the neighborhood. Further, anecdotal accounts show that 
residents move out of gentrifying neighborhoods by choice or through eviction as 
landlords increase rents, property taxes increase as local home values and rents rise, 
or because developers offer existing residents relatively large cash sums and then 
renovate the properties for larger profits (Newman and Wyly, 2006; Freeman, 2005). 
Few studies, however, have examined the moves of individual residents in gentrifying 
neighborhoods to support this.”101  

 
The authors then proceed to review approximately ten studies exploring different aspects of 
the issue, many of which were cited by other authors reviewed above, as well as in this current 

 
100 Miriam Zuk, Karen Chapple, “Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement:  Untangling the 
Relationships,” University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies Research Brief 
May 2016, page 1. 
101 Lei Ding, Jackelyn Hwang, Eileen Divringi, “Gentrification and Residential Mobility in 
Philadelphia,” Discussion Paper: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, September 2016, page 3. 



 

 

 

analysis. While each study has its strengths and weaknesses, and unique data constraints, the 
authors conclude this literature review by stating:  

 
“Overall, existing studies generally do not find evidence of elevated rates of mobility 
among less advantaged residents compared with similar residents in low-income 
neighborhoods that do not gentrify. The findings suggest that residential moves from 
gentrifying neighborhoods reflect normal rates of housing turnover among less 
advantaged residents and that the neighborhood-level demographic changes are 
largely due to the in-migration of high socioeconomic status residents.” 
 

Some of the perceived weaknesses in these studies, or alternate explanations for not detecting 
higher mobility rates, are among the reasons the authors conducted their study, examining 
residential mobility in Philadelphia from 2002 – 2014. As noted by the authors in the study 
conclusions: 

 
“This case study of Philadelphia leverages a unique data set to shed light on the 
heterogeneous consequences of gentrification on residential mobility patterns. Our 
findings contribute to debates on gentrification and displacement by uncovering 
important nuances of residential mobility associated with the destinations of movers, 
vulnerable subpopulations, the pace of gentrification, and economic cycles. Previous 
studies have not explored these important dimensions of gentrification nor have they 
examined these patterns as gentrification has grown and expanded relative to its past 
since the late 1990s. 

 
We find that gentrifying neighborhoods in Philadelphia, especially those in the more 
advanced stages of gentrification, have higher mobility rates on average compared 
with nongentrifying neighborhoods, but these movers are more likely to be financially 
healthier residents moving to higher-quality neighborhoods. Consistent with other 
recent studies of mobility and gentrification (Ellen and O’Regan, 2011; Freeman, 
2005; McKinnish et al., 2010), we generally do not find that more vulnerable 
residents in gentrifying neighborhoods have elevated rates of mobility. As discussed 
earlier, Philadelphia has a number of distinct features that may mitigate the pace of 
residential displacement, such as its high vacancy rates and property tax assessment 
practices. It is also possible that displacement among vulnerable residents has not yet 
occurred during the study period or could be better observed when more 
comprehensive data are available. The slightly higher mobility rates among low-score 
residents in neighborhoods already in the more advanced stages of gentrification lend 
support for this. It is also possible that we do not observe displacement occurring 
within census tracts, but, if this is the case, localized moves, though still costly, among 
vulnerable residents in gentrifying census tracts may have less negative consequences 
for these residents who would still be proximate to the increased amenities that come 
with gentrification (McKinnish et al., 2010).  
 
When more vulnerable residents move from gentrifying neighborhoods, however, they 
are more likely than their counterparts in nongentrifying neighborhoods to move to 
neighborhoods with lower incomes than the neighborhoods from where they move. 
These results suggest that gentrification redistributes less advantaged residents into 
less advantaged neighborhoods, contributing to the persistence of neighborhood 
disadvantage. Therefore, even though we do not observe higher mobility rates among 



 

 

 

these groups, the results still demonstrate that gentrification can have negative 
residential consequences for these subpopulations.” 102 

 
11. Derek Hyra, American University, 2016 
 
In this paper published in November 2016, Hyra, Ph.D., an Associate Professor in the 
Department of Public Administration and Policy at American University, cites that the causes 
and consequences of gentrification, e.g., an influx of upper-income people to low-income 
areas, are complex and multilayered.103 He further states that perhaps the most controversial 
gentrification topic is its residential displacement consequences.104 However, he cites that 
there is near empirical consensus that “mobility rates among low-income people are 
equivalent in gentrifying versus more stable low-income neighborhoods.”105 In supporting this 
statement he cites no less than six studies conducted between 2004 and 2015 (several of 
which are also cited herein). Hyra believes this should not be interpreted as evidence 
gentrification is not related to a shrinking supply of affordable housing units, but rather that 
low-income people tend to move at a high rate from all neighborhood types. While Hyra 
believes understanding the relationship between gentrification and residential displacement is 
critical, he believes other important gentrification consequences exist, and he spends the 
balance of his short paper on exploring other potential consequences, such as political and 
cultural displacement, and discussing potential future research questions. These research 
questions and investigations include exploring the role of race in supply and demand-side 
gentrification explanations, as well as future investigations and governmental policy reforms to 
increase the changes that low- and moderate-income people benefit from the process of 
gentrification, such as providing affordable housing opportunities and supporting community-
led organizations.106 
 
12. Sue East, Loretta Lees, Phil Hubbard, and Nicholas Tate, University of 
Leicester, UK and King’s College London, UK, 2020 
 
This paper published in the Journal Urban Studies serves as yet another study that surveys the 
literature on the effects of residential gentrification and displacement. As such, this paper does 
not add to the academic knowledge base regarding methods of measuring or defining 
displacement or identifying instances of or causes of gentrification. The article examines a 
range of the existing empirical research that has attempted to quantify displacement and 
seeks to review the quantitative methodologies used to measure the extent of gentrification-
induced displacement. In the course of the study, the paper also discusses how various 
researchers identify neighborhoods that have experienced gentrification, developed means to 
identify displacement, including gentrification-induced displacement, and discussed data 
limitations, especially given the limitations of governmental data sources and their lack of 
generation with a frequency suitable to support optimal research on displacement. One of the 
paper’s conclusions is that the question of quantifying displacement “has long vexed 

 
102 Ibid, pages 42 and 43.  
103 Derek Hyra, “Commentary: Causes and Consequences of Gentrification and the Future of 
Equitable Development Policy,” November 2016, page 170. 
104 Ibid, page 171. 
105 Ibid. 
106 Ibid, page 173. 



 

 

 

gentrification researchers.”107 The authors proceed to say that while gentrification-induced 
displacement has been recognized as a phenomenon for decades, progress in its 
quantification has been very slow, in part due to the difficulty in identifying neighborhoods 
undergoing gentrification as well as the difficulty in tracking individuals who have been 
displaced. Until such data are more readily available, through space and across time, the 
authors argue, the extent of residential gentrification-induced displacement will remain largely 
unrecorded and invisible. However, the authors conclude by stating that while the quantitative 
study of displacement remains difficult, if more novel data sources become available as well 
as emergent methods involving the processing of larger amounts of micro data and GIS data, 
“patterns and processes of displacement can be inferred through existing data sources, as well 
as data generated from those who themselves have experienced displacement.”108 In more 
simplistic words, this paper suggests that research to advance the literature on population 
displacement in the context of gentrification is confounded by limitations and complications in 
existing methods in measuring displacement. 

 
107 Sue Easton, Loretta Lees, Phil Hubbard, and Nicholas Tate, “Measuring and mapping 
displacement: The problem of quantification in the battle against gentrification,” Urban 
Studies, 2020 Vol. 57(2) 286-306, page 299. 
108 Ibid, page 286. 



 

 

 

APPENDIX E: NOTES ON SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING PRODUCTION TIME 
SERIES DATA  

 
 
A consistent and thorough source of a time series of housing production data includes the City 
of San Francisco Housing Inventory reports, prepared by the San Francisco Planning 
Department on an annual basis. These reports track net unit production by neighborhood, 
with the potential to create a time series of data extending back more than a decade. There 
are yet other sources of data regarding San Francisco’s residential inventory, including the 
American Community Survey, an annual publication of the U.S. Census Bureau, which 
samples annual trend data and presents estimated data points, such as the number of 
occupied rental units in San Francisco by census tract, which can then be aggregated into 
neighborhoods, or approximations thereof. The American Community Survey samples data 
and then presents information annually; however, the annual data most resemble a running 
average, with each year’s data presentation comprising an average of the cited year and 
several prior years. Thus, the data are more of an amalgamation than an annual accounting, 
and as referenced, are based on sampling rather than a more comprehensive census, which 
still only occurs every 10 years, with the last one with results reported occurring in 2010, as 
the 2020 census is currently in process. 
 
There are also several sources of information on apartment rents. In addition to estimating 
occupied rental units, the American Community Survey also presents information on median 
rent by census tract as well as the number of units available for rent within select rental price 
bands, such as $0 - $499, $500-$999, $1,000-$1,499, $1,500- $1,999, and $2,000+. The 
rent range band tops out at $2,000+, thus there is no way to generate an estimated average 
rent without developing an assumption regarding the average unit rent in the $2,000+ range. 
Another, less localized source includes the City of San Francisco annual Housing Inventory 
reports, which include a time series of data regarding average rents for two-bedroom 
apartments in San Francisco, with some Bay Area comparison. Similar data are included on 
average prices for 2-bedroom homes in San Francisco and the Bay Area. In addition, data 
information companies such as RealAnswers track apartment rents over time, with 
RealAnswers in particular providing a reliable time series of average rents by unit type and all 
units. However, this data source is not comprehensive, as it focuses on larger, investment 
grade properties, with a minimum 50-unit count, and this resource ceased operation after 
2016. Other sources also provide a time series of data, but do not track the same set of 
housing units over time, and thus provide informative, but potentially less reliable findings.  
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