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FILE NO. 180543 MOTIC. . NO.

[Mayoral Reappointment, Police Commission - Joseph Marshall]

Motion approving/rejecting the Mayor’s nomination for the reappointment of Joseph

Marshall to the Police Commission, for a term ending April 30. 2022.

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.109, the Mayor has submitted a
communication notifying the Board of Supervisors of the nomination for reappointment of
Joseph Marshall to the Police Commission, received by the Clerk of the Board on May 17,
2018; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has the authority to hold a public hearing and
voté on the appointment within 60 days following transmittal of the Mayor’s Notice of
Appointment, and the failure of the Board to act on the nomination within the 60-day period
shall result in the nominee being deemed approved; now, therefore, be it

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby approves/rejects the Mayor’s
nomination for the reappointment of Joseph Marshall to the Police Commission, Seat No. 6,

for a four-year term ending April 30, 2022.

Clerk of the Board Page1

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS




OFFICE OF THE MAYOR MARK E. FARRELL

SAN FRANCISCO MAYOR
. « w
May 17, 2018 A=
e Uy
I O
Angela Calvillo :9 - o 'S
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors K ~1 g
San Francisco City Hall o ShE
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place Ly o
San Francisco, CA 94102 : o - o
Dear Ms. Calvillo, v

Pursuant to Section 4.109 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, I hereby make
the following nominations for reappointment:

Joseph Marshall to the Police Commission, for a term ending April 30, 2022
Sonia Melara to the Police Commission, for a term ending April 30, 2022

I am confident that Dr. Marshall and Ms. Melara — both electors of the City and County — will
continue to serve our community well. Attached are their qualifications, which demonstrate how
these reappointments represent the communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse
populations of the City and County of San Francisco.

I am pleased to resubmit their nominations to the Police Commission, and urge the Board of
Supervisors to confirm these reappointments.

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

Sincerely,

Mok ¢.

Mark E. Farrell
Mayor

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



Dr. Joseph Marshall

Police Commission

Dr. Joseph E. Marshall, Jr. PhD is the executive director of Alive & Free and serves on the
Executive and Strategic Directions Committees. He is a social entrepreneur recognized for his
pioneering work redefining youth violence as a disease and developing the successful Alive &
Free Prescription violence prevention methodology. Before co-founding the organization in
1987, he was a math teacher and administrator with the San Francisco Unified School District.

Dr. Marshall is an author, lecturer, radio talk show host, and community activist. He is the
founder of Alive & Free, an international violence prevention organization headquartered in San
.Francisco, the creator of the Alive & Free Movement, and president of the Alive & Free
Consortium-an organization dedicated to eliminating violence worldwide. He is also the host of
the violence prevention radio talk show Street Soldiers.

Founded in 1987 as Omega Boys Club, Alive & Free has transformed the lives of more than
10,000 young people and produced 183 college graduates, all supported by the organization’s
scholarship fund. Another 60 members are currently enrolled in college, and nearly 50 have gone
on to earn graduate degrees. Through its various programs—the Alive & Free Leadership
Academy, the Alive & Free Training Institute, the Street Soldiers radio show, and its school
adoption programs—Alive & Free communicates its violence prevention prescription to
communities around the world and teaches them how to keep young people Alive (unharmed by
violence) and Free (from incarceration).

Recognized as a social entrepreneur for his pioneering work redefining youth violence as a
disease and developing the successful Alive & Free Prescription, Dr. Marshall is an Ashoka
Fellow, part of a network of leaders in more than 60 countries who are implementing system-
changing solutions for the world’s most urgent social problems. Dr. Marshall served as a planner
and peer reviewer of the 2001 US Surgeon General’s Report on Youth Violence, and his method
informed the Center for Disease Control and Prevention’s Best Practices of Youth Violence
Prevention in 2002. His innovation has earned him the MacArthur Genius Award, the Children’s
Defense Fund Leadership Award, the Essence Award, and the Use Your Life Award from Oprah
Winfrey. Other awards include the 2007 African American Excellence in Business award, 2006
San Francisco Foundation Community Leadership Award, and the 2006 Jefferson Award from
the American Institute for Public Service. He is the author of the 1996 best-selling book, Streef
Soldier: One Man's Struggle to Save a Generation, One Life at a Time and the subject of the
Street Soldiers documentary narrated by Danny Glover which aired on PBS.

Dr. Marshall earned an M.A. in Education from San Francisco State University, his Ph.D. in
Psychology from Berkeley’s Wright Institute, and holds doctorates from Morehouse College and
the University of San Francisco. He is the past president and current member of the San
Francisco Police Commission, leading in the City’s police reform efforts particularly focusing on
anti-bias training and rebuilding the trust between the Police Department and the community.
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Received

STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS Otftal Use Only

caurorniarorm 100

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION E-Filed
A PUBLIC DOCUMENT COVER PAGE 03/2ares
Filing 1D
Please type or print in ink. 170470619
NAME OF FILER {LAST) , {FIRST) {MIDDLE)

Marshall, Jr, Joseph E

1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)

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

Police Commission Comnissioner

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

Agency: i Pasition:
2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check at least one box)
[ state [ Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)
[ Multi-County County of _San Francisco
City of ___San Frandsco [ other
3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box)
Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2017, through [} Leaving Office: Date Left ed [
December 31, 2017 (Check one}
-or- The period covered is / [, through O The period covered is January 1, 2017, through the date of
December 31, 2017 leaving office.
[ Assuming Office: Date assumed ———J O The period coveredis /[ through the date

of leaving office.

and office sought, if different than Part 1;

[J Candidate:Date of Election—

4. Schedule Summary (must complete)  » Total number of pages including this cover page; — 4
Schedules attached

Schedule A-1 - Investments — schedule attached Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions — schedule attached
7] Schedule A-2 - investments - schedule attached ] schedule D - Income - Gifts — schedule attached
Schedule B - Real Properly — schedule attached [ schedule E - Income — Gifts ~ Travel Payments ~ schedule attached

-0r=
[0 None ~ No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS STREET ciry STATE 2IP CODE
(Business or Agency Address Rec ded - Public D ni}

San Francisco CA 94107
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER E-MAIL ADORESS
( )

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

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

Date Signed _03/29/2018 Signature __Joseph E Marsiall, Jr
(manth, day, year) (File the originally signed stalement with your filing official.}

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018)
FPPC Advice Emall: advice @fppe.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE A-1
Investments

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

caurorniarorm £00

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

Name

Marsghall, Jr, Joseph E

Do not attach brokerage or financial statements.

> NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

AIM Energy Fund
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Pension Plan Investments

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

[] $to.001 - $100,000
[] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stack [ other
{Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/. /. / /.
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[[] s2.000 - $10,000
[ $100,001 - $1,000,000

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

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

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/. ] 1 /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

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

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[ stock [ other
{Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ ] J /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

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

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
(] stock [] other
{Describa}

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ /. / /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
1 s2,000 - $10,000
[C] $100,001 - $1,000,000

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock Other
D D {Describe)

[[] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
O Income Received af $500 ar Mare (Report on Schedula C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
] $2,000 - $10,000
7] $100,001 - $1,000,000

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT

Stack Other
D D {Descrbe)

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

{F APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/. ] / / / / / J
ACQUIRED DISPOSED ACQUIRED DISPOSED
Comments:

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch, A-1
FPPC Advice Email: advice @fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



060600029-NFH-0029

SCHEDULE B

CALIFORNIA FORM 70 0

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

Interests in Real Property Name

(Including Rental Income)

Marshall, Jr, Joseph E

> ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS

4157 Brookside Drive

city

Pittsburg

FAIR MARKET VALUE
7 $2.000 - $10,000
[] s10,001 - $100,000 Y S AR R R
$100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
("] over $1,000,000

IE APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

NATURE OF INTEREST

Ownership/Deed of Trust (] easement

] Leasehold O

Yrs. remalning Other

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
] s0 - $499 7] $500 - $1,000 ] $1,001 - $10,000
[ s10.001 - $100,000 [T} over $100,000

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater
interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of
income of $10,000 or more. ’

D None

> ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS

city

FAIR MARKET VALUE
7 s2,000 - $10,000
[[] $10,001 - $100,000 —d . J—
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[ over $1,000,000

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

NATURE OF INTEREST

[[] ownershipiDeed of Trust ] easement

D Leasehald D

¥rs. remalning Otlher

(F RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
[ $0 - $499 [ ss00 - $1,000 [ s1,001 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000 (] over $100,000

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater
Interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of
income of $10,000 or more.

D None

* . ' . N . s : .
You are not required to report loans from commercial lending institutions made in the lenders regular course of
business on terms available to members of the public without regard to your official status. Pérsonal loans and
loans received not in a lender’s regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:
NAME OF LENDER* NAME OF LENDER*
ADDRESS (Business Addrass Acceptable) ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER
INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years) INTEREST RATE TERM (Manths/Years)
% [ None %  [] Nane
HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD HIGHEST BALANGE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[] $s00 - $1,000 ] $1,001 - $10,000 [] $s00 - $1,000 [] $1.001 - $10,000
[ $10,001 - $100,000 (] over $100,000 [ $10,001 - $100,000 [] oveR $100,000
[:] Guarantar, if applicable D Guarantar, If applicable
Comments:

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. B
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 1:23 PM

To: Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: FW: The Police Commission Appointments are for the next ELECTED Mayor to make

From: tamibryant@aol.com [mailto:tamibryant@aol.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 1:10 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra
(BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane. kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>;
Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy {BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS) <jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org>;
Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Lee, lvy (BOS) <ivy.lee@sfgov.org>; Boilard, Chelsea (BOS)
<chelsea.boilard@sfgov.org>; Lloyd, Kayleigh (BOS) <kayleigh.lloyd@sfgov.org>; Angulo, Sunny (BOS)
<sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>; Morales, Carolina (BOS) <carolina.morales@sfgov.org>; Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS)
<suhagey.sandoval@sfgov.org>

Subject: The Police Commission Appointments are for the next ELECTED Mayor to make

Dear Board of Supervisors,
Please take my email as my testimony as | cannot miss work to come to City Hall.

First, like you all, | am mourning the unexpected and untimely loss of Julius Turman shortly after his resignation. He was a
remarkable man and an exemplary public servant.

I know it is now time for two of the mayor's commissioners to be selected. | was mortified that the un-elected four-month
term mayor put forth two names rather than defer to the ELECTED mayor to do this! It is the next Mayor that will be
working with the commissioners for the next four years, or more. His is really enjoying his power, and is
determined to abuse it if not stopped. This concerns me!

I want to thank the six supervisors who rejected the re-appointments, because it was the right thing to do on the
principle of it.

And with all due respect, as a concerned citizen who wants meaningful police reform, these two commissioners put forth
by the un-elected mayor, haven't really stepped up as champions for the communities they represent. It always seems, no
matter the testimony of the public and public safety experts, these two commissioners dismiss us, disregard us, and vote
contrary to our wishes time and time again. It's as if they are obligated to serve others, other than the ordinary citizens of
San Francisco.

1 hope that these appointments will not be entertained until the new mayor is in office to nominate their picks.

As Supervisor Cohen will soon term out, while there is time, | want to extend extra gratitude to her for everything she has
done for police accountability since Mario Woods was so killed for no reason. As a mother, this causes my profound pain
every single day. Supervisor Cohen has truly stood with her constituents, and the citizens of San Francisco as a whole,
with her legislation and votes. Thank you Supervisor Cohen!

As a public servant myself, | appreciate the dedication and sacrifice of our police officers, and | know that majority are
good people, but there has been a very sick culture simmering among some in the SFPD for decades, and the racism
running unchecked has got to stop! The fact that there was no discipline for the officers who sent racist texts about their
colleague, is infuriating. | do not care if they were on company time and property or not, they have a badge and a gun,
and need to be above reproach as public servants. | am certain if | were to behave that way at my job, | would be looking
for a new job. This is why we need to carefully evaluate and select the next four commissioners.

| think San Francisco is slowly moving towards real police reform, but we have a long way to go.

Regards,

Tami Bryan



Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Friday, May 18, 2018 6:03 PM

To: BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: FW: Opposing Melara and Marshall's reappointment to the police commission

From: Jordan Davis [mailto:jodav1026@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, May 14, 2018 9:06 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: Opposing Melara and Marshall's reappointment to the police commission

I am writing this letter in opposition to Sonia Melara and Joseph Marshall's reappointment to the police
commission. The commission is supposed to act as an independent oversight body over a department that can
make life and death decisions, and, despite their assertions that they make evidence based decisions, they
refused to listen to community, health experts, racial justice and disability rights advocates, as well as police
experts when they voted to arm the police with Tasers.

Specifically, Ms. Melara has a mean streak, as evidenced by the testimony made by community members before
the Rules Committee and has refused to listen to community's concerns and there have been accusations of
bullying people. In addition, Mr. Marshall, at his hearing, had only people speaking against his reappointment
to the police commission.

The police commission needs to have people with a cool temperament and who listen to community and
experts, such as the late Julius Turman. I believe that being friends with the mayor should not determine the
tone and direction of the committee, nor should it be a rubber-stamp.

Please be a profile in courage and oppose Melara and Marshall's reappointment.

-Jordan



_City and Cnunty of San Francisco

Department on the Status of anen

Emily M. Murase, PhD . City and County of
Direcior : . San Francisco

2017 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards: EXecutive Summary

Overview

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

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

Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s

Gender Analysis Findings Répresentation on Commissions and Boards

Gender . e e+ e e e —— »Ai.,“ ..vl_.m,_,.._.;,, .
50% 50%

> Women's representation on Commissijons and a8 | %
Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female

49%

' i 9%~~ e 49.4%
populatlon in San Francisco. ».“,,,A,v@zm%ﬁ%w =7 4W 48%.° -
> Since 2007 there has been an overall increase 45% 8% fane
of women on Commissions with women LT 41%
comprising 54% of Commissioners in 2017. 38%
» Women's representation on Boards has 34%
declined to 41% this year following a periodof -7 =7 "= == = = &0 Tremom ot
2007 2009 2011 - 2013 2015 2017

steady increases over the past 3 reports.
i : —Q—Commlssmns ==£y==Boards ==d==Commissions & Boards Combined

Race and Eth nicity Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.

> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of i' Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation
color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic  { on Commissions and Boards
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

Cade

> 45% . st :
below parity with the population. e T . 1 ,44% S ———_
» Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial 12T U -
individuals are underrepresented on
I . : ©t 32%
Commissions and Boards' FOT U s S U R RSP
‘ -2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

> There is a higher representation of White and  ==#==Commissions ==7 = Boards ====Commissions & Boards Combined
Black/African Americah members on policy '

. .. A ) R Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.
bodies than in the San Francisco population. :



Race and Ethnicity by Gender -

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

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

» The representation of White men on policy bodies is 28%, exceeding the 22% of the San F_rancisto
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. .

e One-tenth of Commissioners and Board members are Asian men and 12% are Asian women compared
1o 16% and 18% of the population, respectively.

e |atinos 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 appointeés 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%, exceéding the 4% of San Franciscans that
have served in the military.
Budget

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

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

Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017 ] :
L .
- Women T
Women | Minority LGBT Disabilities | Veterans
of Color
“San Francisco Population 49%  |60% | 31% | 5%7% | 12% | 4%
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 Smallest Budgeted Bodies 58% 66% 30%

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311 FY17-18 Annual
Appropnatlon Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s Budget Book.

The full report is available at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women website,
http://sfgov.org/dosw/.
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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
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: women compose
54% of Commissioners in 2017.

> Women's représentation 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 -
L Representation on Commissions and Boards
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50%
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A9%  49.4%
g o 41%
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- 8% . -
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.

Figure 2: 8-Year Compérison of Minority Representation
on Commissions and Boards
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Race and Ethnicity by Gender

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

color on Commissions reaches parity with the population, only 19% of Board members are women of
color.

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

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

» Underrepresentation of Asian and Latihx/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.

> Mmonty 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 T
Women | Minority LGBT Disabilities | Veterans
, of Color

, i | | B
Commlssmns and Boards Combined 49% '53% 27% 17% 11%

Commissions . 54% 57% 31% 18% 10% | 15%
Boards . - ' L 81% 47% | 19% 17% | 14% 10%
10 Largest Budgeted Bodies 35% . 60% 18%

10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies | 58% 66% 30%

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estlmates, Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18
Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s Budget Book.
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I. Introduction

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

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

In 2007, the Department used gender analysis to analyze the number of women appointed to City
Commissions, Boards, and Task Forces.® Based on these findings, a City Charter Amendment was

developed by the Board of Supervisors for the June 2008 election. The Amendment, which voters
approved overwhelmingly, made it City policy that:

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

2. 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 minorities; lesbian,
gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans on San Francisco
Commissions and Boards appointed by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors.®

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

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

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

4 The full text of the charter amendment is available at hitps://sfpl.org/pdf/main/giclelections/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 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 status were among data elements
collected on a voluntary basis. in many cases, identities are vastly underreported due to concerns about
social stigma and discrimination. Thus, data on lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT) identity,
disability, and veteran status of appointees were limited, incomplete, and/or unavailable for many
appointees, but included to the extent possible. As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface

patterns of underrepresentation, every 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. '

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

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

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

Figure 1: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity

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

American Indian

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

Native Hawaiian
and Pacific
Islander, 0.4%

. Some Other
Race, 6%

Black or African__—
American, 6%

White, Not
Hispanic or Latinx,
41%

Asian, 34%

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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A more nuanced view of San Francisco’s population can be seen in the chart below, which shows race
and ethnicity by gender. Most racial and ethnic groups have a similar representation of men and women
in San Francisco, though there are about 15% more White men than women (22% vs. 19%) and 12%
more Asian women than men (18% vs. 16%). Overall, 29% of San Franciscans are men of color and 31%
are women of color. .

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

San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2015

N=840,763
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Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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The U.S. Census and American Community Survey do not count the number of individuals who identify
as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender (LGBT). However, there are several reputable data sources that
estimate San Francisco has one of the highest concentrations of LGBT individuals in the nation. A 2015
Gallup poll found that among employed adults in the San Francisco Metropolitan Area, which includes
San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, and San Mateo counties, 6.2% identify as LGBT, the largest

“percentage of any populous area in the U.S. The 2010 U.S. Census reported 34,000 same-sex couples in
the Bay Area, with an estimated 7,600 male same-sex couples and 2,700 female same-sex couples in the
City of San Francisco, approximately 7% of all households. In addition, the Williams Institute at the
University of California Los Angeles estimates that 4.6% of Californians identify as LGBT, which is similar
across gender (4.6% of males vs. 4.5% of females). The Williams Institute also reported that roughly
92,000 adults ages 18-70 in California, or 0.35% of the population, are transgender. These sources
suggest between 5-7% of the San Francisco adult population, or approxtmately 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 11.5% of adult men. Overall, about 12% of adults
in San Francisco live with a disability.

Flgure 3: San Francisco Adults Wlth a Disability by Gender

San FranCIsco Adult Population wnth a Disability by
Gender, 2015

15% e ———— o a3 o e e it 4% o ms s oms

12.1% - 11.8%

11.5%

10% ——--
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0% __ — .. . )
Male, n=367,863 °  Female, n=355,809 Adult Total, N=723,672

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

Figure 4: Veterans in San Francisco by Gender

San Francisco Adult Population with Military
Service by Gender, 2015

8Y e e S
6.7%
A% A_...,_l iR e e s
' i
i
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0% - . S e :

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

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

On the whole, appointees to Commissions and Boards reflect many aspects of the diversity of San
Francisco. Among Commissioniers and Board members, nearly half are women, more than 50% are
people of color, 17% are LGBT, 11% have a disability, and 13% are veterans. However, Board appointees
are less diverse than Commission appointees. Below is a summary of key indicators, comparing them
between Commissions and Boards. Refer to Appendix 1l for a complete table of demographics by
Commissions and Boards. '

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

, Commissions Boards
Number of Policy Bodies included 40 _ 17
Filled Seats o " 350/373 (6% vacant) | 190/213 (11% vacant)

‘| Female Appointees 54% ) 41%
Racial/Ethnic Minority : 57% 47%
LGBT ey 17.5% 17%
With Disability 10% 14% |-
Veterans 15% ' 10%

The next sections will 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 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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The next two charts illustrate the Commissions and Boards with the highest and lowest percentage of
female appointees in 2017. Data from the two previous gender analyses for these Commissions and

" Boards is also included for comparison purposes. Of 54 policy bodies with data on gender, roughly one-
third {20 Commissions and Boards) have more than 50% representation of women. The greatest
women’s representation is found on the Commission on the Status of Women and the Children and
Families Commission. (First 5) at 100%. The Long Term Care Coordinating Council and the Mayor’s

- Disability Council also have some of the highest percentages of women, at 78% and 75%, respectively.
However, the latter two policy bodies are not included in the chart due to lack of prior data.

Figure 7: Commissions and Boards with Most Women

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

i i i { - i i
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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

.
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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-Year Comparison of Minority Representation
on San Francisco Commissions and Boards
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-

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

Figure 10: Race/Ethnicity 6f Commissioners Compared to San Francisco Population

Race/Ethnicity of Commissioners Compared to
San Francisco Population, 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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A similar pattern emerges for Board appointees. In general, racial and ethnic minorities are
underrepresented on Boards, except for the Black/African American population with 16% of Board
appointees compared to 6% of the population. White appointees far exceed the White population with
more than half of appointees identifying as White compared to about 40% of the population.
Meanwhile, there are considerably fewer Board members who identify as Asian, Latinx/Hispanic,
multiracial, and other races than in the population. Particularly striking is the underrepresentation of
Asians, where 17% of Board members identified as Asian compared to 34% of the population.

~ Additionally, 9% of Board appointees are Latinx compared to 15% of the population.

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

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

N 2017 Boards Appointees, n=183
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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Of the 37 Commissions with information on ethnicity, more than two-thirds (26 Commissions) have at.
least 50% of appointees identifying as persons of color and more than half (19 Commissions) reach or
exceed parity with the nearly 60% 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
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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Seven Commissions.have fewer than 30% minority appointees, with the lowest percentage of minority
appointees being found on the Building Inspection Commission at 14% and the Historic Preservation
Commission at 17%. The Commissions with the lowest percentage of minority appointees are shown in
the chart below. ‘ :

Figure 13: Commissions with Least Minority Appointees

Commissions with Lowest Percentage of Minority Appointees,
2017
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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 Representatioh 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 Commissions reach parity with the population at 31%,
while women of color are 19% of Board members, far from parity with the population. Men of color are
26% of appointees to both Commissions and Boards, below the 29% men of color in the San Francisco
population. ‘

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

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

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

Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and
Gender, 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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D. Sexual Orientation

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

Figure 17: LGBT Commission and Board Appointees
LGBT Commission and Board Appointees, 2017
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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 military service was available for
176 Commission appointees and 81 Board appointees. Overall, veterans are well represented on
Commissions and Boards with 13% of appointees having served in the military. However, there is a large
difference in the representation of veterans on Commissions at 15% compared to Boards at 10%. This is
likely due to the 17 members of Veterans Affairs Commission of which all members must be veterans.

Figure 19: Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service

Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service, 2017
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San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
" Page 27

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 womeén, 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 populatlon,
Commissions and Boards with the highest female representation have fairly low influence as measured
by budget size. Although women’s representation on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets
increased from 30% in 2015 to 35% this year, it is still far below parity with the population. The

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

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

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

70%

60% -

50%

40% -

30%
20%

10%

0%

Perceanomen, Minorities and Women of Color on Commissions and
Boards with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2017-2018

- AN enEe s e O At P AT T vmey @ am s e A BEA M AW A A& WR Res iy M i eerdead o R R e e -y - #.66%4.. W NSy reaamt e v — - h—

60% 60% Minority Population

58%
— . _ ... . A9% Female Population _ o .
35% -
. 31% Women of Color Population
T 18%
Largest Budgets Smallest Budgets

mWomen # Minorities = Women of Color

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s
_Budget Book.



San Francusco Department on the Status of Women
Page 29

The following two tables present the demographics of the Commtssmns 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 appointees. The Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure is the
most diverse with people of color in all appointed seats and women comprising half of the members.
The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Board of Directors and Parking Authority Commission has
the next largest representation of women with 43%. Four of the ten bodies have less than 30% female
appointees. Women of color are near parity on the Police Commission at 29% compared to 31% of the
population. Meanwhile, the 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 Adult
Services Commission at 80% minority appointees, and the Police Commission with 71% minority
appointees have the next highest minority representation. In contrast the Airport Commission has the
lowest mlnorlty representation at 20%.

Table 1: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets

Filled | % | %

Body " PR |- FY17-18 Budget |* Seats. | Seats: |.Women | Minority:| of
Health Commission $2,198,181,178 7 7 29% 86%

MTA Board of Directors and

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

Public Utilities Commission S 1,052,841,388 5 -5 40% 40% 0%
Airport Commission $ 987,785,877 5 .5 40% 20% 20%
Human Services Commission $ 913,783,257 5 .5 j 20% ' 60% 0%

Health Authority (SF Health
Plan Governing Board)

Police Commission $588,276,484 | 7 7 29% 71% | 29%
Commission on Community

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

, . 509 1009 9

Investment and Infrastructure. 3 536,796,000 > 4 % 0% 50%
Fire Commission $ 381,557,710 5 5 20% 60% 20%
Aging and Adult Services $ 235,000,000 7 5 40% 80% 14%

Commission

$ 8, 764 690 300'

65 | 35%“ 60% *18%-_"5

Sources Department Survey, Mayor s Oﬁlce 311 FY17 18 Annual Appropr/atlon Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s
Budget Book.
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Commissions and Boards with the smallest budgets exceed parity with the population for women'’s and
minority representation with 58% women and 66% minority appointees and are near parity with 30%
women of color appointees compared to 31% of the population. The Long Term Care Coordinating
Council has the greatest representation of women at 78%, followed by the Youth Commission at 64%,

. and the City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission at 60%. Five of the ten smallest budgeted bodies
have less than 50% women appointees. The Southeast Community-Facility Commission, the Youth
Commission, the Housing Authority Commission, and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board have more
than 30% women of color members. ‘

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

Table 2: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets

; Cnit A "} Minority ;=
HIStOt‘If: P.reservatlon ¢ 45,000 4 6 33% 17% 7%
Commission i
Eity Ha‘ll F?reservation Advisory ¢ ) 5 5 60% 20% 20%

ommission .
| Housing Authority Commission $ - 7 6 33% 83% 33%
léocaIdHomeless Coordinating $ ) 9 7 43% | n/a n/a
oar :
léong Tflerm Care Coordinating $ B 40 . 40 78% n/a n/a
ounci
I;gl;lrl;: Utilities Rate Fairness s i 7 6 33% 67% 33%
Reentry Council S - 24 | 23 52% 57% ©22%
Sentencing Commission $ - 12 12 42% 73% 18%
iouthe.as_t Community Facility $ R 7 6 . 50% 100% 50%
ommission :
Youth Commission S - 17 64% 64% 43%
' ' ; 135 | 58% *|:66% | 30%

Sources Department Survey, Mayor s Off/ce 311 FY17 18 Annual Approprlatlon Ord/nance, FY17—18 Mayor s
Budget Book. .
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V. Conclusion

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

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

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

People of color represent 60% of the San Francisco population, yet only represent 53% of appointees to
San Francisco Commissions and Boards. There is a greater representation of people of color on
Commissions than Boards. However, Commissions have fewer appointees identified as ethnic minorities
this year, 57%, than the 60% in 2015, while the representation of people of color on Boards increased
from 44% in 2015 to 47% in 2017. There is still a disparity between race and ethnicity on public policy
bodies and in the population. Especially Asians and Lafinx/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 gn 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 popuiation 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 intended to inform appointing authorities, including the Mayor and the Board of
Supervisors, as they carefully select their designees on key policy bodies of the City & County of San
Francisco. In the spirit of the charter amendment that mandated this report, diversity and inclusion
should 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 Pobulation by Race/Ethnicity

" Race/Ethnicity
: Sl Estimate | Percent
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
_Total . o Maléhis - | Female
: SR TR e Estimate P‘e'rjcveht Estimate | Percent | Estimate | 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% 28,980 | 3.4% 25,408 3%
Black or African American 46,825 6% 24,388 3% 22,437 | 2.7%
Two or More Races 38,940 | 5% 19,868 | 2% 19,072 | 2%,
Native Hawaiian and Pacific -
Islander : 3,649 | 0.4% 1,742 0.2% . - 1,907 0.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 | 03% 1,666 | 0.2% 1,188 | 0.1%
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Appendix ll. Commissions and Boards Demographics
| Total | Filled | | % | % |%Women
Commission . 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%
3 Ammall 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%
S Chlldren and Families Commission 9 3 431,830,264 100% 63% 63%
(First 5)
g City Ha.ll !?reservatnon Advisory s | s ! 60% 20% 20%
Commission -
9 (Civil Service Commission 5 5 $1,250,582| 40% 20% 0%
Commission on Community _
10 {Investment . 5 4 5536,796,000 50% 100% 50%
and Infrastructure :
11 {Commission on the Environment 7 6 $23,081,438 83% 67% 50%
12 iCommission on the Status of Women 7 -7 $8,048,712| 100% 71% 71%
13 [Elections Commission 7 7 $14,847,2321 33% 50% 33%
14 |Entertainment Commission 7 7 $987,102| 29% 57% 14%
15 [Fthics Commission 5 5 $4,787,508, 33% 67% 33%
16 Film Commission 11 11 $1,475,000, 55% 36% 36%
17 [Fire Commission 5 5 $381,557,710] 20% 60% 20%
"[18 [Health Commission 7 7 $2,198,181,178 29% 86% 14%
19 Historic Preservation Commission 7 6 $45,000 33% 17% 17%
20 Housing Authority Commission 7 6 $4 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 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 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%
28 [Mayor's Disability Council 11 8 $4,136,890, 75% 25% 13%
b9 MTA Bc_?ard of Dllre'c.tors and Parking 7 7 ¢1,183,468,406 43% 579 14%
Authority Commission ‘
30 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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Total | Filled ) % |..% _ |%Women
Commission o B Seats | Seats | FY17-18 Budget|Women |Minority| of Color
34 Recreation and Park Commission 7 7 . $221,545,353{ 29% 43% 14%
35 [Sentencing Commission 12 12 S 42% 73% 18%
36 [Small Business Commission 7 7 $1,548,034) 43% 50% 25%
5 Southe.as.t Community Facility 7 6 ! s0% | 100% 50%
Commission
Treasure Island Development
38 Authority 7 7 52'079'405 43% 57% 43%
39 Veterans' Affairs Commission 17 15 $865,518] 27% 22% 0%
40 [Youth Commission 17 16 S+ 64% 64% 43%
Total = ' 373 | 350 | 54% .| 57% | 31%
| Total | Filled o . % | % |%Women
Board Seats | Seats |FY17-18 Budget|Women |Minority| of Color
1 |ssessment Appeals Board 24 | 18 $653,780, 39% | 50% 22%
2 Board of Appeals ‘ 5 5 $1,038,570| 40% 60% 20%
Golden Gate Park Concourse
3 Authority ' 7 7 $11,662,000 43% 57% 29%
Health Authority (SF Health Pian
4 |Governing Board) 19 15 $637,000,000 40% 54% 23%
5 Health Service Board 7 7 $11,444,255 29% | 29% 0%
: In-Home Supportive Services Public
6 [Authority 12 12 $207,835,715 58% 45% 18%
7  |.ocal Homeless Coordinating Board 9 7 S+ 43% 86%
8  Mental Health Board 17 16 $218,000 69% 69% 50%
9  |Oversight Board 5 $152,902, 0% 20% 0%
10 [Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 6 S+ 33% 67% 33%
11 Reentry Council 24 23 S| 52% 57% 22%
13 [Relocation Appeals Board 5 0 S
12 [Rent Board 10 10 $8,074,9000 30% | 50% 10%
14 Retirement System Board 7 7 $97,622,827 43% 29% 29%
15 [Urban 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 B 213 | 190 | 0 | a1% | a7% | . 19%
Total | Filled |.. % %. % Women
Seats | Seats ;F.Y:”-'ls Budget Women | Minority| of Color
Commissions and Boards Total 586 | 540 | | 49.4% | 53% |. 27%




