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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
' 07/25/18
FILE NO. 180748 MOTION NO.

[Mayoral Realppci,n‘tment, Planning Commission - Milicent Johnson]

Motion approving the mayoral nomination of Milicent Johnson to the Planning

Commission, for a term ending June 30, 2022,

WHEREAs; Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.105, the Mayor has submitted a

_communication notifying the Board of Supervisors of the nomination of Milicent Johnson to the

Planning Commission, received by the Clerk of the Board on June 29, 2018; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors, by Motion No. M02-80 established a process to
review the Mayor's nominations to the Planning Commission; now, therefore, be it

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby approves the Mayor's nomination of
Milicent Johnson for appointment to the Planning Commission, for a four-year term ending

June 30, 2022.

Clerk of the Board
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : Page 1
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OFFICE OF THE M_AYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

MARK E. FARRELL
MAYOR

- Jumel9, 2018

Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board, Board of Superv1sors
San Francisco City Hall

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Ms. €alvillo,

. Pursuant to Charter Section 4.105, I hereby make the following nominations for reappointment
to the San Francisco Planning Commission:

Rodney Fong for a term ending June 30, 2022

Milicent Johnson for a term ending June 30, 2022
I am confident that Mr. Fong and Ms. Johnson, both electors of the Clty and County of San
Francisco, will continue to serve our community well. Attached are their quahﬁcatlons to serve,
which will demonstrate how these reappointments represent the communities of interest,

neighborhoods and divérse populations of the City and County of San Francisco.

I am pleased to'advise you of these nominations and encourage the support of the Board of
Supervisors to confirm their reappomtments

Should you have any questions related to These reappointments, please do not hesﬁate to contact
my Deputy Chief of Staff, Francis Tsang, at 415- 554-6467.

Smcerely,

Mark E. Farrell
Mayor

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RooM 200
SAN Francisco, 2biB&knia 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



- MILICENT A. JOHNSON

14 e = - e e —

Passionate, forward-looking leader with a wealth of expetience developing, implemenﬁng and maximizing the impact
of mission-dtiven programs that support equity and social change in vulnerable communities. Deep background in
partnership development, with the ability to engage and secure commitments from critical support systems. Successful actoss

organizational development, strategic planning, and oper.attonal areas, with a record of building and strengthening critical cross-
sector pattnerships to achieve results.

Areas of. Experttse

* Progtam Development/ Management % . Comtmunications . *  Business Development

*  Community/Patinet Engagement " ®  Capacity Building ‘ *  Grant Management

¥ Cross-Sector Partnerships x  Strategic Planning * Otrganizational Developmient

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Women Donors Netwotk | San Francisco, CA ' ‘ : Present

MANAGER ~ COMMUNITY IMPACT

Milicent is the Comimunity Impact Manager. for the Women Donors Network. In this role, Milicent works to facilitate and
build strategies that maximize the collective impact of the WDN's diverse netwotk of progtessive women donors. In addition
to being in close touch with social and environmental justice movements, she manages WDN's non-profit grantee telationships
and works with members to design and structure strategic philanthropic investments and partnerships.

'Tppitzg Point Community | San Francisco, CA 2014 - 2017
MANAGER — SF GIVES :
Milicent led engagement of 24 high- proﬁle Bay Area businesses to develop ongomg corporate social responsibility partnerships
supporting 44 Bay Area non-profit organizations. She chaired and executed quartetly meeting and annual events to engage
comtmunity leadets and encoutage collaboration on issues including diversity and inclusion, criminal justice reform, homelessness,
education, wortkforce development and housing. She also played a key role as a mémber of grantmaking and management
assistance teams, which provide capacity-building support to help atea non-profits maximize their impact.
* Built otganization’s corpotate engagement program, “SF Gives” that united 24 high profile Bay Area compamas to
work in partnership with regional non-profits to develop CSR. programs that address regional povetty.
*  Fosteted cross-sector hiting and grantmaking partnetshlps to dtive mote investment in the non-profit- sector, and
create mote opportunities for low-income residents in out region.
®  Co-wrote and produced “SF Gives Cotpotate Philanthropy.and Divetsity and Inclusion Playbooks” (Link);

Ounline guides that benchmark regional philanthropy and provide roadmaps for developing successful giving and
divessity + inclusion programs that create opportunities for those hving in poverty.

Peets | San Francisco, CA ‘ ' : | 2013 - 2014

MANAGING DIRECTOR, PARTNERSHIPS
Created and developed partnership program for new non-profit focused on the “glg” and “sharing” economies. Drove
relationship development efforts with targeted community partners to build awateness, intetest, and impact. Managed
communications and ovetsaw launch of storytelling production progtam as otganization’s first communications lead.
* Grew partnerships program to 85 international partners in Year 1, while growing membership to 250K members
actross the world. _
® Brought peer economy workers, tech CEOs, labor leadets, VC firms, and goverment officials together through

conception/production of organizations’s first industry-wide shating economy confetence (SHARE), providing a
platform for collaboration and idea shating,
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Milicent Johnson | Page 2 | o »
‘Shateable Magazine | San Francisco, CA » . - ) . ' 2010 — 2012
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT MANAGER _
Established, implemented, and grew new community engagement program focused on building 2 coalition of government
officals, design professionals, community activists, and community members to strengthen peer economy movement.
Spearheaded strategic planning, hired/oversaw contractoss, co-managed social media outreach, and played key role as liaison to
philanthtopic pattaer.

®  Coordinated and produced events to optimize visibility of program: SHARE New Yotk 2nd SHARE San
Francisco. ’

®  Successfully united key partners and interested parties atound common vision, while reaching online audience of
15K+ readers 2 month. ’

The Greenlining-Institute | Betkeley, CA : 2009 —2010
COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT FELLOW ' -
Played key role as lizison between Institute and minority-led otganizations throughout the state of Califotnia; engaged community
leaders to identify evolving needs. Created detailed white papers on 2 variety of issues, programs, and challenges facing low-
ncome residents of color. C

X Collaborated with leadership team in successful effort to broker Community Reinvestment Act-based
agreements between major financial institutions and communities of color. '

®x  Created comptehensive reports on the state of low-income residents of colort, best practices in delivery of asset
development programs, and the impact of predatory lending and foreclosuze crisis on target communities in the state.

¥ Recognized with Totchbearer Award (Aptil 2014), given to a leader who honors the legacy of past social justice
trailblazers and contines to lead the fight for equity and opportunity for communities of color and all Americans.

 Office of State Representative Liz Malia | Boston, MA . ' 2007 —2009
LEGISLATIVE AIDE . C

‘Managed constituent sevices and outreach for one of Boston’s most diverse districts. Chaired interagency wotking groups
on land use, zoning, and public safety issues, handled administrative needs and referral services, and ensured completion of
titne-sensitive cases for vulnerable constituents that required coordination of multiple state and city agencies.

CAREER NOTE: From 2006 to 2007, held role as Program Coordinator for Organization for 2 New Bquality. Developed
and administered statewide financial literacy program and developed partnerships with 40 regional non-profits.

EDUCATION

Bachelor of Arts in Social Justice Studies (minor in Political Science) | Gettysburg College, Gettysburg, PA. 2005
- Completed program, “Transforming Communities™ at American University, Washington, D.C. (2014)

- Interned at the National Low Tncome Housing Coalition, Washington, D.C. (2014)

HONORS & AFFILIATION

Futute for Good Fellow | Institute for the Future Spting 2016 — Spﬁng 2017

- A yearlong fellowship that brings together 6 innovative social thinkers to ask provocative questions and seek actionable,
impactful answers to.out most urgent future challenges. '

Board Member | In Out Backyard (Ioby.otg)
Millennial Advisory Committee Member | Andrew Goodman Foundation
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: _ Date Initial Filing
: Received
- STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS - ol s Gl

E-Filed

COVER PAGE ety

. Filing ID;
Please type or print in ink. 170520653

" NAME OF FILER ' {LAST) : (FIRST) {MIDDLE)

Johnson, Milicent A

1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)

City and County of San Francisco
Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable ~ Your Position

Planning Commission . Commissioner

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

Agency: Position: ‘
2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check at least one box)
[] State : o [T Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)
[1 Multi-County - County of _San Francisco
City of San Francisco ) [j Other

3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box) .
[[] Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2017, through : D Leaving Office: Dateleft /[ [

December 31, 2017 (Check one)
«Qr= The pesiod covered fs___. L . through O lThe period covered is January 1, 2017, through the date of
December 31, 2017 - leaving office.
Assuming Office: Date assumed .03 [ 01 /2018 QO The period coveréd s { [ through the date
. ‘ of leaving office.
[1 Candidate:Date of Election.____________ and office sought if different than Part 1

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

{1 Schedule A-1 - Investments — schedule attached Schedule C - Incoms, Loans, & Business Positions - schedule attached
[[] Schedule A-2 - Investments  schedule attached ["1 Schedule D - Income — Gifts — schedule attached
{1 Schedule B - Real Properly - schedule attached [ schedule E - income - Gifts — Travel Payments — schedule attached

wQf'=

[ None ~ No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Veriﬁca‘tion

MAILING ADDRESS STREET ciy STATE ZIP CODE
. (Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document)

- - San Francisco CA 94103
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER E-MAIL ADDRESS

( )

I have used all reascnable diligence in preparing this statement. [ have reviewed this statement and fo the best of my knowledge the information contained
herein and in any atfached schedules is true and complete. | acknowledge this is a public document,

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Date Slgned 03/30/2018 : Slgnature Milicent A Johnson
(month, day, yearj {File the originally signed statement with your filing official.)

2562 FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018)
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE C
Income, Loans, & Business

. Positions
(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

COME RECEIVED |
NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

Women Donors Network

Johnson, Milicent A

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

Tipping Point Community

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

San Francisco , CA 94111

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceplable)

San Francisco, CA 94111

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, [F ANY, OF SOURCE

Charitable Foundation

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

. Charitable Foundation

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

.Manager

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

Managex

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED  [T] No Income - Business Position Cnly
[ $500 - $1,000 [ $1,001 - $10,000
{1 $10,001 - $100,000 OVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
Salary E] Spouse's or registered domestic partner's incame
{For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)
D Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[ 816,001 - $100,000

[ sale of <
: (Real property, car, boat, elc.)

[} Loan repayment

[ commission or [ _] Rental Income, list each source of $10,000 er more

(Describe)

Other :
El (Describe)

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
] $500 - $1,000

[T} No income - Business Position Only
[ $1.001 - $10,000
OVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
Salary D Spouse’s or registered domestic partner's income
(For seff-employed use Schedule A-2.)
[:] Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[ sale of

[] Loan repayment

(Real property, car, boal, efc.)

[ Commission or [ _] Rental Income, ist each source of §16,000 or more

(Describe)

[ other

(Describe)

LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTAI

* You are not required 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 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
[ 500 - $1,000

[ $1,001 - $10,000

[] $10,001 - $100,000

[] oveR $100,000

Comments:

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)-

% [ None

SECURITY FOR LOAN
] None [ Personal residence

[:l Real Property

Street address
City
[] Guarantor
7] other
(Describe)

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

2 5 6 3 EPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



ity and County of San Franclsco

Department on the Status of Women

Emnily M. Burasa, PhD
Director : San Francisoo

2017 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards: Executive Summary

Overview

A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco enacted a city policy that membership of '
Commissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the population. As part of this measure, the Department on the
Status 6f Women is required to conduct a biennial gender analysis of Commissions and Boards. Data was

collected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members primarily appointed by the Mayor and Board of
Supervisors. ' . :

Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s

Gender Analysis Findings Representation on Commissions and Boards

Gender

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

> Since 2007 there has been an overall increase
of women on Commissions with women
comprising 54% of Commissioners in 2017.

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

34%

2007 2009 011 2013 2015 2617

et Commissions s=7i= Boards e=gemeCornmissions & Boards Combined

Race and Fth nicity Sources: Departmentsl)rvey, Mayor's Office, 311.

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

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

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

representation on Boards, at 47%, remains 5% . E R :
below parity with the population. ‘ : g o 3% 44%
I3 » . . - - ‘#ﬁw“

> Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial 22 s

N L. '_,k‘;i’-r > el

individuals are underrepresented on 4

.. 32%
Commissions and Boards. . : :
2009 2611 2013 2015 2017

> There is a higher representation of White and  e=&==Commissions === Boards s=<==Commissions & Boards Corabined
Black/African American members on policy

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

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

v

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

A\

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

v

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

o One-tenth of Commissioners and Board mem‘bers are Asian men and 12% are Asian women compared
to 16% and 18% of the population, respectively.

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

Additional Demographtcs
> Among Commissioners and Board members, 17% ldentlfy as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender (LGBT).

¥ Individuals with a dlsablhty comprlse 11% of appointees on policy bodies, just below the 12% of the adult
population with a disability in San Francisco.

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

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

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

Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017

J

Commissions and Boards Combmed " 49% . 53% 27% 17% 11% | . 13%
Commlssmns : " 54% 57%: 31% 18% | 10% | . 15%
Boards - ' 41% |- - 47% | 19%
10 Largest Budgeted Bodies .~ - | -35% |..60%. 18%
10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies 58% 66% | .30%

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estlmates, Department Survey, Mayor’s Oﬁlce, 311, FY17 18 Annual’
Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s Budget Book.

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

Overview

A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco enacted a city policy that

- membership of Commissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the population. As part of this measure,
the Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct a biennial gender analysis of
Commissions and Boards. Data was collected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members
primarily appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervxsors

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

Key Findings ‘ ‘ )

Gender

» Women's represeﬁtation on Commissions and 50%
Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female

population in San Francisco.

50%

> Since 2007, there has been an overall increase A5%
. of women on Commissions: women compose
54% of Commissioners in 2017.

45%

> Women's representation on Boards has
declined to 41% this year following a period of 34%
steady increases over the past 3 reports. 2007 2009 2031 2013 2015 2017

i Commissions va <Boards e=g; Commlssrons & Boards Combined

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

» While 60% of San Franciscans are people of

color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic Figure 2: 8-Year Co‘mEJarison'of Minority Representation
on Commissions and Boards

minorities.

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

> Despite a steady increase of people of color
on Boards since 2009, minority
representation on Boards, at 47%, remains
below parity with the population.

. \7f

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

» There is a higher representation of White and 008 . 2011 ' 2013 015 2017

Black or African American members on policy =~ ==®==Commissions e=i=

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

> In San Francisco, 31% of the population are women of color. Although representation of women of

color on Commissions reaches parity with the population, only 19% of Board members are women of
color. ' '

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

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

» Underrepresentation of Asian and Latinx/Hispanic individuals exists among both men and women.

s One-tenth of Commissioners and Board members are Asian men and 12% are Asian women
" compared to 16% and 18% of the population, respectively.
o Latinos are 6% of Commissioners and Board members and Latinas are 4% of CommlSSIoners and
Board members compared to 8% and 7% of San Franciscans, respectively.

Additional Demographics

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

» Individuals Wlth a disability comprise 11% of appointees on policy bodles jUSt below the 12% of the
adult population with a disability in San Francisco.

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

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

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

Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards,' 2017 }

Commiissions and Boards Combired |- 49% . 53% 27%. 17% 11% - “13%

Commlss|on5 L ~ | . 54%" 57% | 31% |. 18%" . 10%" ©15%
Boards - .+ | -41% | 47% | 19% | 17% | 14% . | 10% .
10 Largést Budgeted Bodies 35% 60% 18% .| ' -
10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies . 58% | 66% | 30%

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18
Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s Budget Book.
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I. Introduction

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

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

In 2007, the Department used gender analysis to analyze the number of women appointed to City
Commissions, Boards, and Task Forces.®> Based on these findings, a City Charter Amendment was
developed by the Board of Supervisors for the June 2008 election. The Amendment, which voters
approved overwhelmingly, made it City policy that:

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

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

3. The San Francisco Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct-a gender analysis
of Commissions and Boards to be published every 2 years.*

_This 2017 gender analysis assesses the representation of women; racial and ethnic minorities; lesbian,
gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans on San Francisco
Commissions and Boards appointed by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors.®

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

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

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

4 The full text of the charter amendment is avaifable at hitps:/sfpl. org/pdf/maxn/g|c/elect|ons/June3 2008.pdf.

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

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

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

The gender analysis in this report reflects data from the Commissions and Boards that provided
‘information to the Department through survey, the Mayor’s Office, and the Information Directory
Department (311), which collects and disseminates information about City appointments to policy
bodies. Based on the list of Commissions and Boards that are reported by 311, data was compiled from
57 policy bodies with a total of 540 appointees. A Commissioner or Board member’s gender identity,
race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability status, and veteran status were among data elements
collected on a voluntary basis. In many cases, identities are vastly underreported due to concerns about
social stigma and discrimination. Thus, data on lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT) identity,
disability, and veteran status of appointees were limited, incomplete, and/or unavailable for many
appointees, but included to the extent possible. As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface

patterns of underrepresentation, every attempt has been made to reflect accurate and complete
information in this report.

For the purposes of comparison in this report, data from the U.S. Census 2011-2015 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates is used to reflect the current San Francisco population. Charts 1 and
2 in the Appendix show these population estimates by race/ethnicity and gender.

§ |t is important to note that San Francisco is the only jurisdiction in the State of California that is both a city and a
cotinty. Therefore, while in other jurisdictions, the Human Services Commission is typically a county commission that
governs services across multiple cities and is composed of members appointed by those cities, the San Francisco
case is much simpler. All members of Commissioner and Boards are appointed either by the San Francisco Mayor or
the San Francisco County Board of Supervisors which functions as a city council..
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lll. San Francisco Population Demographics

An estimated 49% of the population in San Francisco are women and approximately 60% of residents
identify as a race or ethnicity other than White. Four in ten San Franciscans are White, one~th|rd are
Asian, 15% are Hlspamc or Latinx, and 6% are Black or African Amencan

The racial and ethnic breakdown of San Francisco’s population is shown in the chart below. Note that
the percentages do not add up to 100% since individuals may be counted more than once.

Figure 1: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity

San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2015
N=840,763
. American Indian

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

Native Hawaiian
and Pacific
Islander, 0.4%

Some Other
Race, 6%

Black or African _—
American, 6%

: ‘White, Not
__Hispanic or Latin, .
. : - .:. :“ 41% o

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

Flgure 2: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethmcnty and Gender
San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2015
N=840,763
22% ¥ Male, n=427,909
g Female, n=412,854

25%

20%

15%

10%

0 3% 2.7% 2%23% M, 3%

0.2%0.2% 0.2%0.1%

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

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

. 92,000 adults ages 18-70 in California, or 0.35% of the population, are transgender. These sources
suggest between 5-7% of the San Francisco adult populatlon or approximately 36,000-50,000 San
Franuscans identify as LGBT.

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

Figure 3: San Francisco Adults with a Disability by Gender

San Francisco Adult Population with a Disability by

Gender, 2015
15%

11.8%

10% -

0% e e
Male, n=367,863 Female, n=355,809 Adult Total, N=723,672

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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In terms of veterans, according to the U.S. Census, 3.6% of the adult population in San Francisco has
served in the military. There is a drastic difference by gender. More than 12 times as many men are
veterans, at nearly 7% of adult males, than women, with less than 1%.

Figure 4: Veterans in San Francisco by Gender

San Francisco Adult Population with Military

Service by Gender, 2015 A
8% ...... ket mitns —

6.7%

6%

4% 3.6%

2%

0%

Male, n=370,123 Female, n=357,531 Ad'ult Total, N=727,654

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

2577



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women
Page 12

IV. Gender Analysis Findings

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

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

R S e sl o Commissionst | T

'umber of Pollcy Bodles lncluded 40| |
tFilled Seats - S Ao 350/373 (6% vacant) | 190/213 (11% vacant)
‘Female Appomtees I 54% . 41%
Racnal/Ethmc Mmorlty o 57% 47%
. LGBT - e S 17.5% : 17%
: With stablhty 10% 14%

Veterans: 15% 10%

The next sections will present detailed data, compared to previous years, along the key variables of
gender, ethnicity, race/ethnicity by gender sexual orientation, disability, veterans, and policy bodies by
budget size. :
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A. Gender

Overall, the percentage of female appointees to City Commissions and Boards is 49%, equal to the
female peréentage of the San Francisco population. A 10-year comparison of the gender diversity on
Commissions and Boards shows that the percentage of female Commissioners has increased over the 10
years since the first gender analysis of Commissions and Boards in 2007. At 54%, the representation of
women on Commissions currently exceeds the percentage of women in San Erancisco (49%). The
percentage of fernale Board appointees declined 15% from the last gender analysis in 2015. Women
make up 41% of Board appointees in 2017, whereas women were 48% of Board members in 2015. A
greater number of Boards were included this year than in 2015, which may contribute to the stark
‘difference from the previous report. This dip represents a departure from the previous trend of
increasing women’s representation on Boards.

Figure 6: 10-Year Comparison of Women’s Re_presentation on Commissions and Boards

10-Year Comparison of Women's Representation

on San Francisco Commissions and Boards
60%

54%

50%

50%

40%

30% 34%

20%

10%

0%

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

=@=—Commissions «ix=Boards st Commissions & Boards Combined

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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The next two charts.illustrate the Commissions and Boards with the highest and lowest percentage of
female appointees in 2017. Data from the two previous gender analyses for these Commissions and
Boards is also included for comparison purposes. Of 54 policy bodies with data on gender, roughly one-
third (20 Commissions and Boards) have more than 50% representation of women. The greatest
women’s representation is found on the Commission on the Status of Women and the Children and
Families Commission (First 5) at 100%. The Long Term Care Coordinating Council and the Mayor’s
Disability Council also have some of the highest percentages of women, at 78% and 75%, respectively.
However, the latter two policy bodies are not included in the chart due to lack of prior data.

Figure 7: Commissions and Boards with Most Women

Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentage of Women,
2017 Compared to 2015, 2013 ‘
]

I S I i

Commission on the Status of Women, n=7

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

Commission on the Environment, n=6

Library Commission, n=5

Port Commission, n=4

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

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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There are 14 Commissions and Boards that have 30% or less women. The lowest percentage is found on
the Oversight Board of the Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure where currently none of
the five appointees are women. The Urban Forestry Council and the Workforce Investment Board also

have some of the lowest percentages of women members at 20% and 26%, respectively, but are not
included in the chart below due to lack of prior data.

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Least Women

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

i

| m2017
Veterans' Affairs Commission, :
n=15

Human Services Commission,
n=5

Fire Commission, n=5

Oversight Board, n=5 50%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%" 60%
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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B. Ethnicity

Data on racial and ethnic background were available for 286 Commissioners and 183 Board members.
More than half of these appointees identify as people of color. However, representation of people of
color on Commissions and Boards falls short of parity with the approximately 60% minority population in
San Francisco. In total, 53% of appointees identify as racial and ethnic minorities. The percentage of
minority Commissioners decreased from 2015, while the percentage of minority Board members has
been steadily increasing since 2009. Yet, communities of color are represented in greater numbers on
Commissions, at 57%, than Boards, at 47%, of appointees. Below is the 8-year comparison of minority
representation on Commissions-and Boards. Data on race and ethnicity were not collected in 2007.

Figure 9: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation on Commissions and Boards

8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation
on San Francisco Commissions and Boards

60%
” o8 L% 17—
53% . M;wrm . —
- e 51% %:%
50% e . ILWT-,WA,,,.,,,,‘.#W..M,.,,.,W._,,_A-. O —— 53%
é‘— ,ﬁwwﬂ”ﬂis 48% ——
40% o~
30%
20%
10%
0%

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

«=@==Commissions

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

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

Race/Ethnicity of Commissioners Compared to
San Francisco Population, 2017

50%

® 2017 Commission Appointees, n=286

=12015 Population, N=840,763
40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Sources.: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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A similar pattern emerges for Board appointees. In general, racial and ethnic minorities are
underrepresented on Boards, except for the Black/African American population with 16% of Board

* appointees compared to 6% of the population. White appointees far exceed the White population with
more than half of appointees identifying as White compared to about 40% of the population.
Meanwhile, there are considerably fewer Board members who identify as Asian, Latinx/Hispanic,
multiracial, and other races than in the population. Particularly striking is the underrepresentation of
Asians, where 17% of Board members identified as Asian compared to 34% of the population.
Additionally, 9% of Board appointees are Latinx compared to 15% of the population.

Figure 11: Race/Ethnicity of Board Members Compared to San Francisco Population

Race/Ethnicity of Board Members Compared to
San Francisco Population, 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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Of the 37 Commissions with information on ethnicity, more than two-thirds (26 Commissions) have at
least 50% of appointees identifying as persons of color and more than half (19 Commissions) reach or
exceed parity with the nearly 60% minority population. The Commissions with the highest percentage of
minority appointees are shown in the chart below. The Commission on Community Investment and
Infrastructure and the Southeast Community Facility Commission both are comprised entirely of people
of color. Meanwhile, 86% of Commissioners are minorities on the Juvenile Probation Commission,
Immigrant Rights Commission, and Health Commission.

Figure 12: Commissions with Most Minority Appointees

Commissions with Highest Percentage of Minority Appointees,
2017

Community Investment and Infrastructure,
n=4

Southeast Community Facility Commission,
n=6

Juvenile Probation Commission, n=7

Immigrant Rights Commission, n=14

Health Commission, n=7

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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Seven Commissions have fewer than 30% minority appointees, with the lowest percentage of minority
appointees being found on the Building Inspection Commission at 14% and the Historic Preservation

Commission at 17%. The Commissions with the lowest percentage of minority appointees are shown in
the chart below.

Figure 13: Commissions with Least Minority Appointees

Commissions with Lowest Percentage of Minority Appointees,
2017

Veterans' Affairs Commission, n=9

Civil Service Commission, n=5

City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission,
n=5
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Historic Preservation Commission, n=6

Building Inspection Commission, n=7
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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For the 16 Boards with information on race and ethnicity, nine have at least 50% minority appointees.
The Local Homeless Coordinating Board has the greatest percentage of members of color with 86%. The
Mental Health Board and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board also have a large representation of
people of color at 63% and 67%, respectively. Meanwhile, seven Boards have a majority of White
members, with the lowest representation of people of color on the Oversight Board at 20% minority
members, the War Memorial Board of Trustees at 18% minority members, and the Urban Forestry
Council with no members of color.

Figure 14: Minority Representation on Boards

Percent Minority Appointees on Boards, 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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C. Race/Ethnicity by Gender

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

. 26% of appointees to both Commissions and Boards, below the 29% men of color in the San Francisco
population.

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

Percent Women and Men of Color Appointees to
Commissions and Boards, 2017
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31% : - 31%
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estfmates.
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The next chart illustrates appointees’ race and ethnicity by gender. The gender distribution in most
racial and ethnic groups on policy bodies is similar to the representation of men and women in minority
groups in San Francisco except for the White population. White men represent 22% of San Francisco
population, yet 28% of Commission and Board appointees are White men. Meanwhile, White women
are at parity with the population at 19%. Women and men of color are underrepresented across all
racial and ethnic groups, except for Black/African American appointees. Asian women are 12% of
appointees, but 18% of the population. Asian men are 10% of appointees compared to 16% of the
population. Latina women are 4% of Commissioners and Board members, yet 7% of the population,
while 6% of appointees are Latino men compared to 8% of San Franciscans.

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

Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and

Gender, 2017
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D. Sexual Orientation

While it is challenging to find accurate counts of the number of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender

(LGBT) individuals, a combination of sources, noted in the demographics section, suggests between 4.6%

and 7% of the San Francisco population is LGBT. Data on sexual orientation and gender identity was

available for 240 Commission appointees and 132 Board appointees. Overall, about 17% of appointees
to Commissions and Boards are LGBT. There is a large LGBT representation across both Commissioners

~ and Board members. Three Commissioners identified as transgender.

Figure 17: LGBT Commission and Board Appointees

LGBT Commission and Board Appointees, 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311. :
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E. Disability

An estimated 12% of San Franciscans have a disability. Data on disability was available for 214
Commission appointees and 93 Board appointees. The percentage of Commission and Board appointees
with a disability is 11.4% and almost reaches parity with the 11.8% of the adult population in San '
Francisco that has a disability. There is a much greater representation of people with a disability on
Boards at 14% than on Commissions at 10%.

Figure 18: Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities

" Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities, 2017
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311.
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F. Veterans

Veterans are 3.6% of the adult population in San Francisco. Data on military service was available for
176 Commission appointees and 81 Board appointees. Overall, veterans are well represented on
Commissions and Boards with 13% of appointees having served in the military. However, there is a large
difference in the representation of veterans on Commissions at 15% compared to Boards at 10%. This is
likely due to the 17 members of Veterans Affairs Commission of which all members must be veterans.

Figure 19: Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service

Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service, 2017
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget Size

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

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

percentage of women on the ten bodies with the smallest budgets grew from 45% in 2015 to 58% in
2017. ’

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

Percentage of women of color on the policy bodies with the smallest budgets is 30% and almost reaches
parity with the population in San Francisco. However, women of color are considerably

underrepresented on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets at 18% compared to 31% of the
population.
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Figure 20: Women, Minorities; and Women of Color on Largest and Smallest Budget Bodies

Percent Womeh, Minorities and Women of Cdlor on Commissions and
Boards with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2017-2018
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’s
Budget Book.
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The following two tables present the demographics of the Commissions and Boards overseeing some of
the City’s largest and smallest budgets.

Of the ten Commissions and Boards that oversee the largest budgets, women make up 35% and women
of color are 18% of the appointees. The Commission on Community investment and Infrastructure is the
most diverse with people of color in all appoin’&ed seats and women comprising half of the members.
The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Board of Directors and Parking Authority Commission has
the next largest representation of women with 43%. Four of the ten bodies have less than 30% female
appointees. Women of color are near parity on the Police Commission at 29% compared to 31% of the
population. Meanwhile, the Public Utilities Commission and Human Services Commission have no
women of color.

Overall, the representation of minorities on policy bodies with the largest budgets is equal to that of the
minority population in San Francisco at 60% and four of the ten largest budgeted bodies have greater
minority representation. Following the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure with
100% minority appointees, the Health Commission at 86% minority appointees, the Aging and Adult
Services Commission at 80% minority appointees, and the Police Commission with 71% minority
appointees have the next highest minority representation. In contrast, the Airport Commission has the
lowest minority representation at 20%.

Table 1: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets

‘ Body 17-18 Budget.: [7:Seats atst:|: Wo . Minority: |-;of€olo
Health Commission $2,198,181,178 7 7 29% 86% 14%
MTA Board of Directors and .

Parking Authority $1,183,468,406 7 7 43% 57% 14%
Commission

Public Utilities Commission $1,052,841,388 5 . 5 40% 40% 0%
Airport Commission $ 987,785,877 5 5 40% 20% 20%
Human Services Commission $ 913,783,257 5 5 20% 60% 0%

| Health Authority (SF Health $ 637,000,000 | 19 15 40% | 54% | 23%
Plan Governing Board) . :

Police Commission $ 588,276,484 7 7 29% 71% 29%
Commission on Community $536,796000 | 5 4 | s0% | 100% | 50%
Investment and Infrastructure ‘ :

Fire Commission $381,557,710 5 5 20% 60% 20%
Aging and Adult Services ¢ 285,000,000 | 7 5 0% | 80% | 14%
Commission

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor’s Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor’-s
Budget Book. )
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Commissions and Boards with the smallest budgets exceed parity with the population for women’s and
minority representation with 58% women and 66% minority appointees and are near parity with 30%
women of color appointees compared to 31% of the population. The Long Term Care Coordinating
Council has the greatest representation of women at 78%, followed by the Youth Commission at 64%,
and the City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission at 60%. Five of the ten smallest budgeted bodies
have less than 50% women appointees. The Southeast Community Facility Commission, the Youth
Commission, the Housing Authority Commission, and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board have more
than 30% women of color members.

Of the eight smallest budgeted policy bodies with data on race and ethnicity, more than half have
greater representation of racial and ethnic minority and women of color than the population. The
Southeast Community Facility Commission has 100% members of color, followed by the Housing
Authority Commission at 83%, the Sentencing Commission at 73%, and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness
Board at 67% minority appointees. Only the Historic Preservation Commission with 17% minority
members, the City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission at 20% minority members, and the Reentry .
Council with 57% minority members fall below parity with the population.

Table 2: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets

Historic Preservation $ 45,000 7 6 33% 17% 17%

Commission

City Hall Preservation Advisory $ B 5 5 60% 20% - 20%

Commission :

Housing Authority Commission S -7 6 33% 83% 33%

EL}ocaldHomeless Coordinating ¢ ~ g 7 43% n/a ﬁ/a
oar :

(L:(;r;i;::rm Care Coordinating $ . 40 40 78% n/a n/a

l;gla)lrl;: Utilities Rate Fairness S ) 7 6 33% 67% 33%

Reentry Council $ - 24 | 23 52% 57% 22%

Sentencing Commission S - 12 12 - 42% 73% 18%

iouthe'as.t Community Facility $ _ 7 6 50% 100% 50%
ommission : .

Youth Commi $ - 17 16 3%

Sources Department Survey, Mayor’s Off’ ice, 311 FY17 18 Annual Appropriation Ordtnance FY17- 18 Mayor’s
Budget Book.
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V. Conclusion

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

individuals to serve on policy bodies, particularly where they may have been historically
underrepresented.

Since the first gender analysis of appointees to San Francisco policy bodies in 2007, there has beena
steady increase of female appointees. There has also been a greater representation of women on _
Commissions as compared to Boards. This continued in 2017 with 54% female Commissioners. However,

it is concerning that the percentage of female Board members has dropped from 48% in 2015 to 41% in
2017.

pPeople of color represent 60% of the San Francisco population, yet only represent 53% of appointees to
San Francisco Commissions and Boards. There is a greater representation of people of color on
Commissions than Boards. However, Commissions have fewer appointees identified as ethnic minorities
this year, 57%, than the 60% in 2015, while the representation of people of color on Boards increased
from 44% in 2015 to 47% in 2017. There is still a disparity between race and ethnicity on public policy
bodies and in the population. Especially Asians and Latinx/Hispanic individuals are underrepresented
across Commissions and Boards while there is a higher representation of White and Black/African
American appointees than in the general population. Women of color are 31% of the population and
comprise 31% of Commissioners compared to 19% of Board members. Meanwhile, men of color are 29%
of the population and 26% of Commissioners and Board members.

This year there is more data available on sexual orientation, veteran status, and disability than previoué
gender analyses. The 2017 gender analysis found that there is a relatively high representation of LGBT
individuals on the policy bodies for which there was data at 17%. Veterans are also highly represented at
13%, and the representation of people with a disability in policy bodies almost reaches parity with the
population with 11.4% compared to 11.8%. :

Finally, the policy bodies with larger budgets have a smaller representation of women at 35% while
Commissions and Boards with smallest budgets are 58% female appointees. While minority
representation exceeds the population on the policy bodies with both the smallest and largest budgets,
women of color are considerably underrepresented on the largest budgeted policy bodies at 18%
compared to 31% of the population. ’ :

This report is intended to inform appointing authorities, including the Mayor and the Board of
Supervisors, as they carefully select their designees on key policy bodies of the City & County of San
Francisco. Imthe spirit of the charter amendment that mandated this report, diversity and inclusion
should be the hallmark of these important appointments. '
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Appendix I. 2015 Population Estimates for San Francisco County

The following 2015 San Francisco population statistics were obtéined from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

Chart 1: 2015 Total Population by Race/Ethnicity

San Francisco County California 840,763 | .
.| White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 41% B

Asian 284,426 | - 34%
Hispanic or Latino 128,619 |-+ 15%
Some Other Race 54,388 6%
Black or African American : 46,825 | 6%
Two or More Races 38,940 5%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,549 0.4%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 | 0.3%

Chart 2: 2015 Total Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

timate ercen Estimate ent:.
San Francisco County California 840,763 - 427,909 | -50.9% 412,854 | 49.1%
White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 | 41% - | 186,949 | 22% 159,783 | 19%
Asian 284,426 | 34% 131,641 16% 152,785 .18%
Hispanic or Latino ' 128,619 | 15% 67,978 8% 60,641 7%
Some Other Race 54388 | 6% 28,980.| 3.4% 25,408 | 3%
Black or African American 46,825 6% 24,388 3% 22,437 |~ 2.7%
Two or More Races 38,940 | 5% 19,868 2% . 19,072 2%
‘| Native Hawaiian and Pacific : : |
Islander 3,649 | 0.4% 1,742 0.2% 1,907 0.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 | 0.3% 1,666 | 0.2% 1,188 | 0.1%
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Appendix II. Commissions and Boards Demographics

1 |Aging and Adult Services Commission | 7 $285,000,000; 40% 40%
2 Airport Commission ' 5 $987,785,877| 40% 20% 20%
3 Ani_mal- Cc?ntrol and Welfare 10 | 9 1 . =
Commission - - , ,
4 Arts Commission 15 15 $17,975,575] 60% 53% 27%
5 |Asian Art Commission 27 27 $10,962,397) 63% | 59% 44%
6 [Building Inspection Commission 7 7 §76,533,699] 29% 14% 0%
; Cl?ildren and Families Commission 9 8 431,830,264 100% 63% 63%
(First 5)
g City Ha.ll l.)reservation Advisory 5 5 ol s0% 20% 0%
Commission
9 ICivil Service Commission 5 5 $1,250,582| 40% 20% 0%
Commission on Community '
10 linvestment 5 4 $536,796,000 50% 100% 50%
land Infrastructure
" 111 [Commission on the Environment 7 6 $23,081,438] 83% 67% 50%
12 ICommission on the Status of Women | 7 7 $8,048,712| 100% 71% 71%
13 [Elections Commission 7 7 $14,847,232| 33% 50% 33%
14 [Entertainment Commission 7 7 $987,102) 29% 57% 14%
15 [Ethics Commission 5 5 $4,787,508| 33% 67% 33%
16 [Film Commission 11 | 11 61,475,000, 55% | 36% 36%
17 |[Fire Commission 5 5 $381,557,710] 20% 60% 20%
18 [Health Commission 7 52,198,181,178 29% 86% 14%
19 [Historic Preservation Commission $45,000{ 33% 17% 17%
20 . Housing Authority Commission $4 33% '83% 33%
21 [Human Rights Commission 11 10 $4,299,600 60% | 60% 50%
22 Human Services Commission 5 5 $913,783,257) 20% 60% 0%
23 [mmigrant Rights Commission 15 14 $5,686,611] 64% 86% 50%
24 luvenile Probation Commission 7 $41,683,918! 29% 86% 29%
25 |Library Cormmission 5 $137,850,825| - 80% 60% 40%
26 |Local Agency Formation Commission: C 4 $193,168'W“" - . @
27 |Long Term Care Coordinating Council | 40 40 S 78% _ ,
28 [Mayor's Disability Council 11 8 $4,136,890] 75% 25% 13%
,g MTABoard of Directorsand Parking || 7 | 7 183 168,406 43% | 57% | 14%
Authority Commission
30 [Planning Commission 7 7 $54,501,361] 43% 43% 29%
31 [Police Commission 7 7 $588,276,484; 29% 71% 29%
32 Port Commission 5 4 $133,202,027| 75% 75% 50%
33 Public Utilities Commission 5 5 $1,052,841,388] 40% 40% 0%

2599




San Francisco Department on the Status of Women

Page 34

SSION:: o i e Sealt a

34 Recreation and Park Commission 7 7 $221,545,353] 29% 43% 14%
35 Sentencing Commission 12 1z S 42% 73% 18%
36 Small Business Commission 7 7 $1,548,034| 43% 50% 25%
37 i‘(’)‘r‘;\”:isssito?mm”“'ty Facility 7 | 6 $4 50% | 100% | 50%
38 ;’ﬁi‘r:tey's'a”d Development 7 | 7 $2,079,405| 43% | 57% | 43%
39 NVeterans’ Affairs Commission 17 15 $865,518 27% 22% 0%
40 Youth Commission 17 16 S

1  Assessment Appeals Board 24 18 $653,780, 39% 22%

2 Board of Appeals 5 5 $1,038,570 40% 20%
Golden Gate Park Concourse

3 Authority . 7 7 $11,662,000 43% 57% 25%
Health Authority (SF Health Plan

4 (Governing Board) 19 15 $637,000,000, 40% 54% 23%

5  |Health Service Board 7 7 $11,444,255 29% 29% 0%
In-Home Supportive Services Public :

6 . JAuthority 12 12 $207,835,715] 58% 45% ] 18%

7  |Local Homeless Coofdinating Board 9 7 S 43%

8' Mental Health Board 17 16 $218,000 69% 69% 50%

9  |oversight Board 7 5 $152,902| 0% | 20% 0%

10 Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 6 S4 33% 67% 33%

111 [Reentry Council ' 24 23 S+ 52% 57% 22%

13 |Relocation Appeals Board 5 0 S- ’ =

12 [Rent Board 10 10 $8,074,900 50% 10%

14 Retirement System Board 7 7 $97,622,827 29% 29%

15 (Urban Forestry Council 15 | 14 . $92,713 0% 0%

16 [War Memorial Board of Trustees 11 11 $26,910,642 18% 18%

17 [Workforce Iinvestment Board 27 27 $62,341,959 44% 7%

Filled {_ci v = v Lol op o lof \iomen
“Seats. FY 718 B.l_l_dg:e t Minority | .of Coler:
Commissioris and Boards Total - 40 | 53% | 2%
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To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Rules Committee
Supervisor Ahsha Safai

Supervisor Norman Yee

Supervisor Catherine Stefani

July 23, 2018

RE: 07/25/18 Agenda items 180745, 180746, 180747 & 180748 (Re-appointment of Planning Commissioners
Dennis Richards, Kathrin Moore, Rodney Fong & Milicent Johnson)

Dear Members of the Rules Committee,

We are writing today to support the re-appointment of four Planning Commissioners to the Planning
Commission. Commissioners Dennis Richards, Kathrin Moore, Rodney Fong and Milicent Johnson have all been
attentive and considerate public servants with regard to making planning decisions throughout the city. In our
particular neighborhood along the Polk Street corridor, they have consistently listened to our community’s
thoughts on a number of land-use issues and proposed development projects.

Given these times of great change in San Francisco, we would appreciate the continued steady hand of these
four individuals serving on the Planning Commission. Richards, M_oore, Fong and Johnson have all
demonstrated that they are not beholden to a particular political agenda, but rather listen to all sides and
stakeholders before making a decision. We sincerely appreciate their commitment to the city.

Best Regards,

Adam Mayer
Board Member, Lower Polk Neighbors

PO BOX 642428 San Frahcisco, CA 94164 *  www.lowerpalk.org -+ ¢  lowerpolkneighbors@gmail.com
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TIPPING POINT
COMMUNITY

220 Montgomery Street
Suite 850
San Francisco, CA 94104

P 415 348 1240
E 415 4R 1937

July 23, 2018
Dear Board of Supervisors,

I write to express my strong support for Milicent Johnson for the Planning
Commission. Milicent is a former employee of Tipping Point and | can
personally attest to her professionalism and commitment to our community.

Tipping Point exists to fight poverty in the Bay Area, and we were honored
to have Milicent on our team for over three years. She was responsible for
leading and managing our corporate engagement program. In her time with
us, she proved to be an adept listener and skilled coalition builder,
successfully bringing together 23 companies to raise over $10M for poverty
fighting non-profits in our region. Milicent has worked on issues of poverty
alleviation, equity, housing, economic development, land use and urban
planning — in an array of organizations including direct service, policy
research and philanthropy.

It goes without saying that Milicent is an accomplished professional. Her
resume and work experiences are full of hard-earned and well-deserved
distinctions. But | believe the best leaders combine intellectual rigor with
emotional intelligence, high ethical standards and a concern for the human
condition. Milicent is such a person. She is self-aware, compassionate,
articulate, and deeply committed to making the Bay Area a better place to
live, for all of our neighbors.

I highly recommend Milicent. Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely.

7/

Daniel Lurie
CEO + Founder

MAKE POVERTY PREVENTABLE
2602



