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FILE NO. 180634 MOTION NO. 

1 [Mayoral Appointment, Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors -
Christine Carr] 

2 

3 Motion approving/rejecting the Mayor's nomination for appointment of Christine Carr to 

4 the Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors, for a term ending April 

5 28, 2022. 

6 

7 MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco does 

8 hereby approve/reject the nomination for appointment by the Mayor of the following 

9 designated person to serve as a member of the Treasure Island Development Authority Board 

1 o of Directors, pursuant to Charter, Section 3.100, for the term specified: 

11 Christine Carr, seat 1, succeeding Sam Moss, term expired, must be appointed by the 

12 Mayor and confirmed by the Board of Supervisors, for the unexpired portion of a four-year 

13 term ending April 28, 2022. 

14 
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22 

23 

24 

25 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: June 4, 2018 

To: Members, Board of Supervisors 

From: \('Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

Subject:<lJ Nominations By The Mayor 

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 

On June 4, 2018, the Mayor submitted the following nomination packages: 

Pursuant to the Treasure Island Conversation Act of 1997 and the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Bylaws, Article V, the following nomination is to the Treasure Island 
Development Authority: 

• Christine Carr - Seat 1 - term ending April 28, 2022 

Pursuant to Ordinance No. 215-12, the following nomination is to the Redevelopment 
Successor Commission: 

• Carolyn Ransom-Scott - Seat 1 - term ending November 3, 2020 

Pursuant to California Health and Safety Code, Section 34179(a)(10) and Board of 
Supervisors Motion No. M12-09, the following nomination was made to the Oversight Board 
of the Successor Agency: 

• John Rahaim - Seat 3 - term ending January 24, 2018 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board will open files for these nominations and hearings 
will be scheduled before the Rules Committee. 

c: Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy 
Jon Givner - Deputy City Attorney 
Andres Power - Mayor's Legislative Liaison 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

June 5, 2018 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

MARKE. FARRELL 
MAYOR 

Pursuant to the Treasure Island Conversion Act of 1997 and the Treasure Island Development 
Authority (TIDA) Bylaws, Article V, I hereby make the following nomination: 

Christine Carr to the Treasure Island Development Authority, Seat 1, assuming the seat 
formerly held by Sam Moss, for a term ending April 28, 2022 

I am confident that Ms. Carr, an elector of the City and County, will serve our community well. 
Attached are her qualifications, which demonstrate how her nomination for appointment 
represents the communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City and 
County of San Francisco. She is not an officer of the City. 

I am pleased to advise you of this nomination and encourage the support of the Board of · 
Supervisors. 

Should you have any questions related to these nominations, please contact my Deputy Chief of 
Staff, Francis Tsang at (415) 554-6467. 

Sincerely, 

~<[.~ 
Mark E. Farrell 
Mayor 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 



Christine Carr 

Christine Carr is an experienced leader, entrepreneur and innovator with over 
25 years in Real Estate Marketing and Sales, New Home Construction, 
Development and Financial and Tactical leadership. 

She has had the professional experience of starting several successful 
companies and fully understands the complex scope of work necessary to 
translate professional objectives into clear multifaceted strategies for her high 
demand clients and projects. As an effective leader, she has established 
marketing programs that derive their strength from effective team building, 
establishing clear, measurable and achievable goals and most of all 
communication, strong leadership and the ability to seamlessly multi-task. 

In conjunction with her career success, she has also had the fortunate 
opportunity to serve her San Francisco community. She is currently the Chief 
Operating Officer of the "Shared Schoolyards Project" which provides a safe, 
clean place for families and children to play and gather on the weekends. She 
has served as a Board Member for "Family House" at UCSF Hospital, which 
provides housing and essential services to families with critically ill children. 

Christine was born and raised in the San Francisco Bay Area and has a 
passion for her family, community, travel, art and all things San Francisco. 
She is married with two adult children. 



CHRISTINE CARR 
·- GREEN STREET, SAN FRANCISCO 94123 

I E-MAIL:' --------

HOME BUILDER 
SALES AND MARKETING EXECUTIVE 

A self-starting, experienced and innovative executive leader with a proven track record of driving business 
development and successful results in home building, development and the marketing and selling of 
residential projects in the Northern California market. Possess excellent collaborative talent as a visionary 
leader and consensus builder that encourages cooperative working relationships by forming unified, 
creative teams focused on achieving successful results for clients. Executive expertise includes: 

o Experience in Home Building, New Home 
Sales and Marketing and Mortgage Lending 

o Experience in Development, Management of 
Marketing Plans, Timelines, Budgets 

o Excellent team leadership skill in all aspects 
of home sales and marketing 

o Experienced in Home and Model Design 

o Excellent Change-Management Expertise and 
Strategy 

o Innovative Strategic Planning and Tactical 
Execution 

o Excellent Verbal and Written Communication 
Skills 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE AND ACHIEVEMENTS 

BUILDERS MARKETING GROUP, INC FOUNDING/MANAGING PARTNER 

NEW HOME SALES AND MARKETING COMPANY AND CONSULTING FIRM 

MARKETED AND SOLD OVER 7,000 HOMES-SERVING OVER 35 BUILDER CLIENTS 

BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 

1985-PRESENT 

o Founded and established the business development structure for Builders Marketing Group to 
offer builder clients professional, comprehensive new home marketing and sales services 

o Provides comprehensive market research to identify local and Bay Area market trends, buyer 
segments and to analyze competitor's inventory and pricing. 

o Develops customized marketing plans, budgets, timelines, campaign strategies, advertising, 
collateral materials and pricing recommendations to maximize value, increase market share and 
bottom line profits. 

o Continuous communication with clients, staff and construction teams to seamlessly integrate 
crossover paperwork, budgets and timelines into their system. 

o Consults directly with architects and designers and attends framing walks to assure the design 
features, sales office layouts and option/upgrade programs meet the demands of the identified 
buyer profile for the project. Monitors construction progress to coordinate with marketing 
timelines. 

o Utilizes sophisticated sales approach to calculate unit releases with a predetermined pricing 
strategy to effectively motivate demand, accelerate pricing, control inventory flow and maximize 
profits. 

o Recruit, train and manage onsite sales agents, providing strong sales teams that are motivated 
with the drive and talent to deliver leading-edge results. 

Christine R Carr/ Page 1 of 2 



FULL-TIME CONSULTANT FOR W MARKETING 2016-2017 

CONSULTING SERVICES PERFORMED FOR THIS ROLE: 

o Provided the Business Development structure for this company's newly formed "New Homes 
Sales and Marketing" company. Lead in the origination and oversight of all processes and 
procedures and all essential elements necessary to develop the business structure of this new 
company. 

o Provided the daily leadership role of establishing this new company to an operational launch in 
one year. 

o Identified potential opportunities for new builder client acquisition to expand company's growth 
and overall presence in the Bay Area market. 

o Recruited and professionally trained sales team of nine onsite sales agents 
o Trained new home marketing team to create the paperwork portfolio and organizational 

business development as follows: 
o Originated all critical forms, agreements and reports: Builder-Client Agreements, Sales Agent 

Agreements, marketing and sales forms, escrow status reports, etc. 
o Developed all systems and processes within the Business Structure to effectively track and 

organize the flow of work. 
o Consulted and worked directly with design professionals on model home merchandising. 
o Worked with suppliers, subcontractors and vendors to develop buyer-oriented option packages 

for model home design centers. Developed and organized into a working format extensive 
Option and Upgrade programs for a builder clients. 

RIVENDALE HOMES, INC FOUNDING PARTNER 1996-2015 

Real Estate Development and Homebuilding Company with the main office located in Sonoma County. 
Rivendale Homes developed new housing subdivisions and built over 3,000 homes in 60 residential 
subdivision sites offering product type that ranged from entry-level to semi-custom niches in the Sonoma, 
Napa, Solano and Sacramento markets. 

FOUNTAINGROVE MORTGAGE, INC. PARTNER 1989-2006 

Residential Mortgage Brokerage firm that maintained an over 50% market share in the Sonoma County 
market. Oversaw all operations while strategically positioning the company to consistently increase their 
market share of providing loans for new home communities, resale residential loans and refinancing 
home loans. 

COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP AND INTEREST 

CALIFORNIA REAL ESTATE BROKERS LICENSE 

SHARED SCHOOLYARD PROJECT- SAN FRANCISCO, CA - EXECUTIVE LEAD AND PROJECT MANAGER 

HOMEBUILDERS ASSOCIATION-EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AND BOARD OF DIRECTORS, MEMBER 

GRADUATE "LEADERSHIP SAN FRANCISCO" -SF CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

FAMILY HOUSE BOARD FOR UCSF BENIOFF CHILDREN'S HOSPITAL- SAN FRANCISCO 

OUTSTANDING WOMAN IN BUSINESS AWARD, BUSINESS JOURNAL 

CURRENT 

2011- PRESENT 

1995- PRESENT 

2013 
2012-2015 
2001 

Christine R Carr/ Page 2of2 



060600029-NFH-0029 

CALIFORNIA FORM 10 0 STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS 

Date Initial Filing 
Received 

Official Use Only 

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

A PUBLIC DOCUMENT 

Please type or print in ink. 

NAME OF FILER 

Carr, Christine 

1. Office, Agency, or Court 
Agency Name (Do not use acronyms) 

{LAST) 

City and County of San Francisco 

Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable 

Finance Corporation 

COVER PAGE 

(FIRST) 

Your Position 

Member 

E-Filed 
04/02/2018 

14:30:03 

Filing ID: 
170591777 

(MIDDLE) 

~ If filing for multiple positions, list below or on an attachment. (Do not use acronyms) 

Agency: *SEE ATTACHED FOR ADDITIONAL POSITIONS 

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

0State 

Position:------------------

D Multi-County _______________ _ 

D Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction) 

IBl County of San Francisco 

0 City of __ s_an_F_r_a_nc_i_s_c_o ___________ _ D Other ________________ _ 

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

IBJ Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2017, through 
December 31, 2017 

-or· 
The period covered is___f__J __ , through 
December 31, 2017 

D Assuming Office: Date assumed ___f__J __ 

D Leaving Office: Date Left __J__J __ 

(Check one) 

0 The period covered is January 1, 2017, through the date of 
leaving office. 

O The period covered is __J__J __ , through the date 
of leaving office. 

D Candidate:Date of Election _____ _ and office sought, if different than Part 1: -----------------

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

Schedules attached 

-or-

D Schedule A-1 • Investments - schedule attached 

D Schedule A·2 • Investments - schedule attached 

0 Schedule B • Real Property - schedule attached 

D None • No reportable interests on any schedule 

5. Verification 
MAILING ADDRESS STREET 
{Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document) 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

CITY 

D Schedule C • Income, Loans, & Business Positions - schedule attached 

D Schedule D • Income - Gifts - schedule attached 

D Schedule E • Income - Gifts - Travel Payments - schedule attached 

STATE ZIP CODE 

San Francisco CA 94102 
E-MAIL ADDRESS 

I have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement. I have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained 
herein and in any attached schedules is true and complete. I acknowledge this is a public document. 

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

Date Signed 04/0212018 
(month, day, year) 

Signature --"C""h'"'"ri-...· s~t-=i=n=e-'C'""a=r=r ____________ _ 
{File the originally signed statement with your filing official.) 

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) 
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov 

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov 
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STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS 
COVER PAGE 

Expanded Statement Attachment 

CALIFORNIA FORM 10 0 
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

Name 

Christine Carr 

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

Agency Division/Board/Dept/District 

City and County of San Finance Corporation 
Francisco 

City and County of San Finance Corporation 
Francisco 

Position Type of Statement 

Commissioner Annual 1/1/2017 12/31/2017 

Member Annual 1/1/2017 12/31/2017 

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Expanded Statement 
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov 

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov 
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CALIFORNIA FORM 10 0 
SCHEDULE B 

Interests in Real Property 
{Including Rental Income) 

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

Name 

Carr, Christine 

~ ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS 

1861 Green Street 

CITY 

San Francisco 

FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 
D $2,ooo - $10,000 
D $10,001 - $100,000 __}__}_ __}__} _ 
D $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED 

E9 Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INTEREST 

[i] Ownership/Deed of Trust D Easement 

D Leasehold D 
Yrs. remaining Other 

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

D $0 - $499 D $500 - $1,ooo D $1,001 - $10,000 

D $10,001 - $100,000 DOVER $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 
income of $10,000 or more. 

D None 

·~ ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER'OR STREET ADDRESS 

CITY 

FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 
D $2,ooo - $10,000 
D $10,001 - $100,000 
D $100.001 - $1,000,000 

__}__) _ __}__)_ 

ACQUIRED DISPOSED 

D Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INTEREST 

D Ownership/Deed of Trust D Easement 

D Leasehold D--------
Yrs. remaining Other 

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

D $0 - $499 D $500 - $1,ooo D $1,001 - $10,000 

D $10,001 - $100.000 D 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 
income of $10,000 or more. 

D None 

* You are not required to report loans from commercial lending institutions 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* NAME OF LENDER* 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER 

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years) INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years) 

____ % 0None ----% 0None 

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD 

D $500 - $1,ooo D $1,001 - $10,000 D $500 - $1,ooo D $1,001 - $10,000 

D $10,001 - $100,000 DOVER $100,000 D $10,001 - $100,000 DOVER $100,000 

D Guarantor, if applicable D Guarantor, if applicable 

Comments=------------------------------------------
FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. B 

FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov 
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov 



City and County of San Francisco 

Department on the Status of Women 
Emily M. r"'lurnse, PhD 

Dit·ector 

City and County of 
San Franclsco 

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. 

Gender Analysis Findings 

Gender 

>- Women's representation on Commissions and 

Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female 

population in San Francisco. 

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

>- Since 2007 there has been an overall increase 45% 45% ,!· 

./44% 
of women on Commissions with women 

comprising 54% of Commissioners in 2017. 

>- Women's representation on Boards has 

declined to 41% this year following a period of 

steady increases over the past 3 reports. 

Race and Ethnicity 

>- While 60% of San Franciscans are people of 

color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic 

minorities. 

>- Minority representation on Commissions 

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

>- Despite a steady increase of people of color 

on Boards since 2009, minority 

representation on Boards, at 47%, remains 

below parity with the population. 

>- Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial 

individuals are underrepresented on 

Commissions and Boards. 

>- There is a higher representation of White and 

Black/African American members on policy 

bodies than in the San Francisco population. 

41% 

38%· 
;;i' 

34% 

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 

-0-Commissions ·''''"~"'"·Boards ~Commissions & Boards Combined 

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

Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation 
Commissions and Boards 

46% 45% 
44% 

43%-·· 

38% 

32% 

·2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 
....,._Commissions~"' Boards ~=·Commissions & Boards Combined 

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



Race and Ethnicity by Gender 

> In San Francisco, 31% of the population are women of color. Although representation of women of color on 

Commissions reaches parity with the population, only 19% of Board members are women of color. 

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

Francisco population. 

> The representation of White men on policy bodies is 28%, exceeding the 22% of the San Francisco 

population, while White women are at parity with the population at 19%. 

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

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

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

Additional Demographics 

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

> Individuals with a disability comprise 11% of appointees on policy bodies, just below the 12% of the adult 

population with a disability in San Francisco. 

> Representation of veterans on Commissions and Boards is 13%, exceeding the 4% of San Franciscans that 

have served in the military. 

Budget 

> Women and women of color, in particular, are underrepresented on the policy bodies with the largest 

budgets while 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 

Women Minority 
Women 

LGBT Disabilities Veterans 
of Color 

San Francisco Population 49% 60% 31% 5%-7% 12% 4% 

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

Commissions 54% 57% 31% 18% 10% 15% 

Boards 41% 47% 19% 17% 14% 10% 

10 Largest Budgeted Bodies 35% 60% 18% 

10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies 58% 66% 30% 

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

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

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

Key Findings 

Gender 

> Women's representation on Commissions and 

Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female 

population in San Francisco. 

> Since 2007, there has been an overall increase 

of women on Commissions: women compose 

54% of Commissioners in 2017. 

> Women's representation on Boards has 

declined to 41% this year following a period of 

steady increases over the past 3 reports. 

Race and Ethnicity 

> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of 

color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic 

minorities. 

> Minority representation on Commissions 

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

> Despite a steady increase of people of color 

on Boards since 2009, minority 

representation on Boards, at 47%, remains 

below parity with the population. 

> Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial 

individuals are underrepresented on 

Commissions and Boards. 

> There is a higher representation of White and 

Black or African American members on policy 

bodies than in the San Francisco population. 

Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women's I 
·~=====R=e=p=re=s=e=n=ta=t=io=n==on==C=o=m=m=i=s=si=o=ns==an=d==B=o=ar=d=s======-J 

45% 45% 
-1f44% 

41% 

.---.,. 38% .. · 

34% 

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 

....,_Commissions'"·' Boards ~Commissions & Boards Combined 

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

, Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation 
on Commissions and Boards 

46% 45% 
43% .. 44% 

38% 

32% 
. "~ ·~'" ~ ... . h•-. 
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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. 

• One-tenth of Commissioners and Board members are Asian men and 12% are Asian women 

compared to 16% and 18% ofthe population, respectively. 

• Latinos are 6% of Commissioners and Board members and Latinas are 4% of Commissioners and 

Board members compared to 8% and 7% of San Franciscans, respectively. 

Additional Demographics 

~ Among Commissioners and Board members, 17% identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender 

(LGBT}. 

~ Individuals with a disability comprise 11% of appointees on policy bodies, just below the 12% of the 

adult population with a disability in San Francisco. 

~ Representation of veterans on Commissions and Boards is 13%, exceeding the 4% of San Franciscans 

that have served in the military. 

Representation on Policy Bodies by Budget 

~ Women and women of color, in particular, are underrepresented on the policy bodies with the 

largest budgets while exceeding or nearing parity on policy bodies with the smallest budgets. 

>- Minority representation on policy bodies with both the largest and smallest budgets is at least 60%, 

equal to the population. 

Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017 
-~=-=-

Women Minority 
Women 

LGBT Disabilities Veterans 
of Color 

San Francisco Population 49% 60% 31% 5%-7% 12% 

Commissions and Boards Combined 49% 53% 27% 17% 11% 

Commissions 54% 57% 31% 18% 10% 

Boards 41% 47% 19% 

10 Largest Budgeted Bodies 35% 60% 18% 

10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies 58% 66% 30% 

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

4% 

13% 

15% 
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The central question of this report is whether appointments to public policy bodies of the City and 
County of San Francisco are reflective of the population at large. 

In 1998, San Francisco became the first city in the world to pass a local ordinance reflecting the 
principles of the United Nations Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against 
Women (CEDAW), also known as the "Women's Human Rights Treaty."1 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.2 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.3 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 required to conduct a gender analysis 
of Commissions and Boards to be published every 2 years.4 

This 2017 gender analysis assesses the representation of women; racial and ethnic minorities; lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans on San Francisco 
Commissions and Boards appointed by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors.5 

1 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. 
3 The 2007 Gender Analysis of Commissions, Boards, and Task Forces is available online at the Department 
website, under Women's Human Rights, at www.sfgov.org/dosw. 
4 The full text of the charter amendment is available at https://sfpl.org/pdf/main/gic/elections/June3_2008.pdf. 
5 Appointees in some policy bodies are elected or appointed by other entities. 
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This report focuses on City an.d 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.6 Generally, Commission appointments are made by the Mayor 
and Board appointments are made by members of the Board of Supervisors. For some policy bodies, 
however, the appointments are divided between the Mayor, the Board of 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 report, data from the U.S. Census 2011-2015 American 

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

6 It is important to note that San Francisco is the only jurisdiction in the State of California that is both a city and a 
county. Therefore, while in other jurisdictions, the Human Services Commission is typically a county commission that 
governs services across multiple cities and is composed of members appointed by those cities, the San Francisco 
case is much simpler. All members of Commissioner and Boards are appointed either by the San Francisco Mayor or 
the San Francisco County Board of Supervisors which functions as a city council.. 
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Ill. 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 
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and Pacific 
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American, 6% 

Two or More 

!"""'·5% 
Race, 6% 

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

Figure 2: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 
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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 concentrati.ons of LGBT individuals in the nation. A 2015 
Gallup poll found that among employed adults in the San Francisco Metropolitan Area, which includes 
San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, and San Mateo counties, 6.2% identify as LGBT, the largest 
percentage of any populous area in the U.S. The 2010 U.S. Census reported 34,000 same-sex couples in 
the Bay Area, with an estimated 7,600 male same-sex couples and 2,700 female same-sex couples in the 
City of San Francisco, approximately 7% of all households. In addition, the Williams Institute at the 
University of California Los Angeles estimates that 4.6% of Californians identify as LGBT, which is similar 
across gender {4.6% of males vs. 4.5% of females). The Williams Institute also reported that roughly 
92,000 adults ages 18-70 in California, or 0.35% of the population, are transgender. These sources 
suggest between 5-7% of the San Francisco adult population, or approximately 36,000-50,000 San 
Franciscans, identify as LGBT. 

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

Figure 3: San Francisco Adults with a Disability by Gender 
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Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
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In terms of veterans, according to the U.S. Census, 3.6% ofthe 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 
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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 II for a complete table of demographics by 
Commissions and Boards. 

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

Commissions Boards 
Number of Policy Bodies Included 40 17 
Filled Seats 350/373 (6% vacant) 190/213 (11% vacant) 

Female Appointees 54% 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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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 
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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 
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2017 Compared to 2015, 2013 
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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 ofthe Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure where currently none of 

the five appointees are women. The Urban Forestry Council and the Workforce Investment Board also 

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

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Least Women 

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

Data on racial and ethnic background were available for 286 Commissioners and 183 Board members. 
More than half of these appointees identify as people of color. However, representation of people of 
color on Commissions and Boards falls short of parity with the approximately 60% minority population in 
San Francisco. In total, 53% of appointees identify as racial and ethnic minorities. The percentage of 
minority Commissioners decreased from 20151 while the percentage of minority Board members has 

· been steadily increasing since 2009. Yet, communities of color are represented in greater numbers on 
Commissions, at 57%, than Boards, at 47%, of appointees. Below is the 8-year comparison of minority 
representation on Commissions and Boards. Data on race and ethnicity were not collected in 2007. 

Figure 9: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation on Commissions and Boards 
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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 
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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 
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Of the 37 Commissions with information on ethnicity, more than two-thirds (26 Commissions) have at. 
least 50% of appointees identifying as persons of color and more than half {19 Commissions) reach or 
exceed parity with the nearly 60% minority population. The Commissions with the highest percentage of 
minority appointees are shown in the chart below. The Commission on Community Investment and 
Infrastructure and the Southeast Community Facility Commission both are comprised entirely of people 
of color. Meanwhile, 86% of Commissioners are minorities on the Juvenile Probation Commission, 
Immigrant Rights Commission, and Health Commission. 

Figure 12: Commissions with Most Minority Appointees 
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2017 
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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 Minority Appointees 

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

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

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

40% ... ---·····-- - . -·- -· - ···- . -- --··-···--·· 

31% 

30% --·-- -

26% 

20% 

10% 

0% ,-· 

Commissions, n=286 

26% 26% 27% 

19% 

Boards, n=176 Commissions and 
Boards Combined, 

Men Ill Women n=462 

31% 
29% 

San Francisco 
Population, N=840, 763 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women 
Page 23 

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% ofthe 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 
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While it is challenging to find accurate counts of the number of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 
(LGBT) individuals, a combination of sources, noted in the demographics section, suggests between 4.6% 

and 7% of the San Francisco population is LGBT. Data on sexual orientation and gender identity was 
available for 240 Commission appointees and 132 Board appointees. Overall, about 17% of appointees 
to Commissions and Boards are LGBT. There is a large LGBT representation across both Commissioners 
and Board members. Three Commissioners identified as transgender. 

Figure 17: LGBT Commission and Board Appointees 

LGBT Commission and Board Appointees, 2017 
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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 
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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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In addition to data on the appointment of women and minorities to Commissions and Boards, this 
report examines whether the demographic make-up of policy bodies with the largest budget (which is 
often proportional to the amount of influence in the City} are representative of the community. On the 
following page, Figure 19 shows the representation of women, people of color, and women of color on 
the policy bodies with the largest and smallest budgets. 

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

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

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

Percent Women, Minorities and Women of Color on Commissions and 
Boards with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2017-2018 
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor's 
Budget Book. 
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The following two tables present the demographics of the Commissions and Boards overseeing some of 
the City's largest and smallest budgets. 

Of the ten Commissions and Boards that oversee the largest budgets, women make up 35% and women 
of color are 18% of the appointees. The Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure is the 
most diverse with people of color in all appointed seats and women comprising half of the members. 
The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Board of Directors and Parking Authority Commission has 
the next largest representation of women with 43%. Four of the ten bodies have less than 30% female 
appointees. 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 

% 
Total Filled % % Women 

Body FY17-18 Budget Seats Seats Women Minority 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 G.overning Board) 

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

Commission on Community 
$ 536,796,000 5 4 50% 100% 50% 

Investment and Infrastructure. 

Fire Commission $ 381,557,710 5 5 20% 60% 20% 

Aging and Adult Services 
$ 285,000,000 7 5 40% 80% 14% 

Commission 

Total $ 8,764,690,300 72 65 35% 60% 18% 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor'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 smal!est 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 

FY17-18 Total Filled % % 
Body Budget Seats Seats Women Minority 

Historic Preservation 
$ 45,000 7 6 33% 17% 

Commission 

City Hall Preservation Advisory 
Commission 

$ - 5 5 60% 20% 

Housing Authority Commission $ - 7 6 33% 83% 

Local Homeless Coordinating $ - 9 7 43% n/a 
Board 

Long Term Care Coordinating $ - 40 40 78% n/a 
Council 

Public Utilities Rate Fairness 
$ 7 6 33% 67% -

Board 

Reentry Council $ - 24 23 52% 57% 

Sentencing Commission $ - 12 12 42% 73% 

Southeast Community Facility 
Commission 

$ - 7 6 50% 100% 

Youth Commission $ - 17 16 64% 64% 

Totals $ 45,000 135 127 58% 66% 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor's 
Budget Book. 
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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 offemale 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 population, yet only represent 53% of appointees to 
San Francisco Commissions and Boards. There is a greater representation of people of color on 
Commissions than Boards. However, Commissions have fewer appointees identified as ethnic minorities 
this year, 57%, than the 60% in 2015, while the representation of people of color on Boards increased 
from 44% in 2015 to 47% in 2017. There is still a disparity between race and ethnicity on public 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 previoµs 
gender analyses. The 2017 gender analysis found that there is a relatively high representation of LGBT 
individuals on the policy bodies for which there was data at 17%. Veterans are also highly represented at 
13%, and the representation of people with a disability in policy bodies almost reaches parity with the 
population with 11.4% compared to 11.8%. 

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

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

Race/Ethnicity 
Total 

Estimate Percent 

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 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 

Race/Ethnicity 
Total Male Female 

Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent 

San Francisco County California 840,763 - 427,909 50.9% 412,854 49.1% 

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 41% 186,949 22% 159,783 19% 

Asian 284,426 34% 131,641 16% 152,785 18% 

Hispanic or Latino 128,619 15% 67,978 8% 60,641 7% 

Some Other Race 54,388 6% 28,980 3.4% 25,408 3% 

Black or African American 46,825 6% 24,388 3% 22,437 2.7% 

Two or More Races 38,940 5% 19,868 2% 19,072 2% 

Native Hawaiian and Pacific 
Islander 3,649 0.4% 1,742 0.2% 1,907 0.2% 

American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 0.3% 1,666 0.2% 1,188 0.1% 
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Appendix II. Commissions and Boards Demographics 

Total Filled % % %Women 

Commission Seats Seats FY17-18 Budget Women Minority 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% 

3 
Animal Control and Welfare 

10 9 $ 
Commission 

14 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% 

7 
Children and Families Commission 

9 8 $31,830,264 100% 63% 63% 
{First 5) 

8 
City Hall Preservation Advisory 

5 5 $- 60% 20% 20% 
Commission 

9 Civil Service Commission 5 5 $1,250,582 40% 20% 0% 

Commission on Community 

10 Investment 5 4 $536,796,000 50% 100% 50% 
and Infrastructure 

11 Commission on the Environment 7 6 $23,081,438 83% 67% 50% 

12 Commission on the Status of Women 7 7 $8,048,712 100% 71% 71% 

13 Elections Commission 7 7 $14,847,232 33% 50% 33% 

14 Entertainment Commission 7 7 $987,102 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 $- 33% 83% 33% 

21 Human Rights Commission 11 10 $4,299,600 60% 60% 50% 

22 Human Services Commission 5 5 $913,783,257 20% 60% 0% 

23 Immigrant Rights Commission 15 14 $5,686,611 64% 86% 50% 

24 Juvenile 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 7 4 $193,16 

27 Long Term Care Coordinating Council 40 40 $- 78% 

28 Mayor's Disability Council 11 8 $4,136,890 75% 25% 13% 

29 
MTA Board of Directors and Parking 

7 7 $1,183,468,406 43% 57% 14% 
~uthority 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% 



Total 

Commission Seats 

34 Recreation and Park Commission 7 

35 Sentencing Commission 12 

36 Small Business Commission 7 

37 
Southeast Community Facility 

7 
Commission 

38 
Treasure Island Development 

7 
Authority 

39 Veterans' Affairs Commission 17 

40 Youth Commission 17 

Total 373 

Total 

Board Seats 

1 ~ssessment Appeals Board 24 

2 Board of Appeals 5 
Golden Gate Park Concourse 

3 Authority 7 
Health Authority {SF Health Plan 

4 Governing Board) 19 

5 Health Service Board 7 
In-Home Supportive Services Public 

6 Authority 12 

7 Local Homeless Coordinating Board 9 

8 Mental Health Board 17 

9 Oversight Board 7 

10 Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 

11 Reentry Council 24 

13 Relocation Appeals Board 5 

12 Rent Board 10 

14 Retirement System Board 7 

15 Urban Forestry Council 15 

16 War Memorial Board of Trustees 11 

17 Workforce Investment Board 27 

Total 213 

Total 

Seats 

Commissions and Boards Total 586 
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Filled % % %Women 

Seats FY17-18 Budget Women Minority of Color 

7 $221,545,353 29% 43% 14% 

12 $- 42% 73% 18% 

7 $1,548,034 43% 50% 25% 

6 $- 50% 100% 50% 

7 $2,079,405 43% 57% 43% 

15 $865,518 27% 22% 0% 

16 $- 64% 64% 43% 

350 54% 57% 31% 

Filled % % %Women 

Seats FY17-18 Budget Women Minority of Color 

18 $653,780 39% 50% 22% 

5 $1,038,570 40% 60% 20% 

7 $11,662,000 43% 57% 29% 

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

7 $11,444,255 29% 29% 0% 

12 $207,835, 715 58% 45% 18% 

7 $- 43% 86% 

16 $218,000 69% 69% 50% 

5 $152,902 0% 20% 0% 

6 $- 33% 67% 33% 

23 $- 52% 57% 22% 

0 $ 

10 $8,074,900 30% 50% 10% 

7 $97,622,827 43% 29% 29% 

14 $92,713 20% 0% 0% 

11 $26,910,642 55% 18% 18% 

27 $62,341,959 26% 44% 7% 

190 41% 47% 19% 

Filled 
FY17-18 Budget 

% % %Women 

Seats Women Minority of Color 

540 49.4% 53% 27% 
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Date Established: 

Active 

May 2, 1997 

[ TREASURE ISLAND DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Contact and Address: 

Authority: 

Kate Austin Commission Secretary 

One A venue of the Palms 
Building 1, Room 241 

San Francisco, CA 94130 

Phone: (415) 274-0646 

Fax: (415) 274-0299 

Email: kate.austin@sfgov.org 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 380-97, as amended by Resolution No. 314-
98, Resolution No. 89-99; Bylaws. (Also related resolutions 573-94 and 672-96) 

Board Qualifications: 

The Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors consists of a total of ten 
members: seven members appointed by the Mayor and such appointments are subject to 
approval by the Board of Supervisors (the appointments of Directors who are officers of the 
City and County of San Francisco or officers of the SF Redevelopment agency shall be effective 
immediately and remain so unless rejected by a two-thirds vote of the Board of Supervisors 
within thirty days following transmittal of written notice to the Board of Supervisors of such 
appointments) and three non-voting ex-officio members: the then-sitting President of the Board 
of Supervisors, the Chair of the Committee with jurisdiction over Housing, and the Chair of the 
Committee with jurisdiction over Land Use, or their designees. (The authorized number of 
Directors shall not be less than five nor more than seven until changed by a Bylaw. The exact 
number of Directors shall be fixed by a resolution adopted by the Board.) No more than 49% of 
the persons serving on the Board may be interested persons as defined in Section 5 of the 
Bylaws. Directors shall be selected based on their expertise in the areas of real estate 
development, urban planning, environmental protection and resource conservation, homeless 
assistance, financing and other disciplines relevant to the reuse of the Base. 

Furthermore, in the event one or more of the ex-officio Directors is unable to attend a meeting 
or meetings of the Authority, the President of the Board of Supervisors may appoint other 
members of the Board of Supervisors to fill any such vacancies and sit as the Ex-Officio 
Directors for such meeting or meetings by submitting written notice of such appointment to the 
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Clerk of the Board, provided such ex-officio Directors do not, together, otherwise constitute a 
quorum of any then constituted Committee of the Board. 

The Authority is a nonprofit public benefit corporation to promote the planning, redevelopment, 
reconstruction, rehabilitation, reuse and conversion of the Base for the public interest, 
convenience, welfare and common benefit of the inhabitants of San Francisco. The Authority 
closely monitors the negotiations with the United States Navy regarding conveyance of the 
former Naval Station Treasure Island (the "Base"). The Authority is designated as a 
redevelopment agency with powers over Treasure Island. 

Reports: The Authority shall submit quarterly progress reports to the Economic Development, 
Transportation & Technology Committee of the Board of Supervisors. The Board shall cause 
an annual report to be prepared within 120 days after the end of the Authority's fiscal year as 
specified in Article VIII of the Authority's Bylaws. 

Term of Office: The Mayor shall designate one Director who is first appointed to serve a term 
of two years, two Directors who are first appointed to serve a term of three years, and four 
directors who are first appointed to serve for a term of four years. Thereafter, each Director 
shall hold office for four years and until a successor has been designated and qualified. There 
are no limits on the number of consecutive terms a Director may hold office. 

Compensation: No Directors shall be entitled to receive any compensation for serving as a 
Director or as an officer of the Authority, expect Directors shall only receive the Charter­
determined contribution for health care benefits in accordance with San Francisco Health 
Service System, and any Director or officer may be reimbursed for expenses duly incurred in the 
performance of duties as Director or officer of the Authority, upon approval of the Board. 

Sunset Date: None referenced. 
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