File No. 180853 Committee Item No. .3
Board Item No. %

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
~ AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST

Committee: Rules Committee 4 - Date September 19, 2018

.Board of Subervisors Meeting Date 5€PTEHE>EK 25 20l% -

Cmte Board
Motion
Resolution
Ordinance
Legislative Digest _ '
Budget and Legislative Analyst Report
Youth Commission Report
Introduction Form
Department/Agency Cover Letter and/or Report
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
Grant Information Form
Grant Budget
Subcontract Budget
Contract/Agreement

. Form 126 - Ethics Commission
Award Letter
Application
Form 700
Vacancy Notice
Information Sheet
Public Correspondence

Y

<
1

O

OTHER "(Use back side if additional space is needed)

[]

His

]

L]

i

L]

L]

| Ol

[
Completed by: _-_Victor Young : ' Date _ Sept.14, 2018
Completed by: LY dlns, : Date 5’// o/ v

2025



© o ~N O o AW N -

. N N - — — sy N - —_ — -~ -

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
- 09/19/18
FILE NO. 180853 | MOTION NO.

[Mayoral Appointment, Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors - Amanda Eaken]

Motion approving the Mayor’s nomination for the appointment of Amanda Eaken to the

Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors, for a term ending March 1, 2019.

' WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter, Section 8A.102, Mayor London Breed has submitted

a communication notifying the Board of Supervisors of the nomination of Amanda Eaken to
the Municipal Transportatidn Agency Board of Directors, received by the Clerk of the Board on
August 31, 2018; and | | _ |

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has the authority to hold a public hearing and
vote on the appointment within 60 days following trénsmittal 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 the Mayor’s nomination for

the appointment of Amanda Eaken to thé Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors,

- for the unexpired portion of a four-year term ending March 1, 2019.

Clerk of the Board ‘ . o ‘ Page 1
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Placé, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

Date: August 31, 2018

To: Members of the Board of Supervisors

From: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 4
Subject: ™ Municipal Transportation Agency Nomination by the Mayor

The Mayor has submitted the following complete nomination package for the Municipal
Transportation Agency Board of Directors:

« Amanda Eaken - term ehding March 1, 2019,

Pursuant to Charter, Section 8A.102, this nomination is subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors and does not take effect until the Board takes action.

The Office of the Clerk of the Board will open a file for thIS nomination and a hearing will be
scheduled before the Rules Committee.

(Attachments)

c:  -Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy
Kanishka Cheng - Mayor's Legislative Liaison
- Jon Givner - Deputy City Attorney
Roberta Boomer - Municipal Transportation Agency
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

LoNDON N.'BREED
SAN FRANCISCO

MAYOR

Notice of Nomination of Appointment

pg

{ enind

. oo

August 31, 2018 : : ' -
-:C:)- ¥ s
PO [
Honorable Board of Supervisors: "

Pursuant to Charter, Section 8A.102 of the City .ond County of San Francisco, |
make the following nomination:

Amanda Eaken, for ctppotm‘menf to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation

. Board of Directors for the unexpired portion of afour yeqr term ending March 1,
201 9.

| am confident that Ms. Eaken will serve our community well. Attached are her
qudlifications to serve, which demonstrate how her appoiniment represents the

communities of interest, neighborhoods, and diverse populations of the City and
Coun’ry of San Francnsco

[ encourage your suppor’r and am pleased o advise you of this appointment
nominafion.

London N. Breed'
Mayor

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE; (415) 654-6141
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- Amanda M. Eaken, MCP

Amanda Eaken is Director of Transportation and Climate in the Healthy People,
Thriving Communities Program at the Natural Resources Defense Counecil. In 2008, Ms.

use, and climate change, Senate Bill 375 (Steinberg). She was appointed by the California
Air Resources Board to serve on the Regional Targets Advisory Committee to review
global data on the potential for land use and transportation planning and policy to reduce
vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions, and successfully built consensus

implementation in 2010.

She has worked across the state advising cities and metropolitan planning
organizations on the creation of Sustainable Communities Strategies to achieve their GHG
targets, as well as continued to advocate for legislative change to eliminate bartiers to SCS

implementation. One of her most important legislative victories was drafting and passage -

of Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013) to eliminate automobile delay, defined as Level of
Service (LOS), from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). By prioritizing

under CEQA, LOS has for decades stood as a barrier to the creation of transit-oriented,
- infill housing development, and prevented or delayed the creation of safe infrastructure
for walking, cycling and transit.

Ms. Eaken established herself as an early leader in the shared-use mobility sector -

when she conceptualized Live Ride.Share: SoCal's Emerging Mobility Markeiplace,
Southern California’s first conference to examine shared-use mobility in February 2015.

She is partnering with UC Berkeley’s Transportation Sustainability Research Center to -

lead a first-of-its-kind climate impacts analysis of the Transportation Network Companies
Lyft and Uber. The study will document vehicle ownership, VMT/GHG, and mode shift.
impacts of TNCs in three cities.

Natural Resources Defense Council

. Relevant Expertise: .

Eaken was instrumental in passage of the nation’s first law to connect transportation, land ¢ Transportafion Plannmg v

and Policy:

¢ Transitoriented, lnﬁll -

Housing Development

g ¢ 'Affordable, Housmg .

. ¢ Transportatiors Demand -
among diverse stakeholders to set ambitious GHG targets for Round 1 SB 375 .- '

" Management

o Climate Change Policy -
"¢ Land Use Planning and . -

Policy "

e A:Reglonal Plarining

e S_ta_keholder outreach,’

. community engagement
the movement of automabiles as the primary metric for transportation impact analysis ',Y ear‘s','o'f Experieng:e: ,18

- Educatlon ’
Master of Gity Plannlng. :

College of Environmental -

" Design, University of
_ Callifornia; Berkeley (2005)-. :
B:A;; Envirohmental and -

Evolutlonary Biology. o
Dartmo hCollege (1999) =

Ms. Eaken is also a strong advocate for the creation of transit- orfented housing as a core component of
sustainable, equitable communities. She was part of a coalition of affordable housing, equity, labor, and local government
organizations that worked towards the passage of an unprecedented statewide affordable housing package in 2017, and
in 2018 worked with Senator Scott Wiener’s office to try to create more opportunmes for housing development near

transit through her organization’s support for SB 827.

Since June 1, 2018, she has been honored to serve as Director of Transportation for the Bloomberg Ametican
Cities Climate Challenge, a $ 70 Million, 2.5-year initiative to support 20 US cities to go further, faster on climate action.

Professional Experience

e Director of Transportation and Climate, Natural Resources Defense Council, SE, CA 2015 — Present

» Deputy Director, Urban Solutions Program, Natural Resources Defense Council, SF, CA 2013-2015

¢ Transportation Policy Analyst, Natural Resources Defense Council, San Francisco, CA 2007 — 2013
 Affordable Housing Developer, Citizens Housing Corporation, San Francisco, CA 2005 - 2007

+ Founder and Steering Committee Member, ClimatePlan, Statewide Coalition of Equity, Land Use, Health, and

Transportation Groups working to implement SB 375, 2007-2017

o Research Associate, Innovative Mobility Research, California Partners for Advanced Tran51t and Highways

(PATH), University of California, Berkeley, 2003-2005
= Project Director, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, San Francisco, CA, 2000-2003

Relevant Awards, Recognition

e Recruited to serve as the Cornish Chair in Regional Planning, o teach graduate level urban planning courses at the

University of California, Berkeley’s Department of City and Regional Planning, 2018,

Next City Vanguard, Selected one of 40 National Urban Leaders for Urban Design Challenge, 2014
Sat Francisco Business Times Forty Under 40 Emerging Bay Area Leaders Award, 2013
President’s Sustainability Leadership Award, Southern California Association of Governments, 2013

s & » b

Participated as a TEDx Speaker for Global Cities Day, 2012
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caurormarorm 700

FAII' POLITICAL PRAOT"‘E% COMMIQSION

STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC lNTERESTS_

Olficinl Uso Qnly

‘A PUBLIC DOCUMENT COVER PAGE
Please ype or print i ln ink.
NAME OF FILER (LAST) {FIRST). ' {MIDDLE)
- Eaken - Amanda Martin

1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do nof use acronyms)

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable

Your Position
~ Director

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

Agency:

Position;

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

[ State
7] Multi-County

[ Judge or Court Commi;éionér (Statewide Jurisdiction)
County of San Francisco -

CIQ of San Francisco

] Other

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

[} Annual: The period covered i is January‘l 2017, through

[ Leaving Office: Date Left I J.

December 31, 2017. {Check one)
o The perlod covered Is J / thraugh ~ O The period covered Is January 1, 2017; through the dale of
December 31, 2017. . _or. aving offce.
) QO The period covered is A , through

Assuming Office: Date assumed /.

[7] Candidate: Date of Election

the date of leaving office,

and office sought, If different than Part 1:

~ "Date Inifial Filing Received” ~~ ~

4, Schedule Summary (must complete) » Total number of pages including this cover page: 3

Schedules atfached

7] Schedule A1 « Invesiments - schedule atfached
] Schedule A-2 - Investments — schedule attached
[ Schedula B - Real Properly ~ schedule attached

-or-

Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions — schedule attached
[[] Schedule D - /ncome ~ Gifls ~ scheduls aflached
Schedule E - lncome - Gifis — Travel Payments ~ schedule aftached

1 None - No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS

STREET .
(Business or Agericy Address Recommendad - Public Document)

ciTyY -STATE ZIP CODE

San Francisco CA 94104

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER

. ’ E-MAIL ADDRESS

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

| certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Callfornia that the furegw
Date Signed August 29, 2018 . Signature

(manlh day, year)

{l ln the ougmn'ﬁy slgnad slalement with your ﬁlmg official)

FRRC Farm 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 C
Income, Loans, & Business

Positions
(Other than Gifts’ and Travel Payments)

INCOME: RECEIVED -~

caurorniarorn 700

Na
Amanda M.Eaken

NAME OF SQURCE OF INCOME
EHDD Architecture

ADDRESS (Business Address Accep!eble)

500 Treat Avenue, # 201, SF CA 94110
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE '
Architectural Serivces

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

Spouse is Associate Principal

GROSS INCOME RECENED
[T} 4500 - $1,000

[7] $10,001 - $100,000
CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

[ satary Spouse's or regisierad domestic partnér's income
(For self-amployed use Schedula A-2)

] No Income - Business Position Only
7] 51,001 - $10,000
OVER $100,000

! Pannership (Lass than 10% ownership. For 10% or grealer use
Schedule A-2.)

[ sale of

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME
NRDC

- (Real proparty, car, boal, ste.)
[} Loan tepayment

{] Commission or 7] Rental income, Ut each source of 10,000 or mors

{Describe)

1 other

{Describe)

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable}

40 West 20th Street, New York, NY 10011
BUSINESS ACTIVITY; IF ANY, OF SOURCE
Environmental Advocacy.Organization
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION .

Director of Transportation and Climate

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
] $500 - $1,000

{7} $10,001 - $400,000
CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS REGEIVED

Salary [ ] Spouse's or ragistered domestic pariner's income
(For self-employed use Schadule A-2.)

[(3 No income - Business Position Only
1 $1.001 - $10,000
OVER $100,000

1 Partnership (Lesa than 10% ownershlp. For 10% or greater use
Scheduls A-2,)

[ sale of

{71 Loan repayment )

{Rasl propatty, cag bost, efc.}

[[] Commission or  [7] Rental Income, st sach sourcs of $16,000 or mor

{Dascilba)

[ other

{Describs)

» 2 LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE -REPORTING PERIOD:

You are not required to report loans from commercial iending institutions, or any mdebtedness created as partofa
retall installment or credit card transaction, made in the lender’s regular course of business on terms available to -
members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal loans and loans rece:ved not in a fender’s

regular course of busmess must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplabla)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

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

1 $1.001 - $10,000

{71 310,001 - $100,000

] ovER $100,000

TERM (MonthsfYears)

INTEREST RATE
% [ None

SECURITY FOR LOAN
{1 None [T1 Personal residence

Real Proper
D pery Strest eddress

City

] Guarentor
{7} other

{Dascribsj

Comments:
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SCHEDULE E
Income — Gifts
Travel Payments, Advances,
and Reimbursements

-CALIFORNIA FORM 7 0 0

FAIR POLITICAL #RACTICES COMMISSION'

Name

Amanda M; Eaken

» Mark elther the gift or income box.

« Mark the “501(c)(3)” box for a travel payment received from a nonprof(t 501(c)(3) organization
or the “Speech” box if you made a speech or participated in a panél. These payments are not
subject to the gift limit, but may result in a disqualifying conflict of interest.

« For gifts of travel, provide the travel destination. '

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)
California Foundation on Environment and Economy

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronymy)

ADDRESS (B Address Acceplabie)
Pier 35, Suite 202

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplabls)

" CITY AND STATE
San Francisco, CA 94133

CITY AND STATE

501 {c)(3) or DESCRIBE BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

[] 501 (c)(3) or DESCRIBE BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

paresy 10 6 417 . 10,1817 g
(If gify
» MUST CHECK ONE: D Gt -or- D income
(O Made a Speech/Participated in a Pansl

@ Other - Provide Description

- 5042.33

Joined study trip as fransportation/environment expert

DATES) e - /. AMT:$

{IF gif)
[Jcit -or- [ Income

» MUST CHECK ONE:

(O Mads a Speech/Participated in a Panel

(O Other - Pravide Description

» If Gift, Provide Travel Daeslination

UK., Finland

» If GIft, Provide Travel Dastinalion

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acranym)

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplabls)

ADDRESS (8 Address Acceptable)

CITY AND STATE

CITY AND STATE

[[] 501 (c)(3) or DESCRIBE BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

D 501 {c)(3) or DESCRIBE BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY; OF SOURCE

DATE(SY— /|~ | | AMT:S
{if gif)

» MUST CHECK ONE: [T Gt -ar- [] Income
(O Made a Speech/Parlicipated in a Panel

(O Other - Provide Description

DATE(S): /1 - I AMT: §

(IF gift) .
» MUST CHECK ONE: D Gift -or- D Income -
(O Made a Spesch/Participaled in a Panel

(O Other - Provide Description

» If Gift, Provide Travel Deslinalion

» If Gift, Provide Travel Destinatl

Comments:

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. £
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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City and County of San Francisco .

Department on the Status of Women

Ernffy M. Murase, Phi
Director ?

San Francizen

2017 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards: Executive Summary

Overview

A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco eénacted 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 AnaIySIs Findings Representation on Commissions and Boards

TN

&.ma.

, . . 50% 50%
» Women's representation on Commissions and — >

Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female
population in San Francisco.

.. A8%

> Since 2007 there has been an overall increase 45% 45%
of women on Commissions with women s 41%
comprising 54% of Commissioners in 2017. = 38%w
Women's representation on Boards has 34%
declined to 41% this year following a period of T T e
2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

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. '

IVIinbrity 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.

s COMMiSSIONS 2272 Boards e=ei==Commissions & Boards Combined

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

N\
Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation
on Commissions and Boards.

46%

.,,,.:_:;V:*f"‘.”“.;'.gg% e e e e e e e

LB
2008

2011 2013

2015 2017

> There is a higher representation of White and  e=#==Commissions ===~ Boards ==&=Commissions & Boards Combined

Black/African American members on policy
bodies than in the San Francisco population.

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

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

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

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

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

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

¢ Llatinos 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.
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 j
, ... | Women I
Women | Minority LGBT Disabilities | Veterans
: of Color A

‘San Francisco Populatior v a9% < |60% [i31%. | 5%-7% |

Commissions and Boards Combined 49% 53% 27% | 17%

Commissions 54% 57% 31% 18%

Boards , ' 41% 47% 19% 17%
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
Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s Budget Book.

The full report is available at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women website,
http://sfgov.org/dosw/. :
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City and County of San Francisco

Department on the Status of Women

Emily M. Murase PhD i ' Cﬁ:y and Cﬂunty of
Birector ~ SanFrancisco

Gender Analysis of
San Francisco
Commissions and Boards

December 2017

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240 | San Francisco, CA 94102 | sfgov.org/dosw | dosw@sfgov.org | 415.252.2570
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. Page 4

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 ‘ [ ) . . Y
z Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s j

. Representation on Commissions and Boards
Gender

50%

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

D,
» Since 2007, there has been an overall increase a5% 45% 44{y L
of women on Commissions: women compose - = e ? S
54% of Commissioners in 2017. P A41%
. e B8Ype i e
> Women’s representation on Boards has
declined to 41% this year following a periodof .. .. _ 3% . . L ..
steady increases over the past 3 reports. 2007 2008 2011 2013 2015 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.

Race and Ethnicity
» While 60% of San Franciscans are people of s N
color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic Figure 2: 8-Year Cctm!oarlson of Minority Representation %
R on Commissions and Boards i
minorities. ' ;
¥ Minority representation on Commissions R P )
decreased from 60% in 2015 to 57% in 2017. . ...53% .

> Despite a steady increase of people of color
on Boards since 2009, minority

representation on Boards, at 47%, remains Y = e 47‘?
below parity with the population. 46% T °
» Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial
individuals are underrepresented on e -
ommissions and Boards B e e e,
» There is a higher representation of White and 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
Biack or African American members on policy - ==®==Commissions ==~ Boards ==&==Commissions & Boards Combined

bodies than in the San Francisco population. Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311,
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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 Whlte women are at parlty 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
comparedto 16% and 18% of the population, respectively.

* 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 appomtees 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.

Representatibn on Policy Bodies by Budget

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

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

Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017 }
... | Women N
Women | Minority LGBT Disabilities | Veterans
of Color .

‘san Francisco Popillation® 60% 31%: | 12% [ 4%
Commissions and Boards Comblned 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 Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s Budget Book.
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. Introduction

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

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

In 2007, the Department used gender analysis to analyze the number of women appointed to City

Commissions, Boards, and Task Forces.® Based on these findings, a City Charter Amendment was

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

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

2. 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 requwed to conduct a gender analy5|s
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.®

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

2 The gender analysis guidelines are available at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women webSIte
under Womenh’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.

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

5 Appointees in some policy bodies are elected or appointed by other entities.
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1. Méthodology 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 Iegislatfvely 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 avoluntary 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 |t 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 muitiple 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.

Flgure 1: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity .

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

American Indian

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

Native Hawaiian _
and Pacific . Some Other

Islander, 0.4% .7 Race, 6%

Black or African__—
American, 6%

White, Not
Hispanic or Latinx,
41%

Asian, 34%

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

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

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

25% e e e e e m 3 o i e o s e e et o e s
22% ' ¥iMale, n=427,909

o MW Female, n=412,854
20% - 19%.—m e+ e e e

8%~

16%
15%

1o -

5%

27w 24%2.3%

e - 0.2%0.2% 0.2%0.1% | - : .

0% -
White, Not Asian  Hispanicor Blackor Native  American Two or Some Other
Hispanic or Latinx African  Hawaiian Indian and More Races  Race
Latinx American and Pacific  Alaska

Islander Native

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.-
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The U.S. Census and American Community Survey do not count the number of individuals who identify
as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender (LGBT).- However, there are-several reputable data sources that
estimate San Francisco has one of the highest concentrations of LGBT individuals in the nation. A 2015
Gallup poll found that among employed adults in the San Francisco Metropolitan Area, which includes
San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, and San Mateo counties, 6.2% identify as LGBT, the largest
percentage of any populous area in the U.S. The 2010 U.S. Census reported 34,000 same-sex couples in
the Bay Area, with an estimated 7,600 male same-sex couples and 2,700 female same-sex couples in the
City of San Francisco, approximately 7% of all households. In addition, the Williams Institute at the
University of California Los Angeles estimates that 4.6% of Californians identify as LGBT, which is similar
across gender (4.6% of males vs. 4.5% of females). The Williams Institute also reported that roughly
92,000 adults ages 18-70 in California, or 0.35% of the population, are transgender. These sources
suggest between 5-7% of the San Francisco adult population, or approximately 36,000-50,000 San
Franciscans, identify as LGBT.

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

Figure 3: San Francisco Adults with a Disability by Gender

San Francisco Adult Population with a Disability by
Gender, 2015

15/, e A A 1 e P e b e i ot ot £ e S S e 0 ok 4 04 14 3 ot # e 1 e . S

12.1% 11.8%
115%

10% _ﬁ

5% .. R S T

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
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0% -

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

2046



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 12

IV. Gender Analysis Findings

On'the whole, appointees to Commissions and Boards reflect many aspects of the diversity of San
Francisco. Among Commissioners and Board members, nearly haif 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 sumrmary of key indicators, comparing them
between Commissions and Boards. Refer to Appendix Il for a complete table of demographics by
Commissions and Boards.

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

Commissions’ Boards
Number of Policy Bodies Included 40 17
Filled Seats 350/373 (6% vacant) | 190/213 (11% vacant)
Female Appointees - 54% | 41%
Racial/Ethnic Minority - 57% ‘ 47%
LGBT 17.5% 17%
| With Disability ' 10% 14%
Veterans 15% 10%

The next sections 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
60% - e ot g s e st e o o ot s 8 g 7 et 4 51 St > o e
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DOYf  —rmmmmrmmome coeomm cmmm s i om e St St o 33 et o e it e e
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0% e e e = e+ e 5 v e beVa 44t et e it ot sna e ———— L D O U O SOV

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

~@=Commissions «= = Boards =st=Commissions & Boards Combined
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 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 ;
A , 100%

Commission on the Status of Women, n=7

Children and Families Commission (First 5),
n=38

Commission on the Environment, n=6

Library Commission, n=5

W 2017
1.2015
2013

Port Commission, n=4

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 -

Veterans' Affairs Commission, | . ;

; : \ 112015
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40%
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: 50%
Oversight Board, n=5 | | 50%
43% . |
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

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

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

Race/Ethnicity of Commissioners Compared to
San Francisco Population, 2017
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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 6f Board Members Compared to San Francisco Population

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

H 2017 Boards Appointees, n=183
2015 Population, N=840,763
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Sources: Debartment_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,
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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 -

Veterans' Affairs Commission, n=9 — 22%
City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission, : '
n=5 ; :
Historic Preservation Commission, n=6 — 17%
Building Inspection Commission, n=7 — 514%

0% 5% 10% 15% = 20% 25%
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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For the 16 Boards with information on race and ethnicity, nine have at least 50% minority appointees.
The Local Homeless Coordinating Board has the greatest percentage of members of color with 86%. The
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 Appoin
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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 Appoihtees 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: Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnluty and
Gender, 2017
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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 Appointées 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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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 polity bodies with the largest budget (which is
often proportional to the amount of influence in the City) are representative of the community. On the
following page, Figure 19 shows the representation of women, people of color, and women of color on
the policy bodies with the largest and smallest budgets.

Though the overall representation of female appointees (49%) is equal to the City’s population,
Commissions and Boards with the highest female representation have fairly low influence as measured
by budget size. Although women's representation on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets
increased from 30% in 2015 to 35% this year, it is still far below parity with the population. The
percentage of women on the ten bodies with the smallest budgets grew from 45% in 2015 to 58% in
2017. :

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

Percentage of women of color on the policy bodies with the smallest budgets is 30% and almost reaches

" parity with the population in San Francisco. However, women of color are considerably
underrepresented on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets at 18% compared to 31% of the
population.
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Figure 20: Women, Minorities, and Women of Color on Largest and Smallest Budget Bodies
Percent Women, Minorities and Women of Color on Commissions and
Boards with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2017-2018
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The following two tables present the demographics of the Commissions and Boards overseeing some of
the City's largest and smallest budgets.

Of the ten Commissions and Boards that oversee the largest budgets, women make up 35% and women
of color are 18% of the appointees. The Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure is the
most diverse with people of color in all appointed seats and women comprising half of the members.

The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Board of Directors and Parking Authority Commission has
the next largest representation of women with 43%. Four of the ten bodies have less than 30% female
appointees. Women of color are near parity on the Police Commission at 29% compared to 31% of the
population. Meanwhile, the 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 {nfrastructure with
100% minority appointees, the Health Commission at 86% minority appointees, the Aging and Adult
Services Commission at 80% minority appointees, and the Police Commission with 71% minority
appointees have the next highest minority representation. In contrast, the Airport Commission has the
lowest minority representation at 20%.

Table 1: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets

L%
Women

Body e ‘ B FY17-18 Budget ' Seats ‘Seats’ | Women Minority | “of Calor
Health Commission $2,198,181,178 7. 7 29% 86% 14%
MTA Board of Directors and »
Parking Authority $1,183,468,406 7 7 43% 57% 14%
Commission :

Public Utilities Commission $1,052,841,388 5 5 40% 40% 0%
Airport Commission $ 987,785,877 5 5 40% 20% |0 20%
Human Services Commission © $913,783,257 5 5 20% 60% 0%
Health Authority (SF Health 4 637,000,000 19 15 40% 54% 23%

Plan Governing Board)

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

Commission on Community

0/ 10 0
Investment and Infrastructure » 536,796,000 > 4 50% 100% >0%
Fire Commission - $ 381,557,710 5 5 20% 60% 20%
Aging and Adult Services $ 285,000,000 | - 7 5 40% 80% 14%

Commission

Total

5 754 590 300 ':72,' ' 60%?‘ 18%“,_-.

Sources Department Survey, Mayor’s Oﬁ‘lce, 311 FY17- 18 Annual Approprlat/on Ord/nance FY17 18 Mayors
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: Demographlcs of Commlssmns and Boards thh Smallest Budgets

: FY17 18 . % Y "_Wo'meh»}
Body , Budget - Women | Minority. | of Color.
Historic Preservatlon $ 45,000 - 6 33% 17% 17%
Commission
(C:ity H'a'll l?reservation Advisory ¢ _ 5 5 60% 20% 20%
ommission :
Housing Authority Commission S - 7 6 33% 83% 33%
;ocaIdHomeless Coordinating $ _ 9 g 43% n/a n/a
oar
|(_:ong T.f‘arm Care Coordinating $ ~ 40 40 78% n/a n/a
ounci .
;g:lrlg Utilities Rate Fairness g i s 6 33% 67% 33%
Reentry Council S - 24 23 52% 57% 22%
Sentencing Commission S - 12 12 42% 73% 18%
zouthe.as't Community Facility $ } 7 6 50% 100% 50%
ommission
Youth Commission S - 17 16 64% 64%
Totals -~ ¢ X $745,000 - | 135 | 127 .| 58% | 66%

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor s Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropr/atlon Ordmance FY17-18 Mayor’s
Budget Book.
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V. Conclusion

Per the 2008 Charter Amendment, the Mayor and Board of Supervisors are encouraged to make

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

Since the first gender analysis of appointees to San Francisco policy bodies in 2007, there has been a
steady increase of female appointees. There has also been a greater representation of women on
Commissions as compared to Boards. This continued in 2017 with 54% female Commissioners. However,
it is concerning that the percentage of female Board members has dropped from 48% in 2015 to 41% in
2017. .

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

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

Ra ﬁé/iEt(hnicity‘ s e Ea
' R T 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 54388 | - 6%
Black or African American 46,825 6%
Two or More Races ) 38940 | - 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

Race/Ethmmw 1 ‘T‘o,tal" o Male RS Female

Coe e el i | Estimate | Percent |- 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 S
Islander 3,649 0.4% 1,742 0.2% 1,907 0.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 | 0.3% 1,666 | 02% | 1,188 | 0.1%
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Appendix Il. Commissions and Boards Demographics
) o | 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 lAirport Commission 5 5 $987,785,877| 40% 20% - 20%
2 Anima{ Cf)ntrol and Welfare 10 9 s

Commission
4 Arts Commission 15 15 $17,975,575
5 |Asian Art Commission 27 27 $10,962,397| 63% 59% 44%
6 [Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,533,699 29% | 14% 0%
. EZFf::’ISc’IErsf and Families Commwsmn_ 9 g $31,830,264| - 100% 63% 63%
g City Ha.II l'i’reservation Advisory 5 5 sl 0% 20% 20%

 ICommission

9 [Civil Service Commission 5 5 $1,250,582| 40% 20% 0%

Commission on Community , ‘
10 [Investment ' 5 4 $536,796,000, 50% 100% 50%

and Infrastructure )
11 [Commission on the Environment 7 6 $23,081,438 83% 67%. 50%
12 (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 [Ethics Commission 5 5 $4,787,508] 33% 67% 33%
16 [Film Commission 11 11 $1,475,0000 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 $45,000f 33% 17% 17%
20 [Housing Authority Commission 7 6 S 33% 83% 33%
21 Human Rights Commission 11 10 $4,299,600, 60% 60% 50%
22 {Human Services Commission 5 5 $913,783,257| 20% 60% 0%
23 [Immigrant Rights Commission 15 14 $5,686,611, 64% 86% 50%
24 Juvenile Probation Commission 7 7 . $41,683,918/ 29% 86% 29%
25 |Library Commission 7 5 $137,850,825| 80% 60% 40%
26 |Local Agency Formation Commission 4 $193,168 ' ‘
27 |Long Term Care Coordinating Council | 40 40 S+ 78%
28 [Mayor's Disability Council _ 11 8 $4,136,890| 75% 25% 13%
bg MTA B?ard of Di'rec.tors and Parking 7 . $1183,468,406 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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o Total | Filled | =~ % | % |%Women
Commission o Seats | Seats. | FY17-18 BudgetWomen |Minority| of Color
34 Recreation and Park Commission 7 7 $221,545,353 29% 43% 14%
35 Sentencing Commission 12 12 SH 42% 73% 18%
36 |Small Business Commission 7 7 $1,548,034{ 43% 50% .25%
17 Southe'as.t Community Facility 7 6 sl s50% 100% 50%
Commission _
23 Treasur.e Island Development 5 4 $2,079.405 43% 579% 43%
Authority
39 Neterans' Affairs Commission 17 15 $865,518] 27% 22% 0%
40 [Youth Commission 17 16 S 64% 64% 43%
Total IR 373 | 350 |- |75a% | 57% | 31% -
| Total | Filled | 1w | % |
Board BRI, ‘| Seats | Seats |FY17-18 Budget|Women|Minority
1 |Assessment 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 Plan , o
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 uthority ’ 12 12 $207,835,715, 58% 45%
7 lLocal Homeless Coordinating Board 9 7 S 43% 86% , ,
8  Mental Health Board ’ 17 16 $218,000, 69% 69% 50% -
9  Oversight Board 7 5 $152,902| 0% 20% 0%
10 [Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 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 $8,074,900, 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 $62,341,959 26% 44% 7%
otali" B 213 | 190 _A1% | 47% |  19%
| Total | Filled | __, i =i %:"|" % |%Women
» | Seats | Seats FY:17?2}8£_§udget Women 'Mi_nb:iiity of Color
Commis§i5h$ a;_i;ld__prardvs Total 586 | 540 '49.4% :’-".53%;' 27%
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