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Introduction

T
he Bay Area continues to be haunted by the conditions under 
which urbanization evolved in the region after World War II. 
In the post-war years, private and public decision makers 

institutionalized racial inequality through massive investment in the 
highway system, segregationist housing and labor policy, and the 
concentration of political power among wealthy property owners 
and their elected officials. The result was the rough division of the 
emerging metro region into affluent white suburbs and working 
class communities of color concentrated in the urban core. Over 
the ensuing decades, deindustrialization, disinvestment, and the 
rise of the tech economy reinforced and deepened these regional 
inequalities. Existing Black and Brown communities, buttressed by 
waves of immigrants from Latin America, Asia, and Africa, responded 
to these conditions by building some of the most important social 
movements of the Civil Rights era and beyond.  

Five years ago, our report, Race, Inequality, and the Resegregation 
of the Bay Area, highlighted changes to these historical patterns 
and revealed a new geography of race and class driven by a real 
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estate “gold rush.” In the report, we identified the ongoing, dramatic 
displacement of low-income communities of color to the outer 
regions of the Bay Area. In a follow-up report, Regional Resegregation: 
Reflections on Race, Class, and Power in Bay Area Suburbs, we 
demonstrated the need for more investment in organizing and 
advocacy capacity in the suburban places that low-income 
communities of color increasingly call home.1 This was not a call to 
disinvest in the urban core, but to understand increased suburban 
investment as an essential component of a more holistic regional 
strategy for confronting the new segregation.

This report builds upon our previous work. It offers insights into 
the ongoing resegregation of the region and the experiences of 
community groups organizing low-income suburban populations. 
Through interviews with nearly two dozen nonprofit community 
organizing staff and philanthropic partners, we found that organizing 
and advocacy have grown stronger in many places in recent years as 
organizing groups, advocacy organizations, and funders expanded 
their focus to include some of the outer regions of the Bay to address 
the “suburbanization of poverty.” The interviewees paint a picture of 
significant inequities experienced by low-income people of color, and 
the relentless efforts of organizers and residents to improve their 
communities in the face of longstanding structural barriers.

This expanded organizing capacity proved to be critical when 
COVID-19 hit, as organizations pivoted to mobilize and pass eviction 
moratoria and other emergency protections, win millions of dollars to 
fund emergency response efforts, and reach hundreds of thousands 
of residents with essential services and information. Had it not 
been for this tenant outreach and base building, the devastating 
social, economic, and public health crises of the last several years 
would have been even more severe. But years of nonstop emergency 
response have left many people and organizations depleted, 
threatening to undermine the strong foundation that has been built 
at a time when the meager protections and assistance programs are 
expiring, and leaving our communities more vulnerable than ever. 
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In this report, we lay out the experiences of organizers over the past 
five years, and the challenges they face today. We offer reflections 
and recommendations on how to continue to build organizing and 
advocacy strength in the outer areas of the region. 

The report ends with a data analysis of shifts in where low-income 
people, people of color, and renters live. The data shows that 
while the Bay Area continues to be home to large numbers of low-
income people of color, the twin processes of displacement and 
resegregation over the past decade have shaped where these 
communities are located: 

• Low-income people of color are continuing to be concentrated 
in the outer regions of the Bay Area, with growing numbers 
of people of color in poverty in east and central Contra Costa 
County, south Alameda County, and Santa Clara County, even as 
overall poverty numbers have declined.
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• The region lost over 25,000 Black residents between 2010 and 
2020—a 6 percent decline. But while places such as Oakland 
and Richmond continue to experience dramatic losses, east 
Contra Costa County has seen a surge in new Black residents.

• The last decade saw dramatic declines of Black people living in 
poverty from San Francisco, Oakland, and Richmond, even as 
these cities experienced an increase in the number of higher-
income (earning more than $150,000 per year) Black households, 
highlighting how resegregation occurs across both race and class.

• The Latinx population across the region grew by over 200,000 
from 2010 to 2020. While no place saw a significant decline in 
Latinx residents, the number of Latinx people living in poverty 
decreased in San Jose and some inner parts of the Bay while it 
increased in Contra Costa County and outer Solano County.

• Over the past decade, the Asian American Pacific Islander 
(AAPI) population increased by more than 500,000 new 
residents, with most of the growth concentrated in the South 
Bay. AAPI people living in poverty declined significantly in San 
Francisco and Oakland, while they increased in the South Bay: 
San Jose, Fremont, and Milpitas. 

• Mirroring national trends, Bay Area residents are increasingly 
renters. The number and proportion of renters grew in nearly 
every city in the Bay Area from 2010 to 2020.
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Part I: Building Power in 
the Suburbs

T
he displacement of low-income communities of color to the 
outer regions of the Bay over the past twenty years has not 
been matched by an increase in resources to meet the growing 

demand. This represents a kind of preemptive disinvestment. Rather 
than patterns of historical disinvestment, where resources are 
pulled from communities as their needs increase, here we see an 
absence of necessary public and private resources to begin with, 
and a failure to respond as conditions shift. As a result, across 
many of these changing subregions there has been a glaring lack of 
affordable housing, social services, and advocacy capacity, to name 
just some of the essential resources communities depend upon. 
Over time, these deficiencies, combined with growing populations, 
have produced a new, suburban crisis. Compounding the problem, 
power in many of these areas remains concentrated in the hands of 
unrepresentative city councils beholden to affluent homeowners and 
local real estate and business interests. 
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Low-income and working class residents, both long-standing and 
those more recently arrived, have responded by organizing their 
communities to increase their power and advance equitable policies. 
Their work and growing support have led to the expansion of 
organizing and advocacy infrastructure. In this section we highlight 
some of these efforts, drawn from interviews with people on the 
ground. They discuss some of the progress that is being made, as 
well as emerging challenges, many of which were exacerbated over 
the past two years as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Progress in building advocacy and 
organizing capacity in the suburbs
Base-building work is a long-term game, but the seeds that were 
planted over the last several years are already starting to bear fruit. 
Over the past five years, organizers have been able to win important 
victories, including a tenant anti-harassment ordinance in Concord, 
just cause for eviction in Petaluma, and rent stabilization in Antioch. 
These wins were the result of years of persistent resident organizing 
and base building. When COVID-19 hit, tenant organizers were able 
to secure millions in county and local funding for emergency rental 
assistance, and legal counsel for tenants facing evictions. The 
following highlights some of the key reasons for the progress we 
have seen in recent years:

Increased funding for organizing. Over the past decade, funders 
have begun to respond to regional demographic shifts. There has 
been a noticeable increase in foundation support for organizing 
and base building in general, and in suburban areas specifically. For 
example, in Contra Costa County, the East Contra Costa STRONG 
Collaborative Fund was established in 2015 to increase racial 
equity and economic justice in east Contra Costa. In addition, the 
San Francisco Foundation created an initiative across their funding 
pathways dedicated to supporting organizations in Contra Costa 
County. These investments have led to more paid staff to advance 
important work; for example, Lift Up Contra Costa was able to hire 
their first Campaign Director in 2017 to help the coalition build power 
to lift up low-wage workers, people of color, tenants, and immigrants. 
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Another example is the increase in foundation funding in Vallejo, 
specifically for the Vallejo Housing Justice Coalition (VHJC). VHJC 
was established in 2018 by a resident group wanting to organize and 
advocate for housing justice. Since that time, the Great Communities 
Collaborative and United Way have expanded their funding to Solano 
County, and existing funders such as Solano Community Foundation 
have started to fund organizing and advocacy. In addition, national 
funder collaboratives, such as the BUILD Health Challenge, have 
invested in Vallejo. However, because many places in the outer region 
receive much fewer philanthropic investments per capita compared 
to urban areas, longer term and larger investments are still needed.2

Expanded direct services. There is value in having a network of 
both organizers and direct service providers operating within their 
communities to address the direct and immediate social service 
needs of people in the community 
while working towards longer-term 
policy, political, and structural 
changes. In places like East 
Palo Alto, where there is a more 
comprehensive network of service 
providers, base-building groups 
can refer community members to 
obtain needed services, allowing 
them to focus on organizing 
around policy wins. 

During COVID-19, many organizing groups were able to win 
increased funding for emergency assistance and services for their 
communities. The increased funding was a welcome resource for 
social service providers dealing with rapidly escalating demands as 
well as base-building organizations that were able to expand their 
work to include direct services. One organization we spoke with was 
able to leverage government assistance grants to support their 
own organizing objectives for policy wins. "Our list from the COVID-
19 work is in the hundred of thousands. We're trying to narrow the 
list and then see if people want to take action and volunteer."

"Our list from the 
COVID-19 work is 
in the hundred of 
thousands. We're 
trying to narrow the 
list and then see if 
people want to take 
action and volunteer"
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Stronger political voice and representation. Over the past five years, 
new progressive candidates were elected to office in places such as 
Pittsburg, Antioch, and San Mateo, thanks in part to the establishment 
of new 501(c)4s, progressive Political Action Committees (PACs), 
and cities moving from at-large to district elections. Many of these 
electoral wins were a direct result of residents organizing to change 
who makes the decisions in their communities.

Growth of coalitions. Many parts of the region have seen an increase 
in coalitions over the last several years, such as the Raise the Roof 
coalition in Concord, and the People’s 
Alliance and the San Mateo Anti-
Displacement Coalition in San Mateo. 
Coalitions can provide space for 
co-creating effective policy solutions 
and can leverage different strengths 
among diverse organizations. One 
leader shared that the “only way to win campaigns is to work with 
other organizations,” and another noted that coalitions are “where 
real ideas emerge, and the work feels less lonely.”

Impact of the pandemic on 
organizing efforts
Despite this progress, the organizing and advocacy infrastructure 
that has been built over the past several years still needs to expand 
significantly to meet the needs, and strengthened where it exists 
already. Perhaps nothing has made this more clear than the COVID-19 
pandemic, which stretched existing capacity to a breaking point.

The past several years have been constant waves of political crises, 
global pandemic, inflation, fires and floods (in the North Bay), police 
violence, deportations, evictions, and displacement for low-income 
communities of color around the region. The pandemic forced 
organizations to pivot towards addressing pressing, day-to-day 
emergencies on a scale most organizations had never experienced. 

"The only way to 
win campaigns is 
to work with other 
organizations."
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The constant pressure to put out fires resulted in organizers being 
less able to focus on longer-term goals. One interviewee noted that 
it “takes a tremendous amount of discipline, leadership, and guidance 
to not fall into the reactive zone and continue with a strategic lens.” 

Evictions and displacement are 
deeply disruptive to tenants, on 
many levels. With the pandemic, 
that disruption intensified, 
with consequences for low-
income communities of color 
that will be felt for years. One 
interviewee shared that “even 
though there was an eviction 
moratorium at the state level, 
we still saw folks get evicted. 
Landlords found ways to kick their tenants out.” Another stated that 
“we lost 30 percent of our membership because of displacement.” 
These disruptions also resulted in challenges for organizers 
attempting to increase the capacity and power of many of those very 
residents at risk of displacement. The challenge of building up local 
leadership and organizing when a large amount of your membership 
has moved on due to housing instability can be overwhelming.  

The COVID-19 pandemic had additional implications in organizing and 
base-building. For some, the move to digital organizing in response 
to physical distancing public health guidance impacted their ability 
to organize by limiting in-person interaction, which is essential in 
developing relationships and trust. One leader shared: “In terms 
of organizing low-income [people of color], during the pandemic, 
the digital divide factored in hugely. So many tenants can still 
not participate in virtual tenant union meetings or on city council 
meetings as they don’t have smartphones or good internet service.” 
Others, however, found ways to harness new virtual tools to increase 
participation and engagement. One interviewee reflected that “virtual 
organizing is opening the door to participation. Now folks don’t have to 
travel an hour to attend an organizing or coalition meeting.”

"[It] takes a tremendous 
amount of discipline, 
leadership, and 
guidance to not fall 
into the reactive zone 
and continue with a 
strategic lens.”
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Organizing challenges in the 
suburbs today
The impacts of COVID-19 added to the destabilizing pressures of 
growing inequality, lack of affordable housing, insufficient legal 
protections, and inadequate social services that communities 
faced prior to the pandemic. The emergency unemployment and 
rental assistance provided during the height of the crisis have 
largely ended, leaving many people in more economically precarious 
situations than ever. The end of eviction protections is resulting in a 
steady stream of evictions as landlords raise rents to unprecedented 
levels to maximize profits. Resident leaders and organizers are 
exhausted from years of responding to crises, even as the need 
becomes more dire than ever.

Practically all those we spoke with highlighted the inadequate 
funding and reduced capacity of local nonprofits and social service 
providers to keep up with increasing community needs and to 
organize and secure policy wins to deal with the magnitude of the 
challenges faced in recent years. This is a rather sobering reality, 
despite the philanthropic progress in funding suburban organizing 
and base building. 
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Even in places where the combination of both services and organizing 
infrastructure exist, the major increase in need for both is an ongoing 
challenge. One leader of an organization that both provides direct 
services as well as community organizing expressed: “The housing 
crisis and COVID-19 created a need among tenants for more services 
such as rent relief or legal support. Our organizers struggled to 
balance organizing goals with the need to triage. As much as our 
organizing staff tried to hand it off to direct service staff, it was 
challenging to organize tenants who are in deep crisis and at high risk 
of losing their home.”

Financial scarcity and mounting 
demands forced some 
organizations to consider the 
tradeoffs of working in countywide 
and regional coalitions more 
closely. For base-building groups 
that are already dealing with 
major capacity constraints, 
participating in coalition work—which may at times be unfunded—
can make it difficult for local organizations to participate in broader 
coalitions. Base-building groups also face the challenge of ensuring 
that the coalition work doesn’t distract or pull them away from their 
local organizing work, especially in spaces where diverse types of 
organizations with different internal decision-making processes are 
at the table. One organizer shared: “Coalition work pushes the base-
building work to the margins.” 

Leaders also pointed to the gap that continues to exist when local, 
regional, and state governments are not demographically reflective 
of their communities and politically aligned with their interests.3 
Some spoke about the power gap between well-funded interests 
and the needs and priorities of low-income people of color. As one 
leader put it: “In general, our organizations don’t have the resources 
and capacity to run the corporate campaigns needed to expose or 
confront the real architects of the housing crisis.”

"It was challenging 
to organize tenants 
who are in deep crisis 
and at high risk of 
losing their home."
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Hiring and retaining paid staff is another significant challenge in 
addressing displacement and the loss of community leaders. Those 
we spoke with shared that recruiting and sustaining community 
leaders, volunteers, and paid staff in their campaigns has become 
increasingly difficult, especially for those under the threat of 
displacement or strained for time due to increasing financial 
pressures. One organizational leader shared that it is “increasingly 
difficult to build consistent leadership with the suffering and 
conditions being so bad.” Another noted: “It’s harder to recruit, retain, 
train organizers than in the past.” Yet another shared: “We’ve always 
used stipends, but people are working multiple jobs and we need to 
support them to make public comments. It’s just a terrible system 
that leads to older white people participating.” 

Interviewees also point to increased feelings of desperation, 
hopelessness, and resignation among staff, residents, volunteers, 
and the community leaders they work with. “The pandemic escalated 
an already abysmal housing crisis. It’s emotionally draining to organize 
with tenants with children who are about to be evicted or are living 
in extremely unhealthy conditions, especially when there are too 
few services or resources available to them.” Another interviewee 
expressed: “Our recent summer interns marveled at how our tenant 
organizers could stay in this work. They had witnessed people being 
evicted (the Sheriff had just left the apartment complex) with those 
evicted having no place to go, one with a two-month old baby. They 
observed a heartless system where there were little remedies and 
options. They said they could not see themselves doing or staying in 
this kind of work. It was too painful and disheartening.” 

We stand at a pivotal moment, coming out of the immediate 
emergency response triggered by COVID-19, and faced with other 
unrelenting pressures and impacts to low-income people of color in 
both suburban and urban environments in the Bay Area. In the next 
section, we humbly offer reflections and recommendations on where 
to go from here.
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Part II: Strengthening 
and Expanding 
Organizing Capacity In 
the Suburbs

Low-income communities of color have experienced significant 
economic and social disruption over the past five years. In response, 
community leaders, advocates, and organizers have doubled down 
and, in some cases, put their own wellbeing on the line. It is for this 
reason that we want to first and foremost recognize the critical, 
invaluable, and inspirational work of community organizations, base-
building groups, and resident leaders around the region. 
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Despite the constant states of emergency, it is clear that things 
would be more dire if community leaders, organizers, and advocates 
had not worked passionately, strategically, and tirelessly to hold 
back the flood waters. The fact that the organizations and coalitions 
interviewed for this report were in place and ready to respond made 
a difference. These examples highlight the importance of investing 
in organizing—including when it serves as a first line of defense and 
emergency preparedness—for future crises and disasters.

As we emerge from what is hopefully the worst of the COVID-19 
pandemic, we have no way of knowing what is to come. What is 
clear is that organizing and base building are the only way we can 
hope to reverse course and improve the lives of those who are 
most vulnerable. In that regard, there is much to celebrate about 
the deeper and wider advocacy and organizing infrastructure and 
increased foundation funding that have been established over the 
past five years in the outer areas of the region. 

After gleaning insights from the conversations we had in developing 
this report, and generating our own assessment of the state of the 
region, we offer the following reflections and recommendations to 
build a more powerful movement in suburban places across the region. 

Double-down on funding for organizing, but also evaluate 
strategies to address pressing social service needs. As we 
saw during the pandemic, organizing and advocacy are critical to 
building political will to pass policies to address the needs of low-
income communities of color, including increased funding for critical 
services. Tenant organizers were able to secure billions in state, 
county, and local funding for emergency rental assistance and legal 
counsel for tenants facing evictions during the pandemic. What 
began as a relatively small financial investment in organizing led to 
big dividends in shifting government spending priorities. 

Our interviewees were consistently clear: more funding is 
desperately needed for policy and organizing work if we can hope to 
regain ground lost during the pandemic. Over the last several years, 
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foundations began funding more systems-change and policy work in 
the suburbs, recognizing the importance of organizing, advocacy, and 
coalition efforts in these areas. This is an important shift, and the 
foundations’ ongoing commitment to organizing and advocacy work 
is critical in both urban and suburban areas.

And yet, we know that services in under-resourced, lower-income 
communities in the outer region tend to be more scarce than in the 
urban centers. These areas need major increases in government-
funded services and community-development infrastructure. The 
lack of these services not only leaves residents vulnerable, but it 
also hampers the effectiveness of organizing efforts.

In these instances, funders should work with local community 
organizations to understand the right balance between services and 
organizing and advocacy, and develop a coordinated funding strategy 
among multiple funders. For example, one potential approach may 
be to fund organizing groups to run campaigns to increase funding 
for services in their communities. In addition, there have been 
examples of social service organizations successfully expanding to 
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do organizing and advocacy in places where there was little existing 
base-building capacity.

Coalitions can be important vehicles for policy change, but 
local organizing groups need to be centered and supported to 
meaningfully participate. Coalitions can be valuable for coordinating 
strategies across organizations, leveraging resources, and ultimately 
building power to win campaigns. Coalitions also offer a space for 
connection and camaraderie, learning together from setbacks and 
defeats, and celebrating victories. The value of this space was 
especially visible during the social isolation that plagued every corner 
of society during the pandemic. 

However, coalition work is time- and labor-intensive, and often 
inadequately funded, making it difficult for community groups to 
lead, or even fully participate. In addition, to increase the buy-in and 
engagement of local base-building groups, policy advocates working 
at the county, regional, and state levels should find ways to provide 
technical support for local organizations and make sure that the 
policy conversations are informed and centered around their needs 
and priorities. This includes the difficult task of finding the right 
balance between the pace of decision making between base-building 
groups and policy advocates that tend to be more removed from 
ground-up, decision-making structures. 

In addition, organizations specialize in influencing different levels of 
government, depending on their focus and goals. Some organizations 
may see their role as influencing local decisions whereas others may 
see their time better placed at the regional or state levels. Coalition 
work must naturally bridge this divide and use these different scales 
of focus to the advantage of participating coalition members. 

Work to directly change who is making decisions for our 
communities. Many Bay Area suburbs with significant populations 
of low-income people of color are not represented by people who 
share those same demographics, values, and priorities. One of 
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the positive trends in the region has been the establishment 
of organizations focused on electing more progressive people 
to office through 501(c)4s, PACs, redistricting, and leadership 
development. More of these types of efforts are needed to ensure 
that decision makers are representative of and accountable to low-
income communities of color. 

Find a way to heal and find hope again. Organizing in suburban areas 
can be very challenging and taxing on the people doing the work, 
including the inherent low-density nature of these areas that make 
strategies like door knocking more physically demanding and time 
consuming, compared to higher density urban areas. But organizers 
across the region and beyond faced an even steeper uphill battle 
over the last five years, dealing with wave after wave of crises, the 
relentless increase in the cost of living, the loss of people they work 
with as they were uprooted from their communities, and the absence 
of direct in-person emotional connection that brought so much joy 
and meaning to the work. How do we regroup as a movement to heal 
and find hope again? We do not have all the answers, but we think 
the solutions lie among our diverse community of social justice 
champions. We encourage a regional dialogue to reflect, learn, 
heal, and regroup as we move forward into the next round of the 
multigenerational fight for equity and justice.
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Part III: Where Low-
Income People of Color 
Increasingly Call Home
The work of organizers and advocates occurs in a shifting 
demographic landscape that must be understood in order to 
effectively support the work. The Bay Area continues to undergo 
substantial demographic changes that have important political 
consequences. In our 2016 report, we traced the shifts in the region 
occurring from 2000 to 2014. In this report, we update that analysis 
with a look at changes over the past decade—from 2010 to 2020—
in which the region has continued a process of resegregation by both 
race and class that has been unfolding for decades. 
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There are many drivers of regional resegregation: the growth of 
wealth and income inequality fueled by the tech sector, exclusionary 
cities that have not built affordable housing, and a general lack 
of tenant protection policies. In addition, private and public 
investments in the urban core have increased real estate prices, 
resulting in speculation, gentrification, and displacement. We have 
seen the predictable consequences of the rise of speculators and 
corporate landlords, whose business models require maximizing 
returns for their investors by using aggressive tactics against their 
predominantly low-income tenants. These tactics—indiscriminate 
evictions, poor maintenance of properties, unresponsive and abusive 
management, and massive rent and fee increases—have pushed 
low-income renters of color into greater housing precarity.4

These factors are dramatically reshaping the social geography of the 
Bay Area. Low-income communities are increasingly living in homes 
owned by investor landlords in the outskirts of the region where there 
are few renter protections, or are pushed out of the region altogether. 
This re-sorting of people across the Bay Area is a key component of 
resegregation, enabling racially-concentrated areas of White wealth 
and power, and the expulsion and dispossession of low-income 
communities of color from places of affluence and opportunity. 

Below, we chronicle the demographic shifts that are a consequence 
of these intertwined processes of displacement, gentrification, 
and resegregation in the region. Our analysis primarily focuses 
on places with significant changes in the number of low-income 
people of color, which is where we see the strongest opportunities 
to organize and build power to confront the inequities in these 
communities. In our analysis, we found that measuring changes in 
the number of people, rather than proportion, gave a clearer picture 
of where these shifts are happening; measuring the changes in 
proportion alone can overrepresent places with small numbers of 
low-income people of color and deemphasize places where there 
are significant population shifts.5
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Regional shifts in communities of 
color and poverty
From 2010 to 2020, the Bay Area added over 600,000 residents, 
according to the decennial Census—a growth rate of 8.5 percent. 
The largest increases were in Alameda and Santa Clara Counties, 
which grew by over 150,000 residents each. Much of this population 
growth has been centered in the suburbs, with places such as Dublin 
experiencing a 58 percent growth in population over the past decade; 
Brentwood, Gilroy, Pittsburg, and Milpitas each experienced growth of 
more than 20 percent. 

This growth was not experienced evenly across all communities. 
Below, we explore how these overall population changes breaks down 
in terms of shifts in race and poverty in the region. 

People of color in poverty
In 2020, nearly 10 percent of people of color live at or below the 
poverty line in the Bay Area, down from 12.3 percent in 2010. Overall, 
the region experienced a decline of over 20,000 people of color living 
in poverty, but the data does not tell us whether this is because 
incomes increased or if people were forced to move out of the region 
altogether due to high costs. There is also a significant regional 
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variation in changes to poverty; Contra Costa and Marin Counties 
experienced an increase in several thousand people of color living 
in poverty, while Alameda and Santa Clara Counties saw dramatic 
declines of more than 10,000 people each. 

Many of the largest cities in the urban core—Oakland, San Jose, 
Hayward—are experiencing the largest declines of people of color 
living in poverty. This is also true for smaller places that have 
historically been home for lower income communities of color, 
including North Fair Oaks in San Mateo County, Richmond in Contra 
Costa County, and Vallejo in Solano County. But while the overall 
number of people living in poverty declined, over half of the places 
with populations over 10,000 are experiencing an increase in the 
number of people of color living in poverty. The largest increases 
occurred in mid-size suburban cities, including San Mateo, Antioch, 
Milpitas, and Pleasanton. This echoes recent research from the 
Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, which found that large 
metropolitan areas in the western United States have experienced 
the greatest growth in poverty in mid-size suburban cities with 
populations over 50,000.6 (See Map 1, change in number of people 
of color in poverty, and Table 1, cities with the greatest increase and 
decrease in the number of people in poverty.)

Measures of poverty and economic insecurity 

The poverty level is defined by the federal government as households that 
earn less than $13,590 for a single person, or $27,750 for a household of four 
in 2022. In the Bay Area, however, people earning far more than the poverty 
level still struggle economically. The MIT Living Wage calculator estimates 
that a living wage in San Francisco for a single person with no children is 
roughly $65,000 a year, or $125,000 for a household of four. A full-time 
minimum wage worker earns around $30,000 per year, and only slightly more in 
cities where workers have won higher minimum wages, such as San Francisco, 
Berkeley, and San Jose. People living on fixed incomes, such as social security 
or disability, receive annual incomes of $10,000-16,000, far lower than either 
the living wage or minimum wage.

In this report, we track changes in poverty over the past decade because this 
measure adjusts over time, unlike other measures of household income, even 
though we recognize that many people with incomes far greater than this still 
struggle to afford to live in the Bay Area.
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Map 1. Change in number of people of color in poverty, 
2010-2020
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Source: 2006-2010 five-year ACS data and 2016-2020 five-year ACS data, Table B17001

Table 1. Cities with the greatest increase and decrease in number 
of people in poverty, top 10

Greatest increase, in order of  

greatest to least

Greatest decrease, in order of  

greatest to least

1. San Mateo 1. Oakland

2. Antioch 2. San Jose

3. Milpitas 3. Hayward

4. Pleasanton 4. Vallejo

5. Fremont 5. Richmond

6. El Cerrito 6. Morgan Hill

7. Castro Valley 7. North Fair Oaks

8. San Ramon 8. Union City

9. San Rafael 9. Fairfield

10. Berkeley 10. East Palo Alto

Source: 2006-2010 five-year ACS data and 2016-2020 five-year ACS data, Table B17001
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Transportation and jobs in the new  
regional economy

While the impact of the pandemic on jobs and commute patterns is 
still unfolding, we can look at data trends before 2020 to see that 
resegregation had caused an increase in commute times in many of 
the places where low-income people of color increasingly live. And 
while commute patterns may be changing for white-collar workers 
whose work shifted to remote offices during the pandemic, many 
lower-wage essential workers in service industries have had to keep 
their lengthy commutes through the pandemic. 

Many of the mid-sized, suburban cities that have seen an increase 
in the number of people of color living in poverty lack the jobs base 
of major cities in the urban core. At the same time, in many higher 
cost cities, low-wage workers cannot afford to live near their jobs. 
For example, cities such as San Ramon, Pleasanton, and Milpitas 
all have more than 10 low-wage jobs (less than $50,000 per year) 
for every low-cost housing unit (less than $1,500 per month) in 
the city, which means that many of the people who work in these 
places have to look elsewhere for a home they can afford. As a 
consequence, extreme commutes have increased regionally over 
the past decade, with nearly 1 in 20 workers commuting more 
than 90 minutes each way, according to the Bay Area Equity Atlas. 
Cities in east Contra Costa County—Antioch, Pittsburg, Brentwood, 
and Oakley—and Alameda County—Dublin and San Ramon—have 
experienced the largest increase in extreme commutes; more 
than 1 in 10 workers in these cities were commuting more than 90 
minutes each way prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, according to the 
Bay Area Equity Atlas, eating into workers’ time and paychecks and 
affecting their ability to engage in activities in their own community, 
such as attending a community event, city council meeting, or 
children’s sports game. (See Table 2, places with increases in 
extreme commutes.)



Building power in Bay Area suburbs 27

Table 2. Places with increases in extreme commutes, top 10, 
2010 - 2019

City County Change in extreme 

commutes, 

2010-2019

Percent of extreme 

commuters

Pittsburg Contra Costa 8.30% 13.49%
Antioch Contra Costa 8.29% 17.12%
Dublin Alameda 8.20% 10.81%
Brentwood Contra Costa 7.00% 17.20%
San Ramon Contra Costa 6.60% 10.41%
Dixon Solano 6.40% 8.82%
Oakley Contra Costa 6.30% 14.89%
Sonoma Sonoma 6.20% 8.93%
Clayton Contra Costa 5.80% 10.38%
Gilroy Santa Clara 5.60% 7.84%

Source: Bay Area Equity Atlas

Black communities

The population shift of low-income residents to the outer region is 
perhaps seen most clearly in Black communities. The region overall 
lost over 25,000 Black residents out of 435,000—a 6 percent 
decline—from 2010 to 2020. Oakland and Richmond, cities with 
a rich history of Black political, economic, and cultural power, 
experienced a dramatic, combined loss of more than 22,000 Black 
residents, a continued decline from the last decade. However, 
emerging Black centers in east Contra Costa County (Antioch, 
Brentwood, and Oakley) saw a combined increase in over 11,000 
Black residents, and other places around the region, including San 
Jose, Castro Valley, and Fairfield, experienced small increases in 
their Black population as well. (See Table 2 in the Appendix for Black 
population increase.)
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Black renter households have increased the most in Antioch, Fairfield, 
and San Jose, while Black homeowners have increased in Oakley, 
Brentwood, Vacaville, and Hercules.

While the number of Black residents living in poverty declined by 
roughly 3 percent from 2010-2020, it increased in several specific 
places, including unincorporated South Alameda county (Castro 
Valley, Cherryland, and San Lorenzo), Oakley, Emeryville, Benicia, 
and Milpitas. In general, the population in poverty declined in cities 

Map 2. Change in number of Black residents in poverty, 
2010-2020
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where the Black population has declined overall: Oakland, Richmond, 
Hayward, and San Francisco. (See Map 2, change in number of 
Black residents in poverty). However, some interesting differences 
emerge when we look at Black residents living in poverty compared 
to higher-income Black households. In San Francisco, Oakland, and 
Richmond, Black residents living in poverty declined by more than 
10,000, but Black households with higher incomes (earning more 
than $150,000 per year) grew in those cities over the same period, 
highlighting how resegregation occurs across both race and class. 
Both higher-income Black households and people living in poverty 
increased in east Contra Costa, including Antioch, Brentwood, 
and Oakley. (See Table 3 in the Appendix for places where Black 
residents in poverty have increased.)

Latinx communities

The Latinx population grew by 210,000 from 2010 to 2020, but again 
this growth was unevenly distributed. The larger cities of Oakland, 
San Francisco, Richmond, and San Jose experienced significant 
increases in Latinx residents and Latinx renters. (See Table 4 in the 
Appendix for Latinx population increase.) 

Latinx homeowners have increased the most in the East and North 
Bay, such as Vallejo, Pittsburg, Santa Rosa, and Antioch, but declined 
in larger cities in the south, including San Jose and Fremont. The 
number of Latinx residents living in poverty declined the most in 
San Jose, Hayward, and Oakland, while it increased the most in San 
Mateo, Antioch, and San Rafael (See Map 3, change in number of 
Latinx residents in poverty). Here again we see a divergence between 
higher income Latinx households and Latinx people in poverty. Higher-
income Latinx households grew significantly in San Jose, Oakland, 
and Hayward, all places where Latinx poverty declined. San Francisco 
experienced an increase in both Latinx people in poverty and higher-
income households. (See Table 5 in the Appendix for places where 
Latinx residents in poverty have increased.)
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Asian American Pacific Islander 
communities

Over the past decade, the overall Asian American Pacific Islander 
(AAPI) population experienced significant growth, with over 500,000 
new residents. The places with the most growth are the South Bay: 
San Jose, Fremont, Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, and Milpitas, though other 
parts of the Bay Area also had significant increases. These places have 
also seen the greatest increase in AAPI renters. (See Table 6 in the 
Appendix for AAPI population increase.)

Map 3. Change in number of Latinx residents in poverty, 
2010-2020
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AAPI communities experienced a significant increase in the number 
of people living in poverty over the past decade, although their overall 
poverty rate declined slightly. (See Map 4, change in AAPI residents 
living in poverty). While we do not have the data to disaggregate 
poverty rates in different AAPI communities, we can look at overall 
trends in poverty and higher-income households. AAPI poverty 
declined the most in Oakland, Alameda, and San Francisco, while it 
grew significantly in south Alameda and Santa Clara counties, notably 
San Jose and Fremont, as well as Milpitas, and Pleasanton. Meanwhile, 
higher-income AAPI households grew the most in San Jose, San 
Francisco, Fremont, and Sunnyvale. (See Table 7 in the Appendix for 
places where AAPI residents in poverty have increased.)

Map 4. Change in AAPI residents living in poverty, 2010-2020
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There are significant variations in where different AAPI communities 
live in the region. Vietnamese communities are predominantly in 
east San Jose and Oakland; Filipinx communities are found in Vallejo, 
upper San Mateo County, east San Jose, and south Alameda County; 
Laotian communities are in West Contra Costa County; and Pacific 
Islanders are concentrated in East Palo Alto, Hayward, and specific 
neighborhoods of San Francisco, according to data analyses from the 
Bay Area Equity Atlas.7

The new frontline for tenant organizing

Mirroring national trends, the number of renters grew in nearly 
every city in the Bay Area. While the most growth happened in the 
three largest cities, many larger suburban cities also experienced 
increases in thousands of new renters, including Fremont, Sunnyvale, 
Fairfield, Dublin, Antioch, Redwood City, and Vallejo. Suisun City, San 
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Lorenzo, and San Pablo have all seen the share of renters increase 
by 10 percent or more. (See Table 8 in the Appendix for places 
experiencing growth in the number of renters.)

This rise in renter households over the past ten years can be traced 
back to policy decisions and actions from previous decades. In the 
late 1990s and early 2000s, predatory lenders targeted Black and 
Latinx homeowners with subprime mortgages and other toxic loan 
products, causing a devastating foreclosure crisis that led to the 
Great Recession of the late 2000s and stripped trillions of dollars 
of wealth from these communities, particularly in the fast-growing 
outskirts of the region. The federal government stabilized the 
financial institutions responsible for this crisis with large infusions 
of money and credit, while providing little relief for the people 
who were their victims. Coming out of this recession, banks and 
investors used the government bail-out funds to buy up homes by 
the tens of thousands, converting them to rental units or flipping 
them for profit.8 Many people who are renters today were directly 
affected by this wave of foreclosures, or have been locked out of 
home ownership opportunities as investors have bought up the 
housing stock. 

As the number of renters grows, many are living in places that lack 
the local tenant protections and resources that cities with strong 
histories of renter organizing have. In response, renters are coming 
together across the region to build tenant unions and to lead 
campaigns for rent control, just cause for evictions, tenant anti-
harassment, and legal counsel for tenants facing evictions. From 
Vallejo to Antioch to Redwood City, we are seeing renters rise and 
build a regional movement for tenant power.
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Conclusion
The changing demographic and geographic realities of the region 
present us with many challenges. Data that captures displacement 
from the urban core and the growth of poverty and inequality—
particularly in the outer regions—represents very real pain and 
suffering for individuals and families struggling with rent, health care, 
transportation to work, and childcare on a daily basis. The needs 
continue to grow across the region while resources chronically lag 
behind. On top of this, every year seems to bring a new crisis, so 
being in a state of crisis appears at times to be the new normal. But 
as this report shows, solutions lie within our grasp. 

The resegregation of the Bay Area is an opportunity to understand 
our various, overlapping crises as being regional in nature, and to 
craft truly regional responses. Displacement and suburban inequality 
are not separate phenomena; they are two aspects of a systemic 
problem that demands a comprehensive, integrated response. Our 
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goal here has been to highlight what this can look like in suburban 
areas, identify the challenges that remain, and make the case for 
scaling up investment in these new spaces of inequality. The lessons, 
however, are not unique to the suburbs. Just as in the urban core, we 
see that organizing and advocacy are effective, that political power 
can shift, and that resources can be directed to the places that need 
them the most. Most importantly, we see that if properly supported, 
these impacted, frontline communities have the vision and ability to 
transform the places they call home. 
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Appendix
Table 1: Places where people of color in poverty have increased, top 10

Place County Increase in 
Residents of 
Color in Poverty 
2010-2020

Percentage 
Point Change

Poverty Rate, 
2020

San Mateo San Mateo 2433 2.5% 9.9%

Antioch Contra Costa 2251 -0.6% 14.5%

Milpitas Santa Clara 1971 1.8% 7.2%

Pleasanton Alameda 1839 2.9% 6.8%

Fremont Alameda 1496 -0.2% 4.3%

El Cerrito Contra Costa 1210 2.2% 10.7%

Castro Valley Alameda 1158 1.1% 8.5%

San Ramon Contra Costa 1126 1.4% 3.7%

San Rafael Marin 1107 2.4% 19.7%

Berkeley Alameda 961 -0.3% 25.7%

Source: 2006-2010 five-year ACS data and 2016-2020 five-year ACS data, Table B17001 
Analysis limited to those places with population 10,000 residents or more in 2020.

Table 2: Black population increase, top 10

Place County Increase in 
Black residents 
2010-2020

Percent point 
change from 
2010

Share of 
population, 
2020

Antioch Contra Costa 6425 4.0% 20.8%

Brentwood Contra Costa 3065 3.3% 9.2%

Castro Valley Alameda 2462 3.5% 9.7%

Fairfield Solano 2460 0.3% 16.7%

San Jose Santa Clara 2285 -0.1% 2.9%

Oakley Contra Costa 1717 3.1% 8.2%

Alameda Alameda 1503 1.4% 7.1%

Santa Rosa Sonoma 1014 0.4% 2.5%

Daly City San Mateo 974 0.7% 3.5%

Concord Contra Costa 962 0.6% 3.6%

Source: 2006-2010 five-year ACS data and 2016-2020 five-year ACS data, Table B02001 
Analysis limited to those places with population 10,000 residents or more and 500 or more Black residents in 2020.
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Table 3: Places where Black residents in poverty have increased, top 10

Place County Increase in 

Black residents 

in poverty 

2010-2020

Percent point 

change from 

2010

Poverty rate 

among Black 

residents, 

2020

Castro Valley Alameda 699 7.3% 19.2%

Oakley Contra Costa 572 11.9% 21.5%

Cherryland Alameda 511 18.8% 32.9%

Emeryville Alameda 354 14.5% 25.7%

Benicia Solano 239 26.8% 28.5%

Milpitas Santa Clara 224 6.0% 16.6%

South San 

Francisco

San Mateo 180 16.9% 20.2%

Discovery Bay Contra Costa 179 20.4% 20.4%

Brentwood Contra Costa 156 -0.5% 5.5%

San Lorenzo Alameda 147 7.0% 17.8%

Source: 2006-2010 five-year ACS data and 2016-2020 five-year ACS data, Table B17001 
Analysis limited to those places with population 10,000 residents or more and 500 or more Black residents in 2020.

Table 4: Latinx population increase, top 10

Place County Increase in 

Latinx residents 

2010-2020

Percent point 

change from 

2010

Share of 

population, 

2020

San Jose Santa Clara 17729 -1.6% 31.0%

San Francisco San Francisco 16790 0.5% 15.2%

Oakland Alameda 16508 1.8% 27.0%

Santa Rosa Sonoma 13020 4.8% 32.7%

Richmond Contra Costa 12112 8.5% 44.1%

Vallejo Solano 8501 6.1% 27.5%

Fairfield Solano 7903 3.9% 29.8%

Hayward Alameda 7028 0.1% 39.5%

Antioch Contra Costa 7021 3.0% 34.5%

Pittsburg Contra Costa 5324 1.6% 43.3%

Source: 2006-2010 five-year ACS data and 2016-2020 five-year ACS data, Table B03002 
Analysis limited to those places with population 10,000 residents or more and 500 or more Latinx residents in 2020.
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Table 5: Places where Latinx residents in poverty have increased, top 10

Place County Increase in 

Latinx residents 

in poverty 

2010-2020

Percent point 

change from 

2010

Poverty rate 

among Latinx 

residents, 

2020

San Mateo San Mateo 1923 6.8% 14.7%

Antioch Contra Costa 1847 2.2% 17.1%

San Rafael Marin 1048 3.5% 23.1%

San Francisco San Francisco 811 -1.0% 13.4%

Suisun City Solano 644 7.6% 11.9%

San Lorenzo Alameda 570 3.0% 7.2%

Milpitas Santa Clara 543 5.8% 12.6%

Pleasanton Solano 382 20.5% 30.6%

Rio Vista Alameda 382 4.5% 11.9%

Alameda Alameda 353 1.6% 12.4%

Source: 2006-2010 five-year ACS data and 2016-2020 five-year ACS data, Table B17001 
Analysis limited to those places with population 10,000 residents or more and 1,000 or more Latinx residents in 2020.

Table 6: Asian American and Pacific Islander (AAPI) population increase, top 10

Place County Increase in 

AAPI residents 

2010-2020

Percent point 

change from 

2010

Share of 

population, 

2020

San Jose Santa Clara 90088 5.5% 37.7%

Fremont Alameda 40268 11.7% 61.7%

San Francisco San Francisco 35543 0.7% 34.7%

Dublin Alameda 22575 27.1% 52.0%

Sunnyvale Santa Clara 18450 7.8% 48.4%

San Ramon Contra Costa 16387 14.1% 48.1%

Pleasanton Alameda 14686 15.1% 37.5%

Santa Clara Santa Clara 14491 7.1% 45.7%

Milpitas Santa Clara 12369 8.5% 68.3%

Hayward Alameda 12130 4.9% 30.0%

Source: 2006-2010 five-year ACS data and 2016-2020 five-year ACS data, Table B02001 
Analysis limited to those places with population 10,000 residents or more and 500 or more AAPI residents in 2020.



Regional Resegregation40

Table 7: Places where Asian American and Pacific Islander (AAPI) residents in 
poverty have increased, top 10

Place County Increase in 

AAPI residents 

in poverty 

2010-2020

Percent point 

change from 

2010

Poverty rate 

among AAPI 

residents, 

2020

San Jose Santa Clara 5856 -0.4% 7.9%

Fremont Alameda 1682 0.2% 3.6%

Milpitas Santa Clara 1450 1.7% 6.3%

Pleasanton Alameda 1253 3.1% 5.3%

Berkeley Alameda 1117 2.2% 34.3%

San Leandro Alameda 939 0.7% 9.5%

El Cerrito Contra Costa 926 12.4% 12.4%

Palo Alto Santa Clara 921 2.8% 7.0%

Cupertino Santa Clara 910 1.3% 6.1%

San Ramon Contra Costa 757 1.1% 3.1%

Source: 2006-2010 five-year ACS data and 2016-2020 five-year ACS data, Table B17001 
Analysis limited to those places with population 10,000 residents or more and 500 or more AAPI residents in 2020.
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Table 8: Places where renters have increased, top 10

Place County Increase 

in renters 

2010-2020

Percent point 

change from 

2010

Percent 

renters, 2020

San Jose Santa Clara 21296 3.6% 43.4%

San Francisco San Francisco 14534 -0.5% 62.0%

Oakland Alameda 5483 1.5% 59.1%

Fremont Alameda 4436 3.4% 38.6%

Sunnyvale Santa Clara 3448 4.0% 55.1%

Fairfield Solano 3222 5.3% 41.0%

Dublin Alameda 3117 2.7% 36.3%

Antioch Contra Costa 2896 6.0% 38.6%

Redwood City San Mateo 2843 5.7% 52.5%

Vallejo Solano 2697 5.0% 42.9%

Source: 2006-2010 five-year ACS data and 2016-2020 five-year ACS data, Table B25003 
Analysis limited to those places with population 10,000 residents or more in 2020.
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