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1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM
RULES COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

TO: ' Supervisor Hillary Ronen, Chair

- Rules Committee
FROM: Victor Young, Assistant Clerk ~ %@%%
DATE: March 5, 2019

SUBJECT: COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING
Tuesday, March 5, 2019

The following file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board Meeting on
Tuesday, March 5, 2019. This item was acted upon at the Rules Commlttee Meeting on
Monday, March 4, 2019, at 10:00 a.m., by the votes indicated.

ltem No. 54 File No. 190210
Mayoral Reappointment, Historic Preservation Commission - Kate Black

Motion approving the Mayor's nomination of Kate Black for appointment to the -
Historic Preservation Commission, for a term ending December 31, 2022.

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

Vote: Supervisor Hillary Ronen - Aye
Supervisor Shamann Walton - Aye
Supervisor Gordon Mar - Aye

c: Board of Supervisors
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
03/04/19
FILE NO. 190210 MOTION NO.

[Mayoral Appointment, Historic Preservation Commission - Kate Black]

Motion approving the Mayor’s nomination of Kate Black for appointment to the Historic

Preservation Commission, for a term énding December 31, 2022.

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.135, the Mayor submitted a communication

notifying the Board of Supervisors of the nomination of Kate Black to the Historic Preservation

Commission, received by the Clerk of the Board on February 22, 2019; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has the authority to hold a public hearing and

vote on the appointment yvithin 60 days following transmittal of the Mayor’s Notice of

Appointment, and the failure of the Board to.}act on the nomination within the 60-day period

shall result in the nominee being deemed approved; now, therefore, be it

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby approves the Mayor's nomination of

Kate Black for appointment to the Historic Preservation Commission, seat no. 6, for the

unexpired portion of a four-year term ending December 31, 2022.

Clerk of the Board
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 1




BOARD of SUPERVISORS

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlion B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

MEMORANDUM

Date: February 22, 2019
To:  Members, Board of Supervisors
From: &Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Subject™ Appointment by the Mayor

.On February 22, 2019, the Mayor submitted the following complete (re)appointment .
packages for the Historic Preservation Commission, pursuant to Charter, Section 4.135:

e Richard Johns - term ending December 31, 2022 (reappointment)
o Kate Black - term ending December 31, 2022 (new appointment)
e Andrew Wolfram - term ending December 31, 2022 (reappointment)

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.135, these appointments are subject to approval by the Board
of Supervisors and shall be subject to a hearing and vote within 60 days from the date the
notice of appointment is transmitted to the Clerk of the Board. If the Board fails to act on the
appointment within 60 days, the appointments shall be deemed approved.

These appointments will be scheduled for a Rules Committee hearing and considered for
approval within 60 days from when the notice of appointment was received by the Clerk of

the Board.
(Attachments)

c: Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy
Jon Givner - Deputy City Attorney
Mawuli Tugbenyoh - Mayor’s Legislative Liaison



LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

~OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Notice of Réapp’ointmlent
February 21, 2019 - | Y

San Francisco Board of Supervisors _ B :
City Hall, Room 244 ; : - ST 3
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place : _ \ RS
San Francisco, CA 94102 . ' -

Honorable Board of Supervisors:

Pursuant fo Charter Section 4.135, of the City and County of San Francisco, |
" make the following reappointments:

Richard Johns to Seat 4 of the Historic Preservation Comm1531on for a four year
term ending December 31, 2022.

Kate Black fo Seat 6 of the Historic Preservation Commission for a four year term
ending December 31, 2022.

Andrew Wolfram fo Seat 2 of the Historic. Preservation Commission for a four year
term ending December 31, 2022. :

| am confident.that these individuals will serve our community well. Attached are
their qualifications to serve, which demonstrate how their reappointments
represent the communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of
the City and County of San Francisco.

- Should you have any question about these appointments, pleose contact my
Director of Appoxm‘men’rs Mawuli Tugbenyoh, at 415.554. 6298

Sincerely,

London N.
Mayor
| 1 DR. CARLTON B, GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200!

SAN FRANGISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE; (415) 554-8141
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Education
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Gommissioner, San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
March 2018-Present City and County of San Franclsco San Francisco, CA

Planing Director/City Planner/Acting Gity Planner

2001-2016  City of Piedmont, Piedmont, CA

Department head and manager of staff providing development services (design review and
zoning compliance) to residents and businesses; staff to City Council and Planning
Commission: outside agency participation to address regional housing, transportation,
energy, waste management and economic development requirements and opportunities;
comprehensive General Plan update, two certifled Housing Elements {2015 APA award)'
development and management of city’s recycling, trash & organics collection serwces
franchise agreement; code, pohcy and guxdehnes revisions; comprehensnve pedestnan and

» bicycle master plan

Architectural History and Planning Consulting Services
1998-2001 San Francisco, CA

Planning consulting services: primary client - City of Piedmont; private client house histories

Planning and Projects Manager/Zoning Administrator/Deputy Zoning Administrator
1988-1996  City of Mountain View, Mountain View, CA [

Managed large new development projects {corporate headquarters, multi-unit residential);
staff to City Council and Planhing Commission; Current Planning Division Head and manager
of staff providing development services to Mountain View businesses and residents; staff to
Site Plan and Architectural Review Committee

Historic Preservation and Planning Planner

1986-1 988 City of Somerville, Somerville, MA

Executive Director of Somerville Historic Preservation Committes, expansion of historic’
districts, creation and management of City’s Certified Local Government program, preparation
of staff reports for certificates of appropriateness applications; staff to newly formed planning
department, design review applications, preparation of staff reports and zoning code
revisions, presentations to Board.of Aldermen and Planning Board

Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Center for Real Estate, Cambridge, MA
1985-1986 Master of Science, Real Estate Development

University of Virginia, School of Architecture, Charlottesville, VA
1981-1984 Masters Degree Candldate Architectural H/stoty/Hlstouc Preservation Certificate

Boston University, School for the Arts, Boston, MA

.1975-1979 Bachelor of Fine A, Painting



Dale Iniflal Flllng Recelved

catirornia Form 7 () STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS o Ut oy

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COIMINSSION

A PUBLIC DOCUNENT ' . COVER PAGE
Ploasé {ypd br print I Ink, o '

NAME OF FILER {LAST) . i (HRST) . R :  (WnDLE)

ZM%!LWE L .

1. Office, Agéncy,or Cowrt * ; ' L

Ag%n Name (Do nof usa aumnymiﬁgm K[C ?7/2 %WMUH @MM% [W . QW{”/W%U%

Diyislon, Board; Departmem, Disirict, {Fapplicatle- ' Yot Positon

v [Ffilng for multple positons, fis below or'on af atlachment. (Do nof uge acronyms) « -

. Agency: - . _ . Paston:

7, Jurisdiction of Office (Check at foast one box)

]St - _ o N Judge ar Court Comm!ssloner (Stalowido Judsdlcﬂon)
O Mu\BCounly . : 0 cDumy of — —
ﬂmty of FfZ/U\! ( ,:LSCD ) ’ Comérs = o
‘3. Type of Statement (Check at least oria hox)
{0 Aniualy The pedod covared Is January 4, 2017. rough 1 Ledving Office! Date Left S - ."
December 31, 2017, . L (Check one) ’
' " The parlod covared Is - , trough O The peﬂud covered & January. 1, 2017, \hrcugh (e data of .
December 3, 2017, . ) R ar leaving office, ) .
}Zf Assum!ng Offices Dale essimed 1 : O Thé PEHOG covered ks N S,
: X tha dale of Teaving office, T .
[] Gandldale: Dale of Election oo and office sought, 1f different lhan Pat 1¢ —
4, Schedule Summary (misst complete) » Total number of pages mc!udmg thls caver page: ._/:f‘__. .
Schedu]es aftached . S
7 Schedule Ad » nvestents — schedule atached {1 Schedule C,« Income, Logns, & Buslness Posilfons - schedula attached
' [] Schedule A2 - fnvestmenfs ~ schedule alfached  [ISchedule IV < income — Gifs — schedule attaclied
1 schedule B« Resl Fmpe:ﬁi— suhedule aﬂaohed [ Schadule E' Income ~ Gifls -~ Travel Paymenls — schedula allached
=0 . ] Ce
1 Norie « No reportable Inferests on any schedule o !
b, Verification | _ .
MAILING ADDRESS BTREET H

1 tava’ usqd 'all reasonab!a dligence I preparing 115 statement. | have revigwed thls stelement and {g fhe best of my khowledge the lnformaﬂon confafed
herely and In any ettached schadules Is fus and complele, | acknowledga s lsa publ[c document,

| certlfy under penalty’ of perury under the laws of (ha State of Gallfornia that the t‘orein!ng 16 frue and correct

pateS!gned' : ] 7’] ]% ' . Slgnature ﬁgﬂ//k i | .

{roi, o ooy : 1 (e hoorghnty sked sofoiint i ook g ol

FPPC Fori 700 (2047/2018)
FPRC-Advice Emalj: advica@fppe. ca.gau
FPPCToIl free Helpline: B66/275-3772 wwik fppe. ca.gov

1652



vl n

Sto ks, Bondﬁ',‘, angi (D
e ? NoN .,\-&,.,%'K:m‘-»\'&\‘_’lk\i'

H{Owi [\ershl&

h
BRI AR
.

a ot aftag

SRR

Sy %
m,lgg('gga qrﬁna nelal s

B\§I

S k

\ T
1 L; ‘{. ¥.k\:c'§.‘24§.‘ Y "{\Q‘\ 13

3§§M ll:;ﬂ

M{{ﬁé%‘

AR Mg\_R;@gri\J
jui $z\._

R w §
ERRAN

s HUUF

A Ran\né,q

ORI

byatsd

P TITT

A qpig* o).
O Inmm&Baﬁ%Ned Q{,{i‘?:u%g !
Ty $500 OF. MoreL(Report o sd)gd

m{ by

L \\{u

DISPOS

1 -\.,.\.«,\

alved of $055

T\ '36[" e

b

DisposED

Aot

ANTEARIN

-‘k.\\L

T
A

0 “"GENERAQDE

o Dg\PT&DN 0

SR su\;:'@- 1B\
it e

.w.stl. s,

e Ty vk TN AE ,\_\\:-4\\.-,\

FAIR MAKETLYALUES
D 32,.;.. »«q\sﬂ
00,001 5

& '
fnde .::.:..‘1 \

> musnuzss4
T

\\(‘S' "j‘h‘f

(T

NSRAR MARKEvaLUE“‘h

AN

N «3“
Eésﬁc?.?{

.c.arpe.secslved.or.‘su.x&-.W i

et

O(nbom g Rece do
\H » WK "‘, (

ENS
0

$500 r.Mora

F BUSINES

A

T

e r“-\“““‘ :

p10, 001

e, \-\d‘n Ayhdis

s1 goo 000,
" ~ %

TR -\E
v\’\(’\‘

= $10000 515 2,000

RifbhTR AN

) Pa:marsmp 0 h;eome Recelved or so i.“ws. Y
d

O !ncome Recarve o

IF APPLYGABLE. LIST DATE.

$1Q.003,,\$100000

St RN IR

e

$§QD gr Mo[e {Rapod un

ershlp O Inoome Received o! 80;}498
M

iiba) 17

.M‘@IPPC
T2 W




'A.\h-‘v\i

assbT] an
i \*Ma‘cSh o¢~
9y 110 gttach pmkemge or‘

‘;..‘,.L«H. ,.q‘-“__ ap\o

] Ny .\‘h )
'\ﬂﬁ?g}- (e ! GALIFORNIA FORM 700
nv‘ui;*\wu“""gﬁ %"Jr: I'La- :

FAIR POLITICAL PR“CT!CES GOM:MSSIDH

B, ,lnterest Is;
harfpiloe A

ﬂnc

‘m 5!:'"}‘\‘3
.\

" "
;;\l‘."“

I‘!“‘\‘i\

Ry -.

# \\}5 2,
;‘,ﬂ %Ness E
[ «\"N A
¢GE

sz.tm. .~- srnl-
O 5100'601 55‘31 000, uou
c \.

&
ENT..}
MENT.} ;
”w;..n.' 'y

, ST
l$ ¢ “ T

; ™
AL'D§§§§{‘I po& OF

0

T \t,s.?}!&"!‘é.
"'”01"' 000,

T
,.gﬁécef(ed of §U ,.fiéﬂ,..
o S0l o
A M.A,\,\,. ASLE, LIST)
'\ S, ‘

.!\1 [ \’1 b
ll‘ (o

v‘ﬂ‘l\—-\‘l—'\‘=\

Vil mym "

ERAI ‘

IS
.uun“ ‘\.g‘})\\,\, "-ﬂs QN.«;AIMM

ﬂmummm

A5
1

°.§
i ) 1\1\%
G arn
epm on Schied.

REQH
n L
Slack “,i )
‘)ﬁ&\

: 2
ﬂ"‘\‘hl-\"‘&\}i

PR

J..JY °f§°vz
ufl 2. C) & ( 00
4\\\\“‘

5N

ékxé"ﬂc

X 'UslNE§§ ,.ENI'TY Q.

5

[ 92 ?,W, 05,

n..»!u,.».. ;1-'(1
#0000}
El Q 1 S

fioeh)
v T
Y

s 'gﬂ‘;?%fc:-"mbo.'
%g-’;:{-v\.s'\k -.,4\. %
11 Oyer,81 o0

bkl
rul“‘\- ST \i"' }\,,.,\

W ‘\
C\ %- .qu;s?.lv

i
e Sy
3058499 1 PR

§F’~?° "‘ZM?!&\
l\

WRINATONGINT
BRI

‘NAME Q

§USNES'7 rwu\r-
K

Hu
xghon OF: 'm 8
;: ;::mn \—‘(‘l.R\ e

""GENE

R SR

A
Pt on Sctedde,

‘\ “ ( i’l‘lln\
gl DF 5, BUSIN

\5) "9""\\"""\";“\\-‘\» ENE %’Cﬂ‘h it
ﬁ L

eI
:mx.-s‘ ENR DTN A Wy
E B4

VALLUE*“““\ ! ,\3“3& i

h ".hu))\

R Qﬂsﬂwﬂ Tl
o $o‘“99x R
of $500 or, Nore (Reperd 5

ﬂ~...,,~_“$5 i (G "P‘,

DR
'“EPﬁﬂUﬁgﬂiﬁﬁ%ﬁmm‘"‘““‘\“&:
ﬂ()

SRR *P znz?ié

!

0

obi .
0,001,z

T G
0O lnooma Recefved of 50 ~.$499 i
] R

I AGUIRED,

NACEEY

‘\;:Aﬁmm...e@ EN
"‘i 00 D

m;r.i‘*f(fz
En so

AR

Ly Vi

T TeTTRT

) ATy
(510,001 - 510000
k 100000.

AD
.\ef SO.J

Omnyme Reggiyé
O Jnéhms Rocalyad of

PR
m\i‘(.x \

\.'J""‘“V




«(‘\,vgg‘q.%l u‘mn\

,A‘Qera Ip\jnterest\ gg,,g.,
ge'o m

pE .‘,x.s(-s

B o NAMEOFEUSINESS ENTITY

“l

By K)
e Rl o
GENERAL DESCRIETION OFTH] ,s,aus)Ness
PRGN SRR RN
15}

ATEIN

FAIR MARKEI‘ VAL E

Dmmﬁw Gk
+ Y, ! b

e

HCEANT
Olnw ,fe Recefyg;i &l so,_‘gge )4 N
d.of 000{,.}\‘ _«(choztcnu_.
4,

-':
e

ooy s

Zen

POSED

. A

M ACQUIRED,

W T A S

SCRIBTION O

h\j\u\_\)m\

F.-THiS BliSﬁl&lESS

NATURE OF INVES
C1s

%

K}

Patnecting o Recs
:

) !ncoma Rece}ved (
O lney ed o

N i
FAEPUCABLE,\UST DATE;
i

eeeet e e e deg 10

JNAME OFBUSINE S ENT!TY

! S ;

AL DESCRIP

et

nouq.

N o

DG
MY

- Cn [ $10,004,£§100,000.

RUABR LA

[:] Over Ak 00(;}3\0\0

3
-\

1
7 10,001, $100

AR oveq§1 0,000

FAIR MARKET, VALUE

pt X vy i

. -t $2 oou,“sm‘oou

Db tylovidy

D o —.ss 000,08

. BTV
. atlir\‘lshlp Olgqomg Recelved of so 3499
Iacomg Recaived of S500 hadule, )

B DEe
KA
F

TE:', N

A,

(2017/2013) SohAd

" r SR '\l-\. s ‘:. ?
RﬁCAgg_l.cggmaﬂ. advlce@fppc‘ca gb i
FPPCTOH Free He1pl)nej 866/2 37 pe

®




City and County of San Francisco

Department on the Status nf Women

Emnily M. Murase, Phix ' - Lty and ccmm\,; of
Direcior ’ 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 population. As part of this measure, the Department on the
Status of Women is required to conduct a biennial gender analysis of Commissions and Boards. Data was
collected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members primarily appomted by the Mayor and Board of
Supervisors.

Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s

Gender Analysis Findings Representation on Commissions and Boards

Gender T T I I I I T

S1%  5ow 5% Pt

» Women's representation on Commissions and A%
Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female

population in San Francisco. » I Sl

BRI e S

S 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 == T S s e e
2007 2011 2013 2015 2017

steady increases over the past 3 reports.
amf=n COMMIssions s 3= Boards ==r==Commissions & Boards Combined

Race and Ethnicity : ' Sources: DepartmentSurvey, Mayor's Office, 311.

> While 60% of San Eranciscans are people of | Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation.
color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic on Commissions and Boards

minorities.

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

Y/

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

44%

B T Lo e

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

c o 4 32%
Commissions and Boards‘ e T2 e A M b e St 8 3 s £

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
> There is a higher representation of White and  s=@==Commissions == >=Boards ==ts==Commissions & Boards Combined

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

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



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 is seen 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.

o 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 appomtees 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 Iargest
budgets while exceeding or nearing panty on policy bodies with the smallest budgets.

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

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

Commnsstons and Boards’ Combmed ’ 49% 53% 27% 17% 11% ©13%

Commissions | 54% | 57% | 31% 18% 10% 15%
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, FY17-18 Annual
Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s Budget Book.

The full report is available at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women website,
http://sfgov.org/dosw/.
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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
Commissions and Boards. Data was collected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members
primarily appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors.

Key Findings
Gender

» Women'’s representation on Commissions and
Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female
population in San Francisco.

¥ 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 following a period of
steady increases over the past 3 reports.

Race and Ethnicity

> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of
color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic
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
representation on Boards, at 47%, remains
below parity with the population.

» Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and mu!tiracia'l
individuals are underrepresented on
Commissions and Boards.

> There is a higher representation of White and
Black or African American members on policy
bodies than in the San Francisco population.

Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s
Representation on Commissions and Boards
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Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation
on Commissions and Boards
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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. A

o 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 Demograph:cs

» Among Commissioners and Board members, 17% identify as lesbian, gay, blsexual 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. ' ’

( Table 1: Demographics of Appointées to San Fréncischomm'issions and Boards, 2017 J

Women | Minority \c’)\;%";‘eo': LGBT | Disabilities | Veterans

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

Commissions 54% | - 57% 31% 18% 10% 15%
Boards 41% 47% 19% 17% 14% 10% .
10 Largest Budgeted Bodies  ~ | 35% 60% 8% B
10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies 58% | 66% 0% | . /;/

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Survey, Mayors Office, 311, FY17-18
Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s Budget Book.
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I. Introduction

The central question of this report is whether appointments 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
government 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 this tool to analyze operations of 11 City departments.

In 2007, the Department used gender 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. wl\/lemb_ership of Commissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the San Francisco populatidn;

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

3. The San Francisco Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct a gender analysis
of Commissions and Boards to be published every 2 years.*

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

1While 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.org/english/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/pdf/main/gic/elections/June3_2008Apdf.

5 Appointees in some policy bodies are elected or appointed by other entities.
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Il. 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 appointments are made by members of the Board of Supervisors. For some policy bodies,
however, the appointments are divided between the Mayor, the Board of Supetvisors, 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, sexual orientation, disability status, and veteran status were among data elements
collected on avoluntary basis. In many cases, identities are vastly underreported 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.

For the 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 L and -
2 in the Appendix show these population estimates by race/ethnicity and gender.

§ |t 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..
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lll. 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 Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2015
N=840,763

American indian

and Alaska Native, =~ Two or More
0.3% A !_Races, 5%
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White, Not
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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 colorand 31%
are women of color. :

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

San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2015
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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 disability. '

Figure 3:' San Francisco Adults with a Disability by Gender

‘SanA Francisco Adult Population with a Disability by
Gender, 2015 '
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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
QUf < v mom e eesr s b it b o £ 1§ i £ e £ S e 2 s o
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6% -~ -
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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 Analysis Findings

On the whole, appointees to Commissions and 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 summaty 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 Comparing Representation on Commissions and Boards, 2017

o : ~ Commissions - Boards
Number of Policy Bodies Included 40 17
Filled Seats. , 350/373 (6% vacant) | 190/213 (11% vacant)
Female Appointees 54% 41%
Racial/Ethnic Minority 57% 47%
LGBT 17.5% 17%
With Disability © 10% 14% |
Veterans - s 15% 10%

_The next sections will present 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 Commissions 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
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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 Highest Percentage of Women,
2017 Compared to 2015, 2013
i |

Commission on the Status of Women, n=7

Children and Families Commission (First 5),
n=8 ‘
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Port Commission, n=4 L = 2015
~60% . 2013
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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 Urban 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
included 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
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B. Ethnicity

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 percentage 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 in 2007.

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

8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation
on San Francisco Commissions and Boards
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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 to 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 10 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
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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 who identify as Asian, Latinx/Hispanic,
multiracial, and other races than in the population. Particularly striking is the underrépresentation of
Asians, where 17% of Board members identified as Asian compared to 34% of the population.
Additionally, 9% of Board appointees are Latinx compared to 15% of the population.

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

Race/Ethnicity of Board Members Compared to
San Francisco Population, 2017
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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 more 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

Community Investment and Infrastructure,
. e

Coonnowde el £
Scutheast Lommunit

Juvenile Probation Commission, n=7
Immigrant Rights Commission, n=14

Health Commission, n=7 86%

B i . 4
0% - 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

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



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 20

Seven Commissions have fewer than 30% minority appointees, with 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. :

Figure 13: Commissions with Least Minority Appointees

Commissions with Lowest Percentage of Minority Appointees,
" 2017
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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
Menta| 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
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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
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The next chart illustrates appointees’ race and ethnicity by gender. The gender distribution in most
racial and 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/Ethnicity and

‘ Gender, 2017
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D. Sexual Orientation

While it is challenging to find accurate counts of the number of lesbian, 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. Qverall, about 17% of appointees
to Commissions and Boards are LGBT. There is a large LGBT representation across both Commissioners
and Board members. Three Commissioners identified as transgender.

Figure 17: LGBT Commission and Board Appointees
LGBT Commission and Board Appointees, 2017
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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 representation of people with a disability on
Boards at 14% than on Commissions at 10%. '

Figure 18: Commission-and Board Appointees with Disabilities

Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities, 2017
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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 Service, 2017

25% et e e o e o e et wmthm e i = i St T e £ VT s S S e TS ST ST T TS T

20% “....,,‘_...‘._...‘._.__...-..,.u...“...u.....‘.h..,....‘_.._.._..........4.._,...,._.4.._.__..-...4‘._.‘...*“,.....-._“....__..u__.."...,. -

ACO0L e
azrs

10%

10% -« - -—

5% e

0% o~ o

Commissions, n=176 Boards, n=81 Commissions and Boards
Combined, n=257
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 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 overall 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

" ethnic 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 Budget Bodies

Percent Women, Minorities and Women of Color on Commissions and
Boards with Largestand Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2017-2018
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The following two tables present the demographics of the Commissions and Boards overseeing some of
the City’s largést 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. Women 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
women 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: Dembgraphics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets

-Body- FY17-18 Budget ' | Seat; Vomen | i A
Health Commission 1 $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 ‘ $987,785877 | .. 5 5 1 40% 20% 20% -
Human Services Commission $913,783,257 5 5 20% 60% 0%

Health Authority (SF Health
Plan Governing Board)

Police Commission $ 588,276,484 7 - 7 29% 71% 29%

Commission on Community

'$ 637,000,000 19 15 40% 54% 23%

0, OO ¢
Investment and Infrastructure > 536’796'00_0 _ > 4 S0% 100% 50%
Fire Commission : $381,557,710 5 5 20% 60% 20%
Aging and Adult Services $ 285,000,000 | 7 5 | 40% 80% | 14%
Commission

;8v764 ‘590 300}

Sources Department Survey, Mayor s Offlce, 311 FY17 18 AnnualApproprlatlon Ordmance FY17 18 I\/Iayors
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 policy bodies with data on race and ethnicity, 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
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

HIStOrlf: P.reservatlon $ 45,000 5 6 33% 17% 17%
Commission . :
City Ha‘ll I?reservation Advisory S 3 5 5 60% 20% 20%
Commission '
Housing Authority Commission S - 7 . 6 33% 83% 33%
Local Homeless Coordinating $ } 9 7 43% n/a n/a
Board
Long Term Care Coordinating $ . 40 ' 40 78% - n/a n/a
Council
Public Utilities Rate Fairness § ) 7 6 33% 7% 33%
-Board
Reentry Council $ - 24 23 52% 57% 22% -
Sentencing Commission S - 12 12 42% 73% 18%
Southe.as-t Community Facility $ _ 7 6 50% 100% 50%
Commission
Youth Commission S - 17 16 64%
ot s, 5 Z

Sources: Department éurvey,_ Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, 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 gender, 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 historically
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 fernale Board members has dropped from 48% in 2015 to 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 publié policy
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’
population with 11.4% compared to 11.8%. :

Finally, the policy 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 policy 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, diversity and inclusion
should be the hallmark of these important appointments.
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Appendix I. 2015 Population Estimates for San Francisco Cbunty

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

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 54,388 6%
Black or African American 46,825 5%
Two or More Races 38,940 5%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,649 0.4%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 |  0.3%

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

i otaly il : er
e stimate’ ‘Percent . _Estimate “Percent - Estimate:: |
San Francisco County California 840,763 - 427,909 | 50.9% - 412,854

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 | 41% 186,949 | 22% 159,783

Asian | 284,426 | 3a% | 131641 | 16% | 152,785

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% 24,388 3% 22,437 2.7%
Two or More Races 38,940 | 5% 19,868 | 2% 19072 | 2%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific o : ‘ T
- Islander 3,649 | 0.4% 1,742 | 0.2% 1,907 | 0.2%

American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 0.3% 1,666 | 0.2% 1,188 0.1%
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Appendix ll. Commissions and Boards Demographics
Commission .51 Al oo il | Seats | Seats.|FY17-18 Budget |Wor Minority| of Color

Aging and Adult Services Commission | 7 5 $285,000,000, 40% 80% 40%.
2 |Airport Commission 5 5 $987,785,377 20%
2 Animal. Ct?ntrol and Welfare 10 9 ' 6

Commission | i

Arts Commission 15 15 $17,975;575 60%

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

Building Inspection Commission 7 |7 §76,533,699, 29% 14% 0%
. Children and Families Commission 9 g $31,830,264 100% 63% 63%

(First 5)
3 City Ha‘ll I_Dreservation Advisory 5 5 sl 60% 20% 20%

Commission
9  [Civil Service Commission 5 5 $1,250,582] 40% 20% 0%
Commission on Community _
10 linvestment . 5 4 $536,796,000, 50% 100% 50%

and Infrastructure -
11 |Commission on the Environment 7 6 $23,081,438 83% 67% 50%
12 [Commission on the Status of Women | 7 7 $8,048,712) 100% | 71% 71%
13 [Elections Commission’ 7 7 $14,847,232] 33% 50% 33%
14 [Entertainment Commission 7 7- $987,102| 25% 57% 14%
15 [Ethics Commission 5 5 $4,787,508) 33% 67% 33%
16 [Film Commission 11 11 $1,475,000] 55% 36% 36%

. 117 [Fire Commission 5 5 $381,557,710, 20% 60% 20%

18 [Health Commission 7 7 $2,198,181,178] 29% | 86% 14%
19 Historic Preservation Commission ' $45,000] 33% 17% 17%
20 [Housing Authority Commission S 33% 83% 33%
21 Human Rights Commission 11 10 $4,299,600, 60% 60% 50%
22 Human Services Commission’ 5 5 $913,783,2571 20% 60% 0%
23 lmmigrant Rights Commission 15 14 $5,686,611) 64% 86% 50%
24 {luvenile Probation Commission 7 7 $41,683,918 29% 86% 29% -
25 [Library Commission 7 5 $137,850,825| 80% 60% 40%
26 |Local Agency Formation Commission 4 si3 68
27 |Long Term Care Coordinating Council | 40 40 s 78% , .
28 [Mayor's Disability Council 11 8 $4,136,890] 75% 25% 13%
bg MTA Bc?ard of Direc.tors and Parking 7 7 41,183 468,406 43% 1 57 14%
) Authority Commission ,
30 Planning Commission 7 7 . $54,501,361] 43% 43% 29%
31 [Police Commission 7 7 $588,276,484) 29% 71% 29%
32 |Port Commission 5 4 $133,202,027 75% 75% 50%
33 Public Utilities Commission 5 5 $1,052,841,388 40% 40% 0%
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s al.| Filled O TE% | % (% Women
Commissic R Seats | FY17:18 Budget Women Minority| -of Color:
34 Recreation and Park Commission 7 $221,545,353; 29% 43% 14%
35 Sentencing Commission 12 12 S+ 42% 73% 18%
36 Small Business Commission 7 7 $1,548,034, 43% 50% 25%
1y Southe_as.t Community Facility 7 6 s| 50% 100% 50%
Commission
13 Treasure Island Development g 7 42,079,408 43% 57% 439%
Authority
Veterans' Affairs Commission 17 15 - $865,518 27% 22% 0%
40 Youth Commission - 17 16 S 64% 64% 43%
Total o 3] 3 T s | 5% | 31%
idget|Womien of Colol
1 Assessment 24 $653 7800 29% 50% 22%
2 PBoard of Appeals 5 5 $1,038,570| 40% 60% 20%
Golden Gate Park Concourse
3 lAuthority 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 $11,444,255] 29% 29% 0%
In-Home Supportive Services Public
6 |Authority ) 12 12 $207,835,715, 58% 45% 18%
7  lLocal Homeless Coordinating Board 9 7 S4 43% 86%
8  [Mental Health Board 17 | 16 $218,000 69% | 69% 50%
9  POversight Board -7 $152,902| 0% 20% 0%
10 |Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 $-' 33% 67% 33%
11 [Reentry Council 24 23 $| 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 $62,341,959] 26% 44%
Total e 213 47%
“Trotal [ Filled |- oo % | % 0 |% Women
Y seats | seats | +A18 BUABCt\y o ven| Minority | of Color
Commissions and Boards Total - C|'sse |-sa0 | 49.4% | 53% .| 27%




February 25,2019

Members, Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall

| Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place, #244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: HPC Commissioners Support Letter

Dear Supervisors,

[ am writing to express my support for your approval of a new term for the two nominated members ot the

Historic Preservation Commission, Commissioner Kate Black and Commissioner Richard Johns. Both have a strong
commitment to the work of our Commission exhibited by their deep passion and love for the City and its context and
character. | truly believe that San Francisco is a richer place because of their work in the City and their focus on the
retention of the unique fabric of San Francisco’s neighborhoods and buildings.

While Kate is still the newest member of the HPC, | have had ample time to work alongside her and | have been
struck by her curiosity, her intellectual understanding and her very collegial nature. She brings deep experience both in
the workings of a Planning Department as well as a grassroots investment into the historical fabric of the City. Despite
her protestation to the contrary, as the chair of HPC's Architectural Review Committee, | have been impressed with
Kate's quick grasp of both the big picture and the fine detall, quickly understanding the intent of the overall project and
finding the good (and sometimies, the bad) details that can make or break a project.

Commissioner Johns always brings his love of all things San Francisco to the proceedings, demonstrating his depth of
knowledge of both the physical and the social history that makes San Francisco such an interesting and alive place. His
lifetime of commitment to San Francisco, brings to the HPC, a first-hand knowledge and experience of the buildings
and cultural contexts that we discuss and review at each hearing, His insights, always presented with a light touch and

humor, are invaluable to grounding our discussions in the reality of the history that we grapple with in the face of our
rapidly evolving future.

One thing that I'd like to mention is the camaraderie that | feel with my fellow commissioners and the planning
preservation staff. There is a great collegial sense, a respect for each other's point-of-view and expertise and a
commitment to “do the right thing” to keep the wheels of the City's story turmning. Commissioners Black and johns add

greatly to the spirit of the HPC and [ ask you all to vote in favor of their nomination to a new term on the Historic
Preservation Commission.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Pearlman
Member, Historic Preservation Commission
Principal, Elevation Architects

ELEVATIONarchitects « 1159 Green Street, Suite 4 » San Francisco, CA 94109 « v: 415.537.1125 - wwww.elevationarchitects.com



Aaron Jon Hyland, FAIA
3425A 16" Street

San Francisco, CA 94114
415-218-8238

March 3, 2019

RE: Reappointment of Historic Preservation Commissioners
Andrew Wolfram, Richard Johns and Kate Black

Dear Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

| am writing in support of the reappointment of Andrew Wolfram, Richard Johns and
Kate Black to the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC). Each possesses the skill,
expertise, experience and dedication that would continue to be of great value to the
City and the Commission. :

| have served on the HPC for the past 6 years with Commissioners Wolfram and Johns,
and Commissioner Black just recently joined us. Commissioner Wolfram has served on
the Commission for the past 10 years; four of those years as President. His expertise as
a Preservation Architect and his balanced approached in evaluating projects has been a
great asset to us and the City. Commissioner Johns’ commitment to making sure our
Commission provides consistent and clear decisions has provided predictability to
project sponsors and built public trust in our process. Commissioner Black understands
the entitlement process very well. She is clear, concise and articulate in her
assessments, and has been a great addition. While we haven’t always agreed on every
issue, we have been able to have robust and respectful dialogue resulting in better
decisions.

| look forward to continuing to serve alongside each of them.
Please support and confirm their nominations for reappointment.
If you have any question, or would like to discuss, please let me know.

All the best,

1) rM@W’M X

Aaron Jon Hyland/FAIA/}
2019 President, , '}'}sto g Preservation Commission



