
File No. 200072 
----~~~~------

Committee Item No. 2 __ ___::;;..__ __ _ 
Board Item No. ___;_ __ _._1=2..'------

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SU RVISORS 
AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST 

Committee: _ _,_R...:..::u::.:..::le::..::s=-:C:::..:o:::..:..m,_,_,m..:...:.:..::.:itt=e-=--e ----'--- Date ·February 3, 2020 

Date fermuA~ n,t.oz.o Board of Supervisors Meeting 

Cmte Board 
D ~ 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
n n 
D D 

B ~ D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
[2{t [B 
D D 
llj ~ 1)1 
D D 

OTHER 

D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 

Motion 
Resolution 
Ordinance 
Legislative Digest 
Budget and Legislative Analyst Report 
Youth Commission Report 
Introduction Form 
Department/Agency Cover Letter and/or Report 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
Grant Information Form 
Grant Budget · 
Subcontract Budget 
Contract/Agreement 
Form 126 ~Ethics Commission 
Award Letter 
Application 
Form 700 
Vacancy Notice 
Information Sheet 
Public Correspondence 

(Use back side if additional space is needed) 

947 



AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
FILE NO. 200072 213120 MOTION NO. 

1 . [Appointment, C.hildren and Families First Commission -Aline Armstrong] 

2 

3 Motion appointing Aline Armstrong, indefinite term, to the Children and Families First 

4 Commission. 

5 

6 MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco does 

7 hereby appoint the hereinafter designated persons to serve as members of the Children and 

8 Families First Commission, pursuant to the provisions of the San Francisco Administrative 

9 Code; Sections 10.1:17 -122~ and 86.1 through 86.5, for the terms specified: 

10 '' Aline Armstrong, seat 1, succeeding Mary Hansell, shall be the Director of Public 

11 Health or his/her designee, for an indefinite term .. 

12 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
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25 
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Save Form 

Board of Supervisors 
City and County· of San Francisco 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place; Room 244 
(4i5) 554-5184 FAX (415) 554~7714. 

1 Print Form [ 

Application for Boards, Commissionsy Committees, & Task Forces 
Children and Families First Commission 

Name of Board, Commission, Committee, or Task Force:--~-------~--

1 
Seat# or Category .(If applicable): __________ _ District: -......-----

Home Addres$: ____________ Zip: 94134 

Home Phone: ___ Occupation: Registered Nurse. 

Work Phone; 415-575-5671 __ Employer: Department of Public Health 

Business Address: 30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 260A ·Zip: 94102 

Business E-Mail: aline.armstrong@sfdph.org Home E-Mail: 

. Pursuant to Charter Section 4.101 (a)2, Boards and Commissions established by 
the Charter must consist of electors (registered voters) of the City p.nd County of 
San Francisco. For certain other bodies, the Board of Supervisors can waive the 
residency requirement. · · · 

Check All That Apply: 

Registered voter in San Francisco:. Yes Gl No D If No, where registered: ----~ 

Resident of San·Francisco lXJ Yes D No ·If No, place of residence:_·~-----

Pursuant to Charter section 4.101 (a)i, please state how your qualifications 
represent the communities of interest1 neighborhoods, and the diversity in 
ethnlcity, race, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, types of disabilities, 
and any other relevant demographic qualities of the City and County of San 
Francisco: 

l was born and raised in San Francisco County. I currently live in the southeast of San 
Francisco which is a diverse community. My ethnicity is African American .. ! received all of 
my education in San Francisco. I have been committed to serving underserved residents 
in San Francisco. · · · 
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Business and/or professional experience: . 

In my current role as the Director of Maternal Child Adolescent Health Section, I am 
responsible for directing eighteen programs and two hundred staff and liaising with city, local 
state, and federal agencies to improve health outcomes with an equity and trauma informed 
lens. I am also the recipient ofthe Daniel Boatwright Award presented by the California SlDS 
Community for public service on behalf of Californians touched by Sudden Infant Death 
Syndrome. 

Civic Activities: 

I oversee SF Black Infant Health Program. This program serves black pregnant and 
postpartum women and their children. I have advocated for the BIHP by collaborating 
with providers, the community and hospitals to close the gap on health disparities for 
black women. I recelved recognition from former Supervisor Malia Cohen and SF City 
declared - Declaration of a Resolution to recognize .September Infant Mortality Awareness I rnonth. · · · 

1 

Have you attended any meetings of the Board/Commission to which you wish appointment? yes [X] No D · 

l have attend Health Commission meetings in the past to he.ar testimonies. 

For appointments by the Board of Supervisors, appearance before the RULES COMMITTEE is· a 
requirement before any appointment can be made. (Applications must be received 10 days 
before the scheduled hearing.) · 

Date: 1/22/2020 Applicant's Signature: (required) A~· A~.-'tflT 
(Manually sign or type your complete name. 
NOTE: By typing your complete name, you are 
hereby consenting to use of electronic signature.) 

.pfease Note: Your· application will be retained tor one year. Once Completed, this torm; including 
all attachments, become public record. 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: 
Appointed to Seat#:. ___ Term Expires:. ______ Date Seat was Vacated: ______ _ 

01/20112 
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STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS 
Date Initial Filing Received 

OWcial Use Only 

COVER PAGE 
Please type or print in ink. 

1. Office, Agency, or Court 

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms) 

San Francisco Department of Public Health 
Division, Board, Department, District, if applici!ble 

Maternal Child Adolescent Health 

Aline 

Your Position 

Director 

(MIDDLE) · 

E 

1>- If filing for multiple positions, list below or on an attachment. (Do not use acronyms) 

Agency:-'--------------------- Position:-----------------

2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check at feast one box) 

0State 0 Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction) 

0 iviuiii-Counly ----------'---------

[2] City of San Francisco 

0 County of ______ _ 

0 Other _______________ _ 

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

[8] Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2018, through 
· December 31, 2018. 

·or· The period covered is ~~ 2020 , through 
December 31, 2018 .. 

0 Assuming Office: Date assumed -----'-----'----

0 Leaving Office: Date Left...:___}_____! ___ _ 
(Check one circle.) 

0 The period covered is January 1, 2018', through the date of 
leaving office. 

-or· 
0 The period covered is -----'-----'----· through 

the date of leaving office. 

0 Candidate: Date of Election and office sought, if different than Part 1: ---------------'---

Schedule Summary (must complete) }1>- Total number of pages including this cover page: __ _ 

Schedules attached 

"or" 

0 Schedule A·i ~ Investments - schedule attached 

0 Schedule A·2 • Investments - schedule attached 

0 Schedule B • Real Property- schedule attached 

0 None • No reportable interests on any schedule 

5. Verification 
MAIUNG ADDRESS STREET 
(Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document) 

CITY 

0 Schedule C • Income, Loans, & Business Positions - schedule attached 

0 .Schedule D • Income- Gifts- schedule attached 

0 Schedule E • Income - Gifts - Travel Payments - schedule attached 

STATE ZIP CODE 

30 Van Ness Avenue San Francisco Ca 94102 
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415 ) 575-5671 

E-MAIL ADDRESS 

aline.armstrong@sfdph.org 

I have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement. I have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained 
herein and in any attached schedules is true and complete. I acknowledge· this is a public document. 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Date Signed _____ 12_1_2_3_12_0_1_9 ___ _ 
(month, day, year) 

Signature /1 ~ /1 ~1.-8~ 
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(File the originally signed paper statement wilh your ffling official.) 

FPPC Form 700 {2018/2019) 
· FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov 

FPPC Toll-Free Help!iJ]e: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov 



City and County of San Francisco 
London N. Breed 

. M?yor 

November 12, 2019 

To Whom It May Concern, 

San Francisco Dep~rtment of Public Health 
Grant Colfax, MD 

· Director of Health 

I would like to appoint Aline Armstrong, Maternal Child Adolescent Health Director, to the 
San Francisco First 5 Children and Families Commission. If additional' information is 
needed please contact me at (415) 554-2526. 

SFDPH 1101 Grove Street, Room 308, San Francisco, CA 94102 
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San Francisco 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Date Printed: March 21, 2017 Date Established: 

Active 

CHILDREN AND FAMILIES FIRST COMMISSION 

Contact and Address: 

Authority: 

Kahala Drain 

San Francisco Children & Families Commission 
· 13 90 Market Street, Suite 318 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Phone: ( 415) 934-4849 

Fax: ( 415) 565-0494 

Email: Kahala@first5sf.org 

December 24, 1998 

!Administrative Code, Sections 86.1 et seq. (Ordinance Nos. 409-98, 321-99, and 221-00) 

Board Qualifications: 

The San Francisco Children and Families First Commission (aka the First Five Commission) 
consists of a total of nine (9) members, all ofwhom are appointed by the Board of Supervisors. 

The following four ( 4) members shall be entitled to serve as long as they meet the qualifications 
of membership. 
> One (1) member shall be the Director of Public Health or his/her designee; 
>One (1) member shall be the General Manager of the Department of Human Services or 
his/her designee; 
>One (1) member shall be a member of the Board of Supervisors; 
>One (1) member shall be the Director of the Department of Children, Youth and Their 
Families or his/her d~signee. 

The remaining five (5) members shall serve four-year terms and be appointed from among the 
following categories: persons responsible for management of the following county functions: 
children services, public health services; behavioral health services, social services and tobacco 
and other substance abuse prevention and treatment services; recipients of project services · 
included in the county strategic plan; educators specializing in early childhood development; 
representatives of a local child care resource or referral agency, the Child Care Planning and 
Advisory Council or another local child care coordinating group; representatives of a local 
organization for prevention or early intervention for families at risk; representatives of 
community-based organizations that have the goal of promoting and nurturing early childhood · 

"R Board Description" (Screeri Print) 
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San Francisco 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . . 

development; representatives of local school districts; and representatives of local medical, 
pediatric, or obstetric associations or societies. 

In the event a vacancy occurs during the term of office of any appointed member, a successor 
shall be appointed for the unexpired term of the office vacated in a manner similar to that for the 
initial member. 

This Commission is established to promote, support and improve the early development of 
children from the prenatal state to five years of age and to carry out the provisions of the 
California Children and Families First Act of 1998. The powers and duties are stated in. 
Administrative Code, Section 8.6.2. 

Reports: The Commission shall establish a San Francisco Comity Strategic Plan for the support 
and improvement of early childhood development within the City aml County of San Francisco 

· as stated in Section 86.5 of the Administrative Code. On at least an annual basis, the 
Commission shall review its Strategic Plan and revise the Plan as may be necessary. 

Sunset Date: None 

"R Board Description" (Screen Print) 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
t Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

·. San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 · 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

VACANCY NOTICE 

CHILDREN AND FAMILIES FIRST COMMISSION 

Replaces All Previous Notices 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN of the following seat information and term expirations (in 
bold), appointed by the Board of Supervisors. 

Vacant Seat 1, Mary Hansell, resigned, shall be the Director of Public Health or his/her 
designee, for an indefinite term. 

Seat 2, Joan Miller, shall be the General Manager of the Department of Human 
Services or his/her designee, for an indefinite term. 

Seat 3, Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer, shall be a member of the Board of Supervisors, 
for an indefinite term. 

Seat 4, Maria Su, shall be the Director of the Department of Children, Youth and Their 
Families or his/her designee, for an indefinite term. . 

Seat 5, E'leva Gibson, term expiring on April29, 2022, shall represent one or more of 
the categorie~ specified in additional requirements below, for the unexpired portion of a 
four-year term. 

Seat 6, Linda Asato, term expiring on April 29, 2023, shall represent one or more of the 
categories specified in additional requirements below, for the unexpired portion of a 
four-year term ending April29, 2023. 

Vacant Seat 7, succeeding Suzanne Giraudo, resigned, sh01l represent one or more of 
the categories specified in additional requirements below, for the unexpired portion of a. 
four-year term ending April 29, 2023. 

· Seat 8, Zea Malawa, term expiring on April 29, 2022, shall represent one or more of the 
categories specified in additional requirements below, for the unexpired portion of a 
four-year term. 

Seat 9, Lynn Merz, term expiring on April 29, 2023, shall represent one or more of the 
categories specified In additional requirements below, for the unexpired portion of a 
four-year term ending April 29, 2023. 

· Additional Requirements: All nine members are appointed by the Board of 
Supervisors .. Seats 1 through 4 shall be entitled to serve indefinite terms as long as 
they meet the qualifications of membershipg§sats 5 through 9 shall serve four-year 



Children and Families First Commission 
VACANCY NOTICE 
January 17, 2020 Page2 

terms and be appointed among the following categori~s: children services, public 
health services; behavioral health services, social services and tobacco and other 
substance abuse prevention and treatment services; recipients of project services 
included in the county strategic plah; educators specializing in early childhood 
development; representatives of a local child care resource or referral agency, the Child 
Care Planning and Advisory Council or another local ch.ild care coordinating group; · 
representatives of a local organization for prevention or early intervention for families at 
risk; representatives of communitY:-based organizations that have the goal of promoting 
;3nd nurturing early childhoqd development; representatives of local school districts; and 
representatives of local medical' pediatric, or obstetric associations or societies. 

Reports: The Commission shaH establish a San Francisco County Strategic Pian for the 
support and improvement of early childhood development within the City c,:md County of 
San Francisco as stated in Administrative Code, Section 86. · On at least an annual 
basis, the Cornrnission shall revie'vV its Strategic Plan and revise the Plan as may be 
necessary .. 

Sunset Date: None. 

Additional information relating to the Children arid Families First Commission may be 
ob~ained by reviewing Administrative Code; Sections 86.1 et seq., at 
http://Www.sfbos.org/sfmunicodes or by visiting their website at http://www.first5sf.org/. 

Pursuant to Board of Supervisors Rules of Ocder 2.32 (Motion No. 05-92) ail applicants 
applying for this Commission must complete and submit, with their application, a copy 
(not original) of Form 700, Statement of Economic Interests. Applications wiii not be . 
considered if a copy of Form 700 is not submitted. Form 700, Statement of Economic 
Interests, may be obtained at http://www.sfbos.org/form700. 

Interested ·persons may obtain an application from the Board of Supervisors website at 
http://www.sfbos.org/vacancy application or from the Rule.s Committee Clerk, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102.:4689. Ail applicants · 
must be residents of San FranCisco, unless otherwise stated. · 

Next Steps: Applicants who meet minimum qualifications will be contacted by the 
Rules Committee Clerk once the Rules .Committee Chair determines the date of the 

·hearing. Members of the Rules Committee will consider the appointment(s) at the 
.meeting and applicant(s) may be asked to state their qualifications. The appointment(s) 
of the individual(s) who are recommended by the Rules Committee will be forwarded to 
the Board of Supervisors for final approval. 

Please Note: Depending upon the posting date, a vacancy may have already been filled. 
To determine if a vacancy for this Commission is still available] or if you require · 
additional information, please call the R~/J!T~te~::::::J:f15) 554-5184. 

fAng~~ 
Clerk of the Board 

DATED/POSTED: January 17, 2020 
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City and County of San Francisco 

London N. Breed 

Mayor 

Department on the Status of Women 

Emily M. Murase, PhD 

Director 
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Executive Summary 

In 2008, San Francisc,o 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 were limited to Commissions and 
Boards. Data was collected from 84 policy bodies and from a total of741 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.1 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 appoil)tees 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 

);.> Women's representation on policy bodies is 
51%, slightly above parity with the San 
Francisco female population of 49%. 

);.> Since 2009, there has been a small but 
steady increase in the representation of 
women on San Francisco policy bodies. 

10-Year Comparison of Representation . 

of Women on Policy Bodies 
60% - .. ·~ 

........ _, ___ ,., 
---~·- ..... ' .. ..~ .. ---~~-

. 48.%. 49% 49!.f> . 49% 51% 
50% '45% ... ,. 

40% 

30% 

20% 

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. 

1 "List of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Ordinance, or Statute," Office of the 
City Attorney, https:/ /www.sfcityattorney .org/wp-content/u ploads/2016/01/Comm issi o n-List-08252017. pdf, 
(August 25, 2017). · 
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Race and Ethnicfty 
10-Year Comparison of Representation 

of Pe;,ople of Color on Policy Bodies · )> : People of color are underrepresented on 
policy bodies compared to the 
population. Although people of color 
comprise 62% of San Francisco's 
population, just 50% of appointees 
identify as a race other than white. 

60% ·-· ... --.. - ................... - ......... ··-··Sl-%· ... ·~·---·--· 

)> While the overall representation of 
people of color has increased between 
2009 and 2019, as the Department 

SO% 

30% . - ' ............. _ .... ··~--- .... ----···- -- .. ··-· 

10% ... .. . ...... .. .... .. .. ' ............... -· .......... . 

0% . .. " .. .. .................................... - ... 
collected data on more appointees, the 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 

· representation of people of color has 
decr~ased over the last few years. The 
percentage of appointees of color decreased 
from 53% in 2017 to 49% in 2019. 

(n=401) (n=295) (n=419) (n=269) (n=469) (n=713) 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.· 

)> 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. 

Race and Ethnicity by Gender 

10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women 

of Color on Policy Bodies 

)> On the whole, women of color are 32% of 
the San Francisco population, and 28% of 

· appointees. Although still below parity, i8% 
is a slight increase compared to 2017, which 
showed 27% women of color appointees. 

40% 

31% 
30% 

24% 24% 

20% .. - ........... . .......... - ...... . 

10% ., .. ·-.. .... .. ............. . 

0% "" ......... . 
)> Meanwhile, men of color are 

underrepresented at 21% of appointees 
compared to 31% ofthe San Francisco 
population. 

2009 2011' 2013 2015 2017 2019 
(n=401) (n=295) (n=419) (n=269) (n=469) (n=713) 

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% ofthe population, and Black men 
are 5% of appointees compared to 2.5% ofthe population. 

)> Latinx women are 7% ofthe San Francisco population but 3% of appointees, and Latinx men are 
7% ofthe population but 5% of appointees. 

>- Asian women are 17%.ofthe San Francisco population but 11% of appointees, and Asian men 
are 15% of the population but just 7% of appointees. 

962 
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Additional Demographics 

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

)> Out of the 70% of appointees who responded to the question on disability,il% identify as 
having one or mo.re 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. 

Proxies for Influence: Budget & Authority 

)> Although women are halfof all appointees, those Commissions and Boards with the largest 
budgets have fewer women and especially fewer women of color. Meanwhile, women exceed 
representation on Boatd? and Commissionswith 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 with both the largest and smallest 
budgets compared to overall appo.intees. 

)> The percentage of total women is greater on Advisory Bodies than Commissions and Boards. 
Women are 54% of appointees on Advisory Bodies and 48% of appointees 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 appointments include 55% women, 52% people of color, and 30% women of color, 
whicli is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Supervisorial appointments and 
total appointments. 

Demographics of Appointees Compared to the San Francisco Population 

Women 
People women 

LGBTQ 
of Color of Color 

Disability 

49% 62% 32,% 

51% ~ 50% 28% 

10 Largest Budgeted Commissions & Boards 41% 55% 23% 

lOSm,allest Budgeted Commissions & Boards 52% 54% 32% 

Commissions and Boards 48% 52% 30% 

Advisory Bodies 54% 49% 28% 

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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I. Introduction 

Inspired by the 4th UN wo·rld 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 {CEDAWL 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 April13, 1998.2 1n· 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 the operations 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 nfwomen appointed to City Commissions and Boards. The findings ofthis analysis informed a 
City Charter Amendment developed by the Board of Supervisors f.or the June 2008 Election. This City 

· Charter Amendment {Section 4.101) was overwhelmingly approved by voters and made it city policy· 
that: 

0 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 

0 The Department on the Status ofWc:imen 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, arid 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. 

2 San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 33.A. 
http:/ /libra ry.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway .d 11/C;:lliforn ia/adm in istrative/ chapter33a local implementation oftheun ited 7 . · 
f=temp lates$fn=defau lt. htm$3.0$vid=am I ega I :sanfran cisco_ ca$anc=J D _ Ch apter33A. 
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II. Gender Analysis Findings 

Many aspects of San Francisco's diversity are reflected in the overall population of appointees on San 
Francisco policy b'odies. The analysis includes 84 policy bodies, of which 823 of the 887 sc=ats are filled 
ieaving 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 veterans. 

Figure 1: Summary Data of Policy Body Demographics, 2019 

··>'·'· 
•·. Percentage of Appointees Appointee Demographics 

Women (n=741} 51% 

People of Color (n=706} 50% 

Women of Color (n=706} 28% 

LGBTQ Identified (n=548) 19% 

People with Disabilities (n=516} 11% 

I Veteran Status (n=494) 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

However, further analysis reveals underrepresentation of particular groups. Subsequent sections 
present comprehensive data analysis providing comparison toprevious years, detailing the variables of 
gender, race/ethnicity, LGBTQ identity, cjisability, 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 i~ slightly above parity 
compared to the San Francisco female population of 49%. The representation of women remained 
stable at 49% from 2013 until2017. 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 comp.ared 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 Repres-entation of Women on Policy Bodies 
60% .. '" '" .. 

50% 
48% ' 49% 49% 49% 51% 

.. 45~,;,· ,;;,;,C=~,;,;,"·a;·gg,;,· ;,;,;,sci'=~~-~~·"""'"=-=~-

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

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

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 201.5 and 2017. While the Ethics Commission has 100% .women appointees, much more than 2015 
and 20'17, its small size offive 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 
listat _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 

Children and F<1milies (First 5) Commission (n=S) 

Commission on the Status of Women (n=7) 

Ethics Commission (n=4j 

Library Commission (n=7) 

Commission on the Environment (n=6) 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

m 2019 D1 2017 1>12015 

Source: SF DOSW Data Cal/ectian & 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 ofthe 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 Or(:linimce 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 Percentage of Women, 2019 Compared to 

2017,2015 

0% 
Board of Examiners (n=13) N/A 

N/A 

Building Inspection Commission (n=7) 29% 
29% 

17% 
Oversight Board OCII (n=6) 

50% 

Fire Commission (n=S) 
40% 

27% 
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (n=ll) 

N/A 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 

Cl 2019 0 2017 In 2015 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

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-mem ber 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 

Workforce Community Advisory Committee (n=4) 

Office of Early Care and Education Citizens' Advisory Committee (n=9) 

Commission on the Aging Advisory Council (n=15) 

Child Care Planning and Advisory Council (n;o20) 

Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee (n=11) 

Veteran Affairs Commission (n=36) 

Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee (n=9) 

Sentencing Commission (n=13) 

Abatement Appeals Board (n=7) ····'"· . 14% I· 

Urban Forestry Council (n=13) · ' .:'8% 

0% 20% 

36% 

33'Yp 

... 31% 

40% 

· Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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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 color 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 
coLjld be partially pue 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 

40% ...... .. 

30% 

20% 

. 10% ... ..... ... •• . """.. .. ... .. .. "" ..... .. .. .. ... -· . 

0% ........... ". 

2009 (n=401) . 2011 (n=295) 2013 (n=419) 2015 (n=269) 2017 (n=469) 2019 (n=713) 

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 rev·eals 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.3 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.4 . 

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}. 
4 US Census Bureau, 2018, Retrieved from https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045218. 
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Americans and Alaska Natives in San Francisco of 0.4%, none ofthe surveyed appointees identified 

themselves as such. 

Figure 7: Race and Ethnicity of Appointees Compared to San Francisco Population, 2019 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

50% 

White, Not 

Hispanic or 

Latinx 

31% 

Asian Hispanic or 

Latinx 

Black or 

African 
American 

Ill Appointees (N=706) 

tl Population (N=864,263) 

1% 0.3%. 0% 0.4% 

Native Native Two or More Other Race 

Hawaiian and American Races 

Pacific and Alaska 

!s!ander Native 

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 Investment 
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 ori 
both the Health Commission and the Housing Authority Commission 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 

Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure (n=S) 

Juvenile Probation Commision (n=6) 

Health Commission (n=7) 

Immigrant Rights Commission (n=13) 

Housing Authority Commission (n=6) 

~~~~~]-~~~~;~~ 85% 
85% 

~-g~~~-~~~ii 85% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 

[] 2019 lJ 2017 J:!l2015 

80% 

83% 
83% 

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 

0% 
Public Utilities Commission (n=3) 

Historic PreserVation Commission (n=7) 

Building Inspection Commission (n=7) 

War Memorial Board of Trustees (n=ll) 

City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission (n=S) 

0% 10% 

18% 
18% 
18% 

20% 

~ 2019 1§1 2017 1.!12015 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

33% 

43% 

30% 40% 50% 

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 ofthe 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 Famjljes Oversight and Advisory Committee, the 
Gblden Gate Park Concourse Authority, and the Local Homeless Coordinating Board. Out of the five 
Advisory Bodies with the lowest representation nf 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 Pedes~rian 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 

80% 

75% 

Workforce Community Advisory Committee (n=4) 

. Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee (n=1S) 

Children, Youth, & Their Families Oversight & Advisory Cmte. (n=10) 

Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority (n=6) 

Local Homeless Coordinating Board (n=9) 

Ballot Simplification Committee (n=4) 

Mayor's Disability Council (n=8) 

Abatement Appeals Board (n=7) 

~~~E~~~~~~~~ 75% 

7'?% 

Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee (n=13). 0% 

Urban Forestry Council (n=13) 0% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

c. Race and Ethnicity by Gender 

100% 

White men and women are overrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies, while Asian and Latinx men 

and women are underrepresented. While woms:n 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 Repres·entation of Women of Color on Policy 
Bodies 

40% 

31% 

30% 27%'. 

24% 24% 
® 

20% 

10% 

0% 

2009 (n=401) 2011 (n=295) 2013 (n=419) 2015 (n=269) 2017 (n=469) 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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The following figures presentthe 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% ofthe population, respectively. Asian men and 
women are both greatly underrepresented with Asian women making up 11% of appointees compared 
to 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 meri are 5%.of appointees and 7% ofthe 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, anq 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 appointees identified themselves as such. 

Figure 12: Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2019 

30% 
27% 

25% 

.20% 

15% 

10% 

5% 

0% ·-· 

White, Not 
Hispanic or 

Latinx 

11% 

Asian 

All Appointees (N=706} 

till Female (n~360} 

m Male (n=339) 

9.% ·-· .. "'. :. ' ..... ·~·. ~ ...... . ~ ·, ··-. . .. 

5% 

Hispanic or 

Latinx 

Black or 
African 

American 

1% 1% 0% 0% 
~~ 

Native Native 

Hawaiian and American and 
Pacific Alaska Native 

Islander 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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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%, ofthe 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%,6 while a 2006 survey found that 15.4% of adults in San Francisco 
identify as LGBT7

• 

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 LGBTQ identity 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 Identity of Appointees, 2019 

(N=548) 

B LGBTQ 
~ Straight/Heterosexual 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

E. Disability Status 

Figure 15: LGBTQ Population of Appointees, 2019 

(N=104) 

"Gay 
o Queer 

1% 
I 

.. -'·"" . /0 
.-, so/·\ .. · .. · . 

/~7%\ ..... 

;, Lesbian ~ Bisexual 

· Transgender a Questioning 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

Overall, 12% of adults in San Francisco have one or more disabilities, arid when broken down by gender, 
6.2% are women and 5.7% are men. Disability data fortransgender and gender non-conforming · 
individuals in San Francisco is currently unavailable. Data on disability was obtained from 516, or 70%, of 
the 714 appointees 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:/ In ews. gallup. com IP oll/234863 I estimate-I g bt-po p u I ati on-rises. aspx. 
6 Gary J. Gates and Frank Newport, "San Francisco Metro Area Ranks Highest in LBGT Percentage/' GALLUP (March 
20, 2015) https:/lnews.gallup.com/poll/18205llsan-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 mefl, 0.4% are trans women, and 0.2% are 
trans men·. 

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

(N=744,243) 

[!Women 
OMen 

6.2% 

5.7% 

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Yeor Estimates. 

F. Veteran Status 

Figure 17: Appointees with One or More 
Disabilities by Gender, 2019 

(N=516) 

-6.8% 

'=~=""'"i- 0.4% 
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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% ofthe population. Data on 
veteran status was obtained frorri 494, or 67%,-of appoint~es who participated in the survey. Ofthe 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 
womeh. 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 

(N=747,896) · 

~Non-Veteran t\'!llWomen ~Men 

0.2% 

3% 

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
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Figure 19: Appointees with Military Service, 2019 

(N=494) 

.IJiiWomen l!lil Men ~Trans Women 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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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 isto 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 populat'ion on the 10 
smallest budgeted bodies. However, it falls far below parity for the 10 largest budgeted bodies. The 
representation of total women and women ot color is greater on smaiier budgeted poiicy bodies by 27%, 
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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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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Figure 21: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets,2019 

Body FY18-19 Budget 
Total Filled 

Women 
·women People 

:. 
. . ·Seats seats of Color of Color 

Health Commission $2,200,000,000 7 7 29%. 14% 86% 

Public Utilities Commission $1,296,600,000 5 3 67% 0% 0% 

MTA Board of Directors and Parking 
$1,200,000,000 7 7 57% 14% 43% 

Authority Commission 

Airport Commission $1,000,000/000 5 5 40% 20% 40% 
·-· 

Commission on Community Investment 
$745,000,000 5 5 60% 60% 100% 

and Infrastructure 

Police Commission $687,139,793 7 7 43% . 43% 71% 

H~alth Authority (Plan Governing Board) $666,000/000 19 15 33% 27% 47% 

Human Services Commission $529,900,000 5 5 40% 0% 40% 

Fire Commission $400,721,970 5 
.. 

5 20% 20% 40% 

Aging and Adult Services Commission $334,700,000 7 .7 43% 14% 57% 

Total $9,060,061,763 :·.?2 66 4i% 23% . 55%: 

Source: SF DOSVV Data Collection & Analysis. 

Figure 22: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets, 2019 
· .. 

Body FYlS-19 Budget · 
Total Filled ·· 

Women 
Women People 

·Seats Seats of color of Color 

Rent Board Commission $8,543,912 10 9 44% 11% 33% 

Commission on the Status of Women $8/048J12 7 7 100% 71% 71% 

Ethics Commission $6,458,045 5 4 100% 50% 50% 

Human Rights Commission $4,299/600 12 10 50% 50% 70% 

Small Business Commission $2,242,007 7 7 43% 29% 43% 

Civil Service Commission . $1/262,072 5 4 50% 0% 25% 

Board of Appeals $1,072,300 5 5 40% 20% 40% 

Entertainment Commission $1/003/898 7 7 29% 14% 57% 

Assessment Appeals Board No.1, 2, & 3 $663,423 24 18 39% 22% 44% 

Youth Commission $305,711 17 16 56% 44% 75% 

Total 
. 

$33,899,680 99 ·, 87 52% 32%. 54% 

Source: SF DOSW Data Cal/ection & Analysis. 

H. Comparison of Advisory Body and Commission and Board Demographics 

The comparison of the two policy body categories if\ this section provides another proxy for influence, as 
Commissiol}s and Boards whose members file disclosures of economic interest hilve greater decision
making authority in San Franc;isco than Advisory Bodies whose members do not file economic interest 
disclosures. The percentages of total women, LGBTQ people, people with disabilities, 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 slightly exceeds the percentages of women of color and people of 

color on Advisory Bodies. 
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Figure 23: Demographics of Appointees on Commission and Boards and Advisory Bodies, 2019 
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Source: SF DOSW Data Coliection & Analysis. 
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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 ofall 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 autho.rities combined average out at 
51% women, 28% women of color, and 50% people of color. This disparity in diversity between Ma·yoral 
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 

60% ·ss%· 
52% 

50% -

40%. 

30% 
30% 28% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

Women People of Color Women of Color 

m Mayoral Appointees (n=213) . llil Supervisorial Appointees (n=145) llli Total Appointees (n=741) 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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Ill. Conclusion 

. Since the first gender analysis of Commissions 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 slightly 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 Fra.ncisco population. Most 
notably under~epresented are Asian women who make up 17% ofthe populatfon but qnly 11% of 
appointees, and Latinx women who make up 7% of the population but only 3% of appointees. 
Additionally, men of color are underrepresented relative to their San Francisco population, primarily 
Asian and Latinx men. 

Furthermore, when analyzing the demographic composition of larger and smaller budgeted 
Commissions and Boards, women are underrepresented on thsse with the largest budgets, and 
overrepresented or reach parity with the population on smaller budgeted Commissions ahd Boards. 
These two trends are amplified for women of color appointees. Women comprise 41% oftotal 
appointees on the l<;~rgest 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 stillfall below the· 
San Francisco population of people of color ?t 62%. 

In a.ddition 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 . 
to 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% 

· id~ntify 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, womeri of color, and 
people of color appointees by the Mayor, Board ofSupervisors, 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 overall is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Supervisorial Clppointees 
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 hancisco. In spirit oft he 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. 
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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 eiements 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. f-s the fundamental objective of this report is to surface patterns of underrepresentation, 
every attempt has been made to reflect accurafe 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. 8 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 2.013-2017 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 "List of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Ordinance, or Statute/' Office of the 
City Attorney, https:/ /www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/ u pi oads/2016/01/Comm ission-List-08252017. pdf, 
(August 25, 2017). 
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Appendix 

Figure 2s: Policy Body Demographics, 20199 

Poii'cy.Body 
·Total·· Filled '.:<: .... :>.:·:. :· . .-: .... 

.~orhen L<Vv,oM~n 1
f'People .•.. 

··.',.:. :~ .. :c;_·. -:. 

s~~ts J'(18~19 Budget ··seats 1 ·ofColdr ·.,:····:;·: ... ·.·.:,_ ....... 

Abatement Appeals Board 7 7 $76,500,000. 14% 0% 

Aging and Adult Services Commission 7 7 $334,700,000 57% 33% 

Airport Commission 5 5 $1,000,000,000 40% 50% 

Arts Commission 15 15 $37,000,000 67% 50% 

As.ian Art Commission 27 27 $30,000,000 63% 71% 

AssessmentAppeals Board No.1 8 5 $663,423 20% 0% 

Assessment Appeals Board No.2 8 8 - 50% 75% 

Assessment Appeals Board No.3 8 4 - 50% 50% 

Ballot Simplification Committee 5 4 $0 75% 33% 

Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee 12 9 $0 33% '100% 

Board of Appeals 5 5 $1,072.,300 11 f\0/ Cf10/. 
'+V/0 JV/U 

Bo.ard of Examiners 13 13 $0 o% 0% 

Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,500,000 14% 0% 

·Child Care Planning and Advisory Council 25 19 $26,841 84% 50% 

Children and Families Commission (First 5) 9 8 $28,002,978 100% 75% 

Children, Youth, and Their Families Oversight and 11 10 $155,224,346 50% 80% 

Advisory Committee 

Citizen's Committee on Community Development 9 8 $39,696,467 75% 67% 

City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission 5 5 $0 60% 33% 

Civil Service Commission 5 4 $1,262,072 50% 0% 

Commission on Community Investment 5 5 $745,000,000 60% 100% 

and Infrastructure 

Commission on the Aging Advisory Council 22 15 $0 80% 33% 

Commission on the Environment 7 6 $21,280,925 67%. 50% 

Commission on the Status of Women 7 7 $8,048,712 100% 71% 

Dignity Fund Oversiglit and Advisory Committee 11 11 $3,000,000 82% 33% 

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee 19 13 $0 38% 40% 

Elections Commission 7 7 $15,238,360 57% 25% 

Entertainment Commission 7 7 $1,003,898 29% 50% 

Ethics Commission 5 4 $6-,458,045 100% 50% 

Film Commission 11 11 $0 55% . 67% 

Fire Commission 5 5 $400,721,970 20% 100% 

Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority 7 6 $0 50% 67% 

9 Figure 25 only includes policy bodies with complete data or~ gender for all appoir~tees. Some bodies had 
ir~complete data or~ race/ethr~icity of appoir~tees. For these, percentages for people of color are calculated out of 

known race/ethnicity. 

. of Color· 
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Policy Body 
Total Filled 

FY18-19 Budget Women 
Women People. 

Seats Seats of.Colcir of Color 

Health Authority (Plan Governing Board) 19 15 $666,000,000 33% 80% 50% 

Health Commission 7 7 $2,2.00,000,000 43% 50% 86% 

Health Service Board 7 6 $11,632,022. 33% 0% 59% 

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 $4,299,600 60% '100% 70% 

Human Services Commission 5 5 $529,900,000 40% 0% 40% 

Immigrant Rights Commission 15 l3 $0 54% 86% 85% 

In-Home Supportive Services Public Authority 13. 9 . $70,72.9,667 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 $0 75% 17% 25% 

Mental Health Board 17 15 A.-cn11nr.., 73% r/ln/ 7':JO/ 
~J.I:5'+,::JOL 0'+/0 I .J /U 

MTA Board of Directors and Parking Authority 7 7 $1,2.00,000,000 57% 25% 43% 
Commission 

Office of Early Care and Education Citizens.' Advisory · 9 9 $0 89% 50% 56% 
Committee 

Oversight Board {COil) 7 6 $74S,OOO,OOO 17% 100% 67% 

Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee 17 13 $0 46% 17% 8% 

Planning Commission 7 6 $S3,832.,000 SO% 67% 33% 

Police Commission 7 7 $687,139,793 43% 100% 71% 

Port Commission s 5 $192,600,000 60% 67% 60% 

Public Utilities Citizen's Advisory Committee 17 13 $0 54% 14% 31% 

Public Utilities Commission. s 3 $1,296,600,000 67% 0% 0% 

Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 6 $0 33% 100% 67% 

Public Utilities .Revenue Bond Oversight Committee 7 s $0 40% 50% 40% 

Recreation and Park Commission 7 7 $2.30,900,000 . 29% 50% 43% 

Reentry Council 2.4 2.3 $0 43% 70% 70% 

Rent Board Commission 10 9 $8,543,912. 44% 2S% 33% 

Residential Users Appeal Board 3 2. $0 0% 0% SO% 

Retirement System Board 7 7 $9S,OOO,OOO 43% 67% 29% 

Sentencing Commission 13 13 $0 31% 25% 67% 

Small Business Commission 7 7 $2,2.42,007 43% 67% 43% 

SRO Task Force 12 12. $0 42.% 25% 55% 

Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee 16 1S $0 67% 70% 80% 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 11 11 $0 2.7% 67% 36% 

Sweatfree Procurement Advisory Group 11 7- $0 43% 67% 43% 

Treasure Island Development Authority 7 6 $18A84,130 50% N/A N/A 
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policy Body 
· 'rotai' Fillecl 

fY18-19 Budget w~~~r1 .· women People 
Seats seat~ ,, 

·•···· of bti'l6i of Color 
Treasure Island/Verba Buena Island Citizens Advisory 17 13 $0 54% N/A N/A 
Board 
Urban Forestry Council 15 13 $153,626 8% 0% 0% 

Veterans Affairs Commission 17 11 $0 36% 50% 55% 

War Memorial Board of Trustees 11 11 $18,185,686 55% 33% 18% 

Workforce Community Advisory Committee 8 4 $0 100% 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 

·· kace/Ethilitity Total 

Estimate Percent 

San Francisco Courlty California 864,263 -

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 353,oob 38% 

Asian 295,347 31% 

Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 14% 

Some other Race 64,800 7% 

Black or African American 45,654 5% 

Two or More Races 43,664 5% 

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 0.3% 

Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 0.4% 

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

Figure 27: San Francisco Population Estimates by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2017 
R..ke/Ethnicii:y · Total 

.: 
Female Male. 

Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent 

San Francisco County California 864,263 - 423,630 49% 440,633 51% 

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 353,000 38% 161,381 17% 191,619 20% 

Asian 295)47 31% 158J62 17% 136,585 15% 

Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 14% 62,646 7% 69,303 7% 

Some Other Race 64,800 7% 30,174 3% 34,626 4% 

Black or African American 45,654 5% 22,311 2.4% 23,343 2.5% 

Two or More Races 43,664 5% 21,110 2.2% 22,554 2.4% 

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander. 3,226 0.3% 1,576 ·. 0.2% 1,650 0.2% 

Native American and Alaska Native 3)06 0.4% 1,589 0.2% 1,717 0.2% 

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

26 

983 



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 
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