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A

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
‘ ~ 42219
FILE NO. 190340 - ~ MOTION NO.

[Mayoral Appointmerit, Planning Commission - Frank. Fung]

‘Motion approving the Mayoral nomination for the appointment of Frank Fung'tb the

'Planning,Commission, for a term ending June 30, 2022,

WHEREAS, Pursuant to‘ Chartér, Section 4.105, the Mayor has submitted a
communication notifying'the Board of Supervisors of the ﬁomination of Frénk Fung to the
Planning Commission, received by thé Clerk of the Board on March 25, 2019; and

4 WHER-EAS,' The Board of Supérvisors, by Motion No. M02—8O established a process fo |
review the Mayor's nohinations to fhe Pianning Com'mission; now, therefor_e, be it |

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby approves tﬁe Mayor's nomination of
Frahk Fung, for appointment to thé Planning‘.Cbmmiss‘ion, for the unexpired portion of a four-

year term ending June 30, 2022.

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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

Date: March 26, 2019 _

To: Members, Board of Supervisors
From: %ngela Calvillo,. Clerk of the Board
Subject:  Nomination by the l\/layer

On March 25, 2019, the Mayor submitted the following complete nomination package

pursuant to Charter, Section 4.105.

e Frank Fung - Planning Commission - term ending June 30, 2022

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.105, this nomination is subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors and shall be subject to a hearing and vote within 60 days from the date the
notice of nomination is transmitted to the Clerk of the Board. If the Board fails to act on the
nomination within 60 days, the nomination shall be deemed approved.

This nomination will be scheduled for a Rules Commlttee hearing, thh final Board action
~within the 60-day deadline. :

(Attachments)

c: John Carroll - Acting Legislative Deputy
Victor Young - Rules Clerk
Kanishka Cheng - Mayor’s Legislative Liaison
Jon Givner - Deputy City Attorney
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LONDON N. BREED
" MAYOR

OFFIGE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Notice of Nomination .

March 22,2019

Scm Francisco Board of Supervnsors
City Hall, Room 244 ‘

I Dr. Carlton B: Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Honoroble Boord of Supervisors:

Pursuon’r ’ro Charter Section 4.105, of the Cl’ry omd Coun’ry of San Frcmcwco I
i mdke the followmg nomination:

Fran Fung to the Planning Commission to ﬁll the remainder .of an unexplred tferm
ending June 30, 2022, formerly held by Rodney Fong..

I'am confident that Mr. Fung wi‘l‘l serve our communi‘ry well. Afftached arée his
qudlifications to serve, which demonstrate how his appointment represents the
communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse popula’nons of the City and
Coun’fy of San Frcmcxsco :

“Should you have any question about this appointment, pledse coh’rgc:lL my
Director of Appointments, Mawuli Tugbenyoh, at 415.554.6298

London N. Breed o
Mayor, City and County of Son Francisco

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROooM 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE:{@ 7)@54‘—6141



=55 FRANK SUNG FUNG

-PERSONAL
- Bom, Qingdao, China
Naturalized Citizen, United States
U.S, Army Veteran
Married, with two chlldren

EDUCATION

Primary and Secondary Schools
San Francisco and Hayward, California
Bachelor of Architecture

University of Galifornia, Berkeley
Master of Architecture Study
University of California, Berkeley

BUSINESS

ED2 International

President and founder of professional services firm providing
planiiing, architectural and inferfor design services. Fim
headquarteréd in San Francisco with previous branch offices

in Chicago, Los Angéles and Oakland and staff that exceeded

one hundred professionals.

PROFESSIONAL
Llcensmg

NCARB certified and licensed in the State of California with.

previous licenses in Nevada, Oregon, Arizona, llfinois, South
Dakota and Louisiana.

 Asian American Architects Engineers .

Founding member and first president of non-profit professional
organization that addresses the challenges and issues facing
Asian American design firms as minority small businesses. -

Board of Architectural Examiners

Appointed commissioner administering design. and oral
examinations for State of California architectural licensing
candldates :

Umversny of California : :
Guest lecturer at the School of Environmental Desngn on
professional practice. Jury critic for design studios,

San Francisco PM-CM Selection Panels ,
Appointed civilian panelist for selection of program and
construction managers for Community College Dislrict and
School Districtin the Gity and County of San Francisco.

San Francisco Architect Selection Panels

Appointed civilian panelist for selection of architects for major -

commissions in the City and County of San Francisco.
Participated on selection of architects for Palace of Legion of
Honor, Ferry Building and Moscone Convention Cenfer.

- CIVIC '
*San Francisco Board of Appeals

Appointed commissioner and serving as President and Vice
President of San’ Francisco City and County Commission
addressing appeals  to the permit decisions of City
Commissions and Departments.

" Chinese American Intémational School
“Board member and serving as Chairperson for private

academic institution teaching Mandarin Chinese and English
In a bilingual and bicultural immersion program.

Bay Aréa Sports Organizing Committee )
Board member for non-profit organization leading the effort to
bring the Olympics to the San Francisce Bay Area in 2012.

Northern California Export Council :
Appointed board member by us Dep’artment of Commefce |

to advisory comimission lo Federal agencies on policies fo

encourage expons from California small businesses.

San Franclsco Planning Commission

- Appointed commissioner and serving as Vice-President of San

Francisco City and County commission addressing planning -

- andland use issues for the City,

Fort Mason Foundation

. Board member for non- profit crganization administering the

Fort Mason complex as a city-wide cultural resource, Served on
faciliies and planning commlttee and capital development
committee.

White House Conference on Small Business +
Elected delegale representing Northern California small
businesses for first two national conferences.

California State Conference on Small Business
Appointed delegate representing City and County of San
Francisco small businesses for first iwo statewide conferences.

Council of Asian American Business Associations
Founding member and first Chairperson of non-profit business
development organization founded in 1979 that functions as a
steering commiltee for Asfan American frade associations
comprised of Asian American Architects and Engineers, Asian
American Contractors Association, Asian American CPA's and
Aitorneys, Asian Business Assotiation of Silicon Valley and
East Bay Asian Design Professionals.

Asian, Inc.

Board member and Chalrperson for. non-profit commumty
based organization advocating and’ promoting economic and
community developmentin Asian American communities.’

Asian Neighhorhood Design

Founding member and first president of non-profit community-
based organizatiori providing volunteer planning and design
services in Asian American communities.
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060600029-NFH-0029 Date lhitial Filing

. e AN ' '" » Received
cacrorniarorm 700 STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS Ot U Ont
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION. . ’ :
~ APUBLIC DOCUMENT COVER PAGE
1242069
Please fypé- or prlntvin ink. i
NAME OF FILER : {LasTy : {FIRST} - {MIDDLE)
Fung, Frank ,
1. Office, Agency, or Court
‘Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)
City and. County of San F;ancisco ‘
Division, Board, Department, District, if applieable . Your Position -
Board- of Appeals Board Member

» If filing for mulnple posmons list below or on an allachment (Do not use acronyms) -

Agency: _*SEE BTTACHED FOR ADDITIONAL POSTTIONS Posttion:

2. Jurisdiction of Oft“ ice (Cheok at least one box)
] State ‘ [ dudge or Court Commlssmner {Statewide Junsdlcuon)
1 Multi-County = ) ~ [E] County of 52 Francisco
City of San Francisco : _ [ Olker

3. Type of S‘latement (Check at feast ane box)

AnnualThe period covered is January 1, 2018, through - [ Leaving Office: Date Left__/ /.
December 31, 2018 {Check one c1rcle)

o O The périod covered is January 1, 2018, through the date

The period covered s [/ , throllgh

’ . of
‘ ADecomber 31, 2018 leaving off ce.
[] Assuming Office: Date assumed 4 J O The perfod covered is — . J_____/ ) through the date
‘ : : i . of leaving office, .
[] Candidate:Date of Election— . and office sbught, if different than Part 1
4. Schedule Summary (must complete) » Total number of pages including this cover page:
Schedules attached X .
[X] Schedule A-1 « Investments — schedule aftached - [X] Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions — - schedule altaohed
X] Schedule A2 - Investments — schedule attached ) | Schedule D - Income — Gifts — schedule atfached

[X] Schedule B - Real Property— schedule attached - ’ E] Schedule E ~ Income ~ Gifts - Travel Payments — schedile atlached
~Or- ' :

[1 None - No reportable mterests on any schedule

5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS STREET cly STATE - ZiP CODE
Blisiness orAenc Address Reoommended Public Document)

San Francisco ) CA 94115

‘ E-MAIL ADDRESS :

) ] have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement. 1 have reviewed this slatement and to the best of my knowledge the mformatlon contained
hereln and in any attached schedules is true and complete. | acknowledge this Is a public document,

| certlfy under penalty of pérjury under thie laws of the State of California that the foregoing Is frue and cotrect.

Date Slgned 03/16/2019 Slgnature Frank Fung
{month, day, year) (Flle the originally slaned paper statemen will your filing officlal.)

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2019)
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppe.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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STATEMENT OF EGONOMIC INTERESTS [RiNIaa i 4]

COVER PAGE

Expanded Statement Attachment

LITICAL PRACTICES COMMISS

Frank Fung -

* This table lists all positions including the primary position listed in the Office, Agency, or Court section of the Cover Page.

Division/Board/Dept/Digtrict

Position

Type of Statement

City and County of San

Francisco

Board of Appeals

Agency
City and County of San | Board of BAppeals Commissionex Annual 1/1/2018 - 12/31/2018
Francisco ;

Board Member Annual 1/1/2018 - 12/31/2018

1579

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2019) Expanded Statement
FPPC Advice Emall: advice@fppc.ca.gov
. FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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S

SCHEDULE A-1
Investments

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

Investments must be itemized.
Do not-atfach. brokerage .or financial statements, .

CALIFORNIA éoRM 700

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

Name

i’s‘unq . Frank

> NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

““ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY
Snap General Electric
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS
Internet JIndustrial
FAIR MARKET VALUE ) FAIR MARKET VALUE .
[Z] $2,000 - $10,000 {71 $10,001 - $100,000 [ $2,000 - $10,000 $10,001 - $100,000
[ $100,001 - $4,000,000 7] over $1,000,000 - (7] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ] over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INVESTMENT v NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock {1 other Stock -, . [] other
: . {Describe) (Describa)
1 Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 . [:] Partnership O Income Recelved of $0 - $499 "
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) O Income Received: of $500 or More (Report on Scheduls c)
IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: l? APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:"
‘10-7 23 /18 /118 ;18 118
. ACQUIRED DISPOSED " ACQUIRED . DISPOSED | _ .:
> NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY > NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

Melco, -

Entertainment

FAIR MARKET VALUE

[X] $2.000 - $10,000 [] $10,001 - $100,000

. X] stack

Other
D {Describe)

M Parinershlp O Income Received of $0 - $489
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Scheduls C)

ACQUIRED _

DISPOSED

| GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF:THIS BUSINESS -

[

. FARR MARKET VALUE

{71 $2,000 - $10,000 {71 $10,001 - $100,000.

NATURE OF INVESTMENT

[ stack - [[]other

(Describe)

' [[1 Parnership O Income Recelved of $0 - $499

O Income Recelved of $500 or More (Report on Scheduls C)

DISPOSED

118

/
ACQUIRED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

¢

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

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

" NATURE OF INVESTMENT

Slock Other
D D (Describa)

[] Partnershlp O tncome Received of $0 - $499
O income Recelved of $500 or More (Report on Scheduls c

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

" FAIR MARKET VALUE

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

{7 $2.000 - $10,000
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[] stock [7] other
{Dascribe)

[T parinership O Income Received of $0 - $499
Q Income Recelved of $500 or More (Report on Scheduls C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

.18 ;18 118 18
ACQUIRED DISPOSED ACQUIRED DISPOSED
Comments:

1580

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2018) Sch. A~
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppec.ca.gov -
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



060600023-NFH-0029

| SCHEDULE A-2
Investments, Income, and Assets

of Business Entities/Trusts
(Ownership Interest is 10% or Greater) ‘ Fung, Frank

ED2 International

Name | : Name
1426 Fillmore Street
San Francisco, CA. 94115
Address (Business Address Acceptable) Address (Business Address Acceplable)
Check one : Check one . '
{3 Trust, go fo 2 Buslness. Entity, complete the box, then go to 2 © 3 Trust, golo 2 ] Buslness Enlity,- complete the box, then go lo 2

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Architectural Practice

FAIR MARKET VALUE {F APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: FAIR MARKET VALUE . IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

71 %0 - $1,908 , ‘ 18 18 [130-$1,900 : 18 18
L] $2,000 - $10,000 —J1e __J Ji0 [ $2,000 - $40,000 SR AU i X« S M Al & < 3
] $10,001 - $100,000 : ACQUIRED DISPOSED [] $10,001 - $400,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED

[%]$100,001 - $1,000,000

{1 over $4,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT

[} partnership ~ [] Sote Proprietorship . Corporation
; Other

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
] Parnership  [] Sole Propristorship [ ]

Olher

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION Brincipal YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

P 2. IDENTIEY. THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA
__ SHARE OF THE GRDSS INCOME TO THE ENTITYIT! RUST)

SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME 70 THE ENTITYITRUST

[ $0~ ga09 - - [Ost0001 - $100000 [ 50 - $409 [} $10,001 - $100,000
$500 - $1,000 OVER §$100,000 [] $500 - $1,000 D OVER $100,000
[ $1,001 - $10,000 [ $1.001 - $10,000

>3 LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF
_ INCOME OF 510, 000 OR MORE @

P 3 LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF

INCOME OF 510 000 OR MORE (Allach o’ snpnmc shecl I ueccssarﬂ
. [X]None - or [ ] Names listed below .

» 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY. OR » 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS
. LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST  LEASED BY THE BUSINESS EN

Check ona box: ) Check onse box:

71 INVESTMENT [} REAL PROPERTY [} INVESTMENT [[] REAL PROPERTY

Name of Business Entity, if Investment, or Name of Business Entity, If Investment, ot

~ Assessor's Parcel Number or Stieet Address of Real Property - Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property

Description of Business Activity or . : Descriplion of Business Activity or

City or Other Precise Location of Real Property City or Olher Preclse Location of Real Property

FAIR MARKET VALUE {F APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE

[_] $2,000 - $10,000 , . : [7] $2,000 - $10,000

["1s10,001 - 100000 - _J_Jlﬁ. 718 {1 $10,001 - $100,000 448 4 418 18
D $100,001 - $1,000,000 . ACQUIRED DISPOSED R D-moo,om - $1,000,000 . ACQUIRED .DISPOSED
[T] over $1,000,000 {1 over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INTEREST NATURE OF INTEREST

[} Property Ownership/Deed of Trust [ stock [ Partnership [ Property Ownership/Deed of Trust ~ [] Stock 1] Partnership
[Jieasehold — . [] Other - [reasenold . [T} Other

Yrs. remalning Yrs. ramaxnlng
[:] Check box if addltlonal schedules reporting Investments or real propeﬂy D Check box if additional schedules reporﬂng Invasiments or real property
are attached are atlached
. FPPC Form 700 {2018/2019) Sch. A-2
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov

Comments:
: FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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060600028-NFH-0029.

CALIFORNIA FORM 700

FAVlRVPOLITICAI; PRAC'IilGES COMMISSION

SCHEDULE B

Interests in Real Property
(Including Rental Incoms)

Name

Fung, Frank

> ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS » ASSESSOR'S PARGEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS *

621 Greenwich Street
CITY CITY

Ban Franciseo

FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
[ $2.000 - $10,000

[ $10,001 - $100,000 18 _ ;. 418
3 $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
Over $1,000,000

FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
[ $2,000 - $10,000 :

[] $10.001 - $100,000 g 18 _ ;. ;18
D $100.061 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED

[[] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INTEREST
[7 ownershipiDeed of Trust -

* NATURE OF INTEREST

Ownership/Deed of Trust [} Easement

[] teasehold ) ' s

Yrs, remaining . Other . Yrs, remalning Other

[] =asement

[[] Leasehald

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED,
[] %0 - $499 [ $500 - $1,000 [ 1,001 - §10,000
[1 $10,001 - $100,000 8| OVER $1oo 000

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED

[1'30 - $499 O '55500 - $1,000 [] $1,001 - $10,000
] $10,001 - $100,000 1 OVER $100,000

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater

interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of Interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of
income of $10,000 or more. Income of $10,000 or more.

D None ' ) . D Noner

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME If you ‘own a 10% or greater

* You are not required to report loans from a commercial lending institution made in the lender’s regular course of
business on terms available to members of the public without regard to your official-status. . Persanal loans and
loans received not in a lender's regular course of business must be d!sclosed as follows: - ’ s

NAME OF LENDER*

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

"%  [] None

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[ $500 - $1,000 [7 $1.001 - $10,000
[1$10,001 - $100,000 [ ] OVER $100,000

[] Guarantor, i applicable

Comments:

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable) '

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

% ] None

HIGHEST BALANGE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
] $s00 - $1,000 [[] $1,001 - $10,000
{71 $10,001 - $100,000 [7] oVER $100,000

[T] Guarantor, i applicable -
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SCHEDULE C airorniarorn 700
Income, Loans, & Business [t
Positions Name

Fung, Frank

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME _
ED2 International .
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable) i . ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable)
1426 Fillmore Street - )
San Francisco, CA 94115 s
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE ] . : BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE
Architectural Practice . X .
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION -~ . YOUR BUSINESS POSITION
Principal
GROSS INCOME RECEIVED D No Income - Business Position Only . GROSS INCOME RECEIVED E] No Income - Business Position Only
[1 $500 - $1,000 {1 $1,001 - $10,000 ' ] $500 - $1,000 [] 31,001 - $10,000
[ 510,001 - $100,000 OVER $100,000 [ $10,001 - $100,000 ] oveR $100,000-
CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED . CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
Salary [:] Spouse’s or reglstered domestic pariner's Income - ' [ satary L—_I Spouse's or registered domestic partner's income

- {For self-employed use Schedule A-2.) . (For sel-employed 'Use Schedule A-2.)
[] Paninership (Less than 10% owneiship. For 10% or grealer use 7] Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use

Schedule A-2) : . Schedule A-2.)
[] sale of . . " [] sate of
(Real property, car, boat, efc.) . (Real property, car, bosl, elc,}
[T Loan repayment : [7] Loan repayment
[Z1 commission or  [_] Rental Income, fist aach sourcs of $10,000 or mors [[] commission or  [_] Rental Income, fist sach source of $10,000 or mora
. {Dsscribe) . <o . {Describe)
[ other i [ other :
. (Describe) . * (Describe)

OANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD

* You are not required to report loans from a commercial 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 received not in a lender's
regular course of business must be disclosed as follows: :

NAME OF LENDER®* ' E INTEREST RATE " TERM (Months/Years)

i : % - [] None
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable) .
~ SECURITY FOR LOAN

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER o [ None [1 Personat residence

\

"1 Real Property
. . Slreet address
HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
00 - $1,000 . ' '
[ 500 -840 : : . : City
] $1,001 - 10,000
(] $10,001 - $100,000

[] OVER $100,000 . [] other

D 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.fppc.ca.gov
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City and County of San Francisco

Department on the Status of Women

Emily b Murase, PhD ‘ . ) City amf County of
. Direckor 4 , . San Francisco

2017 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards: Executive Summary

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

Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s

Gender AnaIyS|s Findings Representation on Commissions and Boards

Gender : —— = —

» Women's representation on Commissions and
Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female :
population in San Francisco. e fr b AR

' Py

45% 45% 4

> Since 2007 there has been an overali incr_ease
of women on Commissions with women
comprising 54% of Commissioners in 2017.

» Women’s representation on Boards has
" declined to 41% this year following a period of =77 77777 B T T -

. R . 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
steady increases ovér the past 3 reports. .
i - sz Comnmissions s s==Boards s=====Commissions & Boards Combined

34%

Race and Ethn icity ) Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.

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

G 0%
> Minority representation on Commissions ’
decreased from 60% in 2015 to 57% in 2017.

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

> Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial

e B R e e s = A 2ty o 1 i 7 S it o
individuals are underrepresented on -
N ’ 32
Commissions and Boards. s S e bt e s
2009 2011 2018 2015° 2017
¥ There is a higher representation of White and e—t=mComimissions =<+ Boards sesis==Commiissions & Boards Combined

Black/African American members on policy

. R . . Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.
bodies than in the San Francisco population.
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Race and Ethnicity by Gender

> In San Francisco, 31% of the population are women of color. Although representation of women of color on
Commissions reaches parity with the population, only 1% of Board members are women of color.

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

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

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

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

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

Additional Demographics :

.

> Among Comm 'ssmrera and Board members, 17% identify as leshian, gay, bisexual, or transgender (LGBT).

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

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

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

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

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

Commissions and Boards Combined { 49% 53% 27% -

Commissions 54% | 57% 31%
Boards . : ' 41% 47% | 19%
10 largest Budgeted Bodles | 35% 60% 18%
10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies - 58% 66% 30%

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

The full report is available at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women website,
http://sfeov.org/dosw/. :
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Executive Summary

Overview

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

Key Findings - .
Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s
. Représentation on Commissions and Boards
Gender
, i issi - o s sov. S0t o
> Women’s representation on Commissions and ° %

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

: - ~l§——-’v__z-zE;_;‘f'
> Since 2007, there has been an overall increase 459, 5%

of women on Commissions: women compose
54% of Commissioners in 2017.

e RAYUTI S S T ke T e b e rm g

> Women'’s representation on Boards has
declined to 41% this year following a period of ... .. .. 3’.4% R B

steady increases over the past 3 reports. 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
' ' n-‘—Commlssmns et mmBoards %mCommlssmns & Boards Combmed
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.
Race and Ethnicity

> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of

color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnlc Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation

on Commissions and Boards
minorities. ’

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

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

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

32% .
> There is a higher representation of White and 2008 2011 2013 2015 2017
Black or African American members on poncy e Commissions == o= Boards ==fr==Commissions & Boards Combined

bodies than in the San Francisco population. Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.
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Race and Ethnicity by Gender

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

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

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

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

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

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

Additional Demographics

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

> Individuals Wlth a disability comprise 11% of appointees on pohcy bodies, just be|ow the 12% of the
adult population with a disability in San Francisco.

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

Representation on Policy Bodies by Budget

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

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

Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017 : }

Women | Minority | VO™ | |GeT | Disabilities | Veterans
of Color

Commissions and Boards Combined |- 49% 53% | 27% | 17% 11% 13%
Commissions 54% | 57% | 31% | 18% | 10% | 15% -
Boards ., _' d41% | 47% ' " 14

10 Largest Budgeted BOdlES . 35% | 60%’

.10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies 58% 66%

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18
AnnualAppropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s Budget Book.
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1. Ihtrod_uction

The central question of this report is whether appointments to pubhc policy bodies of the Clty and
County of San Francrsco are reflective of the populatlon at large.

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

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

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

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

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

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

T While 188 of the 193 member states of the United Nations, including all other industrialized countries, have ratified
. the Women's Human Rights Treaty, the U.S. has not. President Jimmy Carter signed the treaty in 1980, but it has

been languishing in the Senate ever since, due to jurisdictional concerns and other issues. For further information,

see the United Nations website, available at www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cedaw/index.htm.

2 The gender analysis guidelines are available at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women website,

under Women's Human Rights, at www.sfgov.org/dosw.

8 The 2007 Gender Analysis of Commissions, Boards, and Task Forces is available onhne at the Department

website, under Women's Human Rights, at www.sfgov.org/dosw.

4 The full text of the charter amendment is available at https:/sfpl.org/pdf/main/gic/elections/June3_2008.pdf.

5 Appointees in some policy bodies are elected or appointed by other entities.
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Il. Methodology and Limitations

This report focuses on City and County of San Francisco Commissions and Boards whose jurisdiction is
limited to the City, that have a majority of members appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors,
and that'are permanent policy bodies.® Generally, Comrhissibn.appointments are made by the Mayor
and Board app,ointments.ére made by members of the Board of Supervisors. For some policy bodies,
however, the appointments are divided between the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, and other
agencies. Commissions tend to be permanent policy bodies that are part of the City Charter and oversee
a department or agency. Boards are typically policy bodies created legislatively to address specific
issues. :

The gender analysis in this report reflects data from the Commissions and Boards that provided
information to the Department through survey, the Mayor's Office, and the Information Directory
Department (311), which collects and disseminates information about City appointments to policy
bodies. Based on the list of Commissions and Boards that are reported by 311, data was compiled from
57 policy bodies with a total of 540 appointees. A Commissioner or Board member’s gender identity,
race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability status, and veteran status were among data elements
collected on a voluntary basis. In many cases, identities are vastly underreported due to concerns about
social stigma and discrimination. Thus, data on lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT) identity,
disability, and veteran status of appointees were limited, incomplete, and/or unavailable for many’
appointees, but included to the extent possible. As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface
patterns of underrepresentation, every attempt has been made to reflect accurate and complete
information in this report. . ‘

For the purposes of comparison in this repoit, data from the U.S. Census 2011-2015 American

Community Survey 5-Year Estimates is used to reflect the current San Francisco population. Charts 1 and
2 in the Appendix show these population estimates by race/ethnicity and gender. -

N

81t is important to note that San Francisco is the only jurisdiction in the State of California that is both a city and a
county. Therefore, while in other jurisdictions, the Human Services Commission is typically a.county commission that
governs services across multiple cities and is composed of members appointed by those cities, the San Francisco
case is much simpler. All members of Commissioner and Boards are appointed either by the San Francisco Mayor or
the San Francisco County Board of Supervisors which functions as a city council..
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lll. San Francisco Population Demographics

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

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

Figure 1: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity

‘San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2015

N=840,763
American Indian
and Alaska Native, Twoor More
.0.3% _\ /_.Races, 5%

Native Hawaiian
and Pacific
Islander, 0.4%

Some Other |
. Race, 6%

Black or African_— e
American, 6% )

~ White,Not
_ Hispanicor Latinx,

1%

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

are women of color.

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

San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2015

N=840,763

25% i e o 3 o0t e e e s st 7ot on & 14 St S e e e e i e T st e bt 7 <3 2 e e s 4 3 sramer e ke e rr mu m  ans

22% o ‘ ' Male, n=427, 909

S ® Female, n=412,854
20% e e st 10 e 4 g s o o s st & e i an s
15% e i 2
10% - i e s

3% 2.7% 2. 4%2 3% ? 5%
0. 2%0 2% 0.2%0. 1%

0% . SR e : ‘
White, Not  Asian  Hispanicor Blackor Native  American Two or Some Other
Hispanic or Latinx African  Hawaiian Indian and More Races  Race

Latinx . American and Pacific =~ Alaska

Islander Native

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

_ Franciscans, identify as LGBT.

Women are slightly more Iikely than men to have one or more disabilities. For women 18 years and’
older; 12.1% have at least one disability, compared to 11.5% of adult men. Overall about 12% of adults
in San Francisco live with a disability. :

Figure 3: San Francisco Adults with a Disability by Gender

San FranCIsco Adult Population with a Dlsablllty by
Gender2015

IBY oo e s o R

10%

5%

0% E - P e R . . L .
Male, n=367,863 Female, n=355,809 Adult Total, N=723,672

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

Figure 4: Veterans in San Francisco by Gender

San Francisco Adult Population with Military

Service by Gender, 2015
BOf  revrern s e s e i s 1+ e it 10 e o 2 e o e
6% -
4% - - . B.6% e
2% - .
0.5%
© Male, n=370,123 Female, n=357,531  Adult Total, N=727,654

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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On the whole, appointees to Commissions and Boards reflect many aspects of the diversity of San
Francisco. Among Commissioners and Board members, nearly half are women, more than 50% are
people of color, 17% are LGBT, 11% have a disability, and 13% are veterans. However, Board appointees
_are less diverse than Commission appointees. Below is a summary of key indicators, comparing them

between Commissions and Boards. Refer to Appendix Il for a complete table of demographlcs by

Commissions and Boards.

Figure 5: Summary Data Comparing Represenfation on Commissidhs and Boards, 2017

" Commissions .

: _ Boards -
Number of Policy BOdIES Included 40 17
Filled Seats 350/373 (6% vacant) 190/213 (11% vacant)
Female Appointees 54% 41%
Racial/Ethnic Minority 57% 47%
lGBT . » 17.5% 17%
With Disability 10% 14%
Veterans 15% 10% |-

The next sections will present detailed data, compared to previous years, along the key variables of
gender, ethnicity, race/ethnicity by gender, sexual orientation, disability, veterans, and policy bodies by

budget size.
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A. Gender

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

Figure 6; 10-Year Comparison of Women’S'Representation on Commissions and Boards

60% -

50% — -

40%

30%
20% o et et e as s tavt 3 uan s 41 o wpmtem ti 4 bon et < mtair o 1 e ot s e e s 8 o it | vmrt st ware s e simmn vo brsrrn + somies e ekt a o tee o e % et e tmae sraee e vy

TO% v e s i v = o ¢ o s & et s e e s 4 s L i s e e

QU o e e e e e ot e

2007,n=427 2009,n=401 2011,n=429 2013, n=419 2015, n=282 = 2017, n=522

~@=Commissions =<:=Boards =+=Commissions & Boards Combined

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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The next two charts illustrate the Commissions and Boards with the highest and lowest percentage of
female appointees in 2017. Data from the two previous gender analyses for these Commissions and
Boards is also included for comparison purposes. Of 54 policy bodies with data on gender, roughly one-
third {20 Commissions and Boards) have more than 50% representation of women. The greatest
women’s representation is found on the Commission on the Status of Women and the Children and
Families Commission (First 5) at 100%. The Long Term Care Coordinating Council and the Mayor’s
Disability Council also have some of the highest percentages of women, at 78% and 75%, respectively.
However, the latter two policy bodies are not included in the chart due to lack of prior data.

Figure 7: Commissions and Boards with Most Women

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

!

{ H

Commission on the Status of Women, n=7

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

Commission on the Environment, n=6

Library Commission, n=5

2017

Port Commission, n=4 g22015‘?

2013
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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There are 14 Commissions and Boards that have 30% or less women. The lowest percentage is found on
the Oversight Board of the Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure where currently none of .
. the five appointees are women. The Urban Forestry Council and the Workforce Investment Board also
have some of the lowest percentages of women members at 20% and 26%, respectively, but are not
-included in the chart below due to lack of prior data.

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Least Women

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

| m2017 |
Veterans' Affairs Commission, & #2015
n=15 :
2013 |
Human Services Commission, ;
n=5 j 5
: 40%
Fire Commission, n=5 L 40%
50%

Oversight Board, n=5

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311. '
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B. Ethnicity

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

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

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

60%

TB0% e me

50% -

40%

30%
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=g-=Commissions

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

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

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

L T LTy P 0 ) S St
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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A similar pattern emerges for Board appointees. In general, racial and ethnic minorities are
underrepresented on Boards, except for the Black/African American population with 16% of Board
appointees compared to 6% of the population. White appointees far exceed the White population with
more than half of appointees identifying as White compared to about 40% of the population.
Meanwhile, there are considerably fewer Board members who identify as Asian, Latinx/Hispanic,
multiracial, and other races than in the population. Particularly striking is the underrepresentation of
Asians, where 17% of Board members identified as Asian compared to 34% of the population.
Additionally, 9% of Board appointees are Latinx compared to 15% of the population.

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

Race/Ethnicity of Board Members Compared to
San Francisco Population, 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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Of the 37 Commissions with information on ethnicity, more than two-thirds (26 Commissions) have at
least 50% of appointees identifying as persons of color and more than half (19 Commissions) reach or

* exceed parity with the nearly 60% minority population. The Commissions with the highest percentage of
minority appointees are shown in the chart below. The Commission on Community investment and
Infrastructure and the Southeast Community Facility Commission both are comprised entirely of people
of color. Meanwhile, 86% of Commissioners are minorities on the Juvenile Probation Commission,
Immigrant Rights Commission, and Health Commission. ’ '

Figure 12: Commissions with Most Minority Appointeés

Commissions with Highest Percentage of Minority Appointees,
2017

Community Investment and Infrastructure,

-Juvenile Probation Commission, n=7

Immigrant Rights Commission, n=14

Health Commissibn, n=7 86%

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

- Figure 13: Commissions with Least Minorify Appointees

Commissions with Lowest Percentage of'Minority Appointees,
2017 ‘

Veterans' Affairs Commission, n=9

Civil Service Commission, n=5

City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission, |

[Tt =
H-J

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

Building Inspection Commission, n=7

0% 5% - 10% 15% 20% 25%

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

Figure 14: Minority Representation on Boards

Percent Minority Appointees on Boards, 2017

Local Homeless Coordinating Board, n=7

Mental Health Board, n=16

Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board, n=6
Board of Appeals, n=5

Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority, n=7

Reentry Council, n=23

Health Authority, n=13
Rent B'oard, n=10

Assessment Appeals Board, n=18

In-Home Supportive Services Public... .
Workforce Investment Board, n=27
Retirement System Board, n=7

" Health Service Board, n=7
Oversight Board, n=5

War Memorial Board of Trustees, n=11

Urban Forestry Council, n=10 0%
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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C. Race/Ethnicity by Gender

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

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

Percent Women and Men of Color Appointees to
Commissions and Boards, 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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The next chart illustrates appointees’ race and ethnicity by gender. The gender distribution in most
racial and ethnic groups on policy bodies is similar_to‘the representation of men and women in minority

" groups in San Francisco except for the White population. White men represent 22% of San Francisco
population; yet 28% of Commission and Board appointees are White men. Meanwhile, White women
are at parity with the population at 19%. Women and men of color are underrepresented across all
racial and ethnic groups, except for Black/African American appointees. Asian women are 12% of .
appointees, but 18% of the population. Asian men are 10% of appointees compared to 16% of the
population. Latina women are 4% of Commissioners and Board members, yet 7% of the population,
while 6% of appointees are Latino men compared to 8% of San Franciscans.

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

Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and
Gender, 2017 . ' '
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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D. Sexual Orientation

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

Figure 17: LGBT Commission and Board Appointees

LGBT Commission and Board Appointees, 2017 .
DBGh s i i i s = D e e e
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* Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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E. Disability

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

Figure 18: Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities

Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities, 2017
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F. Veterans

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

Figure 19: Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service

Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service, 2017
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget Size

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

" Though the overall representation of female appointees (49%) is equal to.the City’s population,
Commissions and Boards with the highest female representation have fairly low influence as measured
by budget size. Although women’s representation on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets
increased from 30% in 2015 to 35% this year, it is still far below parity with the population. The
percentage of women on the ten bodies with the smallest budgets grew from 45% in 2015 1o 58% in
2017. :

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

Percentage of women of color on the policy bodies with the smallest budgets is 30% and almost reaches
parity with the population in San Francisco. However, women of color are considerably
underrepresented on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets at 18% compared to 31% of the
population.
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Figure 20: Women, Minorities, and Women of Color on Largest and Smallest Budget Bodies
* Percent Women, Minorities and Women of Color on Commissions and
Boards with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2017-2018

FOOh - i r o wimtimen s St o 1o 2 i 2 A S S k3§ S s e A i A s ot & et "’6‘6‘%;‘*' e e o st iy e ek

o

60% 60% Minority Population !
60% — e e ee e s e S -

’ 49% Female Population

50% ———— e e e - [EURSpR—. S

A0% e e oo e [N S e e e

31% Women of Color Population
30% = =

D0 e corr e o] - o e
10% o e

0% o

Largest Budgets " Smallest Budgets
B Women i1 Minorities ®Women of Color

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s
Budget Book. ~

1614



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 29

~ The following two tables present the demographics of the Commissions and Boards overseelng some of
the City’s largest and smallest budgets.

Of the ten Commissions and Boards that oversee the largest budgets, women make up 35% and women
of color are 18% of the appointees. The Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure is the -
most diverse with people of color in all appointed seats and women comprising half of the members.

~ The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Board of Directors and Parking Authority Commission has
the next largest representation of women with 43%. Four of the ten bodies have less than 30% female
appointees. Women of color are near parity on the Police Commission at 29% compared to 31% of the
population. Meanwhile, the Public Utilities Commission and Human Services Commission have no
women of color. ' ‘

Overall, the representation of minorities on policy bodies with the largest budgets is equal to that of the
minority population in San Francisco at 60% and four of the ten largest budgeted bodies have greater
minority representation. Following the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure with
100% minority appointees, the Health Commission at 86% minority appointees, the Aging and Adult

" Services Commission at 80% minority appointees; and the Police Commission with 71% minority
appointees have the next highest minority representation. In contrast, the Airport Commission has the
lowest minority representation at 20%.

Table 1: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets

Body | FY17:18 Budget | Seats | of Color

Health Commission $2,198,181,178 7 7 29% 86% 14%
MTA Board of Directors and ' ]
Parking Authority $1,183,468,406 7 7 43% | 57% 14%
Commission ' .

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

Fire Commission S 381,557,710 5 5 . 20% 60% 20%
Aging and Adult Services $ 285,000,000 | 7 5 a0% | 80% | 14%

Commission

"Total

$ 8 764 690 3005 l e

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

Of the eight smallest budgeted policy bodies with data on race and ethnicity, more than half have
greater representation of racial and ethnic minority and women of color than the population. The
Southeast Community Facility Commission has 100% members of color, followed by the Housing .
Authority Commission at 83%, the Sentencing Commission at 73%, and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness
Board at 67% minority appointees. Only the Historic Preservation Commission with 17% minority
members, the City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission at 20% minority members, and the Reentry
Council with 57% minority members fall below parity with the population.

Table 2: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets

-Body L A of
HIS’EOI‘I.C Phreservatlon $ : 45,000 - 7 6 33% 17% 17%
Commission i
gity Ha.ll I.Dreservation Advisory g - 5. 5 60% - 20% 20%

ommission ,
Housing Authority Commission | $ - 7 6 33% 83% | 33%
;oca!dHomeless Coordinating $ 3 9 7 43% n/a n/a
oar } '
(L:ong Telzrm Care Coordinating s _ " 40 40 78% n/a n/a
ounci : ‘ .
ggglrl(;: Utilities Rate Fairness g i . 6 33% 67% 33%
*| Reentry Council s .- 24 23 | 52% 57% 22%
Sentencing Commission S - 12 12 42% 73% 18%
zouthgasF Community Facility - 3 . 7 6 50% 100% " 50%
ommission A .
Youth Commission S - 17 16 64% 64% 43%-
Totals 3 - s ——
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 31
Budget Book. '
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V. Conclusion

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

Since the first gender analysis of appointees to San Francisco policy bodies in 2007, there has been a
steady increase of female appointees. There has also been a greater representation of women on
Commissions as compared to Boards. This continued in 2017 with 54% female Commissioners. However,
it is concerning that the percentage of female Board members has dropped from 48% in 2015 to 41% in
2017. :

People of color represent 60% of the San Francisco pbpulation, yet only represent 53% of appointees to
San Francisco Commissions and Boards. There is a greater representation of people of color on
Commissions than Boards. However, Commissions have fewer appointees identified as ethnic minorities
this year, 57%, than the 60% in 2015, while the representation of people of color on Boards increased
from 44% in 2015 to 47% in 2017. There is still a disparity between race and ethnicity on public policy
bodies and in the population. Especially Asians and Latinx/Hispanic individuals are underrepresented
across Commissions and Boards while there is a higher representation of White and Black/African '
American appointees than in the general population. Women of color are 31% of the population and
comprise 31% of Commissioners.compared to 19% of Board members. Meanwhile, men of color are 29%
.of the population and 26% of Commissioners and Board members.

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

“individuals on the policy bodies for which there was data at 17%. Veterans are also highly represented at
13%, and the representation of people with a disability in pohcy bodies almost reaches parity W|th the
population with 11.4% compared to 11.8%.

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

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

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

Chart 1: 2015 Total Population by Race/Ethnicity

_Estimate | F

San Francisco County California 840,763
White, Not Hispanic or Latino : 346,732 | 41%
Asian , ‘ 284,426 34%
Hispanic or Latino 128,619 |  15%
‘| Some Other Race - 54,388 | 6%
Black or African American : '46,825 1 6%
Two or More Races 38,940 | 5%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,649 0.4%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 0.3%

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

San Francisco County California 840,763 427,909 412,854

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 | 41% | 186,949 | - 22% 159,783 |  19%
Asian ‘ , 284,426 | 34% | 131,641 | 16% 152,785 | 18%
Hispanic or Latino 128,619 | 15% 67,978 | 8% 60,641 | 7%
Some Other Race 54,388 | 6% 28,980 | 3.4% | 25408 | 3%
Black or African American 46,825 | 6% 24,388 3% 22,437 | 2.7%
Two or More Races - 38,940 | 5% 19,868 2% 19,072 2%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific L '
Islander : 3,649 | 0.4% 1,742 | 0.2% 1,907 0.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 | 0.3% 1,666 | 0.2% 1,188 | 0.1%
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Commigsion oo o on Seats |FY17-18 Budget of Color -
1 Aging and Adult Services Commission | 7 5 $285,000,000, 40% 80% 40%
2 Airport Commission 5 5 $987,785,877| 40% 20% 20%
Animal Control and Welfare ’ . -
3 . 10 9 S4
Commission
4 Arts Commission 15 15 $17,975,575 60% 53% 27%
5 Asian Art Commission 27 27 $10,962,397| 63% 59% 44%
6 Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,533,699] 29% 14% 0%
. (C;;;ﬁr;)n and Families Commission 9 8 431,830,264 100% 63% 63%
g (élc’::/nfr;ailslslzgiservatlon Advisory 5 5 sl 0% 0% 20% -
9  [Givil Service Commissien 5 5 $1,250,582| 40% 20% 0%
~ Commission on Community :
10 Investment 5 A $536,796,000{ 50% 100% 50%
' and Infrastructure ‘ o
11 |Commission on the Environment 7 6 $23,081,438] 83% | 67% 50%
12 |Commission on the Status of Women | 7 7 $8,048,712| 100% 71% 71%
13 iElections Commission 7 7 , $14,847,232| 33% 50% 33%
14 [Entertainment Commission 7 7 $987,102] 29% 57% 14%
15 [Ethics Commission 5 5 4,787,508 33% | 67% 33%
16 [Film Commission - 11 11 $1,475,000, 55% 36% 36%
17 [Fire Commission 5 5° ~ $381,557,710, 20% 60% 20% -
18 |Health Commission 7 7 $2,198,181,178| 29% 86% " 14%
19 Historic Preservation Commission 7 6 $45,000, 33% 17% 17%
'[20 Housing Authority Commission 7 6 $4 33% | 83% 33%
21 Human Rights Commission 11 | 10 $4,299,600, 60% 60% 50%
122 Human Services Commission 5 5 $913,783,257| 20% 60% 0%
23 limmigrant Rights Commission 15 14 $5,686,611 64% 86% 50%
24 lluvenile Probation Commission 7 7 $41,683,918 29% 86% 29%
25 [Library Commission 7 5 $137,850,825 80% 60% 40%
26 |Local Agency Formation Commission 4 $193,168f
27 |Long Term Care Coordinating Council | 40 | 40 S , .
128 Mayor's Disability Council 11 8 $4,136,890, 75% 25% 13%
b9 MTA Béard of Di.rec.tors and Parking 7 5 41,183 468,406 43% 57% 14%
Authority Commission _
30 [Planning Commission 7 7 $54,501,361 43% 43% 29%
31 Police Commission 7 7 $588,276,484] 29% 71% 29%
32 [Port Commission 5 4 §133,202,027] 75% 75% 50%
33 [Public Utilities Commission 5 5 $1,052,841,388 40% 40% 0%
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Commission . 7o o 0 Seats | -Seats | FY17-18 BudgetWomen | Minority | * of Color:
34 [Recreation and Park Commission 7 . 7 $221,545,353| 29% 43% 14%
35 Sentencing Commission 12 12 S+ 42% 73% 18%
36 ISmall Business Commission 7 - 7 $1,548,034| 43% 50% - 25%
57 Southe.as't Community Facility 7 6 sl 50% ' 100% 50%
Commission :
a5 Treasuxfe'lslAand Development . . $210791405' 3% 7% 43%
Authority- :
39 Neterans' Affairs Commission 17 15 $865,518 27% 22% 0%
40 )Youth Commission” 17 16 S 64% 64% 43%
ats FY17-18 Budget | Women | Minority
1 Assessmient Appeals Board 24 18 $653,7801 39% 50% 22%
2 Board of Appeals 5 5 $1,038,570| 40% - 60% 20%
Golden Gate Park Concourse
3 Authority 7 7 $11,662,000, 43% 57% 29%
Health Authority (SF Health Plan
4 Governing Board) 19 15 $637,000,000, 40% 54% 23%
5 Health Service Board 7 7 $11,444,255 29% 29% 0%
In-Home Supportive Services Public _ , '
6  |Authority ‘ 12 12 $207,835,715 58% 45% " 18%
7 [Local Homeless Coordinating Board 9 7 S 43% .| 86% .
8 Mental Health Board 17 16 $218,000, 69% 69% - 50%
9 - Oversight Board 7 $152,902| 0% 20% 0%
10 [Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 S 33% 67% 33%
11 _Reentry Council 24 | 23 $1 52% 22%
13 [Relocation Appeals Board 5 1 0 4 $- _
12 [Rent Board 10 10 '$8,074,900, 30% 50% 10%
14 Retirement System Board 7 - 7 $97,622,827 43% 29% 29%
15 |Urban Forestry Council 15 14 - $92,743] 20% 0% 0%
16 |[War Memorial Board of Trustees 11 11 $26,910,642, 55% 18% 18%
17 orkforce Investment Board 27 27 $62,341,959 26% 44% 7%
Total .- L U gag e Hn e A% | BT%. s 9%
Filled | o0 oo oo loi 95t 907 9% \Women
ats | Seats |FY 1718 BudBet iy i | Minority.| of Color
Commissions and Boards Total '~ ~ | 586 | 540 - 9.4%. | ‘

1620



