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[Reappointments, Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District, Board of 
Directors - Sabrina Hernandez, Bert Hill, Richard Grosboll, and Michael Theriault] 
 

Motion reappointing Sabrina Hernandez, Bert Hill, Richard Grosboll, and Michael 

Theriault, terms ending January 31, 2025, to the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and 

Transportation District, Board of Directors. 

 

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco does 

hereby reappoint the hereinafter designated persons to serve as members of the Golden Gate 

Bridge, Highway and Transportation District, Board of Directors, pursuant to the provisions of 

California Streets and Highways Code, Sections 27120, et seq., for the terms specified:  

Sabrina Hernandez, seat 1, succeeding themself, term expiring January 31, 2023, must 

represent the public-at-large, for a two-year term ending January 31, 2025;  

Bert Hill, seat 2, succeeding themself, term expiring January 31, 2023, must represent 

the public-at-large, for a two-year term ending January 31, 2025;  

Richard Grosboll, seat 3, succeeding themself, term expiring January 31, 2023, must 

represent the public-at-large, for a two-year term ending January 31, 2025;  

Michael Theriault, seat 4, succeeding themself, term expiring January 31, 2025, must 

represent the public-at-large, for a two-year term ending January 31, 2025; and, be it 

FURTHER MOVED, That the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is hereby directed to 

transmit copies hereof to the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District and 

the California Department of Transportation. 



















01/20/12 

Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
(415) 554-5184  FAX (415) 554-7714 

Application for Boards, Commissions, Committees, & Task Forces 

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

Seat # or Category (If applicable): District: 

Name: 

 Zip: 

 Occupation: 

Work Phone:  Employer: 

Business Address:  Zip: 

Business E-Mail:  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. 

Check All That Apply: 

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

Resident of San Francisco  Yes  No   If No, place of residence: 

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

Education: 



01/20/12 

Business and/or professional experience: 

Civic Activities: 

Have you attended any meetings of the Board/Commission to which you wish appointment? Yes No 

For appointments by the Board of Supervisors, appearance before the RULES COMMITTEE is a 
requirement before any appointment can be made.  (Applications must be received 10 days 
before the scheduled hearing.) 

Date:______________Applicant’s Signature: (required)  ______________________________ 

Please Note: Your application will be retained for one year. Once Completed, this form, including 
all attachments, become public record. 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: 
Appointed to Seat #:_________  Term Expires:_______________ Date Seat was Vacated: _________________ 
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F; · CEI JE..I 
l"1 i>I · · SU , .. VISQD~ '10: ,.., Ru tJ r t, ,,,, 

-~, .-, ' w"' SGO SAN fh/l.i10l 

2022 o~~~sBPkRVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. (415) 554-5184 

~ Fox No. (415) 554-5163 
BY TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227 

Application for Boards, Commissions, Committees, & Task Forces 

Name of Board/Commission/Committee/Task Force: (?OD\ ,-J. of 0, re.c.tvr) 1 ~olJ.e '1 0~te-r~-yJ:'.J~, W w1· ~,J 
--r ,-"""" ~ p O • f)'j· '?'t ' 

Seat# (Required - see Vacancy Notice for qualifications): _j.,__ ______ ____________ _ 

Full Name: ;v1 t e-htA. e.. I 1h er, ~I,( l t 
Zip Code: __ Pf_4_l (_2 __ _ 

Occupation: _ ..:...~..:....~_;t...;.,_~---'--(_-'bcA:......:....·r___;_;, .... 1_r_·i ..:.......;.' '"'_ "'.)..,µ....) __ 

Work Phone: __ ___.__f\1=--,1-J_A-'----------- Employer: ___ ..,_Iv__,_/ A_,_ ________ _ 

Business Address: -----'-=-~A-_.__ _ _________ _____ Zip Code: _ _,_tv_,_/,.:...J~----

Business Email: __ ..... N_,_,_}_A-'---________ Home Email:

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.101(a)(2), Boards and Commissions established by the Charter must consist of 
residents of the City and County of San Francisco who are 18 years of age or older (unless otherwise stated in the code 
authority). For certain appointments, the Board of Supervisors may waive the residency requirement. 

Resident of San Francisco: Yes ~ D If No, place of residence: ---- -------- --
18 Years of Age or Older: Yes 0""No D 

Pursuant to Mayoral Order, members of boards/commissions are required to be Covid-19 vaccinated and attend in­
person meetings. 

Covid-19 Vaccinated: Yes~oo 

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.101{a)(1), please state how your qualifications represent the communities of interest, 
neighborhoods, and the diversity in ethnicity, race, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, types of disabilities, 
and any other relevant demo1rrapl1ic qualities of the City and Coun ty of San Francisco: 

r ~n A C-1 / ;,J hft-e... P'lP\)e.., 

lb ti•j""-n~ce--,r +or !ronw.1~ ~c.?tl ,1-1-,h(jvJ~ r he..tp~ 'f'~>fvr,-,., if,,,e.. 

'"~"\ .,,.rie:l 1'-\Akc. r'rri~Juri '-{-,ri,,-,v-i'ry t't"4 n:.fl~c..-t,v<... of-C0\-1;-f-v rrl~c><'~ e.thA((. """"{ 

('R'.C 1&-\ \ ~ ~VU?; ry', . , . 
/);;, $eu-~'t7'--, t'f- ·/1,,e.. s~., Frr>."'C1;,CC) ~.tcA,MJtX-..-.~ LOJ--17h,..-1r....ho.-.-r~c,( ... ;, 

(o vtnt:.1 ( I L le . .{ ~ Covtn~ "f \ ;-'7 Jo 1'.-, ,,.., ~ '} (O·- p ~"" ,,..,t tFf- A lw1.J>c.A. j ·I- ~y'e-rfµ.rn '"'j -fhe_ 

i71A>h e..Jn,'i),,i,to,, \-i'v"1'S <A)e. ~f-- Sol.i'&>1.\ ,eu,,Lrir7 110--~~ '" l)?"V7\1jri:>t ·)ic,., 

er1 fiirc .A>~1ne.n t-1 II( '"'A '?t1 pnlrec.. t~ )'t1'1#11r"'·t w o ,-{.c.e.r:r, 
k> ,.-,t~-rvn r~$1Je,.,,t "(- :tr--onwo,,(l,:,e..J Loud -,1-11 r helt2J (e.AJ .-/'t,e... h",h·f-

-'htt \- , rle.4 -4-f p 1~ '.> proJ,..·,h,-t,v~_ofe)l.f e (",, ~ ~, -tt-,11 ~ w ,rt, per.J,~ fe ldn 1 d·¥?L•7Je.) frnir'I 
WO-' l::-1"jl )'-,-, ""H... c,,-"'.:1P'7A~ ,+ t·h, -rl=.::,>h1)? Ct.A.ferf-t',-..o Ce;(.n,fl-'C;>, 

r t' n u.L~ a O (! VI 
J 

(Applications must be submitted to BOS-Appoinlments@sfgo .org or to the mailing address listed above.) 



Business and/or Professional Experience: 

Civic Activities: 

Have you attended any meetings of the body to which you are applying? Yes~ D 

An appearance before the Rules Committee may be required at a scheduled public hearing, prior to the Board of Supervisors 
considering the recommended appointment. Applications should be received ten (10) days prior to the scheduled public 
hearing. 

Date: 'J-O t?et '1.11) ~ 12..F 'J,.o 22 Applicant's Signature (required): 
7?:'--&"-:':"---:-- ~-f'----,.......=,.--"."""".""------

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

Please Note: Your application will be retained for one year. Once completed, this form, including all attachments, become 
public record. 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: 

Appointed to Seat#: ____ Term Expires: __________ Date Vacated: _________ _ 
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Michael Theriault 

b.1955, San Francisco 
married 9 January 1982 (Diana Dair); two sons, Josquin, 35, and Eugene, 33 

Education 
Junipero Serra and St. John's Elementary Schools, San Francisco, to 1970 

St. Ignatius College Preparatory School, San Francisco, 1970-71 
Lowell High School, San Francisco, Fall 1971 
Analy High School, Sebastopol, CA 1971-1974 

--numerous awards and honors, including National Merit Finalist, National Conference of Teachers of 
English Achievement Award in Writing, Bank of America Scholarship in Liberal Arts, California 
Scholarship Federation Scholarship for Northern California 

Telluride Association Summer Program in Literature, 
Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 1973 

Bachelor of Arts in Liberal Studies, St. John's College, Santa Fe, NM 1978 
--various awards and positions, including the Bromwell Ault Memorial Scholarship for "academic 
achievement, leadership ability, and potential for service to society" 1976-77 and 1977-78, annual 
awards in music composition (1977) and poetry (1978), Director of the Collegium Musicum 1975-77 

Employment and Positions of Responsibility 
From 1978 to 1985 I worked in a variety of short jobs. Among the longer of these were file clerk/docket clerk in 
the legal department of Pacific Gas and Electric and customer service clerk at Cable Car Clothiers. Meanwhile 
I published half a dozen short stories in literary magazines. I traveled alone in South America for several 
months of 1980. 

In 1985 I indentured as an apprentice with Iron Workers Local 377 for the Herrick Corporation on structural 
steel in high rises. I was named the local's "Outstanding Apprentice" on graduating in 1988. I worked as a 
field ironworker until June 1999, the last six and a half years with Romak Iron Works, for which I became a 
general foreman. 

June 1999-February 2002: 
March 2002-March 2005: 
April 2005-August 2018 

Organizer, Iron Workers 377 
Business Representative, Iron Workers 377 
Secretary-Treasurer, San Francisco Building 
and Construction Trades Council 

In August 2018 I retired. I have returned to writing and have had four short stories and a brief memoir on union 
organizing accepted for publication. 

I served formerly as Vice President of the Board of Directors of Young Community Developers, on the 
Executive Committee of the San Francisco Labor Council, on the Board of Directors of SPUR, as Secretary of 
the Executive Committee of the San Francisco Housing Action Coalition, on the Executive Board of the 
California State Building and Construction Trades Council, as Vice Chair of the Citizens Bond Oversight 
Committee of the San Francisco Unified School District, on the San Francisco Building Inspection Commission, 
and on the Board of Workforce Investment - San Francisco. I am a member of the San Francisco Bicycle 
Coalition and the San Francisco Randonneurs. At the time of this application, I continue to serve on the Board 
of Directors of the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District, where I am President. 

Languages 
I speak both French and Spanish with some fluency and some rust. 



CALIFORNIA FORM 700 
fJ\IR pn1 I r11 . /\L r>R A C [ICf: S c n MMI S~ I O N 

STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS 
COVER PAGE 

A PUBLIC DOCUMENT 
P/esse type or print In Ink. 

NAME OF FILER (LAST) 

1°"h e:: ,-j ~ IA l·t-
1. Office, Agency, or Court 

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms) 

0tilPl-e-n GlrrL P;r;·J 
Division, Board, Department, District, if applic 

(FIRST) 

/tll ·;c..h tt e I 

You Position 

D7re c:h;:,r 

(MIDDLE) 

(9e.r?'lrt?I 

... If flllng for multiple positions, list be/ow or on an attachment. (Do not use acronyms) 

Agency: Ge1iA e11 lDtite. TrAr,S it -,4,,..,'11namtirJ~cl ~fi.-e./>"\(,1t tfw-, Position: - - ~-r_14_-:;;-'te=€-=------- -----

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

.] State i Judge, Retired Judge, Pro Tern Judge, or Court Commissioner 
(Statewide Jurisdiction) 

-~CountyS , fi-,1,-.c.i Y-lJ, tt,lt.w'l'">,)qr, (7/flf).1 Nc•pf!,!11eri,icdht;, [k l µ,,,.,[= County of ---------- - -----

··. i City of l __ Other 

3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box) 

I_~: The period covered Is January 1, 2021, through 
December 31, 2021. 

-or-
The period covered is __J__J _ _ _ _ , through 
December 31, 2021. 

1.J Assuming Office: Date assumed ___J__J ___ _ 

--- --------- ----

0 Leaving Office: Date Left ___J__f _ _ _ _ 

{Check one circle.) 

[ I The period covered is January 1, 2021, through the date of 
leaving office. 

•Or• 

I . I The period covered is ___J__/, , through 
the date of leaving office. 

[ J 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 

CJ Schedule A-1 • Investments - schedule attached 

L .I Schedule A-2 • Investments - schedule attached 
J .l Schedule B • Real Property - schedule attached 

•Or• I ] None · No reportable interests on any schedule 

5. Verification 

L·tsched~le C • Income, Loans, & Business Posilions - schedule attached 
[] Schedule D • Income - Gifts - schedule attached 

[J Schedule E • Income - Gifts - Travel Payments - schedule attached 

MAILING ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE ZIP CODE 
/Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document) 

' t)' lP/ o oo Pr-e::., ,u\.'io Sttt+'.)01'1 ~n FtvtY\ d :> lO Clf ii?J'"i/2 '1 

I have used all reasonable diligence In preparing this statement. I have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained 
herein and in any attached schedules Is true and complete. I 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 Signed _ _ _ o'--' -'-?+.hr=-! ;,,J1:-' a"'=~-:-:', f:,,.,,aH,,_o_L_ L-_ _ _ 

Print Clear 

Signature 
_ _.._...,/F.::::ile:-afoo:-otl-.g...,.ln-,,e/tj-sl,-gne-'-d,-ps-ps-,s-,-ls,-lem-fn~l ,-=vRh-:-Yo- llf-:fi,.,-//ng-ol,-::-/icl"'"'BI,.,...,/ ---

FPPC Farm 700 - Caver Page (2021/2022) 
advlce(!!lfppc.ca.gav • 866-275-3772 • www.fppc.ca.gav 

Page-s 



CALIFORNIA FORM 700 
FAIR l'OLITICAI PHA<:TJCES <: OMMI S SI O rJ 

STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS 
COVER PAGE 

J. ) 1 , , 1, 1 11, • r• iv , 

A PUBLIC DOCUMENT 
Please type or print in ink. 

NAME OF FILER (LAST) 

'T'1 er) t,1.//il-J-
1. Office, Agency, or Court 

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms) 

(FIRST) 

M'fcJv:e.J 
(MIDDLE) 

bQrnrtri 

C:.ol Je,y-.. '&1.·te.- Tr&,\ n·=.,it- - ~~'ae:·P",(tt-e..d t\ et;, Ht.-. O.h.?! tv'el £,:;1.~ /nA.~ .,-
Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable Your Position 

,,. If filing for multiple positions, list below or on an attachment. (Do not use acronyms) 

Agency: - - --- --------------- Position:---- ------------

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

=i State C Judge, Retired Judge, Pro Tern Judge, or Court Commissioner 
(Statewide Jurisdiction) 

.31fui'ti-Countp. f;,~,,,~!,,cu1Mar,n 1>0,..,t:nt111;),.~ &1(e.ridocni1 Pd.>..brte.. L County of ------- - - -------

_= J City of L Other 

3. Type _9f. Statement (Check at least one box) 

/ ~nual: The period covered Is January 1, 2021 , through 
December 31, 2021. 

-or-
The period covered is --1--1 , through 
December 31, 2021. 

[] Assuming Office: Date assumed ---1--'----

--- ------- -------

~g Office: Date Left ~...!:!:l..J 2')2.2.._ 
(Check one circle.) 

«oeriod covered is January 1, 2021, through the date of 
leaving office. 

-or-
[l The period covered is __/___J , through 

the date of leaving office. 

[] 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 

[:J Schedule A-1 • Investments - schedule attached 

U Schedule A-2 · Investments - schedule attached 

[J Schedule B • Real Property - schedule attached 

-or- [l None · No reporlable interests on any schedule 

5. Verification 
MAILING ADDRESS STREET CITY 
(Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document) 

[~;e C • Income, Loans, & Business Positions - schedule attached 

LJ Schedule D • Income - Gifts - schedule attached 

[] Schedule E · Income - Gifts - Travel Payments - schedule attached 

STATE ZIP CODE 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER EMAIL ADDRESS 

( S-/ 0 ) b 'r I -'BS I 6 X 1 '8~ IC> #'I -ti-i € r i'.c1,v1 lbf ~ "'Pl, I. (o >7", 

I have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement. I have reviewed this statement and to the best o my knowledge the information contained 
herein and in any attached schedules is true and complete. I 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 Signed 6 7 J 17-- / i-o LL 
---'-+, --,/.--moni--,l'("'"d..-ay.:;..., y~ea,.,..) -----

Print Clear 

Signature c· , <-~1: .. ~ },,. . 
----,(Fl/6=-:lh:-e-Ofig/Jlac-,. -,D":'i'slg..,..ned.....,..p-ape-r"""sla..,..te_me....,nt"""w~"'"h-yo-llf·"""filinl}~offl,....,c/a..,,I.)---

FPPC Form 700 - Cover Paga (2021/2022) 
advlce@fppc.ca.go11 • 866-275-3772 • www.fppc.ca.gov 

Page-5 



SCHEDULE C 
Income, Loans, & Business 

Positions 

CALIFORNIA FORM 700 
f t\rt, 1-' ,)11 1 ll /\! f' RA( flC~ S COMMl~,S ION 

Name 

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments} AJl ,o,x..e. I 1h er tC<.11t H-

~ 1 IN CO ME 1,ECl::IVED ~ I IN CO ME RECFIVE D 

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME 

(glJ"::fum t,A '.tr:on .. urke..a F,eld Pe11~~M T ""1c,r 
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

/~I N. t;;1 MQl,,...,0 Ave. .. S-te . :;~. P~~.J-,,nvt, CA quo I 
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

Re.-+rre.,tHi"lt) C'U'l")i~ inA.rl-
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION 

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

O ssoo - s1.ooo 

~ -$100,000 

0 No Income - Business Position Only 

O $1,001 - s10,ooo 

0 OVER $100,000 

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED 

D Salary O Spouse's or registered domestic partner's income 
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.) 

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

0 Sale of ----------------­
(R681 property. car. boat, etc.) 

0 Loan repayment 

O Commission or D Rental Income, list each source of s10,ooo or moru 

(Deserlbe) 

1_-:1'6ther __ _,_P._~_n_'1 __ 1 oc.....,-'-------------­
(Describe) 

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME 

4n""I ~d\ ,,,~, tu( l;w :1 k. o~ Ch:n: 11~) 1aturn h"'r,......,, l Asw i'it.t-,. £i.-, 
ADD ESS (Business Address Accept~ /..);I )JL Pen':>lon Aot.., 
20 !Jarib IA>at/1?'2~ z.1itc, 7)100,rCb,u,ga, 1 L. (d)bo2 
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

~etiJ-e.ff\e,,t / P.e-n 'l ~u..... Tr>1t >-t-
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION 

J2.-e.+,~-e... 
GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

D ssoo_:J1 .ooo 

~01 - $100,000 

0 No Income - Business Position Only 

0 $1.001 • $10,000 

0 OVER $100,000 

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED 

D Salary D Spouse's or registered domestic partner's income 
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.) 

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

0 Sale or ----------------­
(Real property, car, boat, el.!;.) 

D Loan repayment 

0 Commission or O Rental Income, 11st each source of s10,ooo or more 

(Dascrfbe) 

l.:::j'6ther __ 9i-"-e.-'n .... ;..:..\ ""--~, __________ _ 
(Describe) 

~ 2 LOANS J,EC!:IVED OR OUlSTANUIN G DURING lHE r~EPOf,JING Pl:l< IOD 

* 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'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 

D ssoo • s1.ooo 

0 $1,001 - $10,000 

D s10.001 • s100,ooo 

0 OVER $100,000 

Comments: 

Print Clear 

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years) 

----% 0None 

SECURITY FOR LOAN 

0 None 0 Personal residence 

0 Real Property---------------­
Stteet eadfltss 

cny 

D Guarantor-----------------

0 Other------------------
(Describe) 

FPPC Form 700 • Schedule C (2021/2022) 
advlc11(!)fppc.ca.9ov • 866-275-3772 • www.fppc.ca.gov 
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SCHEDULE C 
Income, Loans, & Business 

Positions 

CALIFORNIA FORM 700 
FAIR POL I llCAL l'RAC I ICE S r.QMMISSION 

Name 

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments) /V)1c.~el 1'he.r1 p..vi It-

,. 1 INl:OMF R[CEIVED .. I. INCOME RECEIVED 

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME 

uilHo(1') i~ S·h,.te. ~~ch.-~' &trf'U"">Wl+· S-1~-t-err. 
I 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

eo. 13bx 1521"5': $,;,tlv-p'\"'erifo.01- .11/''>'i'S/-OZ'l-·'i" 
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, 

1

IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

Re+rr,u""~,,J / P-t..r'\")j-o,., rr"";,t-
YOUR BUSINESS POSJTJON 

~e+,re.e.. 
GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

D $soc - s1,ooo 

~~ - $100,000 

LJ No Income - Business Position Only 

D s1,001 • s10,ooo 

(] OVER $100,000 

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED 

0 Salary ~e's or registered domestic partner's income 
(For sell-employed use Schedule A-2.) 

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

D Sale of ------------------­
(Real property, car, boat, etc.) 

D Loan repayment 

0 Commission or O Rental Income, list each source of $10,ooo or more 

(Describe) 

l:f6thar __ .;...p...cU1"-'-'-_,.'2 .... 1.._t1.;...o..__ ___________ _ 
(Describe) 

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION 

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

D $500 - $1,000 

0 $10,001 - $100,000 

D No Income - Business Position Only 

D $1,001 - $10,000 

0 OVER $100,000 

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED 

0 Salary O Spouse's or registered domestlc partner's income 
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.) 

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

D Sale of -----------------­
(Real properly, car, boat, etc.) 

D Loan repayment 

0 Comm lesion or O Rental Income, list each source of $10,000 or more 

(Describe) 

LI Other _________________ _ 

(Describe) 

~ 2 LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD 

* You are not required to report loans from a commercial lending institution, or any Indebtedness created as part of 
a retail installment or credit card 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 !:.ENDER 

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD 

0 $500 - $1,000 

D s1,001 - s10,000 

D $10,001 • $100,000 

0 OVER $100,000 

Comments: 

Print Clear 

INTEREST RATE TERM (MonthsNears) 

----% 0None 

SECURITY FOR LOAN 

0 None D Personal residence 

0 Real Property----------------­
Stmet a/fd!ess 

City 

0 Guarantor-------------- ----

0 Other __________________ _ 

(Describe) 

FPPC Form 700 - Schedule C (2021/2022) 
advice(!)fppc.ca.sov • 866-275·3772 • www.fppc.ca.gov 

Pase .13 



 

GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE, HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT 
 
The below listed summary of seats, term expirations and membership information shall serve 
as notice of vacancies, upcoming term expirations and information on currently held seats, 
appointed by the Board of Supervisors.  Appointments by other bodies are listed, if available. 
Seat numbers listed in bold are open for immediate appointment.  However, you are able to 
submit applications for all seats and your application will be maintained for one year, in the 
event that an unexpected vacancy or opening occurs.   
 

Membership and Seat Qualifications 
 

Seat 
# 

Appointing 
Authority Seat Holder Term 

Ending Qualification 

1 BOS Sabrina Hernandez 1/31/23 Must represent the public-at-large, 
for a two-year term 
 

2 BOS Bert Hill 1/31/23 
3 BOS Richard Grosboll 1/31/23 
4 BOS Michael Theriault 1/31/23 
5 BOS Supervisor Catherine 

Stefani 
1/31/23 Member of the Board of 

Supervisors for a two-year term 
 6 BOS VACANT 1/31/23 

7 BOS Supervisor Matt 
Dorsey 

1/31/23 

8 BOS Supervisor Ahsha 
Safai 

1/31/23 

 Mayor Annemarie Conroy 1/31/23 Appointment by the Mayor 
 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS (BOS) APPLICATION FORMS AVAILABLE HERE 

• English - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application.pdf 
• 中文 -  https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_CHI.pdf 
• Español - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_SPA.pdf 
• Filipino - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_FIL.pdf 

 
(For seats appointed by other Authorities please contact the Board / Commission / 

Committee / Task Force (see below) or the appointing authority directly.) 
 

Pursuant to Board of Supervisors Rules of Order 2.19 (Motion No. 05-92) all applicants 
applying for this body must complete and submit, with their application, a copy (not 
original) of Form 700, Statement of Economic Interests.  Applications will not be 
considered if a copy of Form 700 is not received.  
 

FORM 700 AVAILABLE HERE (Required) 
https://www.fppc.ca.gov/Form700.html 

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2975624&GUID=F172734E-A71F-4DBF-B77B-808FDC029AB3&Options=ID|Text|&Search=170226
https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2975624&GUID=F172734E-A71F-4DBF-B77B-808FDC029AB3&Options=ID|Text|&Search=170226
https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2975624&GUID=F172734E-A71F-4DBF-B77B-808FDC029AB3&Options=ID|Text|&Search=170226
https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2975624&GUID=F172734E-A71F-4DBF-B77B-808FDC029AB3&Options=ID|Text|&Search=170226
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_CHI.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_CHI.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_SPA.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_SPA.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_FIL.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_FIL.pdf
https://www.fppc.ca.gov/Form700.html


 
Please Note:  Depending upon the posting date, a vacancy may have already been filled.  To 
determine if a vacancy for this Commission is still available, or if you require additional 
information, please call the Rules Committee Clerk at (415) 554-5184. 
 
Applications and other documents may be submitted to BOS-Appointments@sfgov.org 
 

Next Steps:  Applicants who meet minimum qualifications will be contacted by the Rules 
Committee Clerk once the Rules Committee Chair determines the date of the 
hearing.  Members of the Rules Committee will consider the appointment(s) at the 
meeting and applicant(s) may be asked to state their qualifications.  The appointment of 
the individual(s) who is recommended by the Rules Committee will be forwarded to the 
Board of Supervisors for final approval.  
 
 

The Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District consists of nineteen (19) 
Directors, as follows:  
 
> The City and County of San Francisco is represented by nine (9) Directors:  

- The Board of Supervisors appoints eight (8) Directors:  
* Four (4) of whom must be elected members of the Board of Supervisors; and  
* Four (4) of whom must be members of the public-at-large.  

 
- The Mayor appoints one (1) Director. 
 

The Board of Supervisors eight appointments are subject to review and affirmation by the 
Board of Supervisors in January of each odd numbered year (two year terms). Once the Board 
of Supervisors approves the Motion appointing members to the District, a certified copy of the 
Motion shall immediately forwarded to the Department of Transportation. 
 
The composition of the other members are as follows: 
 
> One (1) Director representing Del Norte County, one (1) Director representing Mendocino 
County, and one (1) Director representing Napa County, appointed by the Board of Supervisors 
of the respective represented county.  
 
> Four (4) Directors representing Marin County, appointed by the Board of Supervisors thereof. 
Two (2) of the Directors shall be an elected member of the Board of Supervisors, one (1) 
Director shall be an elected member of a city council of a city within Marin County and 
designated by the Marin county Council of Mayors and Council Members, and one (1) Director 
shall be a member of the public-at -large.  
 
> Three (3) Directors representing Sonoma County and appointed by the Board of Supervisors 
thereof. One (1) Director shall be an elected member of the Board of Supervisors, one (1) 

mailto:BOS-Appointments@sfgov.org


Director shall be an elected member of a city council of a city within Sonoma County and 
designated by the Mayors' and Councilmembers’ Association of Sonoma County, and one (1) 
Director shall be a member of the public-at-large.  
 
The Board shall be the governing body of the District and shall outline rules of policy, approve 
plans, and vote or withhold appropriations to carry the same into effect. The powers and duties 
of the District are stated in California Streets and Highways Code, Sections 27160 et seq.  
 
Compensated. Members are each paid $50.00 per meeting day for attending meeting of the 
board and committee meeting on different days, but no member shall receive such 
compensation in excess of $5,000 in any one year; except the president who shall receive 
compensation not to exceed $7,500 in any one year. Each member of the board shall receive a 
sum equal to the necessary traveling expenses incurred by him/her in the performance of 
his/her duties. 
 
Authority:   California Streets and Highways Code, Sections 27120-27125; 27140-27154; 

27160- 27179; and 27500-27512. 
 

Sunset Date:   None 
 
Contact: Amorette Ko-Wong 

Secretary of the District 
Golden Gate Bridge and Transportation District 
P.O. Box 29000, Presidio Station 
San Francisco, CA 94129-9000 
(415) 923-2223 
ako@goldengate.org  

 
 
Updated: December 14, 2022 

mailto:ako@goldengate.org
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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.1 The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,” 
are policy bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial 
disclosures to the Ethics Commission. The second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” are policy 
bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures to the Ethics 
Commission. This report examines policy bodies and appointees both comprehensively as a whole and 
separately by the two categories. 

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

Key Findings 

Gender 

➢ Women’s representation on policy bodies is
51%, slightly above parity with the San
Francisco female population of 49%.

➢ Since 2009, there has been a small but
steady increase in the representation of
women on San Francisco policy bodies.

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

45%
48% 49% 49% 49% 51%
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

10-Year Comparison of Representation
of Women on Policy Bodies

https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Commission-List-08252017.pdf
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

Race and Ethnicity                                                                                                                                 
                                                                                                                                     

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

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

 
Race and Ethnicity by Gender  
 

➢ On the whole, women of color are 32% of 
the San Francisco population, and 28% of 
appointees. Although still below parity, 28% 
is a slight increase compared to 2017, which 
showed 27% women of color appointees.  

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

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

➢ Black and African American women and men are well-represented on San Francisco policy 
bodies. Black women are 9% of appointees compared to 2.4% of the population, and Black men 
are 5% of appointees compared to 2.5% of the population.  

➢ Latinx women are 7% of the San Francisco population but 3% of appointees, and Latinx men are 
7% of the population but 5% of appointees.  

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

Source: 
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

 

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

10-Year Comparison of Representation 
of People of Color on Policy Bodies 
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Additional Demographics 

➢ Out of the 74% of appointees who responded to the survey question on LGBTQ identity, 19%
identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, nonbinary, queer, or 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
in the military compared to 3% of the San Francisco population.

Proxies for Influence: Budget & Authority 

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

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

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

Appointing Authorities 

➢ Mayoral appointments include 55% women, 52% people of color, and 30% women of color,
which is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Supervisorial appointments and
total appointments.

Women 
People 
of Color 

Women 
of Color 

LGBTQ 
Disability 

Status 
Veteran 
Status 

San Francisco Population 49% 62% 32%  6%-15%* 12% 3% 

Total Appointees 51% 50% 28% 19% 11% 7% 

10 Largest Budgeted Commissions & Boards 41% 55% 23% 

10 Smallest Budgeted Commissions & Boards 52% 54% 32% 

Commissions and Boards 48% 52% 30% 

Advisory Bodies 54% 49% 28% 

 Sources: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2019, *Note: Estimates vary by source. See page 16 for 
a detailed breakdown. 

Demographics of Appointees Compared to the San Francisco Population 
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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, Jr. 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 operations of 10
City Departments using a gender lens.

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

• The membership of Commissions and Boards are to reflect the diversity of San Francisco’s

population,

• Appointing officials are to be urged to support the nomination, appointment, and confirmation

of these candidates, and

• The Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct and publish a gender analysis of

Commissions and Boards every 2 years.

The 2019 Gender Analysis examines the representation of women; people of color; lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans 
on San Francisco policy bodies primarily appointed by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors. This 
year’s analysis included more outreach to policy bodies as compared to previous analyses that were 
limited to Commissions and Boards. As a result, more appointees were included in the data collection 
and analysis than even before. These policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the San 
Francisco Office of the City Attorney. The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,” are 
policy bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial 
disclosures to the Ethics Commission, and the second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” are 
policy bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures to the Ethics 
Commission. A detailed description of methodology and limitations can be found at the end of this 
report on page 23.  

2 San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 33.A. 
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter33alocalimplementationoftheunited?
f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Chapter33A. 
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II. Gender Analysis Findings  

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

 

Figure 1: Summary Data of Policy Body Demographics, 2019 

Appointee Demographics Percentage of Appointees 

Women (n=741) 51% 

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% 
  
 

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

 
A. Gender 

On San Francisco policy bodies, 51% of appointees identify as women, which is slightly above parity 
compared to the San Francisco female population of 49%. The representation of women remained 
stable at 49% from 2013 until 2017. This year, the representation of women increased by 2 percentage 
points, which could be partly due to the larger sample size used in this year’s analysis compared to 
previous years. A 10-year comparison shows that the representation of women appointees has gradually 
increased since 2009 by a total of six percentage points.  

 

45%
48% 49% 49% 49% 51%
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20%
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40%

50%

60%

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

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

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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Figures 3 and 4 analyze Commissions and Boards. Figure 3 showcases the five Commissions and Boards 
with the highest representation of women appointees as compared to 2015 and 2013. The Children and 
Families (First Five) Commission and the Commission on the Status of Women are currently comprised 
of all women 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.   
 

 
Out of the Commissions and Boards in this section, 23 have 40% or less women. The five Commissions 
and Boards with the lowest representation of women are displayed in Figure 4. The lowest  
percentage is found on the Board of Examiners where currently none of the 13 appointees are women. 
Unfortunately, demographic data is unavailable for the Board of Examiners for 2017 and 2015. Next is 
the Building Inspection Commission at 14%, which is a decrease of female representation compared to 
2017 and 2015. The Oversight Board of Community Investment and Infrastructure, Fire Commission, and 
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force also have some of the lowest percentages of women at 17%, 20%, and 
27%, respectively. Unfortunately, the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force did not participate in previous 
analyses and therefore demographics data is unavailable for 2017 and 2015.  
 
 
 

60%

67%

40%

100%

88%

83%

80%

33%

100%

100%

67%

71%

100%

100%

100%

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

Commission on the Environment (n=6)

Library Commission (n=7)

Ethics Commission (n=4)

Commission on the Status of Women (n=7)

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

2019 2017 2015

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

Figure 3: Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentages of Women, 2019 Compared to 2017, 2015 
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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 

8%

14%

31%

33%

36%

82%

84%

86%

89%

100%

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

Urban Forestry Council (n=13)

Abatement Appeals Board (n=7)

Sentencing Commission (n=13)

Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee (n=9)

Veteran Affairs Commission (n=36)

Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee (n=11)

Child Care Planning and Advisory Council (n=20)

Commission on the Aging Advisory Council (n=15)

Office of Early Care and Education Citizens' Advisory Committee (n=9)

Workforce Community Advisory Committee (n=4)

N/A

40%

50%

29%

N/A

N/A

20%

0%

29%

N/A

27%

20%

17%

14%

0%
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Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (n=11)

Fire Commission (n=5)

Oversight Board OCII (n=6)

Building Inspection Commission (n=7)

Board of Examiners (n=13)

2019 2017 2015

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

Figure 4: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of Women, 2019 Compared to 
2017, 2015 
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B. Race and Ethnicity

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

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 ethnic groups. Half of all appointees are white, an overrepresentation 
by more than 10 percentage points. The Black and African American community is well represented on 
appointed policy bodies at 14% compared to 5% of the population of San Francisco. Characterizing this 
as an overrepresentation is inaccurate given the representation of Black or African American people on 
policy bodies has been consistent over the years while the San Francisco population has declined over 
the same period.3 Furthermore, the most recent nationwide estimate for the Black or African American 
population is 13%, which is nearly equal to the 14% of Black or African American appointees present on 
San Francisco policy bodies.4 

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

3 Samir Gambhir and Stephen Menendian, “Racial Segregation in the Bay Area, Part 2,” Haas Institute for a Fair and 
Inclusive Society (2018).  
4 US Census Bureau, 2018, Retrieved from https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045218.   

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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Figure 6: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of People of Color on Policy Bodies 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045218
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Americans and Alaska Natives in San Francisco of 0.4%, none of the surveyed appointees identified 
themselves as such.  

 
The next two graphs illustrate Commissions and Boards, and Advisory Bodies with the highest and 
lowest percentages of people of color. As shown in Figure 8, the Commission on Community Investment 
and Infrastructure remained at 100% from 2017, while the Juvenile Probation Commission has returned 
to 100% this year after a dip in 2017. Next is the Health Commission, Immigrant Rights Commission, and 
Housing Authority Commission at 86%, 85%, and 83%, respectively. Percentages of people of color on 
both the Health Commission and the Housing Authority Commission increased following 2015, and have 
remained consistent since 2017. 
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Figure 7: Race and Ethnicity of Appointees Compared to San Francisco Population, 2019 

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 Compared to 
2017, 2015 
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There are 23 policy bodies that have 40% or less appointees who identified a racial and ethnic category 
other than white. Although the Public Utilities Commission has two vacancies, none of the current 
appointees identify as people of color. The Historic Preservation Commission and Building Inspection 
Commission are both at 14% representation for people of color. The Building Inspection Commission 
had a large drop from 43% in 2015, with the percentage of people of color decreasing to 14% in 2017 
and remaining at this percent for 2019. Lastly, the War Memorial Board of Trustees and City Hall 
Preservation Advisory Commission have 18% and 20%, respectively.  
 
Figure 9: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 Compared to 
2017, 2015

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

(N=706) 

Figure 10: Advisory Bodies with the Highest and Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 
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Figure 11: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women of Color on Policy 
Bodies 

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.   
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Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

 
 

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

All Appointees (N=706) 

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

San Francisco Population (N=864,263) 
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D. LGBTQ Identity

Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) identity data was collected from 
548, or 75%, of the 741 surveyed appointees, which is much more data on LGBTQ identity compared to 
previous reports. Due to limited and outdated information on the population of the LGBTQ community 
in San Francisco, it is difficult to adequately assess the representation of the LGBTQ community. 
However, compared to 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%,6 while a 2006 survey found that 15.4% of adults in San Francisco 
identify as LGBT7.  

Of the appointees who responded to this question, 19% identify as LGBTQ and 81% identify as straight 
or heterosexual. Of the LGBTQ appointees, 48% identify as gay, 23% as lesbian, 17% as bisexual, 7% as 
queer, 5% as transgender, and 1% as questioning. Data on LGBTQ identity by race was not captured. 
Efforts to capture data on LGBTQ identity by race for future reports would enable more intersectional 
analysis.   

E. Disability Status

Overall, 12% of adults in San Francisco have one or more disabilities, and when broken down by gender, 
6.2% are women and 5.7% are men. Disability data for transgender and gender non-conforming 
individuals in San Francisco is currently unavailable. Data on disability was obtained from 516, or 70%, of 
the 714 appointees who participated in the survey. Of the 516 appointees, 11.2% reported to have 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. 
6 Gary J. Gates and Frank Newport, “San Francisco Metro Area Ranks Highest in LBGT Percentage,” GALLUP (March 
20, 2015) https://news.gallup.com/poll/182051/san-francisco-metro-area-ranks-highest-lgbt-
percentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20Issues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign=tiles.  
7 Gary J. Gates, “Same Sex Couples and the Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual Population: New Estimates from the American 
Community Survey,” The Williams Institute on Sexual Orientation Law and Public Policy, UCLA School of Law (2006). 
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17 

or more disabilities, which is near parity with the San Francisco population. Of the 11.2% appointees 
with one or more disabilities, 6.8% are women, 3.9% are men, 0.4% are trans women, and 0.2% are 
trans men.  

 

 

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.  
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Figure 16: San Francisco Adult Population with 
a Disability by Gender, 2017 

Figure 17: Appointees with One or More 
Disabilities by Gender, 2019 

Figure 18: San Francisco Adult Population 
with Military Service by Gender, 2017 

Figure 19: Appointees with Military Service, 2019 
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget 
 
This report also examines whether policy bodies with the largest and smallest budget sizes and other 
characteristics are demographically representative of the San Francisco population. In this section, 
budget size is used as a proxy for influence. Although this report has expanded the scope of analysis to 
include more policy bodies compared to previous reports, this section of analysis was limited to 
Commissions and Boards with decision-making authority and whose members file financial disclosures 
with the Ethics Commission. The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the demographics for the 
spectrum of budgetary influence of policy bodies with decision-making authority in San Francisco.   
 
Overall, appointees from the 10 largest budgeted Commissions and Boards are 55% people of color, 41% 
women, and 23% women of color. Appointees from the 10 smallest budgeted Commissions and Boards 
are 54% people of color, 52% women, and 32% women of color. Although still below parity with the San 
Francisco population, the representation of people of color on both the largest and smallest budgeted 
policy bodies is greater than the percentage of people of color for all appointees combined (50%). For 
women and women of color, their representation meets or exceeds parity with the population on the 10 
smallest budgeted bodies. However, it falls far below parity for the 10 largest budgeted bodies. The 
representation of total women and women of color is greater on smaller budgeted policy bodies by 27%, 
and 39%, respectively.  
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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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Figure 21: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets, 2019 

Body FY18-19 Budget 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
seats 

Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

Health Commission $2,200,000,000 7 7 29% 14% 86% 

Public Utilities Commission $1,296,600,000 5 3 67% 0% 0% 

MTA Board of Directors and Parking 
Authority Commission 

$1,200,000,000 7 7 57% 14% 43% 

Airport Commission $1,000,000,000 5 5 40% 20% 40% 

Commission on Community Investment  
and Infrastructure 

$745,000,000 5 5 60% 60% 100% 

Police Commission $687,139,793 7 7 43% 43% 71% 

Health Authority (Plan Governing Board) $666,000,000 19 15 33% 27% 47% 

Human Services Commission $529,900,000 5 5 40% 0% 40% 

Fire Commission $400,721,970 5 5 20% 20% 40% 

Aging and Adult Services Commission $334,700,000 7 7 43% 14% 57% 

Total $9,060,061,763 72 66 41% 23% 55% 

 
 
Figure 22: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets, 2019 

Body FY18-19 Budget 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
Seats 

Women 
Women 
of color 

People 
of Color 

Rent Board Commission  $8,543,912 10 9 44% 11% 33% 

Commission on the Status of Women $8,048,712 7 7 100% 71% 71% 

Ethics Commission $6,458,045 5 4 100% 50% 50% 

Human Rights 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 56% 44% 75% 

Total $33,899,680 99 87 52% 32% 54% 

 
 

H. Comparison of Advisory Body and Commission and Board Demographics 
 

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

 
 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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I. Demographics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees 
  

Figure 24 compares the representation of women, women of color, and people of color for 
appointments made by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of all approving authorities 
combined. Mayoral appointments are more diverse, and consist of more women, women of color, and 
people of color compared to Supervisorial appointments. Mayoral appointments include 55% women, 
30% women of color, and 52% people of color, while Supervisorial appointments are 48% women, 24% 
women of color, and 48% people of color. The total of all approving authorities combined average out at 
51% women, 28% women of color, and 50% people of color. This disparity in diversity between Mayoral 
and Supervisorial appointments may be due in part to the appointment section process for each 
authority. The 11-member Board of Supervisors only sees applicants for specific bodies through the 3-
member Rules Committee or by designees, stipulated in legislation (e.g. “renter,” “landlord,” “consumer 
advocate”), whereas the Mayor typically has the ability to take total appointments into account during 
selections, and can therefore better address gaps in diversity.   
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Figure 23: Demographics of Appointees on Commission and Boards and Advisory Bodies, 2019 

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

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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III. Conclusion 

Since the first gender analysis of Commissions and Boards in 2007, the representation of women 
appointees on San Francisco policy bodies has gradually increased. The 2019 Gender Analysis finds the 
percentage of women appointees is 51%, which slightly exceeds the population of women in San 
Francisco.  

 
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 still fall below the 
San Francisco population of people of color at 62%.  
 
In addition to using budget size as a proxy for influence, this report analyzed demographic 
characteristics of appointees on Commissions and Boards who file disclosures of economic interest and 
have decision-making authority, and appointees on Advisory Bodies who do not file economic interest 
disclosures. Over half (54%) of appointees on Advisory Bodies are women, while 48% of appointees on 
Commissions and Boards are women. Although 48% is only slightly below the San Francisco population 
of women, women comprise a decently higher percentage of appointees on Advisory Bodies compared 
to Commissions and Boards.   
 
This year’s report features more data on LGBTQ identity, veteran status, and disability than previous 
gender analyses. The 2019 Gender Analysis found a relatively high representation of LGBTQ individuals 
on San Francisco policy bodies. For the appointees that provided LGBTQ identity information, 19% 
identify as LGBTQ with the largest subset being gay men at 48%. It is recommended for future gender 
analyses to collect LGBTQ data by race and gender to provide additional intersectional analysis. The 
representation of appointees with disabilities is 11%, just below the 12% population. Veterans are highly 
represented on San Francisco policy bodies at 7% compared to the veteran population of 3%.   
 
Additionally, this report evaluates and compares the representation of women, women of color, and 
people of color appointees by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of all approving 
authorities combined. Mayoral appointees include 55% women, 30% women of color, and 52% people 



  
 

22 
 

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 requested from 90 policy bodies and acquired from 84 different policy bodies and a total of 
741 appointees. A Commissioner or Board member’s gender identity, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, 
disability status, and veteran status were among data elements collected on a voluntary basis. Data on 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, or questioning (LGBTQ) identity, disability, and veteran status 
of appointees were incomplete or unavailable for some appointees but are included to the extent 
possible. As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface patterns of underrepresentation, 
every attempt has been made to reflect accurate and complete information in this report. Data for some 
policy bodies was incomplete, and all appointees who responded were included in the total 
demographic categories. Only policy bodies with full data on gender and race for all appointees were 
included in sections comparing demographics of individual bodies. It should be noted that for 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 this in 
mind.  
 
The surveyed policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the San Francisco Office of the City 
Attorney document entitled List of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, 
Ordinance, or Statute.8 This document separates San Francisco policy bodies into two different 
categories. The first category includes Commissions and Boards with decision-making authority and 
whose members are required to submit financial disclosures with the Ethics Commission, and the 
second category encompasses Advisory Bodies whose members do not submit financial disclosures with 
the Ethics Commission. Depending on the analysis criteria in each section of this report, the surveyed 
policy bodies and appointees are either examined comprehensively as a whole or examined separately 
in the two categories designated by the Office of the City Attorney. 
 
Data from the U.S. Census 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates provides a 
comparison to the San Francisco population. Figures 26 and 27 in the Appendix display these population 
estimates by race/ethnicity and gender.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Commission-List-08252017.pdf
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Appendix 
 
Figure 25: Policy Body Demographics, 20199 

Policy Body 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
Seats 

FY18-19 Budget Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

Abatement Appeals Board 7 7 $76,500,000 14% 0% 14% 

Aging and Adult Services Commission 7 7 $334,700,000 57% 33% 57% 

Airport Commission 5 5 $1,000,000,000 40% 50% 40% 

Arts Commission 15 15 $37,000,000 67% 50% 60% 

Asian Art Commission 27 27 $30,000,000 63% 71% 59% 

Assessment Appeals Board No.1 8 5 $663,423 20% 0% 20% 

Assessment Appeals Board No.2 8 8 -  50% 75% 63% 

Assessment Appeals Board No.3 8 4 - 50% 50% 50% 

Ballot Simplification Committee  5 4 $0 75% 33% 25% 

Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee  12 9 $0 33% 100% 67% 

Board of Appeals 5 5 $1,072,300 40% 50% 40% 

Board of Examiners 13 13 $0 0% 0% 46% 

Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,500,000 14% 0% 14% 

Child Care Planning and Advisory Council  25 19 $26,841 84% 50% 50% 

Children and Families Commission (First 5) 9 8 $28,002,978 100% 75% 75% 

Children, Youth, and Their Families Oversight and 
Advisory Committee 

11 10 $155,224,346 50% 80% 75% 

Citizen’s Committee on Community Development  9 8 $39,696,467 75% 67% 63% 

City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission 5 5 $0 60% 33% 20% 

Civil Service Commission 5 4 $1,262,072 50% 0% 25% 

Commission on Community Investment  
and Infrastructure 

5 5 $745,000,000 60% 100% 100% 

Commission on the Aging Advisory Council 22 15 $0 80% 33% 31% 

Commission on the Environment  7 6 $27,280,925 67% 50% 50% 

Commission on the Status of Women 7 7 $8,048,712 100% 71% 71% 

Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee  11 11 $3,000,000 82% 33% 45% 

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee  19 13 $0 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 20% 100% 40% 

Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority 7 6 $0 50% 67% 75% 

                                            
9 Figure 25 only includes policy bodies with complete data on gender for all appointees. Some bodies had 
incomplete data on race/ethnicity of appointees. For these, percentages for people of color are calculated out of 
known race/ethnicity.  
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Policy Body 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
Seats 

FY18-19 Budget Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

Health Authority (Plan Governing Board) 19 15 $666,000,000 33% 80% 50% 

Health Commission 7 7 $2,200,000,000 43% 50% 86% 

Health Service Board  7 6 $11,632,022 33% 0% 50% 

Historic Preservation Commission 7 7 $53,832,000 43% 33% 14% 

Housing Authority Commission 7 6 $60,894,150 50% 100% 83% 

Human Rights Commission 12 10 $4,299,600 60% 100% 70% 

Human Services Commission 5 5 $529,900,000 40% 0% 40% 

Immigrant Rights Commission 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 15 $184,962 73% 64% 73% 

MTA Board of Directors and Parking Authority 
Commission 

7 7 $1,200,000,000 57% 25% 43% 

Office of Early Care and Education Citizens' Advisory 
Committee  

9 9 $0 89% 50% 56% 

Oversight Board (COII) 7 6 $745,000,000 17% 100% 67% 

Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee  17 13 $0 46% 17% 8% 

Planning Commission 7 6 $53,832,000 50% 67% 33% 

Police Commission 7 7 $687,139,793 43% 100% 71% 

Port Commission 5 5 $192,600,000 60% 67% 60% 

Public Utilities Citizen's Advisory Committee  17 13 $0 54% 14% 31% 

Public Utilities Commission  5 3 $1,296,600,000 67% 0% 0% 

Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 6 $0 33% 100% 67% 

Public Utilities Revenue Bond Oversight Committee  7 5 $0 40% 50% 40% 

Recreation and Park Commission 7 7 $230,900,000 29% 50% 43% 

Reentry Council 24 23 $0 43% 70% 70% 

Rent Board Commission  10 9 $8,543,912 44% 25% 33% 

Residential Users Appeal Board 3 2 $0 0% 0% 50% 

Retirement System Board 7 7 $95,000,000 43% 67% 29% 

Sentencing Commission 13 13 $0 31% 25% 67% 

Small Business Commission 7 7 $2,242,007 43% 67% 43% 

SRO Task Force  12 12 $0 42% 25% 55% 

Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee  16 15 $0 67% 70% 80% 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 11 11 $0 27% 67% 36% 

Sweatfree Procurement Advisory Group  11 7 $0 43% 67% 43% 

Treasure Island Development Authority 7 6 $18,484,130 50% N/A N/A 



  
 

26 
 

Policy Body 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
Seats 

FY18-19 Budget Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Citizens Advisory 
Board  

17 13 $0 54% N/A N/A 

Urban Forestry Council 15 13 $153,626 8% 0% 0% 

Veterans Affairs Commission 17 11 $0 36% 50% 55% 

War Memorial Board of Trustees 11 11 $18,185,686 55% 33% 18% 

Workforce Community Advisory Committee  8 4 $0 100% 100% 100% 

Youth Commission 17 16 $305,711 56% 78% 75% 

 
 
 
Figure 26: San Francisco Population Estimates by Race/Ethnicity, 2017 

Race/Ethnicity Total 
 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 American 45,654 5% 

Two or More Races 43,664 5% 

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 0.3% 

Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 0.4% 

 

 
Figure 27: San Francisco Population Estimates by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2017 

Race/Ethnicity       Total   Female       Male  
Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent 

San Francisco County California 864,263 - 423,630 49% 440,633 51% 

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 353,000 38% 161,381 17% 191,619 20% 

Asian 295,347 31% 158,762 17% 136,585 15% 

Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 14% 62,646 7% 69,303 7% 

Some Other Race 64,800 7% 30,174 3% 34,626 4% 

Black or African American 45,654 5% 22,311 2.4% 23,343 2.5% 

Two or More Races 43,664 5% 21,110 2.2% 22,554 2.4% 

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 0.3% 1,576 0.2% 1,650 0.2% 

Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 0.4% 1,589 0.2% 1,717 0.2% 

 
 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2019. 

 

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

 
 
 
 

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

 
Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
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