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FILE NO. 190864 MOTION NO.

[Mayoral Appointment, Historic Preservation Commission - Lydia So]

Motion approving/rejecting the Mayor’s nomination for appointment of Lydia So to the

Historic Preservation Commission, for a term ending December 31, 2022.

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.135, the Mayor submitted a communication
notifying the Board of Supervisors of the nomination of Lydia So to the Historic Preservation
Commission, received by the Clerk of the Board on August 16, 2019; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has the authority to hold a public hearing and
vote on the appointment within 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/rejects the Mayor’s
nomination for appointment of Lydia So to the Historic Preservation Commission, Seat No. 2,

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

Clerk of the Board
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1



LLONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

ﬂecé’,f\)@CQ S
8/1{9/\6’(@‘4:30‘0'(”\
Cin

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Notice of Appointment

August 16, 2019

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place -
San Francisco, CA 94102

Honorable Board of Supervisors:

Pursuant to Charter Section 4.135, of the City and County of San Francisco, |
make the following appointment: :

~ Lydia So to seat 2 of the Historic Preservation Commission to fill the remaining
term formetly held by Andrew Wolfram ending December 31, 2022.

I am confident that Ms. So will serve our community well. Attached are her
qudlifications to serve, which demonstrate how her reappointment represents
the communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City
and County of San Francisco.

Should you have any question about this appointment, please contact my
Director of Commission Affairs, Kanishka Karunaratne Cheng, at 415.554.6696.

London N. Breed
~ Mayor

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



LYDIA SO, AlA, LEED AP

BIOGRAPHY

Lydia moved to San Francisco after college 19 years ago and c¢alls
San Francisco her home. She was born in Hong Kong when it was a

- British colony. 1t was the freedom, diversity and equalities of this City
that inspired her to stay. She enjoys riding bikes with-her daughter to
school from their home in the Mission.

Lydia is an astute architect highly skilled in sclving problems through -
design thinking. Her brush strokes in architectural design & preserva-
tion and real estate developments span across North America, China

and Japan. A dynamic collaborative communicator, she believes de-

sign is not just skin deep and focuses on building relationships among - -

stakeholders. She is proven fo excel in projects that leverage design
quality, historic significance, regulatory constrains and construction
realifies fo improve our living enviroments for generations to enjoy.

Lydia's work has made positive impacts on regional economic growth,

transit oriented developments and sustainability. Her global experience

includes the tallest building, China World Trade Center, for the Olympics

in Beijing. Creatively designed adaptive re-use of historically significant

building for Adobe HQ in San Francisco, Hutong (traditional dwellings)

~ in Beijing Finance Street Daji mixed use developement, Apple Store

- Stockton Street.in SF, Apple Store Soho in New York and Apple Store
Regent Street in London. The most advanced neuroscience building at
UCSF Mission Bay and the world's first all glass spiral staircase in the
Apple Store in Osaka, Japan, Lydia is very proud and honor to woik
alongside with the Chinese artisans from Suzhou to design the tradition>

al Lan Su Chinese Garden in Portland, Oregon, based on a 2,000-year ~

old historical architecture design. -

Prior to founding her own architecture and consulting firm in 2015, Lydia
held a real estate design and management position at Apple which
redefined the. status quo of retall real estate development. Prior to that,
Lydia was the first minority woman architect promoted to Technical
Associate at, the eminence of architecture firms, Skidmore, Owings &
Merrill. She hioned her design and preservation skills and trailblazed the
technical aspects of architecture, engineering and construction practice.
It was her first job at Bohlin, Cywinski, Jackson where she met Steve
Jobs whom she was involved with inventing the first nine Apple Stores.

'EDUCATION

Bachelor of Architecture, Business
Administration Minor, Dean's List
Portland Urban ‘Architecture Center
UNIVERSITY OF O'REGON, 2000

Leadershlp & Management '
Certificate - .

APPLE UNIVERSITY, 2014

CREDENTIALS
Registered Architect, CA C-31721

Member, Anie:fican Instimte of . -
Architects since 2007

LEED Accredited Professional,
USGBC since 2003

Commlsswner Civic Destgn
Commitee, Community Investment -

 Committee, Nominating Commiites,

Liason to MOHCD

San Francisco Arts Commission

Vice President of the Board, Asian
American Architects & Engineers
Association

Impact Award Jury Panel,
Architectural Guest Critic,
California College of Aris

Master Planning Advisory
Committee, Presidio Knolls
School

- USA Representative, the ltaly

Stone Conference, Carrara, ltaly

LANGUAGES

Natlve Cantonese and professional .
Mandarin speaker. Lydia's
Chinese writing skills allow herto - -
effectively demystify ambiguous
translation assumptions in project
management and business deals,




LYDIA SO, AIA, LEED AP

EXPERIENCE L
SOLYD Architecture, Management & Design, Principal, 2015 - current

Awoman, minority owned certified SBE & LBE company based in San Francisco. Offering turn-key architectural -
design and consulting services 1o private residences, condos and offices owners. Specialty consulting services for
third-party quality control, accessbility compliance, elevators system design, and artwork management.

San Francisco Arts Commission, Commissioner, 2016 - current

Civic Design Committee - Serve as the architect seats to review and approve design of public buildings

and infrastructures, and advice on the public art appropriateness criteria. Focus on mulli-agency complex
projects balancing construction budgetary realities and design excellence. Serve on MOHCD panels to select
rravarmmpnr & architect téam to design and build affordable housing.

- Community Investment Committee -~ Evaluate and award grants funding to artists and community cultural groups.
Manage operation of the commission’s cultural centers. Regulatory authority on Street Artist Permits arid disputes.

Nominating Committee - Nominate and elect oommrssron leadership by building consensus and bridges among
fellow Commrssroners and the Mayor's Office.

SOLYD online marketplace, Founder 2014—15

Founded an online techno!ogy platform for homeowners to hire rndependent prequalified architects, engineers,
designers and experts on renovation projects.

Apple, Retail Real Estate Development, Design Manager, North America, 2011 - 14

Managed real estate development and design new prototype initiatives of Apple Stores in North America.
Negotiated optimal real estate leases with landlords and streamlined contracts with consultants through unigue
- design approach. Established design and construction standards in line with financial pro forma analysis and
store operations. Instrumental in intepreting appropriatness of design within historically significance contexts.

Skidrnore Owings & Merrill LLP Associate, Senior Project Architect, 2003 ik

Directed extensive portfoho of work globally, including urban scale master plannmg, multi modal transporta'ﬂon
centers, Class A commerclal office mixed-use developments in United States and China.

Bohlin Cywinski Jackson Architects, Designer, 2001 - 03

Key designer of R&D effort for ’rhs first nine Apple Flagshrp Stores moludrng the engineering of all- glass stairs & Pixar
Animation Studios HQ.

Merryman Barnes Architects, Designer, 1998

Designér and translator of the Lan Su Chinese Historical Garden. .
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Date Initial Filing

—en ' - Received
INGEUAIIE  STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS o s Oy
L PRAGTICES COMMISSION
PUE COVER PAGE
12519395 .
Please type or print in ink.. ) ) _ ) )
NAME OF FILER ' {LAST) {FIRST) . {MIDDLE)
So, Lydia ) o '

1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use actonyms) -

City and County of San Francisco

Division, Board, D'epa_rtment, District, if applicable Your Position

" Arts Commission . Commissioner

» If filing for multiple positions, fist below or on an attachment. (Do nof Use &cronyms)

Agency: ’ : - , Position:
2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check at least one box) ‘

[] State . ) [ Judge or Couirt Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)

1 Multi-County S ' Counly of _San _Francisco :

&l City of San Francisco, CA . [ Other
3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box)

AnnualiThe period covered is January 1, 2018, through , [ Leaving Office: Date left o /[
December 31, 2018 ’ ' (Check one dircle)

-or The period covered fs | throtgh O The period covered is January 1, 2018, through the date
; e of ’
. December 31, 2018 ) N leaving office. . .
(] Assuming Office: Date assumed I ‘ , O The period covered is .. /| , through the date -
, of leaving office, . ‘
[] Candidate:Date of Election_ . _ ‘and office sought, if different than Part 1 '

4. Schedule Summary (must complete)

» Total number of pages including this cover pége: o5

Schedules attached _
' Schedule A1 < [nvestments — schedule attached . Schedule G - Income, Loahs, & Business Poslifions —schedule atlached
Schedule A-2 - Investments ~ schedule attached . {1 Schedule D - Income — Gifts — schedule attached
1 Schedule B « Real Propery — schedule attached {1 schedule E - Income — Gifts — Trave! Payments ~ schedule attached
-or- . . . '

[ None « No reportable inferests on any schedule

5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS - . STREET ’ oty STATE ZIP CODE
{Business or Agency Address Recommented - Public Document) :

San Francisco CA 94102
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER . E-MAIL ADDRESS

| have used al rasonab! diligence in preparing this statement. 1 have reviewed this statement and to the best of ry knowledge the information contained
herein and in any aftached schedules is trus and complete. | acknowledge this is a public document,

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

Date Signed _93/31/2019 : Signature __Lydia So . :
{month, day, year) (File the originally signed paper slalement vilh your fling ofﬁcial,).

: . FPPC Form 700 (2018/2019)
FPPC Advice Email; advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toli-Free Helpline; 886/275-3772 www.fppe.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE A-1

, Investments
Stocks, Bonds, and Other Interests |Name
{(Ownership Interest is Less Than 10%) So, Lydia
Investments must be itemized. ?

Do not attach brokerage or financial statements.
» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

> NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

Apple Inc.
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Consumer electronics.

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[ $2,000 - $10,000
[ $100,001 - $1,000,000

$10,001 - $100,000
[ over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock ] other
(Describe)

+[[] Parinership O Income Received of $0 - $499
QO Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

.18 418

ACQUIRED DISPOSED

[ $2.000 - $10,000

SmithGroup Companies Inc.

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS
Architecture and Engineering professional sexrvice
firm

FAIR MARKET VALUE .
$10,004 - $100,000°
[[1 $100,001 - $1,000,000 [] over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stack ] other

{Describe)

] Partnerstip O income Recelved of $0 - $499
O Income Recelved of $5600 or More (Report on Schedule C}

/ 118
DISPOSED

.18

ACQUIRED

NAME. OF BUSINESS ENTITY

Stantec
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Professional (engineering and architecture)
services.

FAIR MARKET VALUE
] $2,000 - $10,000
[ $100,001 - $1,000,000

$10,001 - $100,000
[7] Over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock [} other .
{Describe)

] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule G}

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ 118 / 118
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTIQN OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
7] $2,000 - $10,000
1 $100,001 - $1,000,000

[ $10,001 - $100,000
7 over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
1 stock [] other ,
: (Describe)

[] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
O Income Recelvad of $500 or More (Repart on Schedule C)

{F APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

418 4 18
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
{1 $2,000 - $10,000
{1 $100,001 - $1,000,000

[1 $10,001 - $100,000
] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[ stock [} other
{Describe)

[7] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
1 $2,000 - $10,000
"1 $100,001 - $1,000,000

] $10,001 - $100,000
["] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT

[ stock [} other
{Describe)

7] Partnership - O Income Received of $0 - $499
O Income Received of $500 or More (Repor! on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

4418 118 418 18
ACQUIRED DISPOSED ACQUIRED DISPOSED
Comments:

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2019) Sch, A1
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE

Investments, Income, and Assets

of Business Entities/Trusts
(Ownership Interest is 10% or Greater)

A2

- SOLYD A‘rchltecture, Management and Design

Nam
1390 Market St Suite 200
San Frapcigco, CA 94102

Nams

Addres“s (Business Address Acceplable)
Check orie

[ Trust, go to 2 [K] Business Entily, complele the box, then go lo 2

Address (Business Address Acceptable)

Check one

l:] Trust go to 2 [1 Business Enity, complefe the box, then go fo 2

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Professional (axrchitecture) services

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF' THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPUCABLE LIST DATE:

$0 -'$1,099 -

] $2,000 - $10,000 __J__Jjﬁ_ /18
{1 $10,001 - $100,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
] $100,001 - $1,000,000 .
{1 Over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[[] Partnership  [X] 'Sole Proprietorship |

Other

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION Brincipal

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[1%0 - $1,009

[ $2,000 - $10,000

"1 $10,001 - $100,000
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000
["1 over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[[] Bartnership ] Sole Proprietorship

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

18 ;18
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

O

Other
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

» 2, lDENT!FY THE CROSS INOOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA
. SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST) -

[1 30 - $499
) $500 - $1,000 )
$1,001 - $10,000
P 3. L\ST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF
INCOME OF $10,000 OR MORE (attach a separafe sheet it necessay) '

D None or X| Names listed below
Diana Damazo

1] $10,001 - $100,000
[7] oveRr $100,000

» 2. IDENTIEY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO TA
 SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST)

[]s0-$400 ] $10,004 - $100,000
] $500 - $1,000 [] oveR $100,000

1171 $1,001 - $10,000

» 3, LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF
INCOME OF $10,000 OR MORE (attach a separate sheet if necessary).

[ 1 None or [} Names listed below

Jan éhong

» 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR

' LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST
Ch‘eck one box.
[ invESTMENT

[] REAL PROPERTY

>4 INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR
' LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST

Check one box:
] INVESTMENT

[[1 REAL PROPERTY

Name of Business Entity, if Investment, or
Assessor’s Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property

Name of Business Entity, if investment, or
-Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real-Property

Description of Business Activity nr
City or Other Precise Location of Real Property

FAIR MARKET VALUE
. [ $2.000 - $10,000
{1 #10,001 - $100,000

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

1] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
(] over $1,800,000 -

NATURE OF INTEREST ,

[ Property Ownership/Deed of Trust - [ stock [7] Partnership

- [] Leasehold

[] other

D Check box if additional schedules reporting Investments or real property
are altached

Yrs. remafning

Description of Business Activity ot
City or Other Preclse Location of Real Property

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

18 418

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[] $2,000 - $10,000
1 $10,001 - $100,000

[ $100,001 - §1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[C1 over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INTEREST .
{1 Property Ownership/Deed of Trust ] stock [ Partnership

[1 Leasehold

1 other

Check box if additional schedules repomng investments or real property

Yrs. ramaining

are atfached

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2019) Sch. A-2

Comments: .

FPPC Advice Emalil: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppec.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE C
Income, Loans, & Business
_ Positions Name
(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments) 'S0, Iydia

REC

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME
california College of the BArts . . Smith Group JJR
ADDRESS (Business Address Accepltabls), ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable)
1111 Eighth Street . 301 Battery Street 7th Floox
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107 San Francisco, CA 54111 B
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE ) BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE .
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION . YOUR BUSINESS POSITION
GROSS INCOME REGEIVED  [T] No Income - Business Position Only GROSS INCOME RECEIVED {1 No Income - Busiriess Position Only
$500 - $1,000 1 $1,001 - $10,000 . 1 $500 - $1,000 7] $1,001 - $10,000
1 $10,001 - $100,000 [1 oveR $100,000 [ $10,001 - $100,000 OVER $100,000
CONSIDERAT!ON FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
[ salary ["] Spouse’s or registered domestic partner's income [ salary Spouse’s or registered domestic partner's income

(For seff-employed use Schedule A-2.) o (For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)
[] Partnership (Less than 10% ownershlp. For 10% or greater use "] Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. “For 10% or grealer use

Schedula A-2.) . ' S Schedule A-2.)
[ sate of : [] sate of
(Real properly, car, boat, elc.) (Real property, car, boat, elc,)
[ Loan repayment - ' . D Loan repayment
[1 Commission or [ ] Rental Income, list each sourca of $10,000 or moe . [[] Commission or "] Rentat Income, fist sach source of $10,000 or more
(Describe) ' ‘ {Describe)}
Other BODOTRTIUM - {7 other :
. ({Describe) (Describe)

LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD

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

NAME OF LENDER* o A INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

- —_— % [T] None

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)
SECURITY FOR LOAN
[1 Personat residence

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER {1 None

Siree!l address

] Real Propery
HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD :
{1 $s00 - $1,000 . . . . City
7] $1,001 - $10,000 '
1 $10,001 - $100,000
[} OVER $100,000 . _ [] Other

] Guarantor

(Describe)}

Comments:

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2019) Sch. C
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fpps.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE C
Income, Loans, & Business

_.Positions .
(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

So, Lydia

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

SOLYD Architecture, Management & Design -

NAME, OF SOURGE OF INCOME

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable)
1390 Market St. Suite 200

San Francisco, CA 94102
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURGE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED D No Income - Business Position Only
1 $500 - $1,000 1 34,001 - $10,000 -
$10,001 - $100,000 "] oVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS 'RECEIVED
Salary D Spouse's or registered domestic partner's income
: (For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)
[ Partnership (Less than 10% ownershlp. For 10% or greater use
' Schedule A-2.)

[7] sale of

(Real property, car, bost, efc.)
D Loan repayment :

D Commission or. - D Rental Income, list each source of $10,000 or more

O Loan repayment

({Describs)

[ other

({Describe)

[ Ne Income - Business Position Only
1 $1,001 - $10,000
[] oveR $100,000

GROSS INCOME RECGEIVED
[T $500 - $1,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000

. CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

[] satary [[] Spouse's or registered domestlc partner's income
(For self-employsed use Schedule A-2.)

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

[ sale of‘

(Real property, car, boat, stc.)

] Commission or  {_] Rentat indome, #ist each source of $10,000 or more

(Describe}

[] other .

{Describe)

» 2. LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD .

You are not required o report loans from a commercial 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 to
members of the public without regard to your official status, Personal loans and loans received riot in a lender’s
regular course of business must be disclosed as foHows .

NAME OF LENDER‘

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

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

[ $1,001 - $10,000

[] $10,001 - $100,000

[] ovER $100,000

Comments:

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

%o ] None

SECURITY FOR LOAN
[[] None ~ ["] Personal residence

Real Properly
D P <y Stres! address

City

1 suarantor

[ other

{Dssciibe)

FPPGC Form 700 {2018/2019) Sch. C
FPPC Advice Email; advice @fppc.ca.gov
. FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 886/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel, No. 554-5184
Pax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
MEMORANDUM
Date: August 16, 2019
To: Members, Board of Supervisors

From: %ﬁ\ngela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Subject:  Mayoral Nominations

On August 16, 2018, the Mayor submitted the following complete nomination packages
to the Historic Preservation Commission, pursuant to Charter, Section 4.135:

e Lydia So - term ending December 31, 2022
e Chris Foley - term ending December 31, 2020

Historic Preservation Commission nominations are subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors (Board) and shall be the subject of a public hearing and vote within 60
days. If the Board fails to act on a nomination within 60 days from the date the
nomination is transmitted to the Clerk of the Board, the nomination shall be deemed
confirmed as provided by Charter, Section 4.135. '

The Office of the Clerk of the Board will open a file for this nominaﬁon‘and a hearing will
be scheduled before the Rules Committee.

(Attachments)

c: Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy
Victor Young - Rules Clerk
Jon Givner - Deputy City Attorney )
Kanishka Cheng - Mayor’s Director of Commission Affairs:
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Executive Summary

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

The 2019 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards includes more policy bodies such as task forces,
committees, and advisory bodies, than previous analyses, which were limited to Commissions and
Boards. Data was collected from 84 policy bodies and from a total of 741 members mostly appointed by
the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. These policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the
San Francisco Office of the City Attorney.! The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,”
are policy bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial
disclosures to the Ethics Commission. The second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” are policy
bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures to the Ethics
Commission. This report examines policy bodies and appointees both comprehensively as a whole and

separately by the two categories.

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

Key Findings .

Gender 10-Year Comparison of Representation
. of Women on Policy Bodies
»  Women'’s representation on policy bodiesis ~ 60% S
51%, slightly above parity with the San . 50% 48% . A9%  A9% A% 8"

: ‘ A5 e
Francisco female population of 49%.
v 40%
> Since 2009, there has been a small but 30%
steady increase in the representation of- -
women on San Francisco policy bodies. o o
10%

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

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

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



" Race and Ethnicity

10-Year Comparison of Representation

> People of color are underrepresented on of People of Color on Policy Bodies
policy bodies compared to the JBO% e ST e
population. Although people of color —-— '
comprise 62% of San Francisco’s ,
population, just 50% of appointees 40%
identify as a race other than white. 30%

¥»  While the overall representation of 20%
people of color has increased between 10%

2009 and 2019, as the Department 0% e e e
collected data on more appointees, the 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019
representation of people of color has (n=401) (n=295) (n=419) (n=269) (n=469) (n=713)
decreased over the last few years. The

percentage of appointées of color decreased Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

from 53% in 201/ to 49% in 2019.

> As found in previous reports, Latinx and Asian groups-are underrepresented on San Francisco
policy bodies compared to the population. Latinx individuals are 14% of the population but
make up only 8% of appointees. Asian individuals are 31% of the population but make up only
18% of appointees. '

: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women
Race and Ethnicity by Gender - of Color on Policy Bodies

> Onthe Whole, women of color are 32% of
the San Francisco population, and 28% of 30%
appointees. Although still below parity, 28%
is a slight increase compared to 2017, which 20%
showed 27% women of color appointees. 10%

»  Meanwhile, men of color are »
underrepresented at 21% of appomtees 5005 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019
compar.ed to 31% of the San Francisco (n=401) (n=295) (n=419) (n=269) (n=469) (n=713)
popula.tlon. . Source: SF DQSW Data Collection & Analysis.

» Both White women and men are overrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies.

White women are 23% of appointees compared to 17% of the San Francisco population.
White men are 26% of appointees compared to 20% of the population.

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

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

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

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



Additional Demographics

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

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

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

Proxies for Inf/uence: Budget & Authority

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

» Although still underrepresented relative to the San Francisco population, there is a larger
percentage of people of color on Commissions and Boards with both the largest and smallest
budgets compared to overall appointees.

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

Appointing Authorities
> Mayoral appointments include 55% women, 52% people of color, and 30% women of color,

which is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Supervisorial appointments and
total appointments. ’

Demographics of Appointees Compared to the San Francisco Population

People | Women Disability | Veteran
’ Women of Color | of Color LGBTQ Status Status
San Franc:sco Populatmn . ' 7

. .62% .;,_,,32% - 6%-15%* 12% | 3%

Total Appomtees ‘:50%; 8% ‘
10 Largest Budgeted Commlssmns & Boards _ 55% 239

10 Smallest Budgeted Cqmmlssmns & Boards 54%
Commissions and Boards V 52%

Advisory Bodies 49%

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



I. Introduction

Inspired by the 4th UN World Conference on Women in Beijing, San Francisco became the first city in
the world to adopt a local ordinance reflecting the principles of the U.N. Convention on the Elimination
of All Forms of Discrimination (CEDAW), an international bill of rights for women. The CEDAW Ordinance
was passed unanimously by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and signed into law by Mayor Willie
L. Brown, Jr. on April 13, 1998.2 [n 2002, the CEDAW Ordinance was revised to address the intersection
of race and gender and incorporate reference to the UN Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of
Race Discrimination. The Ordinance requires City Government to take proactive steps to ensure gender
equity and specifies “gender analysis” as a preventive tool to identify and address discrimination. Since
1998, the Department on the Status of Women has employed this tool to analyze the operations of 10
City Departments using a gender lens.

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

o The membership of Commissions and Boards are to reflect the diversity of San Francisco’s
population, ‘

e Appointing officials are to be urged to support the nomination, appointment, and confirmation
of these candidates, and

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

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

2 San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 33.A. ‘
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter33alocalimplementationoftheunited?
f=temp|ates$fn=default.hth3.0$vid:amlegal:sanfran cisco_ca$anc=JD_Chapter33A,



ll.  Gender Analysis Findings

Many aspects of San Francisco’s diversity are reflected in the overall population of appointees on San
Francisco policy bodies. The analysis includes 84 policy bodies, of which 823 of the 887 seats are filled
leaving 7% vacant. As outlined below in the summary chart, slightly more than half of appointees are

womén, half of appointees are people of color, 28% are women of color, 19% are LGBTQ, 11% have a
disability, and 7% are veterans.

Figure 1: Summary Data of Policy Body Demographics, 2019

‘ S Appdinteé‘ﬁérﬁograbhics : o : Pérty:eﬂr‘l"'t'agje oprpomtees ;
Women (n=741) ' - 51%
People of Color (n=706) 50%
Women of Color (n=706) 28%
LGBTQ Identified (n=548) . , 19%
Peopie with Disabilities (n=516) 11% |
Veteran Status (n=494) = . o ' 7%

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

However, further analysis reveals underrepresentation of particular groups. Subsequent sections
present comprehensive data analysis providing comparison to previous years, detailing the variables of
gender, race/ethnicity, LGBTQ identity, disability, veteran status, and policy body characteristics of
budget size, decision-making authority, and appointment authority.

‘A. Gender

On San Francisco policy bodies, 51% of appointees identify as women, which is slightly above parity
compared to the San Francisco female population of 49%. The representation of women remained
stable at 49% from 2013 until 2017. This year, the representation of women increased by 2 percentage
points, which could be partly due to the larger sample size used in this year’s analysis compared to
previous years. A 10-year comparison shows that the representation of women appointees has gradually
increased since 2009 by a total of six percentage points. ‘

Figure 2: 10-Year Comparison.of Representation of Women on Policy Bodies
60% - S : : ’

48% 49% 49% 49% 51%
50% P - 2 e i) i I
@L.,v—

40%

30%
20%
10%

0% - - : . :
2009 (n=401) 2011 (n=429) 2013 (n=419) 2015 (n=282) 2017 (n=522) 2019 (n=741)

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis,



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

Figure 3: Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentages of Women, 2019 Compared to 2017, 2015

Children and Families (First 5) Commission {n=8)
Commission on the Status of Women (n=7)

Ethics Commission (n=4)

Library Commission {n=7) 80%

[

Commission on the Environment (n=6) 83%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% - . 100%

©2019 m2017 2015
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

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

percentage is found on the Board of Examiners where currently none of the 13 appointees are women.
Unfortunately, demographic data is unavailable for the Board of Examiners for 2017 and 2015, Next is
the Building Inspection Commissionat 14%, which is a decrease of female representation compared to
2017 and 2015. The Oversight Board of Community Investment and Infrastructure, Fire Commission, and
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force also have some of the lowest percentages of women at 17%, 20%, and
27%, respectively. Unfortunately, the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force did not participate in previous
analyses and therefore demographics data is unavailable for 2017 and 2015.



Figure 4: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of Women, 2019 Compared to
2017, 2015

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

Building Inspection Commission (n=7)

Oversight Board OCI (n=6)
50%

Fire Commission (n=5)

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (n=11)  N/A
N/A

0% 10% 20% 30% - 40% 50% 60%
2019 ®m2017 m2015

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

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

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

Workforce Community Advisory Committee (n=4) 100%

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

Commission on the Aging Advisory Council (n=15) 86%
Child Care Planning and Advisory Council {n=20) 84%
Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee {n=11) 82%
Veteran Affairs Commission (n=36) .~ . 07 36%
Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee (n=9) L0 i33%
Sentencing Commission (n=13) TR T TR1y%
Abatement Appeals Board (n=7) =~ 7 14%
Urban Forestry Council (n=13) .= 8%
0% 20% 40% 60% . 80%  100%

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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B. Race and Ethnicity

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

Figure 6: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of People of Color on Policy Bodies

B0% e e e o »5%.

40%
" 30%
10%

0% - P . . N .. e PR e e e .
2009 (n=401) 2011 (n=295) 2013 (n=419) 2015 (n=269) 2017 (n=468) 2019 (n=713)

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

The racial and ethnic breakdown of policy body members compared to the San Francisco population is
shown in Figure 7. This analysis reveals underrepresentation and overrepresentation in San Francisco
policy bodies for certain racial and ethnic groups. Half of all appointees are white, an overrepresentation
by more than 10 percentage points. The Black and African American community is well represented on

~ appointed policy bodies at 14% compared to 5% of the population of San Francisco. Characterizing this
as an overrepresentation is inaccurate given the representation of Black or African American people on
policy bodies has been consistent over the years while the San Francisco population has declined over
the same period.? Furthermore, the most recent nationwide estimate for the Black or African American

population is 13%, which is nearly equal to the 14% of Black or African American appointees present on
San Francisco policy bodies.*

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

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

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

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

60% P e B e v e o e w s PN e e e S Crer e n e e
50% Appointees {N=706)
50% o e e e e T
: B Population (N=864,263)
0% % . i
30% - "
20% T 7o
10% 5%..,“.) .ov‘.A T .,,..5%, 5%
1% 03% 0% 04% -
White, Not Asian Hispanic or Black or Native _Native Two or More Other Race
Hispanic or Latinx African  Hawailanand American Races
Latinx . American Pacific and Alaska
Islander Native

Sources: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

The next two graphs illustrate Commissions and Boards, and Advisory Bodies with the highest and
lowest percentages of people of color. As shown in Figure 8, the Commission on Community Investment
and Infrastructure remained at 100% from 2017, while the Juvenile Probation Commission has returned
to 100% this year after a dip in 2017. Next is the Health Commission, Immigrant Rights Commission, and
Housing Authority Commission at 86%, 85%, and 83%, respectively. Percentages of people of color on
both the Health Commission and the Housing Authority Commission increased following 2015, and have
remained consistent since 2017.

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 Compared to
2017, 2015

Commission on Community investment and Infrastructure (n=5)
Juvenile Probation Commision {n=6)

Health Commission (n=7)

Imm‘igrant Rights Commission {n=13)

Housing Authority Commission (n=6)

67%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
[12019 2017 ®2015

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

Figure 9: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 Compared to
2017, 2015

0%

Public Utilities Commission (n=3)
Historic Preservation Commission (n=7)
Building Inspection Commission (n=7)
43%

War Memorial Board of Trustees (n=11)

City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission (n=5)

0% 10% . 20% 30% 40% 50%
®2019 ®m2017 m2015 ’

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

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

Workforce Community Advisbry Committee (n=4)

Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee (n=15)

Children, Youth, & Their Families Oversight‘& Advisory Cmte. (n=10) ‘ 75%
Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority (n=6) 75%
Local Homeless Coordinating Board (n=9) 75%
Ballot Sim..pliﬁcvation Committee (n=4) {
Mayor's Disability Council (n=8)
Abatement Appéa!s Board (n=7)
Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee (n=13) 0%
_Urban Forestry Council (n=13) 0%
0% 20% 40% 60%  80% 100%

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Anglysis.

C. Race and Ethnicity by Gender

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

Figure 11: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women of Color on Policy
Bodies '

40%

31%

30% 28% - -
5D

20%
10%
0% - v e e e e . . T PR .- . .
2009 (n=401) 2011 (n=295) 2013 (n=419) 2015 (n=269) 2017 (n=469) 2019 (n=713)

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

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

% 27% .
) All Appointees (N=706)
25% - S
&1 Female (n=360) -
20% _ BMale [1=339)
15% -
11%
10% 9% .
5% . 3% -
1% 1% 0% 0%
‘ White, Not Asian Hispanic or Black or Native Native Two or More Other Race
“Hispanic or Latinx African  Hawaiian and American and Races
Latinx American Pacific Alaska Native
' Islander v

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

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

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

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

Figure 14: LGBTQ Identity of Appointees, 2019 Figure 15: LGBTQ Population of Appointees, 2019

(N=548) . _ (N=104) 1%

® LGBTQ o u Gay @ Lesbian & Bisexual

# Straight/Heterosexual » Queer Transgender = Questioning
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

E. Disability Status

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

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

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

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

Figure 16: San Francisco Adult Population with Figure 17: Appointees with One or More

a Disability by Gender, 2017 Disabhilities by Gender, 2019
(N=744,243) (N=516)

. 6.2% ~ 6.8%
5.7% - 3.9%
A\ (99
@women . 0.2%
. E'Women [ElMen #Trans Women [ Trans Men
EMen ‘
Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. Sou rce:. SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

F. Veteran Status

Overall, 3.2% of the adult population in San Francisco has served in the military. There is a considerable
difference by gender, as male veterans are 3% and female veterans are 0.2% of the population. Data on
veteran status was obtained from 494, or 67%, of appointees who participated in the survey. Of the 494
appointees who responded to this question, 7.1% have served in the military. Like the San Francisco
population, there is a large difference by gender, as men comprise 5.7%.and women make up only 1.2%
of the total number of veteran appointees. Of participating appointees, 0.2% of veterans are trans
women. Veteran status data on transgender and gender non-conforming individuals in San Francisco is
currertly unavailable.

Figure 18: San Francisco Adult Population Figure 19: Appointees with Military Service, 2019
with Military Service by Gender, 2017 '
(N=747,896) » (N=494)
- 0.2% 1.2%
3% 5.7%
® Non-Veteran [EWomen EMen EWomen f{IMen & Trans Women
Source: 2017 American'Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget

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

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

“women and women of color, their representation meets or exceeds parity with the population on the 10
smallest budgeted bodies. However, it falls far below parity for the 10 largest budgeted bodies. The
representation of total women and women of color is greater on smaller budgeted policy bodies by 27%,
and 39%, respectively.

¢+

Figure 20: Percent of Women, Women of Color, and People of Color on Commissions and Boards
with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2018-2019
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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Flgure 21: Demographlcs of Commlssmns and Boards with Largest Budgets, 2019

: Total | Filled “Women | People
Body o FY18 19 Budget ‘Seats | seats | Women ‘of Color | of Color
Health Commission S2,200,000,000 7 7 29% 14% 86%
_VPubhc Utilities Commission $1,296,600,000 5 3 67% 0% 0%

“MTA Board of Directors and Parking $1,200,000,000 . 7 57% 14% 43%
Authority Commission
Airport Commission $1,000,000,000 5 5 40% 20% 40%
‘ CommISSan on Community Investment $745,000,000 3 5 60% 60% 100%
and Infrastructure _ ‘
Police Commission $687,139,793 7 7 43% 43% 71%
"Health Authority (Plan Governing Board) $666,000,000 19 15 33% 27% - 47%
Human Services Commission $529,900,000 5 5 40% 0% 40%
Fire Commission $400,721,970 5 5 20% 20% 40%
Agmg and Adult Serwces Commlssmn $334,700,000 71 7 43% 14% 57%
Total o $9,060,061,763 | 72 | 66 41% 23%. 55%
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
Flgure 22 Demographlcs of Commlssmns and Boards wnth Smallest Budgets, 2019
M s Total Fllled Women - People
.Body - FY18 19 Budget" ’Seats, Seats ’W(‘Dn”len: of color | of Color |
Rent Board Commission $8,543,912 10 9 44% 11% 33%
Commission on the Status of Women $8,048,712 7 7 100% 71% 71%
‘Ethics Commission $6,458,045 5 4 100% 50% 50%
Human Rights Commission $4,299,600 12 10 | 50% 50% 70%
Small Business Commission $2,242,007 7 7 43% 29% 43%
Civil Service Commission $1,262,072 5 4 50% 0% 25%
Board of Appeals $1,072,300 5 5 40% 20% 40%
Entertainment Commission $1,003,898 29% 14% 57%
Assessment Appeals Board No.1, 2, & 3 $663,423 24 18 39% 22% 44%
Youth Commlssmn $305,711 17 16 56% 44% 75%
Total ' $33,899,680 | 99- | 87 52% | 32% ‘54%

H. Comparison of Advisory Body and Commission and Board Demographics

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

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

color on Advisory Bodies. -
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Figure 23: Demographics of Appointees on Commission and Boards and Advisory Bodies, 2019 .

54% 5 _ . :
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

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

Figure 24: Demographfcs of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees, 2019
60% - - 55%

52%

agy% 0%
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# Mayoral Appointees (n=213) I Supervisorial Appointees (n=145) B Total Appointees (n=741)

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

Since the first gender analysis of Commissions and Boards in 2007, the representation of women
appointees on San Francisco policy bodies has gradually increased. The 2019 Gender Analysis finds the
percentage of women appointees is 51%, which slightly exceeds the population of women in San
Francisco.

When appointée demographics are analyzed by gender and race, women of color continue to be .

- underrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies compared to the San Francisco population. Most
notably underrepresented are Asian women who make up 17% of the population but only 11% of
appointees, and Latinx women who make up 7% of the population but only 3% of appointees.
Additionally, men of color are underrepresented relative to their San Francisco population, primarily
Asian and Latinx men.

Furthermore, when analyzing the demographic composition of larger and smaller budgeted
Commissions and Boards, women are underrepresented on those with the largest budgets, and
overrepresented or reach parity with the nopulation on smaller budgeted Commissions and Boards.
These two trends are amplified for women of color appointees. Women comprise 41% of total
appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, which is 8 percentage points below the popu|atlon
and women of color comptrise 23% of total appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, 9
percentage points below their San Francisco population. Comparatively, women are 52% of total »
~ appointees on the smallest budgeted policy bodies, and women of color are 32% of appointees, which is
equal to the San Francisco population. However, the issue of largest and smallest budgeted policy
bodies does not seem to impact the representation of people of color. People of color make up 55% of
appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies and 54% of appointees on the smallest budgeted
policy bodies compared to 50% of total appointees. Nonetheless, these percentages still fall below the
San Francisco population of people of color at 62%.

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

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

Additionally, this report evaluates and compares the representation of women, women of color, and

people of color appointees by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of all approving
authorities combined. Mayoral appointees include 55% women, 30% women of color, and 52% people
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of color, which overall is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Supervisorial appointees
and total appointees. :

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

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

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

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

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

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

Flgure 25 Pollcy Body Demographlcs 20199

[ st muden [womn | Bpemen | e
Abatement Appeals Board 7 7 $76 500 000 14% 0% 14%
Aging and Adult Services Commission 7 7 $334,700,000 57% 33% 57%
Airport Commission 5 5| $1,000,000,000 40% 50% 40%
Arts Commission 15 15 $37,000,000 67% 50% 60%
Asian Art Commission 27 27 $30,000,000 63% 71% 59%
Assessment Appeals Board No.1 8 .5 $663,423 20% 0% 20%
Assessment Appeals Board No.2 8 8 - ’ 50% 75% 63%
Assessment Appeals Board No.3 8 4 - 50% 50% 50%
Ballot Simplification Committee 5 4 S0 75% 33% 25%
Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee - 12 9 $0 33% 100% 67%
Board of Appeals A 5 5 $1,072,300 40% 50% 40% -
Board of Examiners 13 13 S0 0% 0% 46%
Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,SQD,OOO 14% 0% 14%
Child Care Planning and Advisory Council 25 19 $26,841 84% 50% 50%
Children and Families Commission (First 5) 9 8 - $28,002,978 100% 75% 75%
Chi!dren, Youth, and Their Families Oversight and 11 10 $155,224,346 50% 80% 75%
Advisory Committee

Citizen’s Committee on Community Development 9 8 $39,696,467 75% 67% 63%
City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission 5 5 50 60% 33% 20%
Civil Service Commission 5 4 $1,262,072 50% 0% 25%
Commission on Community Investment 5 5 $745,000,000 60% 100% 100%
and Infrastructure

Commission on the Aging Advisory Council 22 15 S0 80% 33% 31%
Commission on the Environment 7 6 $27,280,925 67% 50% 50%
Commission on the Status of Women 7 7 $8,048,712 100% 71% 71%
Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee 11 11 $3,000,000 82% 33% 45%
Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee 19 13 S0 38% 40% 44%
Elections Commission 7 7 $15,238,360 57% - 25% 29%
Entertainment Commission 7 7 $1,003,898 29% 50% 57%
Ethics Commission 5 $6,458,045 100% 50% 50%
Film Commission 11 11 S0 55% 67% 50%
Fire Commission 5 5 $400,721,970 20% 100% 40%
Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority 7 6 S0 50% 67% 75%

® Figure 25 only includés policy bodies with complete data on gender for all appointees. Some bodies had
incomplete data on race/ethnicity of appointees. For these, percentages for people of color are calculated out of

known race/ethnicity.
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25

PolicyBody | Somts | Sems | FY28-19Budget | Women | [0SR | POl
Health Authority (Plan Governing Board) 19 15 $666,000,000 33% 80% ©50%
Health Commission 7 7 1 $2,200,000,000 43% 50% 86%
Health Service Board 7 $11,632,022 33% 0% 50%
Historic Preservation Commission 7 $53,832,000 43% | 33% 14%
Housing Authority Commission 7 $60,894,150 50% 100% 83%
Human Rights Commission 12 10 $4,299,600 60% 100% 70%
Human Services Commission 5 5 $529,900,000 40% 0% 40%
‘I Immigrant Rights Commission- 15 13 S0 54% 86% 85%
In-Home Supportive Services Public Authority 13 9 $70,729,667 44% 50% 56%
Juvenile Probation Commission 7 6 $48,824,199 33% 100% 100%
Library Commission 7 7 $160,000,000 71% 40% 57%
Local Homeless Coordinating Board 9| 9 $40,000,000 56% 60% 75%
Viayor's Disability Council 11 8 $0 75% 17% 25%
Mental Health Board 17 15 $184,962 73% 64% 73%
MTA Board of Directors and Parking Authority 7 7 | $1,200,000,000 57% 25% | 43%
Commission
Office of Early Care and Education Citizens' Advisory 9 9 S0 89% 50% 56%
Committee .
Oversight Board (COll) 7 6 $745,000,000 17% .100% 67%
Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee 17 13 S0 46% 17% 8%
Planning Commission : 7 6 $53,832,000 50% 67% 33%
| Police Commission 7 7 $687,139,793 43% 100% - 71%
Port Commission ‘ 5 5 $192,600,000 | * 60% 67% 60%
Public Utilities Citizen's Advisory Committee 17 13 Y] 54% 14% 31%
Public Utilities Commission 5 3| $1,296,600,000 67% " 0% 0%
Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 6 S0 33% 100% 67%
Public Utilities Revenue Bond Oversight Committee 7 5 S0 40% 50% 40%
Recreation and Park Commission 7 7 | - $230,900,000 29% 50% 43%
Reentry Council 24 23 S0 43% 70% 70%
Rent Board Commission 10 9 $8,543,912 44% 25% 33%
Residential Users Appeal Board 2 S0 0% 0% 50%
Retirement System Board $95,000,000 43% 67% 29%
Sentencing Commission 13 13 S0 31% 25% 67%
Small Business Commission 7 7 $2,242,007 43% 67% 43%
SRO Task Force 2 12 $0 42% 25% 55%
Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee 16 15 S0 67% 70% 80%
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 11 11 S0 27% 67% 36%
Sweatfree Procurement Advisory Group 11 7 S0 43% 67% 43%
Treasure Island Development Authority 7 6 $18,484,130 50% N/A N/A




olyBody | o Eed | pvagan sudger | women | MOTen | Feorle
Treasure lsland/Yerba Buena Island Cltlzens AdVISory 17 13 50 54% N/A N/A
Board , ‘
Urban Forestry Council 15 13 $153,626 8% 0% 0%
Veterans Affairs Commission 17 11 $0 36% 50% 55%
War Memorial Board of Trustees 11 11 $18,185,686 55% 33% 18%
Workforce Community AdVisow Committee 8 4 S0 _ 100% 100% 100%
Youth Commission 17 16 $305,711 56% 78% 75%
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2019. '
Figure 26: San Francusco Populatlon Estlmates by Race/EtthIty, 2017
Race/Ethnlmty L : - Total
e e i Estumate Percent

San Francisco County Callforma 864,263 -

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 353,000 38%

Asian 295,347 | 31%

Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 14% |

Some other Race 64,800 7%

Black or African American 45,654 5%

Two or More Races . 43,664 5%

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 0.3%

Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 | 0.4%

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
Figure 27: San Francisco Populatlon Estlmates by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2017
Race/Ethmuty S Total. " Female ' SUMale i
, . , Estimate | Percent Estlmate Percent | Estimate. | Percent

San Francisco County California 864,263 -1 423,630 49% 440,633 51%

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

Asian : 295,347 31% | 158,762 17% 136,585 15%

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

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

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

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

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

Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 0.4% | 1,589 0.2% 1,717 0.2%

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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