File No. 231040 Committee Item No. 1

Board Item No. 17

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST

Committee: Rules Committee Date Nov 6, 2023
Board of Supervisors Meeting Date _ Nov. 14, 2023
Cmte Board

Motion

Resolution

Ordinance

Legislative Digest

Budget and Legislative Analyst Report

Youth Commission Report

Introduction Form

Department/Agency Cover Letter and/or Report
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

Grant Information Form

Grant Budget

Subcontract Budget

Contract/Agreement

Form 126 - Ethics Commission

Award Letter

Application

Form 700

Information/Vacancies (Boards/Commissions)
Public Correspondence

I O
I

OTHER (Use back side if additional space is needed)

I
I

Completed by: Victor Young Date November 2, 2023

Completed by: Date




© o0 N oo o B~ wWw N P

N RN NN NN R B R R R R R R R
O N W N B O © ®© N o o0 »h W N R O

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
11/6/2023
FILE NO. 231040 MOTION NO.

[Mayoral Appointment, Successor Agency Commission (Commonly Known as Commission on
Community Investment and Infrastructure) - Kent Lim]

Motion approving the Mayor’s nomination for appointment of Kent Lim, term ending
November 3, 2026, to the Successor Agency Commission (commonly known as the

Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure).

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Ordinance No. 215-12, the Mayor has submitted a
communication notifying the Board of Supervisors of the appointment of Kent Lim to the
Successor Agency Commission (commonly known as the Commission on Community
Investment and Infrastructure), received by the Clerk of the Board on October 10, 2023; now,
therefore, be it

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby approves the Mayor’'s nomination for
appointment of Kent Lim, succeeding Alex Ludlum, resigned, to Seat No. 2 on the Successor
Agency Commission (commonly known as the Commission on Community Investment and

Infrastructure), for the unexpired portion of a four-year term ending November 3, 2026.

Clerk of the Board
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1



LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Notice of Nomination

October 10, 2023

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

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

Honorable Board of Supervisors,

Pursuant to California Health and Safety Code § 34173(g) and Ordinance No.
215-12 of the City and County of San Francisco, | make the following nomination:

Kent Lim, for appointment to the Successor Agency Commission (Commission on
Community Investment and Infrastructure) for the remainder of a four-year term
ending November 3, 2026. This seat, which is for a resident of the supervisorial
district that includes the second largest amount of cumulative area of the Major
Approved Development Projects (District Six), was once held by Alex Ludlum,
who resigned.

| am confident that Mr. Lim will to serve our community well. Attached are his
qualifications to serve, which demonstrate how his appointment represents the
communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City and
County of San Francisco.

| encourage your support and am pleased to advise you of this appointment.
Should you have any question about this appointment, please contact my
Director of Boards and Commissions, Jesse Mainardi, at 415.554.6588.

Sincerely,

2, o (O
CW-&B/‘-Q}_&\
London N. Breed
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco

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



Curriculum Vitae for Kent M. Lim
2023

With over 40 years of experience in the construction industry, Kent M. Lim earned a
reputation as one of the most well-respected businessmen in the San Francisco. He worked
his way up through the apprenticeship to journeyman, foreman, and detailer as a member of
Sheet Metal Workers Local 104. In 1985, he realized his dream; a dream developed as a
young immigrant from China, of starting his own business, Kent M. Lim & Company, Inc.
(KLCo) with a humble metal shop in the Bayview neighborhood in San Francisco. KLCo, the
Bay Area’s leading minority-owned HVAC and plumbing firm exceeded $30 million in sales
annually. KLCo was known for fairness, ability to meet challenging schedules and (most
importantly) integrity. KLCo successfully constructed some of the most prestigious buildings
in the Bay Area; a small selection includes: SF City Hall Seismic Retrofit, Sony Metreon
Entertainment Center, Genentech Founders Research Center II, UC Berkeley East Asian
Library, JP Morgan Chase 560 Mission, San Francisco War Memorial Opera House and
Veterans Building Retrofit, Laguna Honda Hospital Replacement, Phillip Burton Federal
Building, Hall Winery in Napa and CITRIS Headquarters/UC Berkeley.

Kent pioneered the creation of a diverse and local workforce. He was an early participant
and advocate of the First Source Hiring Program and its successor, City Build. When the
Local Hire Ordinance was passed, Mayor Newsom appointed Kent to the Work Force
Investment San Francisco Board; Mayor Lee subsequently reappointed him. Recently he
retired from the WISF Board. He also served on the Mayor’s Construction Workforce
Advisory Committee. Kent formerly served as a member of the National SMACNA Financial
Management Task Force, Bay Area SMACNA Board, Bay Area SMACNA Collective Bargaining
committee, Bay Area SMACNA Joint Apprenticeship Training Committee, Chinese for
Affirmative Action board and Mission Hiring Hall board.

As his reputation grew, aspiring entrepreneurs would seek out Kent for his counsel. Kent
discovered he had a real passion for mentorship; and in 2013, he retooled his business into a
management consultancy located in Chinatown. As a graduate of the City and County of San
Francisco Human Right’s Minority Business Enterprise program, he believes that the
program is a vital mechanism for San Francisco’s small businesses. Kent serves as a
consultant for the SFPUC’s Contractor’s Assistance Center, Merriwether & Williams
Insurance Services for the Contractor Advanced Payment Program/SF Bond Program and
Rosales Business Partners for SFMTA as well as many emerging businesses. Also, Kent is
working with Mission Hiring Hall/CCSF on CAPSA’s training program. Currently Kent is work
with HUD/MOHCD to increase Local Contracting and Local Hiring to housing projects.

Kent is a graduate Lincoln High School and the Executive Education Program of Haas School
of Business at the University of California, Berkeley. He currently holds California State
Contractor’s Licenses in A, B, C20, C36, and C43 classifications. Kent is a former member of
the Chinese Hospital Golf Tournament Committee raising funds for a new hospital for the
underserved Chinatown community and worked on the Mayors Cup. Kent also is working on
raising fund for Kong Chow Benevolent Association Scholarship Fund and served on the
Chinese Hospital Board. Now he resides in San Francisco.



caLirornia Form 700 STATEMENT gzsgsgggéc INTERESTS
Lhe e W A PUBLIC DOCUMENT

Please type or print in ink.

NAME OF FILER  (LAST) {FIRST) (MIDDLE)
Lim Kent M.

1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)
City and County of San Francisco

Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable Your Position

Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure Commissioner

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

Agency: Position:

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

| | State _ | Judge, Retired Judge, Pro Tem Judge, or Court Commissioner
(Statewide Jurisdiction)

|| Multi-County B County of San Francisco

| City of San Francisco | Other

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

| Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2022, through _ | Leaving Office: Date Left f——i
December 31, 2022. (Check one circle.)
-0r=-
The period covered is / / , through || The period covered is January 1, 2022, through the date of
December 31, 2022. 5, (a6 oies
B/ Assuming Office: Dateassumed /[ LJ The period covered is I ! through
the date of leaving office.
_| Candidate: Date of Election and office sought, if different than Part 1:
4. Schedule Summary (required) » Total number of pages including this cover page: 5
Schedules attached
B Schedule A-1 - Investments — schedule attached W Schedule C - income, Loans, & Business Positions — schedule attached
M Schedule A-2 - Investments - schedule attached _| Schedule D - Income - Gifts - schedule attached
| Schedule B - Real Property — schedule attached | schedule E - Income — Gifts - Travel Payments — schedule attached

-or- | None - No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS STREET CcITY STATE ZIP CODE
(Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document)

One South Van Ness Avenue 5th Floor San Francisco California 94103
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER EMAIL ADDRESS

(415 ) 749-2400 Commissionsecretary.OCli@sfgov.org

| have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement. | have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained
herein and in any attached schedules is true and complete. | 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 October 4, 2023 Signature Kent M. Lim

(maonth, day, year) (File the ariginally signed paper statement with your fiing official )

FPPC Form 700 - Cover Page (2022/2023)
advice@fppc.ca.gov ¢ 866-275-3772 « www.fppc.ca.gov
Page -5



SCHEDULE A-1 CALIFORNIA FORM

Investments
Stocks, Bonds, and Other interests Name
(Ownership Interest is Less Than 10%) Kent M. Lim

Do not attach brokerage or financial statements.

<BLUE> is a required field

FAIR VALUI TF INVESTHENT
; GENERAL DESCRIFTION OF s Bl
NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY B BSIESS AGTTY {Saloct ?hbn_% down a..f...g .Q%%iiz i (mmiddiyyyy)
Wells Fargo Advisor WFCS Coustodian Trad IRA $100,001 - Stock-Mulual Funds

$1,000,000

FPPC Form 700 {2018/2019) Sch. A-1x
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: B66/ASK-FPPC www.fppc.ca.gov



SCHEDULE A-2

Investments, Income, and Assets

<BLUE> is a required field

of Business Entities/Trusts

(Ownership Interest is 10% or Greater)

* Select from drop down list

CALIFORNIA FORM

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMM

Name

Kent M. Lim

3. Sources of

2. Gross
1 5 : ; Income of 4. Investments or Interests In Real Property Held by the Bus
1. Business Entity or Trust (For reporting a trust, enter the name then skip to box 2.) Income . . 1
$10,000 or Trust (Use a separate line for each investment or real property interest.)
Received
more
INCLUDE YOUR
NAME AND ADDRESS OF BUSINESS GENERAL MWM%MMW A NATURE OF YOUR PRO RATA LIST SINGLE INVESTMENT- REAL PROPERTY- w_nmn.u_.%_nmm N
ENTITY OR TRUST DESCRIPTION OF FAIR MARKET o5 or 'NVESTMENT BUSINESS SHARE OF SOURCES OF BUSINESS LIST PRECISE ~ FAIR MARKET py or
(B Address Acceptable) BUSINESS VALUE* DISEGSED! 10 (if "other," POSITION GROSS INCOME OF ENTITY/NAME, AND  LOCATION OF VALUE* SisPosed] B
(If Trust, go to 2) ACTIVITY (mmiddiyyyy) describe)* INCOME TO | $10,000 OR MORE | BUSINESS ACTIVITY REAL PROPERTY mmiddlyyyy)
yyyy ENTITY/TRUST* (
KML Associates (see sources of  Construction $10,001 - Sole Owner Over $100,000
income on Schedule C) Consultant $100,000 Proprietorship
Admin Support Group (no income Contractor $0 - $1,999 Partnership Manager $0-$499
received in past 12 months) Support Services

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. A-2x
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/ASK-FPPC www.fppc.ca.gov



<BLUE> is a required field

* Select from drop down list

Income, Loans, & Business

SCHEDULE C CALIFORNIA FORM Noo

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

Positions Name

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments) Kent M. Lim

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

_._. Income Received

2. Loans Received or Outstanding

GROSS PONSIDERS TN RS PRESS INTEREST SECURITY FOR LOAN
NAME AND ADDRESS BUSINESS YOUR BUSINESS INCOME FOR WHICH INCOME | OF LENDER™™ (Business BUSINESS HIGHEST RATE TERM REAL PROPERTY
OF SOURCE ACTIVITY, IF ANY POSITION RECEIVED* <<>m mmom_<m.q Address Acceptable) AND ACTIVITY, IF ANY  BALANCE* (%) (Mos/Yrs) ADDRESS/OTHER INFORMATION®
(if "other," describe) GUARANTOR, IF ANY
Merriwether & Contractor Subcontractor  $10,001- Subcontract _
Williams Insurance Development $100,000 _
Services 44 and Loan |
Montgomery St. Program _
Suite 904, SF Ca I
94104 _
Contractor Construction Subcontractor  $10,001- Subcontract _
Monitoring Division  Technical $100,000 |
1155 Market Street, Assistance [
4th Floor, SF Ca _
94103
Chinatown Media Construction Project Over Subcontract 7
and Arts Consultant Management $100,000
Collaborative 800
Grant Avenue, SF |
94108
Chinese Cultural Construction Owners Rep $10,001- Subcontract-expired
Center of SF 750 Consultant $100,000 in September 2023 |

Kearny Street, Floor
3, SF Ca 94108

FPPC Form 700 (2015/2016) Sch. Cx
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/ASK-FPPC www.fppc.ca.gov



<BLUE> is a required field

* Select from drop down list

Income, Loans, & Business

SCHEDULE C CALIFORNIA FORM Ncc

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

Positions Name

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments) Kent M. Lim

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

_4. income Received

2, Loans Received or Outstanding

NAME AND ADDRESS
OF SOURCE

R&S Construction
Management 11565
Burke Avenue, Suite
|, SF Ca 94124

JM Construction 850
S Van Ness Avenue,
Suite #24, SF Ca
94110

Innovative Design
Engineer 338 N
Canal, Suite #20,
South SF, Ca 94080

BUSINESS
ACTIVITY, IF ANY

Business
Consultant

Business
Consultant

Business
Development

YOUR BUSINESS
POSITION

Adviser

Adviser

Consultant

GROSS
INCOME
RECEIVED*

$10,001-
$100,000

$10,001-
$100,000

$10,001-
$100,000

CONSIDERATION | NAME AND ADDRESS
FOR WHICH INCOME | OF LENDER™* (Business BUSINESS HIGHEST _zwwwmmmq TERM mm%mﬂm__ﬁwmwm%ﬂ N
WAS RECEIVED* | Address Acceptable) AND ACTIVITY, IF ANY  BALANCE (Mos/Yrs)  \ BDRESS/OTHER INFORMATION®

(if "other," describe)

Subcontract

Subcontract

Subcontract

(%)
GUARANTOR, IF ANY

FPPC Form 700 (2015/2016) Sch. Cx
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/ASK-FPPC www.fppc.ca.gov



SUCCESSOR AGENCY COMMISSION

The below listed summary of seats, term expirations and membership information shall serve
as notice of vacancies, upcoming term expirations and information on currently held seats,
appointed by the Board of Supervisors. Appointments by other bodies are listed, if available.
Seat numbers listed in bold are open for immediate appointment. However, you are able to
submit applications for all seats and your application will be maintained for one year, in the
event that an unexpected vacancy or opening occurs.

Membership and Seat Qualifications

S(;at A:ur::c::rtiltr;lg Seat Holder E.Ir-::jrir:g Qualification
1 Mayor Carolyn Ransom-Scott | 11/3/24 | Resident of largest district (District
10)
(Residency Requirement cannot be
waived)
2 Mayor Vacant 11/3/26 | Resident of second largest district
Alex Ludlum (Resigned) (District 6)
(Residency Requirement cannot be
waived)
3 Mayor VACANT 11/3/24
(Miguel Bustos Mayor appointed
resigned 3/22/23)
4 Mayor Tamsen Drew 11/3/26 | Mayor appointed
5 Mayor ';B';]V;::pBS'::kett 11/3/24 Mayor appointed

All seats are appointed by the Mayor, subject to confirmation by the Board of Supervisors for a
four-year term.

(For seats appointed by other Authorities please contact the Board / Commission /
Committee / Task Force (see below) or the appointing authority directly.)

Pursuant to Board of Supervisors Rules of Order 2.19 (Motion No. 05-92) all applicants
applying for this body must complete and submit, with their application, a copy (not
original) of Form 700, Statement of Economic Interests. Applications will not be
considered if a copy of Form 700 is not received.

FORM 700 AVAILABLE HERE (Required)
https://www.fppc.ca.gov/Form700.html



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2958143&GUID=5B19B5CC-9E9B-49AC-9055-18F62CFC06A5&Options=ID|Text|&Search=successor+agency
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/motions14/M14-0211.pdf
https://www.fppc.ca.gov/Form700.html

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

The Successor Agency Commission shall consist of five members appointed by the Mayor,
subject to confirmation by a majority of this Board of Supervisors. The member appointed to
Seat 1 shall be a resident of the supervisorial district that includes the largest amount of
cumulative area of the Major Approved Development Projects. The member appointed to Seat
2 shall be a resident of the supervisorial district that includes the second largest amount of
cumulative area of the Major Approved Development Projects. The members appointed to
Seats 3, 4 and 5 need not reside in any specific supervisorial district. Each of the members shall
serve for a term of four years. Each member of the Commission shall be a resident of the City
and County of San Francisco.

Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. 215-12 delegates to the Successor Agency Commission (the
"Commission") the authority excluding authority as to Housing Assets to: (1) Act in place of the
former commission of the dissolved Redevelopment Agency to implement, modify, enforce and
complete the surviving redevelopment projects, including, without limitation, the Major
Approved Development Projects, the Retained Housing Obligations, and all other enforceable
obligations, except for those enforceable obligations for affordable housing transferred to the
City and placed under the jurisdiction of the Mayor's Office of Housing; provided, however, that
the Successor Agency Commission shall not modify the Major Approved Development Projects
or the Retained Housing Obligations in any manner that would decrease the commitment of
property tax revenue for affordable housing or materially change the obligations to provide
affordable housing without obtaining the approval of the Board of Supervisors and any required
approval of the Oversight Board. (2) Approve all contracts and actions related to the assets
transferred to or retained by the Successor Agency, including, without limitation, the authority
to exercise land use, development and design approval authority for the Major Approved
Development Projects and other surviving redevelopment projects, and the approval of
amendments to redevelopment plans as allowed under the Redevelopment Dissolution Law
and subject to adoption of such plan amendments by the Board of Supervisors and any required
approval by the Oversight Board, consistent with applicable enforceable obligations. (3) Take
any action that the Redevelopment Dissolution Law requires or authorizes on behalf of the
Successor Agency and any other action that the Commission deems appropriate consistent with
the Redevelopment Dissolution Law to comply with such obligations, including, without
limitation, preparing and submitting to the Oversight Board each ROPS which shall include,
among other things, the long term affordable housing obligations described in Oversight Board
Resolution No. 5-2012, authorizing additional obligations in furtherance of enforceable
obligations, and approving the issuance of bonds to carry out the enforceable obligations,
subject to any approval of the Oversight Board as may be required under the Redevelopment
Dissolution Law.



Report: Submit a Recognized Obligation Pay Schedule (ROPS) to the States’ Department of
Finance for each six-month period.

Authority: Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. 215-12; AB 1484.
Sunset Date: None.

Contact: Jaimie Cruz
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 749-2458
commissionsecretary.ocii@sfgov.org

Updated: March 27, 2023
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DEPARTMENT ON THE STATUS OF

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

ondon N. Breed
Mayor

-

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

i, 4M—

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

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

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

\Women

People of color

LGBTQIA+ individuals

People with disabilities

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

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

This year, data was collected from 92 policy bodies and from a total of 349 members, mostly
appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. The policy bodies surveyed for the 2021
Gender Analysis Report fall under two categories designated by the San Francisco Office of
the City Attorney.? The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,” are policy
bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial
disclosures to the Ethics Commission. The second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,”
are policy bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures
to the Ethics Commission. The report examines policy bodies and appointees both
comprehensively as a whole and separately by the two categories.

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

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

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

2"Sec. 3.1-103. Filing Officers." American Legal Publishing Corporation,
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_campaign/0-0-0-979.
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were limited compared to previous years, including the ability to conduct paper surveys and
in-person meetings. Reliance on online surveying significantly reduced the level of
participation, despite three to five direct contact efforts with policy bodies via phone and
email. Moving forward, in addition to collecting data through paper/in-person surveys, when
possible, the Department on the Status of Women recommends that all policy body
appointees be required to take a training on the Gender Analysis survey process, alongside
the required Ethics training, to guarantee participation.

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

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

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

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

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

12-Year Comparison of Women of Color's

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

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

32%
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color appointees to date. o1
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compared to 31% of the San Francisco @~ &% o~ o~ A% % AN
population.

Both white women and men are overrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies.
White women are 25% of appointees compared to 17% of the San Francisco
population. White men are 21% of appointees compared to 20% of the population.

Black and African American women and men are well-represented on San Francisco
policy bodies. Black women are 8% of appointees compared to 2.4% of the population,
and Black men are 4% of appointees compared to 2.5% of the population.

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

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

Additional Demographics

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

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

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

= Although women are half of all appointees, those Commissions and Boards with the
largest budgets have fewer women, and especially fewer women of color. Meanwhile,
representation of women on Boards and Commissions with the smallest budgets are

Jjust below parity with the San Francisco population.

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

» The percentage of total women is greater on Advisory Bodies than Commissions and
Boards. Women are 60% of appointees on Advisory Bodies and 53% of appointees on
Commissions and Boards. The percentage of women of color on Advisory Bodies is
also higher than on Commissions and Boards.

Appointing Authorities

*» Mayoral appointments include 60% women, 59% people of color, and 37% women of
color, which is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Supervisorial

appointments and total appointments.

Demographics of Appointees Compared to the San Francisco Population

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Analysis Report.
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Inspired by the fourth U.N. World Conference on Women in Beijing, San Francisco became
the first city in the world to adopt a local ordinance reflecting the principles of the U.N.
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW), an
international bill of rights for women. The CEDAW Ordinance was passed unanimously by the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors and signed into law by Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr. on April
13, 1998.3 In 2002, the CEDAW Ordinance was revised to address the intersection of race and
gender and incorporate reference to the U.N. Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of
Race Discrimination. The Ordinance requires the City to take proactive steps to ensure gender
equity and specifies “‘gender analysis" as a preventive tool to identify and address
discrimination. Since 1998, the Department on the Status of Women has employed this tool
to analyze the operations of 10 City Departments using a gender lens.

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

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

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

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

The 2021 Gender Analysis Report examines the representation of women, people of color,
LGBTQIA+ individuals, people with disabilities, Veterans, and religious affiliations of
appointees on San Francisco policy bodies. As was the case for the 2019 Gender Analysis
Report, this year's analysis involved increased outreach to policy bodies as compared to
previous analyses that were limited to Commissions and Boards. As a result, the data
collection and analysis examine a more diverse and expansive layout of City policy bodies.
These policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the San Francisco Office of the
City Attorney. The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards," are policy bodies
with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial
disclosures to the Ethics Commission. The second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,”
are policy bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures
to the Ethics Commission. A detailed description of methodology and limitations can be found
on page 27.

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



Il. Findings

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

Figure 1: Summary Data of Policy Body Demographics, 2021

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

However, further analysis reveals underrepresentation of particular groups. Subsequent
sections present comprehensive data analysis providing comparison to previous years,
detailing the variables of gender, race/ethnicity, LGBTQIA+ identity, Disability Status, Veteran
Status, religious affiliations, and policy body characteristics of budget size, decision-making
authority, and appointment authority.

A. Gender

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

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

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

Commission on the Status of Women

100%

100%

100%

100%

Arts Commission

79%

100%

67%

60%

Children and Families (First 5) Commission

75%

75%

100%

100%

Aging and Adult Services Commission

71%

86%

57%

40%

Health Commission

71%

100%

43%

29%

Library Commission

71%

100%

71%

80%

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

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

Residential Users Appeal Board
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Board of Examiners

0%
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Assessment Appeals Board No. 3
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N/A

Assessment Appeals Board No. 2
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50%
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Rent Board Commission
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44%

30%

Small Business Commission
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43%

43%

43%

Retirement System Board

14%

57%

43%

43%

Health Service Board

14%

43%

33%

29%

Children, Youth, and Their Families Oversight
and Advisory Committee
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N/A

Treasure Island Development Authority
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Public Utilities Commission
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Figure 4: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of Women, 2021

Compared to 2017 and 2019, Continued

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

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

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

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

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

Data on racial and ethnic identity was collected from 341 participants, or 98% of the
surveyed appointees. Although half of appointees identify as a race or ethnicity other than
white or Caucasian, people of color are still underrepresented compared to the San
Francisco population of 62%. The representation of people of color has increased since
2009 but has decreased following 2015. The number of appointees analyzed increased
substantially in 2017 and 2019, as compared to 2015. These larger data samples have
coincided with smaller percentages of people of color.

Figure 6: 12-year Comparison of Representation of People of Color on Policy Bodies
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The racial and ethnic breakdown of policy body members compared to the San Francisco
population is shown in Figure 7. This analysis reveals underrepresentation and
overrepresentation in San Francisco policy bodies for certain racial and ethnic groups.
Nearly half of all appointees are white, an overrepresentation by 6 percentage points. The
Black community is represented on appointed policy bodies at 11% compared to 6% of the
population of San Francisco.* This is a decrease of representation compared to the 14%
representation in 2019. Characterizing these as overrepresentations is inaccurate given
the representation of Black or African American people on policy bodies has been
consistent over the years, while the San Francisco population has declined over the same
period.®

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

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



Considerably underrepresented racial and ethnic groups on San Francisco policy bodies
compared to the San Francisco population are individuals who identify as Asian or Latinx.
While the Asian population is 36% of the San Francisco population, they make up 26% of
appointees. While the Latinx population of San Francisco is 15%, 9% of appointees are
Latinx. Although there is a small population of Native Americans and Alaska Natives in San
Francisco of 0.4%, only one (0.3%) surveyed appointee identified themselves as such. The
San Francisco population of Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders is 0.3%, which slightly
less than the 0.6% of identifying appointees.

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

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



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

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

Arts Commission 71% 100% 60% 53%

Health Commission 71% 100% 86% 86%

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

Fire Commission 60% 100% 40% 60%

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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




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

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

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

C. Race and Ethnicity by Gender

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

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



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

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

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

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

Figure 13: LGBTQIA+ Identity of Appointees, 2021

D LGBTQIA+
23%

Straight/Heterosexual N
7%

8 https.//williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/adult-lgbt-pop-us/
7 Gary J. Gates and Frank Newport, “San Francisco Metro Area Ranks Highest in LBGT Percentage,”

GALLUP (March 20, 2015) https.//news.gallup.com/poll/182051/san-francisco-metro-area-
ranks-highest-
lgbtpercentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20lssues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign-til
es.

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

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

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

Figure 15: Disability Status of Appointees, 2021
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No Disabilities %
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Figure 16: Appointees with One or More Disabilities by Gender Identity, 2021

Trans Men Nonbinary
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F. Veteran Status

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

Veteran Women
0.20%
I

Non-Veteran

96.80% Veteran Men

3%

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

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

This 2021 Gender Analysis Report examines the demographic representativeness of
policy bodies by budget size. Budget size is used as a proxy for influence. Although this
report has expanded the scope of analysis to include more policy bodies compared to
previous reports, this section of analysis was limited to Commissions and Boards with
decision-making authority and whose members file financial disclosures with the Ethics
Commission.

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

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

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

15



Figure 22: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets, 2021

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

Comparison of Advisory Body and Commission and Board Demographics

The comparison of the two policy body categories in this section provides another proxy
for influence. Commissions and Boards whose members file disclosures of economic
interest have greater decision-making authority in San Francisco than Advisory Bodies
whose members do not file economic interest disclosures. The percentages of total
women, LGBTQIA+ people, people with disabilities, and women of color are larger for total
appointees on Advisory Bodies. However, the percentages of Veterans on Commissions
and Boards slightly exceeds the percentage on Advisory Bodies, and both Commissions
and Boards and Advisory Bodies have 53% people of color.
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Figure 23: Demographics of Appointees on Commission and Boards and Advisory
Bodies, 2021
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Demographics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees

Figure 24 compares the representation of women, women of color, and people of color
for appointments made by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of all
approving authorities combined. Mayoral appointments are more diverse, and consist of
more women, women of color, and people of color compared to Supervisorial
appointments. Mayoral appointments include 60% women, 37% women of color, and 59%
people of color, while Supervisorial appointments are 56% women, 36% women of color,
and 58% people of color. The total of all approving authorities combined average out at
55% women, 32% women of color, and 54% people of color. This disparity in diversity
between Mayoral and Supervisorial appointments may be due in part to the appointment
selection process for each authority. The 11-member Board of Supervisors only sees
applicants for specific bodies through the 3- member Rules Committee or by designees,
stipulated in legislation (e.g., “renter,” “landlord,” “consumer advocate”), whereas the
Mayor typically has the ability to take total appointments into account during selections,
and can therefore better address gaps in diversity.
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Figure 24: Demographics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees, 2021
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The 2021 Gender Analysis Report collected data on religious affiliations to fully examine
the demographics and representation of appointees. This is the first-year religious
affiliations have been examined. Figure 25 illustrates the religious demographics of
appointees, with the largest number of appointees identifying as Christian (30%), and the
smallest number of appointees identifying as Hindu (1%) or Muslim (1%).
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Figure 25: Religious Affiliations of Appointees, 2021

Other Buddhist
10% 7%

Decline

21% Christian

/ 30%

Muslim _~"~
1%

Jewish / " Hindu

13% 1%

\_ Atheist
17%

lll. Methodology and Limitations

This report focuses on City and County of San Francisco Commissions, Boards, task forces,
councils, and committees that have the majority of members appointed by the Mayor and
Board of Supervisors and have jurisdiction limited to the City. The 2021 Gender Analysis
Report reflects data from the policy bodies that provided information to the Department on
the Status of Women through digital survey. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the normal
outreach method of paper surveys and in-person meetings was unavailable, ultimately
leaving all survey outreach and correspondence to be conducted online. Unfortunately,
obtaining the data strictly online had a significant negative impact on participation rates.
Following initial email outreach, policy bodies were contacted three to five times via email
and phone, including two emails to Department Heads from Department on the Status of
Women Director, Kimberly Ellis. All possible measures were taken to obtain accurate and
complete data. While participation rates are lower than the 2019 Gender Analysis Report, this
report features the most diverse individual responses, as well as participation of the largest
number of Commission and Boards and Advisory Bodies to date.

Data was requested from 109 policy bodies and acquired from 92 of those bodies, a total of
349 appointees. Comparatively, the 2019 Gender Analysis Report received data from 84 policy
bodies (380 Commission and Boards and 389 Advisory Bodies), a total of 741 total appointees.
A Commissioner or Board member's gender identity, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation,
Disability Status, Veteran Status, or religious affiliations were among data elements collected
on a voluntary basis. Therefore, responses were incomplete or unavailable for some
appointees but are included to the extent possible.
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As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface patterns of underrepresentation,
every attempt has been made to reflect accurate and complete information in this report.
Data for some policy bodies was incomplete, and all appointees who responded were
included in the total demographic categories. Only policy bodies with full data on gender and
race for all appointees were included in sections comparing demographics of individual
bodies. It should be noted that for policy bodies with a small number of members, the change
of asingle individual greatly impacts the percentages of demographic categories. This should
be kept in mind when interpreting these percentages.

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

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

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

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

“List of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Ordinance, or Statute,”
Office of the City Attorney, https.//www sfcityattorney.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/01/Commission-List-08252017.pdf, (August 25, 2017).
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Since the first Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards in 2007, the representation of
women appointees on San Francisco policy bodies has gradually increased. The 2021 Gender
Analysis Report finds the percentage of women appointees is 55%, which exceeds the
population of women in San Francisco.

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

Furthermore, when analyzing the demographic composition of larger and smaller budgeted
Commissions and Boards, women of color are underrepresented on Commission and Boards
with both the largest and smallest budgets. Women comprise 43% of total appointees on the
largest budgeted policy bodies compared to the population of 49%, and women of color
comprise 21% of total appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, with the San
Francisco population at 32%. Comparatively, women are 48% of total appointees on the
smallest budgeted policy bodies, and women of color are 29% of appointees. However, the
representation of people of color is higher on larger budgeted policy bodies by 1%. People of
color make up 44% of appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies and 43% of
appointees on the smallest budgeted policy bodies compared to 54% of total appointees. The
San Francisco population of people of color exceeds these percentages at 62%.

In addition to using budget size as a proxy for influence, this report analyzed demographic
characteristics of appointees on Commissions and Boards who file disclosures of economic
interest and have decision-making authority and appointees on Advisory Bodies who do not
file economic interest disclosures. Over half (60%) of appointees on Advisory Bodies are
women, while 53% of appointees on Commissions and Boards are women. Ultimately, women
comprise a higher percentage of appointees on Advisory Bodies compared to Commissions
and Boards.

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

Additionally, this report evaluates and compares the representation of women, women of
color, and people of color appointees by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of
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all approving authorities combined. Mayoral appointees include 60% women, 37% women of
color, and 59% people of color, which overall is more diverse by gender and race compared
to both Supervisorial appointees and total appointees.

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

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

San Francisco Commission on the Status of Women
President Breanna Zwart

Vice President Dr. Shokooh Miry

Commissioner Sophia Andary

Commissioner Sharon Chung

Commissioner Dr. Anne Moses

Commissioner Dr. Raveena Rihal

Commissioner Ani Rivera

Kimberly Ellis, Director
Department on the Status of Women

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

Department on the Status of Women

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240

San Francisco, California 94102

sfgov.org/dosw

415.252.2570
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Appendix

Figure 26: Policy Body Demographics, 2021
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Figure 26: Policy Body Demographics, 2021, Continued
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Figure 26: Policy Body Demographics, 2021, Continued

Elections
Commiission

$ 69,000

60%

20%

40%

100%

Entertainment
Commiission

$0

29%

14%

43%

100%

Ethics
Commission

$ 6,500,000

25%

25%

25%

25%

Film Commission

$0

45%

27%

45%

100%

Fire Commission

$ 414,360,096

40%

20%

60%

100%

Health
Commiission

$ 2,700,000,000

71%

43%

71%

100%

Health Service
Board

$ 16,500,000

14%

14%

14%

43%

Historic
Preservation
Commiission

$0

29%

14%

14%

71%

Historic
Preservation
Fund Committee

$0

0%

0%

0%

0%

Housing
Authority
Commission

$ 55,800,000

20%

20%

20%

20%

Human Rights
Commiission

11

$ 13,618,732

0%

0%

0%

0%

Human Services
Commiission

$ 604,412,630

20%

0%

60%

100%

Immigrant Rights
Commission

15

14

$0

43%

36%

50%

57%

Juvenile
Probation
Commiission

$0

50%

33%

67%

83%

Library
Commission

$ 341,000,000

71%

43%

71%

100%

Local Agency
Formation
Commiission

$ 427,685

50%

50%

50%

50%

Local Homeless
Coordinating
Board

$ 54,000,000

0%

0%

0%

0%

Long Term Care
Coordinating
Council

40

35

$0

9%

3%

6%

14%

Mental Health
Board

17

$0

0%

0%

0%

0%

MTA Board of
Directors and
Parking
Authority
Commiission

$ 1,258,700,000

33%

33%

50%

50%

25




Figure 26: Policy Body Demographics, 2021, Continued
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Figure 26: Policy Body Demographics, 2021, Continued
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“Policy Bodies in bold are Commission and Boards, while unbolded bodies are Advisory Bodies.

27



Figure 27: San Francisco Population Estimates by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2017"

San Francisco County,

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

Latino 353,000 38% 161,381 17% 191,619 20%

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

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

Some Other Race 64,800 7% 30,174 3% 34,626 4%
Black or African American 45,654 5% 22,311 2.4% 23,343 2.5%
Two or More Races 43,664 5% 21,110 2.2% 22,554 2.4%

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

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

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

‘Due to unavailable updated data on San Francisco population, the data used to represent the San Francisco
population is from the 2019 Gender Analysis Report.
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jenelamore@gmail.com
415-572-7153

November 1, 2023

San Francisco Supervisors:
Dear Supervisor Dorsey
Dear Supervisor Walton
Dear Supervisor Safai

RE: Mayoral Nomination of Kent Lim of CClI

As a private individual, it is my pleasure to enthusiastically recommend Kent Lim for the position of
member on the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure (“CCll”) with the Office of
Community Investment and Infrastructure at the Rules Hearing on November 6, 2023.

My, name is Jennifer ElImore, Project Manager of the Contractor Development Program in the City and
County of San Francisco. | have had the benefit of working with Mr. Lim since 2014 in his capacity as
small and emerging Business Development Capacity Building advisor and trainer.

Over our tenure of working together, | have observed Mr. Lim provide invaluable assistance to the
contracting community. Mr. Lim’s background, as a retried successful local HVAC contractor, has afforded
Mr. Lim the ability to experience all aspects of owning a construction company, allowing him to
understand what impacts a business, and the challenges at various stages of business development. |
receive continual positive feedback from Local Business Enterprise Contractors (LBE) on Mr. Lim’s
guidance and education. His tutelage has provided an opportunity for growth for the LBEs with whom he
works.

Through Mr. Lim’s one-on-one interactions with LBEs, he offers unique and valuable insight on
supporting and developing our local communities. As a tirelessly creative and passionate individual, he
will be an asset and a productive addition to the Commission.

Please feel free to contact me at 415-572-7153 or jenelamore@gmail.com if you have any questions or
would like me to further elaborate on Mr. Lim’s talents and achievements.

Best Regards,

W Dnere

Jennifer ElImore
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f" 615 Grant Avenue

| San Francisco, CA 94108
g TEL 415.984.1450

Chinatown Community FAX 415.362.7992

Development Center TTY 415.984.9910
ey A www.chinatowncdc.org
November 2, 2023
Rules Committee
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall
Re: Mayoral Nomination of Kent Lim for Commission

On Community Investment and Infrastructure

Dear Chair Dorsey, Vice Chair Walton, and Member Safai:

Chinatown Community Development Center writes to recommend that you confirm the
nomination of Kent Lim, an Asian American leader and groundbreaking contractor in our
community. There is no one better than Kent. He is a proven expert in his field and he has
worked pro bono on many neighborhood projects over the years. Our community trusts Kent
Lim, and that respect is well-deserved.

Kent Lim came to San Francisco as a refugee over 60 years ago. As an immigrant small
businessman, Kent built up several construction-related businesses over the years and still works
as a construction consultant today.

He first started off as a sheet metal worker, and remains a member in good standing of
Sheet Metal Workers Local 104. From there, he started his first HYVAC company in 1985, and
ran that business until 2016. Today, he is the principal at KML Associates.

Kent Lim is a gifted and knowledgeable construction manager, but what sets him apart is
his devotion to helping others. Simply put, Kent Lim has spent his entire professional career
uplifting others—giving budding entrepreneurs opportunities to advance in the profession. He
has mentored scores of minority contractors—an estimated 80% of whom are African American
contractors—with advice on how to build capacity and help them with business development in
expanding the scope of projects and partnering with other contractors to build connections within
the industry.

During the course of Kent’s career, he has also given back directly to the City and
County of San Francisco as a Member of the Local Business Enterprise Advisory Committee and
Workforce Investment San Francisco.

In conclusion, we believe Kent Lim would be a true asset for the Commission on
Community Investment and Infrastructure, and we urge the Rules Committee to confirm his
appointment.



Sincerely,

™

Malcolm Yeung
Executive Director
Chinatown Community Development Center

. 1

Chinatown Community
Development Center
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615 Grant Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94108
TEL 415.984.1450

FAX 415.362.7992

TTY 415.984.9910
www.chinatowncdc.org
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November 2, 2023

Rules Committee

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

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Mayoral Nomination of KENT LIM for CCll for November 6, 2023 hearing
Dear Chair Dorsey, Vice Chair Walton, and Member Safai:

On behalf of the Chinese Culture Center and Foundation of San Francisco, | write to
urge you to confirm Kent Lim to the Commission on the Community Investment and
Infrastructure (“CCIl”). Mr. Lim is an exceptional candidate for this Commission.

The CCIl would greatly benefit from its members having a wide array of work and
community experiences to help guide its decisions. On that front, Kent Lim is a
recognized expert in construction management and a longstanding community
leader.

Relatedly, Mr. Lim’s professional background includes having worked as a licensed
engineer and/or a general contractor at various times, with particular expertise in
sheet metal work, plumbing, and HVAC systems. Equally, Mr. Lim has a long history
of civic engagement within the contractor community. Previously, he was appointed
to Workforce Investment San Francisco, the local workforce investment board for
the City and County of San Francisco. Currently, Mr. Lim serves on the Local
Business Enterprise Advisory Committee. These experiences demonstrate his
familiarity with analyzing policy and balancing its impacts on the greater
community.

As a leader in Chinatown, Kent Lim served on the Board of Chinese for Affirmative
Action for over 15 years, a Chinatown-based but nationally recognized nonprofit.
There, he worked in coalition with many other community groups on a number of
campaigns to advance the civil rights of Asian Americans throughout the Bay Area,
and nationwide.

For these reasons, we are proud to stand with Kent Lim’s appointment and urge you
to confirm him to the CCII. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Fros—

Jenny Leung
Executive Director

750 Kearny Street 3rd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94108

T (415) 986-1822 | F (415) 986-2835 | W www.cccsf.us | E info@cccsf.us



CHINESE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

730 Sacramento Street, San Francisco, CA 94108
(415) 982-3000 Fax: (415) 982-4720

November 3, 2023

Rules Committee

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

Re:  Mayoral Nomination of KENT LIM for CCIlI
Dear Chair Dorsey, Vice Chair Walton, and Member Safai:

On behalf of the San Francisco Chinese Chamber of Commerce, we write to urge you to
confirm Kent Lim to the Commission on the Community Investment and Infrastructure
(“CCII”). Mr. Lim is an exceptional candidate of the highest order.

The CCII would greatly benefit from its members having a wide array of work and community
experiences to help guide its decisions. On that front, Kent Lim delivers — he is a recognized
expert in construction management and a longstanding community leader.

Mr. Lim’s impressive professional background includes having worked as a licensed engineer
and/or a general contractor at various times, with particular expertise in sheet metal work,
plumbing, and HVAC systems.

Equally impressive is Mr. Lim’s long history of civic engagement within the contractor
community. Previously, he was appointed to Workforce Investment San Francisco, the local
workforce investment board for the City and County of San Francisco. Currently, Mr. Lim
serves on the Local Business Enterprise Advisory Committee. These experiences demonstrate
his familiarity with analyzing policy and balancing its impacts on the greater community.

As a leader in Chinatown, Kent Lim served on the Board of the Chinatown nonprofit, Chinese
for Affirmative Action for over 15 years. There, he worked in coalition with many other
community groups on a number of campaigns to advance the civil rights of Asian Americans
throughout the Bay Area, and nationwide.

For these reasons, we are proud to stand with Kent Lim’s appointment and urge you to confirm

him to the CCII. Thank you.

Very sincerely yours,

|
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/
/
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Wade Lai, President
San Francisco Chinese Chamber of Commerce




O 1-415-218- 0499

e Iris@irmiconsulting.com

401 Garfield Street www.IRMLConsulting.com
San Francisco, CA 94132

November 2, 2023

San Francisco Supervisors:
Dear Supervisor Dorsey
Dear Supervisor Walton
Dear Supervisor Safai

RE:  Mayoral Nomination of Kent Lim of CCII

With pure joy and excitement, please find this letter as my recommendation to appoint Kent Lim
for the position of member on the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure
(“CCII") with the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure at the November 6, 2023,
Board of Supervisors Rules Committee Meeting.

My name is Iris Martin Lopez, | am the founder and CEO of IRML Consulting, LLC a minority
woman-owned small business in San Francisco. | have had the pleasure of working with Kent
Lim’s in two different capacities. | first met Mr. Lim, in my role as the then Contractor
Engagement and Outreach Manager for the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission where
he was a Technical Assistance Consultant for Local Business Enterprises (LBEs) seeking
support on understanding construction bidding processes. Mr. Lim was the most requested
consultant, because of his expertise from being a former construction contractor who knows the
challenges of bidding, estimating, and winning contracts in the City.

Now as a new small business owner, | have the benefit of being mentored by Mr. Lim.
Currently, | am working with him as a subconsultant on his technical support contract. Through
this work | have been honored to witness the dedication and hard work Mr. Lim puts into
supporting small construction businesses and teaching firms on ways to learn and recognize
various steps needed to be a successful business owner in San Francisco. LBEs express to me
all the time their gratitude and appreciation of receiving assistance, support, and mentorship
from Mr. Lim. He’s the most sought-after advisor to everything small business and construction,
he’s a counselor who is passionate about the growth and success of small businesses making
him a great addition to CCII.

Please feel free to contact me at 415-218-0499 or email iris@irmlconsulting.com if you have any
questions or need me to elaborate on Mr. Lim’s incredible expertise.

Sincerely,

. Martin Lopez
IRML Consulting, LLC


mailto:iris@irmlconsulting.com
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