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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
4/15/19

FILE NO. 190354 MOTION NO.

L

[Mayoral Appointment, Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board - Reese Isbell]

Motion rejecting the Mayor's appointment of Reeée Isbell to the Residential Rent -

Stabilization ahd Arbitratidn Board, for a term ending September 1, 2022.

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter, Secﬁon_ 3.100, Mayor Breed has submitted a
communication notifying the Board of SupeNisors of the appointment of Reese Isbell as the
tenant member on the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, received by the

Clar
wiCi K

of the Board on March 29, 2019; and ' '

WHEREAS, Under Chérter Séoﬁon 3.100, the Board of Supervisors has the aufthority
to reject the abpointment by a two-thirds vote (eight votes) within thirty days foﬂowing
transmittal of the Mayor’s Notice of Appointment, and the failure of the Board to‘reject the
appointment by two-thirds vote within the thirty déy time period shall result }in th_e appointée
continuing to serve as appointed; and . | ,

‘ WHEREAS, Administrative Code, Section 37.4, requirés that the Residential Rent
Stab,iliiati’on and Arbitration Board consist of two (2) landlords, two (2) tenants, and one (1)
person who is neither a landlord nor a ten“an{ and who owns no residelnfia[ rental property, and
an alternate for eéch appointed member; now, therefore, be it |

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby rejects the Mayor’s appointment of

Reese Isbell, succeeding Polly-Marshall, to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration

'Board, tenant seat, for the unexpired portion of a four-year ferm ending September 1, 2022.

Clerk of the Board : : Page 1
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS :
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City Hall
1 Dr. 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
MEMORANDUM
Date: . March 29, 2019
To: Members, Board of Supervisars
From: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board &£

Subject:  Mayoral (Re)appointments

On March 29, 2019, the lVlayor submitted the rouowmg cormpiete (rejappointiment packages
- pursuant to Charter Section 3.100(18):

To the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board:
= David Gruber - term ending August 1, 2022 (reappointment)
s Art Tom - term ending September 1, 2022
e Reese Isbell - term ending September 1, 2022
. Cathy Mosbrucker - ferm ending August 1, 2022 (reappomtment)

To the Commission on the Environment;
o Tiffany Chu - term ending March 25, 2023
e Eddie Ahn - term ending March 25, 2023 (reappointment)
e -Johanna Wald - term ending March 10, 2023 (reappointment)

To the Health Commission: ,
¢ Tessie Guillermo —-te‘rm ending January 15, 2021

To the Juvenile Probation Commission:
=« Daniela Maldonado - term ending Maroh 18 2023

These (re)appointments are effective immediately unless rejected by a two-thirds vote of the
Board of Supervisors. Pursuant to Board Rule 2.18.3, a Supetvisor may request a hearing on a
Mayoral appointment by notifying the Clerk in writing.

Upon receipt of such notice, the Clerk shall refer the appointment to the Rules Committee so
that the Board may consider the appointment and act Wlthln 30 days of the appointment as
provrded in Charter, Section 3. 100(18)

If you are interested in requesting a hearing on any of these (re)appomtments pleaee notify me
in writing by 5:00 p.m., Frldav, April 5, 2019,

c John Carroll - Acting Legislative Deputy
Victor Young - Rules Clerk
Jon Givner - Deputy City Attorney
Kanishka Cheng - Mayor's Legislative Liaison
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LONDON-N. IREED

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
' MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO o

"‘Noticé of A‘p'po.ihtment -

March 29,2019 . -

- San Franasco Board of Superwsors ‘
City Hall, Room 244 ~
. 1Dr. Carlion B. Goodlett Place
. San Francisco, CA 94102

‘Pursuam‘ fo Charter Sechon 3. 100(18) of ’rhe Cl’ry and Coun’fy of Scm Fron(:lsco f
make the followmg oppom’rmen’r : {

" Reese Isbell fo the Resxdenhol Rent Stabilization and Arbl’rrcmon Board as The .
- ’rencm’r voting member, for a: four year term endmg September-1, 2022 repldcmg o
Polly Marshall. , : *
lam conﬂden’r that Mr. Isbell W|II serve our commum’ry well. A’r’foched are hlS
qualifications to serve, which demonstrate how his appointment represents'the
- communities of inferest, nelghborhoods and dlverse populehons of the City and
Coun’ry of Scm Frcmc15c0 .

* .Should you hoxve any ques’non ctbou’r this qppom’rmen’r please con’roc’r my
Dlrec’ror of Apponm‘men’rs MOWuh Tugbenyoh cn‘ 415.554.6298 -

S,mcerely, o . S A o
, . . B R - . sl o (@]
. . C"‘ . x‘
, 2
—t" ;_: i‘{:
) \J :':‘ e
. S Y o

London N.Breed : R , C
Mayor ' - - B Sl
. : ) Lt
e ':"':'.‘k
LS ’ i—

* 1 DR. CARLTON B..GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200
SAN FRANGISCO, CALIFORNIA 941 02-4681
. TELEPHONE: (QBB6554-6141‘ '



Summary of Qualifications & Skﬂls—-— 25+ years

> Visionary Leader, Strategic & Analytical Organizer, Grassroots Developer with Masters of Public Policy

> 25+ yeats of Hands-On Knowledge at Every Level of Govetnment- Local/City/County, Regional, State, Federal

> Campaign Expert with Targeting Skills, Slate & Independent Expenditure Experience, LGBT Community Bxpertise

- EXPERIENCE

Chair: 2 years; Board of Directors; Alice B. Toklas LGBT D ' 15 ve

> - Organized & Managed 60+ Board Members, 10+ comnuttees 10(}(}%~ meinbers & affiliations

>  Shepherded & Produced Panel Discussions, Raihes, Monthly Mestings & 800+ person Antiual Pride Breakfast

>  Created Seasonal Consumar~Marketmg Strategy & Promouonal Materials for Target Audiences & Voter Outreach

Political Consultant & District Representative: Assemblyman/Senatm Mark Leno— 9 vears
> Campaign Consultant, Political Strategist, and Field Representative for State Elected Ofﬁmak in District Office
> Produced Large-Scale Events for the Assemblyman/Senator, such as: :
o AIDS Housing Resource Fair co-hosted by AIDS Housing Alliance (now-Q Foundation) along with AIDS Legal
Referral Panel (ALRP), Black Coalition on AIDS, San Francisco AIDS Foundation, AIDS Fmergency Fund, SF
Health Depsrtment, Mayor’s Office on Housing, Catholic Charities CYO, SF Redevelopment Agency, & others
o Antual Pride Parade Contingent (Particlpanon Tncreased 1 OOO%) & Pride Festivitics

Advisor: San Francisco De epartment of Health’s Bgd_gg HIV Comipunity Advisory Group (CAG)—9 ygans:
> Served on the Local Community Advisory Board (CAB) of the International HIV Vaccines Trials Network (HVIN)
> Provided Input for HIV-vaceine Trials, Study Designs, Research Protocols, & Public Communications on HIV/AIDS

Dlrector‘ Local Government/Community Relations: California Life S_c;ences Association (née BayBio)— S years
> Advocated & Supported Life Sciences/Biotech industry to Local Elected Officials & Governments Statewide

> Analyzed Policy involving Health, Taxes, Science Education, Infrastructure, Waste Management & Recycling
> Represented Industry within Local/Regional Business Coalitions, Trade Associations, & Campaigns

Board of Directors: Friends of the San Francisco Public Library— 4 years '
> Served on the Executive Committee Overseeing Board, Staff, and Operations
>  Chaired Board’s Advocacy Committee & Supportcd Fundraisers {Library Laureates) & Events (Big Book Sale)

Transition Policy Team: London Breed for Mayor 2018— 2 months following special election :
> Served on Mayor London Breed’s Transition Policy Team following June 2018 Special Election Win

> Transportation Committee Member Focused on Transportation Needs/Cooperation within San Francisco & Bay Area

Midwestern Canvasser for 2018 Midterms: Missouri/Kansas Democratic Parties~— 1 month relocation
> Canvassed for bath the Missouri Democratic Party and Kansas Democratic Party in Campaigns for:
o MO: US. Senator Claire McCaskil], State Anditor Nicole Galloway, & State Senate & House Candidates
a XS Congresswoman Sharice Davids, Govemor Laura Kelly, other Statewide, State Senate & House Cand1dates

Executive Director; ahfomla Tuberculosis Controflers Assoczanon—z yeau

> Directed statewide healthcarc organization: 62 Local Controllers; 300-500 Members; 10-15-person Exsoutive Com-
mittee; 3 Full-Time Staff; $200,000-$300,000 Annual Budgets; 2 Annual Medical Conferences

> Coordinated statewide World TB Day public awateness campaigns for local efforts and state

Senior Associate, Public Affairs: Bames Mogsher Whitehurst Lauter & Partners {BMWL)— 2 years
> Provided Analysis and Determined Results-based Elestoral Strategies for Influential Private Consulting Firm

> Led Sucecesstul $106 million Revenue Bond Ballot Victory for San Francisco Branch Libraries: 74% win
> Led Successful 15-year Transportation Revenue Measure Victory in Alameda County: 81.5% win

EDUCATION

Bagleton Institute of Politics at Rutgers University, New Jersey: Masters of Science in Public Policy

University of Missouri Kansas City (UMKCQC): Bachelors of Arts in Sociology
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STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS  Date Initial Fling Received

Officlal Use Only

caurorniaroru 700

AL PRACTICES COMMISSION 4 ' COVER PAGE
Plaase typs or print in k. e ‘ A-PUBLIC DOCUMENT
NAMé OFFILER  (LAST) ) {FIRST). ' ) {MIDDLE}

lsbell » Resse ' Aaron
‘ 1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do nof tse acronyms)

San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbltratmn Board (Rent Board)
Division, Board, Department, District, If applicable Your Posilion

Clty/County of San Francisco : ’ Comiriissioner/Member

» If fling for mumple positions, list below or 01 an altachment: {Do noi use acronyms}

Agency: ' : ' Pasitien: .

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

[ State S : 4 | [1.Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)
[ Mutti-Courity ; B Courty of San Francisco
City of San Francisco ’ ot

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

Annual: The perlod covered Is Janyary 4, 2018, thraugh [] Leavmg Office: Date Laft / /
or December 31, 2018, ' (Check ope oircle.)
 The parfod coverad 15 [ ! thraugh O The period coveréd is January 1, 2018, through the date of
Decerber 31, 2018, ‘ o leaving office.

04, (01, 2018 O The period covered fs ol through

the date of saving office.
[ Candidate: Date of Eieg:ﬁbn .. and office sought, if. different than Par-1:

Assuring Office: Date assured

4. Schedule Summary (must complete) » Total number of pages including this cover page: 3
Schiedules attached :

[%| Scheduls A4 ~ Investinents — sthieduls attached Schedule G - fncome, Loans, & Business Posftions ~schedule attached
© 1 Schedule A2 « Investiments — schedulﬁ attached .. " []Schedule D - fncome — Giffs — schedule attached
] Schedufe B - Real Propeity — sthedule aftactied ~ [“Ischedule E - Income ~ Gifts ~ Travel Paymenis — schedule attached

== E] None - No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS " STREET ' ey ' i STATE T ZIP GODE
! Ade pmended - Public Document} : . ’ '

San Francisco CA . 94109
EMAILADDRESS :

l ha\re useé al! reasonable dllxgence in preparing this statement. | have reviewed Lhis statement and to lhe best of my knowledge the Information contamad
herein and in any attached schedules fs true end complete, 1-acknowledge thls Is & publle document,

1 certify under penalty of pergury under the laws of the State of Galifornia that the foregomg s true and corract,

Date Signed March 26 2019 * Signature , N
» (monlb, day, year} . {Fila the arfglnielly signed paper slalement with your fiing plﬁulal.)

) FPPT Farm 700 {2018/2018)

9 5 8 ’ FPPE Advice Email: advice@tppe.ca.gov
. FPPL Toll-Free Helpline; 866/275-3772 vaww.fppeca.gov

Page -5




SCHEDULE A-1
Investments

Stocks, Bonds, and Other Interests
(Ownership Interest is Less Than 10%)

Investments must be itemized.

Name
Reese Aaron Isbell

Do not attach brokerage or financial statements.

> NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY » NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY
Abbott Laboratories Bayer AG
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS
life sciences industry fife scierices industry
FAIR MARKET VALUE FAIR MARKET VALUE
$2,000 - $10,000 [T $10,001 - $100,000 $2,000 - $10,000 ] $10,001 - $100,000
[1 $100,001 - $1,000,000 ] over $1,000,000 -[] $100,001 - $1,000,000 [_1 over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INVESTMENT " NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock [ other [] stock [] other
{Describe) . {Describe)
D Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $489 D Partnershlp O Income Recelved of $0 - $499
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule G),
IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
/___ 118 o148 /418 J___ 18
ACQUIRED. . NISPOSED ACQUIRED DISPOSED
NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY > NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY
Berkshire Hathway Inc. Johnson & Johnson
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUS!NESS
financial services life sciences industry
FAIR MARKET VALUE _ FAIR MARKET VALUE
{1 $2,000 - $10,000 [%]-$10,001 - $100,000 $2,000 - $10,000 [] $10,001 - $100,000
[7] $100,001 - $1,000,000 [J over $1,000,000 [] $100,001 - $1,000,000 [ ] Over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INVESTMENT NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[ stock 1 other [ stock [] othes i
{Describe) (Describe)
"] Parnership O Income Raceived of $0 - $499 [[] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
O Income Received. of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) QO Income Received of $500 aor More (Report on Scheduie C)
IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: {F APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
/ )18 / /18 / /18 I 118
ACQUIRED DISPOSED - ACQUIRED DISPOSED
NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY » NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY'
Lumentum Holdings :
" GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS
telecommunications
FAIR MARKET VALUE . FAIR MARKET VALUE
$2,000 - $10,000 1 $10,001 - $100,000 [ $2,000 - $10,000 7] $10,001 - $100,000
1 $100,001 - $1,000,000 [] Over $1,000,000 [ $100,001 - $1,000,000 ] over $1,000,000 -
NATURE OF INVESTMENT - NATURE OF INVESTMENT
] stock [ other ] stock [] Other
. i {Describe) (Deseribe)
[] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 1 Partnership O Income Received of $O $489
O Income Received of $500 or More (Reporl o Schedule G} O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schadu]a C)-
IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: IF-APPLIGABLE, LIST DATE:
—J 8 . /18 /- 18 /18
ACQUIRED DISPOSED ACQUIRED DISPOSED
Gomments:
FPPC Form 700.(2018/2019)
9 5 9 FPPC Advice Emall advice@fppe.ca.gov

‘FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppe.ca.gov
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> 1 INOOME REC

SCHEDULE C

Income, Loans, & Business

Positions
(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME -

California Life Sciences Association

ADDRESS (BuSine.gs Address Ac.cep{'able) e

9191 Towne Center, #450, San Diego, CA 92122
BUSINESS AGTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

trade association

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION )
Director, Local Government & Community Relations .

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
[1 $500 - $1,000 -
$10,001 - $100,000

[] $1,001 - $10,000 -
[] ovER $100,000
CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

Salary

[[] Spouse's or registered domestic partner's income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.).

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

[] sale of

[ No Income - Business Position Only-

{Real propedy, car, boal, elc.}
[} Loan repayment

D Commission or _["] Rental Income, list each source of $10,000 or more

(Describe)

(Descn‘be)

I:] Other

» 1. INCONE|
NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

Publica

: FAlR POLITIGA PRACTICES COMMISSl

Name.

Reeee‘Aaron Isbelf

ADDRESS (Business Address Accepfable) .
760 Matadero Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94306

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE
tech

YOUR BUSINESS ROSITION

Software Engineer.

[] salary

[] sate of

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED'
-[[] $500 - $1,000
10,001 - $100,000
CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INGOME WAS RECEi}/ED

[X] Spouss's or registered domestic partier's income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.) '

Schedule A-2.)

[:] No Income - Business Pasition Only

[1 $1,001 - $10,000
{71 oveRr $100,000

L—_I Parinership (Less than 10% ownershlp For 10% or greater use

[[] Loan repayment

[7] Commission or

(Real property, .car, boal, elc.}

1 Rental Income, fist each sosice of $10,000 or more

[[] other

(Describe)

{Describe}

» 2.LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD

* You are not required to report loans from a commercxal lending institution, or any indebtedness created as part of
a retail installment or credit card transaction, made in the lender’s regular course of business on terms available t6
members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal loans and loans received not in a lenders
regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER*

)

ADDRESS (Business-Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

HIGHEST BALANCE DUR[NG REPORTING PERIOD
| $5oo $1,000

[7'$1,001 - $10,000

[ $10,001 - $1bo,-oe0

| O\/ER $100,000

Comments:

INTEREST RATE

%

[ None

[:] Real Property

D None

"SECURITY FOR LOAN

TERM (Months/Years)

[_] Persanal residence

Street address

e
[ Guarantor
[] Other »
o (Describe) -
FPPC Form 700 (2018/2018)
FPPC Advice Email; advice@fppe.ca.gov
9 6 O FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fiipc.ca.gov
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From: Beinart, Amy (BOS)

Sent: Monday, April 1, 2019 5:08 PM

To: ’ Hickey, Jacquelme (BOS); BOS Legls!atlon (BOS), Somera, Alisa (BOS); Calvillo, Angela
A (BOS)

Cc: : . - Ronen, Hillary, GIVNER JON (CAT); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS) Tugbenyoh Mawuli (MYR);

Karunaratne, Kanishka (MYR); Carroll, John (BOS); Young, Victor (BOS); Morales, Carolina
_ : , (BOS); Goossen, Carolyn (BOS)
Subject: . - RE: TIME SENSITIVE: Mayoral (Re)appomtments Charter 3.1 00(18) REQUEST FOR
' ' ‘ HEARING

Good afternoon,

On behalf of Supervisor Ronen, lam respectfully requesting a hearing on the appomtment of Reese Ishell to the
Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board.

Please advise when this item has been referred to Rules Committee so | can work with the Clerk to place it on an
upcoming agenda, ' '

Thank you, -

~Amy

CLLLLLLL LK LSO HID B D>

Amy Beinart| Legislative Aide

Office of Supervisor Hillary Ronen
415.554,7739 | amy.beinart@sfgov.org
https://sfbos.org/supervisor-ronen-district-9

From: Hickey, Jacqueline {(BOS)
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2019 4:48 PM :
- To: BOS-Supervisors <hos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos- Ieglslatlve aides@sfgov.org>; Calvmo
Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Carroll, John'(BOS) <john.carroll@sfgov.org>; Young, Victor (BOS)

<victor. young@sfgov org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos, legislation@sfgov.org>; Karunaratne, Kanishka (MYR}
v<kan|shka cheng@sfgov.org>; Tugbenyoh -Mawuli {MYR} <mawuli. tugbenyoh@sfgov org>; GIVNER, JON (CAT)
<Jon.Givner@sfcityatty.org>

Cc: Mchugh, Eileen (BOS) <eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>

Subject: TIME SENSITIVE: Mayoral (Re}appointments, Charter 3.100(18)

~ Hello,

The Office of the Mayor submitted the attached complete (reJappointment packages, pursuant to Charter Section »
. 3.100(18). Please see the attached memo from the Clerk of the Board for more information and instructions.

‘Thank you,

Jackie Hickey

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4688%

Phone: (415) 554-5184 | Direct: (415) 554-7706.
jacqueline.hickey@sfgov.org| www.sfbos.org
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City and Caaniy of 5an Francisce

Department on the Status of Women

Ernily M Muraae, PhD ' ’ ‘ " Chy and Coundy of
Director ' , ’ ‘ . : ) San Francisco

2017 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards: Executive Summary

Overview

A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco enacted a city policy that membership of
* Commissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the populatlon As part of this measure, the Department on the
Status of Women is requ1red to conduct a biennial gender analysis of Commissions and Boards. . Data was
collected from 57 pohcy bodies with a total of 540 members primarily appointed by the Mayor and Board of
Supervisors.

~ Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women'’s

- Gender Analysis Findings Representation on Commissions and Boards

Gender A U
S0%

N . - . 5
> Women’s representation on Commissions and 54’3

Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female
population in San Francisco. ___rbmmgﬁ

W% 49.4%

> Since 2007 there has been an overall increase 45% 45%
of women on Commissions with women ’
comprising 54% of Commissioners in 2017.

> Women's representation on Boards has
declined to 41% this year following a period of
steady increases over the past 3 reports.

345

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

—-Q—Comm:ssmns s mmBoards sedesCommissions & Boards’ Comblned

e s B O

: Mﬁ T -1 YA

Race and Eth nicity ' : Sources: DepartmentSurvey, Mayor's Office, 311.
> While 60% of San Franciscans.are pebple of .Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation
color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic on Commissions and Boards
minorities. ' — e 60% g — 57%
> Minority répresentation on Commissions g3 N
.ﬁ% "‘””"%ﬁ% .

decreased from 60% in 2015 to 57% in 2017.

> Despite a steady increase of people of color
“on Boards since 2009, minority
representation on Boards, at 47%, remains
below parity with the population.

' > Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial
* individuals are underrepresented on

CommISSlons and Boa rds ’ . o i bt et + o oot Vi 3 b8 ek bt 7 3 bk 2y 0 & S e 2ot 42 e e o e B St 1 5 s 4 k8 it $rtn e
2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
> There is a higher representation of White and e=== Commilssions <= = Boards w=e==Commissions & Boards Combined

Black/African American members on policy
bodies than in the San Francisco.population.

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.
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‘Race and Ethnicity by Gender

» In San Francisco, 31% of the population are women of color. Although representation of women of color on
Commissions reaches parity with the population, only 19% of Board members are women of color.

> Men of color comprise 26% of both Commissjoners and Board members compared to 29% of the San
Francisco population.

¥ The representation of White men on policy bodies is 28%, exceeding the 22% of the San Francisco
population, while White women are at parity with the population at 19%.

> Underrepresentation of Asian and Latinx/Hispanic individuals is seen among both men and women.

e One-tenth of Commlssmners and Board members are Asian men and 12% are Asnan women compared
to 16% and 18% of the population, respectively.

e latinos'are 6% of Commissioners and Board members and Latinas are 4% of Commissioners and Board
members compared to 8% and 7% of San Franciscans, respectively.

Additional Demographics
> Among Commissioners and Board members, 17% identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender (LGBT).

> Individuals with a disability comprise 11% of appointees on policy bodies, just below the 12% of the adult
population with a disability in San Francisco.

> Representation of veterans on Commissions and Boards is 13%, exceeding the 4% of San Franciscans that
have served in the military..
Budget

> Women and women of color, in particular, are underrepresented on the policy bodies with the largest
budgets while exceedlng or nearing parity on policy bodies with the smallest budgets.

» Minority representation on policy bodies with both the largest and smallest budgets is at least 60%, equal to
the population. :

- .
L Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017 . ]
L | Women N
Women | Minority . LGBT Disabilities | Veterans
o -| of Color

“Commissions and Boards Combined- 49%

Commlssmns , 54% 57% | 31%
Boards 41% - | 47% | 19%
10 Largest Budgeted Bodies 35% 60% | 18% |
10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies | . 58% 66%: 30%

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311 'FYl 7-18 Annual
Appropnatlon Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s Budget Book.

The full report is available at the San Franusco Department on the Status of Women website,
http://sfgov. org/dosw/
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City and Eﬂum‘; of San Francisco
Department on the Status af Women

Emily 84. Murase, PhD City and County of
Director ’ San Franciseo

Gender Analy51s of
“San Franc1sco |
Commlssmns and Boards

‘ December 2017

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240 | San Frahcisccg g%9410.2 | sfgov.org/dosw | dosw@sfgov.org | 415.252.2570
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Executive Summary

Overview

" A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco enacted a city policy that
membership of Commissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the population. As part of this measure,
the Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct a biennial gender analysis of
Commiissions and Boards. Data was collected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members
primarily appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors.

Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s
Representation on Commissions and Boards

Key Findings

. Gender

> Women's representation on Commissions and
- Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female
" popuiation in San Franciseo.

» Since 2007, there has been an overall increase
of women on Commissions: women compose
54% of Commissioners in 2017.

> Women’s representation on Boards has

declined to 41% this year fo“owinga periodof _.. ~_,3§‘% -

2007 2009 2011 -2013 . 2015 2017

e COMMISSIONS snfume Boards s====Commissions & Boards Combined

steady increases over the past 3 reports.

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.

Race and Ethnicity

> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of
) Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation

color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic T
on Commissions and Boards

minorities.

> Minority representation on Commissions
decreased from 60% in 2015 to 57% in 2017.

> Despite a steady increase of people of color
on Boards since 2009, minority A

- 46%

representation on Boards, at 47%, remains

below parity with the population. % e .
) i ) ) ) Pap o 45'/ 489 AR
> Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial
individuals are underrepresented on e i e+ s e 2t e+ o 2 e
Commissions and Boards.
> There is a higher representation of White and 2009 2011 2018 015 2017

Black or African American members on policy
bodies than in the San Francisco population.

e==m Comnmissions ==+ Boards s=sE===Commissions & Boards Combined

Sources: Department Survey, Moyor's Office, 311.
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Race and Ethnicity by Gender

» In San Francisco, 31% of the population are women of color. Although representation of women of
color on Commissions reaches parity with the population, only 19% of Board members are women of
color.

> Men of color comprise 26% of both Commissioners and Board members compared to 29% of the San
Francisco population. ‘

> The representation of White men on policy bodies is 28%, exceeding the 22% of the San Francisco
population, while White women are at parity with the population at 19%.

> Underrepresentation of Asian and Latinx/Hispanic individuals exists among both men and women.

e One-tenth of Commissioners and Board members are Asian men and 12% are Asian women
compared to 16% and 18% of the population, respectively.

e Latinosare 6% of Commissioners and Board members and Latinas are 4% of Commissioners and
Board members compared to 8% and 7% of San Franciscans, respéctively,

Additional Demographics

» Among Commissioners and Board members, 17% identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender
(LGBT).

% Individuals with a disability comprise 11% of appointees on policy bodies, just below the 12% of the
adult population with a disability in San Francisco.

> Representation of veterans on Commissions and Boards is 13%, exceeding the 4% of San Franciscans
that have served in the military.

Representation on Policy Bodies by Budget

> Women and women of color, in particular, are underrepresented on the policy bodies with the
largest budgets while exceeding or nearing parity on policy bodies with the smallest budgets.

> Minority representation on policy bodies with both the largest and smallest budgets is at least 60%,
equal to the population. ' A

{ Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017 J
. . .| Women RN -
Women | Minority LGBT Disabilities | Veterans
_ of Color | . . . .

Commissions and Boards Combined | 49% 53% 27% ) 17% | 11% 13%

Commissions - - ' C54% | 57% | 31% | 18% | 10%. 15%
Boards | 41% | 47% | 19% 1 %

10 Largest Budgeted Bodies 35% | 60% |- 18% |
10 Smallest Budgeted Bodles V | 58% 66% 30%

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Sur\/ey, Mayor’s Offlce, 311 FY17 18
AnnualAppropnat/on Ordlnance FY17-18 IVIayor s Budget Book
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1. Introduction

The central question of this report is whether appomtments to public policy bodies of the City and
County of San Francisco are reflective of the population at large.

In 1998, San Francisco became the first city in the world to pass a local ordinance reflecting the
principles of the United Nations Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against
Women (CEDAW), also known as the "Women's Human Rights Treaty."? The Ordinance requires City
governmerit to take proactive steps to ensure gender equality and specifies “gender analysis” as a
preventive tool to identify and address discrimination.? Since 1998, the Department on the Status of
Women (Department) has used thls tool to analyze operations of 11 City departments

In 2007, the Department used gend‘er analysis to analyze the number of women appointed to City
Commissions, Boards, and Task Forces.? Based on these findings, a City Charter Amendment was
developed by the Board of Supervisors for the June 2008 election. The Amendment, which voters
approved overwhelmingly, made it City policy that: :

1. Membership of Comrﬁissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the San Francisco population;

2. Appointing officials be urged to support the nomination, appointment, and confirmation of
»these candidates; and 4

3. The San Franc:sco Department on the Status of Women is requ:red to conduct a gender analysns
of Commissions and Boards to be published every 2 years.?

This 2017 gender analysis assesses the representation of women; racial and ethnic minorities; lesbian,
gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans on San Francisco
Commissions and Boards appointed by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors.®

" While 188 of the 193 member states of the United Nations, including all other industrialized countries, have ratified
the Women's Human Rights Treaty, the U.S. has not. President Jimmy Carter signed the treaty in 1980, but it has
been languishing in the Senate ever since, due to jurisdictional concerns and other issues. For-further information,

. see the United Nations website, available at www.ohchr.orgfenglish/bodies/cedaw/index.htm.
2 The gender analysis guidelines are available at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women website,
under Women's Human Rights, at www.sfgov.org/dosw.
3 The 2007 Gender Analysis of Commissions, Boards, and Task Forces is available online at the Department
website, under Women’s Human Rights, at www.sfgov.org/dosw.
4 The full text of the charter amendment is available at https://sfpl.org/pdffmain/gic/elections/June3_2008.pdf.
5 Appointees in some policy bodies are elected or appointed by other entities, .
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1l. Methodology and Limitations

This report focuses on City and County of San Francisco Commissions and Boards whose jurisdiction is
limited to the City, that have a majority of members appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors,
and that are permanent policy bodies.® Generally, Commission appointments are made by the Mayor
and Board appb_intments are made by members of the Board of Supervisors. For some policy bodies,
however, the appointments are divided between the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, and other
agencies. Commissions tend to be permanent policy bodies that are part of the City Charter and oversee

a department or agency. Boards are typically policy bodies created legislatively to address specific
issues. ’

The gender analysis in this report reflects data from the Commissions and Boards that provided
information to the Department through survey, the Mayor’s Office, and the Information Directory
Department (311), which collects and disseminates information about City appointments to policy
bodies. Based on the list of Commissions and Boards that are reported by 311, data was compiled from
57 policy bodies with a total of 540 appointees. A Commissioner or Board member’s gender identity,
race/ethnicity, sexuai orientation, disability status, and veteran status were among data elements
collected on a voluntary basis. In many cases, identities are vastly uhderrepdrted due to concerns about
social stigma and discrimination. Thus, data on lesbian,.gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT) identity,
disability, and veteran status of appointees were limited, incomplete, and/or unavailable for many
appointees, but 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. A

For th'e'purposes of comparison in this report, data from the U.S. Census 2011-2015 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates is used to reflect the current San Francisco population. Charts 1 and
2 in the Appendix show these population estimates by race/ethnicity and gender,

8 It is important to note that San Francisco is the only jurisdiction in the State.of California that is both a city and a
county. Therefore, while in other jurisdictions, the Human Services Commission is typically a county commission that
governs services across multiple cities and is composed of members appointed by those cities, the San Francisco
case is much simpler. All members of Commissioner and Boards are appointed either by the San Francisco Mayor or
the San Francisco County Board of Supervisors which functions as a city council..

971



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 8

ll. San Francisco Population Demographics

An estimated 49% of the population in San Francisco are women and approximately 60% of residents
identify as a race or ethnicity other than White. Four in ten San Franciscans are White, one-third are
Asian, 15% are Hispanic or Latinx, and 6% are Black or African American.

- The racial and ethnic breakdown of San Francisco’s population is shown in the chart below. Note that
the percentages do not add up to 100% since individuals may be counted more than once.

" Figure 1: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity

San Francisco Populatlon by Race/Ethnicity, 2015

N=840,763
American Indian
and Alaska Native, = Two or More
0.3% - r Races, 5%

Native Hawaiian
and Pacific
Islander, 0.4%

-.Some Other |
*. Race, 6%

Black or African__—
American, 6%

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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A more nuanced view of San Francisco’s population can be seen in the chart below, which shows race
and ethnicity by gender. Most racial and ethnic groups have a similar representation of men and women
in San Francisco, though there are about 15% more White men than women (22% vs. 19%) and 12%
more Asian women than men (18% vs. 16%). Overall, 29% of San Franciscans are men of color and 31%

" are women of color. ‘ '

Figure 2: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2015

N=840,763
DGO e e —e e e e e o T oo o o
22% 7i Male, n=427,909.
Female, n=412,854
20% U S UV PUIORVOREN
15% e i
10% - - S e s
5% S e ¥ i
3% 2.7% 2.4%2.3% .- 3%
: 0.2%0.2% 0.2%0.1% |
0% : Jr—— JS— .
White, Not ~ Asian  Hispanicor Blackor ~ Native  American Twoor Some Other
Hispanic or Latinx African-  Hawaiian Indian and More Races  Race
Latinx American and Pacific  Alaska

Islander Native

Source: 2011-2015 American-Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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The U.S. Census and American Community Survey do not count the number. of individuals who identify
as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender (LGBT). However, there are several reputable data sources that
estimate San Francisco has one of the highest concentrations of LGBT individuals in the nation. A 2015
Gallup poll found that among employed adults in the San Francisco Metropolitan Area, which includes
San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, and San Mateo counties, 6.2% identify as LGBT, the largest
percentage of any populous area in the U.S. The 2010 U.S. Census reported 34,000 same-sex couples in
the Bay Area, with an estimated 7,600 male same-sex couples and 2,700 female same-sex couples in the
" City of San Francisco, approximately 7% of all households. In addition, the Williams Institute at the
University of California Los Angeles estimates that 4.6% of Californians identify as LGBT, which is similar
across gender (4.6% of males vs. 4.5% of females). The Williams Institute also reported that roughly
92,000 adults ages 18-70 in California, or 0.35% of the population, are transgender. These sources
suggest between 5-7% of the San Francisco adult population, or approximately 36,000-50,000 San
- Franciscans, identify as LGBT.

Women are slightly more likely than men to have one or more disabilities. For women 18 years and

older, 12.1% have at least one disability, compared to 11. 5% of adult men. Overall, about 12% of adults
in San Francisco live with a disahility. :

Figure 3: San Francisco Adults with a Disability by Gender

San Francisco Adult Population with a Disability by

Gender, 2015
AS% e e PR - T
121% 11.8%
10% - : w
5% - oo |
0% oo

Male, n=367,863 Female, n=355,809 Adult Total, N=723,672

Source: 2011-2015 American’ Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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in terms of veterans, according to the U.S. Census, 3.6% of the adult population in San Francisco has
served in the military. There is a drastic difference by gender. More than 12 times as many men are
veterans, at nearly 7% of adult males, than women, with less than 1%.

Figure 4: Veterans in San Francisco by Gender
San Francisco Adult Population with Military
Service by Gender, 2015 |
27

6% -~

4% 3.6%

2% - e

0% ~‘n R R Ot R = < it s e PR S i =
Male, n=370,123 Female, n=357,531  Adult Total, N=727,654

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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IV. Gender Ahalysis Findings

On the whole, appointees to Commissions arid Boards reflect many aspects of the diversity of San
Francisco. Among Commissioners and Board members, nearly half are women, more than 50% are
people of color, 17% are LGBT, 11% have a disability, and 13% are veterans. However, Board appointees
are less diverse than Commission appointees. Below is a summary of key indicators, comparing them
between Commissions and Boards. Refer to Appendix Il for a complete table of demographics by »
Commissions and Boards. ' '

Figure 5: Summary Data 'Cbmparing Representation on Commissions and Boards, 2017

Commissions . * Boards

Number of Policy Bodies Included _ 40 17
Filled Seats " | 350/373 (6% vacant) | 190/213 (11% vacant)
Female Appointees ' ' 54% A 41%
Racial/Ethnic Minority - ) 57% : 47%
LGBT o N - 17.5% 17%
With Disability =~ ' 10% 14%

| Veterans - L . 15% 10% |,

The next sections will bresent detailed data, compared to previous years, along the key variables of
gender, ethnicity, race/ethnicity by gender, sexual orientation, disability, veterans, and policy bodies by
budget size. : '
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A. Gender

Overall, the percentage of female appointees to City Co}m‘missions and Boards is 49%, equal to the
female percentage of the San Francisco population. A 10-year comparison of the gender diversity on
Commissions and Boards shows that the percentage of female Commissioners has increased over the 10
years since the first gender analysis of Commissions and Boards in 2007. At 54%, the representation of
women on Commissions currently exceeds the percentage of women in San Francisco (49%). The
percentage of female Board appointees declined 15% from the last gender analysis in 2015. Women
make up 41% of Board appointees in 2017, whereas women were 48% of Board members in 2015. A
greater number of Boards were included this year than in 2015, which may contribute to the stark
difference from the previous report. This dip represents a departure from the previous trend of -
increasing women’s representation on Boards.

Figure 6: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s Representation on Commissions and Boards

10-Year Comparison of Women's Representation
on San Francisco Commissions and Boards

60% e e e et e et e et e et e 14 e et vt it e s e et tomn e e vres ettt e oaeets et v e

54%
50% el
AQysil " 49.4%

47% ag% .
40% - e e e e

B0V = e oo o e e B - o e e ¢ e i e i s e e ¢ ey e i 24 ae o e o ¢ e e
DOUL - romrrmms o oo o Swrrm o s e i e i+ @ = et s e ot o e e e e e e

1S O PO
2007, n=427  2009,n=401 2011,n=423 = 2013,n=412 2015,n=282 2017, n=522

=8==Commissions =<i:Boards =gz==Commissions & Boards Combined
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311. »

977



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 14

The next two charts illustrate the Commissions and Boards'with the highest and lowest percentage of .
female appointees in 2017. Data from the two previous gender analyses for these Commissions and

‘Boards is also included for comparison purposes. Of 54 policy bodies with data on gender, roughly one-
third (20 Commissions and Boards) have more than 50% representation of women. The greatest
women’s representation is found on the Commission on the Status of Women and the Children and
Families Commission (First 5) at 100%. The Long Term Care Coordinating Council and the Mayor’s
Disability Council-also have some of the highest percentages of women, at 78% and 75%, respectively.
However, the latter two policy bodies are not included in the chart due to lack of prior data.

Figure 7: Commissions and Boards with Most Women

Commissions and Boards with H'ighest Percentage of Women,
2017 Compared to 2015, 2013

Commission on the Status of Women, n=7

Children and Families Commission (First 5),
n=8

Commission on the Environment, n=6

Library Commission, n=5

H 2017
_Port Commission, n=4 i 2015
12013

D) 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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There are 14 Commissions and Boards that have 30% or less women. The lowest percentage is found on
the Oversight Board of the Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure where currently none of
the five appointees are women. The Urbarn Forestry Council and the Workforce Investment Board also

have some of the lowest percentages of women members at 20% and 26%, respectively, but are not
~ncluded in the chart below due to lack of prior data.

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Least Women

Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of Women,
2017 Compared to 2015, 2013

[

Cm2017 |

27% ;

Veterans' Affairs Commission, S Cm2015
n=15 . : [

- 31% 2013

Human Services Commission,
n=5

o 40%-

Fire Cdmmission, n=5

50%

. 0%

. Oversight Board, n=5

e

L 43%

0% 10% 20%  30% 40%. 50% 60%
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311. . . A
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Data on racial and ethnic background were available for 286 Commissioners and 183 Board members.
More than half of these appointees identify as people of color. However, representation of people of
color on Commissions and Boards falls short of parity with the approximately 60% minority population in
San Francisco. In total, 53% of appointees identify as racial and ethnic minorities. The percentage of
minority Commissioners decreased from 2015, while the perceniage of minority Board members has
been steadily increasing since 2009. Yet, communities of color are represented in greater numbers on
Commissions, at 57%, than Boards, at 47%, of appointees. Below is the 8-year comparison of minority
representation on Commissions and Boards. Data on race and ethnicity were not collected jn 2007.

Figure 9: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation on Commissions and Boards

50%

20%

10%

0%

8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation
on San Francisco Commissions and Boards

2009, n=401

2011, n=295 2013, n=419 2015, n=269 2017, n=469

=@=Commissions

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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The racial and ethnic breakdown of Commissioners and Board members as compared to the San
Francisco population is presented in the next two charts. There is a greater number of White and
Black/African American Commissioners in comparison o the general population, in contrast to
individuals identifying as Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, multiracial, and other races who are underrepresented.
on Commissions. One-quarter of Commissioners are Asian compared to more than one-third of the
population. Similarly, 11% of Commissioners are Latinx compared to 15% of the population.

Figure 10: Race/Ethnicity of Commissioners Compared to San Francisco Population

Race/Ethnicity of Commissioners Compared to
~ San Francisco Population, 2017

21% L # 2017 Commission Appointees, n=286
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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A similar pattern emerges for Board appointees. In general,.racial and ethnic.minorities are
underrepresented on Boards, except for the Black/African American population with 16% of Board
appointees compared to 6% of the population. White appointees far exceed the White population with
more than half of appointees identifying as White compared to about 40% of the population. ‘
Meanwhile, there are considerably fewer Board members wha identify as Asian, Latinx/Hispanic,
multiracial, and other races than in the population. Particularly striking is the underrepresentation of
Asians, where 17% of Board members identified as Asian compared to 34% of the population.
Addmonally, 9% of Board appointees are Latinx compared t0.15% of the population.

Figure 11: Race/Ethnicity of Board Members Compared to San Francisco Population

60%
50%
‘ 40%
30%
20%

10%

Réce/Ethnicity of Board Members Compared to

San Francisco Population, 2017

® 2017 Boards Appomtees, n= 183’

522015 Population, N=840, 763

- 048% ...

-0.3%.. . _.F

0%

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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Of the 37 Commissions with information on ethnicity, more than two-thirds (26 Commissions) have at
least 50% of appointees identifying as persons of color and mere than half (19 Commissions) reach or
exceed parity with the nearly 60% minority population. The Commissions with the highest percentage of
minority appointees are shown in the chart below. The Commission on Community Investment and
Infrastructure and the Southeast Community Facility Commission both are comprised entirely of people
of color. Meanwhile, 86% of Commissioners are minorities on the Juvenile Probation Commission,
Immigrant Rights Commission, and Health Commission.

Figure 12: Commissions with Most Minority Appointees

Commissions with Highest Percentage of Minority Appointees,
2017 o

Community Investment and Infrastructure,
n=4

Southeast Community Facility Commission,
4 n=6

Juvenile Probation Commission, n=7

Immigrant Righfs Commission, n=14

Health Commission, n=7 86% -

_ 0% 20%  40% 60% 80% 100%
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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Seven Commissions have fewer than 30% minority appointees, Wwith the lowest percentage of minority
appointees being found on the.Building Inspection Commission at 14% and the Historic Preservation
Commission at 17%. The Commissions with the lowest percentage of minority appointees are shown in
the chart below. Co ' o

Figulre 13: Commissions with Least Minority Appointees-

Commissions with Lowest Percentage of Minority Appointees,
2017 ' ‘

i ) H g 3

Veterans' Affairs Commission, n=9

- Civil Service Commission, n=5

City Hall Preservation Advisory Commiission,
n=5

Airport Commission, n=5
Historic Preservation Cofnmission, n=6

Building Inspection Commission, n=7

0% 5% . 10% 15% 20% 25%

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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For the 16 Boards with information on race and ethnicity, nine have at least 50% minority appointees.
The Local Homeless Coordinating Board has-the greatest percentage of members of color with 86%. The
Mental Health Board and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board also have a large representation of
people of color at 69% and 67%, respectively. Meanwhile, seven Boards have a majority of White
members, with the lowest representation of people of color on the Oversight Board at 20% minority
members, the War Memorial Board of Trustees at 18% minority members, and the Urban Forestry
Council with no members of color.

Figure 14: Minority Representation on Boards

Percent Minority Appointees on Boards, 2017

Local Homeless Coordinating Board, n=7
Mental Health Board, n=16
Public Utilities Rate Fairness'B_oard, n=6

Board of Appeals, n=5

‘Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority, n=7

Reentry Council, n=23

Health Aqthority, n=13

Rent Board, n=10

- Assessment Appeals Board, n=18
In-Home Supportive Services Public.
Workforce Investment Board; n=27
_Retirement System Board, n=7

Health Service Board, n=7

| Oversight Board, n=5

War Memorial Board of Trustees, n=11
| Urban Forestry Council, n=10 0% '

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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C. Race/Ethnicity by Gender

Minorities comprise 57% of Commission appointees and 47% of Board appointees. The total percentage
of minority appointees on Commissions and Boards in 2017 is 53% compared to about 60% of the
population. There are slightly more women of color on Commissions and Boards at 27% than men of
'~ color at: 26%. Women of color appointees to Commissions reach parity with the population at 31%, .
while women-of color are 19% of Board members, far from parity with the population. Men of color are
26% of appointees to both Commissions and Boards, below the 29% men of color in the San Francisco
‘population. : : .

Figure 15: Women and Men of Color on Commissions and Boards

Percent Women and Men of Color Appointees to
Commissions and Boards, 2017

40% e e e o e s P - R,

31%

30% _.‘..‘ ............... _, >

27%

26%

20% -

Q% |~ et , .
Commissions, n=286 Boards, n=176 Commissions and . San Francisco

‘ Boards Combined, . Population, N=840,763

fMen HWWomen n=462 ‘

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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The next chart illustrates.appointees’ race and ethnicity by gender. The gender distribution in most
racial arid ethnic groups on policy bodies is similar to the representation of men and women in minority
groups'in San Francisco except for the White population. White men represent 22% of San Francisco
population, yet 28% of Commission and Board appointees are White men. Meanwhile, White women
are at parity with the population at 19%. Women and men of color are underrepresented across all
racial and ethnic groups, except for Black/African American appointees. Asian women are 12% of
appointees, but 18% of the population. Asian men are 10% of appointees compared to 16% of the
population. Latina women are 4% of Commissioners and Board members, yet 7% of the population,
while 6% of appointees are Latino men compared to 8% of San Franciscans.

Figure 16: Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethmcaty and

_ Gender 2017 ‘
30% 28%‘ et ot ana i e e arec v et <ot 4 T eyt R g

£iMen, n=250
F5Y% . _MNE,WQT??! W_%lg,‘aﬁ
15% - T
10% S S
5% - e e
0%
&?Q- _ @@6@ 0@"}
.69/\0'2} @\)
$‘(‘

. Sources: Department Survey, Maybr’s Office, 311.
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D. Sexual Orientation

While it is challenging to find accurate counts of the number of leshian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
(LGBT) individuals, a combination of sources, noted in the demographics section, suggests between 4.6%
and 7% of the San Francisco population is LGBT. Data on sexual orientation and gender identity was
available for 240 Commission appointees and 132 Board appointees. Overall, about 17% of appointees
to Commissions and Boards are LGBT. There is a large LGBT representation across both Commissioners
and Board members. Three Commissio.nersl identified as transgender.

Figure 17: LGBT Commission and Board Appointees
LGBT Cornmission and Board Appointees, 2017
DB o em = e s i b e i ot e e e et e e+t

DO = ot o e e e e o et e =
17.5%

15%
10% -~

s -

Commissions, =240 A Boards, n=132 . - Commissions and Boards
Combined, n=372

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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E. Disability

An estimated 12% of San Franciscans have a disability. Data on disability was available for 214
Commission appointees and 93 Board appointees. The percentage of Commission and Board appointees
with a disability is 11.4% and almost reaches parity with the 11.8% of the adult population in San
Francisco that has a disability. There is a much greater representatlon of people Wlth a disability on
Boards at 14% than on Commissions at 10%.

Figure 18: Commlssmn and Board Appomtees with Disabilities

25%
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15%

10%
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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F. Veterans

Veterans are 3.6% of the adult population in San Francisco. Data on military service was available for
176 Commission appointees and 81 Board appointees. Overall, veterans are well represented on
Commissions and Boards with 13% of appointees having served in the military. However, there is a large
difference in the representation of veterans on Commissions at 15% compared to Boards at 10%. This is
likely due to the 17 members of Veterans Affairs Commission of which all members must be veterans.

Figure 19: Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service

Commission and Board 'Appointees with Military Servicé, 2017
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Commissions, n=176 Boards, n=81 ~ Commissions and Boards
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Ofﬁée, 311. ’
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget Size

In addition to data on the appointment of women and minorities to Commissions and Boards, this
report examines whether the demographic make-up of policy bodies with the largest budget (which is
often proportional to the amount of influence in the City) are representative of the community. On the *
following page, Figure 19 shows the representation of women, people of color, and women of color on
the policy bodies with the largest and smallest budgets

~ Though the OVeralI'representation of female appointees (49%) is equal to the City’s population,
Commissions and Boards with the highest female representation have fairly low influence as measured
by budget size. Although women’s representation on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets
increased from 30% in 2015 to 35% this year, it is still far below parity with the population. The

percentage of women on the ten bodies with the smallest budgets grew from 45% in 2015 to 58% in
2017.

With respect to minority representation, the bodies with both the largest and smallest budgets exceed
parity with the population. On the ten Commissions and Boards with the largest budgets, 60% of
appointees identify as a racial or ethnic minority; meanwhile 66% of appointees identify as a racial or
ethinic minority on the ten Commissions and Boards with the smallest budgets. Minority representation
on the ten largest budgeted policy bodies was slightly greater in 2015 at 62%, while there was a 21%
increase of minority representation on the ten smallest budgeted policy bodies from 52% in 2015.

‘Percentage of women of color on the policy bodies with the smallest budgets is 30% and almost reaches
parity with the population in San Francisco. However, women of color are considerably

underrepresented on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets at 18% compared to 31% of the
population, .
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Figure 20: Women, Minorities, and Women of Color on Largest.and Smallest Budgef Bodies
Percent Women, Minorities and Women of Color on Commissions and
Boards with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2017-2018
TFOUh = - o i e b o 8 T Tt Tt GG — e e o s
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Sources: Depaﬂhent Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor's
Budget Book. V . :
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The following two tables present the demographics of the Commissions and Boards overseeing some of "
. the City’s largest and smallest budgets.

Of the ten Commissions and Boards that oversee the largest budgets, women make up 35% and women
of color are 18% of the appointees. The Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure is the
most diverse with people of color in all appointed seats and women comprising half of the members.
The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Board of Directors and Parking Authority Commission has
the next largest representation of women with 43%. Four of the ten bodies have less than 30% female
appointees. Wornen of color are near parity on the Police Commission at 29% compared to 31% of the
population. Meanwhile, the Public Utilities Commission and Human Services Commission have no
womnen of color.

Overall, the representation of minorities on policy bodies with the largest budgets is equal to that of the
-minority population in San Francisco at 60% and four of the ten largest budgeted bodies have greater
minority representation. Following the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure with
100% minority appointees, the Health Commission at 86% minority appointees, the Aging and Adult
Services Commission at 80% minority appointees, and the Police Commission with 71% minority
appointees have the next highest minority representation. In contrast, the Airport Commission has the
lowest minority representation at 20%. '

Table 1: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets

Health Commission $2,198,181,178 7 7 29% 86% 14%
MTA Board of Directors and ‘

Parking Authority $ 1,183,468,406 7 7 " 43% 57% 14%
Commission ) : '

Public Utilities Commission $ 1,052,841,388 5 . 5. 40% 40% 0%
Airport Commission ‘ S 987,785,877 5 5 40% 20% 20%
Human Services Commission $913,783,257 5 5 - 20% 60% 0% -
Health Authority (SF Health $ 637,000,000 | 19 15 40% | 54% | 23%
Plan Governing Board) ‘
Police Commission $ 588,276,484 7 7 29% 71% 29%:
Commission on Community $ 536,796,000 | 5 4 50% | 100% | 50%
Investment and Infrastructure

Fire Commission ' $381,557,710 | 5 5 - 20% 60% 20%
Aging and Adult Services

. $ 285,000,000 7 5 40% 80% 14%
1 Commission :

Soﬁrces: Department Survey, Maybr's Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17—18.IVIayor’s 7
Budget Book.
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Commissions and Boards with the smallest budgets exceed parity with the population for women’s and
minority representation with 58% women and 66% minority appointees and are near parity with 30%
women of color appointees compared to 31% of the population. The Long Term Care Coordinating
Council has the greatest representation of women at 78%, followed by the Youth Commission at 64%,
and the City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission at 60%. Five of the ten smallest budgeted bodies
have less than 50% women appointees. The Southeast Community Facility Commission, the Youth
Commission, the Housing Authority Commission, and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board have more
than 30% women of color members.

Of the eight smallest budgeted pohcy bodies with data on race and ethmcnty, more than half have

greater representation of racial and ethnic minority and women of color than the population The

Southeast Community Facility Commission has 100% members of color, followed by the Housing

Authority Commission at 83%, the Sentencing Commission at 73%, and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness

Board at 67% minority appointees. Only the Historic Preservation Commission with 17% minority v

members, the City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission at 20% minority members, and the Reentry
Council with 57% minority members fall below parity with the population.

Table 2: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets

HIS’COHF P.reservatlon $ 45,000 7 6 339% 17% 17%
Commission | .

City Hall- Preservatlon Advxsory $ - 5 5 60% 20% 20%
Commission ‘ . i

Housing Authority Commission $ - 7 . 6 33% | 83% 33%
Local Homeless Coordmatmg $ ' ~ 9 7 . 439, “n/a n/a
Board

Long Term Care Coordinating § - 40 a0 8% n/a n/a
Council .

Public Utilities Rate Fairness 3 B - 6 1 339 67% -33%
Board- . ) ]

Reentry Council S - 24 23 ©52% | 57% 22%
Sentencing Commission . S - 12 12 42% 73% 18%
Southgasjc Community Facility $ ) 7 . 6 50% | 100% ’ 50%
Commission :
Youth Commission S - 17 16 64% 6’4% 43% -

Sources -Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311 FYl7 18 Annual Appropnat/on Ordmance FY17-18 Mayor’s
Budget Book. .
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V. Conclusion

Per the 2008 Charter Amendment, the Mayor and Board of Supervisors are encouraged to make
appointments to Commissions, Boards, and other policy bodies that reflect the diverse population of
San Francisco. While state law prohibits public appointments based solely on gerrder, race and ethnicity,
sexual orientation, or disability status, an awareness of these factors is important when appointing
individuals to serve on policy bodies, particularly where they may have been hlstoncally
underrepresented.

Since the first gender analysis of_appointees to San Francisco policy bodies in 2007, there has been a '
- steady increase of female appointees. There has also been a greater representation of women on
Commissions as compared to Boards. This continued in 2017 with 54% female Commissioners. However,

it is concerning that the percentage of female Board members has dropped from 48% in 2015 t0 41% in
2017.

People of color represent 60% of the San Francisco population, yet only represent 53% of appointees to
San Francisco Commissions and Boards. There is a greater representation of people of color on
Commissions than Boards. However, Commissions have fewer appointees identified as ethnic minorities
this year, 57%, than the 60% in 2015, while the representation of people of color on Boards increased
from 44% in 2015 to 47% in 2017. There is still a disparity between race and ethnicity on public polidy
bodies and in the population. Especially Asians and Latinx/Hispanic individuals are underrepresented
across Commissions and Boards while there is a higher representation of White and Black/African

- American appointees than in the general population. Women of color are 31% of the population and
comprise 31% of Commissioners compared to 19% of Board members. Meanwhile, men of color are 29%
of the population and 26% of Commissioners and Board members.

This year there is more data available on sexual orientation, veteran status, and disability than previous
gender analyses. The 2017 gender analysis found that there is a relatively high representation of LGBT

~ individuals on the policy bodies for which there was data at 17%. Veterans are also highly represented at

13%, and the representation of people with a disability'in policy bodies almost reaches parity with the

populatron with 11.4% compared to 11.8%.

Finally, the pollcy bodies with larger budgets have a smaller representation of women at 35% while
Commissions and Boards with smallest budgets are 58% female appointees. While minority
representation exceeds the population on the policy bodies with both the smallest and largest budgets,
women of color are considerably underrepresented on the largest budgeted pollcy bodies at 18%
compared to 31% of the population.

This report is intended to inform appointing authorities, including the Mayor and the Board of
Supervisors, as they carefully select their designees on key policy bodies of the City & County of San
Francisco. In the spirit of the charter amendment that mandated this report, dlverSIty and inclusion
should be the hallmark of these important appointments.
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Appendix 1. 2015 Population Estimates for San Francisco County

The following 2015 San Francisco population statistics were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
- 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. ' ‘

Chart 1: 2015 Total Population by Race/Ethnicity

Estimate”

San Francisco County California 840,763

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 41%

Asian 284,426 | " 34%
-{ Hispanic or Latino ' 128,619 15%.

Some Other Race i 54,388 6%

Black or African American 46,825 | 6%

Two or More Races ' 38,940 | 5%

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3649 |  0.4%

American Indian and Alaska Native . 2,854 0.3%

Chart 2: 2015 Total Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

otal lale Female
5 : j Estlmate Percent :-_»Eétm"\'ate;:i - Percént:|:Estimate’ | Percent
'San Francisco County California 840,763 - 427,909 | 50.9% 412,854 | 49.1% |
White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 | 41% 186,949 | 22% 159,783 19%
Asian ' 284,426 | 34% | 131,641 | 16% | 152,785 | 18%
Hispanic or Latino 128,619 | 15% 67,978 | 8% 60,641 | 7%
Some Other Race . ' 54,388 | 6% 28,980 | . 3.4% 25,408 | 3%
Black or African American 46,825 | 6% 24388 | 3% | 22,437 | 2.7%
Two or More Races 38,940 | - 5% 19,868 | 2% 19,072 2%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific ‘ . ' .
Islander : 3,649 | 0.4% 1,742 | 0.2% 1,907 | 0.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 | - 0.3% . 1,666 02% | 1,188 0.1%

996



San Frant:lsco Department on the Status of Women
. Page 33

Appendix ll. Commissions and Boards Demographics

s | FY17-18 Budget |Woimen | Minorit

1 Agmg and Adult Serwces Commlssmn 7 5 $285,000,000, 40% 80% 40%
2 |Airport Commission 5 5 $987,785,877) 40% 20% 20%
5 Ammal' C?ntrol and Welfare 10 9 3

Commission

Arts Commission ; 15 15 $17,975,575)  60% 53% 27%

q

5 |Asian Art Commission 27 27 $10,962,397] 63% 59% 44%

6 |Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,533,699] 29% 14% 0%

T - —

. C!}:l ren and Families Commission 9 g 431,830,264 100% 63% 63%
(First 5) :

g City Ha_ll l?reservatlon Advisory 5 5 S 60% 20% 20%
Commission

9 [Civil Service Commissicn 5 5 $1,250,582{ 40% 20% - 0%
Commission on Community v :

10 fnvestment , 5 | 4 | $536,796,0000 50% | 100% 50%

and Infrastructure

$23,081,438 83% 67% | 50%
$8,048,712 100% | 71% 71%
$14,847,232) 33% | 50% 33%

111 ICommission on the Environment
12 ICommission on the Status of Women
13 [Elections Commission

U~ NN
NN NN

14 [Entertainment Commission $987,102] 29% 57% 14%
15 |Fthics Commission $4,787,508/ 33% |. 67% 33%
16 Film Commission o1 11 '$1,475,0000 55% | 36% 36%
17 [Fire Commission s 5 $381,557,710| 20% | 60% | 20%
18 Health Commission 7 7 $2,198,181,178| 29% 86% 14%
119 MHistoric Preservation Commission 7 6 | $45,0000 33% 17% 17%
20 [Housing Authority Commission 7 6 | S 33% 83% 33%
21 Human Rights Commission . 11 10 $4,299,600, 60% 60% 50%
D2 Human Services Commission. 5 5 $913,783,257| 20% | 60% 0%
23 Immigrant Rights Commission 15 14 $5,686,611 64% 86% - 50%
24 lluvenile Probation Commission . 7 7 $41,683,918] 29% 86% 29%
25 {Library Commission - 47 5 $137,850,825/ 80% 60% 40%

26 lLocal Agency Formation Commlssmn 7
27 LLong Term Care Coordinating Council | 40 40 - . .

28 Mayor's Disability Council - 11 8 $4,136,890] 75% | 25% 13%
' MTA Board of Directors and Parkmg , '
Authority Commission

- 29 7 7 $1,183,468,406| 43% 57% 14%

$54,501,361 43% | 43% 29%
$588,276,434] 29% 71% 29%
$133,202,027| 75% | 75% 50%
$1,052,841,388 40% | 40% 0%

30 Planning Commission

31 PPolice Commission

32 Port Commission

griun [~
Ui~

33 Public Utilities Commission
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T el | Total | Filled | - e % | %% Women
Commission - - L | Seats'| Seats. | FY dget/Women |Minority | of Color
34 Recreation and Park Commission 7 7 29% 43% 14%
B5 [Sentencing Commission 1271 12 S 42% 73% 18%
36 [Small Business Commission 7 7 $1,548,034, 43% 50% 25%
137 'Southe.as.t Community Facility' 7 6 ' sl s0% 100% 50%
Commission . ‘ :
38 ;Li":\s;’;tey‘sla"d Development 7 | 7 $2,079405 43% | 57% | 43%
39 Veterans' Affairs Commission 17 15 . $865,518 27% 22% 0%
40 Youth Commission 17 16 S 64% | 64%
Total T 373 | 350 | .| 4% | 57% | 3%
Board-\.. . FY17-18-Budget|Women Minority | of Color”
1 |Assessment Appeals Board $653,780/ 39% 50% 22%
2 [Board of Appeals 5 5 $1,038,570, 40% | 60% 20%
Golden Gate Park Concourse : :
3 Authority 7 7 $11,662,000, 43% _ 57% 29%
Health Authority (SF Health Plan , :
4 Governing Board) 19 15 $637,000,000] 40% 54% - 23%
5 Health Service Board 7 7 811,444,255 29% 29% 0%
_ In-Home Supportive Services Public. | . B
6 - |Authority 12 | 12 $207,835,715 58% | 45% 18%
Local Homeless Coordinating Board 9 | 7 S+ 43% 86%
8 Mental Health Board 17 16 $218,000| 69% . 69% 50%
9  Oversight Board 7 5 $152,902f 0% 20% 0%
10 |Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board | 7 6 S 33% | 67% 33%
11 Reentry Council ' 24 23 S+ 52% 57% 22%
13 [Relocation Appeals Board 5 0 S ' :
12 Rent Board 10 10 $8,074,900 30% 50% "10%
14 [Retirement System Board 7 7 ' $97,622,827| 43% 29% 29%
15 Urban Forestry Council 15 14 $92,713| 20% 0% 0%
16 [War Memorial Board of Trustees 11 | 11 $26,910,642| - 55% | 18% 18%
17 Workforce Investment Board 27 27 $62,341,959 26% 44% 7%
Total | " ] Ul b1l hag0s | s 4%t 7% -0 19%
| Total | Filled | _i-i7 | 9~ e log Women
Seats | Seats. FY)Z‘VL7;._1§>B.udget Wornen FIV_IIi’norit\vi v:df"Cbibéif
Con"‘lir:nizis:sion‘é[and B’oa.rd_sT'otal 586 540 | 49.4% | 53% | . 27%
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STOP CRIME SF: AMENDMENTS

1. Exclude SFO and the Port.and the Giants’s Stadium and
large crowd events from certain requirements. They are
" uniquely vulnerable. o |

2. Require funding in each year’s budget. Don'’t create .
unfunded mandates.

3, Require a cost benefit analysis of any reasonable .
alternatives to security technology. What does |t cost the
public and the Clty?

4. ExclUde 'sharing of surveillance evidence from residents -
- and businesses with the SFPD and DA. Your ordinance -
.' prohlblts entenng into agreement with any non-city
entity to acquire, shareor other use survelllance
| technology

5. Create a 1-year sunset clause if you prohibitAfa‘ci'al -
recognition technology( which is rapidly improving.

- 6. Don’t prohibit acqu151t|on and use of pollce body cameras,
or use of security tech in the jails.

7. Other suggestions are in our letter to the Board from 2
'Weeks ago. | |
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Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor

Y AP - ’? PH
il 1T 6 sta‘mp
Lor meetmg date

(5///

! hereBy submit the following item for introduction (select only one): | C ey

[ ] 1.For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). -
[ ] 2.Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Cdmmittée.

[v] 3.Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

[] 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor | = ‘ . |inquiries".

lj 5. City Attorney Request.

[ ] 6. Call File No. | | from Committee.

L7 Budgef Analyst request (attached written motion).

[ ] 8. Substitute Legislation File No.|

[] 9.Reactivate File No.|"

L1 10. Topic submitted for Méyoral Appearance before tﬁe BOS on

Please check the app_répriatc boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:

[ | Small Business Commission - I:] Youth Commission - DEthlcs Commission
[ |Planning Commission [ |Building Inspectlon Comm1ss1on
Nofe:_ For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Fofm.

Sponsor(s): -

Ronen

Subject:

Mayoral Appomtment of Reese Isbell to the Residential Rent Stabilization and. Arb1trat1on Board

' The text is listed:

Pursuant to San Francisco Charter Section 3.100 and Board Rule 2.18. 3, a request for hearing on the Mayoral
appointment of Reese Isbell to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board,

- Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: M/f:ﬂ\.ﬂ\\

For Clerk's Use Only
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