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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report finds that increases in housing prices
in San Francisco were correlated with shifts in
where low-income people of color lived between
2000 and 2015. It also provides evidence that
these shifts contributed to new concentrations of
poverty and racial segregation in San Francisco
and perpetuating racial disparities in access
to high-resource neighborhoods. By focusing
explicitly on the racial and economic dimensions of
neighborhood change in relationship to increases
in housing prices, this report builds upon existing
research on displacement, segregation, and the

persistent legacies of urban disinvestment and
exclusion.
This report concludes that San Francisco and the
region need policies and investments that support
housing affordability and stability for low-income
people of color, while also increasing their access
to high-resource neighborhoods. To be successful,
these policies and investments must account for
both the legacies of racial segregation and recent
patterns of re-segregation.

Key Findings
Between 2000 and 2015, as housing prices rose, San Francisco lost nearly 3,000 low-income Black
households—a 17% decrease—primarily in historically Black neighborhoods. Meanwhile, although San
Francisco’s low-income Asian and Latinx populations grew overall, they decreased in historical cultural
centers such as the Mission, Chinatown and SoMa.
Rents rose across San Francisco, with (inflation-adjusted) increases above 30% in median rent paid in one
out of five tracts in the the city, mostly in the eastern and southern parts. These areas have historically
been home to many low-income communities of color, as well as much of the city’s industrial base. In the
Bay Area, a 30% tract-level increase in median rent paid (in inflation-adjusted dollars) was associated with
a 21% decrease in low-income households of color. There was no significant relationship between rent
increases and losses of low-income White households, indicating that communities of color were particularly
vulnerable to the impact of rapid rent increases.
Most low-income San Franciscans who moved in 2015 left the city altogether, including 75% of low-income
Black movers. However, most people who left San Francisco remained in the Bay Area.
Low-income households who made any kind of move in 2015—whether they stayed in San Francisco or left
it—ended up paying a higher share of their income on rent than those who did not move.
Large increases of low-income people of color in areas that became newly segregated and high-poverty
between 2000 and 2015 suggests that rising housing costs and migration patterns contributed to new
concentrations of segregation and poverty in San Francisco.
As housing prices rose, the share of low-income Black households in San Francisco living in high-poverty,
segregated neighborhoods rose from 41% in 2000 to 65% in 2015. This percentage in 2015 was substantially
higher than the share of low-income Asian (27%), Latinx (19%), and White (12%) households living in
high-poverty, segregated areas. Families in these types of neighborhoods typically face greater barriers to
economic mobilityand are more likely to suffer adverse health outcomes.
At the end of the 2000-2015 period, disparities in access to opportunity were more pronounced between
racial groups than between income groups of the same race. For example, in 2015, low-income White
households in San Francisco were three times more likely to live in higher resource areas than moderateand high-income Black households.
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INTRODUCTION
Between 2000 and 2015, thanks in part to rising
housing prices, San Francisco experienced
significant and uneven shifts in the neighborhoods
where its low-income residents of color lived.1
Some of these shifts were involuntary moves
that result from eviction, foreclosure, large rent
increases, uninhabitable housing conditions or
other reasons that are beyond a household’s
control, otherwise known as “displacement.”2
Research has shown that involuntary moves have
adverse and destabilizing effects across many
aspects of everyday life.3
Shifts in where low-income people of color live
also have broader consequences for racial and
economic inequality because where we live
matters. Neighborhood-level factors such as
poverty rates, schools, social capital, and exposure
to environmental pollution have powerful and
independent effects on child development,
economic mobility, and health outcomes.4

Focusing on housing price and demographic
changes between 2000 and 2015, this report
documents which neighborhoods in San Francisco
saw increases and decreases among low-income
people of color, and describes how these patterns
related to concurrent changes in local rental
housing prices.5 Examining how county-level trends
played out at the neighborhood scale also provides
a basis for understanding how these trends may be
reproducing patterns of segregation and unequal
access to high-resource neighborhoods that
have defined the county’s racial and economic
geography for decades.
Finally, documenting neighborhood-level trends
is meaningful because people are physically and
emotionally tied to places through social networks,
community organizations, and local commercial
and cultural institutions.6 The neighborhood is also
the scale at which people experience displacement
pressures and demographic change.7

Definition of Terms
Income categories are defined relative to the regional Area Median Income (AMI) for the nine-county
Bay Area. “Low-Income” is defined as less than 80% of AMI, unless noted otherwise.
This report combines U.S. Census definitions for race and ethnicity in the following way:
White: Non-Hispanic White
Latinx: Hispanic or Latino of any race
Black: Non-Hispanic Black or African American
Asian: Non-Hispanic Asian
People of Color (POC): All who are not non-Hispanic White (including people
who identify as “some other race” or “two or more races”)
*Given the uncertainty in tract-level estimates for racial and ethnic groups not included in the Black, Asian or
Latinx categories, this report only analyzes these racial groups in the aggregate POC category. For householdlevel data, race refers to that of the householder (the person who answered the census).
This report uses census tracts as proxies for neighborhoods. Tracts in San Francisco typically contain
between 2,000 and 7,000 people.
*See the appendix for more detail on definitions and methodology
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DEMOGRAPHIC TRANSFORMATION
Across all racial groups, San Francisco lost very
low-, low- and moderate-income households, while
seeing increases in both extremely low- and highincome households (Table 1). Widening income
inequality during this period was also racialized.
San Francisco’s Black population declined in all
income categories except for the lowest, which
remained stable, while high-income households of
other races increased. Latinx and Asian households
grew across all income categories, particularly at
the high and low ends of the spectrum. As shown
in Table 2, San Francisco saw larger relative losses
in its low-income Black and White population and
smaller relative gains in its low-income Latinx and
Asian populations than the region as a whole.8
This finding points to San Francisco’s relative
unaffordability in an already high-cost region,
as well as growing racial inequality as the city
continues to lose middle-wage jobs.9

However, households from different income
and racial groups were not evenly distributed
across the city in 2000, nor did they increase or
decrease uniformly across all neighborhoods by
2015. City-level changes were often concentrated
in just a few neighborhoods, and in some cases
local demographic changes were the opposite
of citywide trends. The following maps show
how demographic changes played out at the
neighborhood level between 2000 and 2015. Map
1 shows tract-level changes in the number of lowincome Black households during this period.
San Francisco’s Black population has decreased
continuously since approximately 1970—a result of
deindustrialization, displacement, and exclusion
from many neighborhoods in the city.10 This trend
continued in the period between 2000 and 2015,
when the city lost nearly 3,000 low-income Black
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Table 1. Demographic
Changes
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36%
Black
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Asian
40%
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Latinx
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-3%
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Source:
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(50-80%
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-26%
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Table 2. Change in Low-Income Households (<80% AMI)Pct
byChange
Race in San Francisco, 2000-2015 47
Black
Latinx
Black
Asian
Latinx
White
Asian
All POC
White
All Races
All POC
All Races

Change

Pct. Change

Change
-2,900

Pct.-17%
Change

5,900
-2,900
8,700
5,900
-13,200
8,700
11,500
-13,200
-1,700
11,500

35%
-17%
22%
35%
-19%
22%
15%
-19%
-1%
15%

-1,700

-1%

(Bay Area-wide)
Pct Change
4%
(Bay Area-wide)
60%
4%
44%
60%
-9%
44%
36%
-9%
11%
36%
11%

Source: U.S. Census 2000 (Table P151), ACS 2011-2015 (Table B19001)
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Map 1. Change in Low-Income (<80% AMI) Black Households (2000-2015)

Financial
District

Chinatown

Richmond District

SoMa
Mission Bay

Haight Ashbury
Outer Sunset

Change in Number
of Households
Sunset District

Decrease > 100

Bernal Heights

Decrease 50 - 100
Decrease < 50
Increase < 50

Hunters Point

Increase 50 - 100

Outer Mission

Increase > 100
Unreliable Data

0

0.5

1

2 Miles

Source: U.S. Census 2000 (Table P151B), ACS 2011-2015 (Table B19001B)

households (a 17% decrease). These losses were
concentrated in three parts of the city: Oceanview
and Outer Mission, the Western Addition, and
Bayview-Hunters Point.
The Western Addition includes the Fillmore
neighborhood, historically a center of Black
community life and culture in San Francisco. The
neighborhood was a primary target of urban
renewal programs in the 1950s and 1960s, which
displaced thousands of residents, wiped out
household assets, and uprooted many Black
cultural and commercial anchors.11 The destruction
left by redevelopment confined many of the
Fillmore’s remaining Black residents to public
housing in an increasingly disinvested, poor
neighborhood with limited job opportunities
and rising drug violence. More recently, however,
the neighborhood has undergone significant
gentrification, leaving many longtime Black

residents feeling like they no longer belong.12
Most tracts in the Bayview-Hunters Point area
saw substantial decreases of low-income Black
households. The history of Bayview-Hunters Point
is in many ways tied to that of the Fillmore. The
Black population in both neighborhoods grew
rapidly starting in the 1940s as workers were drawn
to the nearby naval shipyards. After the shipyards
closed in 1974, the area faced challenges around
rising unemployment and poverty. BayviewHunters Point also received many Black families
displaced by urban renewal in the Fillmore.13
Starting in the early 2000s, the City proposed
several large redevelopment projects for the area,
including a new light rail line, affordable and
market-rate housing construction, and economic
development programs.14 Concurrently, the San
Francisco Housing Authority announced plans
to demolish and replace over 500 public housing
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units in the neighborhood as part of the broader
HOPE SF community revitalization program.15
These projects have brought significant public
and private investment to the neighborhood but
also fears of another wave of development-driven
displacement.16
Despite the overall decline in low-income Black
househlds in San Francisco between 2000 and 2015,
a few tracts did see increases, including in SoMa,
parts of Bayview-Hunters Point, and the Western
Addition. Some of these increases may have been
related to the construction or rehabilitation of
affordable housing units. Finally, most of the city’s
western neighborhoods have historically had few
Black residents due to their history of exclusion and
discrimination,17 and the number of low-income
Black households in these areas remained too small
in 2015 to generate reliable estimates.

Map 2 and Map 3 show changes in low-income
Latinx and Asian households, respectively, between
2000 and 2015.
The number of low-income Latinx households in
San Francisco increased by nearly 6,000 between
2000 and 2015, representing a 35% increase. At the
same time, Map 2 highlights concentrated losses
in several parts of the Mission District and Bernal
Heights. Transformation and gentrification in the
Mission, a historic Latinx cultural enclave, began
in the 1990s dot-com boom. Rapidly-appreciating
rents and vacancy decontrol in rent-controlled
units, along with the loss of many locally-owned
businesses and industries, has led to significant
residential displacement in this neighborhood over
the past two decades. The Mission had the highest
rate of no-fault evictions and tenant buyouts in the
city between 2008 and 2014.18

Map 2. Change in Low-Income (<80% AMI) Latinx Households (2000-2015)
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Source: U.S. Census 2000 (Table P151H), ACS 2011-2015 (Table B19001H)
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Increases in low-income Latinx households were
concentrated in the eastern part of the Mission and
in the Outer Mission, as well as in SoMa and other
eastern neighborhoods. One small tract in the
Tenderloin-Civic Center area gained 521 low-income
Latinx households.19 Finally, the Latinx population
in the city’s western neighborhoods is too low to
produce reliable estimates of demographic change.

decreases were in Chinatown and one tract in
SoMa, which have historically been home to Asian
immigrant communities. These centrally-located
neighborhoods are adjacent to the city’s Financial
District and affluent residential areas, creating
significant pressure on limited housing stock.
Although Chinatown’s high share of single-room
occupancy (SRO) and rent-controlled units have
helped limit rent increases in the neighborhood,
local community organizations have noted
increased displacement activity, including no-fault
evictions against seniors.20

San Francisco’s large Asian and Asian-American
population is the product of its immigration history.
San Francisco’s low-income Asian population grew
by over 8,600 households between 2000 and 2015—
the largest increase of any low-income racial group
during this period. This growth was primarily in the
southern and western parts of the city, including
the Outer Mission, the Outer Sunset, and the Outer
Richmond. However, the largest absolute increases
were in parts of SoMa and Mission Bay. The largest

An interactive version of these maps, with
customizable combinations of household race
and income and tract-level data, is available
online at http://www.urbandisplacement.org/
rentchangemap.

Map 3. Change in Low-Income (<80% AMI) Asian Households (2000-2015)

Chinatown

Richmond District

Financial
District

SoMa
Mission Bay

Haight Ashbury
Outer Sunset

Change in Number
of Households
Sunset District

Decrease > 100

Bernal Heights

Decrease 50 - 100
Decrease < 50
Increase < 50

Hunters Point

Increase 50 - 100

Outer Mission

Increase > 100
Unreliable Data
0

0.5

1

2 Miles

Source: : U.S. Census 2000 (Table P151D), ACS 2011-2015 (Table B19001D)

RISING HOUSING COSTS AND RE-SEGREGATION | SAN FRANCISCO

6

WHERE SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTS MOVE
Understanding where low-income people in
San Francisco are moving provides a fuller
picture of ongoing displacement and migration
patterns.21 Figure 1 shows mover destinations
for the approximately 35,000 low-income people
(both renters and owners) who originated in
San Francisco and moved in 2015. As the figure
shows, most low-income residents who moved
in 2015 left San Francisco altogether; this pattern
was especially pronounced among Black and
White movers. The largest share of out-movers
left for other counties in the Bay Area, with more
than half of low-income Black people doing so.
Black and White movers were also about twice as
likely as their Asian-Pacific Islander22 and Latinx
counterparts to leave the state.
Low-income San Francisco movers were
significantly more likely to leave their county of
origin than low-income movers from other parts
of the region. This disparity likely reflects San
Francisco’s extremely high rents and cost of living
compared to other parts of the Bay Area—and

the difficulty low-income people face finding an
affordable place to live in the city when they move.
The primary destinations for low-income people
of color who moved in 2015 included Oakland and
Hayward in Alameda County and parts of San Mateo
County. There was also a significant migration
of low-income Black San Franciscans to Solano
County and of low-income Latinx to Sonoma
County. These patterns reflect the out-migration of
low-income people of color from the inner to the
outer parts of the Bay Area, contributing to new
forms of racial segregation and inequality in the
region.23
As shown in Table 3, low-income renter households
who moved in 2015 experienced higher rent
burdens than those who did not move. In other
words, any kind of move was associated with
incurring higher and more burdensome rents.
This increase in rent burden could have been
a result of moving out of rent-controlled (or
otherwise affordable) homes and into market-rate
Race …

Destination of Low-Income Movers by Race

Figure 1. Destination of Low-Income Movers by Race (2015)
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Destination of Moderate and High-Income Movers (2015)
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Table 3. Average Rent-to-Income Ratio by Move Status and Households Income (2015)
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Race …
Destination of Low-Income Movers
by Race (20

Source: IPUMS-USA, University of Minnesota, 2015
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24
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Figure 2. Destination of Moderate and High Income Movers by Race (2015)
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RISING RENTS AND
DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGE
A majority of San Francisco households (65%)
are renters—a far higher percentage than the
regional average of 45%.25 Rents rose in almost
every neighborhood in San Francisco between
2000 and 2015 (Map 4). SoMa, Dogpatch, Mission
Bay, and parts of the Bayview saw increases of
more than 50% in median rent paid (inflationadjusted dollars). Other eastern neighborhoods
such as Nob Hill, Hayes Valley, Noe Valley, and
parts of the Mission saw increases between 30%
and 50% (due to data limitations, these figures
likely underestimates).26 In tracts where there were

increases of at least 30%,27 the average median rent
paid was $891 in 2000 (in unadjusted 2000 dollars)
and $1,880 in 2015. By 2018, the median asking
rent for a two-bedroom unit in San Francisco was
$4,300. Renters would need to earn $83 per hour—
over $170,000 annually—to afford this rent.28
Many of the neighborhoods that experienced the
largest increases in rental housing costs also saw
significant losses of low-income households of
color, as described earlier in this report. In the
nine-county Bay Area, a 30% tract-level increase

Map 4. Percent Change in Median Rent Paid (2000-2015, Inflation-Adjusted)
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in median rent paid (in inflation-adjusted dollars)
communities of color to rent increases in the Bay
SeverelyArea.
Rent Burdened
Rent Burdened
was associated with a 21% decrease in low-income
households
Extremely
Low of color. There was no significant
relationship between rent increases and2000
losses of
An interactive
map showing
61%
18%tract-level median
(<30%)
low-income White households.29 These findings
rents in 2000 and 2015 is available online at http://
2015
63%
18%
highlight the particular vulnerability of low-income
www.urbandisplacement.org/rentchangemap.
Very Low
2000
27%
37%
(30-50%)

Rising Rent Burdens

2015

36%

Low
Across the county, low-income renters’ incomes
(50-80%)
did not keep up with rising housing costs2000
between

2000 and 2015, leading to increasing rent2015
burdens.
Households
are
considered
rent-burdened
when
Moderate
they pay over 30% of their income on rent,
and
2000
(80-120%)
severely rent-burdened if this ratio exceeds
2015
High50%. Research has shown that severely rentburdened low-income households spend
much
2000
(> 120%)
less on essentials such as food, health care, and
2015
transportation than their low-income counterparts
who are not rent-burdened.30 High rent burden is
also associated with greater displacement risk.31

38%

Figure 3 shows how rent burden changed for
8% of different income
32% groups in San
households
15% between 2000 and
39%2015.
Francisco
In both3%
2000 and 2015, San
Francisco’s lowest
18%
income renters were by far the most likely of any
4%
27%severe rent burden;
income
group to experience
more than
0% 60% of extremely
4%low-income renter
households spent more than half their incomes
0%
5%
on rent in both years. However, rent burden
grew substantially for other income groups. For
example, the share of severely rent-burdened

Figure 3. Rising Rent Burdens by Household Income Category (2000-2015)
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low-income households almost doubled over the
15-year period. The share of rent-burdened low
and moderate-income households was also higher
in 2015 in San Francisco than elsewhere in the Bay
Area—a reflection of its exceptionally high rents.
Table 4 shows the average rent-to-income ratio
in San Francisco in 2015 for different race and
household income categories. This data shows that
households of similar incomes experience broadly

similar rent burdens across racial groups, although
Whites had the highest average rent burdens within
low and moderate income categories. However,
the average rent burden for racial groups as a
whole varied substantially due to different income
distributions within racial groups. For example,
Black households are overrepresented in lower
income categories, so their average rent burden
(45%) was significantly higher than the city average
(36%).

Average Housing Cost Burden by Race and Income (2015)

Table 4. Average Rent-to-Income Ratio by Race and Income (2015)

Asian-Pacific
Islander
Column2

Black

Latinx

White

All Races

Extremely Low

61%

59%

68%

73%

66%
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39%

38%

42%

50%

44%

Low

29%

29%

31%

36%

33%
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23%

20%

24%

27%

26%

High

15%

17%

17%

17%
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All Incomes
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40%

33%

36%

Source: IPUMS-USA, University of Minnesota, 2015
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IMPLICATIONS FOR SEGREGATION
AND ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITY
The first sections of this report establish that the
racial and economic geography of San Francisco
changed between 2000 and 2015 and that some
neighborhoods in the city experienced substantial
losses of low-income households of color during
this period, while others saw large increases.
But what do we know about the neighborhoods
where these changes were happening? Are shifts
in where low-income people of color live in San
Francisco affecting their access to resource-rich
neighborhoods that give them a better chance at
educational success, good health, and upward
mobility? Or are old patterns of segregation

and neighborhood disadvantage simply being
reproduced in new areas?
The analysis below describes how the geography of
racially-segregated, high-poverty neighborhoods
expanded into new parts of the city between 2000
and 2015, and demonstrates that the increase in
low-income households of color was concentrated
in these neighborhoods. Entrenched racial
disparities in access to higher resource areas
also persisted, despite significant shifts in the
neighborhoods where low-income people of color
lived during the 15-year period.32

Segregation and Concentrated Poverty
Racial segregation has been a defining feature of
the U.S. urban landscape for centuries and became
entrenched in especially consequential ways after
World War II. Through both legal and extralegal
forms of discrimination and exclusion, AfricanAmericans and other people of color were both
denied access to emerging high-resource areas—
in both urban and suburban neighborhoods—
and redlined so that their communities did
not have equal access to financial services and
other resources.33 Over time, the twin legacies of
exclusion and disinvestment produced a raciallysegregated geography of opportunity that persists
in every metropolitan area across the country.
Recent work on the Bay Area has highlighted
how this geography has increased vulnerability
to displacement34 and is also in the process of
reconfiguring due to increases in poverty and
people of color at the outer edges of the region.35
Map 5 shows the census tracts that were both high
poverty and racially segregated in San Francisco in
2000 and 2015. Tracts were considered high poverty
if more than 20 percent of their population was
living below the federal poverty line, and racially

segregated if at least one non-White group was
overrepresented in the tract relative to their share
of the region’s population by over 50%. Nearly all
tracts in the city that were high poverty in 2015
were also racially segregated, according to these
definitions.36
In 2015, approximately 15% of tracts in San
Francisco met the previously-described definition
of being segregated and high poverty (30 of 192),
including 14 tracts that were not segregated and
high poverty in 2000 but became so by 2015. As
shown in Map 5, most of San Francisco’s highpoverty, segregated tracts are in its eastern
neighborhoods, including around downtown
(Chinatown, the Tenderloin, parts of SoMa) and in
Hunters Point-Bayview. Most newly segregated,
high-poverty tracts emerged adjacent to tracts that
already met this definition in 2000. Some of these
newly-segregated tracts, however, had poverty
rates at the cusp of the 20% threshold in 2000 (e.g.,
tract 180 in SOMA and 9806 in Huters Point,37 and
the newly-segregated category may simply be an
artifact of using threshold values).
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Six tracts that were segregated and high poverty
in 2000 no longer met this definition in 2015;
they included three tracts in the Mission, two in
the Tenderloin, and one in the Bayview. All three
neighborhoods have experienced gentrification and
displacement over the past two decades.38 No tracts
in the city’s western neighborhoods met the criteria
of high poverty and racial segregation in either 2000
or 2015.
Figure 4 shows the share of low-income households
for different racial groups living in segregated, highpoverty tracts in 2000 and 2015.
The share of low-income households of color
living in high-poverty, segregated tracts in both
2000 and 2015 was lower in San Francisco than
in other parts of the region. Similar to the rest

of the Bay Area, however, low-income Black
households in the city were much more likely to
live in these neighborhoods than low-income
households of other races. In 2015, 65% of lowincome Black households in San Francisco lived
in segregated, high-poverty neighborhoods—a
substantially higher rate than low-income Asian
(27%) Latinx (19%), and White (12%) populations.
As San Francisco lost nearly one-fifth of its lowincome Black population between 2000 and 2015,
those who remained became more likely to live in
racially-segregated, high-poverty neighborhoods—
including in areas which newly met this definition
by 2015.
Even segregated, high-poverty areas of San
Francisco have not been immune to rent increases.
Tracts that were segregated and high-poverty in

Map 5. Changing Landscape of Segregation and Poverty in San Francisco
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Access to Opportunity
Another feature of San Francisco’s uneven
geography of opportunity is the concentration of
resources in particular neighborhoods. In 2017, the
State of California adopted “opportunity maps” for
each region in California to inform new incentives
to locate affordable housing for low-income
families in higher resourced neighborhoods.39 These
opportunity maps categorize each tract based on its
composite opportunity score and then compares it
to other tracts in the region. The portion of the Bay
Area opportunity map that covers San Francisco is
shown in in Map 6.40
The opportunity map shows that San Francisco
is neatly divided into higher resource areas in
its western neighborhoods, with moderate and
lower resource areas in the city’s eastern and
southeastern neighborhoods, as well as along its
southern border. San Francisco has a smaller share

of lower resource tracts and a larger share of higher
resource tracts when compared to other counties in
the region.
Figure 5 shows where households of different
races and incomes lived in 2015 relative to the
opportunity map.
These data show disparities in access to higher
resource neighborhoods by both race and income.
However, differences in access between races
were much starker than differences between
income groups of the same race. For example, the
share of low-income Black households living in
higher resource tracts in was similar to the share
of moderate- and high-income Black households
living in these areas. However, low-income White
households in San Francisco were three times more
likely to live in higher resource tracts in 2015 than
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Map 6. San Francisco Oportunity Map (2015)
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moderate- and high-income Black households.
Access to higher resource neighborhoods for Latinx
and Asian households was in between that of White
and Black households.
In-migration patterns among different racial groups
suggest the perpetuation of disparities in access to
opportunity, especially between White and Black
San Franciscans. Figure 6 shows the breakdown by
race for in-movers in 2015 for tracts with different
levels of resources.41
In 2015, White households constituted the majority
of in-movers into higher-resource neighborhoods

in San Francisco, and they represented a much
smaller share of in-movers in lower resource
tracts. The opposite pattern was true for Black
households, which represented a much larger share
of in-movers in lower resource tracts than higher or
moderate resource tracts.
Trends for Asian and Latinx in-movers in San
Francisco diverged from those of the region—with
Asian households representing a larger share of
in-movers into lower resource tracts, and Latinx
households representing a smaller share of inmovers into these areas, when compared to other
Bay Area counties.

Figure 6. Racial characteristics
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Type (2015) Type
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The Need for Solutions that Account for Neighborhood Context
Continued displacement from neighborhoods like
the Bayview, the Mission, and Chinatown—long
home to communities of color—alongside growing
Latinx and Asian populations in other parts of the
city, have contributed to significant changes in San
Francisco’s racial and economic geography between
2000 and 2015. Rising rents have played a role in
these local demographic changes and in the outmigration of low-income people of color to other
parts of the region, state, and country; renters need
to earn $83 per hour to afford the median asking
rent for a two-bedroom apartment in the city today.

This transformation has had a particular impact
on Black residents, whose population has declined
dramatically over the past forty years. By 2015, San
Francisco’s low-income Black households were more
likely than not to live in racially segregated, highpoverty neighborhoods.
These findings highlight the urgent need to
increase access to affordable housing and stabilize
communities throughout the city. They also point
to a need for policies and investments that reduce
unequal access to high-resource neighborhoods
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for low-income people of color by accounting for
local context and responding to enduring patterns
of racial and economic segregation. For example,
different sets of policies and investments are needed
to: a) stabilize areas where rents are rising fastest
and low-income people of color may be at risk of
displacement, especially as these neighborhoods
experience an influx of investments, b) ensure
economic opportunities and institutional supports

for those living in high-poverty, segregated
neighborhoods, and c) create new opportunities for
low-income people of color to live in higher resource
areas where they have historically been excluded.
These place-conscious strategies are critical for
preserving and expanding the important place lowincome communities of color have in San Francisco’s
landscape, and for increasing their long-term
economic prospects in the region.
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APPENDIX - METHODOLOGY
Data Sources
This study primarily relies on tract-level data from the 2000 U.S. Census and the 2011 – 2015 5-year sample from the American
Community Survey. For tract-level estimates used in this report, “2015” refers to 5-year aggregate (2011 to 2015). This increases
the sample size and improves the reliability of the data at this small geography but may lead to lower estimates than what
might be expected in terms of rents and demographic changes, since it encompasses preceding years.
Census tracts permit a detailed analysis of demographics transformations and housing trends over 15 years at a very local scale.
However, the tract-level datasets did not contain data needed for analyses of mover destinations and rent burden. In these
cases, we used the Census’ Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS), a person-level sample available at the sub-county level (also
known as a “PUMA”). Within analyses based on PUMS data, “2015” refers to that year only, since it draws on the 1-year sample.
Finally, we used the opportunity map data from the California Fair Housing Task Force.

Definitions
For the purposes of this study, “the region” refers to the 9-county Bay Area: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco,
San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano and Sonoma counties. These counties are linked economically, politically, and through
transportation infrastructure. There has also been substantial migration between the nine counties, as shown in this report.
Income categories are defined relative to the region because part of this study involves comparing trends across counties within
the Bay Area. We use an interpolated Area Median Income (AMI) for the nine counties. This means that AMI in this report is lower
than county-derived median incomes in wealthier counties like San Mateo or Santa Clara, and higher than county-derived
medians in lower-income counties like Solano County. This regional approach also allows for consistent comparisons when
looking at migration between counties. For 2000, regional AMI was $62,528; in 2015, it was $81,366.
We define income categories in 2000 and 2015 relative to the median income for the respective year in order to reflect incomes for
that period. We interpolated the income data to estimate the number of households in each income category. The interpolation
process made it difficult to report uncertainty in the 2015 income data. For this reason, we rounded demographic change
estimates to the nearest hundred when reporting absolute instead of relative values.
In general, the study uses the term “low-income” to refer households earning under 80 percent of AMI in a given year. Although
tract-level Census data does not allow incomes to be adjusted for household size, PUMS data does allow for this adjustment. In
analyzing the PUMS data, we used the household size-adjusted income limits provided by the California Housing and Community
Development and calculated a population-weighted average of the nine counties.42 In both cases, the income brackets are as
follows: Extremely Low Income (under 30% AMI), Very Low Income (30-50% AMI), Low Income (50-80%), Moderate Income (80120%) and High Income (above 120%). This follows definitions used by state and federal housing agencies.43
This study combines the U.S. Census definitions of race and ethnicity, such that each racial category refers to non-Hispanic
members of that group. In other words, “White” here refers to “non-Hispanic white” and so on. We use the gender-inclusive term
Latinx in place of the census category of “Hispanic or Latino of any race.” “People of color” include all people who are not nonHispanic Whites. One distinction between the census/ACS and PUMS is the categorization of Asians and Pacific Islanders. PUMS
data uses the category of “Asian-Pacific Islander” while the Census and ACS groups Pacific Islanders with Hawaiians and puts
Asians in their own category. For purposes of this study, Pacific Islanders are included in the “Asian-Pacific Islander” category
when analyzing the PUMS migration and rent burden data but included in the larger “all people of color” category for the Census
tract-level summary data. Finally, for household-level metrics, race refers to that of the householder (the person who answered
the census).
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Segregation and Poverty
Studies within academic and policy spheres have defined racial segregation and poverty within neighborhoods in different
ways. Here we used location quotient as measure of racial segregation, as it allowed for a relative comparison across multiple
racial groups. The location quotient is a ratio of the population of a given group within a tract to its share of the total Bay
Area population. For example, the California Fair Housing Task Force used location quotients to measure racial segregation
within the state, defining a neighborhood as segregated if the location quotient for Black, Latinx, Asian or all people of color
was greater than 1.25 relative to the county.44 In other words, if any of these groups was 25% more concentrated in the tract
relative to the state, the tract was considered segregated. We initially applied the 1.25 threshold but found it to be too low
of a threshold, in some cases, to capture concentrations of non-White groups in the Bay Area. To be conservative in labeling
neighborhoods segregated, we used the more stringent ratio of 1.5.
We defined a tract as high-poverty if over 20% of the population lives below the federal poverty line. Research has shown that
the effects of poverty concentration begin to emerge at 20%, and this threshold is generally used as a shorthand for “highpoverty” neighborhoods in both policy and academic circles (other common terms include “extreme poverty” for tracts with
more than 40% of the population below the federal poverty line).45 In addition, the high cost of living in the Bay Area means
that the federal poverty line is an especially high bar for poverty; according to the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC), for
example, the poverty rate for Alameda County increases from 11.3% to 17.1% when accounting for the cost of living using the
California Poverty Measure.46

Regression
To understand whether rent increases were associated with demographic change at the local level–particularly the loss of
low-income people of color–we conducted a linear regression using tract-level data from 2000 and 2015 for the 9-county
region. We controlled for a variety of demographic and built environment variables to isolate the effect of rent on demographic
change. The control variables we included are: proportion of adult population with a college degree (2000), proportion of POC
households with severe rent burden (2000), proportion of population over 65 years old (2000), proportion of housing units
built before 1939 (2000), Location quotient for POC (2000), # of housing units built (2000-2015), # affordable housing units
built (2000-2015), # households of color (2000), population density (2000), population change (2000-2015), proportion of all
households that are renter (2000), proportion of population living in poverty (2000), proportion of households with children
(2000), proportion of limited-English proficiency (2000), median rent (2000), percent unemployed (2000), percent change of
high-income households (> 120% AMI), foreclosure rate (2006-2013), # affordable housing units (2000).
We clustered error at the city level to account for similarities among tracts in the same jurisdiction–potentially due to specific
housing policies–and evaluated potential multicollinearity among independent variables using a variance inflation factor.
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