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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
: - 09/09/19
FILE NO. 190863 ' MOTION NO.

[Appointment, Historic P.reservati.on Commission - Chris Foley]

Motion approving the Mayor’s nomination for appointment of Chris Foley to the

Historic Preservation Commission, for a term ending December 31, 2020.

' _WHEREAS, Pursuant to Chartér, Section 4.135, the Mayor has submitted a
communication notifying the Board of Supervisors of the nomination of Chris Foley td the
Hisforio Preservation Commission, received bybthe Clerk of the Board on August 16, 2019;
and |

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has the authority to hold a public hearing and “
vote bn the reappointment 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 the Mayor’s nomination for |
appoiintment of Chris Foley to the Historic Preservation Commission, Seat No. 5, for the

unexpired portion of a four-year term ending December 31, 2020.

Clerk of the Board : : ‘ Page 1
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LONDON N, BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Notice of Appointment

Recerved
B[ 1 g€ 30m

CAA_
August 16, 2019 '

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr, Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Honorable Board of Supervisors:

Puréuom‘ to Charter Section 4.135, of the Cify and County of San Francisco, |
make the following appointment:

Chris Foley fo seat b of the Historic Preservation CdmmissiOrm to fill the remaining
ferm formerly held by Ellen Johnck ending December 31, 2020.

I am confident that Mr, Foley will serve our community well. Attached are his
gudlifications fo serve, which demonstrate how his reappointment represents the

“communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City and
County of San Francisco.

Should you have any question about this appointment, please contact my.
Director of Commission Affairs, Kanishka Karunaratne Cheng{ at 415.554.6696.

London N. Breed
Mayor

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200
SAN FRANGCISCO, CALIFORNIA 84102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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Chris Foley

POLARISPACIFIC GE?

GROUND MATRIX

Chairman, Ground Matrix

"Co—Foun'der, Polaris Pacific

Co-Founder, Totomic

"Vice Chair, Chinese American International School
Executive Committee, East Cut CBD

Chris has created various real estate operating companies during his careers that now, put logether, serve -
©as a platform for his development project parimerships. s

Chris Foley is a real estate Broker and Developer in San Francisco focusing on complex real estate

transactions with the majority of his work in San Francisco proper. In the past 30 years he has worked on

over $10 billion dollars’ worth of transactions. In the past 5 years, he has been focusing on not only his own
development projects but also supporting national developers to assemble public/private partnerships in

real estate transactions for the stablhty of the organizations so that they c¢an continue the core services they

provide to the commumty

Chris spépiaﬁzes in entitlement, financial analysis and land acquisition. Chris works with somé of the
largest clients in California including Tishman Speyer, Lennar Urban, TMG Partners, Morgan Stanley, The
Pauls Corporation, CIM Group, Trumark Urban and others. Over the past decade, Chris has brokered and
consulted on land transactions itivolving over 10 million square feet of condominium residences,
‘commercial retail and offices. He has also co-founded Polaris Pacific, Totomic, and Ground Matrix. Polaris
Pacific is the #1 new home sales and marketing on the West Coast, and will provide research related to the
residential portions of this project. Totomic is a data science-as-a-service company for real estate, and will
provide reséarch related to the commercial portions of this project. Ground Matrix is a new commercial
real estate brokerage, operating in California, which brings institutional skills to deals that are coniplica’ced
and need significant local expertise. '

Chns leverages the intellectual capital Spread across these oper atmg companies to succ&ssfully complete :
his development projects.

Historic Real Estate Wo1k
1) Developed Saint Josephs Church Wh1oh was completed in 1913 and was vacant for 31 years before I
purchased it, At the time it was full of dead pigeons, broken windows and leaky roof causing the
whole North side of the property to be in failing situation due to water damage. Spent 2.5 years
renovating the project in a New Market Tax Credit/Historie Tax credit structure which is one of the
" most complicated financing structures in real estate. Now it is a for profit and non profit ocoupying
the property with significant community engagement and serving a large number of local artists.
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2) Third Baptist Church; Reverend Amos Brown called me when he saw what we did at St Josephs
and asked for my help. We have put together a team to raise the money and rehabilitate the oldest
Baptist Church west of the Mississippi. I am doing work pro-bono-as well hired a Project Manager
to help me getthe whole deal organized. Goal is to start fundraising this year, start work on rehab .
2020 to bring the buildirig back to its original glory with s1gn1ﬁcant upgrades so they can contimie
to serve their congregation and community

. Other public services and engagements with non-profits:

o Negotiated the purchase of a-building for a Non-Profit calleci United Playaz, they serve 300
families living in SRO on 6th Street in San Francisco and commit gang violence prevention effort
across San Francisco. '

o Manage the seller to carryback financing

o DPersonally guaranteed the loan

o Achieve the most'economical and beneﬁc1a1 outcome for the community and non-profit
organization.

» Chinese American International School and F1 ench Amemcan International School: Expansion
©and Relocatlon

o Chris Foley is on the Board and being the real estate committee chair, facilitate school

expansion, identifying location, permit process, building retrofitting, managing general

contractors and more

Conduct preliminary underwriting to quantlfy overall budget

Help with capital campaign and school fund raise

Provide legal, design, architect, general contracting and other resources

Total 5 different campuses with total of 250,000 8. ft. space

0 0 00

. San Franmsoo Charter School Expansion
o, Facilitate school board and real estate committee

o Collaborate with capital campaign manager to pace acquisition process and closing time-
line. : -
‘o Provide legal, deslgn, architect, general oontraotmg and other resources
o Conduct pr eliminary underwriting to quantify overall budget
o ' Screen potential properties and negotiate transaction.
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DocuSlgn Envelope 1D; 9F0CG271B-D163-4EC8-BF64-DFABATBAT24E
Date Ipltial Flillng Recelved

 STATEMENT OF EGONOMIC INTERESTS M

AMENDMENT COVER PAGE -
. Ploase lyps or ptint In Ik ) ‘ ' e
NAME OF FILER {iAsT) {FIRST) {MIDDLE)
Foley o Chrls - P.
1. Office, Agenay, or Court ' ' :
Agency Name {Do nol use acronyms)
Historle Preservation Commission’
DMviston, Board, Depariment, Distrlet, If applioable ' Your Poslilon
. : "Commissioner
»- I fling for inuﬂ!ple positions, st below or on’an allachment. (Do not ‘USe acronyms) .
* Agency . ‘ , Posifon:
2. Jurisdiction of Ofﬁce (Check af least one box) v ‘
[} siate C S [ Judge or Court Commisslonar (Statewide Jurisdiclion)
3 Multi-County o SR : . [X] Counly of Sen Franclsco
C"y of San Franclsoo ' 'A . [] Olher
3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box)
D Annual: The perlod covered Is Januaty 1, 2018 through . A Leavlng Offlee: Date Leff o]
. December 31, 2018, 4 (Check one circle,)
o , .
The perlod covered Is [ , through O The perlod covered Is January 1, 2018, !hrough the date of
December 31, 2018, . - - leaving offlcs, .
. <O C
[X] Assuming Offlce: Date assumed ./ ! . O The perlod covered s - / / ' through
' * the date of leaving office, ’ K
[] Candidate: Date of Flectlon ________and offlce sought If d)fferent than Part (A
1. Schedule Summary (must complete) » Total number of pages lncludmg this cover page; O
Schedules attached : ' : o '
Schedule A~ » Invesiments — schedule altached ' X Schedule G » ncoma, Loans, & Business Poslllons — schedule altached
X1 Schedule A2 « Investments — schedule altached ' ] Schadule D - Income ~ Glfls ~ schedule attached . .
X Schedule B ‘Real Properly — schedule allached - - [] Schedule E '« Invome - Glfts ~ Trava! Payments — scheduls aliached
"Or" . . ’
1 None = No reporiable Inferests on any schedile
5, Verification . . ,
" WIAIING ADDRESS STREET T AW STATE 7IPCO DE

_ (Business or Aganoy Address R ded - Publlo D i}

San Franclsco ' CA = 94107

| have used all reasonable diligence In preparing this statement. | have re BWod IS 510 d
hereln and In any altached schedules Is true and complete. | acknowledge this Is a publlc documam

I cerﬂfy undet penalfy of perjury under the laws of the State of Gallfornla that the foreucéolngg Isdguzs and correst,

‘8Hel0te o @

Date Slghed : i ’ Slgnafure S —
{monih, day, yesr) ?ﬁlﬁ;a orlgﬁalﬁ’ slgned papar stalemen| with your fing offila)

FPPC Form 700 {2018/2019)

FPPC Advlce Emall: advice@fppceica.gov

-FPPC Toll-Free Helplivie: 866/275-3772 wwwi.fppc.ca. gov

Aowladgs the lnfqrmalloh contalned
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SCHE"DULE A

Investments

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

" Do niot atfach brokerage or financial statements.

Name
Chris Foley

RealNexus Inc E

oo B Technology

$10,001 - $100, OOO

a\___
H
H

) FPPC Form 700 (2018/2013) Sch. AL
FPPCTGH—Free Helplme_ SSSIASK FPPC www.ippc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE A-2

Investments, Income, and Assets .

of Business Entities/Trusts

(Ownership Interest is 10% or Greater)

i INCLUDE YOUR .
NAME AND ADDRESS OF BUSINESS GENERAL [ NATURE OF YOUR PRO RATA REAL PROPERTY-
ENTITY OR TRUST DESCRIPTION OF § FAIR MARKET INVESTMENT | | BUSINESS SHARE OF : ST PRECISE  {FAIR MARKET
{Business Address Acceptzable) | BUSINESS f YALUE" {if "other,” POSITION GROSS i ENTITY/NAME, AND LOCATION OF* VALUE"
(fTrust, goto 2) acmviry -l _descibe)r . - INCOMETO [§10,000 OR MDREF, BUSINESS ACTIVITY ; REAL PROPERTY

11850 Bryant Land 11.C, 1850 Over

Bryant St., San Francisco, CA $1,000,000

94190 y s

 Canyon Market, 2815 Diamond St {Grocery $100,001 - Membership Cver$100,000 i -

San Franciseo, CA 84131 ‘ $1,000,000 t i .
'Glen Park Group LLC, 2815 Real $100,001 - Membership 2815 Diamond ~ LOver Ovmership/Deed
lfDiamond St, 8an Frandisco; C. Estale/Grocery  1$1,000,000 St., San $1,000,000 of Trust ’
184131 R ) Francisco, CA

H . 94141

Market on Market L1.C, 1355 Grocery Over Membership

Market Street, Suite 100, San 1$1,000,000

Frangisco, CA 94103 . -

Smarket 11.C, 1355 Market Street, [Real . $0- 51,883 Membership

iSu?te 100, Sad Francisco, CA Estate/Grocery

84103 . :

Polaiis Group, 2011 Bayshore Real Estate Over Equity

Blyd..-San Frandisco; CA 94134~ $1.000,000 :

Totomic, 542 Brannan St, Unit Reaf Estate $100,001 - Equity

407, San Francisco, CA 94107 . $1.000,000

Ground Matrix, 810 7th St, San Real Estate $100,001- | Equity !

Francisco, CA 34107 . $1,000,000 3 - - i

1401 Howard, [ 1L.C, 1401 Howard {Real Estate $100,001~ ! Membership 1401 Howard St, [Over Qwnership/Deed
St, San Francisto CA 84103 : 1,000,000 San Francisco, . 1$1,000,000 of Trust

- A 84103
1401 Howard Master Tenant LLC iReal Estate $100,001~ 1§ Membership 1401 Howard St, 10ver Leasehald
{(St Joseph's Ast Soociety)* $1,000,000 - | . San Francisco,  {$1,000,000
. CA :
(55 Ocean LLC Real Estate $100,001- . | Membership 1108 Paciific Ave., [§100,001 - Ownership/Deed
’ $1,000,000 San Frandisco,  [$1,000,000 of Trust
T C s CAS4133 .
e (Sl e LS :

CJUFIli1838 LLC Rex| Estate Over Membership’ Over$100,00D | 1600 Market St, [Over Cwnership/Deed
! g $1,000,000 4 : San Frandsco,  [$1,000,000 jof Trust

i H i CA 84102 i

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2018) Sch. A2
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/ASK-FPPC www.fpprca.gov
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SCHEDULE A-2

Investments, Income, and Assets
 of Business Entities/Trusts
(Ownership Interest is 10% or Greater)

DRAFT

SR ATy o A S
‘\vlét\?.&&l. i )g?é,z’? i S ,({ 7
VA R @?x e
e entsfonin
e chdar: 2
(leis
2\ St el
e
NCLUDE YOUR .
NAME AND ADDRESS OF BUSINESS | GENERAL VOUR PRORATA |~ LISTSINGLE INVESTMENT- | REAL PROPERTY- k‘é{,jﬁg i NATURE OF
. ENTITY ORTRUST DESCRIFTION OF SUSINESS SHAREOF | SOURGES OF BUSINESS - USTPRECISE  }RaR marieT ACGIRED S ¢ TEREST
(Business Address Acceptable) BUSINESS VAU 1 SR B b woter S SITION GROSS INCOMEOF | ENTITY/NAME, AND { LOGATION OF v { et (Fother;”
(FTrust. goto 2) ACTIVITY descrbe) INCOMETO {510,000 OR MORE { BUSINESS AGTIVITY | REAL PROPERTY describe)”
(mmVdd018) . e (mmidarz018) i
ENTTYTRUS ;
i 1898 Market St [Over Ownership/Dead
San Francisco,  1$1,000,000 of Trust
CA 94102
+ Filer hiolds 0.5% imterest 7
]
1
\
;
! | i
: 7 3 ‘ i
; ;
i I 7
}
| =
i
i
. i
3 {
! i ; -
‘ ; ;
} i i { | i
{ i 7 ; B
{ ) P { { 3

. FPPC Form 700 {2018/2018) Sch. A-2
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 865/ASK-FPPC www.fppc.ca.gov
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Interests in Real Property
(Including Rental Income)

IF RENTAL

SCHEDULE B

Name

Chris Foley

*“You are not required to reporf loans from commercial lending instifutions
made in the lender's regular course of business on terms available fo
members of the public without regard fo your official status. Personal

loans and loans recsived notina Iender’s regular course of business must
be dislclosed as follows-

; ’ NAME AND ADD RESS
USTDATE - i SOURCEDOF . : .
STREETADDRESSOR | pupvueser L acquimepor| A | NATUREOF | PROPERTY, | SICECE O LENDER @Business|  ggpess | INTEREST TERM HIGHEST
PRECISE LOCATION AND VALUE* ! DISPOSED or INT'EREST"“ LIST GROSS OF $10.000 OR Address Acceptable) ACTIVITY, IF ANY! RATE (MosfYrs) BALANGE*
oY - . | (amiddiois) D | (f"other," desciibe) Rg:ézg\n;g N MORE AND GUPARN,?,NTOR. F ' %)
1600 Market St, San Over 1,000,000 .Ownershxp/Deed Over $100,000 |Golden Gate
Francisco, CA 94102 : of Trust - |Urgent Care;
Dignity Health -
Go Health
. Urgent Care
1898 Market St, San S Ownership/Deed |Over $100,000 |Carbon Heaith
-{Frandisco, CA 94102 Cver$1,000,000 1of Trust R
2815 Diamond St, San  [Over $1,000,000 Ownershlp/Deed Over $100,000 |{Canyon Market
Francisco, CA 84131 of Trust :
1408 Pacific Ave, San.  1$100,007- Ownership/Deed
Francisco, CA 94133 %1,000,000 of Trust  ~

FEPC Form 700 {2018/2019) Sch. B
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/ASK-FPPC wwweippe.ca.gov
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Income, Loans, & Business

SCHEDULE G

Positions

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

ley

follows:

**You are notrequired to report loans from commercial lending institutions, or any indebtedness
created as part of a retail installment or credit card transaction, made in the lender's regular course
of business on terms available to members of the public without regard to your officlal status.
Personal loans and loans recefved not in a lender's regular course of business must be disclosed as

b
! : . ;
1 . ] i CONSIDERATION | NAMEAND ADDRESS '
{NAMEAND ADDRESS| BUSINESS | YOURBUSINESS] ©CRUSS  {FORWHICH INCOME|OF LENDER™ (Busiress| BUSINESS | HIGHEST TR TERM S oo
H OF SOURCE ACTIVITY, IF ANY POSITION WAS RECEIVED™ . [Address Acceptable) AND{ ACTIVITY, IFANY ¢ BALANCE® (MosfYrs)
i C ; o* ASE = o% RMATION
1 | RECEVED" | (o onctos) | o 1oroly ) ADDRESS/OTHER INFO
t . 4 M
iGround Matrix, {Real Estate Owner [Over Commission -
}810 7th St., San | 1$100,000
| !
iFrancisco, Ca 1
Y e
(94107 ) ]
13 H
Y ; .
11401 Howard EReal Estate |{Member 510,001~ }Management
iMaster Tepant | : $100,000 iFees
{LLC (St Joseph's !’ ! -
‘ - z
ziArt Soociety) i
: i 1 ]
; T ¥ T
i { |
5 |
L , i !
n | i
i H .
|
;
i
{

=

" EPPC Form 700 (2018/2018) Sch. C
FPPCToll-Free Helpline: 866/ASK-FPPC www.fppc.ca.gov




City Hall
’ - 1 Dr. Carlton B, Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. ,554~5227-
MEMORANDUM
Date: August 16 2019
To: Members, Board of Supervisors

From: %}Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Subject:  Mayoral Nominations

On'August 16, 2019, the I\/layor submitted the foliowing compiete nomination packages
to the Historic Preservation Commission, pursuant to Charter, Section 4.135:

e« Lydia'So - term ending December 31, 2022
o Ghris Foley - term ending December 31, 2020

Historic Preservation Commission nominations are subject to approval by the Board of
Supervisors (Board) and shall be the subject of a public hearing and vote within 60
days. If the Board fails to act on a nomination within 60 days from the date the
nomination is fransmitted to the Clerk of the Board, the nhomination shall.be deemed
confirmed as provided by Charter, Seotion 4.135.

The Office of the Clerk of the Board will open a file for this nomination and a hearmg w1ll
be scheduled before the Rules Committee.

(Attachments) -

c: Alisa.Somera - Legislative Deputy
Victor Young - Rules Clerk
Jon Givner - Deputy.City Attorney
_Kanishka Cheng - Mayor's Director of Commission Affairs
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London N. Breed
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, PhD

Murase
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Executive Summary

In 2008, San Francisco voters overwhelmingly approved a City Charter Amendment (section 4.101)
establishing as City policy for the membership of Commissions and Boards to reflect the diversity of San
Francisco’s population, and that appointing officials be urged to support the nomination, appointment,
and confirmation of these candidates. Additionally, it requires the San Francisco Department on the
Status of Women to conduct and publish a gender analysis of Commissions and Boards every two years.

The 2019 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards includes more policy bodies such as task forces,
committees, and advisory bodies, than previous analyses, which were limited to Commissionsand
Boards. Data was collected from 84 policy bodies and from a total of 741 members mostly appointed by
the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. These policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the
San Francisco Office of the City Attorney.* The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,”
are policy bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial
disclosures to the Ethics Commission. The second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” are policy
bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures to the Ethics

Commission. This report examines policy bodies and appomtees both comprehensively as a whole and
separately by the two categories.

The 2019 Gender Analysis evaluates the representation of women; people of color; lesbian, gay,

bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans’
on San Francisco policy bodies.

Key Findings
Gender ‘ . 10-Year Comparison of Representation

of Women on Policy Bodies
» Women’s representation on policy bodiesis ~ 60% - - -~ -

51%, slightly above parity with the San SO% - gug - 48% . A A% e
Francisco female population of 49%. K- Gl
40%
> Since 2009, there has been a small but 30%
steady increase in the representation of
women on San Francisco policy bodies. 20%
10%

O% . - R - P ..
2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019
(n=401) (n=429) (n=419) (n=282) (n=522) (n=741)

Source: SFDOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

Luist of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Ordinance, or Statute,” Office of the

City Attorney, https://www. sfcityattorney. org/wp content/uploads/ZOlG/Ol/Commlssmn List-08252017.pdf,
(August 25, 2017)
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Race and Ethnicity

>

People of color are underrepresented on
policy bodies compared to the
population. Although people of color
comprise 62% of-San Francisco’s
population, just 50% of appointees A
identify as a race other than white.

While the overall representation of
people of color has increased between
2009 and 2019, as the Department
collected data on more appointees, the
representation of people of color has
decreased over the last few years. The

. 10-Year Comparison of Representation
of People of Color on Policy Bodies

60%
50%
40%
30% .
20%
10%

0%

percentage of appointees of color decreased

" from 53% in 2017 to 49% in 2019.

2009 2011

e e i e e o 5T s e e e e
q 3%

2013 2015 2017 2019
(n=401) (n=295) (n=419) (n=269) (n=469) (n=713)

Source: SF DOSW Data Collecfion & Analysis.

As found in previous reports, Latinx and Asian groups are underrepresented on San Francisco

'Ap‘olicy bodies compared to the population. Latinx'individuals are 14% of the population but

make up only 8% of appointees. Asian individuals are 31% of the population but make up only

18% of appointees.

Race and Ethnicity by Gender

>

On the whole, women of color are 32% of
the San Francisco population, and 28% of
appointees. Although still below parity, 28%

- is a slight increase compared to 2017, which

showed 27% women of color appointees.

Meanwhile, men of color are
underrepresented at 21% of appointees
compared to 31% of the San Francisco
population.

10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women
of Color on Policy Bodies '

40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

2009 2011 2013 © 2015 2017 2019
(n=401) (n=295) (n=4139) (n=269) (n=469) {(n=713)

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

Both White women and men are overrepresented on San Francisco policy. bodies.
White women are 23% of appointees compared to 17% of the San Francisco population.
White men are 26% of appointees compared to 20% of the population.

Black and African American women and men are well-répresented on San Francisco policy

"bodies. Black women are 9% of appointees compared to 2.4% of the population, and Black men

are 5% of appointees compared to2.5% of the population.

Latinx women are 7% of the San Francisco population but 3% of appointees, and Latinx men are

7% of the population but 5% of appointees.

Asian women are 17% of the San Francisco population but 11% of appointees, and Asian men
are 15% of the population but just 7% of appointees. ‘
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Additional Demographics

> Out of the 74% of appointees who responded to the survey question on LGBTQ identity, 19%
identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, nonbinary, queer, or questlomng, and 81% of
appointees ldentlfy as straight/heterosexual

» Outof the 70% of appointees who responded to the question on disability, 11% identify as
having one or more disabilities, which is just below the 12% of the adult population w1th a
dlsabxllty in San Francisco.

» Out of the 67% of appointees who responded to the quest;on on veteran status, 7% have served
in the military compared to 3% of the San Francisco populatlon

Proxies for Influence: Budget & Authority

» Although' women are half of all appointees, those Commissions and Boards with the largest
budgets have fewer women and especially'fewer women of color. Meanwhile, women exceed
representation on Boards and Commissions with the smallest budgets and women of color
reach parity with the population on the smallest budgeted Commissions and Boards.

> Although still underrepresented relative to the San Francisco population there is a larger
percentage of people of color on Commissions and Boards with both the largest and.smallest .
budgets compared to overall appointees.

> The percentage of total women is greater on Advisory Bodies than Commissions and Boards.
Women are 54% of appointees on Advisory Bodies and 48% of appointees on Commissions and
Boards. However, the percentages of people of color and women of color on Commissions and
Boards exceed the percentages of people of color and women of color on Advisory Bodies.

Appointing Authorities’
» Mayoral appointments include 55% women, 52% people of color, and 30% women of color,

which is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Supervisorial appointments and
total appointments.

Demographics of Appointees Compared to the San Francisco Population

People | Women
, ofColor ofCoIor -
49% |7 62% | 32% | 6
A e s | ‘_':_.}59%1‘ ;,28% ‘
V_10 LargestBudgeted Commlssmns&Boards Ca%| 55% o 23%
'A10 Smallest Budgeted Commissions & Boards ™ | . 52% o 54% | 32% -
Commlssmns and Boards o , L 48% | 52% 30% I/
Adwsory Bodles , o o 54% | ' CA49% | - 28%

Disability | Veteran

Wormen LGBTQ

rancisco Pop 1 %—15%*

' k,l_ Appomtees

Sources: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Est/mates SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2018, *Note Estimates vary by source. See page 16 for
a detailed breakdown.
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l.  Introduction

Inspired by the 4th UN World Conference on Women in Beijing, San Francisco became the first cityin -
the world to adopt-a local ordinance reflecting the principles of the U.N. Convention on the Elimination
of All Forms of Discrimination (CEDAW), an international bill of rights for women. The CEDAW Ordinance -
was passed unanimously by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and signed into law by Mayor Willie
L. Brown, Ir. on April 13, 1998.% In 2002, the CEDAW Ordinance was revised to address the intersection
of race and gender and incorporate reference to the UN Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of
Race Discrimination. The Ordinance requires City Government to take proactive steps to ensure gender
equity and specifies “gender analysis” as a preventive tool to identify and address discrimination. Since
1998, the Department on the Status of Worhen has employed this tool to analyze the operations of 10
City Departments using a gender lens.

[n 2007, the Department on the Status of Women conducted the first gender analysis to evaluate the
number of women appointed to City Commissions and Boards. The findings of this analysis informed a
City Charter Amendment developed by the Board of Supervisors for the June 2008 Election. This City
Charter Amendment (Section 4.101) wés overwhelmingly approved by voters and made it city policy

that:

e The membership of Commissions and Boards are to reflect the diversity of San Francisco’s
population,

e Appointing officials are to be urged to support the nomination, appointment, and confirmatio
of these candidates, and A

e The Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct and publish a gender analysis of
Commissions and Boards every 2 years. -

The 2019 Gender Analysis examines the representation of women; people of color; lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans
on San Francisco policy bodies primarily appointed by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors. This
year’s analysis included more outreach to policy bodies as compared to previous analyses that were
limited to Commissions and Boards. As a result, more appointees were included in the data collection
and analysis than.even before. These policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the San

* Francisco Office of the City Attorney. The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,” are
policy bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial
disclosures to the Ethics Commission, and the second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” are
policy bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures to the Ethics
Commission. A detailed description of methodology and limitations can be found at the end of this
report on page 23. ‘

% San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 33.A.
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter33alocalimplementationoftheunited?
f=templates$fn=default.htmS3.08vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_caSanc=JD_Chapter33A. -
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Il.  Gender Analysis Findings

Many aspects of San Francisco’s diversity are reflected in the overall population of appointees'on San
" Francisco policy bodies. The analysis includes 84 policy bodies, of which 823 of the 887 seats are filled

leaving 7% vacant. As outlined below in the summary chart, slightly more than half of appointees are

women, half of appointees are people of color, 28% are women of color, 19% are LGBTQ, 11% have a
. disability, and 7% are veterans. "

Figure 1: Summary Data of Policy Body Demographics, 2019

'. ;Apppi_nvti{eré D‘e'm‘ographi'c;ﬂ IR 'ﬁ‘ia‘rceﬁté‘_gék Qprp’_dihféés
Womén (n=741) f 51%
People of Color (n=706) . 50%

" Women of Color (n=706) : ) 28%
LGBTQ Identified (n=548) : S 19%
People with Disabilities (n=516) 11%
Veteran Status (n=494) 7%

Source: SF DOSW Datu Collection & Analysis.

However, further analysis reveals underrepresentation of particular groups. Subsequent sections
present comprehensive data analysis providing comparison to previous years, detailing the variables of
gender, race/ethnicity, LGBTQ identity, disability, veteran status, and policy body characteristics of
budget size, decision-making authority, and appointment authority.

A. Gender

On San Francisco policy bodies, 51% of appointees identify as women, which is slightly above parity

compared to the San Francisco female population of 49%. The representation of women remained

stable at 49% from 2013 until 2017. This year, the representation of women increased by 2 percentage

points, which could be partly due to the larger sample size used in this year’s analysis compared to

previous years. A 10-year comparison shows that the representation of women appointees has gradually
“increased since 2009 by a total of six percentage points. ‘

Figure 2: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women on Policy Bodies
60% L :

: : 8% 49% 49% 49% 51%
B0% < amg O e o e A
G ® .

30% L e c—
20%
10% - e e e e e FRN

0%

2009 (n=401) 2011 (n=429) 2013 (n=419) 2015 (n=282) 2017 (n=522) 2019 (n=741)

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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Figures 3 and 4 analyze Commissions and Boards. Figure 3 showcases the five Commissions and Boards
with the highest representation of women appointees as compared to 2015 and 2013. The Children and
Families (First Five) Commission and the Commission on the Status of Women are currently comprised
of all women appomtees This finding has been consistent for the Commission on the Status of Women
in 2015 and 2017. While the Ethics Commission has 100% women appointees, much more than 2015
and 2017, its small size of five appointees means that minimal changes in its demographic composition
greatly impacts percentages. This is also the case for other policy bodies with a small humber of
members. The Library Commission and the:Commission on the Environment are fourth and fifth on the
list at 71% and 67% women, respectively, with long standing female majorities on each.

Figure 3: Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentages of Women, 2019 Cbmpared‘_to 2017, 2015

Children and Families (First 5) Commission {n=8)

Commission on the Status of Women (n=7)

)
(%]

ommission {n=4)

Library Commission (n=7)

Commission on the Environment (n=6)

0% . 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

E2019 .®2017 ®2015

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

Out of the Commissions and Boards in this section, 23 have 40% or less women. The five Commissions
and Boards with the lowest representation of women are displayed in Figure 4. The lowest
percentage is found on the Board of Examiners where currently none of the 13 appointees are women.
Unfortunately, demographic data is unavailable for the Board of Examiners for 2017 and 2015. Next is

-the Building Inspection Commission at 14%, which is a decrease of female representation compared to
2017 and 2015. The Oversight Board of Community Investment and Infrastructure, Fire Commission, and
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force also have some of the lowest percentages of women at 17%, 20%, and
27%, respectively. Unfortunately, the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force did not participate in prevxous
analyses and therefore demographics data is unavailable for 2017 and 2015.
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Figure 4: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of Women, 2019 Compared to
2017, 2015 '

P0%
Board of Examiners (n=13)  N/A
N/A

Building Inspection Commission {n=7)
Oversight Board OCHl (n=6)
Fire Commission (n=5)

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (n=11)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

H©2019 ®2017 Bm2015

In addition to Commissions and Boards, Advisory Bodies were examined for the highest and lowest ’
percentages of women, This is the first year such bodies have been included, thus comparison to
previous years is unavailable. Figure 9 below displays the five Advisory Bodies with the highest and the
five with the lowest representations of women. The Workforce Community Advisory Committees has
the greatest representation of women at 100%, followed by the Office of Early Care and Education
Citizen’s Advisory Committee at 89%. The Advisory Bodies with the lowest percentage of women are the
Urban Forestry Council at 8% of the 13-member body and the Abatement Appeals Board at 14% of the
7-member body. ' ‘

Figure 5: Advisory Bodies with the Highest and Lowest Percentage of Women, 2019

Workforce Community Advisory Committee (n=4)

Office of Early Care and Educatic;n Citizens' Advisory Committee (n=9)
A » Commission on the Aging Advisory Council (n=15)
Child.Care Planning and Advisory Council (n=20)

Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee (n=11)

Veteran Affairs Commission (n=36)
Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee (n=8)

Sentencing Commission (n=13)

Abatement Appeals Board (n=7)

Urban Forestry Council (n=13)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Source: SF.DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. )
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B. Race and Ethnicity

Data on racial and ethnic identity was collected for 706, or 95%, of the 741 surveyed appointees.
Although half of appointees identify as a race or ethnicity other than white or Caucasian, people of color
are still underrepresented compared to the San Francisco population of 62%. The representation of
people of color has increased since 2009 but has decreased following 2015. The number of appointees
analyzed increased substantially in 2017 and 2019 compared to 2015, and these larger data samples’
have coincided with smaller percentages of people of color. The percentage decrease following 2017
could be partially due to the inclusion of more policy and advisory bodies, as the representation of
people of color on Commissions and Boards dropped only slightly from 53% in 2017 to 52% in 2019.

Figure 6: 10-Year Comparisen of Representation of People of Color on Policy Bodies

50% - g
30%

2009 (n=401) 2011 (n=295) 2013 (n=419) 2015 (n=269) 2017 (n=469) 2019 (n=713) -

Source: SFDOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

The racial and ethnic breakdown of policy body members eompared to the San Francisco population is
shown in Figure 7. This analysis reveals underrepresentation and overrepresentation in San Francisco
policy bodies for certain racial and ethnic groups. Half of all appointeés are white, an overrepresentation
by more than 10 percentage points. The Black and African American community is well represented on
appointed policy bodies at 14% compared to 5% of the population of San Francisco. Characterizing this
as an overrepresentation is inaccurate given the representation of Black or African American people on
policy bodies has been consistent over the years while the San Francisco population has declined over
the same period.? Furthermore, the most recent nationwide estimate for the Black or African American
'population is 13%, which is nearly equal to the 14% of Black or African American appointees present on
San Francisco policy bodies.* T

Considerably underrepresented racial and ethnic groups on San Francisco policy bodies compared to the
San Francisco population are individuals who identify as Asian or Latinx. While Asians are 31% of the San’
Francisco population, they only make up 18% of appointees. While the Latinx population of San
Francisco is 14%, only 8% of appointees are Latinx. Although there is a small population of Native

3 Samir Gambhir and Stephen Menendian, “Racial Segregation in the Bay Area, Part 2,” Haas /nstitutefor a Fair and -
Inclusive Society (2018).
4 US Census Bureau, 2018, Retrieved from https: //www census. gov/qu1ckfacts/fact/table/US/PSTO45218
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Americans and Alaska Natives in San Francisco of 0.4%, none of the surveyed éppointees identified
themselves as such.

Figure 7: Race and Ethnicity of Appointees Compared to San Francisco Populétion, 2019

50% Appointees (N=706)
50% S J— - - — - - - PN ._..L_.__.u..~~-~.,-.. e
B Population (N=864,263)
40% - - - ; ) S e eeeees
30%
20% [
10%
0%
White, Not Aslan Hispanicor  Blackor Native Native ~ Two or More Other Race
Hispanic or Latinx African  Hawaiianand American Races
Latinx American Pacific and Alaska“
Islander Native

Sources: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

The next two graphs illustrate Commissions.and Boards, and Advisory Bodies with the highest and
lowest percentages of people of color. As shown in Figure 8, the Commission on Community Investment
and Infrastructure remained at 100% from 2017, while the Juvenile Probation Commission has returned
to 100% this year after a dip in 2017. Next is the Health Commission, immigrant Rights Commission, and
Housing Authority Commission at 86%, 85%, and 83%, respectively. Percentages of people of color on
both the Health Commission and the Housing Authority Commission increased following 2015, and have
remained consistent since 2017. ‘

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 Compared to
2017, 2015

Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure (n=5)

Juvenile Probation Commision (n=6) &

Health Commission (n=7)

Immigrant Rights Commission (n=13)

83%

‘Housing Authority Commission (n=6) 83%

67%

0% - 20% - 40% 60% . 80% 100%
32018 §2017 ®2015 ’

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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There are 23 policy bodies that have 40% or less appointees who identified a racial and ethnic category
other than white. Although the Public Utilities Commission has two vacancies, none of the current
appointees identify as people of color. The Historic Preservation Commission and Building Inspection
Commission are both at 14% representation for people of color. The Building Inspection Commission
had a large drop from 43% in 2015, with the percentage of people of color decreasing to 14% in 2017
and remaining at this percent for 2019. Lastly, the War Memorial Board of Trustees and City Hall
Preservation Advisory Commission have 18% and 20%, respectively.

Figure 9: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 Compa'rvedAto
2017, 2015 '

Public Utilities Commission (n=3)

Historic Preservation Commission (n=7)

Building Inspection Commission {n=7)

43%

War Memorial Board of Trustees (n=11)

City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission {n=5)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
m2019 @2017 m®=m2015 ’ :

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

In addition to Commissions and Boards, Advisory Bodies were examined for the highest and lowest
percentages of people of color. This is the first year such bodies have been included, thus comparison to
previous years is unavailable. All members of the Workforce Community Advisory Committee are people
of color. People of color comprise 80% of the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee, and
75% of appointees on the Children, Youth and Their Families Oversight and Advisory Committee, the
Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority, and the Local Homeless Coordinating Board. Out of the five
Advisory Bodies with the lowest representation of people of color, the Ballot Simplification Committee
and the Mayor’s Disability Council have 25% appointees of color, and the Abatement Appeals Board has
14% appointees of color. The Urban Forestry and the Pedestrian Safety Advisory-Committee have no
people of color currently serving. ' ‘
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Figure 10: Advisory Bodies with the Highest and Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

C. Race and Ethnicity by Gender

White men and women are overrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies, while Asian and Latinx men
and women are underrepresented. While women of color continue to be underrepresented at 28%
compared to the San Francisco population of 32%, this is a slight increase from 2017 which showed 27%
women of color. Meanwhile, men of color are 21% of appointees.compared to 31% of the San Francisco
population.

Figure 11: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women of Color on Policy
Bodies ‘

40%
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. Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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The following figures present the breakdown for appointees and the San Francisco population by race

and ethnicity and gender. White men and women are overrepresented, holding 27% and 23% of

appointments, respectively; compared to 20% and 17% of the population, respectively. Asian men and

‘women are both greatly underrepresented with Asian women making up 11% of appointees compared

to 17% of the population while Asian men comprise 7% of appointees and 15% of the population. Latinx '

men and women are also underrepresented, particularly Latinx women, who are 3% of appointees and
7% of the population, while Latinx men are 5% of appointees and 7% of the population. Black or African

American men and women are well-represented with Black women comprising 9% of appointees and

Black men comprising 5% of appointees. Pacific Islander men and women, and multiethnic women also

exceed parity with the population. Although Native American men and women make up only 0.4% of

San Francisco’s population, none of the surveyed appointees identified themselves as such.

Figure 12: Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2019
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis,

Figure 13: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2019
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D. LGBTQ Identity

Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) identity data was collected from
548, or 75%, of the 741 surveyed appointees, which is much more data on LGBTQ identity compared to
previous reports. Due to limited and outdated information on the population of the LGBTQ community
in San francisco, it is difficult to adequ_ately assess the representation of the LGBTQ community.
However, compared to available San Francisce, larger Bay Area, and national data, the LGBTQ
community is well represented on San Francisco policy bodies. Recent research estimates the national
LGBT population is 4.5%.> The LGBT population of the San Francisco and greater Bay Area is estimated to
rank the highest of U.S. cities at 6.2%,° while a 2006 survey found that 15.4% of adults in. San Francisco
identify as LGBT". ' ’ :

Of the appointees who responded to this question, 19% identify as LGBTQ and 81% identify as straight
or heterosexual. Of the LGBTQ appointees, 48% identify as gay, 23% as lesbian, 17% as bisexual, 7% as
queer, 5% as transgender, and 1% as questioning. Data on LGBTQ identity by race was not captured.

Efforts to capture data on LGBTQ identity by race for future reports would enable more intersectional.
analysis. '

Figure 14: LGBTQ Identity of Appointees, 2019 Figure 15: LGBTQ Population of Appointees, 2019

(N:548) - (N:104) 1%

= LGBTQ s Gay = Leshian = Bisexual
= Straight/Heterosexual # Queer -~ Transgender = Questioning
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. )

E. Disability Status

Overall, 12% of adults in San Francisco have one or more disabilities, and when broken down by gender,
6.2% are women and 5.7% are men. Disability data for transgender and gender non-conforming
individuals in San Francisco is currently unavailable. Data on disability was obtained from 516, or 70%, of
the 714 appointees who participated in the survey. Of the 516 appointees, 11.2% reported to have ohe

5 Frank Newport, “In U.S., Estimate of LGBT Population Rises to 4.5%,” GALLUP (May 22, 2018)
hitps://news.gallup.com/poll/234863/estimate-lght-population-rises.aspx.

8 Gary J. Gates and Frank Newport, “San Francisco Metro Area Ranks Highest in LBGT Percentage,” GALLUP (March
20, 2015) https://news.gallup.com/poll/182051/san-francisco-metro-area-ranks-highest-lgbt-
percentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%zolssu'es&utm_mediumznewsfeed&utm_campaign:tiles.

7 Gary J. Gates, “Same Sex Couples and the Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual Population: New Estimates from the American
Community Survey,” The Williams Institute on Sexual Orientation Law and Public Policy, UCLA School of Law (2006).
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or more disabilities, which is near parity with the San Francisco population. Of the 11.2% appointees
with one or more disabilities, 6.8% are women, 3.9% are men, 0.4% are trans women, and 0.2% are
trans men.

Figure 16: San Francisco Adult Population with Figure 17: Appointees with One or More
a Disability by Gender, 2017 , Disabilities by Gender, 2019

(N=744,243) ‘ (N=516)
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B Men : ' omen en §Trans Women & raps en
Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. . Source: SE DOSW Data Colfection & Analysis.

\

F. Veteran Status

Overall, 3.2% of the adult population in San Francisco has served in the military. There is a considerable
difference by gender, as male veterans are 3% and female veterans are 0.2% of the population. Data on
veteran status was obtained from 494, or 67%, of appointees who participated in the survey. Of the 494
appointees who responded to this question, 7.1% have served in the military. Like the San Francisco
population, there is a large difference by gender, as men comprise 5.7% and women make up only 1.2%
of the total numiber of veteran appointees. Of participating appointees, 0.2% of veterans are trans
women. Veteran status data on transgender and gender non-conforming individuals in San Francisco is
currently unavailable. '

Figure 18: San Francisco AdultAPopulation Figure 19: Appointees with Military Service, 2019
with Military Service by Gender, 2017 ‘

(N=747,896) ' (N=494)
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Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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G. .Policy Bodies by Budget

This report also examines whether policy bodies with the largest and smallest budget sizes and other
characteristics are demographically representative of the San Francisco population. In this section,

- budget size is used as a proxy for influence. Although this report has expanded the scope of analysis to
include-more policy bodies compared to previous reports, this section of analysis was limited to
Commissions and Boards with decision-making authority and whose members file financial disclosures
with the Ethics Commission. The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the demographics for the
spectrum of budgetary influence of policy bodies with decision-making authority in San Francisco.

Overall, appointees from the 10 largest budgeted Commissions and Boards are 55% people of color, 41%
women, and 23% women of color. Appointees from the 10 smallest budgeted Commissions and Boards
“are 54% people of color, 52% women, and 32% women of color. Although still below parity with the San

Francisco population, the representation of people of color on both the largest and smallest budgeted
policy bodies is greater than the percentage of people of color for all appointees combined (50%). For
women and women of color, their representation meets or exceeds parity with the population onthe 10
smallest budgeted bodies. However, it falls far below parity for the 10 largest budgeted bodies. The
representation of total women and women of color is greater on smaller budgeted policy bodies by 27%,
and 39%, respectively.

Figure 20: Percent of Women, Women of Color, and People of Color on Commissions and Boards
with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2018-2019

70%
62% Peo’éle of Color Population
0, D . P T Ve -
60% e o o
50% e 0 s e ey
41%
- 40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Largest Budget Policy Bodies . ’ .Smallest Budget Policy Bodies
©@Women ®BWomenofColor’ E People of Color

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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Flgure 21 Demographlcs of Commlssxons and Boards w1th Largest Budgets, 2019

52%

Total '|. Filled ‘Women | People’
= o ‘ FY18 19 Budget Seatsj,' ‘seats Women_; '.of Color . of. C:Ior '
Health Commlssmn $2 200, 000 OOO 71 7 29% 14% 86%
Public Utilities Commission $1,296,600,000 51 3 67% 0% 0%
MTA Board of Directors and Parkmg ¢1.200,600,000 | 4 oy 579% 149 43%
Authority Commtssxon S o B 7
Airport Commission $1,000,000,000 5 5 40% 20% 40%
Lcommlssmn on Commumtylnvestment $745,000,000 A 5 ‘ c 60% - 60% 100%
and Infrastructure. A S A o R :
Police Commission '$687,139,793 7 7 43% 43% 71%
Health Adthority (Plan Governing Board) $666,000,000 | 19 15 33% | - 27% 47%
Human Services Commxssnon $529,9OQ,QOO 5 5 40% | 0% 40%
‘ Fire Commission $400,721,970 5 5| 20% 20% 40%
Aging and Adult Serwces Commlssmn $334,700,000 7. 7 43% 14% 57%
Total - S ].$9,060,061,763 | 72| 66 |- 41% | 23% | 55%
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
Flgure 22: Demographlcs of Commxss:ons and Boards w1th Smallest Budgets, 2019
- : " Total’ Filled ' People:
Body . : FY18 19 Budget Sea‘ts' _ Seats qugp~ _ ofcolor o '(vftflo»r
Rent Board Commnssnon 58 543 912 10 9 44% 11% 33%
Commission on the Status of Women $8,048,712 7 7 100% 71% 71%
“Ethics Commission $6,458,045 5 4| 100% 50% 50%
Human Rights. Com'mission $4,299,600 12 - 10 50% 50% 70%
Small Business Commission $2,242,007 7 7 43% 29% 43%
Civil Service Commission 51,262,072 5 4 50% 0% 25%
Board of Appeals '$1,072,300° 5 5 40% 20% 40%
Entertainment Commission $1,003,898 7 7 29% 14% 57%
'Ass'e-ssmben‘t Appeals Board No.1, 2, & 3 S663,423 24 18 39% 22% 44%
Youth Commission $305,711 17 16 56% 44% 75%
Total o |--$33,899,680 | 99 | 87 - 32% 54% -

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

H.. Comparison of Advisory Body and Commission and Board Demographics

The comparison of the two policy body categories in this section provides another proxy for influence, as
Commissions and Boards whose members file disclosures of economic interest have greater decision-
making authority in San Francisco than Advisory Bodies whose members do not file economic interest
disclosures. The percentages of total women, LGBTQ people, people with disabilities, and veterans are
larger for total appointees on Advisory Bodies. However, the percentages of women of color and people
of color on Commissions and Boards slightly exceeds the percentages of women of color and people of

color on Adv150ry Bodies.
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Figure 23: Demographics of Appointees on Commission and Boards and Advisory Bodies, 2019

60%

. 81 Commissions and Boards (N=380)
50%

@ Advisory Bodies (N:389)
40%
30%
20% -
10% - 6%..8% . ...

0% : ! z
Women Women of Color  People of Color LGBTQ People with Veterans
. Disabilities
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

I. Demographics of Mayoral,vsupervisorial, and Total Appoi-nteés

Figure 24 compares the representation of women, women of color, and people of color for
appointments made by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of all approving authorities
combined.'Mayoral appointments are more diverse, and consist of more women, women of color, and
people of color compared to Supervisorial appointments. Mayoral appointmen_ﬁs include 55% women,
30% women of color, and 52% people of color, while Supervisorial appointments are 48% women, 24%
womeh of color, and 48% people of color. The total of all approving authorities combined average out at
51% women, 28% women of color, and 50% people of color. This disparity in diversity between Mayoral
and Supervisorial appointments may be due in part to the appointment section process for each
authority. The 11-member Board of Supervisors only sees applicants for specific bodies through the 3-
‘member Rules Committee or by designees, stipulated in legislation (e.g. “renter,” “landlord,” “consumer
advocate”), whereas the Mayor typically has the ability to take total appointments into account during
selections, and can therefore better address gaps in diversity.

Figure 24: Demographics of Mayoral, quervisorial,,and Total Appointees, 2019

60% 55% . -
51% 52% 50%

T

485% 48%

50%

40% - -
30%

20%

10%

0%
Women People of Color Women of Color

H Mayoral Appointees (n=213) ~ B Supervisorial Appointees (n=145) & Total Appointees (n=741)

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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[1I.  Conclusion

Since the first gender analysis of Commissions and Boards in 2007, the representation of women
appointees on San Francisco policy bodies has gradually increased. The 2019 Gender Analysis finds the -

" percentage of women appointees is 51%, which slightly exceeds the population of women in San '
Francisco. N

When appointee demographics are analyzed by gender and race, women of color continue to be
underrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies compared to the San Francisco population. Most
‘notably underrepresented are Asian women who make up 17% of the population but only11% of
appointees, and Latinx women who make up 7% of the population but only 3% of appointees.
Additionally, men of color are underrepresented relative to their San Francisco population, primarily
* Asian and Latinx men. '

Furthermore, when analyzing the demographic composition of larger and smaller budgeted
Commissions and Boards, women are underrepresented on those with the largest budgets, and
overrepresented or reach parity with the population on smaller budgeted Commissions and Boards,
These two trends are ampiified for women of color appointees. Women comprise 41% of total

- appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, which is 8 percentage points below the population,
and women of color comprise 23% of total appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, 9
percentage points below their San Francisco population. Comparatively, women are 52% of total
appointees on the smallest budgeted policy bodies, and women of color are 32% of appointees, which is
equal to the San Francisco population. However, the issue of largest and smallest budgeted policy
bodies does not seem to impact the representation of people of color. People of color make up 55% of
appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies and 54% of appointees on the smallest budgeted

“policy bodies compared to 50% of total appointees. Nonetheless, these percentages still fall below the
San Francisco population of people of color at 62%.

In addition to using budget size as a proxy for influence, this report analyzed demographic
characteristics of appointees on Commissions and Boards who file disclosures of economic interest and
have decision-making authority, and appointees on Advisory Bodies who do not file economic interest
disclosures. Over half (54%) of appointees on Advisory Bodies are women, while 48% of appointees on
Commissions and Boards are women. Although 48% is only slightly below the San Francisco population
of women, women comprise a decently higher percentage of appointees on Advisory Bodies compared
to Commissions and Boards. : : . o o

This year’s report features more data on LGBTQ identity, veteran status, and disability than previous
gender analyses. The 2019.Gender Analysis found a relatively high representation of LGBTQ individuals
on San Francisco policy bodies. For the appointees that provided LGBTQ identity information, 19%
identify as LGBTQ with the largest subset being gay men at 48%. It is recommended for future gender
analyses to collect LGBTQ data by race and gender to provide additional intersectional analysis. The
representation of appointees with disabilities is 11%, just below the 12% population. Veterans are highly
represented on San Francisco policy bodies at 7% compared to the veteran population of 3%.

Additionally, this report evaluates and c'ompa.re's the represehtation of women, women of color, and
people of color appointees by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of all approving
authorities combined. Mayoral appointees include 55% women, 30% women of color, and 52% people
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of color, which overall is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Supewisdrial appointees
and total appointees. :

This report is intended to advise the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and other appointing authorities, as
they select appointments for policy bodies of the City and County of San Francisco. In spirit of the 2008
City Charter Amendment that establishes this biennial Gender Analysis report requirement and the
importance of diversity on San Francisco policy bodies, efforts to address gaps in diversity and inclusion

should remain at the forefront when making appointments in order to accurately reflect the population”
of San Francisco. '
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IV. ~Methodology and Limitations

This repovrt focuses on City and County of San Francisco Commissions, Boards, Task Forces, Councils, and
Committees that have the majority of members appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors and
‘that have jurisdiction limited to the City. The gender analysis reflects data from the policy bodies that

. provided information to the Department on the Status of Women through digital and paper survey.

- Data was requested from 90 policy bodies and acquired from 84 different policy bodies and a total of
741 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. Data on
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer; or questioning (LGBTQ) identity, disability, and veteran status
- of appointees were incomplete or unavailable for some appointees but are 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.' Data for'some
policy bodies was incomplete, and all appointees who responded were included in the total
demographic categories. Only policy bodies with full data on gender and race for all appointees were
included in sections comparing demographics of individual bodies. It should be noted that for pohcy
bodies with a small number of members, the change of a singie-individual greatly impacts the
percentages of demographic categorles As-such, these percentages should be interpreted with thls in
mind. i

“The surveyed policy bodies fall under twobcategories designated by the San Francisco Office of the City
Attorney document entitled List of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter,
Ordinance, or Statute.® This document separates San Francisco policy bodies into two different
categories. The first category includes Commissions and Boards with decision-making authority and

~whose members are required to submit financial disclosures with the Ethics Commission, and the
second category encompasses Advisory Bodies whose members do not submit financial disclosures with
the Ethics Commission. Depending on the analysis criteria in each section of this report, the surveyed
policy bodies and appointees are either examined comprehensively as a whole or examined separately
in the two categories designated by the Office of the City Attorney.

Data from the U. s. Census 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates provides a
comparison to the San Francisco populatlon Figures 26 and 27 in the Appendix display these populatlon
estimates by race/ethmcnty and gender

8 “List of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Ordinance, or Statute,” Office of the
City Attorney, https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Commission-List-08252017.pdf,
(August 25, 2017).
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Appendix

Flgure 25: Pollcy Body Demographlcs, 20199

Total | Filled |. lei:
. Pohcy Body o 1 Sents: :f'See\ts FY18 19 Budget tWon -
Abatement Appeals Board 7 7 $76 500 000 14% 0% 14%
Aging and Adult Services Commission 7 -7 $334,700,000 57% 33% 57%
Airport Commission ' 5 5 Sl,OQ0,000,0DO 40% 50% 40%
Arts Commission 15 15 $37,0D0,00Q 67% | 50% 60%
Asian Art Commission 27 27 $30,000,000 63% 71% 59%
Assessment Appeals Board No.1 5 $663,423 20% 0% 20%
Assessment Appeals Board No.2 8 - 50% 75% 63%
Assessment Appeals Board No.3 4 - 50% 50% 50%
Ballot Simplification Committee 4 S0 75% 33% 25%
Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee 12 9 4 .50 33% 100% 67%
Roard of Appeals ' 5 5 $1,072,300 40% 50% 40%
Board of Fxaminers 13 13 S0 0% 0% 46%
Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,500,000 14% 0% 14%
Child Care Planning and Advisory Council 25+ 19 $26,841 84% 50% 50%
Children and Families Commission (First 5) 9 81  $28,002,978. 100% 75% 75%
Children, Youth, and Their Families Overstght and 11 10 $155,224,346 50% 80% 75%
Advisory Committee :
Citizen’s Committee on Community Development 9 8 539,696,467 75% 67% 63%
City Hall Preservation Advisory Commlssmn 5 5 S0 60% 33% 20%
Civil Service Commission 5 4 $1,262,072 50% 0% 25%
Commission on Community Investment . 5 5 $745,000,000 60% 100% 100%
and Infrastructure
Commission on the Aging Advisory Council 22 15 S0 80% 33% 31%
Commission on the Environment ‘ 7 6 S27,280,925 67% 0% 50%
Commission on the Status of Women 7 7 $8,048,712 100% 71% 71%
| Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee 11 11 $3,000,000 | 82% 33% 45%
Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee 19 13 S0 38% 40% 44%
Elections Commission 7 7 $15,238,360 57% 25% 29%
Entertainment Commission 7 7 $1,003,898 29% 50% 57%
Ethics Commission 5 4. $6,458,045 100% 50% 50%
Film Commission . 11 11 SO 55% 67% 50%
Fire Commission $400,721,970 20% 100% 40%
S0 50% 67% 75%

Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority

® Figure 25 only includes policy bodies with complete data on gender for all appointees. Some bodies had

incomplete data on race/ethnicity of appointees. For these, percentages for people of color are calculated out of

known race/ethnicity.
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194

[Poieyoay O] e Y9 Budget | women | SR FOOR
Health Authority (Plan Governing Board) -19 15 $666,000,000 33% 80% .50%
Health Commission 7 7 | $2,200,000,000 43% 50% 86%

' Health Service Board 7 6 $11,632,022 33% 0% 50%
Historic Preservation Commission 7 7 $53,832,000 43% 33% 14%
Housing Authority Commission 7 6 $60,894,150 50% 100% 83%
Human Rights Commission 12 10 - $4,299,600 60% - 100% -70%
Human Services Commission 5 5 $529,900,000 40% - 0% 40%
Immigrant Rights Commission A 15 13 S0 54% 86% 85%
In-Home Supportive Services Public Authority 13 9 $70,729,667 44% 50% 56%
Juvenile Probation Commission 7 6 $48,824,199 -33% 100% 100%
Library Commission 7 -7 $160,000,000 71% 40% 57%
Local Homeless Coordinating Board 9 9 $40,000,000 56% 60% | 75%
Mayocr's Disability Council 11 8 S0 75% 17% 25%
Mental Health Board . 17 15 $184,962 73% 64% 73%
MTA Board of Directors and Parking Authority 7 7 1 $1,200,000,000 57% 25% 43%
Commission ’ ' 5 '
Office of Early Care and Education Citizens' Advisory 9 9 SO 89% 50% 56%
Committee . .

Oversight Board {COl) 7 6 $745,000,000 17% 100% 67%
Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee 17 13 S0 46% 17% 8%
Planning Commission 7 6 $53,832,000 50% 67% 33%
Police Commission 7 7 $687,139,793 43% 100% 71%
Port Commission 5 5 $192,600,000 60% 67% 60%

| Public Utilities Citizen's Advisory Committee 17 13 4 S0 54% - 14% 31%
Public Utilities Commission 5 3] $1,296,600,000 67% - 0% 0%
Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 6 SO | 33% 100% 67%
Public Utilities Revenue Bond Oversight Committee 7 5 S0 40% 50% 40%
Recreation and Park Commission 7 7 $230,900,000 29% 50% 43%
Reentry Council 24 23 ' S0 43% - 70% 70%
Rent Board Commission 10 9 $8,543,912 44% 25% 33%

.| Residential Users Appeal Board 3 2 : S0 0% 0% 50%
Retirement System Board - 70 7 $95,000,000 43% 67% 29%
Sentencing Commission 13 13 S0 31% 25% 67%
Small Business Commission 7 7 $2,242,007 43% 67% 43%
SRO Task Force 12 12 S0 42% 25% 55%
‘Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee 16 15 S0 67% 70% 80%

| Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 11 11 S0 27% 67% - 36%
Sweatfree Procurement Advisory Group 11 7. . S0 43% 67% 43%
Treasure Island Development Authority 7 6 $18,484,130 50% N/A N/A
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Total | Fille | Women | Women | - People:
IR A . - _ Seats o of Color | of Color’
Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Citizens Advisory 17 54% N/A N/A
Board
Urban Forestry Council 15 13 $153,626 8% 0% 0%
Veterans Affairs Commission 17 11 SO 36% 50% 55%
War Memorial Board of Trustees 11 11 $18,185,686 55% 33% 18%
Workforce Community Advisory Committee 8 4 S0 100% 100% 100%
Youth Commission 17 16 $305,711 56% 78% ( 75%
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2018,
Flgure 26: San FranCIsco Populatlon Estlmates by Race/EtthIty, 2017
’ Race/EthnICIty B S Y Total
, o Estlmate Percent.
San Francisco County California 864,263 -
White, Not Hispanic or Latino 353,000 38%
Asian 295,347 31%
Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 14%
Some other Race ‘ 64,800 7%
Black or African American - 45,654 5%
Two or More Races 43,664 5%,
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 0.3%
Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 0.4%
Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Yeor Estimates.
Figure 27: San Francisco Populatlon Estlmates by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2017
Race/Ethmc:ty * Total Female L Male
, . Estiméte Percent | Estimate Percent ‘Estimate.. Percent
] San Francisco County California 864,263 -1 423,630 49% 440,633 51%
White, Not Hispanic or Latino . 353,000 38% | 161,381 17% 191,619 - 20%
Asian , 295,347 |- 31% | 158,762 17% 136,585 - 15%
Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 14% 62,646 7% 69,303 “7%,
Some Other Race - : 64,800 7% | 30,174 3% 34,626 4%.
Black or African American 45,654 5% | 22,311 (. 2.4% 23,343 2.5%
Two or More Races 43,664 5% 21,110 2.2% 22,554 | - 2.4%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 0.3% 1,576 | 0.2% 1,650 |  0.2%
Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 0.4% 1,589 0.2% | 1,717 | 0.2%

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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City and County of San Francisco
Department on the Status of Women
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240
‘San Francisco, California 94102
sfgov.org/dosw
dosw@sfgov.org
415.252.2570
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Mr. Victor Young

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall., Room 244
San Francisco CA 94102

" September 6, 2019

Re: Historical Preservation Commission Candidate Chris Foley

Dear Mr. Young;

With pleasure, | extend this letter in support of Mr. Foley's candidacy for The Historic Preservation
Commission. | have known Mr. Foley for several years and have come to appreciate his dedication to
expand access to Early Childhood Education programs for families most in need. | must also note that
Chris has a long-standing reputation for actively supporting our nonprofit sector in San Francisco and
: avalhng much needed resources allowing for stablhty and growth of these individual community based

We have been working together on a development project referred to as 1850 Bryant, one of MNC’s
priority expansion sites, which we plan to develop into a model Early Childhood Education (ECE) site.
When completed, our center at 1850 Bryant will include quality, full-day/full-year programs through a
Continuum-of-Care model (birth - 5 years of age) and an integrated Family Resource Center (FRC). Mr.
Faley has been a dedicated partner on this project and is committed to maklng ita reahty for our families -
to receive these critical services.

With Mr. Foley's steadfast support, MNC is negotiating a 25-year lease at 1850 Bryant, where we will be
co-located with the City of San Francisco’s Human Services Agency (HSA). Our expansion to this site will
not only allow us to respond to this urgent community need for quality ECE programs and FRC services,
but will also offer the opportunity to build a stronger partnership with HSA that will enable us to better
assist the communities served by MNC and HSA.

Through this experience, Mr. Foley has demonstrated a firm willingness to work with community to
preserve spaces for working, low-income communities of color, who are essential to the vibrancy and
diversity for which the City of San Francisco is known. '

Sincerely

/%&?

A Santiago “Sam” Ru
Chief Executive Ofﬁcer .
Mission Neighborhood Centers, Inc.
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THiro BAPT!ST CHureH %f
oF San Fravcrseo ¢4

Third Baptist Church of San Fronéisco, Inc.

1399 McAllister Street « San Francisco, California 94115
Tel 4153464426 « 4153464259 fax « wuw.thirdbaptist.org

Family
Faith
Fortitude

Dr. Amos C. Brown, Pastor

September 9, 2019

Mr. Victor Young

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102 .

Re: Historical Preservation Commission Candidate Chris Foley

Dear Mr. Young,

Third Baptist Church has been working with Mr. Foley for almost two years. Reverend Brown reached out to him after
the Reverend saw the work he did at Saint Joseph’s Church and asked for Mr. Foleys help. Since that time Mr. Foley
along with Thor Kaslosky have been working to help us renovate Third Baptlst Church. Ail of the work that they have
done has been free. To date they have:

1. Brought in Contractors to help develop a total.project scope and cost
2. Brought in Preservation Architects to help develop the above scope of work

3. Working on developing a plan for a capital campaign that should start this year

We have enjoyed working with him and also appreciate his help in rebuilding our church.

%/w

Smcerely

reston J Turner

198



