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FILE NO. 240712 MOTION NO.

[Mayoral Appointment, Planning Commission - Amy Campbell]

Motion approving/rejecting the Mayoral nomination for the appointment of Amy

Campbell to the Planning Commission, for a four-year term ending July 1, 2028.

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.105, the Mayor has submitted a
communication notifying the Board of Supervisors of the nomination of Amy Campbell to the
Planning Commission, received by the Clerk of the Board on June 21, 2024; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors, by Motion No. M02-80 established a process to
review the Mayor's nomination to the Planning Commission; now, therefore, be it

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby approves/rejects the Mayor's
nomination of Amy Campbell, seat 6, succeeding Susan Diamond (term expired), for
appointment to the Planning Commission, for the unexpired portion of a four year-term ending

July 1, 2028.

Clerk of the Board
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1



LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Notice of Nominations for Appointment

June 21, 2024

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

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

Honorable Board of Supervisors,

Pursuant to Charter Section 4.105 of the City and County of San Francisco, |
make the following nominations for appointment to the Planning Commission:

Amy Campbell, for a four-year term ending July 1, 2028. She wiill fill the seat held
by Sue Diamond, whose term is expiring.

Sean McGarry, for a four-year term ending July 1, 2028. He will fill the seat held by
Joel Koppel, whose term is expiring.

| am confident that these individuals will serve our community well. Attached are
their qualifications to serve, which demonstrate how their appointments will
represent 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 these appointment
nominations. Should you have any questions, please contact my Director of
Boards and Commissions, Jesse Mainardi, at 415.554.6588.

Sincerely,
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



17 Years of Experience
Joined Gensler 2012

Background
Master of Architecture, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, PA
Bachelor of Arts, Indiana University, Bloomington, IN

Affiliations

American Institute of Architects (AIA)

Urban Land Institute (ULI) Local Product Council
Commissioner, San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission

Amy Campbe| I, AlA National Trust for Historic Preservation

Senior Associate

Selected Project Experience Size (sq ft)
Studio Director + Northwest Practice Leader for Building Transformation
Building Transformation and Adaptive Reuse 2 + 48 Stockton, Repositioning, San Francisco, CA 173,00
45 Fremont, Lobby Repositioning, San Francisco, CA 18,000
. - . " . 70 North Second Facade Renovation, San Jose, CA 10,000
Amy IS a blg plCtU re” thinker that 88 Kearny, Lobby Repositioning, San Francisco, CA 2,500
. : 945 Market Street, San Francisco, CA 256,000
draWS on her Wlde range Of prOfeSS|Ona| 201 California, Feasibility Study, San Francisco, CA 8,000
ex pe rie nce from a rCh itectu re a r]d 400-430 California, Repositioning, San Francisco, CA 220,000
. . . . 550 Seventh, Repositioning, San Francisco, CA 18,300
|nter|0r deSIgn tO theater Set de3|8n 3100 San Pablo Avenue, Parking & Signage, Berkeley, CA 120,600
a nd the ﬁ ne a rts' BioMed Realty (BMR), Campus Amenity, Emeryville, CA 25,000
Foundry 31, Repositioning, Berkeley, CA 120,600
Hudson Pacific Properties, Metro Tower, Foster City, CA 8,000
Amy’s leadership and versatility as a professional energize those The Merchants Exchange, San Francisco, CA
that she collaborates with to collectively bring their innovative 30" Street Post Office, Philadelphia, PA*
ideas forward and synthesize them into achievable results - all
while seamlessly helping her clients achieve their goals. Workplace: Media & Consumer Goods
Confidential Warehouse Distribution Center, Berkeley, CA 24,550
Amy’s community involvement includes her mayoral appointment  Roblox Building 970, San Mateo, CA 33,810
to San Francisco’s Historic Preservation Commission and Urban
Land Institutes Local Product Council. Her commitment to Workplace: Technology
cities and the practice of building transformation and adaptive Airbnb, San Francisco, CA 72,000
reuse can be seen and heard in her various writings, quotes IBM, 425 Market Street, San Francisco, CA 50,000
and interviews ranging from the San Francisco Chronicle, San Rocketspace Co-Working
Francisco Business Times, SF Standard, The Mercury News, KCBS, 123 Mission, San Francisco, CA 36,000
NBC Bay Area News, KQED Forum as well as her award winning 150 9 Avenue, Calgary, Canada 66,500
project work. Global Design Standards, San Francisco, CA
Samsung 837 Marketing Center of Excellence, New York, NY 24,000
Symantec Union 82 Gastropub, Mountain View, CA 4,600

Gensler



Workplace: Professional Services
Balfour Beatty Construction, Oakland, CA
Lendlease, San Francisco, CA

14,000
140,000

Education, Civic & Culture

National LGBTQ Center for the Arts, Accessibility Upgrades,
San Francisco, CA

The House of Arts and Culture, The Lebanese-Omani Centre
Beirut, Lebanon*

City Hall, Fgrde Municipality, Ferde, Norway*

National Presidential Library, Astana, Kazakhstan*

Office Buildings: Developer
Shenzhen Crystal Island Landmark and Plaza, Shenzhen, China*

Retail
Apple Store Renovation - SoHo, New York, NY*

* Experience prior to Gensler

Awards
45 Fremont Lobby Renovation, San Francisco, CA
Metamorphosis Awards, Retrofit Magazine, 2023
88 Kearny, San Francisco, CA
[IDA Chapter Awards: Northern California, 2021
Interior Design Magazine Best of Year Awards, Commercial Lobby +
Amenity Space, Honoree, 202
Metamorphosis Awards, Retrofit Magazine, 2021
National LGBTQ Center for the Arts, San Francisco, CA
Gensler Community Impact Award (GCIA), 2020
888 Brannan, San Francisco, CA
IIDA Chapter Awards: Northern California, 2015
ASLA Northern California Chapter, ASLA Merit Award, 2014
Interior Design Magazine, Best of Year Awards, 2014
Gensler, GDEA, Work - Large Built, Grand Prize, 2014
Airbnb, San Francisco, CA
California Home + Design Awards, 2014

Speaking Engagements
Guest Lecturer, College of Architecture, Planning, and Design,
Kansas State University, April 2024
Moderator, Design Forecast Live, April 2024
Presenter, Honor Awards Virtual, IIDA Northern California, October 2021

Publications

“After Closure Announcement, a Look at Macy’s Heyday...and Union Square’s
Future “ KQED, March 2024

“San Francisco’s coolest office lobbies: Get an inside look at the city’s history,”
San Francisco Chronicle, December 2023

“Did car-free Market Street kill San Francisco's most important boulevard?”
The San Francisco Standard, December 2023

“These Downtown S.F. Office Buildings Could Yield Thousands of Housing
Units,” San Francisco Chronicle, February 2023

“From Vacancy to Vibrancy: Reimagining the Future of Downtown San
Francisco,” Gensler.com, February 2023

Airbnb, San Francisco, CA

“Five Amazing International Offices,” House and Leisure, June 2016

Gensler



060600029-NFH-0029

ate Initial Filing Received
A 700 STATEMENT gz \llzézlgr;ggnéc INTERESTS ~ Dale Intel Filng
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION E-Filed
A Public Document L
Filing ID:
Please type or print in ink. 208779480

NAME OF FILER (LAST) (FIRST) (MIDDLE})

Campbell, Amy

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

Historic Preservation Commission Commissioner

» If 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)
Judge, Retired Judge, Pro Tem Judge, or Court Commissioner

State O (Statewide Jurisdiction)
Mult-County cA County of San Francisco
City of San Francisco ] Other

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

[ 1 Annual:The period covered is January 1, 2022 through (] Leaving Office: Date Left —/_J
December 31, 2022. (Check one circle)
or The period covered is j / , through O The pgriod covered is January 1, 2022 through the date
December 31, 2022. of leaving office.
Assuming Office: Date assumed 11/ 01 [2023 O The period coveredis _ [/ through the date
of leaving office.
[] Candidate:Date of Electon____________ and office sought, if different than Part 1:
4. Schedule Summary (required) » Total number of pages including this cover page: —=
Schedules attached
Schedule A-1 - Investments — schedule attached Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions — schedule attached
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
=0r=
[J None - No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Verification

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

San Francisco CA 94104
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER E-MAIL ADDRESS

( )

| 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.

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

Date Signed _11/18/2023 Signature _ Amy Campbell
{month, day, year) (File the originally signed paper statement with your filing official)

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



060600029-NFH-0022

SCHEDULE A1
Investments

Stocks, Bonds, and Other Interests
(Ownership Interest is Less Than 10%)
Investments must be itemized

caurorniarorm {00

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

Name

Campbell, Amy

Do not attach brokerage or financial statements.

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

Vertex Pharmaceuticals
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Pharmaceuticals
FAIR MARKET VALUE

[] $2,000 - $10,000
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stack ] other
(Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

22 122
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

Apple Inc
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Technology

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

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock [] other
{Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

;122 / 1 22
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

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

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[] Stock [] other
{Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

22 122
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

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

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
L__| Stock |:| Other
{Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

1 22 122
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

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

[1 $10.001 - $100,000
[] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[] Stock [] other
{Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

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

[] $10.001 - $100,000
[] Over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
|:| Stock |:| Other
{Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ 122 / /22 / 122 / | 22
ACQUIRED DISPOSED ACQUIRED DISPOSED
Comments:

FPPC Form 700 - Schedule A-1 (2022/2023)
advice@fppc.ca.gov - 866-275-3772 « www.fppc.ca.gov



060600029-NFH-0029

SCHEDULE A-2 CALIFORNIA FORM 700

Investments Income and Assets FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
] k]

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

» 1. BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST » 1. BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST

Parcel Projects Parcel 2301 LLC

Name Name

Name

Campbell, Amy

San Francisco , CA 94114
Address (Business Address Acceptable)

Check one
1 Trust, go fo 2 Business Entity, complete the box, then go to 2

San Francisco, CA 94114
Address (Business Address Acceptable)

Check one
] Trust, go to 2 Business Entity, complete the box, then go to 2

[

,EENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS
'lArchitectural Services Real Estate heolding

FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: |FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: |
[] 0 - 51,999 [] 0 - 51,999

[] $2,000 - $10,000 _ 22 4, 22 7] $2,000 - $10,000 22 g 22
[%] $10,001 - $100,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED [] $10,001 - $100,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED |
(] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ] $100,001 - $1,000,000

[_] Over $1,000,000 Over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT || NATURE OF INVESTMENT

Partnership  [_] Sole Proprietorship [ ] ] Partnership [} Sole Proprietorship [ ]

Other Olher
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION Owner |YOUR BUSINESS POSITION Partner
> 2. IDENTIFY. THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA [ll » 2. IDENTIFY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA
SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST) SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST)
[ s0 - 5499 $10,001 - $100,000 $0 - $499 [] $10,001 - $100,000
] 3500 - 31,000 [] oveR $100,000 [] $500 - $1,000 [] OVER $100,000

[] $1,001 - $10,000 [] $1.001 - $10,000

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

None or [[] Names listed below ~ None or [] Names listed below

» 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR » 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR
LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST
Check one box:

Check one box:
[ INVESTMENT [] REAL PROPERTY ] INVESTMENT REAL PROPERTY

Name of Business Entity, if Investment, or

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

Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property
2301 Telegraph Avenue, Oakland, CA 94612

Description of Business Activity or

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

City or Other Precise Location of Real Property

FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
[] $2,000 - $10,000 [ ] $2,000 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000 422 _ 4 22 [] $10,001 - $100,000 _J_ 22 _J 22
E‘_’[ $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED E] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[_] over $1,000,000 Over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INTEREST NATURE OF INTEREST
[] Property Ownership/Deed of Trust [] stock [} Partnership Property Ownership/Deed of Trust [] stock ] Partnership
[J Leasehold — [ other []Leasehold (] other

Yrs. remaining

¥rs. remaining
Check box if additional schedules reporting investments or real property

D Check box if additional schedules reporting investments or real property
are attached

are attached

Comments:
FPPC Form 700 - Schedule A-2 {2022/2023)
advice@fppc.ca.gov * 866-275-3772 - www.fppc.ca.gov



060600029-NFH-0029

SCHEDULE C CALIFORNIA FORM 700
Income Loans & BUSiness FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
H J
Positions A

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED
NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

Gensler
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

San Francisco, CA 94104
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

Architectural Services
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

Architect and Studio Director

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED E] No Income - Business Position Only
] $500 - $1.000 (] s1.001 - $10,000
] $10,001 - $100,000 OVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

Salary D Spouse's or registered domestic partner's income
(For seli-employed use Schedule A-2.)
D Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[] sale of

(Real property, car, boal, elc )
[] Loan repayment

] Commission or  [_] Rental Income, list each source of §10,000 or more

(Describe)

] other

(Describe)

Campbell, Amy

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
1 $500 - $1,000
] $10,001 - $100,000

[] No Income - Business Position Only
[] $1,001 - $10,000
[] OVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

l:] Salary |:] Spouse's or registered domestic partner's income
{For self-emplayed use Schedule A-2.)
|:| Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[] sale of

(Real property, car, boal, elc))

[ Loan repayment

[] Commission or [ _] Rental Income, /st each source of $10,000 or more

(Describe)

[] other

(Describe}

» 2. LOANS RECEIVED OR QUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD

* You are not required to report loans from a commercial lending institution, or any indebtedness created as part of
a retail 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:

NAME OF LENDER"

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

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

[] $1,001 - $10,000

] $10,001 - $100,000

(] oVER $100,000

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

% [ ] None

SECURITY FOR LOAN
[} None [[] Personal residence

[] Real Property

Street address

City

D Guarantor

[] other

(Describe)

Comments:

FPPC Form 700 Schedule C (2022/2023)
advice@fppc.ca.gov « 866-275-3772 « www.fppc.ca.gov



060600029-NFH-0029

SCHEDULE D
Income — Gifts

CALIFORNIA FORM 7 0 0

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

Name

Campbell, Amy

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

Dome Construction

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

San Francisco, CA 94105

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

Construction Services

DATE (mm/ddiyy)  VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S)

07 / 23 /23 s 150.00 Team Dinner

il —— &

= 8

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

BioMed Realty
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

San Francisco, CA 94103
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

Real Estate developer
DATE (mm/ddlyy)  VALUE

DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S)

05/ 15/ 23 [y 150.00 Client Dinner
Y SR S
Y S SN

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

DATE (mmiddlyy)  VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S)

1 s
I/ 8
_ /] s

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

DATE (mm/ddlyy)  VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S)

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

DATE (mm/ddfyy)  VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S)

Y S SR

e iffl - §

i e &

Comments:

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

DATE (mmiddlyy)  VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S)

N S S -

Y S SN

S S SN

FPPC Form 700 Schedule D (2022/2023)
advice@fppc.ca.gov * 866-275-3772 - www.fppc.ca.gov



060600029-NFH-0029

Date Initial Filing Received
Fihng Otfeal Use Only

STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS

CALIFORNIA FORM 7 0 0

E-Filed
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION COVER PAGE 08?;?254
AMENDMENT
Filing ID:
Please type or print in ink. 211653453

NAME OF FILER {LAST) (FIRST) (MIDDLE})
Campbell, Amy

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

Historic Preservation Commission Commissioner

» If 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)
Judge, Retired Judge, Pro Tem Judge, or Court Commissioner
e [ Statewide Jurisdicton)
Multi-County &2 County of_San_Francisco
City of San Francisco D Other

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

] AnnualThe period covered is January 1, 2022, through [ Leaving Office: Date left /[
December 31, 2022. (Check one circle.)
-0r- . .
The period covered is ; / . through (O The period covered is January 1, 2022, through

the dat i
December 31, 2022. date of leaving office.

Assuming Office: Date assumed __ 11 /01 /2023 O The period covered is —//, through the date

of leaving office.

[] Candidate:Date of Election________ and office sought, if different than Part 1:
;—-_————-ﬁ
4. Schedule Summary (required) » Total number of pages including this cover page: —2

Schedules attached
Schedule A-1 - Investments — schedule attached (1 schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions — schedule attached
(] schedule A-2 - Investments — schedule attached "1 schedule D - Income — Gifts — schedule attached
(] Schedule B - Real Property — schedule attached ] schedule E - Income — Gifts — Travel Payments — schedule attached
-0r-

] None - No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Verification

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

San Francisco CA 94104
DAYTIME TELEFHONE NUMBER E-MAIL ADDRESS

( )

| 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 06/21/2024 Signature _Amy Campbell
(month, day, year) {File the originally signed paper statement with your filing official )

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



060600023-NFE-0029

SCHEDULE A-1
Investments

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

CALIFORNIA FORM 7 0 0

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

AMENDMENT

Investments must be itemized.
Do not attach brokerage or financial statements.

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

Gensler Employee Stock Ownership Plan
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Design Services

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

] s10,001 - $100,000
[] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT _
D Stock O[her Vanguard Fed Money Market
{Describe)
D Partnership QO Income Received of $0 - §499
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

g 122 / | 22

ACQUIRED DISPOSED

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

Gensler Profit Sharing Plan
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Design Services

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[] $2.000 - $10,000
(] s100,001 - $1,000.000

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT .
[] stock [X] Other BEOELL. Sharing Mlan Sortiolio
(Deseribe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

_J 122 22

ACQUIRED DISPOSED

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[] $2.000 - $10,000
] $100,001 - $1,000,000

(] s10,001 - $100,000
[] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
|:] Stock I:I Other
(Describe)

|:| Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
O Income Received of $500 or More(Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LiST DATE:

/ 122
DISPCSED

/ 122
ACQUIRED

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[] $2.000 - $10,000
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT

D Stock |:| Other
{Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

Date Signed 06/21/2024
— 122 i 1 22 (month. day. year)
ACQUIRED DISPOSED :
Filer's Signature _2my_Campbell
Comments:

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

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

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
|:| Stock |:| Other
(Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

J 122 / ;22

ACQUIRED DISPOSED

Filer’s Verification

Print Name Campbell, Amy

Office, Agency

or Court City and County of San Francisco

[] 202212023 Annual Assuming [ ] Leaving

Statement Type
Annual [] Candidate

iyl

| 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.

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

FPPC Form 700 - Schedule A-1 (2022/2023)
advice@fppc.ca.gov « 866-275-3772 - www.fppc.ca.gov



PLANNING 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

Seat | Appointing Term cee o
M Authority Seat Holder Ending Qualification
1 BOS Maria Theresa 7/1/24 | Nominated by the President of the
Imperial Board of Supervisors; subject to

2 BOS Kathrin Moore 7/1/26 the approval of the Board of
Supervisors, for a four-year term

3 BOS Gilbert Willliams 7/1/26

4 Mayor Joel Koppel 7/1/24 Nominated by the Mayor; subject
to the approval of the Board of

5 Mayor Lydia So 6/30/26 | Supervisors, for a four-year term

6 Mayor Susan Diamond 7/1/24

7 Mayor Derek Braun 6/30/26

Each nomination made by the President of the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor is subject to
approval by the Board of Supervisors and subject to a public hearing and vote within 60 days. If
the Board fails to act on the nomination within 60 days of the date the nomination is
transmitted to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, the nominee shall be deemed approved.

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

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



https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_CHI.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_CHI.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_SPA.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_SPA.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_FIL.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_FIL.pdf

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

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

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

Next Steps: Applicants who meet minimum qualifications will be contacted by the Rules
Committee Clerk once the Rules Committee Chair determines the date of the

hearing. Members of the Rules Committee will consider the appointment(s) at the
meeting and applicant(s) may be asked to state their qualifications. The appointment of
the individual(s) who is recommended by the Rules Committee will be forwarded to the
Board of Supervisors for final approval.

The Planning Commission consists of seven (7) voting members.
The President of the Board of Supervisors shall nominate three (3) members to the commission.
The Mayor shall nominate four (4) members to the commission.

Each nomination of the President of the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor is subject to the
approval of the Board of Supervisors, and shall be the subject of a public hearing and vote
within 60 days. If the Board fails to act on the nomination within 60 days of the date the
nomination is transmitted to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisor the nominee shall be deemed
approved.

The mission of the City Planning Department is to guide the orderly and prudent use of land, in
both the natural and built environment, with the purpose of improving the quality of life and
embracing the diverse perspectives of those who live in, work in, and visit San Francisco. The
Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection
proposed amendments to the General Plan.

Report: The Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for
approval or rejection proposed amendments to the General Plan.

Authority: Charter Section 4.105 (Prop D; March 5, 2002 Election)


https://www.fppc.ca.gov/Form700.html
mailto:BOS-Appointments@sfgov.org

Sunset Date:

Contact:

Updated:

None

Jonas lonin, Secretary
Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

(415) 558-6309
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org

May 31, 2024
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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.

10of4




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

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

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

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

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

COO0000
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Race and Ethnicity
» The representation of people of color ) ,
licy bodiies is 54%. Comparativel 12-Year Comparison of People of Color's
_on poucy ) > o P - Y Representation on Policy Bodies
in Sa.n.Franqsco, 62% of the populatlon 06 . 45 7% 53% gy, 54%
identifies with a race other than white. o 46%  45% °
0.4
= While the overall representation of 0.3
people of color has increased since the 8'%
2019 report at 50%, representation has 0
still decreased compared to 57% in D‘Q\\ q?’@\ b‘,\q\ qg)o,\ u‘i’o’\ /\,\rb\ (bb:\\
2015. % 4 % % % Y 7
RO EEANEEANEESRNAN
NS SR A
= Asfoundin previous reports, Latinxand ¥ v v v v vV

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%

. 0.2
color appointees to date. o1

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

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

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

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

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

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

Additional Demographics

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

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

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

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

Jjust below parity with the San Francisco population.

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

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

Appointing Authorities

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

appointments and total appointments.

Demographics of Appointees Compared to the San Francisco Population

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Il. Findings

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

Figure 1: Summary Data of Policy Body Demographics, 2021

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

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

A. Gender

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

Figure 2: 12-year Comparison of Representation of Women on Policy Bodies

0.6 0 -
48% 49% 49% 49% 51%
0.5 45%
- —

0.4
0.3
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0.1

0
2009 (n=401) 2011 (n=429) 2013 (n=419) 2015 (n=282) 2017 (n=522) 2019 (n=741) 2021 (n=349)



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

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

Commission on the Status of Women

100%

100%

100%

100%

Arts Commission

79%

100%

67%

60%

Children and Families (First 5) Commission

75%

75%

100%

100%

Aging and Adult Services Commission

71%

86%

57%

40%

Health Commission

71%

100%

43%

29%

Library Commission

71%

100%

71%

80%

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

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

Residential Users Appeal Board

0%

50%

0%

N/A

Board of Examiners

0%

90%

0%

N/A

Assessment Appeals Board No. 3

0%

67%

50%

N/A

Assessment Appeals Board No. 2

0%

100%

50%

N/A

Rent Board Commission

10%

60%

44%

30%

Small Business Commission

14%

43%

43%

43%

Retirement System Board

14%

57%

43%

43%

Health Service Board

14%

43%

33%

29%

Children, Youth, and Their Families Oversight
and Advisory Committee

14%

14%

50%

N/A

Treasure Island Development Authority

17%

50%

50%

43%

Public Utilities Commission

20%

60%

67%

40%

Police Commission

20%

100%

43%

29%




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

Office of Early Care and Education Citizens'
Advisory Committee

67%

78%

89%

Citizens' Committee on Community
Development

63%

63%

5%

Ballot Simplification Committee

50%
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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 questionin