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“AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
4/15/19 ‘

FILENO. 190326 - | " MOTION NO.

[Mayoral Appointmeht, Public Utilities Commission - Tim Paulson]

Motion apprbving the Mayor's appointment of Tim Paulson to the Public Utilities

Commission, for a :term ending Aﬁgust~1, 2020.

| WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.112, Mé_lyor Breed has submitted a
communication notifying the Board of Supervisors of fhe appointment of Tim Paulsoﬁ toseat 5
on'the Public' Utilities Commission, received by the Clerk of the Board on March 21, 2019; and

WHEREAS, Chartér, Section 4.112, requires that seat 5 shaii be a mémber of the
public at large, appointed by the I\/Iayof and subject to conﬁ'rm.ation by a majority of the Board
of Su‘pervisors; now, therefdre, be it ‘ . ‘

- MOVED, That the Board of _Su;;eryisors hereby approves the Mayor's appointment of
Tim Paulson to the Public Utilities Commission, Aséat 5, succeeding Vince Courtney; résigned, '

for the unexpired portion of a four—yearhterm ending August 1, 2020.

Clerk of the Board ' ' ‘ Page 1
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' o : .
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
'SAN FRANGISCO

“Notice of Nomination for‘Appoi'n,thent
March 21, 2019 -

Hono’rdble Board of Supe'rvisors”

Pursuant to section §4.112, of the Charter of the Cl’ry and Coum‘y of San
~ Francisco, | make the followmg nommahon

Tim Paulson, for Oppomfmem fo 1‘h'e San Francisco Public Utilities Commussbn fo.
-complete the unexpired portion of a four year term endlng Augus’r 1, 2020,
formerly he!d by CommlsSIOner Vince Coun‘ney ' :

I'-am confident thT'Mr Paulson Will ’ro our communh‘y well. Attached dre his
gudilifications to serve, which demonsirate how his appointment represem‘s the -
communities of inferest, nelghborhoods omd diverse populations of The City and
Coum‘y of San Froncusco :

| encourage you’r suppon‘ and am pléased fo advise you of this nomination.

Sifhcerely,_. ~

* London N. Breed -
. Mayor City and Coum‘y of San Francisco -

~ 1DR. CARLTONB. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 "
SAN FRANGISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (ﬁ?,§554-6141



STATEMENT OF ECONOMIG INTERESTS  Date Initel Fing Recsived

Ofiicial Use Only

COVER PAGE

Please type or print in ink. ' ‘A PUBLIC DOCUMENT
NAME OF FILER  (LAST) {FIRST) — " (MIDDLE)
Paulson o © Timothy : Dale-
1. Office, Agency, or Court ‘

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)

San Francisco Public Utilities Gommission

Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable : Your Positior

Commission -~ . » A Comissioner

»- {f filing for muitiple positibns, list below or on an attachment. (Do not use acronyms)

‘Agency: : : : Position:

2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check at least one box) _ . .
D State . . [ Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)

£ Multi-County : f ‘ [X] County of San Francl$oo
Clty of San Francisco - , [ Other

3. Type of Statement (Check at feast one box) : - _ .
' {1 Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2018, through [] Leaving Office: Dale Left AR

) December 31, 2018, . . (Check one circle.)
0= .
The period covered s -/ I , through . O The period: covered is January 1, 2018, through the date of
December 31, 2018, N : or. eaving office. ‘
Assuming Office: Date assumed ,4 / 3 / 19 O The period covered is A / through
’ . the date of leaving office. ‘
"] Candidate: Dateof Election —___ and office sought, if different than Part 1; i
2N

4, Schedule Summary (must complete) » Total number of pages including this cover page: .@9
Schedules aftached : £

[ Schedule A~t - Jnvestments — séhédule attached ‘ Schedule C - Incoms, Loans, & Business Positions - schedule attached

Schedule A-2 - Investments — sche_dulé attached [] Schedule D - Income — Gifts — schedule attached

[1 Schedule B - Real Properiy ~ schedule aftached [[] schedule E « Income ~ Gifts - Travel Payments ~ schedule attached

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

5, Verification

MAILING ADDRESS * STRI CITY STATE ZIP CODE
(Business or Agency Address Recommanded Public Documenr) .

SAN FRANCISCO - CA 94109
| EMAIL ADDRESS

DA £LEPHONE BE

{ have used all reasonable diligencs in preparing this statement. | have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained
 herein and in any attached schedules s {rue and complete. | acknowledge this is a public dosument.

[ certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Californla that the foregoifig Ts~trug and correct,

. M
Date Signed 8.20.19 - Slgnature L&v\ \ )
" {month, day, year) . ‘ {Flle the alhnaILV Slgned paper sfatement wilh your fillng officfal)

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2019)

FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
Page-5
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SCHEDULE A-2
Investments, Income, and Assets
of Business Entities/Trusts

(Ownership Interest is 10% or Greater) _

BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRU
SFCLAYWORKS

Name

2240 Palou Ave, San Francisco, CA 94124

Name

Address (Business Address Acceplable)

Check one

[ Trust, goto 2 Business Entity, complefe the box, then go to 2

Address (Business Address Acceptable)
Check one

[} Trust, goto 2 [ Business Entity, complefe the box, then go to 2

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS
Ceramic Studio

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: -

[T} $0 - 91,909

[] $2,000 - $10,000 /. 418 ;118
$10,001 - §100,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[} $100,001 - $1,000,000 -
] over $1,000,000

IATURE OF INVESTMENT

[] Parinership ] Sole Proprietorship [} —

OUR BUSINESS FOSITION Spouse's small bus.mess

FAIR .M/'\RKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

[] %0 - $1,999

{1 $2,000 - $10,000 — 18 s 18
[ $10,001 - $100,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[ $100,001 - $1,000,000 :

{1 over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT

{] Partnership  {_] Sole Proprietorship ] S—

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

> 2. IDENTIEY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA'

» 2. IDENTIFY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED {INCLUDE YOUR

SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST)

7] $10.001 - $100,000
] oVvER $100,000

1 0 - g408
] $500 - $1,000 -
$1,001 - $10,000

> > 3, LIST THE NAME OF EAGH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE O

- |NCOME OF $10,000 OR MORE (Mtach o separafe sheet if necessary.
D None  or

[] Names tisted below

_ SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITYITR

[ 50 - $409
[ 3500 - $1,000 -
[[1 $1,001 - $10,000
» 3. LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTAELE SINGLE SOURCE OF
NCOME OF 510,000 OR MORE (Attach a separate shee! 1

[ None or

(] $10,001 - $100,000
1 ovER $100,000

{ ] Names listed below

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

] INVESTMENT

[[] REAL PROPERTY

INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR
LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENT!TY OR TRUS
Check one box:

[] INVESTMENT

"] REAL PROPERTY

Name of Busmess Enfity, if Investment, or
Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property

Name of Business Entity, if Investment, or
Assessors Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property

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

FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:-

] $2,000 - $10,000
{7] $10,001 - $100,000 4418 _ 4 18

[[] $100,001 - $1,000,000 AGQUIRED DISPOSED
[1 over $1,000,000 -

NATURE OF INTEREST

] Property Ownership/Deed of Trust [ stock [] partnership

[] Leasehold

[] other

[] check box if additional schedules reporting investments or real property

Yrs. remaining

are aftached

Comments:

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:

_J_ /18 s 18

] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
"] over $1,000,000 o
NATURE OF INTEREST

[ Properly Ownetship/Deed of Trust (] stack

[ Parinership
[] Leasehold

[ other

[ check box if additional schedules reporting investments or real property
are attached

Yrs. remalning

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2019)

FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppe.ca.gov

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 wwwi.fppc.ca.gov
Page-~9
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SCHEDULE C caurorniarorm 700
Income. Loans. & Business  FAIR POLITICAL PRACTIGES COMMISSION
H y - =
Positions

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED
NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING TRADES COUNCIL
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable)

1188 FRANKLIN ST

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, O‘F SOURCE .

LABOR ORGANIZATION

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

SECRETARY TREAURER
GROSS INCOME RECEIVED -

[] $s00 - $1,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000

[] No Income - Business Position Only
[] $1,001 - $10,000
OVER $100,000

GONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
[_7_] Salary D Spouse’s or registered domestic partner's income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

D Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.) ’

[] sale of .
(Real propery, car, boal, efc.)

[] Loan repayment

[} Commission or [] Rental Income, fist each source of $10,000 or more

{Describe)

"] other

{Describe)

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED =

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

SFCLAYWORKS
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable)

2240 PALOU, SAN FRANCISCO 94124
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

CERAMICS STUDIO
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED D Mo Income - Business Position Only
[1 $500 - $1,000 $1,001 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000 ] oVvER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
{] Salary {X] Spouse’s or regisiered domesiic pariner’s income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.) ’

D Partnership (Less than "10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

{1 sale of

™1 Loan repayment

(Real properly, car, boal, elc)

D Commission or D Rental Income, list'each saurce of $10,000 or more

{Describe)

[ other

{Describe)

» 2. LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REFORTING PERIOD

* You are not required to report loans from a commercial lending institution, or any indebtedness created as part of
a retail installment or credit card fransaction, 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 received not in a iender’s

regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER®*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

"HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[ s500 - $1,000

(] 1,001 - $10,000

[ $10,001 - $100,000

(] over $100,000

Comments:

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

% . []None

SECURITY FOR LOAN
] None [] Personal residence

Real Prope
D perty Slreet address

‘City

[[] Guarantor

[] Other

(Describe)

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2019)

FPPC Advice Emall: advice@fppe.ca.gov

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: B66/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
‘Page~13
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SCHEDULE C
Income, Loans, & Business.
Positions

{Other than Gifts and Travel Payments) -

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

FRACELRAEPS T Tnekl AWES

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptab!e)

G20 T ST SUTT OGN
 BUSINESS ACTIVITY IF ANY, € oi SOURCE

Dadaign

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED ] No income - Business Position Only
| $500 - $1,000 [ $1,001 - $10,000-
$10,001 - $100,000 [ ovER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INGOME WAS RECEIVED

] salary [ Spouse’s or registered domestic partner’s income
: (For self-employed use Schedule A-2)

D Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. F0|; 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[] sale of

[ Loan repayment

(Real property, car, boat, elc,)

[} Commission or [ Rental Income, fist each source of $10,000 or more

(Describe)

@\Other BC/;A\ g\ ?\_L ]

Y D scrie)

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED {MNo Income - Business Position Only
{1 $500 - $1,000 [] $1,001 - $10,000
[1 $10,001 - $100,000 [] oveR $to00,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHle INCOME WAS RECEIVED
D Salary D Spouse's or regisiered domestic partiers incoms
: (For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

(] Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A2)

[ sale of .

[] Loan repayment

(Real propery, car, boal, elc.)

[] Commission or ~ [] Rental Income, list each source of $10,000 or more

{Descyibe)

[ otrer

(Describe)

» 2. LOANS RECEIVED OR'OUTSTAIN DURING THE REPORTING PERIO|

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

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

. HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
{71 s500 - 81,000

[ $1,001 - $40,000

[ $10,001 - $100,000

[] OVER $100000

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

% L__] None

SECURITY FOR LOAN _
[] None [] Personal residence

] Real Prope'&y

Slreet address
City
[] Guarantor
[] other
(Describe)

Comments:

1863

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2019)

FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppe.ca.gov

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
Page-13



SCHEDULE C CALIFORNIA FORM 700
lncomE, Loans & B USiness AlR POL'TICAL PRACTICES COMM'SSION .
. J
Positions

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED

> 1. INCOME R’Ect-:lvan'

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

WS OV TRE (DDNSERY - DECSS

ADDRESS (Busmess Address Acceptable) % d\\s%{:\[ W l—

0. ROY 6O San e

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

Depwsiod - REPIESIG

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

GROSS INCOME REGEIVED D No Income - Business Posifion Qnly
[] $500 - $1,000 - [1%1,001 - $10,000
}E $10,001 - $100,000 [} OVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

D Salary D Spouse’s or registered domestic pariner's income
(For seif-employed use Schedule A-2.)

D Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[] sate of
(Real property, car; boat, ele.)

['1 Loan repayment

[} Commission or [ ] Rental Income, /ist each source of $10,000 or mare

(Describe)

‘@omer ’ ’D\? VS IONS

{Describe)

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

AT 6‘?;“@\% %\'Pm@(%%g \)}J\)

1S ADDRESS (Buslness Address Accep[able)

&G T N WA <

BUS(NESS ACTlVlTY IF ANY SOURCE
VELIU N T 3‘3“5%

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED D No Income - Business Position Only
[ $500 - $1,000 [] $1,001 - $10,000
&mo 001 ~ $100,000 [] oveRr $t00,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

U Salary [j Spouse’s or registered domestit partner's income
. (For seifemployed use Schédule/\—z )

O Partniership (Less than 10% owsnership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[ sale of

[7] toan repayment

(Real property, car, boat, efc.}

D Commission or D Rental Income, list each source of $10,000 or more

oo AEVEON)

(Describe} -

(Describe)

» 2. LOANS REGEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD.

* You are not required to report loans from a commercial lending institution, or any indebtedness created as part of
- a retail installment or credit card transactiori, 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 received not in a lender’s
regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Accepfable}

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER -

HIGHEST BALANGE DURING REPQRTING PERIOD
{71 ss500 - 31,000

{1 $1.001 - $10,000

[T] $10,001 - $100,000

] oveRr $100,000

Comments:

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years) ‘

%  [_] None

SECURITY FOR LOAN

[ None [ Personal residence
(] Real Property
Street address
city
[7] Guarantor
[ other : .
(Describe) X

FPPC Form 700 {2018/2019)

FPPC Advice Email: advice@f{ppe.ca.gov

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.cagov
Page - 13
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Tim Paulson

Secretary-Treasurer

San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council
1188 Franklin St., Suite 203

San Francisco, CA 94109

tim@sfbuildinatradescouncil.org
~ Residenc

Tim was elected the Secretary-Treasurer of the San Francisco
Building and Construction Trades Council on September 1, 2018
and sworn in by Mayor London Breed along with his fellow .
officers. The building trades council consists of 32 unions
representing 20,000 San Francisco construction workers.

-Prior to this election Paulson was the Executive Director of the
San Francisco Labor Council where he was unanimously elected
to six consecutive terms beginning on September 2004. The San
Francisco Labor Council is the center of labor activity in San
Francisco and is comprised of 150 local unions, representing over
100,000 working men and women in San Francisco. The mission
of both the Building Trades and Labor Councils is to promote
social and economic justice for all working people.

As Executive Director, Tim lead and coordinated labor’s political
activities, organized events and rallies, managed legislative and
" policy campaigns at the local, state and national levels, and

~ supported affiliates in their bargaining and contract negotlatlons
when necessary.

Tim has over two decades of extensive experience in the labor
movement. Before joining the San Francisco Labor Council, Tim
worked as the Politicai Director and Assistant Executive Officer of
the San Mateo County Central Labor Council. At the San Mateo
CLC Tim directed all political activities of the Council and
coordinated a wide range of Council activities, including the
staffing of the Council’s Airport Labor Coahtlon a monthly

865



convening of unions which monitors and coordinates labor
activities at San Francisco International Airport.

A Journeyman Tilesetter since 1981, Tim served as a principal
officer and business agent for the 45-county Bricklayers,
Tilelayers, and Allied Craftworkers Local 3 and was
Apprenticeship Coordinator for the Northern California. Tilelayers
"and Tile Finishers Joint Apprenticeship and Training Committee.
Tim has been a trustee to various Taft Hartley Health and
Welfare and Pension programs and served as coordinator for the
Tilelayers Local 19 Work Preservation organizing program in the
early 1990’s that generated millions of dollars of employment
during the recession. In 1997 delegates to the San Francisco

- Building and Construction Trades Council elected T|m as their
Vice PreSIdent

Prior to joining the San Mateo CLC, Tim served as Organizing and
Political Director for SEIU’s Justice for Janitors campaigns in San
‘Francisco, generating significant union membership growth and
helplng to. jumpstart SEIU’s campaign to organize and improve

" the. Ilves of security officers.

~ Tim holds a bachelor’s degree in economics and political science

from Macalester College and lives in San Francisco. He's served
“oh many committees and boards, including AFL-CIO President.
Richard Trumka’s National Labor Advisory Committee on State
" Federations and Central Labor Councils. Tim was elected by his .
colleagues to serve on the California Labor Federation’s Strategic
Advisory Committee, which is comprised of representatives of the
15 largest international unions in California charged with ’
coordinating political and organizing power. He also served as
one of the 40 elected Vice Presidents of the California Federation
of Labor which represents over 2000 California unions until he
took the challenge to be Secretary Treasurer of the San Francisco
Building and Construction Trades Council.

Locally, Tim is the chair of the San Francisco State University
Labor Archives Board and serves on both the San Francisco City
College Labor Studies and the University of California Berkeley
Institute for Labor Education and Research advisory boards. Tim
is also a director of the United Way of the Bay Area and serves
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on the executive board of the California Democratic Party as

elected Chair of the Labor Caucus.
. opelu 29 aflcio 11
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

Date: March 21, 2019 |
To: Members, Board of Supervisors

From: Qg%gela Ca!villd, Clerk of the Board
Subject:  Nominations by the Mayor

nr\A ﬁ .LL I\ ll
¥ LU |\J Lic |v1ayu1 Oubr‘lﬁdﬁeu thv fu‘ll 'AIH"}I" l‘ﬂmhlﬂ"'ﬁ nnmlng'hn pack.a
ti

nlete
lltles Commlssmn

a!r
1

e BA
S U wviaic

to the Public

.« Tim Paulson - term ending August 1, 2020
¢ Sophie Maxwell - term ending August 1, 2022
(Former Member of the Board of Supervisors)

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.112, these nominations are subject to approval by the.
Board of Supervisors by a majority vote.

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

(Attachments)

c: John Carroll - Acting-Legislative Deputy
Jon Givner - Deputy City Attorney
Kanishka Cheng - Mayor’s Legislative Liaison
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City and Cmm*’iy of San Francisco

Department on the Status of Women

Emily M. burase, Phix : ) City and County of
 Direcior . San Franciseo

2017 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards: Executive Summary -

Overview A . :
A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco enacted a city pblicy 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 Analysm Findings Representation on Commissions and Boards

Gender . T T T T T T T
51% 50%

> Women’s representation on Commissions and As%. R
" Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female G '
population in San Francisco.

» Since 2007 there has been an overall increase 45% 45% g
of women on Commissions with-women y : 1%
-comprising 54% of Commissioners in 2017. e R

=T
> Women'’s representation on Boards has, 351;43
declined to 41% this year following a period of == 77 77T T e e pm e e T e
2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

steady increases over the past 3 reports. .
C : ezefemm CoOmnnissions == _==Boards ==t==Commissions & Boards Combined

Race and Ethn icity . ‘ Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.

> While 60% of San Eranciscans are‘ people of Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation .
color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic on Commissions and Boards

minorities.

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

> Despite a steady increase of people of color
on Boards since 2008, minority
representation on Boards, at 47%, remains
below parity with the population.

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

. : 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017
» There is a higher representation of White and  ==#==Commissions =={r==Boards w=s==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 cqlor 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 Commi_ssioners and Board members, 17% identify as lesbhian, 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 Iargeét and smallest budgets is at least 60%, equal to
the population.

Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017 }
o .| Women s
Women | Minority | . LGBT Disahilities | Veterans
. of Color 1 : _ :

2l ¢
Commissions and Boards Combined

49% 53% - 27% 17% 11% - 13%

Commissions ] 54% 57% | 31% | 18% | 10% 15% -
Boards . . - . 41% 47% | 19% | 17% |  14% - 10%
10 Largest Budgeted Bodies C35% | 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 Womén website,
http://sfgov.org/dosw/. '
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Executive Summary

Overview ) A :

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

‘Key Findings

Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s

Representation on Commissions and Boards
Gender )

51% 50% 50%

> Women’s rebresentation on Commissions and ' 49% 54%

- Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female '“4‘8'/9‘“" R
population in San Francisco. 4

| 49% 49 4%

> Since 2007, there has been an overall increase 45% 45%
of women on Commissions: WOmMen COMpPOoSe  » v ~~ e v b mamwnen
54% of Commissioners in 2017.

\ -

» Women's representation on Boards has
declined to 41% this year following a period of ..o 388 e et e
steady increases over the past 3 reports. 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 - 2017

i e CONMISSIONS == =sBoards s===Commissions & Boards Combined
Sources: Depar‘tmentSun/ey,Mayor’s‘ Office, 311. v
Race and Ethhicity

> While 60% of San Franmscans are people of

color, 53% of appomtees are racial and ethnlc Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation

on Commissions and Boards
minorities.

> Minority representation on Commissions T T T T TROR A TR T
decreased from 60% in 2015 to 57% in 2017. B3 e, : v

» 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, arid multiracial
individuals are underrepresented on
Commissions and Boards.

> There is a higher representation of White and 2009 2011 2013 2015 2617
Black or African American members on policy - =g Commissions. e ¥ Boardsm(:ommxssxons&Bcards Combined

bodies than in the San Francisco population. Sources: Departmerit Survey, Mayor's Office, 311.
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Race and Ethnicity by Gender

¥ In San Francisco, 31% of the poputation 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.

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 leshian, gay, bisexual, or transgender
(LGBT).

> Individuals with a disability comprlse 11% of appointees on pohcy 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.

Representiation 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 ] »
' L Women s ’
Women | Minority LGBT Disabilities | Veterans
of Color - -

Comm:ssmns and Boards Comblned 49% - 53% 27% . 17% 11% - 13% .
‘Commissions .~ - 54% 57% | 31% | 18% 10% | 15%
Boards ' . A1% .| 47% | 19% 17% | 14% | 10%
1OALar“g"est Budgeted Bodies 35% | 60% 18%
10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies ' 58% 66% | 30%

11, FY17-18

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Survey, Mayor s Oﬁ/ce,
Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor's Budget Book.
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l. Introduction

The central questlon of this report is whether appointments to pubhc pohcy bodies of the City and
County of San Francisco are reflective of the populatlon 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” asa -
preventive too! 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.-’f 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: :

L 'Membership of Commissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the San Fra'rléisco, population;

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

3. The San Francisco Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct a gender a‘nalysis
. 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.>

1While 188 ofthe 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.chchr.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 avallab[e 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/pdf/main/gic/elections/June3_2008. paf.

5 Appointees in some policy bodies are elected or appointed by other entities.
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Il. Methodology and Limitations

This report focuses on City and County of San Francisco Commissions and Boards whose jurisdiction is
limited to the City, that have a majority of members appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors,
and that are permanent policy bodies.® Generally, Commission appointments are made by the Mayor
and Board appointments are made by members of the Board of Supervisors. For some policy bodies,
however, the appointments are divided between the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, and other
agencies. Commissions tend to be permanent policy bodies that are part of the City Charter and oversee

a department or agency. Boards are typically policy bodies created legislatively to address specific
issues. ’

The gender analysis in this report reflects data from the Commissions and Boards that provided
information to the Department through survey, the Mayor’s Office, and the Information Directory
Department (311), which collects and disseminates information about City appointments to policy’
bodies. Based on the list of Commissions and Boards that are reported by 311, data was compiled from
57 policy bodies with a total of 540 appointees. A Commissioner or Board member’s gender identity,
race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability status, and veteran status were among data elements
collected on a voluntary basjs. 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.

81t 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 composeéd 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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ll. 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 pobulation is shown in the chart below. Note that
the percentages do not add up to 100% since individuals may be counted more than once.

Figure 1: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity

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

American Indian

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

r

[

Native Hawaiian‘
and Pacific
Islander, 0.4% __

ome Other
Race, 6%

Black or African —
American, 6%

_ White, Not
Hispanic or Latinx,
. A%

- : Asian, 34‘7

Source: 2011-2015 American Commun/'ty 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 Gendér, 2015

N=840,763
DGO . e o e et i & 4 S e e e 8 e 1 e o e e 8 e
. 22% N . [ Male, n=427,909
; H Female, n=412,854
20% N o T 40 A T 0 8 748 O g U AL et by e v
15%
10%
5% - R . e e e e A% e
3% 2.7% 2.4%2:3% -%.M) 3%
: 0.2%0.2% 0.2%0.1% =
0% - . : e —
White, Not  Asian  Hispanicor Blackor Native ~ American  Twoor 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 leshian, gay, bisexual, or transgender (LGBT). However, there are several reputable data sources that
estimate San Francisco has one of the highest concentrations of LGBT individuals in the nation. A 2015
Gallup poll found that among employed adults in the San Francisco Metropolitan Area, which includes
San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, and San Mateo counties, 6.2% identify as LGBT, the largest
percentage of any populous area in the U.S. The 2010 U.S. Census reported 34,000 same-sex couples in
the Bay Area, with an estimated 7,600 male same-sex couples and 2,700 female same-sex couples in the
City of San Francisco, approximately 7% of all households. In addition, the Williams Institute at the
University of California Los Angeles estimates that 4.6% of Californians identify as LGBT, which is similar
across gender (4.6% of males vs. 4.5% of females). The Williams Institute also reported that roughly
92,000 adults ages 18-70 in California, or 0.35% of the population, are transgender. These sources
suggest between 5-7% of the San Francisco adult population, or approximately 36,000-50,000 San
Franciscans, identify as LGBT.

Women are slightly more likely than men to have one of more disabilities. For women 18 years and
oldér, 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 dlsablllty

Figure 3: San Francisco Adults with a Disability by Gender

San Francisco Adult Population with a Disability by
Gender, 2015

15% s R B s Ly

12.1% 11.8%

5%

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
QUL comem on v w1 e e et ammrin oo Ao St e e e i & 0 e e e s 2
6%
4% : 3.6% -
2%
0.5%
0% L -

Male, n=370,123

‘Female, n=357,531  Adult Total, N=727,654

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

On the whole, appointees to Commissions and Boards reflect many aspects of the diversity of San
Francisco. Among 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 If 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 C : 350/373 (6% vacant) | 190/213 {11% vacant)
Female Appointees =~ : 54% \ 41% -
Racial/Ethnic Minority S ‘ 57% L 47%
LGRT ' ! 17.5% | . 17%
Wwith Disability 10% 14%
Veterans , B ' 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 Comimissions 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

60% -

50%

40% -~

30% -~

20% e WO T T LU U OO NS VP I U USROSV PN
10% n v th 4 i e ek P s vk WA ot £ ArAdk s asiouan s e e b Aaat e @ A ek S 0 7m arr © o R A Eebans bases o Aishba sa AWM sedia & Wasws s e e n

0% — v b o L mese v vt e e ke 6 Ae e e ve m e eretiem e 4w s e e e meaee A e ey A v L R U

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

=@=Commissions =i:~Boards =si==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 percentagé 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 deen,
2017 Compared to 2015, 2013

Commission on the Status of Women, n=7

Children and Families Commission (First 5),
n=8 :

Commission on the Environment, n=6

Library Commission, n=5

7% |
o H2017

Port Commission, n=4 #2015

. 60% . 2013
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

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

the five appointees are women. The Urban Forestry Council and the Workforce Investment Board also
have some of the lowest percentages of women members at 20% and 26%, respectively, but are not
included in the chart below due to lack of prior data.

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Least Women

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

P : i

|
‘ - 27% , B 2017 E
Veterans' Affairs Commission, o . | m2015 |
: ~ . nfa 1 : - 1 P B :
©31% : . . 2013
H Services Commission, ; ?
uman Services Co si 259 !
n=5 ‘ i i
40%
Fire Commission, n=5 7 40%
- 50%
=
0% ’ ’-
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 minarity 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%
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06 o wwmcemmims o i £ o e e+ e 55 e o et e A8 r £ i e
2009, n=401 - 2011, n=295 ) 2013, n=419 2015, n=269 A 2017, n=469'

=@=Commissions

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

888



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

. ' ® 2017 Commission Appomtees n=286
N

712015 Populatlon N 840 763
40%

30%
20%

10%

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor}s Office, 311.
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A similar pattern emerges for Board appaointees. 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'és 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
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Race/Ethnicity of Board Members Cohpared to
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 3i1. '
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Of the 37 Commissions with information on ethnicity, more than two-thirds (26 Commissions) have at
least 50% of appointees identifying as persons of color and more than half (19 Commissions) reach or
exceed parity with the nearly 60% minority population. The Commissions with the highest percentage of
minority appointees are shown in the chart below. The Commission on Community Investment and
Infrastructure and the Southeast Community Facility Commission both are comprised entirely of people
of color. Meanwhile, 86% of Commissioners are minorities on the Juvenile Probation Commission,
Immigrant Rights Commission, and Health Commission.

Figure 12: Commissions with Most Minority Appointees

Commissions with Highest Percentage of Minority Appointees,

2017
Community Investment and Infrastructure,
n=4
Soutneast Comimunity Facility Commission,
n=6

86% -

Juvenile Probation Commission, n=7
Immigrant Rights Commission, n=14 86%
Health Commission, n=7 86% -
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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Seven Commissions have fewer than 30% minority appointees, with the lowest percentage of 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 v 22%

Civil Service Commission, n=5

City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission,

=5

Airport Commission, n=5

Historic Preservation Commission, n=6 17%

] 4% ;

Building Inspection Commission, n=7
0% 5% 10%  15% 20% 25%
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
|

892



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
' Page 21

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 Représentation on Boards

Percent Minority Appointees on Boards, 2017

4 .

Local Homeless Coordinating Board, n=7

Mental Healfh Board, n=16"
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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C. Race/Ethnicity by Gender

Minorities comprise 57% of Commission appointees and 47% of Board appointees. The total percentage
of minority appointees on Commissions and Boards in 2017 is 53% compared to about 60% of the
population. There are slightly more women of color on Commissions and Boards at 27% than men of
color at 26%. Women of color appointees to Commissions reach parity with the population at 31%,
while women of color are 19%:of Board members, far from parity with the population. Men of color are
26% of appointees to both Commissions and Boards, below the 29% men of color in the San Francisco
population. :

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

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

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

Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and
‘Gender, 2017
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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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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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E. Disability

An estimated 12% of San Franciscans have a disability. Data on disability was available for 214
Commission appointees and 93 Board appointees. The percentage of Commission and Board appointees
with a disability is 11.4% and almost reaches parity with the 11.8% of the adult population in San

Francisco that has a disability. There is a much greater representation of people with a disability on
Boards at 14% than on Commissions at 10%.

Figure 18: Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities

Commission and Board Appointees with Disahilities, 2017
'25% et ma e 4 e+ e et s cene oamat e et st vt st R

209% oo s i o i e i

1505 B L NN P NP

10%

10%  —mrmem

5% et

0% PR, = L : . } B o . .
’ Commmissions, n=214 Boards, n=93 Commissions and Boards
: Combined, n=307

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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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 (whiéh 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 Womeh, Minorities and Women of Color on Commissions and
Boards with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2017-2018
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Budget Book.
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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 fargest 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 Auporc Commiission hias the
lowest minority representation at 20%.

Table 1: Demographics of Comrhissions and Boards with Largest Budgets

f ;.Bodv 4 S s BTiidgtit | Seats. |"Seats | Women | Minority | of Color -
Health Commlssmn $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 $ 637,000,000 | 19 15 40% | 54% | 23%
Plan Governing Board) -

Police Commission $588,276,484 | = 7 7 29% 71% 29%
Commission on Community $ 536,796,000 | 5 4 50% | 100% | 50%
Investment and Infrastructure : .

Fire Commission ' S 381,557,710 5 5 20% - 60% 20%
Aging and Adult Services 285000000 7 | 5 40% | 80% | 14%

Commission-

Sources Department Survey, Mayor’s Oﬁlce, 311 FY17 18 Annual Approprlatlon Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s .
Budget Book.

901



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 30

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 representétion 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
Au‘thority Commission at 83%, the Sentencing Commission at 73%, and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness
Board at 67% minority appointees. Only the Historic Preservation Commission with 17% minority
members, the City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission at 20% minority members, and the Reentry
Council with 57% minority members fall below parity with the population.

Table 2: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smaliest Budgets

Women

Body y. - of Colar::
HIS’[OI‘IF P.reservatnon & 45,000 7 6 339 7% 17%
Commission : .

City Hall Preservation Advisory S C 5 & 60% 20% 20%
Commission : )

Housing Authority Commission $ - 7 6 33% 83% 33%
Local Homeless Coordinating g ) 9 ‘ 7 '43% nfa | n/a
Board :

Long Term Care Coordmatlng g R 40. 40 78% n/a n/a
Council . '

Public Utlht}gS Rate Fairness . § i 5 6 L 339 7%  33%
Board : _

Reentry Council S - 24 23 52% 57% 22%
Sentencing Commission $ - 12 12 42% 73% 18%
Southeast Comniunity Facility $ ~ 7 6 - 50% 100% 50%
Commission il .
Youth Commissiori o $

Sources Department Survey, Mayors Oﬁ" ice, 311 FY17 18 Annua/ Appropr/at/on 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 bodles particularly where they may have been historically
underrepresented.

Since the first gender analysis of appointées 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 to41% in
2017.

Peopleof 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 coloron -
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 popuiation and
comprise 31% of Commissioners compared to 19% of Board members. Meanwhile, men of color are 29%
of the populatlon 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 bOdlES 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 authoﬁties, 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.

903



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women

Appendix I. 2015 Populatio'n Estimates for San Francisco County

Page 32

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 Pdpulation by Race/Ethnicity |

: R | Estimate. | Pércent

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

i Male | Female- .

S e e " |:Estimate.| Percent |-Estimate’ | Pércent’| Estimate”:| Percent
San Francisco County California - 840,763 - 427,909 412,854 | 49.1%
White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 | 41% 186,949 159,783 | 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% 128,980 | 3.4% 25408 | 3%
Black or African American 46,825 | 6% 24,388 3% 22,437 2.7%
Two or More Races 38,940 | 5% 19,868 | 2% 19,072 2%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific - :
Islander 3,649 | 0.4% 1,742 | 0.2% 1,907 0.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 | 0.3% 1,666 | 0.2% 1,188 0.1%
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nission Lo ¢ e Seats |FY17-18 Budget|Wome “of Colér
Aging and Adult Services Commission| 7 5 - $285,000,000, 40% 80% 40%
Airport Commission 5 5 $987,785,877| 40% | 20%
, nimal Control and Welfare 10 5 $- .
Cominission . .
4 Arts Commission 15 15 $17,975,575| 60% 53%
5 JAsian Art Commission 27 27 $10,962,397| 63% 59%
6 |Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,533,699 29% 14% 0%
7 (CFP:;LT;“ and Families Commission o | 8 | $31,830264 100% | 63% | 63%
" City Ha;ll l?reservation Advisory 5 5 sl 60% 0% 20%
Commission
9 (Civil Service Commission 5 5 $1,250,582| 40% 20% 0%
Commission on Comimunity _ '
10 linvestment 5 4 $536,796,000, 50% 100% 50%
and Infrastructure
11 {Commission on the Environment 7 6 $23,081,438 83% 67% 50%
12 |Commission on the Status of Women | 7 7 . $8,048,712| 100% 71% 71%
13 Elections Commission 7 7 $14,847,232] 33% 50% 33%
14 [Entertainment Commission 7 7 $987,102| 29% 57% 14%
15 [Fthics Commission 5 5 $4,787,508, 33% 67% 33%
16 Film Commission 11 11 $1,475,000, 55% 3—6% 36%
17 |Fire Commission 5 5 $381,557,7100 20% 60% 20%
18 |Health Commission 7 | 7 |$2198,181,178] 29% | 86% 14%
19 Historic Preservation Commission 6 ‘ 545,000, 33% 17% 17%
20 Housing Authority Commission 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 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 lLocal Agency Formation Commission | 7 4 $193,168:"”f; . f
27 |Long Term Care Coordinating Council | 40 40 $-
28 Mayor's Disability Council 11 8 $4,136,890| 75% 25% 13%
g MTA Bc?ard of Di-regtors and Parki.ng - 7 $1,183,468,406| 43% 57% 149%
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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Commiission .. . . .+ » . |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 51,548,034 43% 50% 25%
7 Southgaé_t Community Facility 71 6 3k 56% 100% 50%
Commission .
» Tr'easure Island Development . - $2,079,405 43% 7% 3%
Authority
39 Veterans' Affairs Commission 17 15 ' $865,518| 27% 22% 0%
{80 Nouth Commission 17 16 SH 64% 64% 43%
frokal B 373 | 350, T s [svel s
| Seats |:Seats. |FY17-18 Budget| Women
‘ | 24 1 18 $653,7801. 39%
2 PBoard of Appeals 5 5 $1,038,570| 40%
Golden Gate Park Concourse .
3 Authority 7 7 $11,662,000 43% 57% 29%
Health Authority (SF Health Plan . . ‘
Governing Board) 19 | 15 $637,000,000, 40% 54% 23%
Health Service Board 7 7 $11,444,255 29% 29% 0%
in-Home Supportive Services Public / '
Authority - 12 12 $207,835,715] 58% 45% 18%
Local Homeless Coordinating Board 9 7 S 43% 86% '
Mental Héalth Board 17 | 16 $218,0000 69% | 69% 50%
Oversight Board 7 | $152,902| 0% 20% 0%
10 |Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7
11 Reentry Council 24 | 23
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 14 892,713 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; 44% 7%
Tot LTI TR 213 90| 47% “f 19%
* | Total | Filled: | 020 v ti o o gpTa 1 96T 1% Women
Seats | Seats |7 8 BUAEEL o men | Minority | of Color
Comnissions and Boards Total . -~ ™| 586 |.'540 |*" = '* - 3% | 27%
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