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1/27/20

FILE NO. 200065 - MOTION NO.

[Reappointment, Small Business Commiésion - Miriam Zouzounis]

Motion reappointing Miriam Zouzouriis, term endihg'dahuary 6, 2024, to the Smali

Business Commission.

MOVED, That the Board of SupérVisors of the City and County of San Francisco does: -

hereby appoint the following designated person to serve as a member of the Small Business . |

Commission, pursuant to the pro’vis.ions of Charter, Section 4.134.
Miriam Zou'zdunié, seat 1, suceeeding themselhf, term .expiréd; must be an owner,
operator, or officer ofa San'Ffancisco small business and appointed by t-he Board of

SupeNisors, for the unexpired portion a four-year term ending Jénuary 6, 2024.

Rules Committee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Save Form - : | Print Form

Board of Supervisors o o rRELEiYEL

City and County of San Francisco BOABE UL 2,
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
(415) 554-5184 FAX (415) 554-7714  509) JAH -

{4

Application for Boards, Commissions, Commitiees, & Task Forces

Name of Board, Comm’iésion, Committee, or Task Force: Small Business Commission

Seat 1 o District: 4NA

Seat # or Category (If applicable):
Name: Miriam Zouzounis

. Home Address o ‘ p 94134
Home Phone: - OCCUpaﬁon Sma“ BUS|neSS/Retal|

Work Phone: 415 552-5007 Ted's Market

Employer:

1530 Howard St. San FranCISco CA 7ip: 94103 |

Business Address:

miriam@tedsmarket.com Home E-Mail

Business E-Mail:
Pursuant 1o Charter Section 4.101 (a)2, Boards and Commissions established Ey
the Charter must consist of electors (registered voters) of the City and County of

San Francisco. For-certain other bodies, the Board of Supervisors can waive the -
resmency requnrement

Check All That Apply:

Registered voter in San Francisco: Yes No [ ] If No, where registered:

Resident of San Francisco Yes[_] No If No, place of residence:

Pursuant to Charter section 4.101 (a)1, please state how your qualifications
represent the communities of initerest, neighborhoods, and the diversity in
ethnicity, race, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, types of disabilities,
and any other relevant demographic. quahtles of the City and County of San
Francisco:

[am a young, woman of color and a third generation small business ownér. In addition to working in my
family's business, | work in imports and have relationships with many of our small, immigrant and minority
retailers, restaurants, bars, cafes, etc. | also participate in several trade associations (Arab American
Grocers Association, South of Market Business Association, etc.) and given the nature of my work, | have
the privilege of interacting with every layer of our City, from the near-retirement age business owners, our
agmg homeless population - members of which are regular customers and frierids, and youth. Accessibility
is one of the anchor words | would use to describe the type of business environment | come from -- where
human interaction with fellow workers from all over the City happens. | hope to continue the mandate to
defend and protect ground level, culturally and physically accessible spaces that confribute to
neighborhoods and serve largely under-resourced communities. | also look forward to helping San
Franclsco tackle the big picture problems of our time in a way that does not have negative and unforeseen
impacts on working people and small businesses that support a farge portion of our workforce.
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Business and/or professional experience;

| am the Operations Manager for my family's businass, but perform dutles from operating the reglster, making dsliveries, vetting contractors and
vendors, regulatory and compliance, billing, inventory managsment, efc. | am a sounding board for many fike businesses and am able to identify
trends which benefits engagement with the Gity on matters concerning small businesses. | am famlliar with our City's TTX Department as well as
the resources available by the Office of Small Business, OEWD, and pariner organizations like the SBA, SBDC, the San Frahcisco Economic
Davslopment Alliance, etc. | have also worked for the Small Business Administration at the Federal Level in the context of disaster response and
support far small business affected by natural disaster. | have also worked for the Department of Commerce (Faderal). | have taken -
Employse/Employer Rights courses at CCSF and have worked as a paralegal in the past. | am fond of sconomic theory and history and have
been part of collective processes for developlng analysis of industry, economics, social movements etc. From my position on the Small Business
Commission for the last 4 years, 1 have pushed the Commission to be a more proactive body and been the lead in drafting two resolutions that
have been adopted by the Board of Supervisors (CaiRecycle/CRV Redemption Collection recommendations to Dept. of Environment, Economic
(Tobacco Retall Licensas) Mitigation Working Group). | have contributed to building consensus, bringing constituent-informed and
worker-mformed perspectives, and developing amendments to lagislation presented by Supervisors and Departments.

Aiuin l\nh\nhme-
TR W AN AR K W R

I have deep relationships in grassroots organizing, from police accountability(organizing People's Tribunals
with testimony to being active in both the drafting and community campaigns around the 2012 San
Francisco Safe Civil Rights Ordinance which brought oversighit to the MOU between the FBl and SFPD,
etc.). | am active in the anti-war movement and solidarity with other communities in the diaspora. | support
and attend local fairs and event series (i.e. Howard Zinn Bookfaire, LaborFest, etc.) | work regularly with
organizations Jike the ARC, American Friends Setvice Committes, Causa Justa, Bayview Hunters Point
Community Advocates, etc. | work closely with the Immigrant Rights Commlssmn and hope collaborations
between the Small Business Commission and the Immigrant Rights Commission can help address specific
issues targeting our immigrant small businesses.

* Have you attended any meetings of the Board/Commission to which you wish abpointment? Yes ENo []

For appointments by thé Board of Supervisdrs appearance before the RULES COMMITTEE is a
requirement before any appointment can be made. (Appllcatlons must be received 10 days
before the scheduled heating.)

Date; 12/1212019"  ppplicant's Signature: (fequired) Hircaim goisgouncs

(Manually sign or type your complete name.
NOTE: By typing your complete name, you are
hereby consenting to use of electronic signature.)

Please Note: Your apphca’non will bie retained for one year Once Completed, thls form including
all attachments, become public record.’

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: :
Appointed to Seat#;___ - - Term Expires: Date Seal was Vacated:

01/20/12
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:“FCA'L.]FORNII{FORM*7‘0 9

Ofiicial Use Only

STATEMENT OF ECONVOMIC INTERESTS  Date Inial Filing Received

meE ey | COVER PAGE
Ieas p orn in nk. ’ ﬂ A PUBLIC DOCUMENT
NAME OF FILER. (LAST) v (FIRST) o , (MIDDLE)
Zouzounis __ ‘ Miriam, : . - K
1. Office, Agency, or Court C o
Agency Name (Do not use acronyms) -
~ Small Business Commission Seat1
Division, Board, Depariment, District, if applicable Your Posifion

Office of Small Business

#- [ fiing for mulfiple positions, st below or on an altachment. (Do nof use acronyms)

Agency: Position:

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

[ State . . [[1 Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewida Jurisdiction) -
1 sutt-County ) QZ County of —___San Francisco
{zfcuy of . San Francnscp ‘ [ Other

3, Type of Statement (Check af feast one box)

[71 Annual: The period covered Is January 1, 2018, through [1 Leaving Office: Date Left . [ " [
or December 31, 2018, (Check one circle.) '
The period covered is I ! through " O The period covered is January 1, 2018, through the date of
December 31, 2018, ' A .qr. 12avIng office.
l:] Assuming Office: Date assumed s I O The period covered is / A , through

the date of leaving office,
{;2’ Candldate:- Date of Election _____'U_GIZQZQ_ and office sought, rf different than Part 1:

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

‘[ Schedule A - investments — schedule attached ’ Q’ Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Posilions —Aschedule attached
{1 Schedule A2 « Invesiments — schedule attached ["1Schedule D .« Income ~ Gifts ~ schedule attached
Q’ Schedule B ~ Real Property — schedule attactied [ 1schedule E - Income — Gifts — Travel Payments - schedule attached

~Of'= | None NG reportable inferests on any schedule

5, Verification , .
MAILING ADDRESS STREET ’ any ) STATE ZIPCODE -

(Business orAieniy Address Recommended - Public Document} ) )
SanFrancisco - | CA 94134

DAVTINE TELEPHONE NUVBER EMAIL ADDRESS

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

1 cartify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing Is true and correct,

pate Signed___1 2/16/2019 - Hlream Jorgounce

(month, day, yesi) {Fif the originally slgmed paper=alement with your flng offial)

FPRC Form 700 (2018/2019)

FPRC Advice Emall: advice@{ppe.ta.gov

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.ippe.ca.goy
Page-5
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SCHEDULE B
~ Interests in Real Property

. (Including Rental Income) -

i 700

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

» ASSESSOR'S FPARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS

» ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS

249 Amherst St
ciTY cIrY
San Francisco
FAIR MARKET VALUE iF APPLICABLE LIST DATE: FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

[1 $2,000 - $10,000 7121 9
[]'s10,001 - $100,000 18 i 18
D_$1UD,QU1 . $1,UUU,UUU ) ACQUIRED nDIgROSED
@' Over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INTEREST
@' Ownership/Deed of Trust [ Basement
[} Leasehold
Yrs, remaining Other

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED

[71 50 - $498 [} $500 - 51,000 1 $1,001 - $10,000
"[[] $10,001 - $100,000 1 OVER s100,000

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater

interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of
income of $10,000 or more.

VNone

~ [] $2,000 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000

|| Over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INTEREST

[Tl Leasehold

L_l $i 00, 01 - $1,000, us -

[[] ownership/Deed of Trust

{71 $o - 5489
[[] $10,001 - $100,000

D None

Ir RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS

7] $500 - $1,000

18 - 418
R ACQUIRED DISPOSED -
] Easement
‘ O
Yrs. remalning Other

[ 51.001 - $10,000
{7} oVER $100,000

SQURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater
interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of
income of $18,000 or more.

* You are not required to repon‘loans from a commnrercial lending institution 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 busines$ must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Businass Address Acceplable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

%  [_] None

. HIGHEST BALANGE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[ 500 - $1,000 [1 54,001 - $10,000
[] 510,001 - $100,000 [ ] OVER $100,000

{71 Guarantor, if applicable

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplabla)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE

[] $500 - $1,600
1 $10,001 - $100,000

% [ None

il Guarantar, if applicable

TERM (Months/Years)

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD

[1 $1,001 - $0,000
[[] oveR $100,000

Comments:

1930 -

FPPC Farm 700 (2018/2018)

FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppe.ca.gov

FPPC Toll-Frea Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppr.ca.gov
Page - 11



SCHEDULE C
Income, Loans, & Business

Positions
{Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)‘

RECElVED . . 1. INCOME RECEIVED

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME . NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME
Ted's Market : : Terra Sancta Trading Company
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) ADDRESS (Business Address Accepiable)
3
1530 Howard St. San Francisco 94013 2909 ST.JOHN'S AVENUE, JACKSONVILLE,
BUSINESS AGTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE aus.ués‘é ACTTOTY, IF ANY, OF SOURGE
Retail/Grocery Imports
. YOUR BUSINESS POSITION YOUR BUSINESS POSITION
. Operations Manager - West Coast Partner
GROSS INCOME RECEIVED [ No Income - Business Position Only GROSS INCOME RECEIVED . [} No Income - Business Position Only
{1 $500 - 1,000 [ $1,001 - $10,000 71 $500 - $1,000 [} $1.001 - 10,000
{Z $10,001 - $100,000 [} OVER $100,000 : g’mo,em - $100,000 [J oVER $1do,000
CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEWED : CONSIDERATION FOR WHIGH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
{;Z Salary [ ] Spouse's or registered domestic pariner's income [ salary ] Spouse’s or registered domestic pariner's income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.) (For self-employed use Schedule A-2))
1 Pantnership (Less than 10% ownefship. For 10% or greater use 3 Partnership {Less-ihah 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.) Schedule A-2.)

[] sale of i [ sale of

E (Real propeity, car, hoat, elc.} {Real property, car, boal, slc.)
[} toan repayment ' [ vLoan repayment
[} Commission or [ ] Rental Income, fist each sourve of $10,000 or mors, g/ Commission or [ ] Rental Incamme, fist each saures of $10,000 or mora

{Describe) . t (Describe)
Other ‘ . Other

D . {Dascribs) . : D (Describg)

» 2. LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORT!NG PERIOD.

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

NAME OF LENDER*  INTEREST RATE TERM (MonthsiYears)
o % [None
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)
: . SECURITY FOR LOAN .
BUSINESS AGTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER [ None {1 Personal residence

] Reat Property

g Streét address
HIGHEST BALANGE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[} s500 - $4,000 o
71 $1,001 - $10,000
] Guarantor

{1 $10,001 - $100,000
[} oVeR $100,000 D’ other

: ’ : ({Desgribe)
Comments:

FPPC Form 700 (2018/2019)

FPPC Advice Ematl: advice@fppe.ca.gov

FPRC Toli-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppe.ca.gav
Page-13
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1/INCOME RECEWVED @

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

Department of Commerce,

Economics and Stallstics Administrafion, US Census Bureau

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable)
90 7th St, San Franclsca CA 94103

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE
Federal Government

YDUR BUSINESS POSITION
Gensus Fleid Manager

/ S , o SCHEDULE C
Income, Loans, & Business

Positions
{Other than Gifts and Travel Payments) -

.CALIFORNIA FGRM‘ 700

FAIR POLITICAL PRAc'ncEs MISSION. -

> 1. INCOME RECEIVED
NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable}

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS DASITION

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED [[1No Income - Business Position Qnly
[1 ss500 - $1,000 {71 1,001 - $10,000
{Z $10,001 - $100,000 7] oVER $100,000

GONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED -
Salary n Spouse's or registered domestic partner’s incoie
(For self- employed use Schedule A-2)

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

- [ sale of . _ :
. (Real proparty, car, boal, efc)

[} Loan repayment

[] commission or  [7] Rental Income, fist each sotrwa of $10,000 or morz

{Descibe)

Other .
D {Destribe)

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED [T} No Income - Business Position Only

] $500 - 31,000 151,001 - $10,000
CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

D Salary [] Spouse’s or registered domestic partner's Income
(For self-employed useé Schedule A-2.) .

O Parinership. (Less than 10% awnership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.} .

[ sate of

(Real property, car; boal, ele)
[7] Loan repayment '

or  [7] Rental Income, iist each source of $10,000 or more

{Destriba)

[ other

(Desctibe)

> 2 LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD

* You are not required to report loans from a commercial lendmg institution, 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 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 Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
7] $500 - $1,000

7] $1,001 - $10,000

[} 310,001 - $100,000

[] ovER 100,000

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Yea;s)

% [ ] None

SECURITY FOR LOAN
[ None [ Personal residence

D Real Froperty . Sireat addrioss

City

1 Guarantor

7 otner -
(Describe}

Comments:‘

FPPRC Form 700 (2018/2018)
FPPC Advice Emall: advice@fppc.ca.gov

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: B66/275-3772 www.fppt.ta.gav
Paga - 13
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City and County of San Francisco
City Ha]ll Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco, CA 94102- 4689

Rules Committee :
Members: Supervisor Hillary Ronen, Supervisor Shamann Walton, Supervisor Catherme Stefam,
Supemsor Gordon Mar

Clerk: Victor Young
City Hall, Committee Room 263

Re: Reappointment to Seat 1, Miriam Zouzounis
Honorable Supervisors and Members of the Rules Committee,

I am writing to affirm my support for Miriam Zouzounis's reappointment to the Small Business
Commission for Board of Supervisor's Appointed Seat #1. I have known Miriam and been
familiar with her work for several years now. In addition to day to day familiarity with the brick
and mortar business, Miriam is very involved with merchant and community organizations.
Mirjam has also dxsplayed the ablhty to bnng together different communities and stakeholders,
highlighting the nexus of worker rights and equity concerns from her role as a Commissioner
during the last 4 years. I was first introduced to Miriam through her familiarity with the variables

facing small businesses in District 6, and I have personally observed her spend time and energy

fielding calls from small businesses, and being a liaison to the resources and decision makers in

" City Hall. Miriam's energy for the economic sustainability of San Francisco's most impacted

merchants, entrepreneurs and workers is clear through her efforts on the Small Business
Commission. Miriam has done the hard work, reading, digesting and interpreting the implications
of legislation coming out of City hall and translating it (sometimes literally!) for the harder-to-
reach immigrant and minerity small businesses in our City. Miriam has worked with Supervisors
and Departments to bring merchants impacted by new legislation to the table and bmld
compromise, develop outreach techmques and prov1de feedback

Thank you for your consideration of reappomtment for Miriam Zouzoums to the Small Busmess

Commission.
Sincerely,

gl

Rene Alejandro Colorado

Executive Director-
Tenderloin Merchants & Property Owners Association
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SD m b G South of Market'BusiﬁésS Association

615 Seventh Street * San Francisco , CA 94103-4910 « www.sfsomba.otg
Phone: 415.621.7533 « Fax: 415.621.7583 * e-mail: info@sfsomba .com

January 20, 2020

Board of Supervisors

Rules Committee

Mr. Victor Young, Clerk

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Honorabie Niembers of ine Board of Supervisors Ruies Commitiee

I'am writing in support of the reappointment of Ms. Miriam Zouzounis to Seat 1.0n the
Small Business Commission.

She is an active and dedicated board member on the South Of Market Business
Association , which is a member of the San Francisco Council of District Merchants
Associations, where she has participated in many activities to promote small business.’
She also is a board member of the Arab American Grocers Association representing a
. sizeable majority of convenience stores and cafes. As a member of the Advisory Board
. for the Healthy Food Retail Program she has been influential in prompting of selling of -
healthy foods. '

As an owner and operator of a small business her tasks include online services,
preparing financial and inventory statements, developing human resources materials
and staying up to date on Federal, State and City laws regarding employee rights and
business compliance. She is a certified City vendor who oversees catering for a wide
spectrum of non-profits, City Departments, Embassies, Unions and corparations. It is
working on import and distribution which gives her additional credence with small
business and their needs. ' ' '

Small Business Commission.
Sincerely,

Henry Karnilowicz

‘Vice President

Cc:

‘Supervisor Hillary Ronen

Supervisor Catherine Stefani
Supervisor Gordon Mar
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San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations

Susie McKinnon

Treasurer

Albert Chow

Vice President-

Maryo Mogannam Jen Lee

President

Al Williams

Vice President

SFCDMA

MEMBER ASSOCIATIONS

Arab American Grocers Association
Balboa Village Merchants Association
Bayview Merchants Association .
Castro Merchants
ChinaioWn Merchants Association
Clement St. Merchants Association
Dogpatch Business Association
?ilimore Merchants Associationi
Fisherman’s Wharf Merchants Assn.
Golden Gate Restaurant Association
Glen Park Merchants Association
Golden Gate Restaurant Association
Greater Geary Boulevard Merchants
& Property Owners Assoclation
Hgl‘ght Ashbury Merchants Association
ayes Valley Neighborhood

Association Merchant Group
Ingleside Merchants Association

, Inner Sunset Merchants Association
Japantown Merchants Assoéiation
Larkin Street Merchants Association
Lower Haight Merchants & Neighbors
Marina Merchants Association
Mission.Merchants Association
Noe Valley Merchants Association
Norlh Beach Business Association
North East Mission Business Assn.
People of Parkside Sunset
Polk District Merchants Association
Potrero Dogpatch Merchants Assn.
Sacramento St. Merchants Association
South of Market Business Association
The Outer Sunset Merchant
& Professional Aésociation

* Union Street Association |
Valencia Corridor Merchants Assn.
Wieast Portal Merchants Association

San Francisco Council of Districe Merchants Associations * 2443 Fillmore Street,

Secretary

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall1.Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco, CA 941024689

Rules Committee Members: :
Supervisor Hillary Ronen, Supervisor Shamann Walton, Supervnsor Catherine Stefani,-
Supervisor Gordon Mar

Clerk: Victor Young
City Hall, Committee Room 263

Re: Support of reappointment to Seat 1, Miriam Zouzounis

To our esteemed Supervisors and Members of the Rules Committee,

‘The San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations wishes to express its

support of Miriam Zouzoums in her’ reappomtment to Seat 1 on the Small Business
Commnssxon

Miriam has brought Insight and perspective to the Commission that we believe is
invaluable. Her passion and concern for the "tiny" businesses is a well-rounded

compliment that is essential to the Commission.-

In my involvement with the Council over the years, | have worked with Miriam and
admire her dedication, diplomacy and decisiveness.

Please do not hesitate to reappoint Miriam Zouzounis to Seat 1 on the SBC

Thank you in advance for your leadership and thoughful consideration,

San jzx%hei‘éo Council of District Merchants Association
Advocating for 43,570 tiny* businesses with 217,850 employees
many of them living and voting in S.F *(10 or fewer employees)

#189, San Francisco, CA 94115 « wwwsfedma org
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Young, Victor (BOS)

From: ' Rick Karp <rick@colehardware.com>

Sent: . Monday, January 20, 2020 8:44 PM

To: Henry Karnilowicz

Cc: ! ‘ Young, Victor (BOS); Harold Hoogasian; maulawsf@hotmail.com; Miriam Zouzounis;

" mirilam@tedsmarket.com; Jess Voss; Ilz@polopromotlons comy; drsmow@hotmall com;
sherf9ers@gmail.com; keith@hostwell.com;
Juslyn. Manalo@brookﬁeldpropertlesdeveiopmentcom, mike@mtframing.com;
carlos.infante@chase.com; Ronen, Hillary; Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Mar, Gordon (BOS)
Subject: ‘ Re: Reappointment of Miriam Zouzounis to Small Business Commission ‘

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Supervxsors

On behalf of Cole Hardware and the San Francisco Locally Owned Merchants Alhance, | fervently add my support of
Miriam's reappointment to the Small Business Commission. Miriam has been a tireless advocate for locally owned
" businesses throughout our City, She is an educated, experienced and knowledgeable voice for our small businesses
community. Please reappoint her!

Thank you. -

. On Mon, Jan 20, 2020 at 7:39 PM Henry Karnilowicz <occexp@aol.com> wrote:
Hi Victor,

Aftached is my letter in support of the reappointment of Commissioner Miriam Zouzoums to the Small Busmess
Commlssmn . .

1 have also copied the Rules Gommittee.
Kind regards,
Henry Karnilowicz
Vice President
SomBa (South of Market Business Association)
615 Seventh Street
San Francisco, CA 94103-4910

415.420.8113 cell
415.621.7583 fax

Warm regards ' o ‘ .

Rle
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Rick Karp

sole Hardware

70.4th Street

San Franycisoo, CA 941 03
415-846-2004 |

www,colehardware.com

j

(LI

Follow us on Twitter @colehardware

Join us on Facebook! www.facebook.com/colehardware
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. San Francisco
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Date Printed:  March 24, 2017 Date Established: ~ December 5, 2003
Active '

SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION

Contact and Address:

Regina Dick-Endrizzi, Contact Person

Small Business Commission
City Hall, Room 448

San Prancisco, CA. 94102
Phone: (415) 554-6481

Fax: (415) 558-7844
Bmail: regina.dick-endrizzi@sfgov. org

Authority:

Charter, Section 4.134 (Proposition D, November 4, 2003, certified by the Secretary of State on
December 5, 2003); and Govemment Code, Section 87103.

Board Qualiﬁcations:

The Small Business Commission (Commission) was established to oversee the San Francisco
Office of Small Business. Individuals appointed to the Commission are intended to, represent
and further the interest of the particular industries, trades, or professrons specified pursuant to
Government Code, Sectlon 87103.

The Commission shall consist of seven (7) members who shall serve at the pleasure of their
appointing authorrty :

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPOINTED
> Three 3) members who are owners, operators or ofﬁcers of San Francisco small businesses.

MAYOR APPOINTED :

> Two (2) members who are owners, operators, or officers of San Francisco small businesses. .
> One (1) member who is a current or former owner, operator or officer of a San Francrsco
small business. -

> One (1) member who is an officer or representative of a neighborhood economic
development organization or an expert in small business finance.

All Commission members shall service for fourfyear,terrns and reflect the diversity of
neighborhood and small business interests in the City.

"R Board Description” (Screen Print)
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. San Francisco

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Reports: None.

Sunset Date: None.

"R Board Description" (Screen Print)
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Tel. No. (415) 554-5184
Fax No. (415) 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

VAGCANCY NOTlCE

~ SMALL BUSINESS QMI\.I!IQSIQN

Renlaces All Previous Nofices

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN of the following seat information and term expirations,
appointed by the Board of Supervisors. - '

Seat 1, succeeding Miriam Zouzounis, term expires Jantjary 6, 2020, must be an
owner, operator, or officer of a San Francisco small business and appointed by the

~Board of Supervxsors for the unexplred portion of a four-year term ending January 6,
2024.

Seat 2, Kathleen Dooley, term expires' January 6, 2022, must be an ownef, operator, or
officer of a San Francisco small business and ‘appointed by the Board of Supervisors,
for the unexpired portion of a four-year term ending January 6, 2022. -

Seat 3, William Ortiz~Cartagené, term expires January 6, 2024, must be an owner,’
operator, or officer of a San Francisco small business and appointed by the Board of
Supervisors, for the unexpired portion of a four-year term.

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.101, members of this Commission must be, and
‘'remain during their tenure, an elector of the City and County of San Francisco. v
(The Charter defines an elector as a person registered to vote in the City and County of
San Francisco: This voter registration requirement encompasses other requirements:
that a member must be a citizen of the United States, a resident of San Francisco, at

‘least 18 years of age or older before the next election, must not be in prison or on
parole for the conviction of a felony, and must not have been judged by a court to be
mentally incompetent fo reg/ster and vote.) :

Reports: None
Sunset Date: None.

. Additional information relating to the Small Business Commission, or other seats on this
body that are appointed by another authority, may be obtained by reviewing Charter,
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Small Business Commission
VACANCY NOTICE , .
November 13,2019 - . ‘ . - Page 2

Section 4.134, available at http://www.sbeS.orq/sfmunicodes or by visiting the
Commission’s website at http://www.sfgov.org/sbc.

Pursuant to Board of Supervisors Rules of Order 2.32 (Motion No. 05-92) all applicants
applying for this Board must complete and submit, with their application, a copy (not
original) of their Form 700, Statement of Economic Interests. Applications will not be .
considered if a copy of the Form 700 is not submitted. Form 700, Statement of
Economic Interests, may be.obtained at http://www.sfbos.org/form700.

Interested persons may obtain an application from the Board of Supervisors website at
http://www.sfbos.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=19462 or from the
Rules Committee Clerk, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA.
94102-4689. All apphcants must be residents of San Francisco, unless otherwise
stated.

Next Steps: Applicants who meet the minimum qualifications will be contacted by the

.Rules Committee Clerk once the Rules Committee Chair determines the date of the -
hearing. Members of the Rules Committee will consider the appointment at the meeting
and applicant(s) may be asked to state their qualifications. The appomtment of the
individual who'is recommended by the Rules Commlttee will be forwarded to the Board
of Supervisors for final approval.

Please Note: Depending upon the posting date, a vacancy may have already been filled.

To determine if a vacancy for this Commission is still available, or if you require
additional information, please call the Rules Committee Clerk at (415) 554-7702.

- Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

DATED/POSTED: November 13, 2019 .
UPDATED: January 8, 2020
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Executive Summary

.In 2008, San Francisco voters overwhelmingly approved a City Charter Amendment (section 4.101)
establishingas 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 pbl'icy bodies such as task forces,
' committees, and advisory bodies, than previous analyses, which were limited to Commissions and
Boards. Data was collected from 84 policy bodies and from a total of 741 members mostly appointed hy

RAnsar —\nrl Bnn.-nl AF Comariicnre 'rkm-n v\r\l L.,\A ios £—.ll ur\rlr\v{- hﬂ+nﬁnrlnr rlnr‘lnr\'\*'nﬁl bastha
“y~

+hA [ie)
Gl v TV oupCViSTiS. Culy ©C GCrUWC CaLCgarics NI [SRe

San Francisco Offlce of the City Attorney.* The first category, referred to as ”Commxssrons 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 appointees both comprehensively as a whole and
separately by the two categories. '

The 2019 Gender Analysis evaluates the repfesentation of women; people of color; lesbiarn, gay,
bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans
on San Francisco policy bodies.

“Key Findings

Gender ' A i 10-Year Comparison of Representation
' ' of Women on Policy Bodies
> Women’ s representation on policy bodiesis = 80% « - v ors e e e e e
51%, slightly above parity with the San 50% b 49/’ 49% 49%
Francisco female population of 49%.

AQ% oo m e e e e e e emam s e v
> Since 2009, there has been a small but BO% o e o emt e aeae e e
steady increase in the representation of 20% :
women on San Francisco policy bodies. A oo o T

10% P e e . pere

0% e e e e e e s ..:‘ Ch e e et e
2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019
(n=401) (n=429) (n=419) (n=282) (n=522) (n=741)

‘Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

L 4Ljst of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Ordinancé or Statute,” Office of the
City Attorney, https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp- content/uploads/ZOlG/Ol/Comm|ss;on List-08252017.pdf,
(August 25, 2017).
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‘ Race and Ethnicity

> People of color are underrepresented on’ . of People of Color on Policy Bodies
policy bodies compared to the . 60%
population. Although‘people of color 0%
comprise 62% of San Francisco’s ’
population, just 50% of appointees . - 40% - v e e : ' -
identify as a race other than white. 30% - e e et e et et e e e e e
>  While the overall representation of 20% oo e s T
people of color has increased between LOU,  ooe vomrne ot s cars it oo i <t o 1 e e e e e
2009 and 2019, as the Department’ 0 e oo e ee e e e
collected data on more appointees, the 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019
representation of people of color has . (n=401) (n=295) (n=419) (n=269) (n=469) (n=713)
decreased over the last few yeafs. The .
percentage of appointees of 'cb'lor decreased Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Anualysis.
from 53% in 2017 to 49% in 2019.
> As found in previous reports, Latinx and Asian groups are underrepresented on San Francisco
policy 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. ‘ : ' '
i 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women
- Race and Ethnicity by Gender ‘ of Color on Policy Bodies ' '
» Onthe whole, women of color are 32% of ‘ ' ’ .
the San Francisco population, and 28% of - 30%
appointees. Although still below parity, 28% »
is a slight increase compared to 2017, which =~ 20% = <o e oo o8
showed 27% women of color appointees. o5 ) ~
> Meanwhile, men of color are A
underrepresented at 21% of appointees 0% 1o o e T
. 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019
compared to 31% of the San Francisco (n=401) (n=295) (n=419) (n=269) (n=469) (n=713)
population. L .
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-represented 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 to 2.5% 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

10-Year Comparison of Representation

are 15% of the population but jus’t 7% of appointees.

1947



Additional Demographics

> out of the 74%A of appointees who responded to the survey question on LGBTQ identity, 19%
identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, nonblnary, ueer, or guestioning, and 81% of
appointees identify as.straight/ heterosexual

» Out ofthe‘70% of appointees who responded to the question on disability, 11% identify as
having onie or more disabilities, which is just below the-12% of the adult population witha

disability in San Francisco.

> Out of the 67% of appointees who responded to the questlon on veteran status, 7% have served
in the rmllt;ar\/ rnmnnrn(‘l to 2% of the San Frnnrrcrn nnr\n!atmn

‘

Proxies for tnfluence: 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 underrepreserited 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 oolor
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

San Franmsco Populatlon '
*Total Appomtees

10 Largest Budgeted Commlssmns & Boards
10 Smallest Budgeted Commlsswns & Boards
Commissions and Boards ‘
Adwsory Bodies

‘Women~

People

5% |
1%
" 52%
48%
54%

‘of Color_

'Women
of Color

23%

©28%

132%
28%

Veteran
Status
o % ‘

Disability
Status

1GBTQ -

32% '
30% |

Sources: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2019, *Note Estimatesvary 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 city in
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 specsﬁes ‘gender analysis” as a preventive tool to identify and address discrimination. Since
1998, the Department on the Status of Women has employed this tool to analyze the operations of 10
City Departments using a gender lens.

In 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 Jurie 2008 Election. This City
Charter Amendment (Section 4.101) was overwhelmingly approved by voters and made it city pohcy
LlldL

@ The membership of Commissions and Boards are to reflect the diversity of San Francxsco s
population, ~
® 'Appomtmg officials are to be urged to support the nomlnatlon appointment, and conflrmatlon
of these candidates, and : _
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.

2 San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 33. A
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway. dll/Cahfomla/admmlstratxve/chapter33aIocahmplementatlonoﬁheunlted?
f=templatesSfn=default.htm$3.05vid= amlegal sanfrancisco_caSanc=JD_Chapter33A.
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[I.  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
dlsablllty, and 7% are veterans. :

Figure 1: Summary Data of Pollcy Body Demographlcs, 2019

o Appomtee Demographlcs e Percentage of Appomtees
Women (n=/41) , - 51%
People of Color {n=706) = . ' 50%
Women of Color {(n=706) o ‘ : 28%
LGBTQ Identified (n=548) o o 19%
People with Disabilities (n=516) S : 11%
Veteran Status (n=494) s o C 7%

Source: SF DOSW Data 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, Whieh could be partly due to the larger sample size used.in this yeat’s analysis compared to

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

Figure 2: 10-Year Comparlson of Representation of Women on Policy Bodies
60% L ek et e e T~ i v e e - . S e LR e

o - 48% 49% ) 49% 49% 51%
50/3 " ‘4‘5%~ e e ‘;:;@.: e e e o e n oo P vg e =2
: AR G

40% e T T T R L SR PR R PO

BO% - ce o v c e e e ene e e e e

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 Commiission on the Status of Women are currently comprised

~ of all women appointees. 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 number 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 Compared to 2617, 2015

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

Commission on the Status of Women (n=7)

Library Commission (n=7)

Commission on the Environment (n=6)

0% 20% 40% 60% ~ 80% 100%

@2019 m®2017 ®2015
Source: SF DOSW Data ‘Col/ection & 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 previous

_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 ;

C % i
Board of Examiners (n=13}  N/A.
N/A

Building Inspection Commission (n=7)
Oversight Board OCII (n=6)

Fire Commission (n=>5)

Sunshi.ne Ordinance Task Force (ﬁ=11) N/A
N/A

0% . 10% 20% 30% - 40% 50% 60%
m2019 E2017 ®2015

Source: SF DOSW Datu Coilection & Analysis.

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. : ‘ S ’

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

Workforce Community Advisory Committee (n=4) B

Office of Early Care and Education Citizeng‘ Advisory Committee {n=9) .
Commission on the Aging Advisory Council {n=15)

Child Care Plaﬁning and Advisory Council (n=20)

‘Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee (n=11)

Veteran Affairs Commission (n=36)

Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Comniittee (n=9)
Sentencing tommission (n=13)

Abatemenf Appeals Board (h=7)

Urban Forestry Council (n=13)

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

10
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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 Comparison of Representation of People of Color on Policy Bodies

50% e QB o m ey o
@_;

CAQ% e en e e e e “ P R I T Vo sy e
30%4 P _ [ e a v L ae st w e e s amaae e P s en e e e e -..‘.....

2009 (n=401) 2011 (n=295) 2013 (n=419) 2015 (n=269) 2017 (n=469) 2019 {n=713)
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

The racial and ethnic breakdown of policy' body members compared to the San Francisco population is
shown in Figure 7. This analysis reveals underrepresentation and overrepresentation in San Francisco
pblicy bodies for certain racial and ethnic groups. Half of all appointees 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.* ) : ‘

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 Gambbhir and Stephen Menendian, “Racial Segregation in the Bay Area, Part 2,” Haas Institute for a Fair and
Inclusive Society (2018).

4US Census Bureau, 2018, Retrieved from https://www.census.gov/qu'ickfacts/faqt/table/US/PSTO45218.
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Americans and Alaska Natives in San Francisco of 0. 4/:, none of the surveyed appomtees ldentlﬂed
themselves as such.

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

BOTh  rmves e 1w e+ e s s e s s x s i w4 et 0 e dtecs e e e s b et s o a o erane wwas =
. H Appointees (N 706)
50% e e 4 et e s 8 4 ke s o i ikt

- ™ Population (N=864,263)
40% PRI e e L e s e s e i
30% e R e
20% - SR . e
: T%
1U% ey L e T t . v s -m-us%‘-_ ‘ " u.,. A Y
B 1% 03% 0% 0.4% : 3AF
0% : S - 1T
" White, Not Asian * Hispanicor  Blackor ' Native Native qu orMore 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 Bodles Wlth 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 Authonty Commission increased following 2015, and have
remamed 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 CémmisAion (n=6)

. Heélth Commissioln (n=7)

Immigrant Rights Commission .(n=13)

~ Housing Authority Commission {n=6)

67%

0% 20% . 40% -60% 80% 100%
2019 £=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 Compared to
2017, 2015

0%

Public Utiﬁtiés Commission (n=3)
Historic'Preservatiorr Commissiorr (n=7)
Buiiding in%péction Commission {n=7)
War Memorial Board of Trustees (n=11).

City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission (n=5)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
H2019 ©2017 m®@2015 '
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 inéluded, 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 A
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 servmg
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Figure 10: Advisory Bodies with the Highest and Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019

Workforce Community Advisory Committee (n=4) 100%
Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee {n=15)

Children, Youth, & Their Families Oversnght & Advnsory Cmte. (n= 10)

Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority (n= 75%

75%

6)
Local Homeless Coordinating Board (n=9)
Ballot Slmphfcatlon Committee (n=4)

Mayor's Disability Council (n=8

)

Abatement Appeals Board (n=7)
A Pedestrian Satety Advisory Committee (n=13) = 0%
" Urban Forestry Council (n=13) 0%

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

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 appomtees compared to 31% of the San Francisco
population. - ‘

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

40% PR e - I A TR L IR PP PRI P . T T TV

31%

30%

20%

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

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, respéctively, 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.”

Efgure 12: Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2019

% 27% ' ' : T
. All Appointees (N=706)
25% cmms s TR v e e Wb e e mew . wma o e
= Female (n=360)
e ‘® Male {(n=339) -
20% o S N T
159 -~FdE] L . o s . .
11%
.10% -
5% .
5% . Co e ...+ 3% -
1% 1% 0% 0% 1%
0% . . S eous N e B
White, Not Asian Hispanic or Black or Native Native Two or More  Other Race
Hispanic or - Latinx . African  Hawaiian and American and Races
Latinx . American - Pacific  Alaska Native
Islander

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

Figure 13: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2019

25% , s e Bl e e e J I A T S ST PR TN PR B T
o 20% San Francisco Population (N=864,263)
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15% PR e e a e e e es e e
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o4 i e e e N vty o e . 3.7% .
> 2.4% 2.5% , 2.3% 2495 " 3:2%
v 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2%
0% - . _— ——
White, Not Asian Hispanic or Black or Native Native . Two or More Other Race
Hispanic or - Latinx African Hawaiian and American and Races
Latinx American Pacific Alaska Native
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Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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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 adequately assess the representation of the LGBTQ community.
However, compared to avaijlable San Francisco, 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%.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 ldentity of Appointees, 2019 Figure 15: LGBTQ Population of Appointees, 2019

(N=548) ‘ E (N=104)

s LGBTQ ™ = Gay & Lesbian u Bisexual
= Straight/Heterosexual . = Queer * Transgender = Questioning
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. ) Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

"E. Diéability 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 one

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

5 Gary J. Gates and Fran'k‘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%20lssues&utm_m edium=newsfeed&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% appointées
. with one or more disabilities, 6.8% are women, 3.9% are men, 0.4% are trans women, and 0.2% are
trans men. i

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)

B .
V&/z?en : BWomen ElMen & Trans Women B Trans Men

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. . Source: SFDO SW Data Co Ileftion & 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 number 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. A '

Figure 18: San Francisco Adult Population - Figure 19: Appointees with Military Service, 2019
with Military Service by Gender, 2017 o :
(N=747,896) : o (N=494)
~ 0.2%
3%
= Non—Veterén BEWomen EiMen D@Women EMen ETrans Women
Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year E;timates. - 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, appointeeé from the 10 iargest budgeted Commissions and Boards are 55% people of cblor, 41%

women, and 23% women of color. Appointees from the 106 smallest budgeted Cominissions 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 on the 10
smallest budgeted bodies. However, it falls far below parity for the 10 largest budgeted bodies. The
uuuuuuuu fnm afFatal s

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

62% People of Color Population

EOY% - s e st o e
% 55%

52%

50% 49% Women Population|

40%

30%
20%

10%

0% :
Largest Budgét Policy Bodies Smallest Budget Policy Bodies

HWomen BWomenofColor 1 Peopie of Color

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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Flgure 21 Demographxcs of Commlss:ons and Boards w1th Largest Budgets, 2019

o : -Total | Filled Women "-‘:’Péo_plef}.
Body ‘ FY18 19 Budge’c Seats | seats WOmen of Color |- of Color
Health Comm;ss&on ‘ 152,,200,00“0,000 7 7 29% 14% 86%
Pubhc Utilities Commlssmn ] $1€296{690,0(_)0 5 3 67% 0% 0%
MTAB Direct ‘ ’ .
TA Board of Directors and Parkmg $1,200,000,000 7 7 57% 14% 439%
A .Authonty,Commlvssm‘n - . , o
Airport Commission $1,000,000,000 5 5 40% 20% 40%
C . . C X3 - . ) '
] omm[lssmn__on ommunity Investment $745,000,000 5 5 60% 60% 100% -
and Infrastructure R : :
| Police Comimission . - $687,139,793 7 7 "43% 43% 71%
Health Authority (Plan Governing Board) - $666,000,000 19 15 33% 27% - 47%
Human Services Commission $529,QDQ,OOO 5 5 40% 0%. 40%.
Fire Commission $400,721,970- 5 5| 20% 20% 40%
Aging and Adult Servnces Commlssmn $334,700,000 7 7 43% 14% 57%
Total . L o 7.71°$9,060,061,763 |- 72| 66 | 41% .| 23% |  55%
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
Flgure 22 Demographlcs of Commlssmns and Boards wnth Smallest Budgets 2019 .
- e Total | Filled | Women | People
Body . b FY18 19 Budget »Seats, | _Sreatis Women‘ | goffc"()lbrf " of Color
Rent Board Commission 58 543,912 10 9| a%| 1% 33% |
Commlssnon on the Status of Women $8 048, 712 7 7 100% v71% 71/:
Ethics Commission $6 458, 045 5 41  100% 50% 50%
AHuman Rights Commission $4 299, 600 12 10| 50% 50% O%‘
Small Business Commission v $2 242,007 7 7 43% 29% 43%
Civil Service Commission. - $1 262,072 | 5 4 50% 0% 25%
Board of Appeals $1,072,300 5 5 - 40% - 20% 40%
Enfertainment Commission $1,003,898 71 7 29% 14% _ 57%
Assessment Appeals Board No.1, 2, & 3 $663{_;4f_23 24 18 39% 22% 44%
Youth Commission - $305,711 17 16|  56%. A4% 75%
Total . =~ £ ©$33,899,680 | .99 S 52% | 32%. | * 54%

. 87.

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 Advisory Bodies.
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Figure 23: Demographics of Appointees on Commission and Boards and Ad\_lisory Bodies, 2019
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

L Demogréphics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appoihtees

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 appointments include 55% women,
30% women of color, and 52% people of color, while Supervisorial appointments are 48% women, 24%
women 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 Méyoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees, 2019

60% -~ -- 559 v s e - .55‘;/, . e e
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& Mayoral Appointees (n=213} B Supervisorial Appointeés (n=145) mTotaIAppointees (n=741) ‘

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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lIl.  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 populatlon of women in San
Francisco.

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 only 11% 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, prlman!y
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 amplified for women of color appointees. Women comprise 41% of totai
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 populatlon 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, womeén comprise a decently higher percentage of appointees on Advisory Bodies compared
to Commissions and Boards. ' '

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%

' ‘idenfify 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 compares the representation 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 Supervisorial appointees -
and total appointees.

This réport is intended to advise the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and other appointing authorities, as
they seléct 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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V. Methodology and Limitations

This report 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 gehder 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 membet’s gender identity, race/ethnicity, sexual arientation,
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 'fuil data on gender and race for all appointees were

- included in sections comparing demographics of individual bodies. It should be noted that for policy
bodies with a small number of members, the change of a single individual greatly impacts the
percentages of demographlc categories. As such, these percentages should be interpreted with this in
mind.

The surveyed policy bodies fall under two categories 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 population. Figures 26 and 27 in the Appendix display these population
estimates by race/ethnicity and gender.

8 “List of City Boards, Commissionsv and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Ordinance, or Statute,” Office of the
City Attorney, https://www.sfcityattorney. org/wp content/uploads/ZOlG/Ol/Commlssmn Llst 08252017.pdf,
(August 25, 2017).
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' Appe'ndix

Flgure 25 Pollcy Body Demographlcs 20199

1966

»Pollcy Body | = i |sdate FY18 19 Budgetj Women | ‘é\;‘::'zg: :feg :":r
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 51 $1,000,000,000 40% 50% 40%
Arts Commission 15 15 $37,000,000 67% 50% 60%
Asian Art Commission © 27 27 $30,000,000 63% C71% 59%
Assessment ,A,epeals Roard No 1 5 S663.473 20% 0% 20%
Assessment Appeals Board No.2 8 8 - 50% 75% ‘63%
Assessment Appeals Board No.3 8 4 - 50% 50% 50%
Ballot Simplification Committee 5 4 S0 75% 33% 25%
.Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee 12 9 S0 33% 100% 67%
l‘ Board of Appeals ‘ 5 5 $1,072,300 40% 50% 40%

Board of Examiners 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 8 $28,002,978 100% 75% 75%
Children, Youth, and- Their Families Oversight and 11 10 $155,224,346 50% 80% 75%
Advisory Committee . : ,
Citizen’s Committee on Community Development 9 8 $39,696,467 75% 67% 63%
City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission ‘ 5 5 S0 " 60% 33% 20%
Civil Service Commission ' 5 4 . $1,262,072 50% 0% 25%
Commission on Commu nity investment 5 5 $745,000,000 60% 100% 100%
and Infrastructure : .
Commission on the Aging Advisory Council o 22 15 : S0 80% 33% 31%
Commission on the Environment 7 6 $27,280,925 67% 50% 50%
Commission on the Status of Women 7 7 $8,048,712 100% - 71% 71%
Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee 11| i $3,000,000 82% 33% |- 45%
Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advasory 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 i 11 S0 55% 67% 50%
Fire Commission 5 5|  $400,721,970 20% -~ 100% 40%.
Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority - 7 6 S0 50% 67% 75%

% Figure 25 only irlcludes policy bodies with complete data on gender for all appolntee§ Some bodies had

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

~known race/ethmcuty :

24




-Total | Filled | . = o) . Women | People:
| P°"°V B°dV o | seas | S;Iats FY18-19 Budget | Women | oecr | of Color
Health Authorlty ( lan Govermng 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 71 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 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 71 7 $160,000,000 71% 40% 57%
Local Homeless Coordinating Board 91 9 $40,000,000 56% 60% 75%
Mayor's Disability Council - 11 8 SO 75% 17% 25%
Miental Health Boaid 17 .15 -$184.962 73% 64% 1 73%
[ MTA Board of Directors and Parking Authority 7 7 | $1,200,000,000 57% 25%. 43%
Commission - |
Office of Early Care and Education Citizens' Advxsory 9 9 S0 89% 50% 56% |
Committee . - .
Oversight Board (cony 7 6 $745,000,000 17% 100% 67%
Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee 17 13 ' $0 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 171 13 S0 54% | 14% | 31%
Public Utilities Commission 5 $1,296,600,000 67% . 0% 0%
Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 S0 33% 100% 67%
Public Utilities Revenue Bond Oversight Committee- 7 $0 40% 50% 40%
| Recreation and Park Commission 7 $230,900,000 . 29% '50% 43% | -
Reentry Council 24 23 ‘ 0|  43% 70% 70%
Rent Board Commission 10 .9 $8,543,912 . 44% 25% 33%
Residential Users Appeal Board 3 2 $0 0% 0% 50%
Retirement System Board 7 7 $95,000,000 43% 67% 29%
Sentencing Commission 13+ 13 $0 31% 25% 67%
Small Business Commission 71 7 $2,242,007 | 43% 67% 43%
SRO Task Force . : 122 12 S0 42% 25% 55%
Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee 16 15 S0 67% 70% 80%
;Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 11 11 B 50 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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oyl ] eae 1o et [women | o] e
Treasure lsland/Yerba Buena lsland CltIZEnS Adwsory 17 13 S0 4% N/A 1 N/A
Board iy
Urban Forestry Council 15 13 $153,626 8% 0% 0%
Veterans Affairs Commission 17 11 : S0 36% 50% 55%
War Memorial Board of Trustees 11 11 518,185,686 .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, 2019. A A B
Figure 26: San Francnsco Populatlon Estlmates by Race/ Ethn|C|ty, 2017
Race/Ethmcny + e -~ Total
i ) T Estimate | Percent
San Francisco County California 864,263 .
White, Not Hispanic or Latino .353,000 38%
Asian 4 295,347 319%.
Hispanic or Latinx © 131,949 | . ':14%{
Some other Race: 64,800 7%
Black or African American 45,654 . 5%
| Two or More Races 43664 | 5%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander '3,226 B 0.3%
Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 0.4%
Source: 2017 American Qomm unity Survey 5-Year Estimates.
Flgure 27: San Francisco Populatlon Estlmates by Race/Ethmmty and Gender, 2017
Race/EtthItyf‘-a‘ - ~ ““Total S0 Female | S Male
TR T Estlmate Percent | Estimate | Percent Estlmate " Percent
San Francisco County California 864,263 - | 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 . g 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 | . 24%| 23,343 2.5%
Two or More Races A 43,664 5% | 21,110 | - 2.2% 22,554 2.4%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 |. . 0.3% 1,576 |  02% 1,650 0.2%
Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 | " 0.4% 1,589 |  0.2% 1,717 2%

Source: 2017 American Comm unity Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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