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FILE NO. 180636 

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
06/11/18 

MOTION NO. 

[Mayoral Reappointment, Oversight Board of the Successor Agency to the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency - John Rahaim] 

Motion approving the Mayor's reappointment of John Rahaim to the Oversight Board of 

the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San 

Francisco, for a term ending January 24, 2022. 

7 MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of Sa.n Francisco does 

8 hereby confirm the reappointment by the Mayor of the following individual to serve as a 

9 member of the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of 

1 O the City and County of San Francisco, pursuant to California Health and Safety Code, Section 

11 34179(a)(10), and Board of SupeNisors Motion No. M12-9, for the term specified: 

12 John Rahaim, seat 3, succeeding himself, term expired, must be appointed by the 

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

14 term ending January 24, 2022. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: June 4, 2018 

To: Members, Board of Supervisors 

From: {:'Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

Subject:<lJ Nominations By The Mayor 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

c: Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy 
Jon Givner - Deputy City Attorney 
Andres Power - Mayor's Legislative Liaison 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN F.RANCISCO 

MARKE. FARRELL 
MAYOR 

June 5, 2018 

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

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

· It is my pleasure to notify you of the following reappol.ntment to the Oversight Board of the 
Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Fr.ancisco 
pursuant to California Health and Saft<ty Code section 34179(a)(10) and Board of Supervisors 
Motion No. M12-9: 

John Rahaim for a term ending January 24, 2022 

CD 
0 

()f .... i 
(j 

I am confident that Mr: Rahaim, the Planning Director for the City and County of San Francisco, 
will continue to serve our community well on the Oversight Board, which is responsible for the 
fiscal managemen~ of the ass~ts of the former City and County of San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency. Attached are his qualifications to serve, which demonstrates how his appointJTI~nt 

·represents the communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City and 
County ·of San Francisco . 

. I submit this nomination to the Board of Supervisors for confirmation, as required by State law, 
and urge support of his reappointment. 

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

Sincerely, 

~ct-~· 
Mark E. Farrell 
Mayor 

1 DR. CARL TON 8. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA94102-4681 

TELEPH0~3~1Lf) 554-6141 



John S. Rahaim, Planning Director 
San Francisco Planning Department 
City and County of San Francisco 

John Rahaim is the Planning Director for the City and County of San Francisco. Mr. Rahaim is 
responsible for overseeing long range city planning, developme:o.t entitlements and 
environmental reviews for most physical development in San Francisco. He was appointed 
Planning Director in January 2008. 

Since Mr. Rahaim's arrival, the San Francisco Planning Department has completed several 
·comprehensive neighborhood plans, several neighborhood historic resource slirveys, and updates · 
to the City's general plan. Major initiatives completed under Mr. Rahaim's direction include the 
Transit Center District Plan, enabling a new high density core for Dovmtown San Francisco and 

. the Better Streets Plan, a comprehensive strategy to upgrade the quality of the city's public 
realm. . 

.The .Planning Department also plays a key role in the city's strategy to accommodate the state's 
High Speed Rail Corridor and regional plan:i:ring efforts to address the nine-county region's 
Sustainable Community Strategy. The ongoing.work of the department includes reviews for 
8000 projects per year, 'of which nearly 2000 require dC?tailed review and analysis, more than any 
city in the US. 

Mr. Rahaim started his professional career with the City of Pittsburgh's Planning Department in 
1984, where he later becan1e the Associate Director for the department. He was in charge of 
development review and rewrote the City's Zoning Ordinance. Mr. Rahain1 moved to Seattle in 
1999 where he became the founding Executive Director of City Design, Seattle's Office of Urban 
Design, and the Executive Director of the Seattle Design Commission, the city's primary design 
advisory panel for public projects and related urban design initiatives. In 2002, Mr. Rahaim later 
served as the Planning Director for the City of Seattle's Department of Planning and 
Development. During his tenure in Seattle, Mr. Rahaim managed the early stages of the Central 

-Waterfront Plan and created the Center City Strategy for downtovm Seattle and the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

Born and raised in Detroit, Michigan, Mr. Rahaim holds a Bachelor of Science in Architecture 
from the University of Michigan and a Master in Architecture from the University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee. ' 

Public Service History 

2008 - Present: Planning Director, City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department 
2002 -2007: Planning Director, City of Seattle, Department of Planning and Development 

. 1984 - 1999: Associate Director, City of Pittsburgh, Planning Departinent 

2325 



060600029-NFH-0029 

-ElliEJ~e~)i1P: E'©-~M fA ll"IJ: STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS 

Date Initial Filing 
Received 

Official Use Only 

,FAIR POLITICAL PRACTlCES COMMiS~lON ' 

"A E!UBl.:.IC DOGUMENTr· ' 
'"' ~ ~ ;r "' '" 

. Please type or print in ink. 

NAME OF FILER 

Rahaim, John 

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

.(LAST) 

City and County of· San Francisco 

Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable 

Planning Department 

COVER PAGE 

(FIRST) 

Your Position 

Director of Planning 

. E-Filed 
02123/2018 

16:35:05 

Filing ID: 
169041964 

(MIDDLE) 

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

Agency: *SEE ATTACHED FOR ADDITIONAL POSITIONS 

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

GI! State 

0 Multi-County ______________ _ 

GI!Citym __ sa_n_F_r_an_c_i_s_c_o __________ ~ 

3. Type o.f Statement {Check at least one box) 

lKJ Annual: The period covere,d is January 1, 2017, through 
December 31, 2017 

-or-
The period covered is __J__J __ , through 
December 31, 2017 

0 Assuming Office: Date assumed __}__J __ 

Position; ________________ _ 

0 Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction) 

[!]County of _s_a_n_Fr_a_n_c_i_sc_o __________ ~ 

0 other _______________ _ 

0 Leaving Office: Date Left __J__J __ 

(Check one) 

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

O The peri9d covered is __,__/__)_ __ , through the date 
of leaving office. 

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

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

Schedules attached 

•Of• 

0 Schedule A-1 • lnvestme/lts - schedule attached 

0 Schedule A·2 ··Investments - schedule attached 

0 Schedule B • Real Property - sohedule attached 

D None • No reportable interests on mny schedule 

. 5. Verification 
MAILING ADDRESS STREET 
(Business or Agency Address Recommended - Publia Document) 

DAYflME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

tf'I'Y 

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

QU Schedule D • Income - Gifts - schedule attached 

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

STATE ZIPCObit 

San Francisco Ca 94103 
E-MAILABDRESS 

I have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement. I have reviewed this stateme~t and to the best of my knowledge the information contained 
hemin and in any attached schedules is true and complete. I acknowledge this is a public document. ' 

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

Date Signed 02/23/2018 
(month, day, yealj 

Signature --'-J-"-oh=n~R=ah=a=i=m~--------------­
(Fi/e the originally signed statement wfth your filing official.) · 
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STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS 
·coVER PAGE 

Expanded Statement Attachment Name 

John Rahaim 

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

Agency Division/Board/Dept/District 

City and County of San Planning Department 
Francisco 

City and County of San Office of Community Inve'stment 
Francisco and Infrastructure 

Aseyociation of Bay Area Executive Board 
Governments 

City and County of San Redevelopment Successor Agency 
Francisco Oversight Board 

Position Type of Statement 

Director of Planning .Annual 1/1/2017 - 12/31/2017 

Board Member Annual 1/1/2017 - 12/31/2017 

Board Member .Annual 1/1/2017 - 12/31/2017 

Board Member .Annual 1/1/2017 - 12/31/2017 
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SCHEDULED 
Income - Gifts 

Name 

,._ NAME OF SOURC.E (Not an Acronym) 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

San Francisco, CA 94104 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

CityBeat Breakfast 

DATE (mm/dd/yy) VALUE . DESCRIPTION OF GIFT{S) 

...2]_J_Q):_JXJ__ ..,,$ ___ 4_7_._7_6 Breakfast 

,._ NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym) 

ADDRESS (Business J!.ddress Acceptable) 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

DATE (mm/dd/yy) VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S) 

____}__]_ $. ___ _ 

____)__]_ 

____J__j__ $, ___ _ 

I>- NAME OF SOURCE (NC?! an Acronym) 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

DATE (mm/dd/yy) VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S) 

____J__j_. - $. __ _ 

____J__J_ 

____}__]_ 

Rahaim, John 

I>- NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym) 

San Francisco Planning and Urban Research (SPUR) 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

San Francisco, CA 9410.3 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

DATE (mm/dd/yy) VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S) 

250.00 Annual Awards Luncheon 

. ____}___}__ $----

,._ NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym) 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable} 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

DATE (mm/dd/yy) . VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S) 

__J__J__ $----

__J__J _ 

__J__J _ 

>- NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym) 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

DATE (mm/dd/yy) VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT{S) 

__J__J__ $ ___ _ 

__J__J_ $ ___ _ 

__J__J_ $·----

Comments: _____________________________________________ _ 
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City and County of San Francisco . 

Departmient on the Status of Women 
Emily M. r,11urase, PhD 

Director 
Clty and County of 

San .Francisco 

20~7 Gender Analysis ·of Commissions and. Boards: Executive.Summary 

Overview 
A 2008 City Ch.arter 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 Departmen~ on the 
Status·of Women is required to conduct a biennial gender analysis of Commissions and Board_s. Data was 
collected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members primarily appointed by the Mayor. and Board of 
Superviso~s. 

Gender Analysis Findings 

Gender' 

):> Women's representation on Commissions and 
Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female 
population ins.an 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 
declined to 41% this year following a period of 
steady increases over the past 3 reports. 

Race and Ethnicity 

):> While 60% of San· Franciscans are people of 
color, 53% of appointees are radal and ethnic 
minorities. 

):> Minority representation o_n Commissions 
decreased from 60% in 2015 to 57% in 2017. 

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

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

):> There is a higher representation of White _and 
. Black/ African American members on policy 
bodies than in the San Francisco population. 

. . 

Figure_l: 10-Year Comparison of Women's 
Representa_tion on Commissions and Boards 

34% 

2.007 . ZOD9- Wll . 2013 2015 2017 

...,_Commissions ~~Boards ~Commissions & Boards Combined 

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

Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of MinC?rity Representation 

l,,.. ____ o_n_·c_o_m_m_is-si_o_ns_an_d_Bo_a_r_d_s ____ · ____ _,J . 

·53%-"'" 

=-.~~-~ :;~,~::~:-~~~~~~--. 
. -.-· ,.,_, .. ·:--:'·:~·8%--~-·---. ~--·--......... _ ....... __________ _ 

.-;1-
;-··· . 
.... 32% 

.........,Commissions=,~,:.::. Boards ~Commissions & Boards Combined 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's .Office, 311. 
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Race and Ethnici.ty by Gender 

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

Commissions reaches parity with the population; only 19% of Board members are women of coler. 

);> Men of color comprise 26% of both.Com~issioners and Board members compared to 29% of the San 

Francisco population. 

);> The representation of White IT\en on policy bodies is 28%, exceeding the 22% of the San Francisco 

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

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

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

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

Additional Demographics 

k Among Commissioners and Board members, 17% identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, ortra.nsgender (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 Comr:iissions and Boards is 13%, exceeding the 4% of San Franciscans that . 

have served in the military. 

B·udget 

);> Women and women of color; in particular, are underrepresent~d on the policy bodies with the largest 

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

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

the population. 

r Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017 l. 
l 

Women 
Women 

Minority of Color LGBT Disabilities Veterans 

31% ",·:·ts%-1% .. · ~~.s."~.'~_,12.% ... -.~~ ....... ; . .. . ~· , .. , .. . . .• - -
Commissions and Boards Combined 49% 53% 27% 17% .11% 13% 

Commissions 54% 57% 31% 18% 10%· 15% 

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

10 Largest Budgeted Bodies 35% 60% 18% 

10 Sm.allest Budgeted Bodies 58% 66% 30% 
Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Suniey,' Mayor's Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual 
Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor's Budget Book._ 

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

Overview 

San Francisco Department.on the Status of Woine·n 
Page4 

· 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 i~ required to conduct a biennial gender analysis of 
Commissions and Boards. Data was col.lected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members 
pri.marily apP.ointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. 

Key Findings 

Gender 

> Women's representation on Commissions arid 
Boa:rds in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female 
population in San Francisco. 

> Since 2007, there. has been an overall increase 
of women on Commissions: women compose 

. 54% of Commissioners in 2017. 

>- Wome~'s representation on Boards has 
declined to 41% this year following a period of 
steady increases over the past 3 reports. 

Race and Ethnicity 

> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of 
color, 53% of appointees are racial and·ethnic 
minorities . 

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

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

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

> There is a higher representation of White and 
Black or.African American members on policy 

· bodies than in the San Francisco population. 

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

..... _ ...... ,_ ·:- ... __.. ..... __ .................. --...... , ___ ......... _ ..... - _, ...... .. 

;~-::! . ;.:·· 

:~· .. gs%:·,·:.· ··,:j:'{.: ... 
41% 

34% 

2009- ZOll. · ZOB · Z015 ZOli 
.....+-Commissions..:.--,,:.··'·'· Boards·~Commissi6ns& Boards Combined 

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

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

.. --·-~~~~~ -~~.~~.·, ~·~·~,~·: ,~::~;:'-·'""''''-~~;,?; .. 
. .. f·... " 44% 

•••••• , -- w ..••••• , ••••• - .. _;··· •••• ,43%' ---·· .. ·- ..... ~ .. ~-.· -- - ... ···-· 
-·- .~ " 
'•'i .. :"·· 

.... ·-·-~-.;~~·:''' ... 38%-· -----~····-··­

~· .• j 32% 

W11 21l13 ZOlS . 21l17 

_.,._Comr;n1ssions~'"""Boards ~Commissions & Boards Combined 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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San Francisco Department on th~ 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 Commissioners and Board members compa_red to 29% of the San 
Francisco population. 

)> The representation of White men on policy bodies is 18%, exceedipg the 22% of the San Francisco 
population, while White women are at parity with the popu!ation 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. 

• Latinos are 6% of Commissioners and·Bciard members and Latinas are 4% of Commissioners and 
Buard members compared t? 8% and 7% of.San Franciscans, resp.ectively. 

Additional Demographics 

)> Among Commissioners and Board members, 17% identify as lesb_ian, gay, bisexual, ortransgender 
(LGBT). 

)> Individuals with a disability comprise 1-1% of appointees_ on policy bodies, just below the 12% o'f the 
~dult population with a disability in San Francisco. · 

. . 
)> Representation ofvetera~s on Commissions and Boards is 13%, exceeding the 4% of San Franciscans 

that have served in the military. 

Representation on Policy Bodies by Budget 

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

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

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

Women· Minority WfoCmlen . LGBT Disabilities Veterans 
· o o or 

s.~n ·FriLYfL". :r;:i11Jl¥ie·ti::':~;.:~-:~:~:.::~ist~:. :~>\4·~~ >' :::};~d~~_,}~;~; ~~§i~Jf~~~ g· ~%;7y;· ... ·: .~ ::{~):~%t~~l f~:~J.:'4ra-'.; :-·: 
Commissions and Boards Combined · 49% ·53% · 27.% 17% 11% · />1.3% . 
Commissions· 5_4%. 57% 31%· 18% 10% -·15% 

Boards 41% 47% 19%· _· 17% 14% 

10 Largest Budg~ted Bpdies 60% 18% 

10 Small~st Budgete.d Bodies 58% q6% 3Q% 
Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311, FY17-18 
Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor's Budget Book. 
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The central question of this report is whether appointments tq 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. 111 The Ordinance requires City 
government to take proactive s~eps to ensure gender equality and specifies."gender analysis'1 as a 
preventive tool to identify and address discrimination.2 Since 1998, the Department on the Status of 
Women (Department) has used this _tool to analyze operations of 11 City departments. 

In 2007, the Department used gender analysis to analyze the number of women appointed fo City 
Commissions, Boards, ·and Task Forces.3 Based 9n these findings, a City Charter Amendment was 
developed by the Board of Supervisors for the June 2008 election. The Amendment, which voters 
approved· overwhelmingly, made it City policy that: 

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

· 2. Appointing officials be urged to sup.port the nomination, appointment, and confirmation of 
· these ~andidates; and 

3. The San Francisco Department on the Status of Women is required to·conduct a gender analysis 
of Commissions and Boards to be published every 2 years.4 

This 2017 gender an·alysis assesses the representation of women; racial and ethnic minorities; lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, qnd transgender (LGBT} individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans on San Francisco 

. Commissions and Boards appointed by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors.5 

1 While 188. of the 193 member states of the United Natfons, including all other industi:ialized 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.sfgciv.org/dosw. . · 
3 The 2007 Gender Anafysis 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 hj:tps://sfpl.org/pdf/main/gic/elections/June3_2008.pdf. 
5 Appointees in some policy bo_dies are .. elected or appointed by other entities. 
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This report focuses on City an_d County of s;;:n Francisco Commissions and Boards whose jurisdiction is 
limited to the City, that have a majority of members appointed by the ~ayor and Board of Supervisors, 
and that are permanent policy·bodies.6 Generally, Commission appointments are m·ade 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 poli~y bodies that are part of the City Charter and oversee 
a department cir agency. Boards are typically policy bodies created legislatively to address specific 
issues. 

The gender analysis in this report reflects data from the Commissions and Boards that provided 
information to the Department through survey, the Mayor's Office, and the Information Directory . . . . . 
Department (311), which collects and disseminates ·information about City appointments to policy 
bodies. Based on the list of Commissions and Boards that.are reported by 311, data was compiled from 
.57 .policy bodies with a total of 540 appointees. A Commissioner or Board member's gender identity, 
race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability status, and veteran sta~us were among data elements · 
collected on a voluntary basis. In many case?, identities are vastly underrep9rted due to-concerns about 
social stigma and discrimination. Thus, data on lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT) identity, . . 
disability, and veteran.status of appointees were limitfFd, incomplete, and/or unavailable for rriany 
appointees, but included to the extent possible . .As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface 
patterns of underrepresentation, every attempt has been made to reflect accurate and coryiplete 
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 i and. 
2 in the Appendix show these population estimates by race/ethnicity and gender. 

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

·An ~stimated 49% of the population. in San Francisco are women aQd 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 Fra.ncisco's population is shown in the chart below. Note that 
the percentage's do not add up to 100% since individuals may be counted more than once. 

Figure 1: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity 

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

American Indian 
and Alaska Native, 
' 0.3% 

Native Hawaiian \ 
and Pacific 

Islander, 0.4% · 

Black or African.:---­
American, 6% 

Two or More r•aoe,, 5% 

· , Race, 6% 

Source: 2011-2015 American Commu.nity 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 Populati?n by Race/E.thnicity and Gender 

25% 

20% 

15% 

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

______ , __ , _____ _; __ !'J=8'!_0,7-_§~.-- -----··- _____ .. ________ :._._ 
22% 

i:.: .· .-; 

IT Male,.n==427,909 

II Female, n==412,854 

'10% -: ' ~:~.~--;~ .... - ... -- .. - .... - _, __ , __ ,._,, ____ , __ .... _ ....... _ ............... ··-· --·- ........ ., __ 

5% ·f{::~,. . -3%'"i.7%-- -·- ...... -- ........ -.. -- -·· ............... 3:-4%" 3% 

f.}>:: :·~:~_;."• . 0.2%0.2% 0.2%0.1% 
2

A,~ 2·3% r-:: :~:~·i 
--·.--.. -·-. ...--~"{- ~-. :···.· 3·:·. ' 0% 

White, Not Asian HispaniC or Black or Native American Two or Some Other 
Hispanic or Latinx African Hawaiian Indian and More Races Race 

Latinx American and Pacific Alaska 
l?lander Native 

S9urce: 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, ortransgender (LGBT). However, there are.several reputable data sources that 
estimate San Francisco has one of the highest concentrati.ons ·of LGBT indivi.duals in the nation. A 2015 
Gallup poll found that among employed adults in the San Francisco Metropolitan.Area, whkh 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 ~eported 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. ln addition, the Williams lnstitut.e at the 
University of California Los Angeles estimates that 4.6% of Californians identify as LGBT, which is. similar 
across gender (4.6% of males vs. 4.5% of females). The Williams Institute also reported that roughly 
92,000 adults ages 18-70 in California, or 0.35% of the population, are transgender. These sources 
suggest between 5-7% of the San Francisco adult population, or approximately 36,000-50,000 San 
Franciscans, identify as LGBT. 

Women are. slightly more likely than men to have one or more disabilities. For-women 18 years and 
older, 12.1% have at least one disability, compared to ll.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 G.ender 

San Francisco Adult Population with a ·Disability by 
Gender, 2015 · 

15% -- - ·------ - ·- ·----

12.1% 11.8% 
11.5% 

10% ____ , . ·.·:·.:);~i.~~M:~:;c __ 

5%. ---i: 

0% - ____ i'-:' :. 

Male, ni::367,863 · Female, n=355,809 Adult Total, N=723,672 

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year.fstimates. 
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In terms of veterans, according to the U.S. Census, 3.6% ofthe adult population in San Francisco has 
served in the military. "(here 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 MHitaty 
Service by Gender, 2015 

8% ----···---

6.7% 
. -· .. . .. . .. . . ..... . . . . 

6% ... -· ~. :·: "· .;._._,, ·:.i .. - . -· .. 

4% 

Z% 

0% --·- - . .. .. ·,: .... ...... ,_. ' .... . 

0.5% 

Male, n=370,123 . Female, n=357,531 Adult Total, N=727,654 

Source: 2011-2015 American Communify Surve}'. 5-Year Estimates. 
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On the whole, appointees to Commissions and Boards reflect many aspects of the diversity of San 
Francisco. Among Commissioners and Board members, nearly half are women, tnore·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 s.ummary of key indicators, comparing them 
between Commission·s and Boards. Refer to Appendix ii for a complete table of dem.ographics by 
Commissions and Boards. 

Fig.me 5: Summary Data Comparing Representation on Commissions and Boards, 2017 

Commissions Boards 
Number of Policy Bo.dies Included 40 17 
Filled Seats 350/373 (6% vacant) 190/213 (11% vacant) 
Female Appointees 54% 41% 
Racial/Ethnic Minority 57% 47% 
LGBT 17.5% 17% 
With Disability 10% 14% 
Veterans. ' 

·. 15% 10% 

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

. budget size. 
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A. Gender 

·overall, the percentage offemale appointees to City Commissions and Boards is 49%, equal tq the 
female percentage of the $an 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 slnce 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 fem~le Board appointees declined 15% from the last gender analysis in 2015. Women 
make up 41% of Board appointees in 2017, whereas women were 48% of Board members in 2015. A 
greater number of Boards were included this year than in 2015, which may contribute to the stark 
difference from the previous report. This dip represents a departure from the previous trend of · 
increasing women's representation on Boards. 

Figure 6: 10-Year Comparison of Women's Representation on Commissions and Boards 

10-Year Comparison of Women's Representation 
on San Francisco Commissions and Boards 

60% ----·----·--- -·"··-·-·---------·---- ---.. -··- ·-- ··----·-----------. 
54% 

48% 49% 51% 50% 50% 
50% 

40% 

30% --·--···--- -•34%--·---- --- ---------------·-

20% ------·---------

10% -·--··---·-·------ -- ··--.. ---·· - --- _., ·-·---·· -·-·-----··---.. --- --·-··-'--·-·-·· - __ .. __ ..... ·---- --·-·-· -

0% ---~------··-- -·------·:-----.. ---·----------·-·--·---·---··--:·------·-...---·------ ·----

2007, n=427 2009, n=401 2~11, n=429 . 2013, n=419 . 2015, n=282 2017, n=522 

-4-Commissions =<:;,;·'.·Boards ~Commissions & Boards c;:ombined 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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The next two charts illustrate the Commissions and Boards with the highest and lowest percentage of 
female appointees in 2017. Data from the two previous gender analyses for these Commissions. and 
Boards is also included for comparison purposes. Of 54 policy bodies with data on gender, roughly one­
t~ird (20 Commissions and Boards) have more than 50% representation of women. The.greatest 
women's _representation is foul"}d on the Commission on the Status of Women and the Children and 
Families Commission.(First 5) at 100%. The Long Term Care Coordinating Co~ncil 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 dt..ie to lack of prior data. 

' 

Figure 7: Commissions and B.oards with Most Women 

Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentage of Wo~en, 
2017 Compared to 2015, 2013 

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 

57% 

i· 

Ill 2017, 

d2015: 
i 

:2013: 

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

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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There are 14 Commissions and Boards that have 30% or less women. The lowest percentage is found on 
the Oversight Board of the Office of Community Investment & .Infrastructure where currently none of 

the five appointees are women. The Urban Forestry Council and the Workforce Investment Board also 
·have some of the lowest percentages ·of wome~ members at 20% and 26%, respectively, but are not 

included in the c~ari: 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, 2q13 
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B. Ethnicity 

Data on racial and ethn\c background were available for 286 Commission\:'rs and 183 Board members. 
More than half of these appointees identify as people of color. However, repr~sentation 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 appointei:;s identify as racial- and ethnic minorities. The percentage of 
minority Commissioners decreased from 2015; while the _percentage of minority Board members has 

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

Figure 9: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation on Commissions and Boards 
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30% 

20% 

8-Year Comparison of Minority Repr~sentation 
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The racial and ethnic breakdown of Commissioners and Board members as compared to t11e San 
Francisco population is presented in the next two charts. There is a greater number of White and 
Black/ African Am\:rican 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% ofthe population. 

. . 
Figure 10: Race/Ethnicity of Commissioners Compared to San Francisco Population 
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A similar pattern emerges for Board appointees. ln general, racial and ethnic rninor-ities are 
underrepresented on Boards, except fo~ 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 a.bout 40% of the population. · 
Meanwhi_le; 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. . . 

Figu~e 11: Race/Ethnicity of Board Members Compared to San Francisco Population 

· R~ce/Ethnicity of Board Members Compared to 
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Of the 37 Commissions with information on ethnicity, more than two-thirds (26 Commissions) have at. 
leas~ 50% of appointees identifying as persons of color and more than half_ (19 Commissions) reach or 
exceed parity with the nearly 60% minority population. The Commissions with the highest percentage of 
minority appointees are shown in the chart below. The Commission on Community Investment and 
Infrastructure a~d 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 ""-'.ith Most Minority Appointees 

Commissions with Highe~t Perc~ntage of Minority Appointees, 
2017 

Community Investment and Infrastructure, 
n=4 

.South.east Community Facility Commission, 

n=6 

Juvenile Probation Commission, n=7 

Immigrant Rights Commission, n=14 

Health Commission, n=7 

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: Preseivation 
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 
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For the 16 Boards with information on race and ethnicity, nine have at least 50% minority appointees .. 
The Local Homeless C<:Jordinating. Board has the greatest percentage of members of color with 86%. The 
Mental Health Board and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board also have a large n~presentation of 
people of color at 69% and 67%, respectively. MeanwhHe, seven Boards have a ma.jority of White 
members, with the lowe~t representation of people of color on the Oversight Board at 20% minority 
members, the War Memorial Board ofTrustees at 18% minority members, and the Urban Forestry 
Council with no members ofco!or. 

Figure 14: Minority Representation on Boards 

Percent Minority Appointees on Boards, 2017 
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Minorities comprise 57% of Commission appointees and 47% of Board appointees. The total percentage 
of minority appointees on Commissions and Boards in.2017 is S3% compared to about 60% of the 

·population. There are slightly more women of color on Commissions and Boards at 27% than men of 
~olor at 26%. Women of color appointees to Commissions reach parity with the population at 31%, 
while women of color are 19% of Board memb.ers, farfrom parity with the pop.ulation. Men of color are 
26% of appointees to both Commissions and Boards, below the 29% men <?f color in the San Francis.co 
population. 

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

Percent Women and Men qf Color Appointees to 
Commissions and Boards, 2017 
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The next chart illustrates appointees1 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 tfie 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 gro~ps, except for Black/ African American appointees. Asi~n 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. · 

Fig:ure 16: Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and 
Gender, 2017 · 
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While· it is challenging to find accurate counts ofthe number of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and trans~ender 
(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 
_a~d Board members. Three Com'.11issioners identified as transgender. 

Figure 17: LGBT Commission and Board Appointees 

LGBT Commission and Boarq Appointees, 2017 
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E. Disability 
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An estimated 12% of San Franciscans have a disability. Data on disability was avaifable 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 1:1,.8% of the adult popula~ion in Sqn 
Francisco that has a disability. There is a·much greater representation o{people with a disability on 
Boards at 14% than on Commissions at 10%. · 

Figure 18: Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities 

. Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities, 2017 
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F. Veterans 

San. Francisco Department on the Status of Women 
Page 26 

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 i11 the military. However, there is a large 
difference in the representation of veterans on Commissi_ons at 15% compared to Boarqs at 10%. This is 
likely dl\e to the 17 members of Veterans Affairs Comm_ission of whic~ all members must be veterans. 

Figure 19: Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service 

Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service, 2017 
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget Size· 
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In addition to data on the appointment of women and minorities to Commissions and Boards, this 
report examin~s 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 influen.ce as measured 
by budget size. Although women's repre~entation on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets 
increased from 3.0% in 2015 to 35% this year, it is s.till far below parity with the population. The 
perceritage 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 ldentify as a racial or 
ethnic minority on the ten Commissions and Boards with the smallest budgets. Minority representation 
on the ten:largest budgeted policy bodie~ 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. 

Pe.rcentage 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 Cof!lrnissions and 
· Boards with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2017-:?.018 
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The following two tables present the demographics of the Commissions arid' Boards overseeing some of 
. the City's largest a~d sr:nallest 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 col~r 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% compar.ed to 31% of the 
population. Meanwhile, the Public Utilities Commission and Human Services Commission have no 
women of color. 

Overall, the representation of minorities on policy bodies with the largest budgets is equal to that of the 
minority population in San Francisco at 60% and four of the ten largest budgeted bodies have greater 
minority representation. Following the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure with . . 
100% minority appointees, the Health Commission at 86% minority appointe~s, the Aging and Adult . 
Services Commission.at 80% minority appointees, and the Police ~om mission with 71% minority · 
appointees have the next highest minority representation. In contrast, the Aii'port·Commission has the 
lowest minority representation at 20%. · 

Table 1: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets 

Health Commission $ 2,198,181,178 7 7 29% 86% 14% 

MTA Board of Directors and 
Parking Authority 43% 
Commission 

Public Utilities Commission 

Airport Commission 

\-luman Services Commission 

Health Authority (SF Health 
Plan G.over~ing Board} 

Police· Commission 

Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure. 

Fire Commission 

Aging and Adult Services 
Commission 

$ 285,000,000 

40% 

40% 

20% 

4.0% 

29% 

50% 

20% 

7 5 40% 

57% 14% 

40% 0% 

20% 20% 

60% 0% 

54% .. 23% 

71% 29% 

100% 50% 

60% 20% 

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 Adyisory Commission at 60%. Five of the ten smallest budgeted bodies 
have.1ess than 50% women appointees. The Southea·st Community Facility Commission, the Youth. 
Commission, the Housing Authority Commission, and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board have more 
than 30% women of color members. 

. '·~ . 
Of the eight smal!est budgeted policy bodies with data on race and ethnicity, more than half have 
greater representation of racial and ethnic minority and women of color than the population. The 

·Southeast Community Facility Commission has 100% members of color, followed by the Housing 
Authority Commission at 83%, the Sentencing Commissi.on at 73%, and the Public Utiliti~s Rate Fairness 
Board at 67% minority appointees. Only the Historic Preservation Commission with 17% minc;irity 
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 . . 

·~JJi:)l :·~~llfi; ' .··· .'f fil!i(f ..• I~~:~t~~~T~ :~~i~~,· .·:Miri~,,;yf' t~%~tT: 
Historic Preservation 
Commission 

City Hall Preservation Advisory 
Commission 

. . 
Housing Authority Commission 

Local Homeless Coordinating 
Board 

Long Term Care Coordinating 
Council· 
public Utilities Rate Fairness 
·Board 

Reentry Council 

Sentencing Commission 

Southeast Community Facility 
Commission 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

45,000 7 6 

5 5 

7 6 

9 7 

40 40 

7 6 

24 23 

12 12 

7 6 

Youth Commission $ 17 16 

33% P% 17% 

60% 20% 20% 

33% 83% 33% 

43% n/a n/a 

78% n/a n/a 

33% 67% 33% 

52% 57% 22% 

42% 73% 18% 

50% 100% 50% 

64% 64% 43% 

. ra1:·~l~1:t&ttfli:, · · .. ' , :<~!.~;} · ·· · .t£ f} :: 4s;o9cft±;; (:: ::J3§{\~;t ~~~i:r~t>i·~ :.. :ss~ .. ~ .. v <YG.t:');(;.:: .... :,/ 3§9'.(~~t;~ 
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor's 
Budget Book. 
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Per the 2008 Charter Amendment, the Mayor an,d Board of Supervisors are encouraged to make 
appointments to Com.missions, 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 an~lysis 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 
~om missions as compared to Boards. This continued in.2017 with 54% female Commissioners. However, 
it is concerning that the percentage of female Board mem~ers 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 2.017. 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 mer:ribers. Meanwhile, men of color are 29% 
of the population and 26% of Commissioners and Board members . 

. This year there is more.data available on sexual orientation, veteran status, and disability than previoµs 
gender analyses. The 2017 gender analysis found that there is a relatively high representation of LGBT 
individuals qn the policy bodies for which there vyas data at 17%. Vet£?fcms are also highly represented at 
13%, and the representation of people with a disability in policy bodies.almost reaches parity with the 
population with 11.4% compared to 11.8%. 

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

This report is int!=nded to inform appointin.g authorities, including the Mayor and the Board of 
·Supervisors, as they carefully select their designees on key P.olicy bodies of the_ City & County of San 

Francisco. In the spirit of the charter amen9ment that mandated this report, d,iversity and inclusion 
·should be the hallmark of t.hese important appointments. 
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Appendix 1 .• 2015 Population Estimates for San Francisco County 

The following 20~5 San Francisco population·statistics were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau's 
2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

Chart 1: 2015 Total Population by Race/Ethnicity 

·. <;f/[i:itai·/tEif~\, 
Perce.nt 

San Francisco County California 840,763 

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 41% 

Asian 284,426 34% 

Hispanic or Latino 128,619 15%' 

Some Other Race 54,388 6% 

Black or African American 46,825 6% 

Two or More Races 38,940 5% 

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,649 0.4%' 

American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 0.3% 

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

·:·':;~. :·:: -... ~~~~e/~th~it~~~ .. -· -· ..:' '..j~o~~·1.i. : _· : : :: '.: ~./: M~i~'P} ~., ·. ' · ,. ;'' ·:·:·,: 'f ~ii1~1~/.:· ~ :· ··-~t 
. . :. ·_·: :.0.t=~~->:. ·· ..:: ·::;:.:~ Estii:nate Percer)t Estimate Percent : Estimate .. Pe~c~nt 

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

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

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

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

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

Black or African American 46,82.S 6% 24,388 3% 22,437 ·"2.1°/o 

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

Native Hawaiian arid Pacific 
Islander 3,649 0.4% 1,742 0 .. 2% .. 1,907 0~2%· 

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

Tot~I 
.. 

·%.Women Filled .. % % 
Commission . ' Seats Seats FY17-18 Budget W.ornen Minority of Color 

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

2 Airport Commission · 5 5 $987,785,877 40% 20% 20% 

3 
Animal Control and Welfare 

10 9 $-
Commission 

14 !Arts Commission 15 15 $17,975,575 60% 53% 27% 

5 Asian Art Commission 27 27 $10,962,397 63% 59% 44% 

6 Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,533/699 29% 14% 0% 

7 
Children and Families Commission 

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

8 
City Hall Preservation Advisory 

5 5 $ 60% 20% 20% 
Commission 

9 Ci".il Ser\!ice Commission 5 5 $1,250,582 40% 20% 0% 

Commission on Com.munity 

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

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

12 Commi"ssion on the Status of Women 7 .. 7 $8,048,712 100% 71% 71% 

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

14 Entertainment Commission 7 7 $987,102 29% 57% 14% 

15 Ethics Commission 5 5 $4,787,508 33% 67% ·33% 

16 Film Commission 11 11 $1,475,000 55% 36% 36% 

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

18 Health Commission 7· 7 $2,198,181,178 29% 86% 14% 

19 Histqric Preservation Commission 7 6 $45,000 33% 17% 17% 

20 Housing Authority Commission 7 6 $- 33% 83% 33% 

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

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

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

24 Uuvenile Probation Commission 7. 7 $41,683,918 29% 86% 29% 

25 Library Commission 7 . 5 $137,850,825 80% 60% 40% 

26 . Local Agency Formation Commission 7 4 $193,16 

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

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

29 
MTA B~ard of Directors and Parking 

7 7 $1,183,468,406 43% 57% 14% 
Authority Commission 

130 Planning Commission 7 7 $54,501,361 43% 43% 29% 

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

32 Port Commission 5 4 $133,202,027 75% 75% 50% 

33 P·ublic Utilities Commission 5 5 $1,052,841,388 40% 40% 0% 
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.. 
.. 

C_ommission .. 

34 Recreation and Park Commission 

35 Sentencing Commission 

36 ISmall Business Commission 

37 
Southeast Community Facility 
Commission 

38 
Jreasure Island Development 

lAuthority 

39 Veterans1 Affairs Commission 

40 Youth Commission 

Jotal:::· ._: . . 

·,;.· ... 
.. 

Board 

1 ~ssessment Appeals Board 

2 Board of Appeals 

Golden Gate Park Concourse 

3 ~uthority 

Health Authority (SF Health Plan 

~ Governing Board) 

5 Health Service Board 

In-Home Supportive Services Public 

6 ~uthority 

7 Local Homeless Coordinating Board 

8 Mental Health Board 

9 Oversight Board 

10 Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 

11 Reentry Council 

13 Relocation Appeals Board 

12 Rent Board 

14. Retirement System Board 

15 Urban Forestry Council 

16 War Memorial Board of Trustees 

17 Workforce Investment Board 

T6't~I .... 
. .. 

.. 

, ' . . . 
Commissian·s arid Boards Total 

• : .!"• ••• 

Total 
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Filled %' :~ % %Women 
Seats ·Seats FY17-18 Budget Women M.inority . of <;:oli:ir:: 

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

12 12 $ 42% 73% 18% 

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

7 6 $- 50% '100% 50% 

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

.17 15 $865,518 27% 22% 0% 

17 16 $ 64% 64% 43% .. 
·373: 350· , . .. ~4%. 57% . 31%. 

. Tcit~I 
.. 

Filled % ·% % Women 
Seats Se<?tS FY17-18 Budget Women Minority of Co for· 

24 18 $653,780 39% 50% 22% 

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

7 7· $11,662,000 43% 57% 29% 

19 15 $637,000,000 40% 54% 23% 

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

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

9 7 $- 43% 86% 

17 16 $218,000 69% 69% 50% 

7 5· $152,902· 0% 20% 0% 

7 6 $- 33% 67% 33%. 

24 23 $- 52% 57% 22% 

5 .0 $-
10· 10' $8,074,900 30% 50% 10% 

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

15 14 $92,713 20% 0% 0% 

11 11 $26,910,642 5~%. 18% 18% 

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

.·· 41%: 213 190 .. • .. 47% 19%: .. 

Total Filled FYl. 
7
· 

18 8 
d · · % : . % % Women 

- u get·· · · · · 
Seats Seats- · · · · · · Women Minori.ty of Cci!or. 

586 540 49.4% 53% 27% 
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Date Printed: June 6, 2018 

San Francisco 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Date Established: 

Active 

January 26, 2012 

REDEVELOPMENT SUCCESSOR AGENCY OVERSIGHT BOARD 

Contact and Address: 

Jaimie Cruz 

One South Van Ness, 5th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Phone: (415) 749-2408 

Fax: . 

Email: commissionsecreta:ry.ocii@sfgov.org 

Authority: 

!Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 11-12; Motion No. 12-9. 

Board Qualifications: 

The Redevelopment Successor Agency Oversight Board is composed of 7 members selected as 
follows·: 3 members appointed by the Mayor and subject to confirmation by the Board of 
Supervisors; 1 member appointed by the Bay Area Rapid Transit District, the largest special 
district, by property tax share, with territory in the territorial jurisdiction of the former 
Redevelopment Agency; 1 member appointed by the County Superintendent of Education to 
represent schools; 1 member appointed by the Chancellor of the California Community 
Colleges to represent community college districts; and 1 member appointed by the Mayor and 
subject to confirmation by.the Board of Supervisors. 

Redevelopment Successor Agency Oversight Board members serve at the pleasure of the 
appointing body or individual. Any individual may serve on the Oversight Board ;;it the same 
time as holding an office of the City and Cm,mty of San Francisco. 

State law requires the Redevelopment Successor Agency Oversight Board to create, to oversee 
certain fiscal management of former Redevelopment Agency assets other than affordable 
hous'ing assets, to exercise land use, development and design approval authority under the 
enforceable obligations for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Project Area, Hunters Point 

. Shipyard Project Area and Zone 1 of the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area, 
and part of the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, in place of the former Agency 
Commission, to approve certain changes to such obligations, related documents and certain new 
agreements to implement those enforceable agreements, including review and approva} for 
issuing bonds under such agreements. 

"R Board Description" (Screen Print) 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

The director of the Department of Administrative Services shall provide coordinated staff 
support to the Oversight Board. 

Reports: None. 

Sunset Clause: None. 

"R Board Description" (Screen Print) 
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