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: AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
FILE NO. 180347 4/25/2018 MOTION NO.

[Mayoral Reappdintment, Port Commission - William Adams]

Motion confirming the Mayor’s nomination for reappointment of William Adams to the

Port Commission, for a term ending May 1, 2022.

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco does
hereby confirms the nomination for reappointment by Mayor Mark Farrell of the following
designated person to serve as a member of the San Francisco Port Commission, pursuant to
Charter, Section 4A. 114, forlthe term specified:

William Adams, seat 2, succeeding themself, must be appointed by the Mayor and

confirmed by the Board of Supervisors, for a four-year term ending May 1, 2022.

Clerk of the Board . .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . ) Page 1
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. OFFICE OF THE MAYOR I\/IARK E. FARRELL

SAN FRANCISCO MAYOR
. m O
April 3,2018 ‘ SR A
' ' = T
Angela Calvillo ' : - : ::
Clerk of the Board, Board of Superv1sors R . e

San Francisco City Hall ‘ ' , I o
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place ’ : ' : g
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Ms. Calvillo, |

Pursuant to Charter Section 4.1 14A, I hereby make the following nominations:

William Adams, to the San Francisco Port Commission, for a term ending May 1, 2022

Victor Makras, to the San Francisco Port Commission, for a term ending May 1, 2020, assuming
the seat formerly held by Eleni Kounalakis

Doreen Woo Ho, to the San Francisco Port Commission, for a term ending May 1, 2022

Gail Gilman, to the San Franciséo Port Commission, for a term ending May 1, 2022, assuming
the seat formerly held by Leslie Katz '

I am confident that Mr. Adams, Mr. Makras, Ms. Ho and Ms. Gilman — all electors of the City
and County — will serve our community well. Attached are their qualifications, which
demonstrate how these appointments and reappointments represent the communities of interest,
ne‘ighborhoo ds and diverse populations of the City and County of San Francisco.

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

Sincerely,

W%

Mark E. Farrell
Mayor

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CQAQIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONES@ ) 554-6141



William “Willie” Ajdamg

- ILWU — International Longshore and Warehouse Umon, Secretary—
Treasurer

William E. Adams was elected ILWU International Secretary-Treasurer in 2003 and
moved to San Franbcisco. He was re-elected in 2006. .

He was born in Kansas City, Missouri, where he attended and graduated from Paseo High
School. Adams moved to Tacoma, Washington in 1978 where he went to work at the Port
of Tacoma as-a casual longshore worker. He became a “B registrant” in the local in 1980,
and an a full member of Local 23 in 1986. After working 20 years as a longshoreman, he
become a marine clerk.

Adams got involved in the political life of his local in 1998, becoming a member of Local
23’s executive board and was an elected delegate to the ILWU Longshore Division
Caucus. He served in both those positions until 2003 when he won a term on the
International Executive Board, representing the Puget Sound Region in 2000-2003.
Alams also served as a Trustee of the International Union.

In the Longshore Division, Adams chaired the Coast Jurisdiction Committee from 2000-
2003 and worked at the same time on the Coast Legislative Action Committee, a group of
local officers and rank and file members who lobby Congress on behalf of working

. families.

In the six years that Adams has been ILWU’s International Secretary-Treasurer he has
also done important international work. In December, 2004, he led an ILWU contingent
to South Africa to commemorate the 10thanniversary of the end of apartheid.
Recognizing the ILWU’s role in the international movement against apartheid, Adams’
‘contingent led the march through the streets of Johannesburg. Continuing the ILWU’s
tradition of international solidarity, Adams has traveled to and met with labor
representatives in Australia, Spain, Cuba, Vietnam and China.

Adams also coordinated the ILWU’s 2004 election activities, encouraging record
contributions from the membership and sending scores of rank and filers to battleground
states. He also directs the union’s membership education and leadership development
programs, including shop steward and secretary-treasurer trainings. ’

Mayor Ed Lee appointed Willie Adams to the Port Commission in 2012, and said, “the

Port will greatly benefit from Willie’s experience as a longshoreman and an advocate for -
workers and fiscal responsibility.”
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060600029~-NFH~0029 Date Initial Filing

v | Received
CALIFORNIA FORM 700 STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS Official Use Only
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION : E-Filed
A PUBLIC DOCUMENT "COVER PAGE 0312972018
Filing 1D:
" Please type or print in ink. 170420022

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

‘Adams, William

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

Port Commission . Commissioner

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

Agency: *SEE ATTACHED FOR ADDITIONAL POSITIONS

Position:
2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check at least one box)
[} State - : ) . {71 Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)
1 Multi-County : County of .San Francisto
City of San Francisco D Other
3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box)
Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2017, through , [ Leaving Office: Dateleft [ [
December 31, 2017 ' (Check one) .
or- The period covered is / / through - O The period covered is January 1, 2017, through the date of
December 31, 2017 leaving office.
[] Assuming Office: Date assumed i / O The period coveredis /I , through the date
of leaving office.

[T] Candidate:Date of Eleation__________ and office sought, if different than Part 1:

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

Schedules attached
(1 Schedule A1 - Investments — schedule attached [ schedule C - Incoms, Loans, & Business Positions — schedule attached
A Schedule A-2 - Investments - schedule attached -] Schedule D - Income — Gifts - schedule attached »
1 Schedule B - Real Propery — schedule attached [ schedule E - Income ~ Gifts — Travel Payments — schedule attached
=0r= ’

None - No reportable inferests on any schedule

5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS STREET ity . STATE 2ZIP CODE
(Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document)-

San Francisco CA 94102
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER E-MAIL ADDRESS

( )

I have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement, | have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the mformatnon contained
herein and in any attached schedules is frue 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 03/29/2018 S]gnature William Adams :
{month, day, year) {Fila the eriginally signed statement with your filing official)

FPPC Form 700 {2017/2018)
: FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
9 0 1 FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS [SNFoIt A1)

COVER p AGE FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
Expanded Statement Attachment Name

William Adams

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

Agency Division/Board/Dept/District | Position Type of Statement

City and County of San | Port Commission : | commission Annual 1/1/2017 - 12/31/2017
Francisco

City and County of San Port Commission Commissioner Annual 1/1/2017 - 12/31/2017
Francisco

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Expanded Staterhent
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
9 0 2 FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



ey Jeloi
Bemocratic Teader

April 24, 2018

The Honorable Mark Farrell

Mayor of San Francisco

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B, Goodlett Place, Room 200
San Francisco, California 94102

Dear Mr. Mayor:

I amwriting to express my strong support for the reappointment of William Adams to the
San Francisco Port Commission. His demonstrated leadership and productive results show

an unwavering commxtment to manage the crown jewel of our city: San Francisco’s world
class waterfront.

As a longshoreman and marine clerk, Mr. Adams has extensive knowledge of San
Francisco’s port system. As International Secretary-Treasurer of the International
Longshore and Warehouse Union, Mr, Adams has remained steadfast on behalf of workers
in San Francisco and the Bay Area. Further, as the previous President, and current Vice .

President of the Commission, Mr. Adams has been an integral part of maintaining our city’s
economic vitality and resiliency.

The port has been a vital part of San Francisco for over 150 years. Mr. Adams’ vision is one
that looks to the future; protects our environment, bolsters our infrastructure, and brings
thousands of jobs to the Bay Area. Mr. Adams' tireless efforts to keep workers safe and his
superb ideas to spur innovation clearly illustrate his commitment and outstanding
leadership. 1 urge you to reappoint Mr. Adams as a Commissioner of the San Francisco Port
Commission. Thank you for your considération of this recommendation.

best regards,

Democratic Leader

GEFPn
903



City and County of San Francisco

Department on the Status of Women

Emily M. Blurase, PhD ‘ " City and County of
Dipecior ' San Franciseo

2017 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards: Executive Summary'

Overview : «

A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco enacted a city policy that membership of
Commissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the population. As part of this measure, the Department on the
Status of Women is required to conduct a biennial gender analysis of Commissions and Boards. Data was

collected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members primarily appointed by the Mayor and Board of
Supervisors. ' ' '

.. { Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s
Gender Analysis Findings L Representation on Commissions and Boards

Gender

» Women's representation on Commissions and
" Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female
population in San Francisco.

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

> Women's representation on Boards has

. 34%
declined to 41% this year following a period of : :
. . 2007 2009 2611 2613 - 2015 2017
steady increases over the past 3 reports. _ K .
. s CorOTESSIONS o Boards espzesCommissions & Boards Combined
Race and Ethnicity Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation
color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic on Commissions and Boards

minorities.

65% "57%
> Minority representation on Commissions ¢ f’f‘«m . g
decreased from 60% in 2015 to 57% in 2017. AT e,
> Despite a steady increase of people of color 53

on Boards since 2009, minority
representation on Boards, at 47%, remains
below parity with the population.

Y

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

. 2009 2011 . 2013 2015 2017
» There is a higher representation of White and = s===Commissions s Boards === Commissions & Boards Combined

Black/African American members on policy

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

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

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

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

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

v

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

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

Additional Demographics
» Among Commissioners and Board members, 17% identify as Ieébian, gay, bisexual, or transgender (LGBT).

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

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

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

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

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

- Commissions and Boards Combined 49% -53% C27% 17% 11%. 13%

Commissions - N 54% 57% | 31%. | 18% 10% 15% -
Boards | 41% | 47% T19% . 17% | 14% - 10%.
10 Largest Budgeted Bodies | 35% | 60% 18% | " Wy -
10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies '58% | 66% .| 30%

Sz e

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

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

Gender Analysis of
San Francisco
Commissions and Boards

December 2017

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240 | San Francisco, CA 94102 | sfgov.org/dosw | dosw@sfgov.org | 415.252.2570
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San Francisco Department.on the Status of Women
: Page4

Executive Summary

Overview : , ‘

A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco enacted a city policy that

- membership of Commissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the population. As part of this measure,
the Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct a biennial gender analysis of
Commissions and Boards. Data was collected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members
primarily appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors.

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

Key Findings ‘ , (

Gender

51% 50%

> Women'’s representation on Commissions and
Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female

population in San Francisco.

O

el

45%

iy

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

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

e 3B Yo
» Women’s representation on Boards has %
declined to 41% this year following a period of 34%
steady increases over the past 3 reports. - 20067 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
oo COmMIssions s Boards s Commissions & Boards Combined

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

> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of {

color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic Figure 2: 8-Year Co.m!)arison of Minority Representation
on Commissions and Boards

minorities.

L N—

v

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

Y

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

> Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial

individuals are underrepresented on
Commissions and Boards.

. > 32%

» There is a higher representation of White and 2009 2011 2013 3015 2017
Black or African American members on policy e COmimiissions =z Boards sew==Commissions & Boards Combined
bodies than in the San Francisco population.

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.
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San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 5

Race and Ethnicity by Gender

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

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

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

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

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

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

Additional Demographics

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

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

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

Representation on Policy Bodies by Budget

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

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

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

17% 11%

Commissions and Boards Combined 49%- - 53%

Commissions . - o | 54% |  57% 31% 18% . | 10% -
Boards ST “41%. | 47% T19% | 17% | 14% .
10 Largest Budgeted Bodies -~ . 35% 60% | 18% [ -
10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies - 58% 66% 30%

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

911



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 6 -

I. Introduction

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

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

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

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

2. Appomtlng officials be urged to support the nommatlon appointment, and confirmation of
these candidates; and-

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

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

1 While 188 of the 193 member states of the United Nations, including all other industrialized countries, have ratified
the Women's Human Rights Treaty, the U.S. has not. President Jimmy Carter signed the treaty in 1980, but it has
been languishing in the Senate ever since, due to jurisdictional concerns and other issues. For further information,
see the United Nations website, available at www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cedaw/index.htm.

2 The gender analysis guidelines are available at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women website,
under Women's Human Rights, at www.sfgov.org/dosw.

3 The 2007 Gender Analysis of Commissions, Boards, and Task Forces is available online at the Department
website, under Women’s Human Rights, at www.sfgov.org/dosw.

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

5 Appointees in some policy bodies are elected or appointed by other entities.
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San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
' Page 7

Il. Methodology and Limitations

This report focuses on City and County of San Francisco Commissions and Boards whose jurisdiction is
limited to the City, that have a majority of members appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors,
and that are permanent policy bodies.® Generally, Commission appointments are made by the Mayor

and Board appointments are made by members of the Board of Supervisors.-For some policy bodies,
however, the appointments are divided between the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, and other
agencies. Commissions tend to be permanent policy bodies that are part of the City Charter and oversee -

- adepartment or agency. Boards are typncally policy bodies created legistatively to address specific
issues.

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

patterns of underrepresentation, every attemp{ has been made to reflect accurate and complete
information in this report.

For the purposes of comparison in this report, data from the U.S. Census 2011-2015 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates is used to reflect the current San Francisco population. Charts 1 and
2 in the Appendix show these population estimates by race/ethnicity and gender.

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

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

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

Figure 1: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity

San Francisco Population by Race/ Ethnicity, 2015
N=840,763

American Indian

and Alaska Native, =~ Two or More
0.3% Races, 5%

Nétivé Hawaiian
and Pacific
Istander, 0.4%

Some Other
Race, 6%

Black or African _—
American, 6%

White, Not
Hispanic or Latinx,
41%

Asian, 34%

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

more Asian women than men (18% vs. 16%). Overall, 29% of San Franciscans are men of color and 31%
are women of color:

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

- San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2015

N=840,763
25%
22% : : i Male, n=427,909
' 8 Female, n=412,854
20%
15% " I soserenn st
10%
5% o i GG
2.4%2.3% 3%
0.2%0.2% 0.2%0.1% : T
0% ‘ s T ——
White, Not  Asian  Hispanicor Blackor - Native American Twoor Some Other.
Hispanic or ‘Latinx African  Hawaiian Indian and More Races  Race
Latinx American and Pacific  Alaska

" Islander Native

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

-across gender (4.6% of males vs. 4.5% of females). The Williams Institute also reported that roughly
92,000 adults ages 18-70 in California, or 0.35% of the population, are transgender. These sources
suggest between 5-7% of the San Francisco adult populatxon or approximately 36,000-50,000 San
Franciscans, ldentlfy as LGBT.

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

Figure 3: San Francisco Adults with a Disability by Gender

San Francisco Adult Population with a Disability by

Gender, 2015
15%
12.1% 11.8%
10% -~
5%

o Male, n=367,863 . Female, n=355,809 Adult Total, N=723,672

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

Figure 4: Veterans in San Francisco by Gender

San Francisco Adult Population with Military

Service by Gender, 2015
8%

6.7%

6%

4%

2%

0.5%

0% P— LIV o NP s
‘Male, n=370,123 Female, n=357,531 Adult Total, N=727,654

Source: 2011-2015 American Corﬁmunity Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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IV. Gender Analysis Findings

On the whole, appointees to Commissions and Boards reflect many aspects of the diversity of San
Francisco. Among Commissioners and Board members, nearly half are women, more than 50% are
people of color, 17% are LGBT, 11% have a disability, and 13% are veterans. However, Board appointees
are less diverse than Commission appointees. Below is a summary of key indicators, comparing them
between Commissions and Boards. Refer to Appendix Il for a complete table of demographics by
Commissions and Boards.

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

S T " Commissions * ' |.. .~ “Boards -

- Number of POIICV Bodles lncluded o 40 17
Filled Seats @« -+ -."w i .| 350/373 (6% vacant) | 190/213 (11% vacant)
"Female Appointees™ 5L .. ¢ 54% 41%
1RaC|al/Ethmc Mmorlty 57% : 47%
LGBT: . N 17.5% 17%
~With Dlsablllty E } el e 10% 14%
Veterans R PR ' 15% 10%

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

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

Figure 6: 10-Year Co'mparison of Women’s Representation on Commissions and Boards

10-Year Comparison of Women's Representation

on San Francisco Commissions and Boards
60%

54%

49% >1%

40%

30% 34%

20%

10%

0%

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

== Commissions =

=-Boards e=Commissions & Boards Combined

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

919



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 14

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

Figure 7: Commissions and Boards with Most Women

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

i H H i } { } § i

Commission on the Status of Women, n=7

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

Commission on the Environment, n=6

Library Commission, n=5

Port Commission, n=4

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

4 Sources: Debartment Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.
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~ There are 14 Commissions and Boards that have 30% or less women. The lowest percentage is found on
the Oversight Board of the Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure where currently none of
‘the five appointees are women. The Urban Forestry Council and the Workforce Investment Board also

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

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Least Women

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

Veterans' Affairs Commission,
n=15

Human Services Commission,
n=5

Fire Commission, n=5

Oversight Board, n=5

. 43%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
_ Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311,

921



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
~Page 16

B. Ethnicity

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

Figure 9: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation on Commissions and Boards
8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation
on San Francisco Commissions and Boards
60%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

2009, n=401 2011, n=295 2013, n=419 2015, n=269 - 2017, n=469

=@ Commissions

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

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

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

B 2017 Commission Appointees, n=286

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

" Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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A similar pattern emerges for Board appointees. In general, racial and ethnic minorities are
underrepresented on Boards, except for the Black/African American population with 16% of Board
appointees compared to 6% of the population. White appointees far exceed the White population with
more than half of appointees identifying as White compared to about 40% of the population.
Meanwhile, there are considerably fewer Board members who identify as Asian, Latinx/Hispanic,
multiracial, and other races than in the population. Particularly striking is the underrepresentation of
Asians, where 17% of Board members identified as Asian compared to 34% of the population.
Additionally, 9% of Board appointees are Latinx compared to 15% of the population.

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

Race/ Ethnicity of Board Members Compared to
San Francisco Population, 2017

e ' ~ ®2017 Boards Appointees, n=183
32015 Population, N=840,763
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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Of the 37 Commissions with information on ethnicity, more than two-thirds (26 Commissions) have at
least 50% of appointees identifying as persons of color and more than half (19 Commissions) reach or
exceed parity with the nearly 60% mlinority population. The Commissions with the highest percentage of
minority appointees are shown in the chart below. The Commission on Community Investment and .
‘Infrastructure and the Southeast Community Facility Commission both are comprised entirely of people
of color. Meanwhile, 86% of Commissioners are minorities on the Juvenile Probation Commission,
Immigrant Rights Commission, and Health Commission.

Figure 12: Commissions with Most Minority Appointees

Commissions with Highest Percentage of Minority Appointees,
' 2017

Community Investment and Infrastructure,
n=4

Southeast Community Facility Commission,
n=6

Juvenile Probation Commission, n=7
Immigrant Rights Commission, n=14

Health Commission, n=7 . 86%

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

Commission at 17%. The Commissions with the lowest percentage of minority appointees are shown in
the chart below.

Figure 13: Commissions with Least Minority Appointees

Commissions with Lowest Percentage of Minority Appointees,
2017

Veterans' Affairs Commission, n=9 : 22%§

Civil Service Commission, n=5 e 20%
City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission, :
ns Eq 20%

Airport Commission, n=5

1 20%
Historic Presefvation Commission, n=6 17% :

Building Inspection Commission, n=7

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311. -
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. For the 16 Boards with information on race and ethnicity, nine have at least 50% minority appointees.
The Local Homeless Coordinating Board has the greatest percentage of members of color with 86%. The
Menta!l Health Board and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board also have a large representation of
people of color at 69% and 67%, respectively. Meanwhile, seven Boards have a majority of White
members, with the lowest representation of people of color on the Oversight Board at 20% minority

members, the War Memorial Board of Trustees at 18% minority members, and the Urban Forestry
Council with no members of color.

Figure 14: Minority Representation on Boards

Percent Minority Appointees on Boards, 2017

Local Homeless Coordinating Board, n=7
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Health Service Board, n=7
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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C. Race/Ethnicity by Gender

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

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

Percent Women and Men of Color Appointees to
Commissions and Boards, 2017
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, 31% o ) 31%
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Yedr. Estimates.
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The next chart illustrates appointees’ race and ethnicity by gender. The gender distribution in most
racial and ethnic groups on policy bodies is similar to the representation of men and women in minority
groups in San Francisco except for the White population. White men represent 22% of San Francisco
population, yet 28% of Commission and Board appointees are White men. Meanwhile, White women
are at parity with the population at 19%. Women and men of color are underrepresented across all
racial and ethnic groups, except for Black/African American appointees. Asian women are 12% of
appointees, but 18% of the population. Asian men are 10% of appointees compared to 16% of the
population. Latina women are 4% of Commissioners and Board members, yet 7% of the population,
while 6% of appointees are Latino men compared to 8% of San Franciscans.

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

Commission and Board Appointees by' Race/Ethnicity and

Gender, 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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D. Sexual Orientation

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

Figure 17: LGBT Commission and Board Appointees
LGBT Commission and Board Appointees, 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.

930



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 25

E. Disability

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

Figure 18: Commission and Board Appointees'with Disabilities

Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities, 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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F. Veterans

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

Figure 19: Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service

Commission and Board'Appointees wit'h Military Service, 2017
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget Size

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

following page, Figure 19 shows the representation of women, people of color, and women of color on
the policy bodies with the largest and smallest budgets.

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

~ percentage of women on the ten bodies with the smallest budgets grew from 45% in 2015 to 58% in
2017.

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

Percentage of women of color on the policy bodies with the smallest budgets is 30% and almost reaches
parity with the population in San Francisco. However, women of color are considerably

underrepresented on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets at 18% compared to 31% of the
population.
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Figure 20: Women, Minorities, and Women of Color on Largest and Smallest Budget Bodies

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

Of the ten Commissions and Boards that oversee the largest budgets, women make up 35% and women
of color are 18% of the appointees. The Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure is the
most diverse with people of color in all appointed seats and women comprising half of the members.
The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Board of Directors and Parking Authority Commission has
the next largest representation of women with 43%. Four of the ten bodies have less than 30% female
appointees. Women of color are near parity on the Police Commission at 29% compared to 31% of the

‘population. Meanwhile, the Publlc Utilities Commission and Human Servicés Commission have no
. women of color.

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

. 100% minority appointees, the Health Commission at 86% minority appointees, the Aging and Adult
Services Commission at 80% minority-appointees, and the Police Commission with 71% minority ~
appointees have the next highest minority representation. In contrast, the Airport Commission has the
lowest minority representation at 20%.

Table 1: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets

Health Commission S 2 198 181 178 7 7 29% 86% 14%
MTA Board of Directors and . :

Parking Authority -1 $1,183,468,406 7 7 43% 57% 14%
Commission ) :
Public Utilities Commission $1,052,841,388 5 5 T 40% 40% . 0%
Airport Commission $ 987,785,877 5 5 - 40% 20% 20%
Human Services Commission $913,783,257 |- 5 5 20% 60% 0%

Health Authority. (SF Health

. : $ 637,000,000 | 19 15 40% | 54% 23%
Plan Governing Bqard) A
 Police Commission $ 588276484 | 7 7 29% | 71% 29%
Commission on Community $536,796,000 | 5 4 50% 100% | 50%
Investment and Infrastructure | '
| Fire Commission $381,557,710| 5 | 5 20% 60% | 20%
/Cf'n:fn ?:S‘?OAnd“'t Services $285,000000( "7 | 5 40% | 80% | 14%

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

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

- Table 2: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets

Historic Preservation $ 45,000 7 6 33% 17% 17%
Commission N
City Hall Preservation Advisory g . g 5 60% 20% 20%
Commission :
Housing Authority Commission S - 7 6 33% 83% 33%
Local Homeless Coordinating $ R 9 7 43% n/a n/a
Board
Long Term Care Coordinating . $ - 40 0 - 78% n/a n/a
Council .
_ ggglrlg Utilities Rate Fairness 8 ) 7 6 339% 67% 33%
Reentry Council $ - 24 23 1 52% 57% 22%
| Sentencing Commission $ - 12 12 42% 73% 18%
Southeast Community Facility S ) 7 6‘ | s0% 100% 50%
Commission
Youth Commission S
Totals 5,

Sources: 'Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s
Budget Book. : )
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V. Conclusion

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

individuals to serve on policy bodies, particularly where they may have been historically
underrepresented.

Since the first gender analysis of appointees to San Francisco policy bodies in 2007, there has been a
steady increase of female appointees. There has also been a greater representation of women on
Commissions as compared to Boards. This continued in 2017 with 54% female Commissioners. However,

it is concerning that the percentage of female Board members has dropped from 48% in 2015 to 41% in
2017.

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

This year there is more data available on sexual orientation, veteran status, and disability than previous
gender analyses. The 2017 gender analysis found that there is a.relatively high representation of LGBT
individuals on the policy bodies for which there was data at 17%. Veterans are also highly represented at

13%, and the representatlon of people with adisability in policy bodies almost reaches parity with the
populatlon with 11.4% compared to 11.8%.

Finally, the policy bodies with larger budgets have a smaller representation of women at 35% while
Commissions and Boards with smailest budgets are 58% female appointees. While minority
representation exceeds the population on the policy bodies with both the smallest and largest budgets,

women of color are considerably underrepresented on the largest budgeted policy bodles at 18%
compared to 31% of the populatlon

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

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

Chart 1: 2015 Total Population by Race/Ethnicity

San Francisco County California 840,763

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 | :  41%

Asian . 284,426 | " 34%

Hispanic or Latino ' 128,619 15% .
Some Other Race - 54,388 | 6%

Black or African American A 46,825 | 6%

Two or More Races 38,940 5%

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,649 C0.4%

American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 0.3%

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

mat
San Francisco County California 840,763 427,909 412,854 | 49.1%
White, Not Hispanic or Latino -346,732 | 41% 186,949 | . 22% 159,783 19%
Asian 284,426 | 34% 131,641 16% 152,785 18%
Hispanic or Latino A 128,619 | 15% 67,978 8% 60,641 7%
Some Other Race 54388 | 6% 28,980 | 3.4% 25,408 3%
Black or African American 46,825 6% 24,388 3% 2-2,437 2.7%
Two or More Races . 38,940 5% 19,868 2% 19,072 2%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific ' : o
Islander 3,649 | 0.4% 1,742 | 0.2% 1,907 0.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native | 2,854 | 0.3% 1666 | 02% | 1,188 | 0.1%
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1 JAging and Adult Services Commission | 7 $285,000,000, 40% 80% 40%
2 Airport Commission 5 $987,785,877| 40% .| 20% 20%
5 rAnlma! C9ntro| and Welfare 10 9 5-,; ,l ,
Commission : , ,
4 iArts Commission 15 15 $17,975,575]" 60% 53% 27%
5 Asian Art Commission 27 27 '$10,962,397| 63% 59% 44%
6 Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,533,699] 29% 14% 0%
. Chlldren and Families Commission 9 g 431,830,264 100% 63% 63%
(First 5) :
g City Ha.ll l?reservatton Advisory 5 5 ¢l 60% 20% : 20%
Commission v :
9 [Civil Service Commission 5 5 $1,250,582|  40% 20% 0%
Commission on Community
10 |nvestment 5 4 $536,796,000, 50% 100% 50%
and Infrastructure
11 [Commission on the Environment 7 6 $23,081,438| 83% 67% 50%
12 Commission on the Status of Women 7 7 $8,048,712| 100% .| 71% 71%
13 [Elections Commission 7 7 $14,847,232] 33% 50% 33%
14 [Entertainment Commission 7 7 $987,102| 29% 57% 14%
15 |[Fthics Commission 5 5 $4,787,508 33% 67% 33%
16 Film Commission 11 11 $1,475,000] 55% 36% 36%
17 [Fire Commission 5 5 $381,557,710, 20% |-.60% 20%
18 Health Commission 7 7 $2,198,181,178 29% 86% 14%
19 Historic Preservation Commission 7 6. $45,000] 33% 17% 17%
20 Housing Authority Commission 7 6 S4 33% 83% 33%
21 Human Rights Commission 11 10 ©$4,299,6000 60% 60% 50%
22 |Human Services Commission 5 5 $913,783,257| 20% 60% 0%
23 Immigrant Rights Commission 15 14 85,686,611 64% 86% 50%
24 luvenile Probation Commission 7 7 $41,683,918| 29% 86% 29%
25 \Library Commission 7 5 $137,850,825| 80% 60% 40%
26 |Local Agency Formation Commission | 7 4 $193,168
27 |Long Term Care Coordinating Council | 40 40 S
28 [Mayor's Disability Council 11 8 $4,136,890, 75% 25% 13%
ng [VITA Board of Directorsand Parking | | 5 | ¢ 1a3 465406 43% | 57% .| 14%
Authority Commission
30 Planning Commission 7 7 $54,501,361 43% 43% 29%
31 Police Commission 7 7 $588,276,4841 29% 71% . 29%
32 |Port Commission 5 4 $133,202,027| 75% 75% 50%
33 Public Utilities Commission 5 5 $1,052,841,388| 40% 40% 0%
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iCommissio

34" Recreation and Park Commission C 7 $221,545,353 14%

35 [Sentencing Commission 12 12 S 18%

36 Small Business Commission 7 7 - $1,548,034 25%

37 SouthgasF Community Facility 7 6 ! 50% 100% 509%
Commission 4

bs Treasure Island Development 7 7 42,079,408 43% 57% 43%
Authority ) .

39 Neterans' Affairs Commission 17 15 $865,518 0%

40

Youth Commission

5

1 |Assessment Appeals Board 24 18 $653,780, 39% 22%

2 Board of Appeals 5 ‘5 $1,038,570| 40% 60% 20%
Golden Gate Park Concourse N ' :

3 |Authority 7 7 . $11,662,000 43% 57% 29%
Health Authority (SF Health Plan | :" ‘
Governing Board) 19 15 $637,000,000] 40% 54% 23%
Health Service Board 7 7 611,444,255 29% | 29% 0%
In-Home Supportive Services Public : .

6  |Authority ) 12 12 $207,835,715| 58% 15%

7  |Local Homeless Coordinating Board 9 "7 ’ S+ 43% 86%

3  Mental Health Board 17 | 16 $218,000] 69% 69% 50%

9 . Oversight Board 7 5 $152,902f 0% 20% 0%

10 [Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 6 S 33% 67% 33%

111 Reentry Council 24 23 S 52% 57% 22%

13 Relocation Appeals Board 5 0 -

12 [Rent Board 10 10 $8,074,900

14 Retirement System Board 7 7 $97,622,827! 43% 29%

15 |Urban Forestry Council 15. | 14 $92,713| 20% 0%

16 War Memorial Board of Trustees 11 11 $26,910,642] 55% 18%

17 Workforce | t t Board 27 27 $62,341,959] 26% 44%

" Total

\. Filled | .o 0o oo b %. 1% 1% Women
. .| Seats. fSé@is‘. FY17-18 Budget Woinen |Minority | of Color.
Commissions and Boards Total - . * | 586 | 540 | - " | 49.4% | 53%. | .27% .
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