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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report draws on data provided by the City of Oakland and Alameda County and other 

publicly available data sources to identify areas exhibiting residential and neighborhood 

instability based on various indicators. Without intervention, these areas are likely to experience 

further instability as the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic unfold. These analyses aim to guide 

strategies to mitigate the negative effects of the pandemic on individuals and their 

neighborhoods. The analyses in this report extend previous analyses conducted by the authors 

with the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco (Hwang et al. 2021) and by partners at the 

Housing Initiative at Penn (HIP 2020) on housing vulnerability.   

 

Key Findings 

• Eviction filings were not more prevalent in areas with high rates of moving among lower-

socioeconomic-status residents. Residents are likely experiencing informal forms of 

displacement that instigate moves. 

• Unregistered rentals are more prevalent in areas that were hit hardest by the foreclosure 

crisis and underwent the most disinvestment during the Recession.  

• Areas where unregistered rentals are most prevalent had the highest shares of residents 

reporting paying more than 30 percent of their income on housing.  

• Non-white residents were disproportionately housing cost‒burdened and non-white 

residents reporting this were not concentrated in specific parts of Oakland. 

• Although Asian and Latinx residents report being rent-burdened at high rates, they are 

underrepresented in applications for rental assistance in 2018-2019 through the Keep 

Oakland Housed (KOH) program. 

• Owners of properties in advantaged neighborhoods, compared with less advantaged 

neighborhoods, are more likely to live outside the Bay Area; however, most property 

owners live in the Bay Area, with a substantial share living in Oakland.  

• Tax delinquent properties, owners of large numbers of properties, and code violations are 

more prevalent in Deep East and West Oakland, while corporate ownership is 

substantially higher in Downtown and West Oakland. 

 

Recommendations 

• Investigate how residents navigate rising housing costs and limited affordable housing 

options with a focus on racial disparities. 

• Target preservation and protection strategies in Deep East Oakland and pockets of West 

Oakland, which have long histories of disinvestment and are at high risk of renter 

vulnerability. 

• Monitor vulnerable areas for disinvestment and residential instability, especially in the 

wake of the pandemic.  
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I. DATA AND MEASURES 

A. Data Sources 

The analyses in this report draw on several data sources that we describe in more detail in 

Appendix A. The data include:  

• U.S. Census and American Community Survey (ACS) Data: Demographic and housing 

indicators across census tracts from 2000 to 2018.2 

• Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS), U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development (HUD): Housing cost‒burdened residents by race and ethnicity 

across census tracts from 2010 to 2016. 

• Alameda County Tax Assessor Data, 2019‒2020 and 2020‒2021 

• Alameda County Tax Delinquent Properties, July 2020 

• Alameda County Public Auction Properties, 2008‒2020 

• City of Oakland Code Violations, 2000‒2020 

• City of Oakland Building Permits, 2000‒2020 

• City of Oakland Eviction Filings, 2018‒2019 

• City of Oakland’s Registry of Rental Properties from Business Tax License Data, July 

2020 

• Keep Oakland Housed (KOH) Program Participation Data, 2018‒2019 

 

B. Neighborhood Categories3 

We separate Oakland’s census tracts into categories by ethnoracial composition in 2000, 

socioeconomic status in 2018, and the degree of gentrification it experienced from 2000 to 2016 

to compare differences in residential instability across these categories. We use census tracts as 

proxies for neighborhoods and use these terms interchangeably in this report. Census tracts are 

geographic units containing about 4,000 residents on average and are the smallest standard 

spatial aggregations for which consistent data are available over time. Appendix B provides more 

details on how we constructed the ethnoracial and gentrification neighborhood categories.   

• Ethnoracial: Neighborhoods are classified based on their racial and ethnic composition in the 

year 2000 with categories that recognize the multiethnic nature of cities today: 

 

 

 

2 The ACS data for census tracts are available only as five-year estimates due to the sampling design. We use the 

last year in the five-year intervals in this report. For example, we refer to the 2014‒2018 ACS estimates as 2018. 
3 These categories are consistent with those used in previous analyses (Hwang et al. 2021). We use the same 

descriptive text.  
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Predominantly Black, Mixed Black-Other, White/White-Mixed, and Multiethnic/Other. 

Details are provided in Appendix Table B-1. 

• Income: Neighborhoods are classified based on their income composition. We classify census 

tracts into quintiles using the distribution of median household incomes in the 2018 ACS 

five-year estimates. 

• Gentrification: Using the following working definition of gentrification—the socioeconomic 

upgrading of low-income urban neighborhoods characterized by reinvestment, renewal, and 

the influx of higher-socioeconomic-status residents, we build on past approaches to 

measuring gentrification and distinguish between different paces of change. Based on our 

work on gentrification and displacement in the Bay Area, we employ the following 

categories for changes from 2000 to 2016: Nongentrifiable (high income in 2000), Intense, 

Moderate, Weak, People, Price, and Nongentrifying (no substantial increases in housing 

prices or high-socioeconomic-status residents). These are explicitly defined in Appendix 

Table B-2. 

 

Figure 1 visualizes these categories. The maps show a rough division of Oakland into the “hills” 

and the “flats,” with the “hills” being the northern rim of the city and containing White/White-

Mixed neighborhoods, high-income neighborhoods, and nongentrifiable neighborhoods (i.e., the 

neighborhood’s median household income in 2000 was above the East Bay’s median household 

income).  

For the remainder of the city, the western, central, and eastern parts of Oakland have more 

residents in the lower distribution of incomes, though areas south of Piedmont and West Oakland 

adjacent to the Bay Bridge also have high incomes. Neighborhoods in East and West Oakland 

are primarily Black-Other, with a cluster of Multiethnic/Other neighborhoods in the middle. 

Only six census tracts were Predominantly Black in the year 2000, and they are in North 

Oakland and along highway 580 in East Oakland.  

Oakland’s gentrification map illustrates that of the neighborhoods that qualified as gentrifiable in 

2000, most were experiencing intense or moderate gentrification and all exhibited some signs of 

gentrification. Moreover, West Oakland and parts of North Oakland and Downtown Oakland 

experienced the highest intensities of gentrification. Levels of gentrification are scattered 

throughout the remainder of Oakland’s gentrifiable tracts. Most tracts showing early signs of 

gentrification (shaded in green) in the eastern parts of Oakland experienced price gentrification 

and not people gentrification (i.e., housing prices have substantially increased, but there has not 

been a substantial influx of high-socioeconomic-status individuals).  
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Figure 1: Maps of (a) Ethnoracial, (b) Income, and (c) Gentrification Neighborhood 

Categories 
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II. INDICATORS OF RESIDENTIAL INSTABILITY 

SUMMARY: We examine contemporary data on eviction filings, unregistered rentals, housing 

cost‒burdened residents, and applications for rental assistance as supplementary data to identify 

areas where displacement is high. Overall, we find that eviction filings tend to occur in some 

places with high rates of outmigration among lower-socioeconomic-status residents, some places 

with high levels of financial instability in 2020, and more frequently in areas experiencing less 

intense levels of gentrification (Hwang et al. 2021). Unregistered rentals, however, do not 

overlap with eviction filings. Instead, these are more prevalent in areas that were hit hardest by 

the foreclosure crisis and underwent the most disinvestment during the Recession (Hwang et al. 

2021). These same areas had the highest shares of residents reporting paying more than 30 

percent of their income on housing. However, non-white residents were disproportionately 

housing cost‒burdened and were not concentrated in these areas. Although Asian and Latinx 

residents report being rent-burdened at relatively high rates, applications for rental assistance 

through the Keep Oakland Housed (KOH) program suggest that these groups are severely 

underserved.  

A. Eviction Filings, 2018‒2019 

Although most eviction filings do not result in actual evictions, the locations of where eviction 

filings are concentrated overlap with some places where outmigration among lower-

socioeconomic-status residents was occurring in 2020 and in areas with more households 

exhibiting financial instability in 2020 (Hwang et al. 2021). Figure 2 shows the total eviction 

filings per 1,000 housing units in Oakland from 2018 to 2019, separated by neighborhood 

categories, and 

Figure 3 displays a map of the eviction filing rates in Oakland from 2018 to 2019. See Appendix 

A for details on the data. 

Across all three categories, White/White-Mixed, neighborhoods in the top income quintile, and 

nongentrifiable neighborhoods had substantially lower eviction filing rates than other 

neighborhoods in their respective categories. The neighborhoods in the lowest income quintile 

experienced the most eviction filings. Among ethnoracial categories, Black-Other and 

Multiethnic/Other neighborhoods experienced the most eviction filings. Among gentrifiable 

neighborhoods, neighborhoods undergoing moderate and weak gentrification saw the highest 

eviction filing rates, which implies that the threat of eviction is greater in neighborhoods that 

experienced less intense levels of gentrification from 2000 to 2016. It is likely that these 

neighborhoods are gentrifying more intensely and becoming more profitable by 2018‒2019, 

which may motivate landlords to file for evictions.  

 

The map shows that eviction filing rates were highest in the southern parts of West Oakland, as 

well as in pockets in the eastern parts of Oakland. On the other hand, the Oakland Hills 

consistently had very low eviction filing rates. The spatial distribution of eviction filings does 

not fully align with the spatial distribution of moves last year among lower-socioeconomic-status 

residents and it also reflects areas with higher levels of financial instability last year. This is not 

surprising, given that eviction filings often do not result in actual evictions and are often used by 

landlords as a tool to collect rent. Areas where there is financial instability are likely areas where 

renters are struggling to pay rent. 
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Figure 2: Eviction Filings Rates, by Neighborhood Category 

 
 

Figure 3: Map of Eviction Filings Rates, 2018‒2019 
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B. Unregistered Rentals, 2020 

Areas with high rates of unregistered rentals can help identify where tenants may be more likely 

to face obstacles in receiving rental assistance or other protections, depending on local programs 

and policies. Figure 4 illustrates the overall percentage of unregistered rental properties in 

neighborhoods as of July 2020, separated by neighborhood categories, and Figure 5 displays a 

map of the percentage of unregistered rentals across tracts. See Appendix A for details on the 

data. 

 

Trends for this outcome were somewhat different than most other outcomes and tend to occur in 

areas with low eviction filing rates. Unregistered rentals overlap instead with areas that 

experienced significant neighborhood instability following the Recession. Unregistered rentals, 

however, are also high in some parts of the Oakland Hills. Although nongentrifiable and 

neighborhoods in the top income quintile had the lowest shares of unregistered rentals, 

White/White-Mixed neighborhoods had only slightly less than Black-Other and Predominantly 

Black neighborhoods and far more than Multiethnic/Other neighborhoods. Predominantly Black, 

intensely gentrifying, and neighborhoods in the second income quintile had the highest 

percentage of unregistered rental units, and Black-Other neighborhoods had slightly lower 

percentages of unregistered rental units than Predominantly Black neighborhoods. 

Neighborhoods experiencing people or price gentrification also had slightly lower percentages, 

compared with intensely gentrifying neighborhoods, while neighborhoods that experienced less 

intense levels of gentrification had low shares of unregistered rentals. From the map, West and 

Deep East Oakland had higher percentages of unregistered rentals, while the lowest percentages 

are throughout most of the Oakland Hills and the neighborhoods surrounding Lake Merritt and 

Piedmont.   

 

Figure 4: Percentage of Unregistered Rentals, by Neighborhood Category 
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Figure 5: Map of Percentage of Unregistered Rentals 

 

 

C. Housing Cost‒Burdened Residents 

The most recent data on how much income residents spend on housing costs is available as five-

year estimates spanning 2015‒2019 for overall and 2012‒2016 for divisions by race and 

ethnicity. See Appendix A for details on the data. Figure 6 visualizes the overall percentage of 

Oakland households, overall and for renters only, that pay more than 30 percent of their income 

on rent or mortgage costs based on the 2019 ACS, separated by neighborhood categories. Nearly 

50 percent of Oakland residents report being housing cost‒burdened. Across neighborhood 

categories, Predominantly Black and Black-Other neighborhoods, neighborhoods in lower 

income quintiles, and those experiencing people or price gentrification had the highest 

percentage of cost-burdened residents, reflecting the prevalence of lower-income residents in 

these neighborhoods. White/White-Mixed, high-income quintile neighborhoods, and 

nongentrifiable neighborhoods, on the other hand, had the lowest percentage of cost-burdened 

residents. The share of cost-burdened residents was still higher than average in other gentrifiable 

neighborhoods. Despite the trend of increasing shares of cost-burdened residents with lower 

income quintiles, neighborhoods in the bottom income quintile had similar percentages of cost-

burdened residents as neighborhoods in the second income quintile. Finally, there is little 

difference in trends between all residents and renters.  
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Figure 6: Percentage of Cost‒Burdened Households by Neighborhood Category (a) Overall 

and (b) Renters Only 

 
 

Figure 7 displays maps of the percentage of Oakland households that pay more than 30 percent 

of their income on rent or mortgage costs based on the ACS 2015‒2019 five-year estimates. 

Except for the neighborhoods surrounding Piedmont, most Oakland neighborhoods had 

relatively high percentages of renter households reporting being cost-burdened. While many 

renters in the wealthier and higher-income neighborhoods in the Oakland Hills reported being 

cost-burdened, most of East Oakland had exceptionally high rates, with over 50 percent of 

households reporting paying more than 30 percent of their income on housing. 
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Figure 7: Maps of Percentage of Cost‒Burdened Households (a) Overall and (b) Renters 

Only 

 
 

Next, we examined differences by race and ethnicity using 2012‒2016 five-year estimates 

reported in the CHAS data. Figure 8 displays the percentage of Oakland households, overall and 

only renters, by racial and ethnic group that reported paying more than 30 percent of their 

income on rent or mortgage payments. Overall, higher shares of Black residents reported being 

cost-burdened than other groups, and white residents had the lowest shares of residents who 

reported being cost-burdened. The areas surrounding Piedmont and Lake Merritt, as well as parts 

of East Oakland, had the highest percentage of Black residents who were cost‒burdened, but 

these percentages were high throughout most of Oakland. The percentage of white households 

that were cost‒burdened was higher in Deep East Oakland but low throughout the rest of the 

city. Areas with high shares of Hispanic and Asian cost-burdened residents were scattered 

throughout various pockets of Oakland. Although the figure above shows that East Oakland had 

higher shares of cost-burdened residents overall, Black, Hispanic, and Asian cost-burdened 

residents were not necessarily concentrated here.  
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Figure 8: Maps of Percentage of Cost‒Burdened Households by Race and Ethnicity (a) 

Overall and (b) Renters Only 

(a) Overall 
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(b) Renters 
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D. Keep Oakland Housed, 2018‒2019  

Keep Oakland Housed (KOH) program participation data from 2018‒2019 offer insight into the 

residents who were seeking legal and financial assistance related to housing. See Appendix A for 

details on the data. Figure 9 details the demographics of participants who received assistance 

from the KOH Rental Assistance program, along with the demographics of the neighborhood and 

those who reported being rent-burdened by race and ethnicity, based on the CHAS 2012‒2016 

data. The vast majority of KOH recipients across all neighborhoods were Black residents. This is 

especially true for those who sought rental assistance. Although a higher proportion of Black 

residents were rent-burdened, compared with residents of other ethnoracial groups in most 

neighborhoods except Downtown Oakland and Piedmont/Montclair, Asian and Latinx residents 

appear to be severely underserved by this program.  

 

Figure 9: Comparison of Racial Composition of People Seeking Assistance through KOH, 

Population (2012‒2016), and Rent-Burdened Residents (2012‒2016) 

 
 

Figure 10 details how behind on rent KOH participants were, separated by city region and race. 

A missing bar indicates that no one of that demographic and neighborhood participated in the 

KOH program. “NA” indicates that we do not know if or how far behind on rent the KOH 

participant was. Most people who applied for rental assistance were behind on rent between one 

and three months. Asian and Hispanic recipients in East Oakland, Black recipients in North 

Oakland, and Other Race recipients in West Oakland were more likely to be behind on rent 

between seven and 12 months than recipients in other KOH neighborhoods. Few recipients of 

rental assistance were behind in rent by over one year. Although these data are missing a lot of 

information, KOH is generally serving the populations who recently fell behind in rent.  
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Figure 10: Months behind on Rent of KOH Recipients of Rental Assistance, by Race and 

City Region 
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III. INDICATORS OF NEIGHBORHOOD INSTABILITY 

SUMMARY: We examine indicators of neighborhood instability using tax assessor data, data 

on property tax delinquencies, auctioned properties, code violations, and building permits to 

examine characteristics of property ownership that have implications for the stability of 

neighborhoods. Most property owners live in the Bay Area, with a substantial share living in 

Oakland; counter to expectations, owners of properties in advantaged neighborhoods, compared 

with less advantaged neighborhoods, are more likely to live outside the Bay Area. Corporate 

ownership is substantially higher in Downtown and West Oakland and in Multiethnic/Other 

neighborhoods, compared with the rest of the city, but Multiethnic/Other neighborhoods also had 

relatively low rates of large property owners. Large property owners, code violation rates, as 

well as tax delinquent properties (of which nearly one-third had code violations filed against 

them), instead concentrated in Black-Other and intensely gentrifying neighborhoods in Deep 

East and West Oakland. These areas are also distressed by the foreclosure crisis and predicted to 

experience higher levels of neighborhood instability (Hwang et al, 2021). Thus, rather than 

corporate ownership, tax delinquent properties and large property owners are more likely to be 

associated with disinvestment.  

 

A. Landlord Characteristics 

First, we examined the distribution of landlords’ location relative to their property, using the 

Alameda County Tax Assessor data. See Appendix A for details. Figure 11 provides an overall 

breakdown of where landlords are located, separated by neighborhood categories, and Figure 12 

is a map of the spatial distribution of where landlords outside Oakland, but still within the Bay 

Area, are located. Overall, most rental properties have landlords outside of Oakland but are still 

within the Bay Area. Nearly 40 percent of properties’ landlords are located within Oakland, with 

about one-third of those within the same census tract. In some cases where the property owner is 

in the same census tract of the property, the addresses are incorrectly entered into the tax 

assessor system and are incorrectly classified as renter-occupied, but, in other cases, these reflect 

accessory dwelling units with slightly different addresses. Only a small percentage of landlords 

are outside of the Bay Area or California. White/White-Mixed, nongentrifiable neighborhoods, 

and neighborhoods in the top income quintile have higher percentages of landlords outside 

California, but they also had the highest percentages of landlords located within the same 

neighborhood. Predominantly Black neighborhoods have the highest percentage of landlords 

located within Oakland, while Multiethnic/Other and Black-Other neighborhoods have higher 

percentages of landlords located outside of Oakland but within the Bay Area. Among gentrifiable 

neighborhoods, the percentage of landlords within the same tract as their property is higher in 

intensely gentrifying tracts. From the map, most landlords outside Oakland are concentrated in 

Alameda County, particularly in Piedmont, Alameda, and San Leandro, and in neighboring 

Contra Costa County, particularly the cities of Orinda and Lafayette. There is a smaller 

concentration of landlords in San Francisco in the Sunset district and South of Market area. 
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Figure 11: Landlord Location, by Neighborhood Category 

 
 

Figure 12: Map of Landlord Location Outside Oakland, within Bay Area 
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B. Corporate and Large-Scale Owners 

Next, we identified corporate-owned residential rentals and large-scale owners from the tax 

assessor data. Research has found that corporate ownership increased substantially following the 

Recession and is associated with poorer maintenance, neighborhood decline, and exploitative 

landlord practices (Travis 2019; Hwang 2019; Immergluck et al. 2020). Figure 13 visualizes the 

overall percentage of rental properties that are corporate-owned, separated by neighborhood 

categories, and Figure 14 displays a map of the percentage of corporate-owned rentals. 

Multiethnic/Other, intensely gentrifying, and neighborhoods in the bottom income quintile have 

the highest percentages of corporate-owned rentals, and White/White-Mixed, nongentrifiable, 

and neighborhoods in the top income quintile have the lowest percentages. From the map, 

corporate-owned rentals are concentrated in Downtown Oakland, especially West of Lake 

Merritt and in West Oakland. The rest of Oakland has relatively low percentages. 

 

Figure 13: Percentage of Corporate-Owned Rentals, by Neighborhood Category 
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Figure 14: Map of Percentage of Corporate-Owned Rentals 

 
 

Here, we examine property owners who own many residential rental properties in Oakland, 

based on the owner’s name in the County Assessor data. Table 1 shows a list of the owners who 

own the most properties in Oakland. This list includes companies, banks, and trusts. Because 

owners sometimes purchase properties using different names, we are unable to capture multiple 

entities for the same owners in this analysis.  
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Table 1: List of Top 20 Property Owners 

 
 

We categorized owners as “super-owners” if they own at least 11 properties, a threshold we 

determined based on the distribution of property ownership in Oakland. Figure 15 visualizes the 

average number of properties owned by super-owners in neighborhoods per 1,000 housing units, 

separated by neighborhood categories, and Figure 16 displays maps of the location of properties 

owned by super-owners, overlaid with the gentrification categories. Black-Other, intensely 

gentrifying, and neighborhoods in the lower income quintiles had the highest rate of properties 

owned by super-owners, and White/White-Mixed, nongentrifiable, and neighborhoods in the top 

income quintile had the lowest rates. Multiethnic/Other neighborhoods also had relatively low 

rates, despite having large shares of corporate-owned rentals. Neighborhoods in the other 

gentrifiable categories had far fewer properties owned by super-owners, compared with intensely 

gentrifying neighborhoods, but far more than nongentrifiable ones. From the map, properties 

owned by super-owners are concentrated in intensely gentrifying areas with historically large 

Black populations in West Oakland and Deep East Oakland, and the nongentrifiable 

neighborhoods in the Oakland Hills and around Piedmont had few super-owners.  
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Figure 15: Average Number of Properties Owned by Super-Owners, by Neighborhood 

Category 

 
 

Figure 16: Maps of Properties Owned by Super-Owners, by Gentrification Category 
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C. Code Violations 

We examine code violations against property owners related to blight, zoning, and housing 

complaints in the City of Oakland as a proxy for building issues that reflect disinvestment. 

Because violations are typically reported by residents, however, these data also reflect the 

willingness of residents in neighborhoods to report the issues. See Appendix A for details on the 

data. 

Figure 17 shows the annual average number of code violations per 1,000 housing units in census 

tracts and the average annual number of unique addresses with violations per 1,000 housing 

units, separated by neighborhood categories. See Appendix A for details on the data. We present 

both because some properties have numerous code violations reported against them. Across 

neighborhood categories, White/White-Mixed, nongentrifiable, and neighborhoods in the top 

income quintile experienced the lowest rates of code violations and addresses with code 

violations, while Black-Other neighborhoods, neighborhoods in the bottom income quintiles, and 

neighborhoods experiencing both intense and “people or price” gentrification had the highest 

rates of code violations and addresses with code violations.  

Figure 17: Average Annual Code Violation Rates by Neighborhood Category Based on (a) 

Number of Code Violations and (b) Number of Unique Addresses 

(a) Number of Code Violations 
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(b) Number of Addresses 

 
 

Next, we analyze the geography of code violations over time. We separate these results by four 

economic housing periods based on market trends from the Standard & Poor’s Case-Schiller 

Home Price Indices for the San Francisco Bay Area: Boom (2002‒2006), Bust (2007‒2009), 

Recovery (2010‒2014), and Post-Recovery (2015‒2017).4  

Figure 18 displays maps of the average annual number of code violations and unique addresses 

per 1,000 housing units by housing period. Throughout all housing periods, West and Deep East 

Oakland, along with the San Antonio and Fruitvale area had higher rates of code violations. 

From the boom to the bust period, there is an increase in code violations for those areas. During 

the recovery, code violations were highest in Deep East Oakland, but lower in West Oakland and 

the San Antonio and Fruitvale area. In the post-recovery period, violations were generally lower 

but were relatively higher in Deep East Oakland. Additionally, across all housing periods, the 

Oakland Hills and neighborhoods surrounding Piedmont and Lake Merritt had the lowest rates of 

code violations.  

 

 

 

4 These categories are consistent with those used in previous analyses (Hwang et al. 2021). 
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Figure 18: Maps of Average Annual Code Violation Rates by Housing Period Based on (a) 

Number of Code Violations and (b) Number of Unique Addresses by Housing Period 

(a) Number of Code Violations 
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(b) Number of Addresses 

 
 

Now, we analyze owners of properties with large numbers of code violations, based on the 

property owner at the time of the violation. Table 2 shows a list of the property owners with the 

most code violations recorded against any of their properties from 2000 to 2020. Owners 

sometimes purchase properties using different names, and we do not capture multiple entities for 

the same owners in this analysis. This list includes companies, banks, and trusts but excludes the 

code violations filed against properties owned by the City of Oakland and Oakland’s Housing 

Authority, both of which had high numbers of code violations reported against them. Several of 

these owners are banks and subsidiaries that handle foreclosed properties, but others are not and 

are owners of large numbers of properties. 
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Table 2: Top 20 Property Owners, by Code Violations 

  
 

We next identified nuisance properties—those with four or more code violations reported against 

them. This number is based on the distribution of code violations per address and represents the 

threshold beyond which few properties have this many violations. There are 1,526 nuisance 

properties throughout Oakland. Figure 19 visualizes the number of nuisance properties per 1,000 

housing units in neighborhoods, separated by neighborhood categories, and Figure 20 displays 

the locations of nuisance properties, overlaid with the gentrification categories. Across all 

categories, neighborhoods that are classified as Black-Other, in the lower income quintiles, or 

experiencing “people or price” gentrification on average have more nuisance properties. 

Multiethnic/Other neighborhoods, neighborhoods in the top three income quintiles, and weakly 

gentrifying neighborhoods all had similarly low rates of nuisance properties. Nuisance properties 

are scattered throughout the gentrifiable areas of Oakland, which are also primarily the areas that 

are lower-income and not White/White-Mixed, and there are very few in the nongentrifiable 

areas in the Oakland Hills. Many are concentrated in the central part of West Oakland and North 

Oakland and around Lake Merritt, as well as the areas of East Oakland north of Fruitvale and the 

Coliseum.  
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Figure 19: Average Nuisance Property Rates, by Neighborhood Category 

 
 

 

Figure 20: Maps of Nuisance Properties, by Gentrification Category 
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D. Tax Delinquent Properties 

We also examined the locations of the tax delinquent properties as of July 2020 across Oakland. 

See Appendix A for details on the data. Figure 21 displays the average number of tax delinquent 

properties per 1,000 housing units, separated by neighborhood categories, and Figure 22 maps 

the tax delinquent property rates. Unlike trends for other outcomes, Multiethnic/Other 

neighborhoods had the lowest delinquency rates, but, consistent with other outcomes, 

nongentrifiable neighborhoods and neighborhoods in the highest income quintiles had low rates. 

Neighborhoods experiencing weak gentrification also had low rates, and Black-Other 

neighborhoods, neighborhoods experiencing moderate gentrification, and neighborhoods in the 

second income quintile had the highest rates. Predominantly Black neighborhoods and 

neighborhoods undergoing people or price gentrification also had high delinquency rates. Tax 

delinquencies were concentrated in Deep East Oakland and some parts of West Oakland, where 

foreclosures also concentrated during the Recession.  

 

Figure 21: Tax Delinquent Property Rates, by Neighborhood Category 
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Figure 22: Map of Tax Delinquent Property Rates 

 
 

Next, we examine the degree to which tax delinquent properties are associated with property 

neglect by identifying tax delinquent properties with code violations. Figure 23 maps tax 

delinquent properties and whether they had a code violation, overlaid with gentrification 

categories. Of the tax delinquent properties, 31.7 percent (648 properties) had a code violation at 

some point. Except for the Oakland Hills, areas surrounding Piedmont, and Downtown Oakland, 

tax delinquent properties with code violations were scattered evenly throughout the rest of 

Oakland. 
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Figure 23: Map of Tax Delinquent Properties with Code Violations, by Gentrification 

Category 

 
 

 

Next, we examine the locations of previously tax delinquent properties that were sold at public 

auction and the trajectories of these properties to assess whether these sales led to increased 

neglect (via code violations) or investment (via building permits). See Appendix A for details on 

the data. The following figures focus on 213 unique Oakland properties, which were sold at 

public auction. Figure 24 displays a map overlaid with gentrification categories of the sold 

auctioned properties across Oakland neighborhoods that had either a code violation or substantial 

building permit on the property after the sale. Of the 213 Oakland properties sold at public 

auction, only 21 had code violations and 14 had substantial building permits after the sale. These 

properties were scattered throughout Oakland with no evident pattern.  
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Figure 24: Maps of All Sold Auctioned Properties, That Had (a) Code Violations or (b) 

Substantial Building Permits after Sale 

(a) Code Violations 

 
 

(b) Major Building Permits 
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IV. KEY CONSIDERATIONS FOR POLICY AND PRACTICE 

• Investigate how residents navigate rising housing costs and limited affordable housing 

options with a focus on racial disparities. The disconnect between eviction data, moving, 

cost-burdened individuals, particularly among non-white residents, and applicants to KOH 

implies the need to better understand how residents are strategizing their responses to rising 

housing costs and limited affordable housing options. This is especially important after the 

moratorium lifts in the wake of the pandemic. Surveys and interviews to understand 

residents’ circumstances and how they are considering their housing and financial options 

amid the pandemic before they encounter an eviction filing or apply for assistance. 

Structuring these analyses around understanding racial inequities is crucial for identifying 

mechanisms that produce racial disparities in residential instability and developing targeted 

strategies that can mitigate these differences. 

• Target preservation and protection strategies in Deep East Oakland and pockets of 

West Oakland, which have long histories of disinvestment and are at high risk of renter 

vulnerability. These historically Black areas were hit hardest by the foreclosure crisis and 

continue to have the highest concentration of financial instability, crowding, unemployment, 

and code violations and the fewest new building permits (Hwang et al. 2021). These areas 

have more unregistered rentals, tax delinquent properties, large property owners (but not 

necessarily more corporate owners), and more residents reporting paying more than 30 

percent of their income on housing. They also overlap with those that the Housing Initiative 

at Penn identified as high risk of renter vulnerability (HIP 2020). Without intervention, these 

areas are likely to undergo continued disinvestment with the pandemic fallout. 

• Monitor vulnerable areas for disinvestment and residential instability, especially in the 

wake of the pandemic. Particularly as the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic continue to 

unfold and moratoriums lift, there is an urgent need to implement mechanisms to monitor 

and evaluate neighborhood decline and renter vulnerability in Oakland. Tracking indicators 

of repeat code violations, unregistered rentals, tax delinquencies and foreclosure, blight, and 

activity among large landlords and property sales can help the city target acquisitions and 

take preventative measures against neighborhood decline. Monitoring areas with high shares 

of lower-SES residents moving, shifts to crowded households, financial instability, and areas 

with high renter vulnerability identified in other work (HIP 2020; Hwang et al. 2021) can 

help the city focus resources on neighborhoods at risk of instability.  
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V. APPENDIX 

A. Information on Data Sources  

U.S. Census and American Community Survey (ACS) Data: These publicly available 

datasets provide information for several variables, including demographic (race, ethnicity, 

nativity, age), socioeconomic (income, poverty, educational attainment), and housing 

(occupancy, rent, home value) indicators. These data are available at various geographies, with 

the lowest aggregation at the census block group level, from the decennial Census years from 

1970 to 2000 and from five-year estimates from the American Community Survey, which began 

collecting data in 2005. The most recent available ACS data are the 2014‒2018 five-year period. 

Census variables rely on a one-in-six sample, and ACS variables rely on samples that are pooled 

across five years and are half as large as the Census samples.5  

Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS), U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD): This publicly available dataset from the U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development provides tract-level information on renter- and owner-occupied 

households that report paying at least 30% or 50% of their income on housing costs from 2006‒

2010 five-year estimates and 2012‒2016 five-year estimates. The data are further separated by 

race and ethnicity of the household head. Along with the ACS 2015‒2019 five-year estimates, 

which do not separate cost-burdened households by race and ethnicity, the data were used to 

compare the percentages of cost-burdened households across Oakland neighborhoods. 

Alameda County Tax Assessor Data, 2019‒2020 and 2020‒2021: This dataset from Alameda 

County is used to assess property owners and approximate rental properties in the City of 

Oakland. For properties in Oakland, we compare the property address and the mailing address of 

each property owner in Oakland. For properties in which the property owner’s mailing address 

does not match the property address, we assume that the property is a rental property. Because 

owners sometimes live in their properties and use other addresses, and other owners list the 

property addresses when they do not live there, this is a rough approximation. We also identify 

the distribution of landlords’ location relative to their property and identify owners who own 

many properties in Oakland, based on the names of property owners. Because owners sometimes 

purchase properties using different names, we are unable to capture multiple entities for the same 

owners in this analysis. We also use this data to identify corporate-owned properties, based on 

whether the property owner names contain corporate identifiers, such as “LLC,” “Corp,” “Inc..” 

as well as other terms like “Partners,” “Group,” “Suites,” etc., signaling corporate ownership. 

Alameda County Tax Delinquent Properties: This dataset contains properties that have been 

delinquent on property tax payments in Alameda County as of July 2020, including the total 

amount due for each property, default year, and years of delinquency. Our analysis examines 

2,041 properties that are currently delinquent in the City of Oakland. The data were used to 

compare the rate of tax delinquent properties across Oakland neighborhoods. Along with code 

 

 

 

5 Sampling variation in the estimates can introduce error and is higher in the ACS, especially when it comes to 

reporting dollar values, like income and home values. Although there is no systematic bias in the measures, 

measures about individual tracts are subject to error, particularly those with smaller populations. 
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violations data, we examine the degree to which delinquent properties are associated with 

property neglect. 

Alameda County Public Auction Properties, 2008‒2020: This dataset contains tax delinquent 

properties that were offered at public auction in Alameda County from 2008 to 2020. The dataset 

provides information on property location, bid price, and results of auction. Over this period, 

there were 530 properties auctioned in Oakland, of which 220 were sold and 7 were sold twice. 

Tax delinquent properties can also be paid off before the auction or be removed from sale if a 

nonprofit or public entity expresses interest in them, so the properties that we analyze did not 

experience this and went to auction. We used this data with code violation and building permit 

data to assess whether these sales led to increased neglect (code violations) or investment 

(building permits).  

City of Oakland Code Violations, 2000‒2020: This dataset contains all reported code 

violations related to blight, zoning, and housing complaints in the City of Oakland from 2000 to 

2020. The dataset provides information on the property location, owner name and address, 

violation description, violation status, date the violation was opened, and violation type. Since 

violations are reported by residents, rather than systematically, there are likely many units with 

quality concerns for which no violation is recorded. Our analysis draws on 32,322 violations 

against the property owners with location and year information. The data were used to identify 

the property owners with many code violations, as well as with tax delinquency data to proxy 

property neglect. Lastly, the data were used to identify 1,526 nuisance properties—properties 

with more than three code violations reported against them. 

City of Oakland Building Permits, 2000‒2020: This dataset contains all rehab, construction, 

and demolition building permits issued in Oakland from 2000 to 2020. The dataset provides 

information on the permit location, job description, estimated job value, permit type, permit 

status, and ownership information for each building permit issued by the city. A building permit 

does not necessarily mean completion of the proposed job description. To analyze investment, 

we use data on properties with permits for new construction, rehabilitation, or an addition 

totaling more than $60,000 per year. We set this threshold based on the distribution of building 

permit job values to identify substantial new construction, rehabilitation, or addition and exclude 

permits for minor repairs. The data are used to examine building investment across 

neighborhoods and housing periods. 

City of Oakland Eviction Filings, 2018‒2019: This dataset contains eviction filings for the City 

of Oakland from 2018 to 2019. Eviction filings are generated when a landlord files to evict a 

tenant. The dataset includes the location, date, and reason for each filing. However, most filings 

do not actually result in evictions and are instead often used by landlords to exert power over 

tenants (Garboden and Rosen 2019). The dataset contains 10,005 filings, but 3,812 (38%) had 

Oakland’s City Hall listed as the address and were removed from analysis. The data were used to 

compare the rates at which landlords file to evict tenants across different neighborhoods. 

City of Oakland’s Registry of Rental Properties from Business Tax License Data, July 

2020: This dataset contains registered rental properties in the City of Oakland. When landlords 

purchase a business tax license, their residential rental property is registered with the City. Since 

landlords must pay an annual fee to maintain a business tax license, and since the City does not 

enforce licensure, not all landlords register. Therefore, this dataset does not capture all rental 

properties in the city. As of July 2020, the registration dataset contained 20,132 residential 
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properties. According to the ACS 2019 five-year estimates, there are over 96,000 rental housing 

units and at least 32,000 rental buildings in Oakland. We merge the properties listed in the 

Business License Tax for Rental Properties with the County Tax Assessor data to calculate the 

number of registered rental units. Using the percentage of rental units per tract from the ACS 

2019 five-year estimates and the total number of residential units per tract from the County Tax 

Assessor data, we estimate the total number of residential rental units per tract. We use these data 

to identify unregistered rental units—the difference between the total number of residential rental 

units and registered rental units. In 38 tracts, there are slightly more registered rental units than 

estimated units, and we assume that the rentals are all registered in these tracts.  

Keep Oakland Housed (KOH) Program Participation Data, 2018‒2019: This dataset 

contains KOH’s program participation data. KOH is the collaborative effort of multiple 

nonprofits to provide legal and emergency financial assistance to renters. This dataset includes 

socioeconomic and broad geographic, participant-level information about tenants who received 

legal or financial assistance from the organization in 2018 and 2019. As of October 2019, KOH 

noted that outreach in Hispanic/Latinx and Asian Pacific Islander communities was lacking. 

Most participants are African American/Black, and about 2,470 individuals are represented in 

this survey. The KOH data were used with the CHAS cost-burdened data to compare the 

demographics of KOH recipients to those who are cost-burdened. 
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B. Detailed Description of Neighborhood Categories 

Appendix Table B-1: Description of Ethnoracial Composition Categories 

 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census and 2012‒2016 ACS. 
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Appendix Table B-2: Description of Gentrification Categories 

 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census and 2012‒2016 ACS. The subregion for Oakland comprises Alameda and Contra Costa 

Counties.
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