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“BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

FILE NO. 190209 MOTION NO.

[Mayoral Reappointment, Historic Preservation Commission - Richard Johns]

Motion approving/rejecting the Mayor’s nomination of Richard Johns for reappointment;

to the Historic Preservation Commission, for a term ending December 31, 2022.

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.135, the Mayor submitted a communication
notifying the Board of Supervisors of the nomination of Richard Johns to the Historic
Preservation Commission, received by the Clerk of the Board on February 22, 2019; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has the authority to hold a public hearing and -
vote 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 of Richard Johns for reappointment to the Historic Preservation Commission, seat

no. 4, for the unexpired portion of a four-year term ending December 31, 2022.

Clerk of the Board Page 1




City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

Date: February 22, 2019

To: Members, Board of Supervisors
From: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Subject™ Appointment by the Mayor |

M A Ea) > -~ ~ ~ i
.On February 22, 2018, the Mayor submitted the following complete (re)appointment

packages for the Hlstorlc Preservation Commission, pursuant to Charter, Section 4.135:

e Rlchard Johns -term ending December 31, 2022 (reappointment)
e Kate Black - term ending December 31, 2022 (new appointment)
e Andrew Wolfram - term ending December 31, 2022 (reappointment) /

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.135, these appointments are subject to approval by the Board
of Supervisors and shall be subject to a hearing and vote within 60 days from the date the
notice of appointment is transmitted to the Clerk of the Board. If the Board fails to act on the
appointment within 60 days, the appointments shall be deemed approved.

These appomtments will be scheduled for a Rules Committee hearing and considered for
approval within 60 days from when the notice of appointment was recelved by the Clerk of
the Board.

(Attachments)

6. Alisa Somera - Legislative Deputy
Jon Givner - Deputy City Attorney
Mawuli Tugbenyoh - Mayor's Legls[atlve Llalson



OFFIGE OF THE MAYOR LoNDON N. BREED

SAN FRANCISCO MAYOR
" Notice of Réapp'ointmtent
February 21, 2019 o booe T
' ' | L

: ‘ : \§§ Nt
San Francisco Board of Supervisors _ B —
City Hall, Room 244 : ' -
1 Dr. Carlfon B. Goodlett Place : \ SR
San Francisco, CA 94102 S B

Honorable Board of Supervisors:

Pursuant fo Charter Secﬁon 4135, of the City and County of San Francisco, |
' make the following reappointments:

Richard Johns to Seat 4 of the Historic Preservation Comhwission for a four year
term ending December 31, 2022.

Kate Black to Seat 6 of the Historic Preservation Commission for a four year term
ending December 31, 2022. :

Andrew Wolfram"ro Seat 2 of the Hisforic P'resérva’rion Commission for a four year
tferm ending December 31, 2022. '

[ am confident that these individuals will serve our community well. Attached are
their qualifications to serve, which demonstrate how their reappointments
represent the communities of inferest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of
the C-Hy and County of San Francisco.

: Shou[d you have any question about these appointments, p!ease contact my
Director of Apponm‘men’rs Mawuli Tugbenyoh, at 415.554.6298.

\

1DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200:
" SAN FRANGISCO, CALIFORNIA 84102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141

Sin-cerely,

London N.
Mayor



Overview

Education

Memberships‘

Honors

RICHARD 8. E. JOHNS
. Law Offices Of Richard S. E. Johns

AVENUE
SANF. A 94118

:@ya_hoo.cbm

Forty-five years of eiperience in litigation and dispute resolution,
including jury trials and appearances before Céliforrﬁa and United States’
administrative agencies, in actions involving real estate disputes, A
antitrust violations, securities laws, fraudulent activity, and various tort

actions.

‘Represent and advise small- to medium-sized businesses in organization,

acquisition of other ‘entities, asset pﬁrchases and sales, and day-to-day

htiginasa ma
OURINness matl

ters including the problems related fo growing a new

business. Participated in the founding of several start-up companies

involving new products.

Have written music¢al productions and perfornied in various plays for The
Family. Have participated in niany Concordia-Argonaut musicals as an
actor, daﬁcer, and singer. In 2014 co-authored a club musical: “Wilkes
Bashford and the Mystery of the Missing Yamulkas.”

Have assembled an extensive collection of music about San Francisco

1971: J.D., University of California, Hastings College of the Law.
1968: B.A., University of California, Santa Barbara, English Major.

State Bar of California, American Bar Association, Bar Association of San
Francisco. Admitted before all Federal District Courts in California and
the Ninth Circuit Couit of Appeals. Formerly a member of the Illinois
Sta’ge Bar. Concordia-Argonaut, 1975 to present. The Family, 2015 to

present.

2015 . . -Board of Governoré, Hastings College of The Law

2010 Appointed by Mayor Newsom and later Mayor Leeto be a
Member of the San Francisco Historic Preservation
Commission, reappointed 2014



2006 to 2008 President of the San Francisco Museum and Hlstorlcal
. Society
2002 to 2004 President of the San Francisco Bay Area Chapter of the
' American Jewish Committee
2002: Mayor’s Task Force on the San Francisco Old Mint
1987 to date: Rated AV by Martindale-Hubbell; Listed in Dlrectory of
, 4 Preeminent Counsel

1990 to date: Who's Who In American Law.

1992 to date: Who's Who Of Emerging Leaders In America.

1994 to date: Who’s Who In America

1994 to 1999: Vice President of the Museum of the City of San
Francisco

1981: Authored “Guidelines For Proof Of Concerted Action
Under The Sherman Act.” Eastern Trans. Law
Seminar, Association of ICC Practitioners.

1972: - Bigelow Fellow and Instructor, University of Chicago
Law School. Authored “The After-Acquired Surety:
Commercial Paper” 59 Calif. L. Rev. 1459 (with
Roscoe T. Steffen).

1971: Hastings Law Journal: Board of Editors.

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

1998 to present

Richard S. E. Johns

Retained by Willie L. Brown, Jr., Trustee, to act as attorney for the multi-
million dollar Estate of Wilkes Bashford.

Chairman of the Liquidation Oversight Committee in the bankruptcy of

-Coudert Brothers, the oldest international law firm in America, pending

in the Southern District of New York.

Successfully represented the seller of an apartment complex in Hayward
in overturning a judicial arbitration award for breach of contract for
$372,000, winning an award of substantial costs and attorney fees for
client; and resolving a very complicated and contentious commercial
dispute. Coordinated sale of $4.5 million residence covered by multiple
liens and conflicting creditor claims, while avoiding litigation.

Represented Scott Salyer and related interests in defense of a vastly
complex bankruptey case related to federal indictments, and coordinated
the defense of multiple Superior Court actions in related litigation.

Trustee of the Jane Chapin Fontana Trust, in charge of operating and
administering at trust with a value of over $13,000,000.

Retained by the Wilkes Bashford Company in pre-bankruptcy
reorganization to supervise negotiation and reduction of accounts payable



to vendors. Represented the Wilkes Bashford Company in discretely
collecting accounts receivable from prominent customers.

Represented (successfully) a skincare products manufacturing company in

“complex trade secrets litigation, including claims of defamation and other

torts, at trial and on appeal.

General Counsel for: The San Francisco Cannery, LLC, G. S.
Cosmeceutical USA, Inc. American Realty & Construction, Webster
Tower, McCoy’s Patrol Services, 1001 California Street Homeowners
Association, in a wide variety of business litigation and transactional

" advice.

Richard S. E. Johns

Representing, on an ongoing basis, estate development brokerages in San
Mateo County, Contra Costa County, and San Francisco.

Represented a large San Francisco owner of residential apartments in
upholding a settlement agreement attacked under the San Francisco rent
Control ordinance, resulting in the decision known as Kaufinan v. Goldman
(2011) 195 Cal. App.4th 734.

Retained to successfully represent the interests of insurance carriers in
preventing a forced assignment of insurance policies to a judgment creditor.

" Retained as an expert witness by Winston & Strawn in a complex real estate

development litigation.

Successfully represented members of a mosque in a fight with the Imam
over ownership of the congregation’s property.

Overturned a series of real estate conveyances on the West Bank in
Palestine that had been based on forged powers of attorney procured in
Texas. s

Successfully represented a large developer of residential housing (1900
Bryant Street Developers) in a dispute over the project’s exemption from
San Francisco Rent Control Ordinance.

Successfully represented Primary Steel Company, Inc. in litigation
seeking damages due to disruption of its ability to receive steel shipments
when a BNSF siding was damaged by a third party.

Represented Danzas, a major worldwide transportation company, now
DHIL, in defense of claim for damage to property transported from France
to California.

Successfully completed a three-week jury trial in San Diego defending a
software development company and its investors against tort claims made
by a terminated executive.



Richard S. E. Johns

Recovered funds a lender embezzled from a borrower through the use of
forged signatures on checks paid through an escrow account on a
refinancing of property.

Successfully represented an international import-export company seeking
to recovery money stolen by a former employee in a complicated scheme
by which he sold the employer’s inventory.

‘Successfully defended the owner of rental property in Berkeley against

claims of wrongful eviction. |

Represented former Oakland Raider Marquez Pope in a business case
involving a personal guarantee he was defrauded into signing and in
litigation against his business manager and attorney for malpractice and
fraud.

Successfully defended Theodore Brown & Associates in an architect
malpractice suit, and as a plaintiff in a separate dispute over the lease of

" several floors in a commercial building he owns.

Successfully represented one of the partners ina retaﬂ clothing store in a
partnership dissolution suit.

Successfully defended a seller of telephone caliing cards in fraud action.

Successfully represented First Union Baptist Church in defending an
action by Lanier Worldwide who was seeking to enforce a $60,000 based
upon a sister-state judgment. Obtained a reversal on appeal.

Represented Doll-McGinnis Publications in deahng with claims of
defamation.

Represented Con-Bay Group Inc., a large Texas-based construction
company (Northern California only), and Sierra Electric Company.

Successtully represented employer in a trial of sexual harassment case.

Successfully represented one of the heirs in the distribution of a major
estate in Litchfield, Connecticut. '

Counseled property developer regardmg land use litigation in San
Francisco. :

Successfully defended a guarantor sole shareholder or a corporation
against an alleged obligation on a lease amended in violation of the -
surety's rights. ’

Represented the California Pollution Control Financing Authority in
concluding fraud litigation and various bankruptcy proceedings; recovered
$17,000,000.



Local counsel for Berger & Montague (Philadelphia) in various class-
action securities suits. '

Provided ongoing counsel to a nationwide developer of self-storage
facilities.
Extricated the Prentis-Cobb Hale Trust from a difficult commercial lease.

Successfuﬂy represented a real estate broker in litigation to enforce
commission agreement.

Handled various liquor license matters before California ABC.

Successfully defended of surety on lease of commercial recording studio
(trial and appeal).

Successfully prosecuted legal malpractice case based upon negligent

estate planning by attorneys and accountants.

Obtained defense jury verdict for the California Municipal Bond Advisor
in libel action involving a critical review of certificates of deposit issued by
the College Savings Bank of Princeton, New Jersey.

Successfully represented well-known jazz musician Ricardo Scales in
litigation brought under the Talent Agencies Act.

‘Obtained substantial settlement for Willie Brown in litigation with Hilton

Hotels over its cancellation of the venue for a major fund-raising event.

Successfully defended intouch group, inc., a major multi-media music
sampling company, in fraud, RICO, libel and employment litigation.

Represented Adventures Unlimited, the world-famous San Francisco
travel agency located at Gump’s, in winning major litigation against
Royal Viking Lines for double-booking suites on world cruises.

With Willie Brown, assisted The Alley Group in successfully asserting
claims for breach of construction contracts against Kaiser Hospitals.

Responsible for legal portion of several conduit refinancings (through the
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency) of a $28,000,000 apartment and
commercial complex in San Francisco.

. Defended CALA Foods in litigation resulting from. a failed real estate

Richard S. E. Johns

development in San Francisco.

Represented the California Pollution Control Financing Authority
(Plaintiff) in major RICO, securities fraud, and breach of contract litiga-
tion in Los Angeles, resulting in two jury trials ending in multi-million
dollar verdicts for plaintiff,



2007 — Present
1998 — 2007

1985 - 1988

1975 - 1984

1972 - 19756

Richard S. E. Johns

LaW Offices of Richard S. E. Johns
Kipperman & Johns .

Rubenstein, Bohachek & Johns

While with this firm I represented National Semiconductor, GTE .
Sprint, and Honey Hill Farms in various commercial and real estate
matters, as well as several commercial landlords in disputes over the

acquisition and developr.ent of commercial space in San Francisco.

Furth, Fahrner & Mason

Represented plaintiffs and
antitrust litigation in both California and federal courts, as well as before
regulatory agencies. .

Represented defendants in a RICO action brought by IBM against
Hitachi and Nationf;;ll Semiconductor and was Co-Lead Counsel in the
West Coast Department Stores Antitrust Litigatien.

Through litigation and negotiation, saved a major manufacturer and
shipper (Kellogg Company) $3.5 million annually in rail freight charges.

Successfully represented the California Pollution Control Financing
Authority when $40,000,000 in bonds issued for the benefit of Kaiser
Steel were imperiled by a proposed merger.

Counsel in Guild Wineries and Distilleries v. J. Sosnick & Son, Inc.,
102 Cal.App.3d 627, which established that a dual-distributorship

distribution system may be a per se violation of the California Antitrust

laws.

Santa Fe Industries, Chicago ‘

Represented a diversified transportation, real estate, and natural re-
sources company in the development of real estate and in litigation of a
wide variety of matters before state and federal regulatory agencies, and

in state and federal courts in Illinois and in California.



Richard Johns Resume

Commissioner

San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission

January 2011 — Present (4 years 1 month)

The San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission is a Charter commission that oversees
designation of historic districts and landmarks in San Francisco, and approves exterior
modifications to buildings in those districts or that have been landmarked I am not employed by
the Historic Preservation Commission,

~ Owner
Law Offices of Richard S. E, Johns
12004 - Present (11 years)

President
San Francisco Museum & Historical Soclety

2006 ~ 2010 (4 years)

President
San Francisco Museum & Historical Society

2005 — 2009 (4 years)

Owner
Kipperman & Johns
1987 —2006 (19 years)

This was a law firm engaged in transactional and real estate advice, and business litigation.

Attorney
Furth Fahrner & Mason

1976 — 1984 (8 years)



060600v029~NFH~0029 ’ Date Initial Filing

: . Received
cacirorniarorm 700 STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS ol s oy
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION ) ) E-Filed

A PUBLIC DOCUMENT } ~ COVER PAGE RV
Filing 1D:
Please type or print in ink. ‘ _ 160992751

NAME OF FILER (LAST) : (FIRST) A {MIDDLE)

Johns, Ric;h’ard Seth Ellis

1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)

City and County of San Francisco . ) i
Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable’ : : Your Position

Historic Presexrvation Commission Commissioner

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

Agency: : - . : Position:
2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check af least one hox) _ _
[ State ’ 1 Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)
D Mu!{i.County - . i - @ COUmy of Siln Francisco .
[ ity of i - - Oother
3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box) - , 4
Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2017, through [] Leaving Office: Dateleft /[
December 31, 2017 (Check one) :
w0l

‘ O The period covered is January 1, 2017, through the date of

The period coveredis /[ | througjh ;
- : - leaving office. .

December 31, 2017

[] Assuming Office: Dateassumed — /| O The perlod coveredis /|
: of leaving office.

, through théAdate

[[] Candidate:Date of Election._ and ofﬂpe sought, if different than Part 1:

4. Schedule Summary (must complete)  » Total number of pages including this cover page: 5
Schedules attached - . : .

Schedule A1 - Jnvestments — schedule attacijed Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions - schedule attached
Schedule A-2 - Investments — schedule attached [[1 Schedule D - Income — Gifts - schedule attached

[] Schedule B ~ Real Property — schedule attached " [] Schedule E - Income — Gifts ~ Travel Payments ~ schedule attached
-0~ ' ‘ :

. [ None - No reportable interests on any schedlle

- B, Verification

MAILING ADDRESS STREET ' ciTty STATE T ZiP GODE
(Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document} . .

: Sah Francisco CA 94103
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER . E-MAIL ADDRESS ’

( )

| have used alf reasonable diligence in preparing this statemient. | have reviewad this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contalned
herein and in any attached 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 _03/20/2018 Sighature _Richard Seth Ellis Johns
{manth, day, year) (File the originally signed stalement with your filing offisial)

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

SCHEDULE A-1

lnvestments FAIR ‘POLITICAL PRAQTICES CqMMISSION
Stocks, Bonds, and Other Interests |Name

(Ownership Interest is Less Than 10%) Johns. Richard Seth Ellis
Do not attach brokerage or financial statements. -

B NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY > NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

IBM
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

computers

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 Recelved of $500 or Mare (Report on Schadule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
i f i
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
] $2.000 - $10,000
[7] $100,001 - $1,000,000°

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[ stock [ other
(Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

i I

ACQUIRED " DISPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

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

[} #10,001 - $100,000
] Over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
] stock ] Other
(Describe)

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

IF APPLIGABLE, LIST DATE:

/ / / /
AGCQUIRED DISPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
1 $2.000 - 10,000
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
1 stock - [} other
{Describe)

[ Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
QO Income Recelved 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 $2,000 - $10,000
[ $100,001 - $1,000,000

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT

] stock 1 other
(Describe)

1 Partnership O Income Recelved of $0 - $499
QO Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule o}

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
71 $2,000 - $10,000
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000

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

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[[1 stock: 1 other
({Describe)

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ / / / oo d ) J /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED ACQUIRED DISPOSED

Comments:

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. A-1
FPPC Advice Email: advice @fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Frea Helnline: 866/275-3772 www.fopc.ca.aov
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SCHEDULE A-2 CALIFORNIA FORM 700 '
Inves tments, ll’lcome, and ASSetS FAIR POLITICAL PRAQTICES GOMVMISS;ION
of Business Entities/Trusts

Name

(Ownership Interest is 10% or Greater) " | Johns, Richard Seth Ellis
B> 1. BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST » 1. BUSINESS ENTITY OR
Law Offices of Richard S.E. Johns Eureka Trust 2000
Name . Name
San Francisco, CA 94115 ] San Francisco, CA 94118
Address (Business Address Acceplable) *| § Address (Business Address Acceptable)
Check one _ Check one .
[ Trust, go to 2 Business Entity, complete the box, then go to 2 Trust, go to 2 'D Business Entlty, complete the box, then go to 2
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS : ) GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS.
M 1
Law Practice '
FAIR MARKET VALUE {F APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: FAIR MARKET VALUE |IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
$0 - $1,999 [ %0 - $1,000
[] $2,000 - $10,000 —_d e ] $2,000 - $10,000 _
{1 $10,001 - $100,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED D $10,001 - $100,000 o ACQUIRED | DISPOSED |
L] $100,001 - $1,000,000 . . ] $100,001 - $1,000,000- : :
[ "] Over $1,000,000 . [] over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INVESTMENT i NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[] Partnership Sale Proprietorship [ [ ] Partnership  [] Sole Proprietorship [:]
Other . Other
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION Qunexr YOUR BUSINESS POSITION
» 2. IDENTIEY. THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA @ » 2. IDENTIFY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA
SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME 1O THE ENTITY/TRUST) SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST)
L] 50 - g499 - [X] 310,001 - $100,000 o [ $0 - $400 o $10,001 ~ $100,000-
$500 - $1,000 [] oveR $100,000 . L] $500 - $1,000 1 ovER $100,000 .
[ $1,001 - $10,000 [ $1,001 - $10,000
» 3 LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF » 3. LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF
INCOME OF 510,000 OR MORE (Attach a scparate shieot if nocessary) INCOME OF $10,000 OR MORE (Auach a separate sheet if necessary.)
None or [] Names listed below I ] None or Names listed below
: Helen King and Joanne Samples
Jeffrey Eisenberg and Melinda Aquino
. Virginia Brilliant )
» 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR » 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR
LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST
Gheck one box: Check one box: :
[(] INVESTMENT ] REAL PROPERTY ’ ’ [[] INVESTMENT REAL PROPERTY
Name of Business Entity, If Investment, of Name of Business Entity, If Investment, gr
Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property
R rental units
Description of Business' Activity or Description of Business Activity or
City or Other Precise Location of Real Property Clty or Other Precise Location of Real Property
FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
[ $2,000 - $10,000 ] $2,000 - $10,000
] $10,001 - $100,000 - : —t [] $10,001 ~ $t00,000 . —_ ]
] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED ] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
{"] over $1,000,000 , . Over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INTEREST : NATURE. OF INTEREST
[:l Property Ownership/Deed of Trust E_] Stock D Partnership Praperty Ownership/Deed aof Trust [] stock [:I Partnership
[T Leasenold — Other Leasshold Other
Yrs, remaining D D Yrs, remaining D
[T1 check box if additional schedules reporting investments.or real propeny [X] Check box If additional schedules reporting investments or real property
are attached are atteched

- FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. A-2
Comments: " FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
' FPPC Toll-Free Helpline:866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE A-2
Investments, Income, and Assets

CALIFORNIA FORM 7 (0]0)
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
Name

of Business Entities/Trusts

(Ownership Interest Is 10% or Greater)-

» 1. BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST

Richard Seth Ellis

Johns,

Eureka Trust 2000 (CONTINUATION)

» 1 BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST

Name

Name

Address (Business Address Acceptable)

Check one

[0 Trust, goto 2 [] Business Entily, complefe the hox, then go fo 2

'} Address (Business Address Acceplable}

Check one

[ Twst, goto 2 [[] Business Entity, complefe the box, then go fo 2

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[] $0 - $1,900

{1 $2,000 - $10,000

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

NATURE OF iNVESTMENT
[T Partnership ] Sale Proprietorship [ ]

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

—_
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

Other
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

FAIR MARKET VALUE

7] $0 - $1,908

[] $2,000 - $10,000

] $10,001 - $100,000
"1 $100,001 - $1,000,000
{1 over $1,000,000

(N Tl d
TURE OF INVE

[ Parinership

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

Y R N B
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

TQTR AL

(SR ‘VIL-{\T
[[] sole Proprietarship [}

Other
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

» 2. IDENTIFY.THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED {INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA
SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST)

[ 50 - $490 [1 $10,001 - $100,000
$500 - $1,000 [T oVER $100,000
[ $1,001 - $10,000

» 3. LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF
INCOME OF $10,000 OR MORE (Atiach a scparale sheet if necessary)

[ None or  [] Names listed below

» 2. IDENTIEY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA
SHARE OF THE GRQSS INCOME TO THE ENTITYTRUST)

] $0 - $499 [1$10,001 - $100,000
{1 $500 - $1,000 [ ] OVER $100,000
[ $1,001 - 310,000

» 3. LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF
INCOME OF $10.000 OR MORE (Auacha separale sheet if necessary.)

| 1 None [] Names listed betaw

» 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PRORERTY HELD OR
LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST
Check one box:

INVESTMENT [] REAL PROPERTY

ETF's and Mutual Funds

» 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR
LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST ,
Check one box:

] INVESTMENT [[] REAL PROPERTY

Name of Business Entlty, if Investment, or
Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property

security investments

Name of Business Entity, if Investment, or
Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property

Description of Business Activity or
City or Other Precise Location of Real Property

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

Y /U S R S

[7] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
Over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INTEREST

[7] Property Ownership/Deed of Trust [Jstock " [] Partnership

[ ] Leasehald Other BETE's and mutual funds

Yrs. remaining
[X] Check hox if additional schedules reporting investments or real property

Description of Business Actlvity or
Clty or Other Precise Location of Real Property

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

ACQUIRED DISPOSED

FAIR MARKET VALUE
71 $2,000 - $10,000

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

NATURE OF INTEREST
[ Property Ownership/Deed of Trust

[] other

[:] Check box if additional schedules reporting Investments or real property

[ stock

[T] Partnership

[ Leasehold
Yrs, remaining

are attached

Comments:

ara attached

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. A-2
FPPC Advice Email: advice @fppc.ca.gov

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline:866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE A-2
Investments, Income, and Assets

of Business Entities/Trusts
(Ownership Interest is 10% or Greater)

» 1. BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST » 1. BUSINESS ENTITY OR

Fureka Trust 2000 {CONTINUATION)

CALIFORNIA FORM ‘ 700

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
Name

Johns, Richard Seth Ellis

UST

Name

Name

Address (Business Address Acceptable)

! Check one

71 Trust, goio 2 [} Business Entity, complete the box, then go to 2

Address (Business Address Acceptable)

.| Gheck one
1 Trust, go to 2

[ Business Entily, complete the box, then go fo 2

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[T $0 - $1,999

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

L] $2,000 - $10,000 Y A B B B
] $10,001 - $100,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
] $100,001 - $1,000,000 )
[] over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INVESTMENT :
[ Parinership [ Sole Proprietorship [} =

. ther

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

FAIR MARKET VALUE

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
[ $0 - $1,000 '

{1 $2,000 - $10,000 Y S A A B
[71 $10,001 - $100,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
{] $100,001 - $1,000,000
] over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INVESTMENT '
{7} Parinership ] Sole Proprietorship  [_] :

Other

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

» 2. IDENTIFY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA
SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST)
[ $0 - $490 [ $10,001 - $100,000

$500 - $1,000 [] ovER $100,000
$1,001 - $10,000

» 3. LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF
INCOME OF 510,000 OR MORE (Auach a scparate shaot if nccessary)

[ None or [ Names listed below ’

» 2. IDENTIEY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA
SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST)

1 $0 - $400 [] $10,001 - $100,000

L1 $500 - $1,000 {71 oVER $100,000

1 $1,001 - $10,000

> 3, LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF
INCOME OF $10,000 OR MORE (atiach a separate sheet if necessary.)

| |None  or [ ] Names listed below

» 4, INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR
LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST
Check one box: ’

] INVESTMENT REAL PROPERTY

> 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR
LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST
Check ane box: '

["] INVESTMENT [T] REAL PROPERTY

Name of Business Entity, if Investment, or
Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property

San Francisco

Name of Business Entlty, if Investment, or
Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property

i

Description of Business Actlvity or
City.or Other Precise Lacation of Real Property

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[ $2,000 - $10,000

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: .

] $10,001 - $100,000 Y N I
$100,001 ~ $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
] Over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INTEREST
Property Ownership/Deed of Trust [ stoet ["] Partnership
[1teasehold [7] other

Yrs. remalning

[] Check box if additlonal schedules reporting investmerits or real property

are attached

Comments:

) Description of Business Activity or

City or Other Pracise Localion of Real Property

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

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED | DPISPOSED
{1 aver $1,000,000

;
NATURE OF INTEREST . .
[7] Property Ownership/Deed of Trust [ ] Stock [ Partnership’

[} Leasehold

[ other .

] Check box if additional schedules reparting investments or real property -

Yrs. remalning

are attached

EPPC Form 700 {2017/2018) Sch. A-2

FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline:866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE C caurorniaroru 700

Income, Loans, & Business . @&y
" . Name
Positions .
(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments) - Johns, Richard Seth Ellis
» 1 INCOME RECEWED = . > 1. INCOME RECEIVED

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

Willie Brown Institute i

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) ' ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

San Francisco, CA 384133

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURGCE

Non Profit

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION - YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

None

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED [ ] No Income - Business Position Only GROSS INCOME RECEIVED [_] No income - Business Position Only

7] $500 - $1,000 [ $1,001 - $10,000 ‘ [ $500 - $4,000 [1 $1.001 - $10,000

$10,001 - $100,000 [ oVER $100,000 ) [ $10,001 - $100,000 ] oveR $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

L—_] Salary Spouse's or registered domestic pariner's income [] satary [] Spouse’s or registered domestic partner's income
T (For self-employed use Schedule A-2)) (For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

[] Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use [ Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use

Schedule A-2.) Schedule A-2,).
[ sale of [T} sale of
(Real property, car, boat, elc.) {Real propetty, car, boat, elo.)
[] Loan repayment [] Loan repayment
[[] commission or [ ] Rental Income, fist each source of $10,000 or more [[] commission or  [[] Rental Income, fist each source of $16,000 or more
(Describe) {Describe)
[ other ' ' [] Other
(Describe) (Describe}

» 2. LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD

* You are not required to report loans from commercial lending institutions, or any indebtedness created as part of a
retail instaliment or credit card transaction, made in the lender's regular course of business on teérms available to
members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal loans and loans received not in a lender’s
regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER* INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

% [ None

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)
SECURITY FOR LOAN

1 None [ Persanal residence

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

[] Reat Property

) Street address
HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD

{71 $500 - $1,000 . Cily
[] $4.001 - $10,000 '
[71 $10,001 - $100,000
[ OVER $100,000 [ other

[ Guaranter

(Describe)

Comments:

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch, C
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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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 I\/layor and Board of

Supervisors.

Gender Analysis 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 with women
comprising 54% of Commissioners in 2017.

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

Race and Ethnicity

> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of
color 53% of appomtees are rac;al and ethnic
minorities.

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

74

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

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

45% 51% 50% 50% ,/’5’4%

- A8%

49.4%

41%

2011 2013 2015 2017

entuma COMMissions == 7=Boards e=te=eCommissions & Boards Combined

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

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

o o -

e ﬁ%‘“'ﬁ&m—m—. ﬁ,ﬁr( o == 48%v s © e M“ui
= A7%
46%

45% ) 4%
TN & L 1 AP0 2.4 SN S
2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
e COMmMmissions == Boards ==s===Cammissions & Boards Combined

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



Race and Ethnicity by Gender

» InSan 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.

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.

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
W
| Women | Minority | WOMeM |\ 6pT | Disabilities | Veterans

of Color

Commissions and Boards Combined 49% 53% 27%

Commissions 54% 57% 31%
Boards 41% 47% 19%
10 Largest Budgeted Bodies 35% 60% 18%
10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies 58% 66% 30%

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Survey, I\/Iayor S Oﬁlce, 311 FY17 18 Annua/
Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s Budget Book.

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

Overview

A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco enacted a city policy that
membership of Commissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the population. As part of this measure,
the Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct a biennial gender analysis of
Commissions and Boards. Data was collected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members
primarily appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors.

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

Key Findings - [

Gender

51% 50% 50%

» 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 45%
of women on Commissions: WOMeN COMPOSE e werrr < ot vomoms na
54% of Commissioners in 2017. |

» Women's representation on Boards has bl
declined to 41% this year following a period of ... oooeae 33 e e e
steady increases over the past 3 reports. 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
w==mmm COMMISSions ==z Boards s====Commissions & Boards Combined
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.

Race and Ethnicity

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

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

> Minority representation on Commissions N
decreased from 60% in 2015 t0 57% in 2017. ~ ___53%. ..

» Despite a steady increase of people of color

. . A RS S e hdng A2 1 ‘-,53% [
on Boards since 2009, minority o
representation on Boards, at 47%, remains g
. R . 47%
below parity with the population.

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

» There is a higher representation of White and 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

Black or African American members on policy — =%==Commissions ==
bodies than in the San Francisco population.

=Boards ==x==Commissions & Boards Combined

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 exists among both men and women.

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

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

Additional Demographics

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

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

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

Representation on Policy Bodies by Budget

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

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

- B .
Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017 j

Women | Minority Z\;%'EIZ? LGBT | Disabilities | Veterans

San Francisco Populatior 499 09

Commissions and Boards Combined 49% 53%

Commissions 54% 57% 31%

Boards 41% 47% 19%

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, FY1 7—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 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.® :

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

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

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

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

5 Appointees in some policy bodies are elected or appointed by other entities.
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li. 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 vastiy underreported due to concerns about
social stigma and discrimination. Thus, data on iesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT) identity,
disability, and veteran status of appointees were limited, incomplete, and/o6r 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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Ill. 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-lndiah
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
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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
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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 lesbhian, 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
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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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IV. Gender Analysis Findings

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

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

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
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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

| ! H

Commission on the Status of Women, n=7

Children and Families Commission (First 5),
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B 2017
Port Commission, n=4 0% 52015
60% 2013
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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 Councit 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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Human Services Commission,
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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

60%
60%
BOY o sioew o e
t.gf'?’:z41:—;'::'v:rzv;:‘~,‘:,it:7”~l'7--’vf"‘~'ii T 47%

a40% A3 Y ¥ 1S S
30% e i
2006 = e e s s el e s b e en i e
1 107y R g G U

075 g GGG U OV O £ o

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

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



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 17

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

Figure 12: Commissions with Most Minority Appointees

Commissions with Highest Percentage of Minority Appointees,
2017

Community Investment and Infrastructure,
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Juvenile Probation Commission, n=7
Immigrant Rights Commission, n=14
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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 Minaority Appointees

Commissions with Lowest Percentage of Minority Appointees,
' 2017

Veterans' Affairs Commission, n=9
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For the 16 Boards with information on race and ethnicity, nine have at least 50% minority appointees.
The Local Homeless Coordinating Board has the greatest percentage of members of color with 86%. The
Mental Health Board and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board also have a large representation of
people of color at 69% and 67%, respectively. Meanwhile, seven Boards have a majority of White
members, with the lowest representation of people of color on the Oversight Board at 20% minority
members, the War Memorial Board of Trustees at 18% minority members, and the Urban Forestry
Council with no members of color. '

Figure 14: Minority Representation on Boards
Percent Minority Appointees on Boards, 2017

Local Homeless Coordinating Board, n=7

Mental Health Board, n=16

Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board, n=6

Board of Appeais, n=5

Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority, n=7

Reentry Council, n=23
Health Authority, n=13
Rent Board, n=10

Assessment Appeals Board, n=18

in-Home Supportive Services Public..
Workforce Investment Board, n=27
Retirement System Board, n=7
Health Service Board, n=7
Oversight Board, n=5

War Memorial Board of Trustees, n=11

Urban Forestry Council, n=10 0%

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

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



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 22

C. Race/Ethnicity by Gender

Minorities comprise 57% of Commission appointees and 47% of Board appointees. The total pércentage
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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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
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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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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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.G. Policy Bodies by Budget Size

In addition to data on the appointment of women and minorities to Commissions and Boards, this
report examines whether the demographic make-up of policy bodies with the largest budget (which is
often proportional to the amount of influence in the City) are representative of the community. On the
following page, Figure 19 shows the representation of women, people of color, and women of color on
the policy bodies with the largest and smallest budgets.

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

With respect to minority representation, the bodies with both the largest and smallest budgets exceed

parity with the population. On the ten Commissions and Boards with the largest budgets, 60% of
appointees identify as a racial or ethnic minority; meanwhile 66% of appointees identify as a racial or

~ ethnic minority on the ten Commissions and Boards with the smallest budgets. Minority representation

on the ten largest budgeted policy bodies was slightly greater in 2015 at 62%, while there was a 21%

increase of minority representation on the ten smallest budgeted policy bodies from 52% in 2015.

Percentage of women of color on the policy bodies with the smallest budgets is 30% and almost reaches
parity with the population in San Francisco. However, women of color are considerably
underrepresented on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets at 18% compared to 31% of the
population.
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Figure 20: Women, Minorities, and Women of Color on Largest and Smallest Budget Bodies

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

lowest minority representation at 20%.

[14]

Table 1: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets

k,Bodyf FY1

7-18 Budget | _ Seats | Women | Minority | of Color

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

Health Authority (SF Health

0, 0, 0,
Plan Governing Board) 5 637,000,000 19 15 40% 54% 23%

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

Commission on Community

0, 0, 0,
Investment and Infrastructure » 536,796,000 , > 4 S0% 100% ' S0%
Fire Commission - $ 381,557,710 5 5 20% 60% 20%
Aging and Adult Services $ 285,000,000 | 7 5 a0% | 80% | 14%

Commission

764,690,300 | 72 | 65 | 35% | 60%

Sources: Department Survey, I\/Iaybr’s Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordindnce, 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.

Tabie Z: Demographics of Commissions aind Boards with Smallest Budgets

‘Body: _
H'Ston.c P.resewat'on $ 45,000 7 6 33% 17% 17%
Commission .
gity Ha.ll Preservation Advisory $ ) 5 5 60% 20% 20%
ommission
Housing Authority Commission S - 7 6 33% 83% 33%
léocal(jHomelegs Coordinating $ } 9 7 43% n/a n/a
oar
Eong TTrm Care Coordinating $ } 40 40 78% n/a n/a
ounci
< Utilities R -
gzt;lrl((j: Utilities Rate Fairness 8 i 7 6 33% 67% 33%
Reentry Council S - 24 23 52% 57% 22%
Sentencing Commission S - 12 12 42% 73% 18%
iouthe.as't Community Facility $ } 7 6 50% 100% 50%
ommission
Youth Commission $ -
Totals’ '§ 45,000 3 27 58%

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18 Anm)al Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s

Budget Book.
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V. Conclusion

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

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

People of color represent 60% of the San Francisco population, yet only represent 53% of appointees to
San Francisco Commissions and Boards. There is a greater representation of people of color on
Commissions than Boards. However, Commissions have fewer appointees identified as ethnic minorities
this year, 57%, than the 60% in 2015, while the representation of people of color on Boards increased
from 449% 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.



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 32

Appendix |. 2015 Population Estimates for San Francisco Cbunty

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

o S e | 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

T - Male emale
| ; o Estimate 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%
vNative Hawaiian and Pacific
-Islander 3,649 | 0.4% 1,742 0.2% 1,907 0.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 | 0.3% 1,666 | 0.2% ' 1,188 0.1%
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Appendix Il. Commissions and Boards Demographics
e o o Tota,l,’ kFiVVIf,led e %l % % 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 Airpert Commission 5 5 $987,785,877
N Animal_@ntroland Welfare 10 9 S- / /,/

Commission -

Arts Commission 15 15 $17,975,575

Asian Art Commission 27 27 $10,962,397

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

(CFi::Lirs;m and Families Commission 9 3 $31,830,264| 100% 63% 63%
g Eic‘)cz/n:qailslsl;’;iservation Advisory 5 5 sl 60% | 20% 20%
9  (Civil Service Commission 5 5 $1,250,582] 40% 20% 0%
10 nvestment 5 4 $536,796,000 50% 100% 50%

and Infrastructure
11 (Commission on the Environment 7 6 $23,081,438| 83% 67% 50%
12 [Commission on the Status of Women 7 7 $8,048,712 100% 71% 71%
13 [Elections Commission 7 7 $14,847,232| 33% 50% 33%
14 [Entertainment Commission 7 7 $987,102] 29% | 57% 14%
15 [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 $381,557,710; 20% 60% 20%
18 [Health Commission 7 7 $2,198,181,178| 29% 86% 14%
19 Historic Preservation Commission 7 6 ‘ © $45,0000 33% 17% 17%
20 Housing Authority Commission 7 6 S4 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 lmmigrant Rights Commission 15 14 65,686,611 64% 86% 50%

24 uvenile Probation Commission 7 7 $41,683,918, 29% 86% 29% -
25 |Library Commission -7 5 $137,850,825 60% 40%

26 |Local Agency Formation Commission | 7 4 $193,168£)j’:"/ ///f%%/ ////;;Z/’ /5/}//
27 lLong Term Care Coordinating Council | 40 40 s 78% % %f// .
28 Mayor's Disability Council - 11 8 $4,136,890| 75% 25% 13%

29 gﬂl;ﬁ:r‘i’t?“é;;af;&rsand Parking |, | 5 | $1183468,406 43% | 57% 14%
30 Planning Commission 7 7 . 854,501,361 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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N i ~|Total | Filled |~ = = | % | % '|%Women
Commission. = Lo ' |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%
a7 Southe.as.t Community Facility 7 6 s 50% 100% 50%
Commission
23 Treasu;te Island Development 7 - 42,079,405 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 =+ = o' i 1373 | 350 | | 58% | 57% | .31%
SISO ) tal ’Fl"ed SIS R i % }:;; o /:Women
Board ' .. i Seats | Seats |FY17-18 Budget|Women _of Color
1  Assessment Appeals Board 24 18 $653,780 39% 22%
2 Board of Appeals 5 5 $1,038,570| 40% 20%
Golden Gate Park Concourse
3 Authority 7 7 $11,662,000, 43% 57% 29%
Health Authority (SF Health Plan
4 Governing Board) 19 15 $637,000,0001 40% 54% 23%
- 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  Local Homeless Coordinating Board 9 7 S+ 43% 86% .
8  Mental Health Board - 17 16 $218,000 69% 69% 50%
9  versight Board 7 $152,902| 0% 20% 0%
10 Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 S 33% 67% 33%
11 Reentry Council 24 23 S 52% 57% 22%
13 [Relocation Appeals Board 5 0 . .
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%
Total =~ o 213 1190 |- | 1% | 4T% | 19%
| Total | Filled | .o | "% | % |%Women
| Seats | Seats FY17-18 Bu«:!ggt Women | Minority | of Color
Commissions and Boards Total .~ | 586 | 540 | | 53% | 27%




