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[Appointment, Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee - John Maa]

Motion appointing John Maa, term ending December 31, 2026, to the Sugary Drinks

Distributor Tax Advisory Committee.

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco does
hereby appoint the hereinafter designated person(s) to serve as member(s) of the Sugary
Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee, pursuant to the provisions of Administrative Code,
Article XXXIII, Sections 5.33-1 through 5.33-6, for the term(s) specified:

John Maa, seat 3, succeeding Melinda Burrus, resigned, must be held by a
representative of a nonprofit organization that advocate for health equity in communities that
are disproportionately impacted by diseases related to the consumption of sugar-sweetened

beverages, for the unexpired portion of a two-year term ending December 31, 2026.

Clerk of the Board
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. (415) 554-5184
Fax No. (415) 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227

Application for Boards, Commissions, Committees, & Task Forces

Name of Board/Commission/Committee/Task Force: Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax AdVISory Committee

Seat # (Required - see Vacancy Notice for qualifications): 3

Full Name: Dr. John Maa
Zip Code: 94109
INSSSS—————. Occupation: Surgeon
Work Phone: 415-602-6148 Employer: Self-employed - Chinese Hospital
745 Jackson Street, San Francisco CA , 94133

Business Address:

Business Email: johnmaa@chasf.org

Zip Code:
Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.101(a)(2), Boards and Commissions established by the Charter must consist of
residents of the City and County of San Francisco who are 18 years of age or older (unless otherwise stated in the code
authority). For certain appointments, the Board of Supervisors may waive the residency requirement.

Resident of San Francisco: Yes l No O If No, place of residence:
18 Years of Age or Older: Yes l No O

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.101(a)(1), please state how your qualifications represent the communities of interest,
neighborhoods, and the diversity in ethnicity, race, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, types of disabilities,
and any other relevant demographic qualities of the City and County of San Francisco:

| am a first generation Chinese American and SF resident for 32 years, and currently practice
at Chinese Hospital. In 2005, | implemented the first surgical hospitalist program at UCSF to
strengthen emergency care access for San Franciscans. The model was adopted across
America and in 2009, | was named a “Top 20 People Making a Difference in Health in America”
by HealthLeaders Magazine in recognition. Over my career | have focused on reducing the
impact of sugary drinks, firearms and tobacco products (Prop E 2018, Prop C 2019) on the
diverse populations in SF. | am a US Military Veteran of Operation Desert Storm, served as
2018 President of the San Francisco Marin Medical Society (SFMMS), and as 2013 President
of the Northern California Chapter of the American College of Surgeons (ACS). | previously
served on the 2019-2021 SDDTAC in the Health Equity Seat 2, and as a liaison to the API
Health Parity Council. | am currently Chair of the California AHA Advocacy Committee, which
has been the national leader in championing strategies to reduce the impact of sugary drinks
across all populations (especially minority communities that have been the focus of soda
advertising), and currently Co-Chair the ACS California Joint Advocacy Committee.

(Applications must be submitted to BOS-Appointments@sfgov.org or to the mailing address listed above.)













March 15, 2026

The Honorable Members

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Members of the Board:

| am pleased to strongly support the appointment of Dr. John Maa to the Sugary Drinks
Distributor Tax Advisory Committee.

| have known Dr. Maa for more than fifteen years through organized medicine and through his
work as a surgeon at Chinese Hospital. Over that time, | have come to know him as an
exceptional physician leader who has consistently worked to advance policies that improve the
health of our communities.

Dr. Maa previously served as President of the San Francisco Marin Medical Society

(SFMM S) and has been aleading advocate for evidence-based public health policy. He has
played an important role in advancing efforts to address the health impacts of sugary beverages
and has been an outspoken champion of policies designed to reduce chronic disease and health
disparities. His broader public health advocacy has included leadership on initiatives such as the
Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier and other measures aimed at protecting the wellbeing of
Californians.

Few physicians have devoted as much sustained energy to improving the lives of Californians
through thoughtful health policy. Dr. Maa brings the rare combination of frontline clinical
experience, public health expertise, and civic leadership that would make him an outstanding
member of this committee.

For these reasons, | strongly recommend Dr. Maa's appointment to the Sugary Drinks Distributor
Tax Advisory Committee.

Sincerely,

Roger S. Eng, MD, MPH, FACR
Past President, San Francisco Medical Society
Chief of Radiology, Chinese Hospital









— GAVIN NEWSOM ——

March 21, 2025

To the San Francisco Board of Supervisors Rules Committee:

| am writing in support of Dr. John Maa’s appointment to the Sugary Drinks
Distributor Tax Advisory Committee (SDDTAC). Dr. Maa’s expertise as a general
surgeon combined with his decades of advocacy make him a highly-qualified
candidate for this position.

Throughout his career, Dr. Maa has dedicated himself to educating the public and
informing policy decisions on the consumption of sugar sweetened beverages. He
has worked with the American Heart Association since 2003 and in 2018 served as
President of the San Francisco Marin Medical Society, which has been an important
organization in garnering support for soda taxes.

Dr. Maa has been involved in the passage and implementation of multiple soda
taxes since 2014. He served as fundraising chair for Proposition E (San Francisco’s
Sugary Drink Tax) and supported the passage of Proposition V (San Francisco’s
Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax) through community outreach and media
appearances. Most recently, Dr. Maa campaigned for Measure Z (Santa Cruz’s
Sugar Sweetened Beverage Tax), which passed in 2024. Dr. Maa also served on the
SDDTAC from 2019 to 2021 and helped develop recommendations for how to
disburse funds generated from the soda tax. His extensive knowledge on the current
soda tax landscape together with his previous experience on the SDDTAC would
make him a valuable asset to the Committee.

For these reasons, | give my full support to Dr. Maa for appointment to the SDDTAC.

Sincerely,

Gavin Newsom


















The below listed summary of seats, term expirations and membership information shall serve as
notice of vacancies, upcoming term expirations, and information on currently held seats,

SUGARY DRINKS DISTRIBUTOR TAX ADVISORY COMMITTEE

appointed by the Board of Supervisors. Appointments by other bodies are listed, if available.

Seat numbers listed as “VACANT” are open for immediate appointment. However, you are able
to submit applications for all seats and your application will be maintained for one year, in the

event that an unexpected vacancy or opening occurs.

Membership and Seat Qualifications

Seat

Appointing
Authority

Seat Holder

Term
Ending

Qualification

BOS

Chester Williams
(residency waived)

12/31/26

BOS

Gabriela Castellanos
Rumbo

12/31/26

BOS

VACANT

12/31/26

Must be held by a representative
of a nonprofit organization that
advocate for health equity in
communities that are
disproportionately impacted by
diseases related to the
consumption of sugar-sweetened
beverages.

Term: 2-years

BOS

Frances Abigail Cabrera

12/31/26

BOS

Jamey Schmidt

12/31/26

Must be an individual who is
employed at a medical institution
in San Francisco and who has
experience in the diagnosis or
treatment of, or in research or
education about, chronic and
other diseases linked to the
consumption of sugar-sweetened
beverages.

Term: 2-years
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Seat

Appointing
Authority

Seat Holder

Term
Ending

Qualification

BOS

Shoon Mon

12/31/26

Must be a person who is under 19
years old at the time of
appointment and who may be a
member of the Youth Commission,
nominated by the Youth
Commission and appointed by the
Board of Supervisors, for a two-
year term. (Note: If the person is
under legal voting age and unable
to be an elector for that reason,
the person may hold this seat, but
upon reaching legal voting age, the
person shall relinquish the seat
unless he or she becomes an
elector, in which case the person
shall retain the seat.)*

Term: 2-years

OEWD

VACANT

Term expired 12/31/24
— Holdover Alesandra
Lozano

12/31/26

Shall be held by a person
appointed by the Director of the
Office of Economic and Workforce
Development or any successor
office.

Term: 2-years

SFUSD

Saeeda Hafiz

12/31/24

SFUSD

Jennifer Lebarre

12/31/24

Shall be held by persons appointed
by the Board of Education of the
San Francisco Unified School
District. If at any time the Board of
Education declines to appoint a
member to Seat 8 or 9 and leaves
the seat vacant for 60 days or
longer, the Board of Supervisors
may appoint a member of the
public to fill the seat until such
time as the Board of Education
appoints a member.

Term: 2-years
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Seat

Appointing
Authority

Seat Holder

Term
Ending

Qualification

10

Public
Health

VACANT

Term Expired 12/31/22
- Holdover Member
Tiffany Kenison

12/31/24

Shall be held by an employee of
the Department of Public Health
who has experience or expertise in
the field of chronic disease
prevention or treatment,
appointed by the Director of
Health.

Term: 2-years

11

Public
Health

Linda Kuo

12/31/24

Shall be held by a person with
experience or expertise in the field
of oral health, appointed by the
Director of Health.

Term: 2-years

12

Public
Health

Omar Flores

12/31/24

Shall be held by a person with
experience or expertise in the field
of food security or access,
appointed by the Director of
Health.

Term: 2-years

13

DCYF

Michelle Kim

12/31/24

Shall be held by an employee of
the Department of Children, Youth
& Their Families, appointed by the
Director of that Department.
Term: 2-years

14

Recreation
and Park

Linda Barnard

12/31/24

Shall be held by an employee of
the Recreation and Park
Department, appointed by the
General Manager of that
Department.

Term: 2-years
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Seat | Appointing Term .
Hol lif
# Authority Seat Holder Ending Qualification

Shall be held by a parent or
guardian of a student enrolled in
the San Francisco Unified School
District at the time of
appointment, nominated by the
San Francisco Unified School
District's Parent Advisory Council,
and appointed by the Board of

15 | SFUSD Prasanthi Patel 12/31/26 | Supervisors. If at any time the
Parent Advisory Council declines to
nominate a member to a vacant
seat for 60 days or longer, the
Board of Supervisors may appoint
a member of the public to fill the
seat until the seat becomes vacant
again.

Term: 2-years

Shall be held by a person with
experience or expertise in services
and programs for children five and
under, appointed by the Board of
Supervisors.

Term: 2-years

16 | BOS Laura Urban 12/31/26

* Youth interested in applying to Seat 6 may also obtain more information from the Youth
Commission website at http://sfgov.org/youthcommission or by contacting Director Kiely
Hosmon at (415) 554-6464.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS (BOS) APPLICATION FORMS AVAILABLE HERE
e English - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy application.pdf
e M3 - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy application CHI.pdf
e Espafiol - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy application SPA.pdf
e Filipino - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy application FIL.pdf

In addition to the application form please complete the SDDTAC Supplemental Questionnaire
(located at the end on this notice).

If you have any question regarding the questionnaire, please contact staff at the Advisory
Committee (contact information listed below).


http://sfgov.org/youthcommission/
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_CHI.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_CHI.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_SPA.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_SPA.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_FIL.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_FIL.pdf
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(For seats appointed by other Authorities please contact the Board / Commission /

Committee / Task Force (see below) or the appointing authority directly.)

Please Note: Depending upon the posting date, a vacancy may have already been filled. To
determine if a vacancy for this Commission is still available, or if you require additional
information, please call the Rules Committee Clerk at (415) 554-5184.

Applications, Supplemental Questionnaires and other documents may be submitted to BOS-
Appointments@sfgov.org

Next Steps: Applicants who meet minimum qualifications will be contacted by the Rules
Committee Clerk once the Rules Committee Chair determines the date of the
hearing. Members of the Rules Committee will consider the appointment(s) at the
meeting and applicant(s) may be asked to state their qualifications. The appointment of
the individual(s) who is recommended by the Rules Committee will be forwarded to the
Board of Supervisors for final approval.

The general purpose of the Advisory Committee is to make recommendations to the Mayor and
the Board of Supervisors on the effectiveness of the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax in Business Tax
and Regulations Code Article 8.

The Advisory Committee shall consist of the following 16 voting members:

(a) Seats 1, 2, and 3 shall be held by representatives of nonprofit organizations that advocate

for health equity in communities that are disproportionately impacted by diseases related
to the consumption of Sugar-Sweetened Beverages, as defined in Business and Tax
Regulations Code Section 552, appointed by the Board of Supervisors.

(b) Seats 4 and 5 shall be held by individuals who are employed at medical institutions in San

(c)

Francisco and who have experience in the diagnosis or treatment of, or in research or
education about, chronic and other diseases linked to the consumption of Sugar-
Sweetened Beverages, appointed by the Board of Supervisors.

Seat 6 shall be held by a person who is under 19 years old at the time of appointment and
who may be a member of the Youth Commission, nominated by the Youth Commission
and appointed by the Board of Supervisors. If the person is under legal voting age and
unable to be an elector for that reason, the person may hold this seat, but upon reaching
legal voting age, the person shall relinquish the seat unless he or she becomes an elector,
in which case the person shall retain the seat.

(d) Seat 7 shall be held by a person appointed by the Director of the Office of Economic and

Workforce Development or any successor office.


mailto:BOS-Appointments@sfgov.org
mailto:BOS-Appointments@sfgov.org
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(e) Seats 8 and 9 shall be held by persons appointed by the Board of Education of the San
Francisco Unified School District. If at any time the Board of Education declines to appoint
a member to Seat 8 or 9 and leaves the seat vacant for 60 days or longer, the Board of
Supervisors may appoint a member of the public to fill the seat until such time as the
Board of Education appoints a member.

(f) Seat 10 shall be held by an employee of the Department of Public Health who has
experience or expertise in the field of chronic disease prevention or treatment, appointed
by the Director of Health.

(g) Seat 11 shall be held by a person with experience or expertise in the field of oral health,
appointed by the Director of Health.

(h) Seat 12 shall be held by a person with experience or expertise in the field of food security
or access, appointed by the Director of Health.

(i) Seat 13 shall be held by an employee of the Department of Children, Youth & Their
Families, appointed by the Director of that Department.

(j) Seat 14 shall be held by an employee of the Recreation and Park Department, appointed
by the General Manager of that Department.

(k) Seat 15 shall be held by a parent or guardian of a student enrolled in the San Francisco
Unified School District at the time of appointment, nominated by the San Francisco
Unified School District's Parent Advisory Council, and appointed by the Board of
Supervisors. If at any time the Parent Advisory Council declines to nominate a member to
a vacant seat for 60 days or longer, the Board of Supervisors may appoint a member of
the public to fill the seat until the seat becomes vacant again.

(1) Seat 16 shall be held by a person with experience or expertise in services and programs
for children five and under, appointed by the Board of Supervisors.

Appointing authorities shall make initial appointments to the Advisory Committee by no later
than September 1, 2017. The initial term for each seat on the Advisory Committee shall begin
September 1, 2017, and end on December 31, 2018.

Any member who misses three regular meetings of the Advisory Committee within any 12-
month period without the express approval of the Advisory Committee at or before each missed
meeting shall be deemed to have resigned from the Advisory Committee 10 days after the third
unapproved absence. The Advisory Committee shall inform the appointing authority of any such
resignation.

The City Administrator shall provide administrative and clerical support for the Advisory
Committee, and the Controller's Office shall provide technical support and policy analysis for the
Advisory Committee upon request. All City officials and agencies shall cooperate with the
Advisory Committee in the performance of its functions.

Report: Starting in 2018, by March 1 of each year, the Advisory Committee shall submit to the
Board of Supervisors and the Mayor a report that (a) evaluates the impact of the Sugary Drinks
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Distributor Tax on beverage prices, consumer purchasing behavior, and public health, and (b)
makes recommendations regarding the potential establishment and/or funding of programs to
reduce the consumption of Sugar-Sweetened Beverages in San Francisco. Within 10 days after
the submission of the report, the City Administrator shall submit to the Board of Supervisors a
proposed resolution for the Board to receive the report.

Holdover Limit: Not Applicable

Authority: Business and Tax Regulations Code, Article VI, Sections 550 through 560;
Administrative Code, Chapter 5, Article XXXIIl, Sections 5.33-1 through 5.33-6;
Proposition V (2016)

Sunset Date: December 31, 2028

Contact: Marianne Szeto
Melinda Martin
Department of Public Health
San Francisco, CA
(628) 206-7630
marianne.szeto@sfdph.org
Melinda.martin@sfdph.org

Updated: February 9, 2026


mailto:marianne.szeto@sfdph.org
mailto:Melinda.martin@sfdph.org

SUGARY DRINKS DISTRIBUTOR TAX ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Page 8

Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee (SDDTAC)

Supplemental Questionnaire

1. Please describe the experience you have in public health programs related to
nutrition-sensitive chronic disease (type 2 diabetes, heart disease, and oral
health).

2. Please describe the ways in which sugary drinks impact diverse communities
across San Francisco.

3. Please describe your connections or experience working with the SDDT priority
populations (listed), and explain how you would engage and build trust with
these communities: Black / African American, Latine, American Indian/Alaska
Native, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Asian, low-income
populations across each race/ethnicity.

4. Please describe your work or life experiences will contribute to the work of the
SDDTAC.
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5. Please describe why you want to serve on the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax
Advisory Committee and what community or communities you represent.
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DEPARTMENT ON THE STATUS OF

City and County of San Francisco
Department on the Status of Women

ondon N. Breed
Mayor

-

Dear Honorable Mayor London N. Breed and Board of Supervisors:

Please find attached the 2021 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards Report. We are
pleased to share that under Mayor Breed's leadership, representation of women, people of
color, and women of color on policy bodies continues to increase. Mayoral appointments are
more diverse based on gender and race compared to both supervisorial appointments and
appointments in general.

Overall, policy bodies have a larger percentage of women, members of the LGBTQIA+*
community, and Veterans' than the general San Francisco population. The percentage of
women of color and people with disabilities appointed to policy bodies is near equal to the
general population. Fiscal year 2020-2021 saw the largest increase in representation of
women on policy bodies since the Department on the Status of Women started collecting
data in 2009. Women of color have the highest representation of appointees to date.

Black and African American women and men are notably well-represented on San Francisco
policy bodies. Black women are 8 percent of appointees compared to 2.4 percent of the
general San Francisco population, and Black men are 4 percent of appointees compared to
2.5 percent of the general San Francisco population. Additionally, almost 1-in-4 appointees
who responded to the survey question identify as a member of the LGBTQIA+ community.

Commissions that oversee the largest budgets have members of the LGBTQIA+ community,
people with disabilities, and Veterans represented at higher percentages than the general
population.

While San Francisco continues to make strides in diversity, there is still work to do in achieving
parity of representation for Latinx and Asian groups in appointed positions overall, as well as
women, people of color, and women of color on Commissions overseeing the largest
budgets. The Department applauds Mayor Breed for remaining committed to diversifying
policy body appointments across all diversity categories, including for positions of influence
and authority.

Thank you to Department staff who worked on this report and to members of the Commission
on the Status of Women for their ongoing advocacy for intersectional gender equity efforts.

Kimberly Ellis, Director of the Department on the Status of Women

i, 4M—

* *Veterans' refers to people who have served and/or have an immediate family member who has
served in the military.
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Executive Summary

In 2008, San Francisco voters 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 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 2021 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards Report (2021 Gender Analysis Report)
evaluates representation of the following groups across appointments to San Francisco
policy bodies:

\Women

People of color

LGBTQIA+ individuals

People with disabilities

Veterans (or people who have immediate family members that have served)
Various religious affiliations

The report includes policy bodies such as task forces, committees, and Advisory Bodies, in
addition to Commissions and Boards.

This year, data was collected from 92 policy bodies and from a total of 349 members, mostly
appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. The policy bodies surveyed for the 2021
Gender Analysis Report 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. The report examines policy bodies and appointees both
comprehensively as a whole and separately by the two categories.

Several changes were made to the survey questions for the 2021 Gender Analysis Report.
Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity (SOGI) categories were aligned with the latest
classifications used by the Office of Transgender Initiatives. The classification of Veteran
Status was also expanded to include individuals with close family members that have served
in the military and armed forces. This addition to Veteran Status was adopted based on
feedback from previous reports.

While the overall number of policy bodies that submitted data increased compared to 2019,

the total number of individual members who participated in the survey was dramatically less
than the number who participated in 2019. Due to the pandemic, data collection methods

2"Sec. 3.1-103. Filing Officers." American Legal Publishing Corporation,
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_campaign/0-0-0-979.

1lof4




were limited compared to previous years, including the ability to conduct paper surveys and
in-person meetings. Reliance on online surveying significantly reduced the level of
participation, despite three to five direct contact efforts with policy bodies via phone and
email. Moving forward, in addition to collecting data through paper/in-person surveys, when
possible, the Department on the Status of Women recommends that all policy body
appointees be required to take a training on the Gender Analysis survey process, alongside
the required Ethics training, to guarantee participation.

Similarly, due to census data not being collected during COVID-19, updated demographic
information on the general population of San Francisco was not available for years more
recent than 2019. In this report, data on the San Francisco population references data from
previous years (2015-2019) populations.

Key Findings
Gender
» Women's representation on policy 12-Year Comparison of Women's
bodies is 55%, above parity with the San Representation on Policy Bodies

. ) 55%
Francisco female population of 49%. 450 48% 49% 49% 49% 51%

= FY 2021 oversaw the largest increase in
the representation of women on San
Francisco policy bodies since 2009.

COO0000
STRYNIANNG o)

@’@”@b@

&) NSO A
N
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» The representation of people of color ) ,
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Asian groups are underrepresented on

San Francisco policy bodies as compared to the population. Latinx individuals are 15%
of the population but make up only 9% of appointees. Asian individuals are 36% of the
population but make up only 26% of appointees.

20of4




Race and Ethnicity by Gender

12-Year Comparison of Women of Color's

O,
On the whole, women of color are 32% Representation on Policy Bodies

of the San Francisco population and 32% .
of appointees. This 4% increase is the %4 400 o240 27% 1% 27% 28%
highest representation of women of

32%

. 0.2
color appointees to date. o1

. 0
Meanwhile, men  of color. are L H D S S B N
underrepresented at 21% of appointees X N A A (\,;b

. g & ¢ & & &
compared to 31% of the San Francisco @~ &% o~ o~ A% % AN
population.

Both white women and men are overrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies.
White women are 25% of appointees compared to 17% of the San Francisco
population. White men are 21% 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 8% of appointees compared to 2.4% of the population,
and Black men are 4% of appointees compared to 2.5% of the population.

Latinx women are 7% of the San Francisco population but 4% of appointees, and Latinx
men are 7% of the population but 4% of appointees.

Asian women are 17% of the San Francisco population but 15% of appointees, and Asian
men are 15% of the population but 11% of appointees.

Additional Demographics

Out of the 74% of appointees who responded to the survey question on LGBTQIA+
identity, 23% identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, nonbinary, queer, or
questioning, and 77% of appointees identify as straight/heterosexual.

Out of the 70% of appointees who responded to the question on Disability Status, 12.6%
identify as having one or more disabilities, which is just above parity of the 12% of the
adult population with a Disability Status in San Francisco.

Out of the 67% of appointees who responded to the question on Veteran Status, 22%
have served in the military (or have an immediate family member who has served)
compared to 3% of the San Francisco population (census data on military service does
not include immediate family members who have served).
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Proxies for Influence: Budget and 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,
representation of women on Boards and Commissions with the smallest budgets are

Jjust below parity with the San Francisco population.

= 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 60% of appointees on Advisory Bodies and 53% of appointees on
Commissions and Boards. The percentage of women of color on Advisory Bodies is
also higher than on Commissions and Boards.

Appointing Authorities

*» Mayoral appointments include 60% women, 59% people of color, and 37% 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

San Francisco Population™ 49% 62% 32% 6%-15%* 12% 2.7%

Total Appointees 55% 54% 32% 23% 13% 22%

10 Largest Budgeted 43% 44% 21% 16% 15% 20%
Commissions and Boards

10 Smallest Budgeted 48% 43% 29% 17% 9% 12%
Commissions and Boards

Commissions and Boards 53% 53% 30% 18% 11% 21%

Advisory Bodies 60% 53% 33% 31% 15% 20%

San Francisco population estimates come from the 2017 and 2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, SF

DOSW Data Collection and Analysis Report, 2021.
‘Note: Estimates vary by source. See page 16 for a detailed breakdown.

“Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, updated data is unavailable for race/ethnicity, LGBTQIA+ status, Disability Status,
and Veteran Status in 2021. Therefore, the data used to represent the San Francisco population is from the 2019 Gender

Analysis Report.
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Inspired by the fourth U.N. 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 Against Women (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, 1998.3 In 2002, the CEDAW Ordinance was revised to address the intersection of race and
gender and incorporate reference to the U.N. Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of
Race Discrimination. The Ordinance requires the City to take proactive steps to ensure gender
equity and specifies “‘gender analysis" as a preventive tool to identify and address
discrimination. Since 1998, the Department on the Status of Women has employed this tool
to analyze the operations of 10 City Departments using a gender lens.

In 2007, the Department on the Status of Women conducted the first gender analysis to
evaluate the number 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:

» The membership of Commissions and Boards are to reflect the diversity of San
Francisco's population,

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

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

The 2021 Gender Analysis Report examines the representation of women, people of color,
LGBTQIA+ individuals, people with disabilities, Veterans, and religious affiliations of
appointees on San Francisco policy bodies. As was the case for the 2019 Gender Analysis
Report, this year's analysis involved increased outreach to policy bodies as compared to
previous analyses that were limited to Commissions and Boards. As a result, the data
collection and analysis examine a more diverse and expansive layout of City policy bodies.
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. A detailed description of methodology and limitations can be found
on page 27.

3 San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 33.A.
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter33alocalimpleme
ntationoftheunited?
f-templates$fn-default htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Chapter33A.



Il. Findings

Many aspects of San Francisco's diversity are reflected in the overall population of appointees
on San Francisco policy bodies. The analysis includes data from 92 policy bodies, of which
788 of the 979 seats are filled, leaving 20% vacant. As outlined below in Figure 1, slightly more
than half of appointees are women and people of color, 32% are women of color, 23% identify
as LGBTQIA+, 13% have a disability, and 22% are Veterans.

Figure 1: Summary Data of Policy Body Demographics, 2021

\¥/omen (n=349) 55%
People of Color (n=341) 54%
Women of Color (n=341) 32%
LGBTQIA+ Identifying (n=334) 23%
People with Disabilities (n=349) 13%
Veteran Status (n=349) 22%

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, LGBTQIA+ identity, Disability Status, Veteran
Status, religious affiliations, and policy body characteristics of budget size, decision-making
authority, and appointment authority.

A. Gender

On San Francisco policy bodies, 55% of appointees identify as women, which is above
parity compared to the San Francisco female population of 49%. The representation of
women remained stable at 49% from 2013 until 2017, with a slight increase to 51% in 2019.
This increase could be partly due to the larger sample size used in the 2019 analysis
compared to previous years. A 12-year comparison shows that the representation of
women appointees has gradually increased since 2009 by a total of ten percentage
points.

Figure 2: 12-year Comparison of Representation of Women on Policy Bodies
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Figures 3 and 4 analyze Commissions and Boards. Figure 3 showcases the five
Commissions and Boards with the highest representation of women appointees as
compared to 2017 and 2019. The Commission on the Status of Women is currently
comprised of all women appointees. This finding has been consistent for the Commission
on the Status of Women since 2015. The Aging and Adult Services Commission, Health
Commission, and Library Commission are all at 71%, respectively.

Figure 3: Commissions and Boards with the Highest Percentages of Women, 2021
Compared to 2017 and 2019

Commission on the Status of Women

100%

100%

100%

100%

Arts Commission

79%

100%

67%

60%

Children and Families (First 5) Commission

75%

75%

100%

100%

Aging and Adult Services Commission

71%

86%

57%

40%

Health Commission

71%

100%

43%

29%

Library Commission

71%

100%

71%

80%

Out of the Commissions and Boards in this section, 6 have 40% or less women. The
Commissions and Boards with the lowest representation of women are displayed in
Figure 4. The lowest percentage is found on the Board of Examiners, which has 90% of
responses from the Board, but 0 members identifying as women. Unfortunately,
demographic data is unavailable for the Board of Examiners for 2017, however there was
0% of female representation in 2019 as well. The Police Commission, Human Services
Commission, and Access Appeals Commission all have entirely completed the
demographics survey at 100%, yet still have some of the lowest percentages of women
at 20%. It should be noted that policy bodies with a small number of members, such as
the Residential Users Appeal Board (which currently has two members), means that
minimal changes in its demographic composition greatly impacts percentages.
Additionally, several policy bodies had low response rates to the demographics survey,
ultimately impacting the representation for their respective policy body accordingly.

Figure 4: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of Women, 2021
Compared to 2017 and 2019

Residential Users Appeal Board

0%

50%

0%

N/A

Board of Examiners

0%
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0%

N/A

Assessment Appeals Board No. 3

0%

67%

50%

N/A

Assessment Appeals Board No. 2

0%

100%

50%

N/A

Rent Board Commission

10%

60%

44%

30%

Small Business Commission

14%

43%

43%

43%

Retirement System Board

14%

57%

43%

43%

Health Service Board

14%

43%

33%

29%

Children, Youth, and Their Families Oversight
and Advisory Committee

14%

14%

50%

N/A

Treasure Island Development Authority

17%

50%
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43%

Public Utilities Commission

20%
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67%

40%

Police Commission

20%
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Figure 4: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of Women, 2021

Compared to 2017 and 2019, Continued

Human Services Commission 20% 100% 40% 20%
Access Appeals Commission 20% 100% N/A N/A
Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 25% 75% 33% 33%
Ethics Commission 25% 25% 100% 33%

‘Commission and Boards with 70% response rates or higher are highlighted in grey.

In addition to Commissions and Boards, Advisory Bodies were examined for the highest
and lowest percentages of women. This is the second year such bodies have been
included, thus comparison to previous years before 2019 is unavailable. Figure 5 below
displays the five Advisory Bodies with the highest representations of women. Due to a
lack of survey responses from several Advisory Bodies, analysis on the five lowest
representations of women is unavailable. The Office of Early Care and Education Citizens'
Advisory Committee has the greatest representation of women at 67%, followed closely

by the Citizen's Committee on Community Development at 63%.

Figure 5: Advisory Bodies with the Highest Percentage of Women, 2021
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B. Race and Ethnicity

Data on racial and ethnic identity was collected from 341 participants, or 98% of the
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, as compared to 2015. These larger data samples have
coincided with smaller percentages of people of color.

Figure 6: 12-year Comparison of Representation of People of Color on Policy Bodies
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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.
Nearly half of all appointees are white, an overrepresentation by 6 percentage points. The
Black community is represented on appointed policy bodies at 11% compared to 6% of the
population of San Francisco.* This is a decrease of representation compared to the 14%
representation in 2019. Characterizing these as overrepresentations 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.®

4 US Census Bureau, 2018, Retrieved from
https:.//www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045218.

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



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 the Asian population is 36% of the San Francisco population, they make up 26% of
appointees. While the Latinx population of San Francisco is 15%, 9% of appointees are
Latinx. Although there is a small population of Native Americans and Alaska Natives in San
Francisco of 0.4%, only one (0.3%) surveyed appointee identified themselves as such. The
San Francisco population of Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders is 0.3%, which slightly
less than the 0.6% of identifying appointees.

Figure 7: Race and Ethnicity of Appointees Compared to San Francisco Population, 2021
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Note: Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, updated data is unavailable for race/ethnicity in 2021. Therefore, the data
used to represent the San Francisco population is from the 2019 Gender Analysis Report.

The next two figures illustrate Commissions and Boards with the highest and lowest
percentages of people of color. As shown in Figure 8, the Commission on the Status of
Women holds the highest representation of people of color at 86%, with a 100% response
rate. Both the Health Commission and Juvenile Probation Commission have decreased
their percentages of people of color since 2019 and 2017.



Figure 8: Commission and Boards with Highest Percentage of People of Color, 2021
Compared to 2019 and 2017

Commission on the Status of Women 86% 100% 71% 71%
Police Commission 80% 100% 71% 71%

Arts Commission 71% 100% 60% 53%

Health Commission 71% 100% 86% 86%

Library Commission 71% 100% 57% 60%
Juvenile Probation Commission 67% 83% 100% 86%
Board of Appeals 60% 100% 40% 40%

Fire Commission 60% 100% 40% 60%

Human Services Commission 60% 100% 40% 60%
Asian Art Commission 54% 81% 59% 59%
Assessment Appeals Board No.2 50% 100% 63% N/A
Children and Families (First 5) Commission 50% 75% 75% 63%

There are 28 Commissions and Boards that have 40% or less appointees who identified a
racial and ethnic category other than white. None of the current appointees of the Access
Appeals Commission identified as people of color. Additionally, the Historic Preservation
Commission remains at 14% representation since 2019. The Citizens General Obligation
Bond Oversight Committee and Assessment Appeals Board No.1 are both at 17%
representation for people of color. Lastly, the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board had a
large drop in representation of people of color going from 67% in 2019 to 25% this year.

Figure 9: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2021
Compared to 2019 and 2017

Residential Users Appeal Board 0% 50% 50% N/A
Children, Youtk};lj\:}:lo'lr';\%;r?gltltlgz Oversight and 0% 14% 75% N/A
Building Inspection Commission 0% 50% 14% 14%
Access Appeals Commission 0% 100% N/A N/A

Small Business Commission 14% 43% 43% 50%
Historic Preservation Commission 14% 71% 14% 17%
Health Service Board 14% 43% 50% 29%

Citizens Generalc(zlfnllgmaixagg Bond Oversight 17% 100% N/A N/A
Assessment Appeals Board No.1 17% 100% 20% N/A

\¥/ar Memorial Board of Trustees 18% 45% 18% 18%
Public Utilities Commission 20% 60% 0% 33%

Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 25% 75% 67% 67%




Figure 9: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2021
Compared to 2019 and 2017, Continued

Ethics Commission 25% 25% 50% 67%
Retirement System Board 29% 57% 29% 29%
Recreation and Park Commission 29% 43% 43% 43%
Rent Board Commission 30% 60% 33% 50%

Commission and Boards with 70% response rates or higher are highlighted in grey.

C. Race and Ethnicity by Gender

Both white men and women are overrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies, while
Asian and Latinx men and women are underrepresented. The representation of women
of color at 32% is equal to the San Francisco population of 32%, which is a notable increase
compared to the 2019 percentage of 28%. Meanwhile, men of color are 21% of appointees
compared to 31% of the San Francisco population.

Figure 10: 12-Year Comparison of Representation of Women of Color on Policy Bodies
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The following figures present the breakdown for appointees and the San Francisco
population by race, ethnicity, and gender. Both white men and women are
overrepresented, holding 24% and 20% of appointments, respectively, compared to 20%
and 17% of the population. Asian men and women are slightly underrepresented with
Asian women making up 15% of appointees compared to 17% of the population, while
Asian men comprise 11% of appointees and 15% of the population. Latinx men and women
are also slightly underrepresented, with Latinx men and women comprising 4% of
appointees each and 7% of the population each. Black men and women are well-
represented with Black women comprising 8% of appointees, compared to 2.4% of the
general San Francisco population, and Black men comprising 4% of appointees,



compared to 2.5% of the general San Francisco population. Native Hawaiian and Pacific
Islander men and women, and multiracial women are below parity with the population.
Similarly, although Native American and Alaska Native men and women make up only
0.4% of San Francisco's population, only one (0.3%) of the surveyed appointees identified
as such.

Figure 11: Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2021
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Figure 12: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity
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D. LGBTQIA+ Identity

LGBTQIA+ identity data was collected from 334 participants, or 96% of the surveyed
appointees. This is a notable increase in data on LGBTQIA+ identity compared to previous
reports. Due to limited and outdated information on the population of the LGBTQIA+
community in San Francisco, it is difficult to adequately assess the representation of the
LGBTQIA+ community. However, compared to available San Francisco, greater Bay Area,
and national data, the LGBTQIA+ community is well represented on San Francisco policy
bodies. Recent research estimates the California LGBTQIA+ population is 53%° The
LGBTQIA+ population of the San Francisco and greater Bay Area is estimated to rank the
highest of US. cities at 6.2%,” while a 2006 survey found that 15.4% of adults in San
Francisco identify as LGBTQIA+® .

Of the appointees who responded to this question, 23% identify as LGBTQIA+ and 77%
identify as straight or heterosexual. Of the LGBTQIA+ appointees, 56% identify as
gay/lesbian, 20% as bisexual, 9% as queer, 9% as transgender, 2% as questioning, and 4%
as other LGBTQIA+ identities. Data on LGBTQIA+ identity by race was not captured. Efforts
to capture data on LGBTQIA+ identity by race for future reports would enable more
intersectional analysis.

Figure 13: LGBTQIA+ Identity of Appointees, 2021

D LGBTQIA+
23%

Straight/Heterosexual N
7%

8 https.//williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/adult-lgbt-pop-us/
7 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-
lgbtpercentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20lssues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign-til
es.

8 Gary J. Gates, “Same Sex Couples and the Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual Population: New Estimates from

the American Community Survey,” The Williams Institute on Sexual Orientation Law and Public
Policy, UCLA School of Law (20006).
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Figure 14: LGBTQIA+* Population of Appointees, 2021
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Disability Status

Overall, more than one in twenty adults in San Francisco live with one or more disabilities.
Data on Disability Status was obtained from nearly 100% of the appointees who
participated in the survey. 12.6% of participating appointees reported to have one or more
disabilities. Of these appointees with one or more disabilities, 56% are women, 30% are
men, 2% are trans women, 5% are trans men, and 7% are nonbinary individuals.

Figure 15: Disability Status of Appointees, 2021
One or More
Disabilities
12.6%

No Disabilities %
87.4%
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Figure 16: Appointees with One or More Disabilities by Gender Identity, 2021

Trans Men Nonbinary
5% 7%
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Men_ 56%
30%

F. Veteran Status

Overall, 2.7% of the adult population in San Francisco have served in the military. Data on
Veteran status was obtained from 334 appointees who participated in the survey. Of the
334 appointees who responded to this question, 22% served in the military. Men comprise
47.2% and women make up 51.4% of the total number of Veteran appointees. Of
participating appointees, 14% are nonbinary individuals. Veteran status data on
transgender and gender-nonconforming individuals in San Francisco is currently
unavailable. The vast increase of appointees with military service compared to 2019's 7.1%
of appointees is likely due to the change in wording in the 2021 Gender Analysis Report
from previous years, which defines an appointee with Veteran status as someone with a
spouse or direct family member who has served, as opposed to only oneself or their
spouse. This change was implemented based on feedback from prior reports. Future
analyses may want to ask separate questions regarding one's personal experience with
military service and one's familial ties to military service, in order to distinguish the most
accurate and aggregated data results.
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Figure 17: San Francisco Adult Population with Military Service by Gender”

Veteran Women
0.20%
I

Non-Veteran

96.80% Veteran Men

3%

“This graph is from the 2019 Gender Analysis Report. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, updated data on the
gendered population of Veterans in San Francisco is unavailable. This graph fails to identify nonbinary
individuals with military experience. However, this graph highlights the gender disparity amongst male and
female Veterans, with only 0.2% identifying as women.

Figure 18: Appointees with Military Service, 2021
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Figure 19: Appointees with Military Service by Gender, 2021
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget

This 2021 Gender Analysis Report examines the demographic representativeness of
policy bodies by budget size. 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.

Overall, appointees from the 10 largest budgeted Commissions and Boards are 44%
people of color, 43% women, and 21% women of color. Appointees from the 10 smallest
budgeted Commissions and Boards are 43% people of color, 48% women, and 29%
women of color.

Representation for women, women of color, and overall people of color is below parity
with the population on both the 10 smallest and 10 largest budgeted bodies. The
representation of women and women of color is greater on smaller budgeted policy
bodies by 5% and 8%, respectively. The representation of people of color is 1% higher on
Commissions and Boards with the largest budgets.
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Figure 20: Percent of Women, Women of Color, and People of Color on Commissions
and Boards with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2020-2021
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Figure 21: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets, 2021

Health Commission $2.7B 7 7 100% 71% 43% 71%
ngrlfmtﬁ:gis $1.43B 5 5 60% 20% 20% 20%
Airport Commission $1.37B 5 5 100% 40% 0% 40%
MTA Board of Directors
and Parking Authority $1.26B 7 6 50% 33% 33% 50%
Commission
H‘ggﬁfriiggies $604M 5 5 100% 20% 0% 60%
Aging and Adult $435M 7 7 86% 71% 29% 43%
Services Commission
Fire Commission $414M 5 5 100% 40% 20% 60%
Library Commission $341B 7 7 100% 71% 43% 71%
Recfjrtr'ﬁsi ssri‘gnpark $231.6M 7 7 43% 29% 14% 29%
Children, Youth, and
Their aFﬁén'A}ﬁ\fiSo"r‘;rs'ght $171.5M 11 7 14% 14% 0% 0%
Committee
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Figure 22: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets, 2021

Csotg[rfjf'%r&ggge $OM 7 7 100% 100% 86% 86%
Ethics Commission $6.5M 5 4 25% 25% 25% 25%
S ?jrl#rall‘ssé?oe:s $3.5M 7 7 43% 14% 0% 14%
Film Commission $1.5M 11 11 100% 45% 27% 45%
gg’r'#;elg:gi $1.3M 5 5 100% 60% 20% 40%
Eggf:ﬂggsgt $1.2M 7 7 100% 20% 14% 43%
Board of Appeals $1.2M 5 5 100% 40% 20% 60%
Assesésgfdr‘t,\aplpeals $701,348 8 6 100% 50% 0% 17%
Local Agency $427,685 7 4 50% 50% 50% 50%
Formation Commission
SU”SThg;i Sg‘:éga”ce $172,373 11 9 89% 56% 44% 44%

Comparison of Advisory Body and Commission and Board Demographics

The comparison of the two policy body categories in this section provides another proxy
for influence. 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, LGBTQIA+ people, people with disabilities, and women of color are larger for total
appointees on Advisory Bodies. However, the percentages of Veterans on Commissions
and Boards slightly exceeds the percentage on Advisory Bodies, and both Commissions
and Boards and Advisory Bodies have 53% people of color.
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Figure 23: Demographics of Appointees on Commission and Boards and Advisory
Bodies, 2021
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Demographics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees

Figure 24 compares the representation of women, women of color, and people of color
for appointments made by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of all
approving authorities combined. Mayoral appointments are more diverse, and consist of
more women, women of color, and people of color compared to Supervisorial
appointments. Mayoral appointments include 60% women, 37% women of color, and 59%
people of color, while Supervisorial appointments are 56% women, 36% women of color,
and 58% people of color. The total of all approving authorities combined average out at
55% women, 32% women of color, and 54% people of color. This disparity in diversity
between Mayoral and Supervisorial appointments may be due in part to the appointment
selection 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.
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Figure 24: Demographics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees, 2021
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The 2021 Gender Analysis Report collected data on religious affiliations to fully examine
the demographics and representation of appointees. This is the first-year religious
affiliations have been examined. Figure 25 illustrates the religious demographics of
appointees, with the largest number of appointees identifying as Christian (30%), and the
smallest number of appointees identifying as Hindu (1%) or Muslim (1%).
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Figure 25: Religious Affiliations of Appointees, 2021
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lll. 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 have jurisdiction limited to the City. The 2021 Gender Analysis
Report reflects data from the policy bodies that provided information to the Department on
the Status of Women through digital survey. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the normal
outreach method of paper surveys and in-person meetings was unavailable, ultimately
leaving all survey outreach and correspondence to be conducted online. Unfortunately,
obtaining the data strictly online had a significant negative impact on participation rates.
Following initial email outreach, policy bodies were contacted three to five times via email
and phone, including two emails to Department Heads from Department on the Status of
Women Director, Kimberly Ellis. All possible measures were taken to obtain accurate and
complete data. While participation rates are lower than the 2019 Gender Analysis Report, this
report features the most diverse individual responses, as well as participation of the largest
number of Commission and Boards and Advisory Bodies to date.

Data was requested from 109 policy bodies and acquired from 92 of those bodies, a total of
349 appointees. Comparatively, the 2019 Gender Analysis Report received data from 84 policy
bodies (380 Commission and Boards and 389 Advisory Bodies), a total of 741 total appointees.
A Commissioner or Board member's gender identity, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation,
Disability Status, Veteran Status, or religious affiliations were among data elements collected
on a voluntary basis. Therefore, responses were incomplete or unavailable for some
appointees but are included to the extent possible.
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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 asingle individual greatly impacts the percentages of demographic categories. This should
be kept in mind when interpreting these percentages.

Several changes were made to the survey questions since the 2019 Gender Analysis Report
with the goal of distinguishing all possible areas of underrepresentation. In addition to
updating SOGI (sexual orientation and gender identity) categories to align with the latest
classifications used by the Office of Transgender Initiatives, the 2021 Gender Analysis Report
expanded its classification of Veteran Status to include individuals with close family members
that have served, as opposed to only oneself or their spouse. This addition to Veteran Status
was adopted based on feedback from previous reports.

As acquiring data was the biggest limitation of this report, ensuring participation from all
policy bodies could significantly improve or further efforts to address underrepresentation.
Some methods of guaranteeing participation include surveying all appointees during their
initial onboarding training with the City, as well as relying on paper/in-person survey outreach
for future reports.

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. 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 US. Census American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates provides a
comparison to the San Francisco population. Due to census data not being collected during
COVID-19, updated demographic information on the general population of San Francisco was
not available for years more recent than 2019. Comparisons of 2021 demographic data to data
on the San Francisco population reference population data from previous years (2015-2019)
and will be noted as such. Figures 26 and 27 in the Appendix display these population
estimates by race/ethnicity and gender.

“List of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Ordinance, or Statute,”
Office of the City Attorney, https.//www sfcityattorney.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/01/Commission-List-08252017.pdf, (August 25, 2017).
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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 2021 Gender
Analysis Report finds the percentage of women appointees is 55%, which exceeds the
population of women in San Francisco.

When appointee demographics are analyzed by gender and race, the representation of
women of color has increased to 32%, which is 4% higher than 2019 representation, matching
the San Francisco population. Most notably, underrepresented are individuals identifying as
Asian, making up 36% of the San Francisco population but only 26% of appointees, and Latinx-
identifying individuals who make up 15% of the population but only 9% of appointees.
Additionally, men of color are underrepresented at 21% of appointees relative to their San
Francisco population, 31%.

Furthermore, when analyzing the demographic composition of larger and smaller budgeted
Commissions and Boards, women of color are underrepresented on Commission and Boards
with both the largest and smallest budgets. Women comprise 43% of total appointees on the
largest budgeted policy bodies compared to the population of 49%, and women of color
comprise 21% of total appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, with the San
Francisco population at 32%. Comparatively, women are 48% of total appointees on the
smallest budgeted policy bodies, and women of color are 29% of appointees. However, the
representation of people of color is higher on larger budgeted policy bodies by 1%. People of
color make up 44% of appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies and 43% of
appointees on the smallest budgeted policy bodies compared to 54% of total appointees. The
San Francisco population of people of color exceeds these percentages 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 (60%) of appointees on Advisory Bodies are
women, while 53% of appointees on Commissions and Boards are women. Ultimately, women
comprise a higher percentage of appointees on Advisory Bodies compared to Commissions
and Boards.

The 2021 Gender Analysis Report found a relatively high representation of LGBTQIA+
individuals on San Francisco policy bodies. For the appointees that provided LGBTQIA+
identity information, 23% identify as LGBTQIA+ with the largest subset identifying as gay or
lesbian (56%), 16% of appointees from the largest budgeted policy bodies identify as
LGBTQIA+, and 17% from the smallest budgeted bodies. However, there is a significant
difference of LGBTQIA+ representation when comparing Commissions and Boards (18%) and
Advisory Bodies (31%). The representation of appointees with disabilities is 13%, slightly
exceeding the 12% population. Veterans are highly represented on San Francisco policy
bodies at 22% compared to the Veteran population of 2.7%, which could be due to differences
in each source's classification of Veteran Status.

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
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all approving authorities combined. Mayoral appointees include 60% women, 37% women of
color, and 59% people 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
authorities, as they select appointments to policy bodies for the City and County of San
Francisco. In the 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.

The San Francisco Department on the Status of Women would like to thank the various Policy
Body members, Commission secretaries, and Department staff who graciously assisted in
collecting demographic data and providing information about their respective policy bodies,
particularly Department Interns Charly De Nocker and Brooklynn McPherson for the data
collection and analysis of this report.

San Francisco Commission on the Status of Women
President Breanna Zwart

Vice President Dr. Shokooh Miry

Commissioner Sophia Andary

Commissioner Sharon Chung

Commissioner Dr. Anne Moses

Commissioner Dr. Raveena Rihal

Commissioner Ani Rivera

Kimberly Ellis, Director
Department on the Status of Women

This report is available at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women website,
City and County of San Francisco

Department on the Status of Women

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240

San Francisco, California 94102

sfgov.org/dosw

415.252.2570

22


https://sfgov.org/dosw/gender-analysis-reports
mailto:dosw@sfgov.org

Appendix

Figure 26: Policy Body Demographics, 2021
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Figure 26: Policy Body Demographics, 2021, Continued
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Figure 26: Policy Body Demographics, 2021, Continued
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Figure 26: Policy Body Demographics, 2021, Continued
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Figure 26: Policy Body Demographics, 2021, Continued
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“Policy Bodies in bold are Commission and Boards, while unbolded bodies are Advisory Bodies.
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Figure 27: San Francisco Population Estimates by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2017"

San Francisco County,

California 864,263 - 423,630 49% 440,633 51%
White, non-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%

San Francisco Population estimates come from the 2017 and 2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

‘Due to unavailable updated data on San Francisco population, the data used to represent the San Francisco
population is from the 2019 Gender Analysis Report.
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From: Jonathan Butler

To: Youna. Victor (BOS); SherrillStaff; MandelmanStaff (BOS)

Cc: John Maa <maa_john@yahoo.com>

Subject: Support for John Ma — Seat 3 Appointment - Soda Tax Advisory Committee
Date: Saturday, April 18, 2026 5:07:05 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Supervisors Walton, Sherrill, and Mandelman

I am writing to strongly recommend John Ma for appointment to Seat 3, Soda Tax Advisory
Commitee

John has been a consistent and credible advocate for the soda tax. His depth of knowledge on
both the policy and its history is because of years of engagement, coalition work, and real
accountability to the communities most impacted.

As a former co-chair, | had the opportunity to work closely with John on the soda tax advisory
committee. His insights were helpful AND essential. He understands how policy translates
into practice, and how intention must be matched with execution.

Please support his selection for Seat 3.
Thank you for your consideration and leadership.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Butler


mailto:jzbutlerphd@gmail.com
mailto:victor.young@sfgov.org
mailto:SherrillStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:maa_john@yahoo.com

VIEWPOINT

Opinion

The Changing Landscape of Sugar-Sweetened Beverage Taxes—

Small Cities Have a Big Impact

John Maa, MD; Sabrina Adler, JD; Sarah de Guia, JD; Laura Schmidt, PhD

The November 2024 election brought 2 big wins for the move-
ment to tax sugar-sweetened beverages (SSBs; eg, soda, sports
drinks) in the California cities of Berkeley and Santa Cruz. By serv-
ing as testing grounds for public healthinnovations, SSB taxes in small
cities can have major significance for policy change in larger cities
and at higher levels of government. Berkeley passed the US' first
SSB tax in 2014, and SSB taxation has rapidly diffused internation-
ally. Today, more than 130 countries and territories have SSB taxes,’
covering half the world's population.

In Berkeley, more than 80% of voters approved a November
2024 ballot measure that made the 2014 SSB tax permanent. In
Santa Cruz, voters passed a brand-new SSB tax measure by a 52%
to48% margin. This victory came after a David vs Goliath battle be-
tween public health advocates and the American Beverage Asso-
ciation (ABA), the trade organization for Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, and
other SSB producers. Deploying outside communications firms and
alarge, paid staff, the ABA outspent SSB tax advocates 34 to1, flood-
ing the airwaves with attack ads and filling mailboxes with cam-
paign brochures. Despite all this, Santa Cruz voters passed a 2 cents
per ounce tax on distributors (raising the price of a can of soda by
nearly 25 cents) with the potential to generate $1.3 million in an-
nual revenue for community health investments.

Voters in Berkeley and Santa Cruz were moved by the accumu-
lating evidence that soda taxes work. SSB consumption increases
the risk for obesity, cardiometabolic disease, and premature death,
placing a significant cost burden on medical professionals, third-
party payers, and health systems. Robust research finds that SSB
taxes reduce sales, adult obesity, childhood body mass index (BMI),
and gestational diabetes, while shifting public norms toward less fa-
vorable views on SSBs.2* Taxes can offset the economic burden to
the health care delivery system by raising funds for chronic disease
prevention, which alleviates socially caused diseases that are diffi-
cult and costly to treat. In Berkeley, lawmakers wisely invested tax
proceeds in school-based nutrition, tap water access and promo-
tion, and environmental health initiatives.> Having witnessed the
benefits of SSB taxes firsthand, Berkeley voters approved a perma-
nent tax to sustain these initiatives.

The Santa Cruz SSB tax could have an outsized impact by chang-
ing the legal landscape and by igniting action across California and
other states. The ABA invested unprecedented resources to fight
this small city’s tax, suggesting the measures are impactful, be-
causeit represents the first direct attack on a state-level law that pro-
hibits California cities from passing new SSB taxes until 2031.6 In
2018, the California legislature enacted a preemption law under the
threat of an ABA-sponsored state ballot initiative that, if passed,
would have drastically curtailed localities' ability to raise critical rev-
enue for publicservices. The 2018 law preempts all new local grocery

jama.com
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taxes, rather than SSB taxes specifically—a strategy designed to ob-
scure the policy's true purpose, which was to halt the SSB tax move-
ment's momentum.® Sales taxes on groceries are, in fact, already pro-
hibited in California and no city has ever proposed a local grocery
tax of any kind.

Preemption occurs when a higher level of government (eg, astate)
limits or eliminates the authority of a lower level of government
(eg, acity) to pass its own laws. In many states, such as California, mu-
nicipalities have home rule authority that provides them wide lati-
tude to govern their own affairs; in other states (called Dillon's Rule
states), municipalities can only act with specific grants of authority
from the state. Particularly in home rule states, preemption is
increasingly being used by corporate lobbies and special interests
to prevent local governments from passing laws that threaten their
commercial interests. Preemption allows trade organizations, like
the ABA, to concentrate lobbying efforts at higher levels of govern-
ment, thus reducing the costs of fighting numerous local battles.
Public health preemption laws were honed by the tobacco industry
in the 1980s to thwart local laws that threatened the industry’s
commercial interests, such as those limiting tobacco advertising
and smoking in public places.” Once in place, tobacco preemption
laws have been obstructive, on average taking 30 years to repeal.
Three other states have preempted SSB tax laws: Michigan,
Arizona, and Washington.®

The Santa Cruz SSB tax comes on the heels of several years of
strategic litigation that has sought to clear the way for local SSB taxes
in California. In 2020, Santa Cruz City Council member Martine
Watkins and the community-based organization Cultiva La Salud
were supported by the American Heart Association and ChangeLab
Solutions to mount a court challenge to the constitutionality of a por-
tion of California’s SSB tax preemption law.® This led the courts to
strike down the 2018 preemption law's penalty provision, which
withheld sales tax revenues from cities that passed an SSB tax. This
court ruling means that California charter cities (including Santa Cruz
and more than 100 others) can proceed with a tax without fear of
losing critical revenue. However, the courts have not weighed in on
the constitutionality of the underlying preemption law itself.

Allsigns point to a courtroom showdown between the ABA and
the City of Santa Cruz over its new tax. The Santa Cruz SSB tax will
go into effect on May 1, 2025, and the city is currently gearing up
forimplementation, appointing a 12-member, citizen-led council to
allocate tax proceeds for community health promotion. The ABA has
repeatedly threatened a legal challenge to overturn the Santa Cruz
tax and will likely file suit around the time of implementation. The
ABA will argue that the tax is preempted and that Santa Cruz there-
fore lacks the authority to enactit. Santa Cruz will argue that the en-
tire preemption law is unconstitutional as applied to charter cities,
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which have a broad, constitutionally protected authority to govern
their own affairs.

The upcoming court battle between the ABA and the City of
Santa Cruz will be about affirming the democratic right to self-
governance for California’s charter cities, and a community’s right
to protect its own health as it sees fit. Under California law, charter
cities have a long-recognized authority to enact taxes in the ab-
sence of statewide concerns that require removing that local au-
thority. The ABA has tried to frame the preemption law as prevent-
ing grocery taxes that will adversely impact the affordability of food.
However, because Santa Cruz's tax is confined to SSBs, any litiga-
tion will relate only to an SSB tax. As noted, SSB taxes have a strong
track record of effectiveness for promoting population health, along
with relatively benign economic impacts, suggesting that prohibit-
ing them is far from a matter of statewide concern.

Going forward, physicians and medical societies will be key
stakeholders in the SSB tax movement within California and be-
yond. In January 2025, California Governor Gavin Newsom signed
an executive order calling for regulations on ultra-processed foods,

including sugary drinks.® This is likely to stimulate legislative ef-
forts to pass a statewide SSB tax and/or repeal of statewide pre-
emption, which would save the City of Santa Cruz a costly court
battle. Additionally, following Santa Cruz's success, other US state
legislatures (eg, in Maryland and Connecticut) have proposed state-
wide SSB taxes, addingmomentum. As trusted advisors, local medi-
cal societies can be instrumental in supporting SSB taxation and so-
lidify their role in pressing for public health. The Bay Area SSB tax
movement started in 2009, with a resolution by the San Francisco
Marin Medical Society that was later adopted by the California
Medical Association, and ultimately as American Medical Association
Policy H-150.933 in 2012.° The twin victories in Santa Cruz and
Berkeley came despite being heavily outspent, and reignited a
decades-long movement that was stalled by the ABA's use of pre-
emption. SSB tax advocates nationally (especially in states without
preemption) should study the secrets to success and join these
courageous actions by small cities to seek big changes in laws to pro-
tect population health and reduce the epidemic of obesity and
cardiometabolic disease.
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