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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
06/11/18
FILE NO. 180636 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.

- MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco does
hereby confirm the reappointment by the Mayor of the following individual to serve as a
member of the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of
the City and County of San Francisco, pursuant to California Health and Safety Code, Section
34179(a)(10), and Board of Supervisors Motion No. M12-9, for the term specified:

John Rahaim, seat 3, succeeding himself, term expired, must be appqinted by the
Mayor and confirmed by the Board of Supervisors,‘_for the unexpired portion of a four-year

term ending January 24, 2022,

Clerk of the Board
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' . Page 1
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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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

Date: June 4, 2018

To: Members, Board of Supervisors

From: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
" SubjectJ Nominations By The Mayor

On June 4, 2018, th'e 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 nommatxon is to the Treasure Island
Development Authority: .

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

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

e Carolyn Ransom-Scofit - 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 nomma’uon was made fo the Oversight Board
of the Successor Agency: -

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

The Ofﬁcé 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

MARK E. FARRELL .
SAN FRANCISCO

MAYOR

June 5, 2018 : \

Angela Calvillo

Cletk of the Board, Board of Supervisors ;
San Francisco City Hall

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

502 Hd - Hr 8102

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

It is my pleasure to notify you of the following reappointment to the Oversight Board of the
Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco

pursuant to California Health and Safety Code section 34179(3)(10) and Board of Supervisors
Motion No. M12-9:

John Rahaim for a term ending January 24, 2022

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 management of the assets of the former City and County of San Francisco Redevelopment
* Agency. Attached are his qualifications to serve, which demonstrates how his appointment

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,

W%W

Mark E. Farrell
Mayor

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONEZ;@@) 554-6141



John S. Rahaim, Planning Ditector

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, development 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 surveys, 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 Downtown San Francisco and

- the Better Streets Plan, a comprehensive strategy to upgrade the quality of the city’s pubhc
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 planning efforts to address the nine-county regmn S
Sustainable Community Strategy. The ongoing work of the department includes reviews for

8000 projects per year, of which nearly 2000 require detailed 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 became the Associate Director for the department. He was in charge of
development review and rewrote the City’s Zoning Ordinance. Mr. Rahaim moved to Seattle in
1999 where he became the founding Executive Director of CityDesign, 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 downtown Seattle and the surrounding
neighborhoods. :

Born and raised in Detroit, Michigan, Mr. Rahaim holds a Bachelor of Science in Architecture

from the University of Mlchlgan and a Master in Archltecture from the University of Wlsconsm—
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 Department
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060600029-NFE-0029 Date Initial Filing

S e e TP ' ' Received
cauirorniaForm 700 STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS il Uss oy
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION ’ E-Filed

A PUBLIC DOCUMENT | : COVER PAGE ’ oarsjzots
. Filing 1D:
Please type or print in ink. _ : 169041964

NAME OF FILER (LAST) (FIRST) (MIDDLE)
Rahaim, John : ; !
1.. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)

City and County of'San Francisco
Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable Your Posifion

Planning Depgartment Director of Planning

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

Agency: *SEE_ATTACHED FOR ADDITIONAL POSITIONS Pesition:

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

State - [] Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)
[ Multi-County ' County of San Francisco
Clty of San Francisco- [ Cther

3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box) , ‘
Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2017, through "1 Leaving Office: Dateleft /|

December 31, 2017 (Check one)
-or- The period covered is /| through ‘ .0 lThe‘ period c;overed is January 1, 2017, through the date of
December 31, 2017 ' : eaving offos.
[[1 Assuming Office: Daté assumed ———J [ O' The period coveredis - [ [ through the date

of leaving office.

[] 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: — 2

Schedules attached
[ Schedule A-1 =« invesiments — schedule attached {1 Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions — schedule attached
[] Schedule A-2 - Investments - schedule attached Schedule D - Income - Gifts — schedule attached
] Schedule B - Real Properly — sehedule attached [ 1 Schedule E - Income — Gifts — Travel Payments — schedule attached
=Or= '

1 None - No reportable inférests on any schedule

. B, Verification

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

. San Francisco Ca 394103
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER E-MAIL ADDRESS

( )

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

1 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 ' Signature ._John Rahaim
{month, day, year) {File ihe originally signed statertent with your filing official}

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018)
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
2326 FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS

'COVER PAGE
Expanded Statement Attachment

John Rahaim

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

Agency

Division/anrd/Dept/Distric’i:

Position

Type of Statement

City and County of San
Francisco

Planning Department

Director of Planning

Annual 1/1/2017 - 12/31/2017

City and County of San
Francisco . .

Office of Community Investment
and Infrastructure

Board Member

Annual 1/1/2017 - 12/31/2017

Asgociation of Bay Area
Gavernments

Executive Board

Board Member

annual 1/1/2017 - 12/31/2017

City and County of San
Francisco .

Redevelopment Successor Agency
Oversight Board

Board Member

Annunal 1/1/2017 - 12/31/2017

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Expanded Statement

FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov -

2327  EPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/2753772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE D
Income — Gifts

lon FORM 70 0 ]

FAIR POLITICAL PRAGTICES COMMISSION

Name

Rahaim, John

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable)

San Francisco, CA 94104

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

CityBeat Breakfast

DATE (mmiddlyy)  VALUE " .DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S)
03 /01717 s 47.76 Breakfast
/. . %
/ / 4

> NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

San Francisco Planning and Urban Research (SPUR)
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

San Francisco, CA 84103

* BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

DATE (mmjddlyy)  VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S)

11/ 29 170 g 250.00 Annual Awards Luncheon
{ / $
/ / $

b NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

<

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

DATE (mmiddlyy)  VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S)

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym) |

ADDRESS (Business Address Accepfable)

" BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURGE

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

/ / $ /1 / $
/ I s / / s
/ / $ / / 3

b NAME OF SOURCE (Nat an Acronym)

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

» NAME OF S8OURCE (Not an Acronym)

ADDRESS (Businass Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

DATE {(mmlddlyy)  VALUE DESCRIPTION OF GIFT(S)

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

/ /. $ / / s

/ / % _ / / $

/ / % I / $
Comments:

2328
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City and ﬁ:ﬁﬁﬂi‘f ot San Francisco

Bepartment on the S’tamﬁ of Wamen

Emally 5. Murase, PhD
Direcior

City and County of-
San Francken

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 pnmanly appomted by the Mayor and Board of
Supervisors.

e Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s
Gender Ana_lVSls Findings ' Representatlon on Commissions and Boards 5

~ 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 withwomen
comprising 54% of Commissioners in 2017.

» Women's representation on Boards has

34%
declined to 41% this year following a periodof - 7 "-7 7 e m e m e o

. : : 2007 2005 2011 - 2013 2015 2017
steady increases over the past 3 reports. .
. " e COminissions «xig==Boards s=ie=Commissions & Boards Combined

Race and Eth nicity . i Sources: DepurtmentSurvey, Mayor's Office, 311,

> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of {' Figure 2: 8-Year Companson of Minority Representation \3
color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic  { on Commissions and Boards j '
minorities.

L R S T

> Minority representation on Commissions

) ...53%
decreased from 60% in 2015 to 57% in 2017.

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

» Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial e e 4 ‘».*"'"'38%_ e
individuals are underrepresented on - .
L ‘ . 439
CommlSSlonS and Boards. sorms e S et e s e e e [

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
> There is a higher representation of White and  s===Commissions ===

“.= Boards ==&==Commissions & Boards Combined
.Black/African Americah members on pohcy ‘

bodies than in the San Francisco population.

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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Race and Ethnicity by Gender

» I[n San Francisco, 31% of the population are women of color. Although representation of women of colar on
Commissions reaches parity with the population; only 19% of Board members are women of color.

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

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

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

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

o 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. ‘ - g

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 dlsablhty in San Francisco.

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

B'udyet

> 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 E :
Women | Minority Women LGBT | Disabilities | Vetérans
of Color . ‘

Sain Francisco,Popiilation 7" 49% 7 |5 60% - | - 31% | EE%- TS A%

Commissions and Boards Combmed 49% 53% 27% 13%

Commissions ‘ 54% |- 57% . 31% 15% -

Boards - 41% 47% | 19% 10%

10 Largest Budgeted Bodies 1 35% 60% 18%

10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies 58% 66% 30% =

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311 FY17-18 Annual
Appropnatlon Ordmance, 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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' Page 1
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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. '

Key Findings .
- Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women'’s

Representation on Commissions and Boards
Gender :

T

51%

50%  50% .

» Women’'s representation on Commissions ard

A8% 54k
Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female SR

45%

population in San Francisco. 49.4%
" > Since 2007, there has been an overall increase
of women on Commissions: women compose i
-54% of Commissioners in 2017. 41%
> Women'’s representation on Boards has i
declined to 41% this year followinga periodof . . . . 3% .. _. e e
steady increases over the past 3 reports. - 2007 2008 2011 - a3 - 2045 2017

emefipem COmMissions <=, <22 Boa rds-Cbmm'l ssions & 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 Comparison of Minority Representation
minorities : on Commissions and Boards

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

> Despite a steady increasé 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’ o ) :c-i-;'T T
individuals are underrepresented on wmn e i BBYer e i s s e i meen v
nmissions and Boards. . —_ : .
Commissions oard e BB e e e e
> There is a higher representation of White and 2000 2011 2013 7015 . oDz

Black o r~African American members on pohcy ' -*-Commissionsﬁwe%ards esge=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 Commlsswners and Board members compared t0 29% of the San
Francisco population.

» The reépresentation 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.

e  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 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 pdlicy bodies with both the largest and'smallest budgets is at least 60%,.
equal to the population. - : )

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

Women

LGBT Disabilities | Veterans
of Color -

Women ‘| Minority

A9% |6
Commnssnons and Boards Combmed 49% | . 53% | -27%
Commlssmns ‘ . Col. 54%. 57% 31%:
Boards . . ClLa1% | 47% .| 19%
10 Largest Budgeli:éd' Bodies 35% |- 60% 18%
10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies 1 58% | 66% -30%

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5- Year Estlmates, Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17- 18
Annual Appropriation Ordinarice, FY17-18 Mayor's Budget Book.
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San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 6

I. Introduction

The central question of this report is whether appointments to pUbllC policy bodles of the City and
County of San Francisco are reflective of the populatxon 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 Ordinancé requires City
government to take proactive steps to ensure gender equality and speciﬂés “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 gendér 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 Commiséions and Boards reflect the diversity of the San Francisco population;

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

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

This 2017 gender analysis assesses the representation of women; racial and ethnic n;inoritieS' lesbian,
. gay, bisexual, and transgender {LGBT) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans on San Francisco
Commissions and Boards appomted 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 tatified-
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 him.

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

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

*The full text of the charter amendment is available at hitps://sfpl.org/pdfimain/gic/eledtions/June3_2008.pdf.

5 Appointees in some policy bodies are elected or appointed by other entities. |
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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

a department or agency. Boards are typically policy bod[es created legislatively to address specific
issues. :

The gender ahalysis in this report reflects data from the Commissions and Boards that provided
information to the Department through survey, the Mayor's Office, and the Information Directory
. Department (311) which collects and disseminates information about City appointments to policy
bodies. Based on the list of Commissions and Boards that are reported by 311, data was compiled from
57 policy bodies with a total of 540 appointees. A Commissioner or Board member’s gender identity,
race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability status, and veteran status were among data elements '
collected on a voluntary basis. In many cases, identities are vastly dnderrep,orted 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 underrepresentatlon every attempt has been made to reﬂect accurate and complete
information in this report.

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

5 1t is important fo 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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1. 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 Latink, 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, ~ Twoor More
0.3% Races, 5%

Native Hawaiian
and Pacific
Islander, 0.4%

- " Some Othei
- Race, 6%

Black or African_—
" American, 6%

_ White, Not.
Hispanic or. Latin,
. A1%

 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 Populétion by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2015
‘ N=840,763
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Source: 2011-2015 American Community Surve)) 5-Year Estimates.

2340



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women -
’ - Page 10

* The U.S. Census and American Community Survey do not count the number of individuals who identify’
as leshian, 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 population, or approximately 36,000-50,000 San
Franciscans, identify as LGBT.

Women are, shgh’dy more hkely 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.

Flgure 3: San Franc1sco Adults with a Disability by Gender

San Francisco Adult Population w1th a stablhty by
Gender, 2015

ek n e e

15% - —mmmenm e
12.1% o 11.8%

10%
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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 popula;cion 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'byGendér

San Francisco Adult Population with Military
Service by Gender, 2015
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Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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‘IV. Gender Analjsis 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 disahility, 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 Append[xﬂ for a complete table of demographics by
Commissions and Boards

Figure 5: Summary Data Cbmpar'mg Representation on Commissiéns and Boards, 2017

Commission$ Boards
Number of Policy Bodies Included 40 _ 17
Filled Seats ~ * 350/373 (6% vacant) | 190/213 {11% vacant)
Female Appointees 4 ’ 54% 41%
Racial/Ethnic Minority . ' 57% 47%
LGBT L 17.5% | 17%
With Disability 10% 14%
|Veterans . =~ ' 15% 10%

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

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

10-Year Comparison of Women's Representation

_ on San Francisco Commissions and Boards
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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-
third (20 Commissions and Boards) have more than 50% representation of women. The'greatest
women’s represeritation 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
Disahility 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 '

1

i

Commission on the Status of Women, n=7

Children and Families Commission (First:5),
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B 2017,
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2015

60% |

. 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 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

P m2017
Veterans' Affairs Commission, ' 2015 ‘
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Human Services Corﬁmission,
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i
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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B. Ethnicity

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

Race/Ethnicity of Commissioners Compared to
San Francisco Population, 2017
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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 Wlth
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,
muitiracial, 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 Populatlon, 2017
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Of the 37 Commissions with information on ethnicity, more than two-thirds (26 Commissions) have at.
least 50% of appointees identifying as persons of color and more than half (19 Commissions) reach or
exceed parity with the nearly 60% minority population. The Commissions with the highest percentage of
minority appointees are shown in the chart below. The Commission on Community Investment and
Infrastructure and the Southeast Community Facility Commission both are comprised entirely of people
of color. Meanwhile, 86% of Commissioners are minorities on the Juvenile Probation Commission,
Immigrant Rights Commission, and Health Commission. '

Figure 12: Commissions with Most Minority Appointees

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 nﬁino‘rity
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
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For the 16 Boards with information on race and ethnicity, nine have at least 50% minority appointees. .
The Local Homeless Coordinating Board has the greatest percentage of members of color with 86%. The
Mental Health Board and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board also have a large representation of
people of color at 69% and 67%, respectively. Meanwhile, seven Boards have a majority of White
members, with the lowest representation of people of color on the Oversight Board at 20% minority

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

Figure 14: Minority Representation on Boards

Percent Minority Appointees on Boards, 2017
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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 Commissiohs 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 éf Color Appointees to
Commissions and Boards, 2017
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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: Commlssmn and Board Appomtees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnlmty and

Gender, 2017
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D. Sexual Orientation

While it is challenging to find accurate counts of the number of leshian, 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 Commissionérs identified as transgender.

Fiéure 17: LGBT Commission and Board Appointees

LGBT Commission and Board Appointees, 2017
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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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F. Veterans

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

Figure 19: Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service

Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service, 2017
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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 womén, 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. o o

- 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
Aet'hnic 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. '

2358



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women

Page 28
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 Largestand Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2017-2018
TOUG  weommms e i e L b e e e e e e+ .__..._....66%'" e s ——
. : 60% 60% Minority Population
60% - . et s seem e ez e e fatmae

: L 49% Female Population
50% s 18 e i ot e et e ee ¢ 5 o b 0 e s e smmees wmS 4 o

40% -

31% Women of Color Population

30%

0 e 18%

10% -—=-— ~—

Largest Budgets Smallest Budgets

B Women & Minorities = Women of Color

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s
Budget Book. R
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The following two tables present the demographlcs of the Commissions and Boards overseemg 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 appoihtges. The Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure is the
most diverse with people of color in all appointed seats and women comprising half of the members.
The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Board of Directors and Parking Authority Commission has
the next largest representation of women with 43%. Four of the ten bodies have less than 30% female
appointees. Women of color are near parity on the Police Commission at 29% compared to 31% of the

population. Meanwhile, the Public Utilities Commission and Human Services Commission have no

women of color.

Overall, the representation of minorities on policy bodies with the largest budgets is equal to that of the
minority population in San Francisco at 60% and four of the ten largest budgeted bodies have greater
minority representation. Following the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure with
100% minority appointees, the Health Commission at 86% minority appointees, the Aging and Aduit

Services Commission at 80% minority appointees, and the Police Commission with 71% minority

appointees have the next highest mlnonty representation. ln contrast the Airport:Commission has the
lowest mmonty representation at 20%.

Table 1: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largést Budgets

Health Commxsslon $2,198,181,178 7 86% 14%
MTA Board of Directors and '
Parking Authority $1,183,468,406 7 7 43% 57% 14%
Commission ’ '
Public Utilities Commission $11052841388 5 40% 40% 0%
Airport Commission $ 987, 785,877 5 40% 20% 20%
Human Services Commission $913,783,257 20% 60% 0%
Health Authority (SF Health $ 637,000,000 | ~ 19 15 40% | 54% -| 23%
Plan Governing Board) .
Police' Commission $ 588,276,484 7 7 29% 71% 29%
Commission on Community $536,796,0000| 5 4 50% | 100% | 50%
Investment and Infrastructure. ’ ‘ .
Fire Commission $ 381,557,710 5 5 20% 60% 20%
Aging and Aduit Services $285000,000 | 7 5 40% | "80% 14%
Commission .
o Sino el g

$ 8.764;690,30 60%

Budget Book.

- 2360
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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 Commissmn 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
C'ouncil.with 57% minority members fall below parity with the population.

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

‘Body:
- "
Historic Preservation $ 45,000 7 6 33% 7% | 17%
Commission .
City Hall Preservation Advisory $ _ 5 -5 60% 20% 20%
Commission . '
| Housing Authority Cormission $ - 7 6 " 33% 83% 33%
Local Homeless Coordinating $ 5 9 7 _43%' n/a ' n/a
Board : '
Long Term Care Coordinating g ) 40 40 78% n/a n/a
Council . s
- - :

.P,ubhc tilities Rate Fairness 8 ) . 6 a3y 7% 33%.
Board ' :
Reentry Council $ - 24 23 52% 57% ©22%
Sentencing Commission $ - 12 12 42% 73% 18%
Southeast Community Facility g I 6 . 50% 100% 50%
Commission ) : v 2
Youth Commission $ ‘ 64% 64% 43%

Sources Department Survey, Mayor’s Oﬁ” ice, 311 FY17 18 Annual Appropnatlon Ordmance FY17 18 Mayors
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 orfentation, 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 bodles in 2007, there has beena
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 s still a disparity between race and ethnicity on public policy
hodies and in the population. Especially Asians and Latinx/Hispanic individuals are underrepresented
across Commissions and Boards while there is a higher representation of White and Black/African
American appointees than in the general population. Women of color are 31% of the population and
comprise 31% of Commissioners compared to 19% of Board members Meanwhile, men of color are 29%
of the population and 26% of Commissioners and Board members.

- This year there is more.data available on sexual orientation, veteran status, and disability than 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 representation of people with a disability in policy bodies almost reaches parity with the
population with 11.4% compared to 11.8%.

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

women of color are considerably undefrepresented on the largest budgeted policy bodies at 18%
compared to 31% of the population.

This report is intended to inform appointing authorities, including the Mayor and the Board of
" Supervisors, as they carefully select their designees on key policy bedies of the City & County of San
Francisco. In the spirit of the charter amendment that mandated this report, dlverS|ty and inclusion
‘shotild be the hallmark of these important appointments.
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The following 2015 San Francisco population'statistics were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. ’

Chart 1: 2015 Total'Population by Race/Ethnicity

‘Race/Ethnicity RS
wow TR RY Tae .Estimate | Percent
San Francisco County California 840,763 o
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

Total Vgl . FEI:ﬂale
o Estimate -Percenf Estimate | Pércent |- Eétimate‘", Percent

San Francisco County California 840,763 - 427,909 | 50.9% 412,854 | 49.1%
White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 | 41% | 186,949 | 22% 159,783 | 19%
Asian 284,426 | 34% 131,641 | 16% | 152,785| 18%

| Hispanic or Latino 128,619 | 15% | 67,978 | 8% 60,641 7%
Some Other Race 54,388 | 6% 28980 | 3.4% ‘| 25408 | 3%
Black or African American 46,825 | 6% 24383 | 3% 22,437 | “2.7%
Two or More Races ‘ 38,940 | 5% 19,868 | 2% 19,072 | 2%
Native Hawailan and Pacific i _ .
Islander 3,649 | 0.4% 1,742 | 02% 71,907 | 02%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 | 0.3% 1,666 | 0.2% 1,188 0.1%
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Appendix Il. Commissions and Boards Demographics '

o Total | Filled | S % ] % [%Women
Commission L Seats | Seats |FY17-18 Budget|Women |Minority| of Color
1 |Aging and Adult Services Commission | 7 5 §285,000,000, 40% 80% 40%
2 |Airport Commission - 5 5 $987,785,877] 40% 20% 20%
5 Animal‘ C?ntrol and Welfare 10 9 §

Commission ’
4 |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%
- Ci}ildren and Families Commission 9 3 431,830,264 100% 63% 63%
(First 5)
g [ty Haflll.’reservgtion Advisory 5 . 5' s som 20% 20%
, Commission . .
9 ICivil Service Commission 5 5 $1,250,582| 40% 20% 0%
Commission on Community ) ‘
10 fnvestment 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 51,475,000, 55% 36% 36%
" 117 FFire 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 $45,0000 33% 17% 17%
20 [Housing Authority Commission 7 6 S+ 33% 83% 33%
21 Human Rights Commission A1 10 $4,299,6000 60% '| 60% 50%.
22 Human Services Commission 5 5 ' $913,783,257 20% 60% 0% -
23 [mmigrant Rights Commission 15 14 $5,686,611] 64% 86% 50%
24 lluvenile Probation Commission 7. 7 $41,683,918 29% 86% 29%
25 |Library Commission 7.1 5 $137,850,825| 80% | 60% 40%
26 JLocal Agency Formation Commission 7 | 4 $193,168 :
27 lLong Term Care Coordinating Council | 40 | 40 S 78% B :
28 Mayor's Disability Council 11 8 $4,136,8900 75% 25% 13%
b MTA B?ard of Di.rec.tors and Parking 7 7 $1;183,468,406 43% 57% 14%
Authority Commission
B0 Planning Commission 7 7 $54,501,361 43% 43% 29%
31 [Police Commission 7 7 $588,276,484 29% 71% 29%
32 Port Commission 5 4 §133,202,027| 75% 75% 50%
33 Public Utilities Commission - 5 5 $1,052,841,388 40% 40% 0%
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-y ‘ Total | Filled o © % | % |%Womén
Commiission Lo Seats | Seats | FY17-18 Budget|Women | Minority| of Color™
34 ﬁecreation and Park Commission 7 7. $221,545,353] 29% 43% 14%
35 Sentencing Commission 12 12 §4 42% 73% 18%
36 Small Business Commission 7 i $1,548,034! 43% 50% 25%
27 §outhe.as‘t Community Facility 5 5 5| 50% |- 100% 50%
Commission »
- Treasure Island Development 7 5 §2,079,405 43% 57% 43%
Authority .
39 Veterans' Affairs Commission A7 15 $865,518! 27% 22% 0%
40 Youth Commission 17 16 S4 64% 64% 43%
Total2 .\ ' -373°| 350" ¢ 54% .| 57% | .31% .
. ' . .'Tétﬂa_l Filled o e % % %Womep
Board . Seats | Seats |FY17-18 Budget{Women|Minority| of Color’
1 |Assessment Appeals Board 24 | 18 $653,780 39% | 50% 22%
D Board of Appeals 5 5 $1,038,570| 40% | 60% 20%
Golden Gate Park Concourse
3 Authority ' 7 7 $11,662,0000 43% 57% 29%
Health Authority (SF Health Plan :
4 Gaverning Board) 19 15 $637,000,000] 40% 54% 23%
5 |Health Service Board 7 | 7 $11,444,255 29% | 29% 0%
. [n-Home Supportive Services Public ' : '
6 WAuthority 12 12 $207,835,715| 58% 45% 18%
7  |ocal Homeless Coordinating Board 9 7 S+ 43% 86%
3 Mental Health Board 17 | 16 $218,000] 69% 69% 50%
9 [oversight Board 7 ' - $152,902} 0% | 20% 0%
10 Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 $4 33% 67% |  33% °
11 Reentry Council 24 | 23 S 52% 57% 22%
13 [Relocation Appeals Board 5 0 S - .
12 Rent Board 10| 10 $8,074,900, 30% | 50% | 10%
14 - Retirement System Board 7 7 $97,622,827 43% 29% 29%
15 rban Forestry Council 15 14 §92,713| 20% 0% 0%
16 War Memorial Board of Trustees 11 11 §26,910,642] 55% .| 18% 18%
17 Workforce Investment Board 27 27 . $62,341,959 26% | -44% 7%
Total . ' = o 243 | 190 |0 0 -a1% | 47% | 19% -
Total | Filled |-, . . 1% "% |% Worrien
Seats | Seats. 3}1-18 Budget Woren Mfﬁorifcy of'Co‘lor.
Cotnmissions and Boards Total 's'ssj‘ 540 | a9.4% | s3% | 27%
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Date Printed:  June 6, 2018 Date Established: January 26, 2012
Active
REDEVELOPMENT SUCCESSOR AGENCY OVERSIGHT BOARD °
Contact and Address:

Jaimie Cruz
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Prancisco, CA 94103

Phone: (415) 749-2408
Fax: .
Email: commissionsecretary.ocii@s{gov.org

Authority:

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

Board Qualifications:

The Redeveiopment 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 at the same
time as holdmg an office of the City and County 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

* housing 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 approval for
issuing bonds under such agreements.

"R Board Description" (Screen Print)
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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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