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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
7/22/19
FILE NO. 190751 "~ MOTION NO.

[Mayoral Appointmenf, Board of Appeals - Eduardo Santacana]

Motion approving the Mayoral nomination for the appointment of Eduardo Santacana to

the Board of Appeals, for a term ending July 1, 2020.

VVHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.108, the Mayor has submitted a
communication notifying the Board of Supervisors of the nomination for the apﬁointment of
Eduardo Santacana fo the Board of Appeals, received by the Clerk of the Board on July 3,
2019; and |

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors, by Motion No. M02-80, established a process
to review the Mayor's nominations to the Board of Appeals; now, therefore, be it |
| MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby approves the Mayor's nomination for
the appointment of Eduardo Santacana to the Board of Appeals, for the unexpired portion of a

four-year term ending July 1, 2020.

Clerk of the Board ‘ :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

SAN FRANC_ISQO . MAaYoOR
. Notice of Nomination

June 30, 2019 Ea.
| | y &
San Francisco Board of Supervisors \r; |
City Hall, Room 244 “«
-1 Dr. Carlion B. Goodlett Place =
San Francisco, CA 94102 o

Pursuc:m‘ ’ro Charter Secﬁon 4.1 06 | hereby 'mdke the folIoWizng nbmin-a»‘rion:

Eduardo Santacana to the Board of Appeols in the seat formerly held by Frank
Fung to fulfill the remounder of a four year term endmg July 1, 2020.

_ | am confident ‘rho’r Mr Son’racono will serve ourcommunity well. Ah‘dched are

his quohﬁccn‘lons to sérve, which demonstrate how his appointment represents

LoNpON N. BREED

the communities of inferest, nelghborhoodﬁjnd diverse populohons of the City . -

ond County of San Francisco. e

Should you have any ques’non obou’r this Oppom’fmen’r please com‘cc’r my
. Director of Commission Affqlrs Kanishka Karunaratne Cheng, at 415.554, 6696

Sincerely, -

' London N. Breed
Moyor City and Coum‘y of San Francnsco

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

"~ TELEPHONE: Xg?) 5554-6141



| San Francisco, CA 94116

. EDUCATION . '

HARVARD LAW SCHOOL, 1.D., cum laude ' May 2011
University of California, Berkeley Law School, 3L Exchange Program, 20102011 ’
Honors; Dean's Scholar, Civil Procedute
Activities: Harvard Legal Aid Burean, StudentAz‘torney, 20092010

Tenant Advocacy PI'O_]BCTZ Studem‘ Attorney, 2008-2009 o

HARVARD COLLEGE, A.B. in Government May 2008

Activities: Harvard Crimson, Reporter, 2004-2006 ' ’

E 1;0 E. Santacana

EXPERIENCE

KEKER, VAN NEST & PETERS LLP, San Francisco, CA. - 2015-present:
Associate. Crafted trial sirategy and presented and cross- ~examined witnesses at atbitration between
the Oracle Arena and the Golden State Warriors. Argued motions in limine, daily trial evidentiary

. issues, and all jury instructions during three-week copyright and patent trial between competitors, and
prepared frial witness examinations, took several fact witness depositions, briefed “substantive
motions, and managed discovery. Crafted trial strategy, took and defended expert depositions, drafted -
motions in limine, and prepared for jury trial in commercial dispute. Successfully briefed and argued
class ceriification, and took and defended deposmons in consumer class action. Took defendant

“officer depositions and briefed discovery issues in pro bono prisoner excessive force case. Devised
and executed strategy for securing dismissal of an international video game ‘copyright case based on
Jorum non conveniens. Secured Special Immigrant Juvenile Status for unaccompanied minor in pro
bono immigration case. Mentored associates and summer associates, served on firm diversity
_committee for two years, and presented on copyright i issues to Bcrkeley law students.

AMERICAN CONSTITUTION SOCIETY, Board Member, Bay Area Lawyer Chapter ‘ 2011-present
'U.S., COURT OF APPEALS, D.C. CIRCUIT, HON. CORNELIA T.L. PILLARD, Law Clerk 20142015 -
U.8. DISTRICT COURT, N.I). CALIFORNIA, HON. JON S. TIGAR, Law Clerk 2013-2014
LIEFF CABRASER HEIMANN & BERNSTEIN LLP San Francisco, CA . 20112013

Associate & Summer Associate (2010), Practiced complex litigation on behalf of consumer fraud,
antitrust, and mass tort plaintiffs. Took six fact witness depositions and managed affirmative discovery
in a five-defendant price-fixing conspiracy ease. Briefed Ninth Circuit appeal, settlement approval and
related filings in the BP gulf oil spill litigation, and novel questions of law in the Flonda Engle
‘tobacco litigation.

HARVARD LEGAL ATD BUREAU, Cambridge, MA o 2009-2010
Student Attorney, Represented indigent clients facing eviction in Boston-area coutts. Briefed appeal -
resulting in Jandmark decision resolving housing court jurisdiction over foreclosure challenges. See
Bank ofNew York v. Bailey, 951 N.E.2d 331 (Mass. 2011).

SUFFOLK COUNTYDISTRICTATTORNEY Boston; MA  © 4 o Summer 2009

Intern, Homzcrde Division. Invcstlgated gang—relatcd hormc1des Draﬂed trial and appellate briefs.
IVYNERDS Cambridge, MA : : 2005—2008

Founder. Employed undergraduates to provide web design services to small businesses.

*Clearance Eligible: TS/SCI; SSBL: 05/27/15; -
Favorable Adjudication by DOJ: 06/09/15
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STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS ~ Daté Initial Filing Received

\ Official Use Only

caiForniA Form 7.0

§ rar POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSIO ' COVER 'PAGE

Iease type.or print In Ink, . AP UBL[ C DOCUMEN T '

NAME OF FILER  {(LAST) . . (FIRST) i " (MIDBLE)
Santacana - Eduardo - Enrique

1. Office, Agency, or Court
Agency Name (Do nof use acronyms)

San Francisco Board of Appeals
Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable . Your Position

Commissioner

& [f filing for multiple positions, list below or on an attachment. (Do not use acronyms)

Agency: : ' - ‘ Position:

2, Jurisdictjon of Office (Check at least one box)

Cdsate ] o B ~ [Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)
[ Mult_i-County ' . Counly of Sar? Francisco
Clly of. Sén Francisco ;. .. } . : [ Other

3. Type of Statement (Check at Jeast one box)

{1 Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2018 through K Leavlng Office; Date Left l 1
or December 31, 2018, . {Check one circle.)
The period covered is ./ / . thfough O The period covered is January 1, 2018, through the date of
December 31, 2018, ' . leavmg office. .
Xl Assuming Office: Dale assumed XX XX 2019 O The period covered is / / , through
. ) . the date of leaving office. ‘
[] Candidate: Date of Eleoion . and office sought, if different than Part 1:

4. Schedule Summary (must complete) » Total number of pages including this cover page:
Schedules atfached ‘ '

1 Schedule A - Investments — schedule’ atlaéhe’d . Schedule C - Incoms, Loans, & Business Positjons ~ schedule attached

[1 Schedule A2 « Ivesiments — schedule attached : [ Schedute D - Income — Giffs ~ schedule attached ‘
{1 schedule B ~ Real Properly — schedule attached [ Schedule E « Income — Gifts — Travel Payments - schedule attached

1 =or- (1. None - No reportable interests on any sch:edUIe

5. Verification

WAILING ADDRESS  STREET i oY ' STATE. . 7iP GODE
(Business or Agency Address Recommended - Publlc Document) : .

Keker, Van Nest & Peters LLP

CA a41M1

| EMAIL ADDRESS

I'have used afl reasonable diligence in preparing this sialemenl | have reviewed this statement andto the best of my knowledge the information conla\ned
hereln and in any attached schedules is frue and complete. 1 acknowledge this | Isa public document. :

Veertify under penalty of perjury under tha laws of the State of Californla that the foregoing Is true and correct,

. Date Signed ' i i Signature i
(month, day, year) : o {Fila the originally signed paper slalement with your fing officlal)

FPPC Form 700 {2018/2015)

FPPC Advice Emall: advice@fppc £3.gov

4917 FRPCTollFree Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.ippc.ca.gov
’ ‘ . page-5




SCHEDULE C _CALIFORNIA FORM 700
lncome Loans, & Business
Positions

- FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payinents)

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME
Keker, Van Nest & Peters LLP

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME
University of California - SF

ADDRESS (Buslness Address Accaptable)
633 Battery St., SF, CA 94111

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)
UCSF Box 0815, SF, CA 94143

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

Law Firm
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION
Associate
GROSS INCOME RECEIVED [} No Incoms - Business Position Only
[] $500 - $1,000 1 $1.001 - $10,000
"1 $10,001 - $100,600 [X] OVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

Salary I:] Spouse’s or ragistered domestic pariner's incofne
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

1 Partnarship (Less than 10% ownership, For 10% or grealer use
Schedule A-2.)

[[] sale of -

] Loan repayment

(Real property, car, boal, elc.)

[] Commisslon or [} Rental Income, list sach source of $10,000 or mors

{Describs)

[] other

(Describa)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF BOURCE
Healthcare Provider
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION
Resident / Attending Physician
GROSS ]NCOME RECEIVED [ No Income - Business Pesltlon Only
[ $500"- 31,000 " [ $1,001 -.$10,000 '
[x] $10,001 - $100,000 [_] OVER $1¢0,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

[ Isalary  [X] Spouse's or registered’ domestic pariner's income
(For self-employed use Schedule A- 2 )

D Paitnership (Less than 10% ownership, For 10% or greater use
) Schedule A-2.}

) D Sala of

1 Loan repayment -

{Real property, car; boal, efc)

[] Commisslon or [} Rental Income, list sach source of $10,000 or mora

(Dascribe)

[7] other

{Describa)

> 2 LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING FERIOD

* You are not required to repon loans from a commercial lending institution, or any mdebtedness created as part of
a retail installment or credit card transaction, made in the lender’s regular course of business on terms available to
members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal Joans and loans received not in a lender’s
regular course of busnness must be dlsclosed as follows: .

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Busli Address Accsplabla)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[7] $500 - $1,000

[] 1,001 - $10,000

[] s10,001 - $100,000

["] OVER $100,000

INTEREST RATE _TERM (:Mo_nihs/Years)

% [ Nore

SECURITY FOR LOAN

{1 None [[] persona residence
Rea! Proper
D perty Strast uddm;s
City
["] Guarantor
[] other -
(Describa)

Comments:

FPPC Form 700 {2018/2013)

‘FPPC Advlce Emall advice@fppe.ca.gov

4 9 1 8 ’ FPPCTDH—Free Helpline: 866/275- -3772 www.ippe.ca.gov
Page - 13
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. CityHall :
' 1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS _ San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
Date: July 3, 2019 -
To: embers, Board of Supervisors
From: Angela Cal\)illo, Clerk of the Board

Subject: ) Mayoral Nomination

¢ Eduardo Santacana - Board of Appeals - term énding J_uJy 1, 2020

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.1086, this nomination shall be the subject of a public
hearing and vote within 60 days. If the Board fails to act on the nomination within 60
days of the date the nomination is transmitted to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors,
the nominee shall be deemed approved.

The Office of the Clerk of the Board will open a file for this nomination and a hearing will
be scheduled. ' ‘ :

(Attachments)

c: Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy
Victor Young - Rules Clerk
. Jon Givner - Deputy City Attorney :
Kanishka Cheng - Director of Commission Affairs
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GENDER ANALYSIS OF
COMMISSIONS AND BOARDS

Department on the Status of Women
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Emily M. Murase, PhD

London N. B,reed

Director
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Executive Summary

In 2008, San Francisco voters overwhelmingly approved a City Charter Amendment (section 4.101)
establishing as City policy for the membership of Commissions and Boards to reflect the diversity of San
Francisco’s population, and that appointing officials be urged to support the nomination, appointment,
and confirmation of these candidates. Additionally, it requires the San Francisco Department on the
Status of Women to conduct and publish a gender analysis of Commissions and Boards every two years.

The 2019 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards includes more policy bodies such as task forces, .
committees, and advisory bodies, than previous analyses, which weére limited to Commissions and
Boards. Data was collected from 84 policy bodies and from a total of 741 members mostly appointed by
the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. These policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the

- San Francisco Office of the City Attorney.” The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,”
are policy bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial
disclosures to the Ethics Commission. The second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” are policy
bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures to the Ethics
Commission. This report examines policy bodies and appointees both comprehensively as a whole and
separately by the two categories.

The 2019 Gender Analysis evaluates the representation of women; people of color; lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans
on San Francisco policy bodies. .

Key Findings

Gender ' ' 10-Year Comparison of Representation
of Women on Policy Bodies .

» Women's representation on policy bodies is ~ 60%
51%, slightly above parity with the San 50%
Francisco female population of 49%.

49%  49%  49% 5L

48%. ...

40%

> Since 2009, there has been a small but 30%
" steady increase in the representation of 2008
women on San Francisco policy bodies. 0

10%

0%

2009 2011 2013 ‘2015 2017 2019
(n=401) (n=429) (n=419) (n=282) (n=522) (n=741)

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

t “List of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Qrdinance, or Statute,” Office of the
City Attorney, https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Commissjon-List-08252017.pdf,
{August 25, 2017). '
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'Race and Ethnicity

10-Year Comparison of Representation

> People of color are underrepresented on of People of Color on Policy Bodies
policy bodies compared to the 60%
population. Although people of color S0%
comprise 62% of San Francisco’s
population, just 50% of appointees 40%
identify as a race other than white. - 30y
> While the overall representation of 20%
people of color has increased between 10%
2009 and 2019, as the Department 0% . ]
collected data on more appointees, the 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2018
representation of people of color has (n=401) (n=295) {(n=419) (n=269) (n=469) (n=713)
decreased over the last few years. The
percentage of appomtees of CO]OI‘ decreased Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
from 53% in 2017 to 49% in 2019.
» As found in previous reports, Latinx and Asian groups are underrepresented on San Francisco
policy bodies compared to the population. Latinx individuals are 14% of the population but
make up only 8% of appointees. Asian individuals are 31% of the population but make up only
18% of appointees. _—
. 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women
Race and Ethnicity by Gender of Color on Policy Bodies
40%
> On the whole, women of color are 32% of : 31%
the San Francisco population, and 28% of 30% L1 s 9 Yy
appointees. Although still below parity, 28% P
is a slight increase compared to 2017, which 20%
showed 27% women of color appointees. 0%
» Meanwhile, men of color are
" underrepresented at 21% of appointees 0% -

; 2008 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019
compared to 31% of the San Francisco (n=401) (n=295) " (n=419) (n=269) (n=469) (n=713)
population. . .

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

> Both White women and men are overrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies.
White women are 23% of appointees compared to 17% of the San Francisco population.
White men are 26% of appointees compared to 20% of the population.

» Black and African American women and men are well-represented on San Francisco policy
‘bodies. Black women are 9% of appointees compared to 2.4% of the populatxon and Black men
are 5% of appointees compared to 2.5% of the population.

» Latinx women are 7% of the San Francisco population but 3% of appointees, and Latinx men are
7% of the population but 5% of appointees. '

> Asian women are 17% of the San Francisco population but 11% of appointees, and Asian men

are 15% of the population but just 7% of appointees.
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Additional Demagraphics

> Out of the 74% of appointees who responded to the survey question on' LGBTQ. identity, 19%
identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, nonbinary, queer, or questioning, and 81% of
appointees identify as straight/heterosexual.

» Out of the 70% of appointees who résponded to the question on disability, 11% identify as
having one or more disabilities, which is just below the 12% of the adult population with a
disability in San Francisco. :

> Out of the 67% of appointees who responded to the question on veteran status 7% have served
in the military compared to 3% of the San Francisco population.

Pro}{ies for Influence: Budget & Authority

> Although women are half of all appointees, those Commissions and Boards with the largest -
budgets have fewer women and especially fewer women of color. Meanwhile, women exceed
representation on Boards and Commissions with the smallest budgets and women of color
reach parity with the population on the smallest budgeted Commissions and Boards.

> Although still underrepresented relative to the San Francisco population, there is a larger
percentage of people of color on Commissions and Boards W|th both the largest and smallest
budgets compared to overall appomtees

> The percentage of total women is greater on Advisory Bodies than Commissions and Boeards.
Women are 54% of appointees on Advisory Bodies and 48% of appofntees on Commissions and
Boards. However, the percentages of people of color and women of color on Commissions and
Boards exceed the percentages of people of color and women of color on Advisory Bodies.

Appointing Authorities
» Mayoral appointrﬁents include 55% women, 52% people of color, and 30% women of color,

which is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Superv;sonal appomtments and
total appointments.

Demographics of Appointees Compared to the San Francisco Pbpulation

Advisory Bodies -

Sources: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2019, *Note: Estimates vary by source. See page 16 for
a detailed breakdown. .
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[. Introduction

Inspired by the 4th UN World Conference on Women in Beijing, San Francisco became the first city in
the world to adopt a local ordinance reflecting the principles of the U.N. Convention on the Elimination
of All Forms of Discrimination (CEDAW), an international bill of rights for women. The CEDAW Ordinance
was passed unanimously by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and signed into law by Mayor Willie
L. Brown, Jr. on Aprif 13, 1998.2 in 2002, the CEDAW Ordinance was revised to address the intersection

" of race and gender and incorporate reference to the UN Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of
Race Discrimination. The Ordinance requires City Government to take proactive steps to ensure gender
equity and specifies “gender analysis” as a preventive tool to identify and address discrimination. Since
1998, the Department on the Status of Women has employed this tool to analyze therperations of 10
City Departments using a gender lens.

in 2007, the Department on the Status of Women conducted the first gender analysis to evaluate the
number of women appointed to City Commissions and Boards. The findings of this analysis informed a
City Charter Amendment developed by the Board of Supervisors for the June 2008 Election. This City
Charter Amendment {Section 4.101) was overwhelmingly approved by voters and made it city policy
that: .

e The membership of Commissions and Boards are to reflect the diversity of San Francisco’s
population,
- @ Appointing officials are to be urged to support the nomination, appointment, and confirmation -
of these candidates, and '

e The Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct and publish a gender analysis of
Commissions and Boards every 2 years.

The 2019 Gender Analysis examines the representation of women; people of color; lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans
" on San Francisco policy bodies primarily appointed by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors. This
year’s analysis included more outreach to policy bodies as compared to previous analyses that were
limited to Commissions and Boards. As a result, more appointees were included in the data collection
and analysis than even before. These policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the San
Francisco Office of the City Attorney. The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,” are
policy bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial
disclosures to the Ethics Commission, and the second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” are
policy bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures to the Ethics
Commission. A detailed description of methodology and limitations can be found at the end of this
report’on page 23.

% San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 33.A.
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter33alocalimplementationoftheunited?
f=templatesSfn=default.htm$3.0Svid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Chapter33A. :
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lI.  Gender Analysis Findings

Many aspects of San Francisco’s diversity are reflected in the overall population of appointees on San
Francisco policy bodies. The analysis includes 84 policy bodies, of which 823 of the 887 seats are filled
leaving 7% vacant. As outlined below in the summary chart, slightly more than half of appointees are
women, half of appointees are people of color, 28% are women of color, 19% are LGBTQ, 11% have a
disability, and 7% are veteraps. '

Figure 1: Summary Data of Policy Body Demographics, 2019
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

However, further analysis reveals underrepresentation of particular groups. Subsequent sections

. present comprehensive data analysis providing comparison to previous yéars, detailing the variables of .
gender, race/ethnicity, LGBTQ identity, disability, veteran status, and policy body characteristics of ..
budget size, decision-making authority, and appointment authority.

A. Gender

On San Francisco policy bodies, 51% of appointees identify as women, which is slightly above parity

- compared to the San Francisco female population of 49%. The representation of women remained

- stable at 49% from 2013 until 2017. This year, the representation of women increased by 2 percentage
points, which could be partly due to the larger sample size used in this year’s analysis compared to
previous years. A 10-year comparison shows that the representation of women appointees has gradually
increased since 2009 by a total of six percentage points.

Figure 2: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women on Policy Bodies
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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Figures 3 and 4 analyze Commissions and Boards. Figure 3 showcases the five Commissions and Boards
with the highest representation of women appointees as compared to 2015 and 2013. The Children and
Families (First Five) Commission and the Commission on the Status of Women are currently comprised
of all women appointees. This finding has been consistent for the Commission on the Status of Women
in 2015 and 2017. While the Ethics Commission has 100% women appointees, much more than 2015
and 2017, its small size of five appointees means that minimal changes in its demographic composition
greatly impacts percentages. This is also the case for other policy bodies with a small number of
members. The Library Commission and the Commission on the Environment are fourth and fifth on the
list at 71% and 67% women, respectively, with long standing female majorities on each.

Figure 3: Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentages of Women, 2019 Compared to 2017, 2015
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

_Out of the Commissions and Boards in this section, 23 have 40% or less women. The five Commissions
and Boards with the lowest representation of women are displayed in Figure 4. The lowest

percentage is found on the Board of Examiners where currently none of the 13 appointees are women.
Unfortunately, demographic data is unavailable for the Board of Examiners for 2017 and 2015. Next is
the Building Inspection Commission at 14%, which is a decrease of female representation compared to
2017 and 2015. The Oversight Board of Community Investment and Infrastructure, Fire Commission, and
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force also have some of the lowest percentages of women at 17%, 20%, and
27%, respectively. Unfortunately, the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force did not participate in previous
analyses and therefore demographics data is unavailable for 2017 and 2015. ' '
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Figure 4: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentége of Women, 2019 Compared to
2017, 2015 : ’
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Source: SF DOSW Data Coifection & Anufysis.

In addition to Commissions and Boards, Advisory Bodies were examined for the highest and lowest
percentages of women. This is the first year such bodies have been included, thus comparison to
previous years is unavailable. Figure 9 below displays the five Advisory Bodies with the highest and the
five with the lowest representations of women. The Workforce Community Advisory Committees has
‘the greatest representation of women at 100%, followed by the Office of Early Care and Education
Citizen's Advisory Committee at 89%. The Advisory Bodies with the lowest percentage of women are the
Urban Forestry Council at 8% of the 13-member body and the Abatement Appeals Board at 14% of the
7-member body.

Figure 5: Advisory Bodies with the Highest and Lowest Percentage of Women, 2019
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10

4930



B. Race and Ethnicity

Data on racial and ethnic identity was collected for 706, or 95%, of the 741 surveyed appointees.
Although half of appointees identify as a race or ethnicity other than white or Caucasian, people of color
are still underrepresented compared to the San Francisco population of 62%. The representation of
people of calor has increased since 2009 but has decreased following 2015. The number of appointees
analyzed increased substantially in 2017 and 2019 compared to 2015, and these larger data samples
have coincided with smaller percentages of people of color. The percentage. decrease following 2017
could be partially due to the inclusion of more policy and advisory bodies, as the representation of
people of color on Commissions and Boards dropped only slightly from 53% in 2017 to 52% in 2019.

Figure 6: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of People of Color on Policy Bodies
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

" The racial and ethnic breakdown of policy body members compared to the San Francisco population is
shown in Figure 7. This analysis reveals underrepresentation and overrepresentation in San Francisco
" policy bodies for certain racial and ethnic groups. Half of all appointees are white, an overrepresentation
by more than 10 percentage points. The Black and African American community is well represented on
appointed policy bodies at 14% compared to 5% of the population of San Francisco. Characterizing this
as an overrepresentation is inaccurate given the representation of Black or African American people on
policy bodies has been consistent over the years while the San Francisco population has declined over
the same period.® Furthermore, the most recent nationwide estimate for the Black or African American
population is 13%, which is nearly equal to the 14% of Black or African American appointees present on
San Francisco policy bodies.*

Considerably underrepresented racial and ethnic groups on San Francisco policy bodies compared to the
“San Francisco population are individuals who identify as Asian or Latinx. While Asians are 31% of the San
Francisco population, they only make up 18% of appointees. While the Latinx population of San '
Francisco is 14%, only 8% of appointees are Latinx. Although there is a small population of Native

3 Samir Gambhir and Stephen Menendian, “Racial Segregation in the Bay Area; Part 2,” Haas Institute for a Fair and
Inclusive Society (2018).

4US Census Bureau, 2018, Retrieved from https://wWw.cehsus.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PSTO45218.
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Americans and Alaska Natives in San Francisco of 0.4%, none of the surveyed appointees identified
themselves as such. '

Figure 7: Race and Ethnicity of Appointees Compared to San Francisco Population, 2019
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Sources: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

The next two graphs illustrate Commissions and Boards, and Advisory Bodies with the highest and

lowest percentages of people of color. As shown in Figure 8, the Commission on Community Investmerit
and Infrastructure remained at 100% from 2017, while the Juvenile Probation Commission has returned
to 100% this year after a dip in 2017. Next is the Health Commission, Immigrant Rights Commission, and
Housing Authority Commission at 86%, 85%, and.83%, respectively. Percentages of people of color on
both the Health Commission and the Housing Authorlty Commxssxon increased following 2015, and have -
remained consistent since 2017. :

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 Compared to
2017, 2015
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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There are 23 policy bodies that have 40% or less appointees who identified a racial and ethnic category
other than white. Although the Public Utilities Commission has two vacancies, none of the current
appointees identify as people of color. The Historic Preservation Commission and Building inspection
Commission are both at 14% representation for people of color. The Building Inspection Commission
had a large drop from 43% in 2015, with the percentage of people of color decreasing to 14% in 2017
and remaining at this percent for 2019. Lastly, the War Memorial Board of Trustees and City Hall
Preservation Advisory Commission have 18% and 20%, respectively. ‘

Figure 9: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 Compared to
2017, 2015
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

In addition to Commissions and Boards, Advisory Bodies were examined for the highest and lowest
percentages of people of color. This is the first year such bodies have been included, thus comparison to
previous years is unavailable. All members of the Workforce Community Advisory Committee are people
of color. People of color comprise 80% of the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee, and
75% of appointees on the Children, Youth and Their Families Oversight and Advisory Committee, the
Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority, and the Local Homeless Coordinating Board. Out of the five
Advisory Bodies with the lowest representation of people of color, the Ballot Simplification Committee
and the Mayor’s Disability Council have 25% appointees of color, and the Abatement Appeals Board has
14% appointees of color. The Urban Forestry and the Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee have no
people of color currently serving. ‘
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Figure 10: Advisory Bodies with the Highest and Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

C. Race and Ethnicity by Gender

White men and women are overrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies, while Asian and Latinx men
and women are underrepresented. While women of color continue to be underrepresented at 28%
compared to the San Francisco population of 32%, this is a slight increase from 2017 which showed 27%
women of color. Meanwhile, men of color are 21% of appointees compared to 31% of the San Francisco
population.

Figure 11: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women of Color on Policy
Bodies :
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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The following figures present the breakdown for appointees and the San Francisco population by race -
and ethnicity and gender. White men and women are overrepresented, holding 27% and 23% of
appointments, respectively, compared to 20% and 17% of the population, respectively. Asian men and
women are both greatly underrepresented with Asian women making up 11% of appointees compared
1o 17% of the population while Asian men comprise 7% of appointees and 15% of the population. Latinx
men and women are also underrepresented, particularly Latinx women, who are 3% of appointees and
7% of the population, while Latinx men are 5% of appointees and 7% of the population. Black or African
American men and women are well-represented with Black women comprising 9% of appointees and
Black men comprising 5% of appointees. Pacific Islander men and women, and multiethnic women also
exceed parity with the population. Although Native American men and women make up only 0.4% of
San Francisco’s population, none of the surveyed appaintees identified themselves as such.

Figure 12: Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2019
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

Figure 13: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2019
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D. LGBTQ Identity

Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) identity data was collected from
548, or 75%, of the 741 surveyed appointees, which is much more data on LGBTQ identity compared to
previous reports. Due to limited and outdated information on the population of the LGBTQ community
in San Francisco, it is difficult to adequately assess the representation of the LGBTQ community.
However, compared to available San Francisco, larger Bay Area, and national data, the LGBTQ
community is well represented on San Francisco policy bodies. Recent research estimates the national
LGBT population is 4.5%. 5 The LGBT population of the San Francisco and greater Bay Area is estimated to
rank the highest of U.S. cities at 6.2%,° while a 2006 survey found that 15.4% of adults in San Francisco
identify as LGBT'.

Of the appointees who responded to this question, 19% identify as LGBTQ and 81% identify as straight
or heterosexual. Of the LGBTQ appointees, 48% identify as gay, 23% as lesbian, 17% as bisexual, 7% as
queer, 5% as transgender, and 1% as questioning. Data on LGBTQidentity by race was not captured.
Efforts to capture data on LGBTQ identity by race for future reports would enable more intersectional
analysis.

Figure 14: LGBTQ ldentity of Appointees, 2019 Figure 15: LGBTQ Population of Appointees, 2019
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

E. Disability Status

“Overall, 12% of adults in San Francisco have one or more disabilities, and when broken down by gender,
6.2% are women and 5.7% are men. Disability data for transgender and gender non-conforming
individuals in San Francisco is currently unavailable. Data on disability was obtained from 516, or 70%, of
the 714 appointeés who participated in the survey. Of the 516 appointees, 11.2% reported to have one

5 Frank Newport, “In U.S., Estimate of LGBT Population Rises to 4.5%,” GALLUP (May 22, 2018)
https://news.gallup.com/poll/234863/estimate-lgbt-population-rises.aspx.

6 Gary J. Gates and Frank Newport, “San Francisco Metro Area Ranks Highest in LBGT Percentage,” GALLUP (March
20, 2015) https://news.gallup.com/poll/182051/san-francisco-metro-area-ranks-highest-lgbt-
percentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20!ssues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign=tiles.

7 Gary J. Gates, “Same Sex Couples and the Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual Population: New Estimates from the American
Community Survey,” The Williams Institute on Sexual Orientation Law and Public Policy, UCLA School of Law (2006).
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or more disabilities, which is near parity with the San Francisco population. Of the 11.2% appointees
with one or more disabilities, 6.8% are women, 3.9% are men, 0.4% are trans women, and 0.2% are

trans men.,

Figure 16: San Francisco Adult Pbpulation with
a Disability by Gender, 2017

(N=744,243)

6.2%

5.7%

BWomen
B Men

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

F. Veteran Status

Figure 17: Appointees with One or More
Disabilities by Gender, 2019.
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

Overall, 3.2% of the adult population in San Francisco has served in the military. There is a considerable'
difference by gender, as male veterans are 3% and female veterans are 0.2% of the population. Data on
veteran status was obtained from 494, or 67%, of appointees who participated in the survey. Of the 494

appointees who responded to this question, 7.1% have served in the military. Like the San Francisco
““population, there is a large difference by gender, as men comprise 5.7% and women make up only 1.2%
of the total number of veteran appointees. Of participating appointees, 0.2% of veterans are trans

- women. Veteran status data on transgender and gender non-conforming individuals in San Francisco is

currently unavailable.

Figure 18: San Francisco Adult Population
with Military Service by Gender, 2017
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Figure 19: Appointees with Military Service, 2019
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget -

This report also examines whether policy bodies with the largest and smallest budget sizes and other
characteristics are demographically representative of the San Francisco population. In this section,
budget size is used as a proxy for influence. Although this report has expanded the scope of analysis to
" include more policy bodies compared to previous reports, this section of analysis was limited to .
Commissions and Boards with decision-making authority and whose members file financial disclosures
with the Ethics Commission. The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the demographics for the
spectrum of budgetary influence of policy bodies with decision-making authority in San Francisco.

Overall, appointees from the 10 largest budgeted Commissions and Boards are 55% people of color, 41%
women, and 23% women of color. Appointees from the 10 smallest budgeted Commissions and Boards
are 54% people of color, 52% women, and 32% women of color. Although still below parity with the San -
Francisco population, the representation of people of color on both the largest and smallest budgeted
policy bodies is greater than the percentage of people of color for all appointees combined (50%). For
women and women of color, their representation meets or exceeds parity with the population on the 10
smallest budgeted bodies. However, it falls far below parity for the 10 largest budgeted bodies. The

PO AT oY Y "

representation of total women and women of color is greater on smaller budgeted policy bodies by 27%,

budgeted policy bodies
and 39%, respectively.

Figure 20: Percent of Women, Women of Color, and People of Color on Commissions and Boards
with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2018-2019
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Figure 21: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets, 2019
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Figure 22; Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets, 2019

Rent Board €c mmlssron ,
Commrssron on the Status of Women
EthICS Commrssron A o
Human nghts Commission
SmallhBusrnessmcommrssmn
CIV|1 Servrce Commrssron A
Board of Appeals - v
Entertamment Commrssron
Assessment Appeals Board No 1 2 & 3

Youth Commrssron

©$8,543,912 | 10| .9 44% 1% | . 33%
_.,A_ﬂ$8048712,. A 100% 7% 7%
. $6458045 1 . 5| 4| 100%|  50%|  50%
$4299600| 12| 10| 50% |  50%  70%
52,242, 007:1 , “7.7_' T A3% 29%:- 43%

B ‘$1262072 5 4 50% 0% 25%
81072300} 5] .5 40% | 20% | . 40%
51,003,898 | 7| 7| 29% | 14%|  57%
o S663,423 | 24| 18| 39%| 2% | 44%
$305 711 17 16 56% 44% 75%

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

H. Comparison of Advisory Body and Commission and Board Demographics

The comparison of the two policy body categories in this section provides another proxy for influence, as
Commissions and Boards whose members file disclosures of economic interest have greater decision-
making authority in San Francisco than Advisory Bodies whose members do not file economic interest
disclosures. The percentages of total women, LGBTQ people, people with disahilities, and veterans are
larger for total appointees on Advisory Bodies. However, the percentages of women of color and people

of color on Commissions and Boards
color on Advisory Bodies.

slightly exceeds the percentages of women of color and people of
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.Figure 23: Demographics of Appointees on Commission and Boards and Advisory Bodies, 2019
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I.  Demographics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees

Figure 24 compares the representation of women, women of color, and people of color for
appointments made by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of all approving authorities
combined. Mayoral appointments are more diverse, and consist of more women, women of color, and
people of color compared to Supervisorial appointments. Mayoral appointments include 55% women,
30% women of color, and 52% people of color, while Supervisorial appointments are 48% women, 24%
women of color, and 48% people of color, The total of all approving authorities combined average out at
51% women, 28% women of color, and 50% people of color. This disparity in diversity between Mayoral
and Supervisorial appointments may be due in part to the appointment section process for each
authority. The 11-member Board of Supervisors only sees applicants for specific bodies through the 3-
member Rules Committee or by designees, stipulated in legislation (e.g. “renter,” “landlord,” “consumer
advocate”), whereas the Mayor typically has the ability to take total appointments into account during
selections, and can therefore better address gaps in diversity.

Figure 24: Demographics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees, 2019
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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[1l.  Conclusion

Since the first gender analysis of Comrnissions and Boards in 2007, the representation of women
appointees on San Francisco policy bodies has gradually increased. The 2019 Gender Analysis finds the

‘percentage of women appointees is 51%, which shghtly exceeds the population of women in San
Francisco.

When appointee demographics are analyzed by gender and race, women of color continue to be
underrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies compared to the San Francisco population. Most
notably underrepresented are Asian women who make up 17% of the population but only 11% of
appointees, and Latinx women who make up 7% of the population but only 3% of appointees.
Addmonally, men of color are underrepresented relative to their San Francrsco population, primarily
Asian and Latinx men.

Furthermore, when analyzing the demographic composition of larger and smaller budgeted
Commissions and Boards, women are underrepresented on those with the largest budgets, and
overrepresented or reach parity with the population on smaller budgeted Commissions and Boards.
These two trends are amplified for women of color appointees. Women comprise 41% of total
appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, which is 8 percentage points below the population,

“and women of color comprise 23% of total appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, 9
percentage points below their San Francisco population. Comparatively, women are 52% of total _
appointees on the smallest budgeted policy bodies, and women of color are 32% of appointees, which is
equal to the San Francisco population. However, the issue of largest and smallest budgeted policy
bodies does not seem to impact the representation of people of color. People of color make up 55% of

- appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies and 54% of appointees on the smallest budgeted
policy bodies compared to 50% of total appointees. Nonetheless, these percentages still fall below the
San Francisco populatron of people of color at 62%.

In addition to using budget size as a proxy for influence, this report analyzed demographic
characteristics of appointees on Commissions and Boards who file disclosures of economic interest and
- have decision-making authority, and appointees on Advisory Bodies who do not file economic interest
disclosures. Over half {54%) of appointees on Advisory Bodies are women, while 48% of appointees on
Commissions and Boards are women. Although 48% is only slightly below the San Francisco population
of women, women comprise a decently higher percentage of appointees on Advisory Bodies compared
1o Commissions and Boards.

This year’s report features more data on LGBTQ identity, veteran status, and disability than previous
gender analyses. The 2019 Gender Analysis found a relatively high representation of LGBTQ individuals
on San Francisco policy bodies. For the appointees that provided LGBTQ identity information, 19%
identify as LGBTQ with the largest subset being gay men at 48%. it is recommended for future gender
analyses to collect LGBTQ data by race and gender to provide additional intersectional analysis. The
representation of appointees with disabilities is 11%, just below the 12% population. Veterans are highly
represented on San Francisco policy bodies at 7% compared to the veteran population of 3%.

Additionally, this report evaluates and compares the representation of women, women of color, and
people of colorappointees by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of all approving ‘
authorities combined. Mayoral appointees include 55% women, 30% women of color, and 52% people
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of color, which averall is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Supervisorial appointees
and total appointees.

This report is intended to advise the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and other appointing authorities, as
they select appointments for policy bodies of the City and County of San Francisco. In spirit of the 2008
City Charter Amendment that establishes this biennial Gender Analysis report requirement and the
importance of diversity on San Francisco policy bodies, efforts to address gaps in diversity and inclusion
should remain at the forefront when making appointments in order to accurately reflect the population
of San Francisco. o '
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IV. Methodology and Limitations

This report focuses on City and County of San Francisco-Commissions, Boards, Task Forces, Councils, and
* Committees that have the majority of members appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors and
that have jurisdiction limited to the City. The gender analysis reflects data from the policy bodies that
provided information to the Department on the Status of Women-through digital and paper survey.

Data was requested from 90 policy bodies and acquired from 84 different policy bodies and a total of
741 appointees. A Commissioner or Board member’s gender identity, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation,
disability status, and veteran status were among data elements collected on a voluntary basis. Data on
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, or questioning (LGBTQ) identity, disability, and veteran status
of appointees were incomplete or unavailable for some appointees but are included to the extent
possible. As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface patterns of underrepresentation,
every attempt has been made to reflect accurate and complete information in this report. Data for some
policy bodies was incomplete, and all appointees who responded were included in the total
demographic categories. Only policy bodies with full data on gender and race for all appointees were
included in sections comparing demographics of individual bodies. it should be noted that for policy
bodies with a small number of members, the change of a single individual greatly impacts the
percentages of demographic categories. As such, these percentages should be interpreted with this in
mind.

The surveyed policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the San Francisco Office of the City
Attorney document entitled List of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter,
Ordinance, or Statute.? This document separates San Francisco policy bodies into two different
categories. The first category includes Commissions and Boards with decision-making authority and
whose members are required to submit financial disclosures with the Ethics Commission, and the
second category encompasses Advisory Bodies whose members do not submit financial disclosures with
the Ethics Commission. Depending on the analysis criteria in each section of this report, the surveyed
policy bodies and appointees are either examined comprehensively as a whole or examined separately
in the two categories designated by the Office of the City Attorney.

Data from the U.S. Census 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates provides a
~ comparison to the San Francisco population. Figures 26 and 27 in the Appendix display these population
estimates by race/ethnicity and gender.

8 “| st of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Ordinance, or Statute,” Office of the
City Attorney, https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Commission-List-08252017.pdf,
(August 25, 2017). '
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Appendix

Figure 25: Policy Body Demographics, 2019°

Abatement Appeals Board 7 7 * §76,500,000 14% 0% 14%
Aging and Adult Services Commission 7 7 $334,700,000 57% 33% 57%
Airport Commission ' 5 5 $1,000,000,000 40% 50% 40%
Arts Commission 15 15 $37,000,000 67% |- 50% 60%
Asian Art Commission ' 27 27 ~$30,000,000 63% 71% 59%
Assessment Appeals Board No.1 8 5 $663,423 20% 0% 20%
Assessment Appeals Board No.2 8 8 - 50% 75% 63%
Assessment Appeals Board No.3 8 4 - 50% 50% 50%
Ballot Simplification Committee 5 4 S0 75% 33% 25%
Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee, S 12 9 S0 33% 100% 67%
Board of Appeals ' 5 5 $1,072,300 40% 50% 40%
Board of Examiners 13 13 ] 0% 0% 46%
Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,500,000 14% 0% 14%
Child Care Planning and Advisory Council 25 19 $26,841 84% 50% 50%
Children and Families Commission (First 5) 9 8 $28,002,978 100% 75% 75%
Children, Youth, and Their Families Oversight and 11 10 $155,224,346 50% 80% 75%
Advisory Committee '
Citizen’s Committee on Community Development_ 9 "8 $39,696,467 75% 67% 63%
City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission 5 5 S0 60% 33% 20%
Civil Service Comimission 5 4 $1,262,072 50% 0% 25%
Commission on Community lnvestment 5 5 $745,000,000 60% 100% 100%
and Infrastructure : : : '

Co.mmlssmn on the Aging Advisory Council 22 | - 15 S0 80% 33% 31%
Commission on the Environment 7 $27,280,925 67% 50% 50%
Commission on the Status of Women 7 $8,048,712 100% 71% 71%
Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee 11 11| $3,000,000 82% 33% 45%
Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee 19 13 S0 38% 40% 44%
Elections Commission 7 7 $15,238,360 57% 25% 29%
Entertainment Commission 7 -7 $1,003,898 29% 50% 57%
Ethics Commission 5 4 $6,458,045 100% 50% 50%
Film Commission 11 11 ‘ S0 55% 67% 50%
Fire Commission 5 5 S400,721,97O 20% 100% 40%
Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority 7 6 SO 50% 67% 75%

? Figure 25 only includes policy bodies with complete data on gender for all appointees. Some bodies had

incomplete data on race/ethnicity of appointees. For these, percentages for people of color are calculated out of

known race/ethnicity.
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P :
Health Authority (Plan Governing Board) 19 15 $666,000,000 33% 80% 50%
Health Commission 7 7 1 $2,200,000,000 43% 50% 86%
Health Service Board 7 6 $11,632,022 33% 0% 50%
Historic Preservation Commission 7 7 $53,832,000 43% 33% 14%
Housing Authority Commission 7 6 $60,894,150 50% 100% 83%
Human Rights Commission 12 10 $4,2399,600 60% 100% 70%
Human Services Commission 5 5 $529,900,000 40% 0% 40%
immigrant Rights Commission 15 13 S0 54% 86% 85%
In-Home Supportive Services Public Authority 13 9 $70,729,667 44% 50% 56%
Juvenile Probation Commission 7 6 $48,824,199 33% 100% 100%
Library Commission 7 7 $160,000,000 71% 40% 57%
Local Homeless Coordinating Board 9 9 $40,000,000 56% - 60% 75%
Mayor's Disability Council 11 8 S0 75% 17% 25%
Mental Health Board 17 i5 $184,062 73% FA% 73%
MTA Board of Directors and Parking Authority 7 7 | $1,200,000,000 57% 25% 43%
Commission
Office of Early Care and Education Citizens' Advisory 9 9 S0 89% 50% 56%
Committee )
Oversight Board (COll) 7 6 $745,000,000 17% | 100% 67%
Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee 17 13 $0 46% 17% 8%
Planning Commission 7 $53,832,000 50% 67% 33%
Police Commission 7 $687,139,793 43% 100% 71%
Port Commission 5 $192,600,000 60% 67% 60%
Public Utilities Citizen's Advisory Commitiee 17 13 S0 54% 14% 31%
Public Utilities Commission 5 3| $1,296,600,000 67% 0% 0%
Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 6 S0 33% 100% 67%
Public Utilities Revenue Bond Oversight Committee 7 5 S0 40% 50% 40%
Recreation and Park Commission ' 7 7 $230,900,000 29% 50% 43%
Reentry Council 24 23 S0 43% 70% 70%
Rent Board Commission 10 9 $8,543,912 44% 25% 33%
Residential Users Appeal Board 3 2 © S0 0% 0% 50%
Retirement System Board 7 7 $95,000,000 43% 67% 25%
Sentencing Commission 13 13 S0 31% 25% 67%
{ Small Business Commission ’ 7 7 $2,242,007 43% 67% 43%
SRO Task Force 12 12 $0 42% 25% 55%
Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee 16 15 50 67% 70% 80%
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 11 11 S0 - 27% 67% 36%
Sweatfree Procurement Advisory Group 11 S0 43% 67% 43%
ureasure Island Development Authority 7 $18,484,130 50% N/A N/A
25




Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Citizens Advisory 17 13 S0 | 54% N/A

Board ’

Urban Forestry Council 15 13 $153,626 | 8% 0% 0%
Veterans Affairs Commission 17 11 - S0 36% 50% 55%
War Memorial Board of Trustees’ 11 11 $18,185,686 . 55% 33% 18%
Workforce Community Advisory Committee 8 4 - S0 100% 100% 100%
Youth Commission 17 16 $305,711 56% | - 78% 75%

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2019,

Figure 26: San Francisco Population Estimates by Race/Ethnicity, 2017

hr
 Estimaty

San Francisco County California 864,263
White, Not Hispanic or Latino 353,000 |-
Asian ' 295,347
Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 |-
Some other Race . 64,800 |-
Black or African American 45,654 V
Two or More Races ‘ 43,664 |.
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 |-
Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 |-

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

Figure 27: San Francisco Population Estimates by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2017

E
San Francisco County California 864,263 | 423,630 | 440,633 [=.
White, Not Hispanic or Latino 353,000 | . 161,381 | 191,619 |-
Asian 4 295,347 158,762 " 136,585
Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 62,646 | 69,303
Some Other Race . 64,800 30,174 | 34,626
Black or African American 45,654 22,311 §: 23,343 |-
Two or More Races 43,664 21,110 22,554 |
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 % 1,576 |k 1,650 |
Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 | - 0.4% 1,589 [0 1,717 |-

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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City and County of San Francisco
Department on the Status of Women
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240
San Francisco, California 94102
sfgov.org/dosw
dosw@sfgov.org.
415,252.2570

4947



4948



