





































































































child in her old neighborhood junior high, Marina Middle School, and drove her there every
morming, but the other two ended up bussing to Clarendon.”

Furthermore, students who remain enrolled at the same school may nonetheless suffer academic
setbacks due to moving-related stresses such as increased distance from social nefworks,
interrupted routines, and busy caregivers.
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Eviction related displacement creates a series of obstacles for renter families, making it difficult
for them to provide a safe and stable environment for their children in one of the most expensive
counties in the nation. The number of families affected by OMI evictions is small relative to the
thousands of families, at-risk of or experiencing at-fault just cause evictions, yet the effects of
eviction on the individual families are significant. Researchers have consistently found that
residential mobility is associated with a number of detrimental effects to a child’s wellbeing.
Finally, the threat of OMI evictions through owners’ use of oral evictions appears to be a larger
problem among tenants than the frequency with which the formal legal OMI eviction process
oCCurs.

Recommendations;

% Consider improving mechanism for increased data collection capabilities: Provide an
opportunity for owners (to the best of their ability) to voluntarily report the number and age
of people living in units. Such a mechanism would assist the Rent Board in tracking the
number of children affected by all evictions (excluding non-payment of rent). This
recommendation would still fail to account for families affected by OMI evictions in cases
where they were orally evicted as well as cases in which owners did not file notices with the
Rent Board. Despite the limitations, the Rent Board is currently unable to assess the fuil
magnitude of families facing evictions of all types in San Francisco and this would
significantly improve the Rent Board’s ability to track children affected by evictions.*

Additionally, improving coordination of data between SFUSD and the Rent Board is an
important step in understanding the effects of residential displacement on children.
While cross-checking the Rent Board’s notice data was time consuming for SFUSD, they
were able to identify more families than through the Rent Board’s data collection system.
Increased collaboration between the Rent Board and SFUSD could generate a greater
understanding of the magnitude of families affected by all types of evictions.

> Consider policy changes to protect tenant families from no-fault evictions, while
assessing the possibility of any unintended consequences: Despite lack of consensus
regarding the magnitude of OMI evictions, there is universal agreement among tenant
advocates that minimizing displacement of families with children is beneficial. Strengthening
protections for families with children affected by no-fault evictions is an important first step.
However, it is recommended that consideration be given as to whether a policy change may
result in any unintended consequences, such as adversely affecting a family’s ability to rent in
San Francisco.

> Improve tenant educational outreach to avoid displacement associated with oral
evictions. Tenant advocates reported that many tenants move because of oral evictions from

0 Using data from Alleged Wrongful Evictions, which are reports filed by tenants when they believe an eviction occurred in
violation of the Rent Ordinance, in March 2009, the Rent Board reported that 76 families were affected by evictions. This
number is likely a serious underestimate.
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owners. Strengthening tenant protections are unlikely to impact this segment of the renter
population if they remain unaware of their rights as renters.
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METHODOLOGY

This report relied extensively on stakeholder interviews. The OLA contacted a total of twenty-
one stakeholders for the drafting of this report (listed in Appendix A), successfully completing
sixteen interviews. At the request of the Supervisor, the OLA enlisted the assistance from family
service providers, eviction defense groups, San Francisco Unified School District, the San
Francisco Apartment Association, government agencies, and tenant groups. Unfortunately,
despite a brief telephone conversation and an e-mail request for information from the OLA, the
San Francisco Apartment Association did not contribute to the report. Interviews were conducted
informally and without a specific interview guide. Jennifer Rakowski from the Rent Board
provided a large amount of guidance on the OMI eviction process, policies, and issues
surrounding data collection of OMI evictions.

We reviewed a range of primary materials, including raw data from the Rent Board, Census data,
and court records. Additionally, San Francisco Unified School District’s Office of Research,
Planning and Accountability (RPA) cross-referenced the Rent Board notice data with their own
student tracking database. We also reviewed several social science journal articles, housing
studies, and reports produced by non-profits and government agencies. Tenant advocacy groups
collected anecdotal evidence from families affected by OMI evictions, which were used to
substantiate statements made throughout the report.
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Appendix A — LIST OF STAKHOLDERS CONTACTED

Jennifer Rakowsky Supervisor, Residential Rent Stabilization and
Arbitration Board (Rent Board)

Chris Armentrout Director of Government Relations, San Francisco
Unified School District

liene Hirst Sheriff Hennesy's Chief of Staff, Sheriff’s Eviction
Prevention Program

Ted Gullickson Director, San Francisco Tenants Union

Amold Ellis Managing Attorney, Bay Area Legal Aid

Tommi Avicolli-Mecca

Director of Counseling Program, Housing Rights
Comunitiee

Sarah Short Executive Director, Housing Rights Committee

Mariana Vituro Co-Director, Saint Peter's Housing Committee

Miguel Wooding Executive Director, Eviction Defense Collaborative

Kathy Harr Eviction Defense Collaborative

September Jarett Director of Policy Research, Department of Children
Youth and Families

Jose Cartajena Program Manager, Catholic Charities

Randy Shaw Director, Tenderloin Housing Clinic

Deneen Jones Counselor, Glide Memorial Church

Lisa Fricke Government Affairs, San Francisco Apartment
Association

Dan Kelly Deputy Director, Human Services Agency

Al Gilbert CFO, Family Services Agency

Cindy Ward Director, Eviction Prevention Program Human
Services Agency

Jess Lin Housing Counselor, Chinatown Comumunity

Development Center

Alvaro Sanchez

Parent Organizer, Coleman Advocates for Children
and Families

Eva Auyeung

Asian Law Caucus
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Appendix B — School Mobility and Student Achievement Bibliography

Selected Studies and articles detailing the relationship between residential/school mobility and
social and academic progress of children.
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Dong, M., et al. “Childhood Residential Mobility and Multiple Health Risks During Adolescence
and Adulthood: The Hidden Role of Adverse Childhood Experiences.” Archives of Pediatric and
Adolescent Medicine. Dec 2005; 159: 1104-1110.
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Simpson, G.A., Fowler, M.A. “Geographic mobility and children’s emotional/behavioral
adjustment and school function.” Pediatrics. 1994; 93: 303-309.

Swanson, C. B., Schneider, B. “Students on the move: Residential and educational mobility in
VAmerica’s Schools.” Sociology of Education. 1999; 72: 54-67.

Wood, D., Halfon, N., Scarlata, D., Newachek, P., Nessim, S. “Impact of family relocation on
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Medical Association. 1993; 270: 1334-1338.
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
LEGISLATIVE ANALYST REPORT
From: Gabe Cabrera, with Melissa Vanlandingham - Office of the Legislative Analyst
Date: ‘April 14, 2006 : :
Re: Evictions and Student Performance (OLA No. 020-06)

SUMMARY OF REQUESTED ACTION

Identify the relationship between evictions of families and students’ school perfdrmance.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Our investigation reveals limited information relating evictions directly to school performance.
Evidence exists, however, relating student mobility to schoo! performance. Mobility, as
measured by the number of times a student changes residences or schools, has been repeatedly
linked to poor school performance. To the extent that evictions increase student mobility,
evictions will have negative impacts on school performance.

It is unclear how evictions compare proportionately to other sources of mobility, such as job
iransfers, to be closer to work/school/other, and disaster losses (fire, flood, ete.). Nonetheless, to
the extent that evictions significantly increase mobility, limiting evictions during the school year
could positively impact students’ school performance. It is important to consider that the
children of evicted parents may be at high risk of mobility, in the absence of evictions, due to
other underlying issues, such as shortages of affordable housing, changes in marital status, or
unemployment.

BACKGROUND

From March 2005 to February 2006, a total of 1,621 evictions were filed with the San Francisco
Rent Board.! The cited reasons for the evictions are grouped into multiple categories, but the
largest contributors are:

s ‘Tenants comumitting a nuisance (342);

o Tenants breaching the rental agreement (294);

Withdrawal of the unit through the Ellis Act (276);

Owners exercising their move-in option (259); and

Tenants non-payment of rent (102).

* @ o

The remaining 384 evictions are spread across 12 other categories. 1t is important to note that
unlike other types of eviction notices, landlords are not required to file evictions for non-payment
of rent with the Rent Board. Thus, the full number of evictions in the City is unknown.

With respect to the number of evictions per year in San Francisco that involve families with
children, Ted Gullickson, Director of the San Francisco Tenants Union, estimates that this

! San Francisco Rent Board Annual Eviction Report. March 30, 2006,

City Hall ¢ 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 ¢ San Francisco, California 94102-4689
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quotient is in the hundreds, but a more specific accounting of children affected by eviction is also
unknown.”

FINDINGS

There is limited information relating evictions directly to school performance. Evidence exists,
however, relating student mobility to school performance. That is, mobility negatively 1mpacts

school performance through a variety of disruptions to continuous education. Students who miss
days of school fall behind. Students who change schools are often placed in new classrooms
before their records are transferred, leading to inappropriate placement. Students who change
schools are less able to form lasting relationships with their teachers and often will fail to seek
needed help. Additionally, moving is stressful for families and this negatively affects student
performance.

Children who are highly mobile are more likely to achieve below grade level, repeat grades more
frequently, and have lower rates of graduation.

o Below grade level - A 1994 US General Accounting Office (GAO) study of American third
graders found that 41% of students who had changed schools three or more times since first
grade were readmg below grade level, as compared to 26% of students who had never
changes schools.’

» Repeat grades - The children who had changed schools three or more times were 2.5 times
as likely to repeat a grade at school than those who had not changed schools.*

¢ Lower rates of graduation - Looking at older students, the study reported that students who
had changed schools four or more times by eighth grade were four times as likely to drop out
of school than students who never changed schools.’

e Other issues - Additionally, the GAO found that highly mobile students were more likely to
have behavioral, nutritional, and hygiene problems reported at school.

Negative effects of mobility are not limited to the mobile students alone. Their classmates’
education also suffers. Students entering the classroom during the school year are unfamiliar
with the curriculum of the new school and require extra attention from teachers in order to catch
up to their classmates. This forces teachers to divert from their intended lesson plans and slows
the progress of the classas a whole.®

Although there are multiple reasons for mobility, such as job transfers, to be closer to
work/school/other, and disaster losses (fire, flood, etc.), evictions undoubtedly contribute by
requiring changes in residences. The extent of this contribution remains unclear. State and local
education departments track overall student mobility, but do not categorize and track mobility by
evictions. Nonetheless, to the extent that evictions significantly increase mobility, limiting
evictions during the school year could positively impact students’ school performance. It is

* Eslinger, Bonnie, “Super\rlsor Ban Evictions During School Year.” San Francisco Examiner. January 27 2006.
3 United States General Accounting Office Report # GAO/HEHS-94-45. “Elementary School Children: Many
Change Schools Frequently, Harming Their Education.” February 1994, p.6.

*Ibid., p.7

* Ibid., p.8

® Ibid., p.37
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important to consider that the children of evicted parents may be at high risk of mobility, in the
absence of evictions, due to other underlying issues, such as shortages of affordable housing,
changes in marital status, or unemployment.”

RECOMMENDATIONS

To get a more specific accounting of children affected by eviction in San Francisco, the OLA.
offers the following recommendations for your consideration:

I. Require the San Francisco Rent Board to monitor the number of evictions per year in San
Francisco that involve families with children (under categories of eviction filings required
by local law), and to report its findings in its annual eviction report.

2. Urge the San Francisco Unified School District to track student mobility by evictions, and
to report its findings to the Board of Supervisors.

7 Ibid., p-2
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