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- AMENDED IN COMMITTEE -
213/20

- FILE NO. 200073 - MOTION NO.

[Presidential Appc;i‘ntment, Planning Commission - Maria Theresa Imperial]

Motion apprdving the President of the Board of Supervisors Norman Yee’s nomination

of Maria Theresa fmperial to the Planning Commission, for a-term ending July 1, 2020.

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter; Section 4.105, the Preéideht of the Board of
Supewiéorshaé submitted a communiication notifying the Board of Supervisors of the -
nomination of Maria Theresa lmperial, succeéding Myrna Melgar, fo the Planning
Commission, received by the Clerk of the Board on January 29, 2020; and |

WHEREAS, Each nomination to the Planning Commission by the President of the

Board of Supetrvisors is subject to a public hearing and vote within 60 days, and if the Board

fails to act on the nomihationwithin this timeframe the nominee shall be deemed approved;

now, therefore, be it

- MOVED, That the Board of Supérvisors hereby approves the President’s nomination of

Maria Theresa Imperial for appointment to the Planning Commission, seat 1, for the unexpired

portion of a four-year term ending July 1, 2020.

Clerk of the Board .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' Page 1
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Board of Supervisors
- City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Garlion B. Goodleit Place, Room 244
(415) 554-5184 FAX (415) 554-5163

App ication for Boards, Commissions, Eamma‘ét&eg & Task Fomes

Name of Board, Commission, Committee, or Task Force: Plannmg Commlssmn

Seat # or Category (If applicable). i District:

Name Maria Theresa Imperial

Home Addres Zip: 94116 -
Home Phone: . Occupation: Executive Director |
Work Phone: 415-513-5177 Empioyer: 527 Francisco Study Center/BiSHOP
Business Address: 1360 Mission Street, Suite 400 o 94103

Business E-Mail: therega@b}ShopSf org Home E-Mail:

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.101(a)(2), Boards and Commissions established by
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
residency requirement.

Gheck All That Apply:

Resident of San Francisco: Yes 8 No [l If No, place of residence:

Registered Voter in San Francisco: -Yes B No [I If No, where registered:

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.101(a)(1), please state how your qualifications
represent the comriunities of interest, neighborhoods, and the diversity in
ethnicity, race, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, types of disabilities,

- and any other relevant demographxc gualitiss of the Gity and County of San
Francisco;

With my participation, | represent the immigrant community here in San Francisco. | am a
33-year old Filipina and a District 7 resident, | became involved in the Filipino community
through my work in Manilatown Heritage Foundation and through the creation of the Bill Sorro
Housing Program, which serves the low-income population in San Francisco.

987



Business and/or professional experience:

See attached resume.

Civic Activities:

See attached resume.

Have you attended any mestings of the Board/Commission to which you wish appointment? YW O

‘Appointments confirmed by the Board of Supbervisors-require an appearahce before the Rules
Committee. Once your application is received, the Rules Committee Clerk will contact you when
a hearing is scheduled. (Please submit your application 10 days before the scheduled hearing.)

B . ey

(Manually sign or tyffe your complete name.

- NOTE: By typing ¥0ur completc name, you are
hereby consenting lo use of electronie signature.)

A . ' '
I o
Date:C ! /2 /:”C’_prpli_cant’s Signature: (require

Please Note; Your apphcatson will be retained for one year. Once completed, this form, moludlng
. all attachments, become public record.

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY; :
Appointed to Seat #: Term Expires:___ Date Seat was Vacated:
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STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS bt it Fiing Receivd
' COVER PAGE
Please type or print in ink. A PUBL/C DOCUMENT

 NAME OF FILER  (LAST) ] ERST) [IBDLE)
Imperial . Maria’ _ Theresa

1. Office, Agency, or Gourt

Agency Mame (Do not use acronyms)
Planning Commission

Division, Board, Departmenl, District, if applicable : Your Posttion

Planning Commissioner

I filing for multiple positions, list below or on an aftachment. (Do not use acrenyms}

Aéency:’ S ~ Pasition:

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

[18Male : . [_1 Judge, Retired Judge, Pra Tem Judgé, or Court Commissioner
. : (Statewide Jurisdiction)
] wulti-County ‘ (5 Counly of 521 Francisco
] Cily of San Franolsco [ Other
3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box)
- Annual The period covered Is Janruary 1, 2019, through - [ Leaving Office: Date Left 1 ]
: December 31, 2018, (Gheck one circle.)
.Qr. .
The period covered is / J— . through - O The period covered is January 1, 2018, through the dale of
ecember 31, 2019, ' ) ar leaving office. ’
Assuming Office: Date assumed . 02 J 06 / 2020 O The ’perlod covered is / J . through
the date of leaving office.

D Candidate; Date of Blection . and office sought, if different than Part 1:

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

[7] Schedule A-1 - Invesiments ~ schedule altached X Scheduie ¢ = Income, Loans, & Business Positions — schedule attached
] Schedule A-2 ~ Invesiments — sthedule attached O Schedlule D - ;”"0’”9. Gifts - schedule altached ,
[ Sthedule B - Real Properly - schedule allached 7 Schedule E ~ Income — Gifts — Travel Payments ~ schedule attached

<ot [} None - No reportable mterests on any schedule

5. Verification , _
MAILING ADDRESS STREET oty . . STANIE 2P CODE
Businsss of Agancy Address Recommended « Public mcumenr} '
: San Francisco ' CA 24116
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER : EMAIL ADDRESS

~ I'have used all reasonable diigence in preparing tis stalement [ have reviewad this stalement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained
~ herein and in any atiached schedules Is tus and complete. | acknowledge this is a public document,

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

Date Signed M © Signature
. {month, dey, year) ) {File the originally signed peper sizlemen! wilh your fing ofiicial)

FPPC Form 700 = Cover Page {2019/2020)
adulce@fppt.ca.gov ¢ B65-275-3772 « www.ippe.ca.gov
Page-5 .
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SCHEDULE C
Income, Loans, & Business .

Positions
(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME N
San Francisco Study Center -

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)’
1663 Missjon St, Suite 310
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE
Executive Director

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED [] No Income - Business Position ‘Only
[ $500 - $1,000 1 $1,001 - $10,000
[*4 310,001 - $t00,000 [} oveRr §100,000

CQNSIDERATIQN FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

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

D Parnership (Less than 10% ownershlp For 10% or greater use.’
‘Schedule A-2)) .

D Sale of

[] Loan repayment

. {Real property, car, boal, efc.)

D Cormmission or [:] Remtal Income, fist each source of $10,000 or, more

-{Describa)

[7] other

(Describe)

NAME OF SOURCE OQF INCOME

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YQUR BUSINESS POSITION

. GROSS INCOME RECEIVED D No Income - Business Position Only

[7] $1,001 - 10,000
{71 oVER $100,000

] $500 - $1,000
[7] $10,001 - $100,000

- CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

[ salary I Spouse's or registered domestic'partner’s income
{For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

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

(] sale of

[] toan repayment

(Real property, car, boal, elc.)

[:]‘Commisslon or D Rental Income, fist each source of $10,000 or mare

{Describe)

D Other

{Describe)

*. You are not required to report loans from a commercial lending institution, or any indebtedness created as part of
a retail installment or credit card 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 8
regular course of business must be discl osed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

. BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

H!GHE_ST BALANGE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
(] $500 - $,000

7 $1,001 - $10,000
{1 s10,001 - $160,obo
[] oveR 100,000

Camments:

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

% [ ] None

SEGURITY FOR LOAN
[ ] None” [ Personai residence

[[] Real Property

Sireet address

Gity

[_] Guarantor

] Other

(Describe)

FPPC Form 700 - Schedule C {2019/2020)
advice@fppe.ca.gov o 866-275-3772 » www.fppe.ca.gov
’ Page - 13
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csa Imperial
an Francisco, CA 94116

EDUCATION
University of Cahforma, Santa Cruz; Santa Cruz, CA
BA Politics (concentration: Political Fhemy), June 2008

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE"
E\ecutwe Director - Affordable Housing Case Management — Community Advocacy
& Outreach — Public Advocacy
A proven [0 year experience in non-profit.industry in affordable housing, public and
community advocacy work.

Executive Director _
e Responsible in plemmng, utlhzatlon and mamtenance of organization’s fiscal position;
and head of operations.

o - Serving as primary spokesperson to the organization’s constituents, the media and
p P g s

general public,

e Establishing and maintaining relationships with various owamzattons and coalitions
that enhances BiSHoP's mission.

Case Manacement

e Assess clients in affordable housing needs.

o Counsel clients in navigating to affordable housings in ‘San Prancisco ineludi ing but not
limited to Inclusionary Housing program by Mayor’s Office on Housing Development

~and Community Development (MOHCD) non-profit afford"tbl housings, public

housings and other public agencies.

e Advise clients on basic requnements qualifications and plocesses in different aﬁ“mdable
housings.

e Coach clients in financial requirements and eligibilities by caloulating their plOJGCted
YTD income, assessing asset and credit background information.

o Demonstrate to clients’ basic tenants’ rights including but not limited to eviction
processes, repairs complaints, nuisances and Fair Chance Ordinance,

o Refer clients to legal support and acquaint them to appeintments for tenant-support and
translation. '

o Translate to clients during interviews in post-application process.

> Follow-up clients for documentations in post-application process.

e Advocate client in post-application process and denial process to property managements,
MOHCD and other city-agencies.

e Participate in coalition and sub-committees’ meetings.

e Educate clients on filling-up applications through community workshop.

e Record clients® case notes in Salesforce program.

"o Reportto PIOQIEI‘H Comdmatcn and Coordinating Committee on on-going baSlS.
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Community Advocacy & Outreach

e Train other community members in how to navigate affmdable housings.

e Coordinate with other community members in events, conventions and meetings.
Create talking points and set-up social media and community messaging. o
Plan land-use policy issues involving main community stakeholders including but not
limited to shadow impact analysns inclusionary hOUSan requirements and commumty
development. , :

Participate in creation of F thmo Cultural Heritage Distuct member of Housing and-
Land Use co-hort sub comittee.

e

. @

o

Public Advocacy : :
s Transformed pre-application process’ documentatlon by standardizing hOUSlllU pre-
" applications city-wide and pre-applications translated in four different languages.

» Introduced to city- ofﬂmals on Below Market Rate P1ocedures Manual updates and
amendments.

Negotiated a 40% inclusionary housing requirement on Giants negotlatlons w1th city-

~ officials and other community members. . :

e Advocated for tenants’ rights legislations such as Ellis Act reform, Just Cause 2.0, and
Language Access Ordinance amendment.

Participated in campaigns such as Anti-Speculation Tax (2014) Housing Balance (2014),
Inclusionary Housing amendment measure (2016), Loans to Finance Acquisition &
Rehabilitation (2016), No to Realtors Giveaways (2016), Community Oppomunty to
Purchase Act (9018), and Public Bank (2019)

a

@

Program Management
e Co-founded the Bill Sorro Housmg Program with groups of educatms Commumty
~ workers, social workers and lawyers.
e “Initiate a plan for expanding, designing and sustaining the housmor program 1ncludmo but
not hmlted to grant writing and strategic plannmg

Clerical experience
e Set-up meeting agendas. .
o Record meeting notes.
e Track expenditure receipts.

CHR‘ONOLOGY
Veterans Equity Center
Case Manager, Bill Sorro Housing Program, October 2011- June 2018
Manilatown Heritage Foundation
Affordable Housing Program Assistant, 2009 — 2011
SF Works
Community Benefits Screener, 2009 2011

ADDITIONAL SKILLS AND TRAINING
Language Fluent in Tagalog; conversational in Spanish.
Trainings: National Coalitions for Asian Pacific American Commumty Development
(NCAPACD), Washington, D.C: Community In The Capitol (2015); Urban Habitat, Oakland,
CA (2017): Boards and Commission Leadership Institute.
Technological skill: Salesforce, Microsoft Office, Google documents, Box
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PROFESSIONAL & VOLUNTEER MEMBERSHIP
Easfez n Neighborhood Plan, Citizen Advisory Committee, member, July 2017 - 201 8
- Migrante SoMa/TL, member, 2016 —2018
South of Market Action Committee, member 2015 - 2017
San Franciscans Against Real Estate Speculation, Board Treasurer, January 2015 — 2017
Manilatown Heritage Foundation, Board Secretary, November 2013 ~2018
Bill Sorro Housing Program, Coordinating Committee member, 2009 — 2018

REFERENCES
Jaymeefaith Sagisi, Greenstein and MeDonald, A/Zoz neys At Law
Contact number: 415-401-5726
Joseph Smooke, Housing Rights Committee of San Francisco
Contact number; 415-831-9177
Chris Durazo, Just Cause. Causa Justa -
Contact number: 415-748-1570
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President, Board of Superyisors Gity and County of San Francisco

District 7
NOMINATION MEMO

DATE: January 28, 2020

CTO: Ange-la'Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
L AT
FROM; President Norman Yee /U }\
i - .
SUBJECT: Planning Commission Nomination — Maria Theresa fmperial -

Pursuant to Charter Section 4,105, I hereby nominate Maria Theresa Imperial to serve on the
Planning Commission for the unexpired portion of a four-year term ending July 1, 2020,

Maria Theresa Imperial’s address is:

an Francisco,

Attachments:
Application
Form 700

For Clerk’s office use only:

Seat #; Term expiration date: - Seat Vacated:

- City Hall - 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 - San Framcisco, Californis 94102-4689 - (415) 554-6516
Fax (415) 554-6546 « TDD/TTY (415) 5848427 - E-mail: Norman. Yee@sfgov.org '



San Franciéco
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Date Printed:  March 24, 2017 - _ o Date Established: July 1, 2002
- " Active

PLANNING COMMISSION

Contact and Address:

Jonas P. Tonin

Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Phone: (415) 558-6309
Fax; (415) 558-6409
Email: jonas.ionin@sfgov.org

Authority:

[Charter Section 4.105- per Prop D. Election March 5, 2002

Board Qualifications:

The Planning Commission consists of 'seven voting members.
The President of the Board of Supervisors shall nominate three members to the commission.
The Mayor shall nominate four members to the commission.

Each nomination of the President of the Board of Supervisors and the Méyor is subject to the
approval of the Board of Supervisors, and shall be the subject of a public hearing and vote
within 60 days. If the Board fails to-act on the nomination within 60 days of the date the

nomination is transmitted to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisor the nominee shall be deemed
approved.

The mission of the City Planning Department is to guide the orderly and prudent use of land, in
both the natural and built environment, with the purpose of improving the quality of life and
embracing the diverse perspectives of those who live in, work in, and visit San Francisco. The
Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection
proposed amendments to the General Plan.

Report: The Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for
approval or rejection propo %ed amendments to the General Plan
Sunset Date: None

"R Board Descripﬁon” (Screen Print)
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. City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room- 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No, 554-5184
" Fax No., 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

VACANCY NOTICE .
PLANNING COMMISSION

Replaces All Previous No’cicés

NOTICE lS HEREBY GIVEN of the following seat information and term explratrons (m
bold) appointed by the Board of Supervisors:.

Vacant Seat 1, Myrna Melgar resrgned shall be nominated by the President of the
Board of Supervisors and approved by the Board of Supervisors, for the unexpired
portion of a four-year term ending July 1, 2020.

Seat 2, Kathrin Moore, term expiring July '1 2022, shall be nominated by the President
of the Board of Supervrsors and approved- by the Board of Supervisors, for a four-year
term :

Seat 3, Dennis Richards, term expiring July 1, 2022, shall be nominated by the
President of the Board of Supervisors and approved by the Board of Supervisors, for a
four-year term.

Each nomination made by the President of the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor is
subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors and-subject to a public hearing and vote
within 60 days. If the Board fails to act on thie nomination within 60 days of the date the
nomination is transmitted to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, l‘he nominee shall be
- deemed approved. :

Reports: The Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervrsors for
approval or rejeotxon proposed amendments to the General Plan.

Sunset Date: None.
Additional information relating to the Planning Commission may be obtained by

reviewing Charter, Section 4.105, at http://www.sfbos. orq/sfmumcodes or by vrsrtrng
their websrce or hitp://sf-planning. orq/p]anmnq oommrssron

[nterested persons may obtain an application from the Board of Supervisors website at
http://www.sfbos.org/vacancy application or from the Rules Committee Clerk, 1 Dr.
‘Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102-4689. Completed
applications should be submitted to the Clerk of the Board. .All applicants must be’
residents of San Francisco, unless otherwise sta’red : :
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Planning Commission
VACANCY NOTICE ) : . '
January 21, 2020 o Page 2

Pursuant to Board of Supervisors Rules of Order Section 2.19, apphcants apply ng for
this Commission must complete and submit, with their apphoatlon a copy (not original)
of Form 700 (Staternent of Economic ln’terests) Applications will not be considered ifa
copy of Form 700 (Statement of Economic Interests) is not submitted. Form 700
(Statement of Economic Interests) may be obtained at
http://www.fppc.ca.gov/Form700.html.

Next Steps: Applicants who meet minimum qualifications will be considered for
nomination by the President of the Board of Supervisors. The individual(s) nominated
by the President of the Board of Supervisors will be sent to the Rules Committee for
consideration and forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for final approval. During the
Rules Committee hearing, the nominated individual(s) will be considered and
nominee(s) may be asked to state their qualifications. :

Please Note: A vacancy may have already been filled. To determine if a vacancy for this
7, ~ 7 Ffm b
O

imfrnrmantinn mlaooa ~all Hha

PN Al
i§ Sitn avaiao l’D‘, or i yuu’ C]'ulfU additional informatioi 1, piease cai irie

el
. Rules Committee Clerk at 415-554-5184.
Q/’ﬁ/wgfmu

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

yn

DATED/POSTED: January 21, 2020
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Executive Summary

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

The 2019 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards includes more policy bodies such as task forces,
committees, and advisory bodies, than previous analyses, which were limited to Commissions and .
Boards. Data was collected from 84 policy bodies and from a total of 741 members mostly appointed by
the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. These policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the
San Francisco Office of the City Attorney.* The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,”
are policy bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial’

" disclosures to the Ethics Commission. The second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” are policy

bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures to the Ethics

Commission. This report examines policy bodles and appointees both comprehensively as a whole and’

sepa rately by the two categories.

The 2019 Gender Analysis evaluates the representation of women; people of color; lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans

on San Francisco policy bodies.

Key Findings

Gender ' ) 10-Year Comparison of Representation
: _ ~ of Women on Policy Bodies ‘
» Women'’s representation on policy bodies is.  80% = evee e s e
107 ol iy wi : agw  49% 49y A9%  SL%
51%, 'shghtly above parlt\{ with the San 50% %i/;ﬂw:g’/; i "‘a'/“' it
Francisco female population of 49%. :
‘ 40% [ PN - P T
> Since 2009, there has been a small but 30%
steady increase in the representation of ‘ 0%
women on San Francisco policy bodies. 0
N . 0% -

2009 2011 2013' 20154 '2017 2019
(n=401) (n=429) (n=419) (n=283) (n=522) (n=741)

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

st of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Ordinance, or Statute,” Office of the
City Attorney, https://www sfcityattorney.org/wp- content/uploads/2016/01/Commlssmn -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 BO% oo e e e e 5T e e e
T : . P . 53%
population. Although people of color S0% - agp - gseg - BB S i
. comprise 62% of San Francisco’s U
popula’tion, just 50% ofappoint'ees , AO% = eeemmes el e e s e e e o e e
identify as a race other than white. B0% o o e e e
»  While the overall representation of 0% e e e e
people of color has increased between T0%  moves vt mew s s e s
2009 and 2019, as the Department - B e e e e
collected data on more appointees, the 3009 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 years. The :
percentage of appointees of color decreased Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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. ' : , ' : :
o 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women
Race and Ethnicity by Gender : of Color on Policy Bodies
: 40% e
> Onthe whole, womien of color are 32% of
the San Francisco population, and 28% of 30% - 24%
appointees. Although still below parity, 28% C===
is a slight increase compared to 2017, which 209 - e Toormno e
showed 27% women of color appointees. L%
» Meanwhile, men of color are
underrepresented at 21% .of appointees 0% e
) 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2018
compared to 31% of the San Francisco (n=401) (n=295) (n=419) (n=269) (n=469) (n=713)
population. ) )
. _ Source: SF DOSW Datu 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 cormnpared 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 just 7% of appointees.
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- Additional Demographics

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

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

» Out of the 67% of appointees who responded to the question on veteran status, 7% have served
" inthe mlhtary compared to 3% of the San Francisco population.

Proxies for Influence: Budget & Ailthority

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

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

» The percentage of total women is greater on Advisory Bodies than Commissions and Boards.
Women are 54% of appointees on Advisory Bodies and 48% of appointees on Commissions and
Boards. However, the percentages of people of color and women of color on Commissions and
Boards exceed the percentages of people of color and women of color 6n Advisory Bodies.

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

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

Demographics of Appointees Compared to the San Francisco Population

- People ' | Women- Disability .| Veteran
Women. of C:lor of Color LGBTQ Statusty Sta’cus

San FranCIsco Populatlon T A% | Z%i LU82% | 6%-15%* | - 12% | v 3% |
Total Appomtees S TR A 51%‘ 50% 28% SRR 1% 7%
10 Largest Budgeted Commlssmns & Boards 1 1% 55% | : i3‘%
10 Smallest Budgeted Commnssrons &Boards |  52% |  54% | 3% [
Commissions and Boards - , : : 48% |- 52% 30% &
Adv;sory Bodies ' ' 54% 49% 28%

Sources: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2018, *Note: Estimates vary by sotirce. See page 16 fér o
a detailed breakdown.
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I. 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, 1998.2 In 2002, the CEDAW Ordinance was revised to address the intersection
of race and gender and incorporate reference to the UN Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of
Race Discrimination. The Ordinance requires City Government to take proactive steps to ensure gender
equity and specifies “gender analysis” as a preventive tool to identify and address discrimination. Since -
1998, the Department on the Status of Women has employed this tool to analyze the operattons 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 June 2008 Election. This City

Charter Amendment (Section 4.101) was everwhelmingly approved by voters and made it city pollcy
that: :

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

e Appointing oﬁluals are to be urged to support the nomination, appointment, and confirmation
of these candidates, and

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

The 2019 Gender Analysis examines the representation of women; people of color; leshian, 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 compa‘red'to previous analyses that were
limited to Commissions and Boards. As a result, more appointees were included in the data collection -
and analysis than even before. These policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the San
Francisco Office of the City Attorney. The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,” are
policy bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial
disclosures to the Ethics Commission, and the second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” are
policy bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures to the Ethics
Commission. A detailed description of methodology and limitations can be found at the end of this
report on page 23.

 San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 33.A. :
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter33alocalimplémentationoftheunited?
f=templatesSfn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_caSanc=/D_Chapter33A.
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Il.  Gender Analysis Findings

Many aspects of San Francisco’s diversity are reflected in the overall population of appointees on San
Francisco policy bodies. The analysis includes 84 policy bodies, of which 823 of the 887 seats are filled
leavin‘g 7% vacant. As outlined below in the summary chart, slightly more than half of appointees are
women, half of appointees are people of color, 28% are women of color, 19% are LGBTQ, 11% have a
disability, and 7% are veterans.

Figure 1: Summary Data of Pollcy Body Demographics, 2019

v Appomtee Demographlcs " o Percentage oprpomtees
Women (n=741) ’ . 51%4
People of Color (n=706) _ 50%
Women of Color (n=706) 28%
LGBTQ Identified (n=548) : } , 19%
People with Disabilities (n=516) = - . 11%
Veteran Status (n=494) - ’ ) ‘ 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, which could be partly due to the larger sample size used in this year’s analysis compared to
previous years. A 10-year companson shows that the representation of women appointees has gradually
increased since 2009 by a total of six percentage points. ’

Figure 2: 10-Year Comparison of Representat:on of Women on Policy Bodies
60% . P . . - P .

9 : 48% 49% 49% 49% ’ 51%
e S .

BO% e e e e
30%

10%
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 a'n_d 2013. The Children and
Families (First Five) Commission and the Commission 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 2017, 2015

1100%

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

Commission on the Status of Women {n=7)

Ethics Commission {n=4)

Library Commission {n=7)

Commission on the Environment (n=6)

0% - 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

12019 ®2017 ®@2015

Source: SF DOSW Data.Co//ection & Analysis.

Out of the Commissions and Boards in this section, 23 have 40% or less women. The five Com missions
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: C@mmissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of Women, 2019 Compared to
2017, 2015

S 0%
Board of Examiners (n=13)  N/A
: N/A

Building Inspection Commission {n=7}

Oversight Board OCll (n=6)

Fire Commission (n=5)

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (n=11)

/
N/A

0% . 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
82019 @2017 ®m2015

Source: SF DUSW Datq 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.

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

Workforce Community Advisory Committee {n=4)
_ Office of Early Care and Education Citizens' Advisory Committee (n=9)

Commission on the Aging Advisory Council (n=15)

Child Care Planning and Advisory Council (n=20)

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

Veteran Affairs Commission (n=36)

Bayview-Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee (n=9)

Sentencing Commission (n=13} .~ .77 "31%
Abatement Appeals Board (n=7) " 14%
Urban Forestry Council {n=13) 8%
V 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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B. Race and Ethnicity

~ Data on racial and ethnic identity was collected for 706, or 95%, of the 741 surveyed appointees.

© Although half of appointees identify as a race or ethnicity other than white or Caucasian, people of color
are still underrepresented compared to the San Francisco population of 62%. The representation of
people of color has increased since 2009 but has decreased following 2015. The number of appointees

- analyzed increased substantially in 2017 and 2019 compared to 2‘015 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 20189,

Figure 6: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of People of Color on Policy BoAdies

50%

40%
0% - ;MUNHWJMWH,W,.,MM.MW"WH'..WM,WWMMM

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

Source: SF DOSW Datu 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
policy bodies for certain racial and ethmc 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 appomtees 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 Gambhlr and Stephen Menendian, “Racial Segregatlon in the Bay Area, Part 2,” Haas Institute for a Fair and
Inclusive Society (2018).

# US Census Bureau, 2018, Retrieved from https://www.census, gov/qu!ckfacts/fact/tab[e/US/PSTO45218
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Americans and Alaska Natlves in San Francisco of 0.4%, none of the surveyed appomtees identified

themselves as such.

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

60% s e e e e e
50%

50% "B

40%

30% -

20%

10%

0%
White, Not
Hispanic or
Latinx

=] Appointees (N—706)

EJ Populatlon (N 864 263)

T4% " aa% T
1% o M 0% 0.4%
Asian Hispanicor  Blackor Native Native  Two or More Other Race
Latinx African  Hawailan and American Races
American Pacific and Alaska
Islander = Native

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

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

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

2017, 2015

Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure (n=5)

Juvenile Probation Commision {n=6)
Health Commission (n=7)
- lmmigrant Rights Commission (n=13}

Housing Authority Commission {n=6)

60% 80%

20%
m2019 12017 B2015

0% 40%

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%, respectlvely

Figure 9: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 Compared to
2017, 2015 .

0% :

i’ublic Utilities Commission {n=3}
Historic Preservatibn Commissiori (n=7)
Build.ing' ?nspection Commission {n=7)
War Memorial Boara qf Trustees (n=11)

City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission (n=5)

0% 10% 20% - 30% 40% 50%
m2018 ®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 included, thus comparison to
previous years is unavailable. All members of the Workforce Community Advisory Committee are people
of color. People of color comprise 80% of the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee, and
75% of appointees on the Children, Youth and Their Families Oversight and Advisory Committee, the
Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority, and the Local Homeless Coordinating Board. Out of the five
Advisory Bodies with the lowest representation of people of color, the Ballot Simplification Committee
* and the Mayor’s Disability Council have 25% appointees of color, and the Abatement Appeals Board has
14% appointees of color. The Urban Forestry and the Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee have no
people of color currently serving.
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Figure 10: Advisory Bodies with the Highest and Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019

Workforce Community. Advisory Cofnmittee (n=4)

Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee (n=15

Children, Youth, & Their Families Oversight & Advisory Cmte. (n=10
‘ Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority {n=6

Local Homeless Coordinating Board (n=9

Mayor's Disability Council (n

{n=
{n=
Ballot Simplification Committee (n=
{n=
(n=

Abatement Appeals Board (n
Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee (n=13

Urban Forestry Council (n=13
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20%
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

C. Race and Ethnicity by Gender

White men and women are overrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies, while Asian and Latinx men
and women are underrepresented. While women of color continue to be underrepresented at 28%

compared to the San Francisco population of 32%, this is a slight increase from 2017 which showed 27%
women of color. Meanwhile, men of color-are 21% of appointees compare‘d to 31% of the San Francisco

population.

Figure 11: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women of Color on quicy

Bodies ‘ . :

CA0% e s e e e e e
30%
20%
-10% T T, =

0%

2009 (n=401) ~ 2011 (n=295) 2013 (n=419) 2015(n=269) 2017 (n=469) 2019 (n=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, respectively, compared to 20% and 17% of the population, respectively. Asian men and
women are both greatly underrepresented with Asian women making up 11% of appointees compared
to 17% of the population while Asian men comprise 7% of appointees and 15% of the population. Latinx
men and women are also underrepresented, particularly Latinx women, who are 3% of appointees and
7% of the population, while Latinx men are 5% of appointees and 7% of the population. Black or African

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

Black men comprising 5% of appointees. Pacific Islander men and women, and multiethnic women also
exceed parity with the population. Although Native American men and women make up only 0.4% of
San Francisco’s population, none of the surveyed appointees identified themselves as such.

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

30%

25%

20% -

15%
10%
5%

0%

All Appointees (N=706)
" HFemale (=360)
. B Male (n=339)

1% 1% 2%
% 1% 0% 0% b
~ White, Not Asian _Hispanic or Black or Native Native Two or More Other Race
Hispanic or Latinx African  Hawailan 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
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- Latinx American Pacific Alaska Native
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Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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D. LGBTQ Identity

Leshian, 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 available 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 leshian, 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 onld enable more interséctional
analysis. -~ S

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

(N=548) - (N=104)

= LGBTQ ) ‘ = Gay e Lesbian s Bisexual
m Straight/Heterosexual w Queer 7 Transgender = Questioning
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

E. Disability Status

Overall, 12% of adults in San Francisco have one or more-disabilities, and when broken down by gender, -
6.2% are women and 5.7% are men. Disability data foftransgender 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

5 Frank Newport, “In U.S., Estimate of LGBT Population Rises to 4.5%,” GALLUP (May 22, 2018)
https://news.gallup.com/poll/234863/estimate-lgbt-population-rises.aspx. . _ :
® Gary J. Gates and Frank Newport, “San Francisco Metro Area Ranks Highest in LBGT Percentage,” GALLUP (March
20, 2015) https://news.gallup.com/poll/182051/san-francisco-metro-area-ranks-highest-lght-
percentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20Issues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign=tiles.

7 Gary J. Gates, “Same Sex Couples and the Gay, Leshian, 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 popﬁlation. Of the 11.2% appointees
with one or more disabilities, 6.8% are women, 3.9% are men, 0.4% are trans women, and 0.2% are
trans men.

-Figure 16: San Francisco Adult Population with Figure 17: Appointees with One or More
a Disability by Gender, 2017 Disabilities by Gender, 2019 ‘
(N=744,243) ' , (N=516)

6.8%

3.9%
\'" 0.4%
A 0,
3 Women - 0.2%
@ Men BWomen EMen ETrans Women [ETrans Men
Source: 2017 American Community_Survey 5-Year Estimates. . Source: SE DOSW Data Collection & 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. .

Figure 18: San Francisco Adult Population - - Figure 19: Appointees with Military Service, 2019

with Military Service by Gender, 2017
(N=747,896) , (N=494).
0.2% 1.2%
3% 5.7%
=~ 0.2%
= Non-Veteran E}Women EiMen : DWomen EiMen @ Trans Women
Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. . o 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 évaluate the demographics for the .
spectrum of budgetary influence of policy bodies with decision-making authority in San Francisco.

Overall, appointees from the 10 largest budgeted Commissions and Boards are 55% people of color, 41%
~women, and 23% women of color. Appointees from the 10 smallest budgeted Commissions and Boards
" are 54% people of color, 52% women, and 32% women of color. Although still below parity with the San
Francisco population, the representation of people of color on both the largest and smallest budgeted
policy bodies is greater than the percentage of people of color for all appointees combined (50%). For
-women and women of color, their representation meets or exceeds parity with the population on the 10
. smallest budgeted bodies. However, it falls far below parity for the 10 largest budgeted bodies. The
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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
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Source: SF DOSW Data Colfection & Analysis.

18

1016



Figure 21: Demographlcs of Commlssuons and Boards WIth Largest Budge‘ts 2019

B 4 | Filled -;'W:ofh'én' B e
} oy T ats |: seats |~ 721 of Color | of Color
Health CommszIon $2,200,000,000 -7 7 29% 14% ‘ 36%
Public Utilities Commtssron _ $1,296,600,000 5 3 67% 0% 0%

B i .

MTA oard of Dl‘rec.tors and Parking ¢1,900,000,000 7 7 579 14/) 439%
Authority Commission | .

Airport Commission $1,000,000,000 5 51 40% 20% 40%
Commissmn on Commumty Investment 4745 000,000 s 5 60% 60% 100%
and Infrastructure .

Police Commission . $687,139,793 / 7 43% C43% 71%
Health Authorlty (Plan Governing Board) $666,000,000 19 15 33% 27% 47%
Human Services Commission $529,9Q0,000 5 5 40% 0% 40%
Fire Commission $400,721,970 5 5 20% 20% 40%
Agmg and Adult Services CommlSSlon $334,700,000 7 7 43% 14% 57%
Total, = : : ©$9,060,061,763 |72 |66 | 41% | 23%° | 55%

Saurce: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
Flgure 22: Demographics of Commlssmns and Boards thh Smallest Budgets 2019
Total  Filled “Wonién | People
) FYl 1 B t -
Body 8-19 Budge - Seats | Seats Women “of color | of Color -
Rent Board Commission $8,543,912 10 9 44% 11% 33%
‘ Commlssmn onthe Status of Women $8,048,712 ‘ 7 7 100% 71% 71%

Ethics Commission $6,458,045 5 4 100% 50% . 50%
Human Rights Commission $4,299{600 12 10 50% 50% ‘ 70%
Small Business Commission $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%
Entertainment Commission $1,003,898 7 7 29% 14% 57%
Assessment Appeals Board No.1, 2, & 3 $663,423 24 18 39% 22% 44%
Youth Commission $305,711 17 16 6% 44% 75%
_Total ©$33,899,680 | %99 [ 87 |1 52%. | 32% |. ' 54%

Sourte: 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 aré’
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 Advisory Bodies, 2019

4% .
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10% 6%..8%. .. ..
0% . '
Womerni Women of Color People of Color = LGBTQ People with Veterans
: Disabilities

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.

I. Demographics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees

Figure 24 compares the rebresentation’ 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 SupervAisorial 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-Supér\/isorial appointments may be due in part to the appointment section process for each
authority. The 11-member Board of Supervisors only sees applicants for specific bodies through the 3-
member Rules Committee or by designees, stipulated in legislation {e.g. “renter,” “landlord,” “consumer
. advocate”), whereas the Mayor typically has the ability to take total appointments into account.during
selections, and can therefore better address gaps in diversity.

Figure 24: Demographics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, Aand. Total Appoiﬁtees, 2019

51% - 52% -
, a8y o0%

60% - ,A...,S.S% e e e
' 48%

50%

40%
30%
20%

10%

0%
Women People of Color Women of Color

Mayoral Appointees (n=213)  F Supervisorial Appointees (n=145) 11 Total Appointees (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 sllghtly exceeds the population 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, primarily
Asian and Latinx men.

Furthermore, when analyzing the demographic composition of larger and smaller budgeted
Commissions and Boards, women are underrepresented on those with the largest budgets, and
overrepresented or reach parity with the population on smaller budgeted Commissions and Boards.
These two trends are amplified for women of color appointees. Women comprise 41% of total
appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, which is 8 percentage points below the population,
and women of color comprise 23% of total appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, 9
percentage points below their San Francisco population. Comparatively, women are 52% of total
appointees on the smallest budgeted policy bodies, and women of color are 32% of appointees, which is
equal to the San Francisco population. However, the issue of largest and smallest budgeted policy
bodies does not seem to impact the representation of people of color. People of color make up 55% of .
appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies and 54% of appointees on the smallest budgeted
policy bodies compared to 50% of total appointees. Nonetheless, these percentages stiil fall below the
San Francisco population of people of color at 62%.

In addition to using budget size as a proxy for influence, this repoit analyzed demographic

- characteristics of appointees on Commissions and Boards who file disclosures of economic interest and
have decision-making authority, and appointees on Advisory Bodies who do not file economic interest

disclosures. Over half (54%) of appointees on Advisory Bodies are women, while 48% of appointees on

Commissions and Boards are women. Although 48% is only slightly below the San Francisco population
of women, women comprise a decently higher percentage of appointees.on Advisory Bodies compared
to Commissions and Boards.

This year’s report features more data on LGBTQ identity, veteran status, and disability than previous.
gender analyses. The 2019 Gender Analysis found a relatively high representation of LGBTQ individuals-
on San Francisco policy bodies. For the appointees that provided LGBTQ identity information, 19%
identify as LGBTQ with the largest subset being gay men at 48%. It is recommended for future gender
analyses to collect LGBTQ data by race and gender to provide additional intersectional analysis. The
representation of appointeés 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 hy 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 report is intended to advise the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and other appointing authorities, as
they select appointments-for policy bodies-of the City and County of San Francisco. In spirit of the 2008
City Charter Amendment that establishes this biennial Gender Analysis report requirement and the.
importance of diversity on San Francisco policy bodies, efforts to address gaps in diversity and inclusion
should remain at the forefront when making appointments in order to accurately reflect the population
of San Francisco.. ' ' :
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IV. Methodology and Limitations

" This 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 gender analysis reflects data from the policy bodies that
provided information to the Department on the Status of Women through digital and paper survey.

Data was reqguested from 90 policy bodies and acquired from 84 different policy bodies and.a total of
741 appointees. A Commissioner or Board member’s gender identity, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation,
disability status, and veteran status were among data elements collected on a voluntary basis. Data on
Iesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, or questioning (LGBTQ) identity, disability, and veteran status
of appointees were incomplete or unavailable for some appointées but are included to the extent
possible. As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface patterns of underrepresentation,
every attempt has been made to reflect accurate and complete information in this report. Data for some
policy bodies was incomplete, and all appointees who responded were included in the total
demographic categories. Only policy bodies with full data on gender and race for all appointees were
included in sections comparing demographics of individual bodies. It should be noted that for policy
bodies with a small number of members, the change of a single individual greatly impacts the

percentages of demographic categories. As such, these percentages should be interpreted with thls 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 disdcsures 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 awhole 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, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Creatéd by Charter, Ordinance, or Statute,” Office of the
City Attorney, https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Commission-List-08252017.pdf,
(August 25, 2017).
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_ Appendix

Flgure 25 Pollcy Body Demographics, 20199

‘I Total"

Filled |-

1022

Pollcy Body : : Seats | Seats | FY18 19 Budget’ Women X\;ZTIZ? (;égglfrt
Abatement Appeals Board 7 7 $76, 500 OOO 14A 0% 14%
- Aging and Adult Services Commission 7 7 $334,700,000 57% 33% 57%
Airport Commission 5 5| $1,000,000,000 40% 50% 40%
Arts Commission 15| 15 $37,000,000 67% 50% 60%
Asian Art Commission = 271 27 $30,000,000 63% 71% 59%
Assessment Appeals Board No.1 5 - $663,423 20% 0% 20%
Assessment Appeals Board No.2 8 - 50% 75% 63%
| Assessment Appeals Board No.3 4 - 50% 50% 50%
Ballot Simplification Committee 4 S0 75% 33% 25%
Bayview Hunters Pomt Citizens Advisory Commlttee 12 9 S0 33% 100% 67%
Board of Appeals : 5 5 $1,072,300 CA0% - 50% 40%
Board of Examiners 13 13 SO 0% 0% 46%
1 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 Théir 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 SO 60% © 33% 20%
Civil Service Commission 5 4 $1,262,072 50% 0% 25%
Commission on Community Investment 5 5 $745,000,000 60% 100% 100%
and Infrastructure
Commission on the Aging Advisory Council 22 15 S0 80% - 33% 31%
Commission on the Environment 6 $27,280,925 67% 50% 50%
Commission on the Status of Women . 7 -$8,048,712 100% 71% 71%
Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee 11 11 S3,000,000' 82% 33%. 45%
Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee 19 13 SO 38% 40% 44%
Elections Commission . 7 7 $15,238,360 57% 25% 29%
Entertainment Commission 7 7 - §1,003,898 29% 50% 57%
Ethics Commission 5 4 $6,458,045 100% 50% 50%
Film Commission 11 11 %0 55% | 67% 50%
Fire Commission 5 5 $400,721,970 2.0%' 100% 40%
Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority 7 6 S0 50% 67% 75%
° Figure 25 only includes policy bodies with complete data on gender for all appointees. Some bodies had
mcomplete data on race/ethnicity of appomtees For these, percentages for people of color are calculated out of
known race/ethnicity. :
24




CEan ) : Seats ,»\’Nomenr : of Coldr '
Health Authority (Plan Governing Board) "~ 19 "~ 15 $666,000,000 33% 50%
Health Commission : 7 7 $2,200,000,00Q’ 43% 50% 86%
Health Service Board _ 7 6 $11,632,022 33% 0% 50%
Historic Preservation Commission 7 7 $53,832,000 43% 33% 14%
Housing Authority Commission ‘ 7 6 $60,894,150 50% 100% 83%
Human Rights Commission - 12 10 $4,299,600 60% 100% 70%
Human Services Commission 5 5 $529,900,000 40% 0% 40%
tmmigrant Rights Commission 15 13 . 0! . 54% 86% 85%
In-Home Supportive Services Public Authority 13 9 $70,729,667 44% 50% 56%
Juvenile Probation Commission 7 6 $48,824,199 33% 100% 100%
Library Commission 7 7 $160,000,000 71% 40%  57%
Local Homeless Coordinating Board 9 9 $40,000,000 56% | 60% 75%
Mayor's Disability Council 11 .8 $0 75% 17% 25%
Mental Health Board 17 is $184,062 73% 64% 73%
MTA Board of Directors and Parking Authority. 7t 7 $1,200,000,0QO 57% 25% . 43%
Commission ’ . : .
Office of Early Care and Education Citizens' Adviscry 9 9 50 89% 50% 56%
Committee .

Oversight Board (CON) _ 7. 6 $745,000,000 17% 100% 67%
Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee 17 13 8 S0 46% 17% 8%
Planning Commission 7 6 $53,832,000 50% 67% 33%

|. Police Commission 7 7 $687,139,793 . 43% 100% T1%

Port Commission ) 5 5192,600,000 60% 67% 60%
Public Utilities Citizen's Advisory Committee 17 13 ' S0  54% 14% 31%
Public Utilities Commission 5 $1,296,600,000 67% 0% 0%
Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 SO 33% 100% 67%
Public Utilities Revenue Bond Oversight Committee 7 } S0 40% 50% 40%
Recreation and Park Commission 7 $230,900,000 29% 50% 43%
Reentry Council 24 23 - S0 43% 70% 70%
Rent Board Commission 10 9 38,543,912 | 44% 25% 33%
Residential Users Appeal'Board 3 2 o S0 0% 0% 50%

&tirement System Board 7 7 $95,000,000 43% 67% 29%

| Sentencing Commission 13 13 ‘ 50 31% 25% 67%
Small Business Commission 7 7 $2,242,007 43% 67% 43%
"SRO Task Force _ 12 12 S0 42% 25% 55%
Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee 16 15 $0 67% 70% 80%
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 11 11 S0 27% 67% 36%
Sweatfree Procurement Advisory Group 11 7 50 43% 67% 43%
Treasure Island Development Authority 7 6 $18,484,130 50% N/A N/A
25




Total |- Filled N B Women | ' People
POIICV Body - S:éétsl Seats | FY18-19 Bydggfp Women of Color -,of Co?dr
'Treasure !sland/Yerba Buena lsland Cltlzens Adv150ry 17 13 S0 54% N/A N/A
Board al . ’
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 $18,185,686 55% 33% 18%
Workforce Community Advisory Committee 8 4 a S0 100% "100% 100%
Youth Commission 17| 16| $305,711 56% 78% 75%
Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2015.
Flgure 26: San Francnsco Populatlon Estlmates by Race/Ethmc;ty, 2017
Race/Ethnlc;ty R ' , Total S
. AT Estimate | Percent .
San Francisco County California 864,263 -
White, Not Hispanic or Latino 353,000 " 38%
Asian ' 295,347 31%
Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 14%
Some other Race 64,800 7%
Black or African Ameriéan 45,654 5%
Two or More Races : 43,664 5% .
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 0.3%
‘Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 .0.4%
Source: 2017 American Community S urvey 5-Year Estimates.
Figure 27: San Francisco Populatlon Estlmates by Race/Ethmcnty and Gender, 2017
Race/EthnICIty ' ' * Total - Female .. . Male -
g e Estlmate Perc_ent Estimate Percent | Estimate | Percent
San Francisco County California 864,263, -1 423,630 49% 440,633 51%
White, Not Hispanic or Latino 353,000 38% .| 161,381 - 17% 191,619 20%
Asian. 295,347 |~ 31% | 158,762 17% 136,585 15%
Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 . 1_4% 62,646 7% 69,303 7%
Some Other Race 64,300 7% | 30174 3% 34,626 4%
Black or African American 45,654 5% | 22,311| 2.4% 23,343 " 2.5%
Two or More Races 43,664 5% | 21,110 | 2.2%| 22,554 | @ 2.4%"
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander ©3,226 0.3% 1,576 0.2% 1,650 1 02%
Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 '0.4% 1,589 0.2% 1,717 | 0.2%

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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City and County of San Francisco
Department on the Status of Women
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240
San Francisco, California 94102 '
sfgov.org/dosw
dosw@sfgov.org
415.252.2570
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Planning Commission. We are looking for vision and a deep understanding of regional planning, economic
development and transportation issues: Someone - who .can see beyond the exterior of the architecture of our
city’s buildings, and into the histories and narratives of the people who for generations created and re-created
our neighborhoods. ' ' '

4 We strongly encourage you — as someone who has shown a strong sensitivity and commitment to ragial,
* gender and social equity in your long career of community service — to vote in support of Theresa Imperial.

Sincerely,

People Organizing to Demand Environmental and Economic
Rights, Mission Economic Development Agency, Chinese
Progressive Association, GLIDE, Communities United for Health &
Justice, South of Market Cdmrhunity Action Network, Chinatown
Community Development Center, Mission Housing Development
Corporation, Calle 24 Latino Cultural District, SOMA Pilipinas, San
Francisco Tenants Union; Council of Community Housing
Organizations, Tenant Owners Development Corporation.
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Young, Victor (BOS)

om: , Jon Jacobo <jlacobo@todco.org>
Sent: ' Friday, January 31, 2020 4:14 PM
To: Quan, Daisy (BOS); Wong, Alan (BOS)
Cc: Young, Victor (BOS)
Subject: . h Letter of Support for Theresa Imperial
Attachments: - ~ Letter of Support for Theresa Imperial for Planning Commission Selection.pdf

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

Good afternoon Team Mar,

[ hope all is well with you. | wanted to reach out today on behalf of our Race and Social Equity coalition (descrlbed in the
letter attached), to express our deep support for Theresa Imperial for Plannlng Commission.

Our coalition has spent the last few weeks compiling names of qualified candidates that would best serve the
community and our beloved city. We are fortunate that one of our members on the list we submitted to President Yee
was selected and moved forward. We now ‘plan to attend the Rules Committee Monday to express our support.

The ‘attached letter is our detailed reasoning on why we believe Theresa is the right candidate for this position, and we
ask the Supervisof that he help elevate her and vote in support of her nomination.

_If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to reach out.
Thank you!

Jon A. Jacoho

TODCO Group “People First”

Director of Engagement and Public Policy
230 Fourth Street San Francisco, CA 94103
Office: (415) 426-6820

Mobile: (415)-672-5391

JJacobo@TODCO,org
Website | Facebook | Twitter .

TODCO

NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING SINCE 1571
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Young, Victor (BOS)

From:

Sent:

" To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

*Jon Jacobo <jjacobo@todco.org>

Friday, January 31,.2020 4:19 PM

Beinart, Amy (BOS)

Young, Victor (BOS)

Letter of Support for Theresa Imperial

Letter of Support for Theresa Imperial for Planning Commission Selection.pdf

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

Hi Amy,

[ hope all is well with you. I wanted to reach out today on behalf of our Race and Social Equity coalition (described in the
letter attached), to express our deep support for Theresa Imperial for Planning Commission.

Our coalition has spent the last few weeks compiling names of qualified candidates that would best serve the
community and our beloved City. We are fortunate that one of our members on the list we submitted to President Yee
was selected and moved forward. We now plan to attend the Rules Committee Monday to express our support.

The attached letter is our detailed reasoning on why we believe Theresa is the right candidate for this position, and we
* ask the Supervisor that she help elevate Theresa and vote in support of her nomination. '

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to reach out.

- Thank you!

Jon A. Jacobo

TODCO Group “People First”
Director of Engagement and Public Policy

230 Fourth Street San Francisco, CA 94103

Office: (415) 426-6820
Mobile; (415)-672-5391

JJacobo@TODCO.0rg
Website | Facebook | Twitter

TODCO

. NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING SINCE 1971
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Young, Victor (BOS)

rom: ' Jon Jacobo <jlacobo@todco.org>
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2020 421 PM
To: _ ' Herzstein, Daniel (BOS) '
Cc: ' . Young, Victor (BOS)
Subject: Letter of Support for Theresa Imperial
Attachments: Letter of Support for Theresa Imperial for Planning Commission Selection.pdf

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

Hi Daniel,

I hope all is well with you. I wanted to reach out today on behalf of our Race and Social Equity coalition (described in the
letter attached), to express our deep support for Theresa Imperial for Planning Commission.
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commumty and our beloved We are fortunate that one of our members on the Ixst we subm|tted to PreSIdent Yee
was selected and moved forward. We now plan to attend the Rules Commlttee Monday to express our support,

The attached letter is our detailed reasoning on why we believe Theresa is the rlght candidate for this position, and we
sk the Superwsor that she help elevate Theresa and vote in support of her nomination.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to reach out.
Thank you!

Jon A, Jacoho ,

TODCO Group “People First”

Director of Engagement and Public Policy
230 Fourth Street San Francisco, CA 94103
Office: (415) 426-6820

Mobile: (415)-672-5391

JJacobo@TODCO.erg
Website | Facebook | Twitter
R

TODCO

NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING SINCE 1971
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" January 31st, 2020

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall 1 Dr.
Carlton B. Goodlett PI. San
Francisco, CA 94103

_ Dear supervisors;

‘As a diverse grouping of people of color-led organizations intent on Racial & Social Equity, we are writing
regarding a critically important matter that comes before your office: a vote for the appointment of a new
planning cemmissioner, Theresa Imperial. '

The Planning Commission's work deeply impacts the lives of all San Francisco residents, particularly people of
color from lower-income communities that have traditionally and systematically been hit first and waorst by
plans, strategies and decisions of City Planners and by Departmental policies. As such* our coalition has
united to work to advocate for our respective communities and ensure we have meanlngful collective

representatlon on this govermng body. .

As such, wé are writing to give our full support of Theresa lmpérial, a young woman of color who has been an
active community leader in San Francisco’s SOMA and surrounding eastern neighborhoods. Theresa has the
unique ability to understand the planning and development issues that affect communities of concern, which
are not often represented equitably on the Planning Commission. A few of her standout quahﬂcatlons and
expertise consist of:

e Arich body of work effectively addressing affordable housing access for the most vulnerable,
tenant rights, and community planning advocacy. ‘
e Knowledge around tenant issues and concerns, from affordable housing access, to advocating
for systemic changes in order to address barriers in obtaining and preserving housing.
e Co-founded the Bill Sorro Housing Program to provide tenants’ rights education and create
access for affordable housing. '

Who we are We are a cross-sector grcupmg of organizations that represents a diverse mix of communities of
color intent on advancing Racial & Social Equity. Via our collective efforts, we strive to better the lives of our
oonstltuents as well as the health, sustamablhty and vibrancy of San Francisco. As advocates, organizers,
servnoe providers and community planners, we are collectively organizing people of color and working families
in San Francisco through the-advocacy of equitable development, affordable housing, environmental justice,
economic development, public services, immigrant rights and educational attainment.

Equity vision and practice Our.communities are looking for authentic and equity-focused leadership at the -
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