File No. 260491 Committee Item No. 3

Board Item No.

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST

Committee: Rules Committee Date June 1, 2026

Board of Supervisors Meeting Date

Cmte Board

Motion

Resolution

Ordinance

Legislative Digest

Budget and Legislative Analyst Report

Youth Commission Report

Introduction Form

Department/Agency Cover Letter and/or Report
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

Grant Information Form

Grant Budget

Subcontract Budget

Contract/Agreement

Form 126 - Ethics Commission

Award Letter

Application

Form 700

Information/Vacancies (Boards/Commissions)
Public Correspondence

L]

3 e [ I
I

OTHER (Use back side if additional space is needed)

I
I

Completed by: Victor Young Date May 28, 2026

Completed by: Date




City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. (415) 554-5184
Fax No. (415) 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227

Application for Boards / Commissions / Committees / Task Forces
INSTRUCTIONS AND APPLICATION

San Francisco is a diverse City and County with a wide range of people and issues affecting it. In order to take
advantage of the extensive experience and knowledge available throughout our communities, various
Boards/Commissions/Committees/Task Forces have been established to bring that knowledge together. These
groups and their membership requirements are established by legislation approved through the local, state,
and/or federal government.

In addition to setting up the purpose and goals of the various groups, the governing legislation outlines the type of
person - in terms of desirable skills and/or knowledge - who can contribute their knowledge and perspective. In
this manner, a group of San Franciscans, who are representative of the City and County, can be active
participants in addressing issues affecting the entire City and County.

If you are interested in serving the City and County of San Francisco, the following procedures are provided:
1. Alist of vacancies and expected vacancies, with their qualifications, can be found at the Office of the

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, at the San Francisco Main Public Library, and online on the Board of
Supervisors' website (http://www.sfbos.org/vacancy). Please review this list for positions of interest.

2. Submit an application (http://www.sfbos.org/vacancy application)
(List all of the appropriate seat number(s) and/or category/categories for which you qualify. We request
applications be received ten (10) days before the scheduled hearing.)

Applicants may also need to submit a Form 700, Statement of Economic Interests
(https://www.fppc.ca.gov/Form700.html), along with their application for all bodies listed in Campaign and
Governmental Conduct Code, Section 3.1-103(a)(1).

3. If the seat(s) you are applying for is vacant and requires the Board of Supervisors' confirmation, the Rules
Committee may schedule your application for review. Applicants should expect to appear before the
Rules Committee to speak on their qualifications and answer questions during a public hearing.

(There are no set instructions on what you are expected to present to the Rules Committee; however, a
brief description of how your qualifications distinguish you from other applicants, reasons for your interest
in the subject, and/or a short summarization on why you would make a good candidate is appropriate.)

4. The Rules Committee may or may not make a recommendation for appointment. If a recommendation is
made by the Rules Committee, the recommendation is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for
approval. It generally takes approximately 15 days from the date the Rules Committee makes their
recommendation, for the individual to become officially appointed.

5. Depending on the type of organization, a new appointee may need to take an Oath of Office.

If there are no vacancies, your application will be retained for one year. If any openings occur during this time,
your application will be submitted to the Rules Committee for review.

If you have any further questions, please contact the Rules Committee Clerk at (415) 554-5184. If you require

detailed information concerning the operations of a particular Board/Commission/Committee/Task Force, please
contact the administering department directly.

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




City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689

Tel. No. (415) 554-5184
Fax No. (415) 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227

Application for Boards, Commissions, Committees, & Task Forces

Name of Board/Commission/Committee/Task Force: POIle CommISSIOn

Seat # (Required - see Vacancy Notice for qualifications): 2

.David Albert Angel

Zip Code: 941 31
ocoupation: ASSist Dist Attorney
empioyer: D@NtA Clara County DA
Business Address: 70 WeSt Heddlng St, San JOSG Zip Code: 951 10

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.

Work Phone: 408_792_2857

Resident of San Francisco: Yes ® No O If No, place of residence:
18 Years of Age or Older: Yes B No O

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:

As an Assistant District Attorney in Santa Clara County, issues of racial justice and equity are
central to my work. In particular, since 2011 | have chaired my office's Diversity Committee.
A core accomplishment of this work was the creation of a paid internship program designed to
increase diversity among attorneys in our office and in upper management. The program has
succeeded. In 2011, about 25% of our prosecutors were people of color. By 2024, this had
risen to about 40%. | am also in charge of our Racial Justice Committee. Among the
changes made were the resentencing of every death penalty case due to racial inequity in the
imposition of the death penalty. | also led the dismantaling of our Narcotics Unit and a new
policy which resulted in an 80% decrease in narcotics prosecution thus ending an ugly
chapter of the so called War on Drugs. | also created our Collateral Consequence Policy
which allowed for immigration neutral resolutions where appropriate. | should also note, we
had one of the first Conviction Integrity Units in the country leading to numerous exonerations
which were often fueled by racial bias.

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



Business and/or Professional Experience:

Please see attached resume.
1995-present -- Office of the District Attorney, San Jose, Santa Clara County

Civic Activities:
Please see attached resume

Have you attended any meetings of the body to which you are applying? Yes [&l No O

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.

H Digitally signed by David Angel
Date: May 7, 2026 DaV|d An96| Date: 2026.05.07 17:10:13 -07'00"
(Manually sign or type your complete name.
NOTE: By typing your complete name, you are

hereby consenting to use of electronic signature.)

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 Vacated:

(4/5/2023) Page 2 of 2



Education

David Angel

1989 to 1992 Harvard Law School, Cambridge, MA

Juris Doctor, cum laude
Harvard Legal Aid Bureau

1983 to 1987 Harvard College, Cambridge, MA

Bachelor of Arts, magna cum laude
Harvard and John Harvard Academic Scholarship and Dean’s List

Experience

1995 to present  Office of the District Attorney, San Jose, CA

January 2011 — Present
Assistant District Attorney (executive management)

As part of executive management of the office, I assist and advise the District
Attorney on the running of the office. While my main focus is policy initiatives, I
also run teams including trial strategy and criminal investigations as well as handle
personal matters.

My core responsibilities are:

Policy and Legislative Advice

Leadership of the Conviction Integrity Unit

Leadership of the Post-Conviction and Prosecutorial Integrity Unit;
Leadership of the Issuing (charging) Unit;

Leadership of the CAMP (“Custodial Alternative and Mental Health Programs) Team
Leadership of the law clerk program

Chair of the Brady Committee

Chair of the Diversity Committee

Chair of the Racial Justice Act Committee

Responses to allegations of prosecutorial misconduct

Responses to allegations of criminal conduct by law enforcement officers
Legal liaison to the Crime Laboratory

Office Training

Post-Conviction Resentencing Team

Notable achievements as an Assistant District Attorney:

Creation of the State of California’s First Conviction Integrity Unit.
o Exoneration of Seven Individuals
Conviction Integrity Reforms



Personally lead numerous exonerations.
Eyewitness Lineup Reforms
Body Worn Camera Reforms
Recording Statement Reforms
Forensic Science Reforms
o Brady List Reforms
Collateral Consequence Policy
o Requires appropriate consideration of collateral consequences to prevent
unintended and disparate impact.
Prosecutorial Misconduct Protocol
o Designed to prevent and remedy prosecutorial misconduct as well as fight
unfounded allegations. Since inception not one prosecutorial misconduct finding
has been made.
Narcotics Public Safety Policy
o This expansive policy immediately diverts low level narcotics cases out of the
criminal justice system and directly into treatment.
= https://www.mercurynews.com/2019/06/13/exclusive-santa-clara-county-
da-will-stop-filing-charges-in-most-minor-drug-cases/
= Since inception in 2019, this has resulted in close to 14,000 diverted cases.
ARC Policy (“Accountability Restoration Community”)
o Bold pilot program that targets low level sales cases
» Individuals charged with basic sales cases immediately take accountability,
enter home detention, stay-away from high drug sales areas, take a needs
assessment evaluation, complete an individually tailored rehabilitative
program and earn the dismissal of their case upon completion.
Home Detention Program
o Program allowing non-violent defendants to serve their sentence out of custody on
home detention in appropriate cases.
CAMP Team
o Creation of new team focusing on custodial alternatives, mental health and
diversion. Replaced Narcotics Unit.
Mental Health Court
ARC Court
YADE]J Court (youthful offender diversion program)
PARR Unit (“Pre-Arraignment Representation and Review”)
= Inresponse to Humphrey’s Case allows for expanded pre-trial release
Zero Bail Policy
o The Office of the District Attorney no longer seeks bail as a condition of release.
Instead, we seek either public safety detention or supervised release.
2L Honors Program
o Creation of nationally recognized 2L Honors Program designed to increase the
quality of our applicants while increasing our racial and class diversity especially
for first generation students. This has contributed to marked increases in diversity
for our office.
Abolition of Death Penaltyh in Santa Clara County Project
Resentencing of Condemned Inmates from Santa Clara County to LWOP

O O O O O

o O O O



Deputy District Attorney (1995-2011)

As a deputy district attorney, I have tried approximately ninety criminal cases
before juries and judges, argued hundreds of contested motions, issued complaints,
and directed criminal investigations. I have served on the office hiring committee
and provided office-wide substantive law lectures.

I have prepared a training video with the San Jose Police Department training
unit and have been invited to instruct for the California District Attorney
Association in both trial advocacy and prosecutorial ethics.

As the working representative for the District Attorney at the twenty-four
member California Commission on the Fair Administration of Justice lead by John
Van De Kamp, I’ve negotiated new protocols, evaluated commission testimony,
and conducted independent research for the commission.

Economic Crimes Unit (2009 —2010)

The economic crimes unit prosecutes white-collar crime. My focus was upon
real estate and mortgage fraud. In addition, I carried a case load of innocence
claims involving those convicted of violent crimes who are claiming they were
falsely convicted.

Juvenile Dependency Unit (August 2008-July 2009)

I represented children who have been taken from their homes in legal
proceedings within the juvenile dependency system. I also represented children in
“Family Wellness Court” which is an innovative pilot project that seeks to address
the unique needs facing very young children whose parents suffer from drug
addiction.

Sunnyvale Vertical Felony Prosecution (January 2008 — July 2008)

I conducted all aspects of case preparation, disposition, litigation and
sentencing for felony cases occurring in Sunnyvale. This includes felony cases
ranging from attempted murder to drunk driving causing injury.

Innocence Project (2004 to 2008)

I was appointed to create and direct this project which had three main
functions: criminal justice reform; investigation of innocence claims; litigation of
innocence claims. The major accomplishments of the project have been:

e The investigation of innocence claims, including the exoneration of a
man serving a life sentence in prison, the exoneration of a woman
unjustly imprisoned on a gun charge and the exoneration of a man falsely
convicted of a sexual assault;



2009 - 2011

1994 to 1995

¢ Drafting and implementing new county-wide protocols for eyewitness
lineups, and for the recording of criminal suspect statements which were
adopted as models by the California Commission on the Fair
Administration of Justice;

e The establishment of a new county-wide protocol for police interrogation
of mentally ill suspects.

Drug Treatment Court and Mental Health Court (1999-2004)

I was a founding member of this team which we designed to reduce recidivism
by taking hardcore addicts charged within the criminal justice system and
returning them to sobriety through treatment, close supervision, and, when
necessary, targeted short-term incarceration. This collaborative team consisted of
representatives of traditionally adversarial agencies. We attained one of the most
significant rates of reduction in recidivism in the country while also substantially
reducing court congestion.

I negotiated with other agencies to develop protocols and resolve on-going
problems. I worked closely with the county legislature to draft the state’s first
county-wide certification program for neighborhood based treatment programs. 1|
was a founding member of the Mental Health Court which was designed for
individuals both addicted to drugs and suffering from significant mental health
problems.

Sexual Assault Trial Team (1998-1999)
I issued, investigated, and tried adult sexual assault and child abuse cases.

General Felony Trial Team, Juvenile Trial Team, Preliminary Examination Team,
and Misdemeanor Trial Team (1995-1998)

I prosecuted a wide variety of criminal cases including homicide, gang
violence, white collar crime and general street crime.

Santa Clara University, Santa Clara, CA
Lecturer

I co-teach a law school seminar on wrongful conviction along with Prof.
Ridolfi who is also the director of the Northern California Innocence Project.

Lecturer
I designed and instructed a course on the criminal justice system for the
political science department.

Morrison & Foerster, San Francisco, CA
Litigation Associate

I worked on a corporate civil litigation. I was awarded the Manuel Public
Service Award by the Bar Association for my pro bono work while at the firm.



1993 to 1994 Centre for Applied Legal Studies, Johannesburg, South Africa
Litigation Associate
Working at the AIDS Law Project at the Centre, I advocated on behalf of those
with HIV. This involved legal, community and political work.

1992-1993 The Honorable Judge Legge, Federal District Court, San Francisco, CA
Judicial Law Clerk



cavirornia rorn 700 STATEMENT gg \llsé:sh;ggnllzc INTERESTS  Date Infal Fiing Received
A PUBLIC DOCUMENT

Please type or print in ink.

NAME OF FILER  (LAST) (FIRST) (MIDDLE)
Angel David Albert

1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)
Police Commission

Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable Your Position

BoS applicant

» 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)

[ ] State [ Judge (Supreme, Appellate, Superior Court), Retired Judge,
Pro Tem Judge, or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)

[ Multi-County [ ] County of

mlcity of San Francisco (] Other

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

Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2025, through "~ Leaving Office: Date Left / /
December 31, 2025. (Check one circle below.)
=0r-
The period covered is / / through [ The period covered is January 1, 2025, through the date of
December 31, 2025. 0. 22Ving office.
[ Assuming Office: Date assumed / / [ The period covered is / / through

the date of leaving office.

[m Candidate: Date of Election May 7, 2026 and office sought, if different than Part 1:

4. Schedule Summary (required) » Total number of pages including this cover page:
Schedules attached
[ Schedule A-1 - Investments — schedule attached ~ Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions - schedule attached
| Schedule A-2 - Investments - schedule attached __ Schedule D - Income - Gifts — schedule attached
W Schedule B - Real Property — schedule attached Schedule E - Income - Gifts — Travel Payments — schedule attached

[ Attachment 700-P - Prospective Employment (87200 Filers Only) — schedule attached

-or- | None - No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Verification

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

2680 Diamond Street San Francisco CA 94131
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER EMAIL ADDRESS

(415 ) 706-9737 angelclark@sbcglobal.net

| have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement. | have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained
herein and in any attached schedules is true and complete. | acknowledge this is a public document.

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.
Date Signed May 7, 2026 Signature

(month, day, year) (File the originally signed paper statement with your filing official.)

FPPC Form 700 - Cover Page (2025/2026)
advice@fppc.ca.gov ® 866-275-3772 « www.fppc.ca.gov
Page -6



CALIFORNIA FORM 700

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

SCHEDULE B

Interests in Real Property Name
(Including Rental Income)

» ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS » ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS

281 Monterey Blvd

CITY
San Francisco

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[ $2,000 - $10,000
[ $10,001 - $100,000

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/25 | /25

[~ $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[m Over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INTEREST
[m Ownership/Deed of Trust [ Easement
[ Leasehold [
Yrs. remaining Other

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
[ $0 - $499 [ ] $500 - $1,000 [ $1,001 - $10,000
|m $10,001 - $100,000 __ OVER $100,000

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

None

CITY

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[ $2,000 - $10,000
[ $10,001 - $100,000

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/25 | /25

[~ $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[ Over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INTEREST
[ Ownership/Deed of Trust [ Easement
[ Leasehold [
Yrs. remaining Other

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
[ $0 - $499 [ ] $500 - $1,000 [ $1,001 - $10,000
| $10,001 - $100,000 __ OVER $100,000

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

None

You are not required to report loans from a commercial lending institution made in the lender’s regular course of
business on terms available to members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal loans and
loans received not in a lender’s regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

% [ None

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[ $500 - $1,000 [ ]$1,001 - $10,000
[ $10,001 - $100,000 | | OVER $100,000

\ Guarantor, if applicable

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

% [ None

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[ ]$500 - $1,000 [ $1,001 - $10,000
[ ] $10,001 - $100,000 [ OVER $100,000

| | Guarantor, if applicable

Comments:

FPPC Form 700 - Schedule B (2025/2026)
advice@fppc.ca.gov ¢ 866-275-3772 « www.fppc.ca.gov
Page - 12



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. (415) 554-5184
Fax No. (415) 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227

Application for Boards, Commissions, Committees, & Task Forces

Name of Board/Commission/Committee/Task Force: Police Commission

2 (Seeking Reappointment)

Seat # (Required - see Vacancy Notice for qualifications):

Eull Name: Kevin Benedicto

Zip Code: 94117
o Attorney
Work Phone: 415.266.0951 Employer. Benedicto & Simonovich LLP
Business Address: 490 Post St, Suite 500 PMB 2344 Zip Code: L

kevin@bensimlaw.com

Business Email: 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 l No O If No, place of residence:
18 Years of Age or Older: Yes B No O

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:

(Reappointment)

As Commission Vice President, it is an honor to represent the people of San Francisco as a
member of our AAPI community. | am on the board of directors of the Asian American Bar
Association of the Greater Bay Area, and an active member of the Filipino Bar Association of
Northern California. | have won awards and received national recognition for my work fighting
anti-Asian hate and advocating for AAPI communities and businesses in San Francisco.

| am also the youngest member of the Commission and am proud that our Commission
represents diverse viewpoints and backgrounds, including on age.

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




Business and/or Professional Experience:

| have served on the Commission for four years, including as Commission Vice President. |
have made it a priority to have a productive, respectful, and collaborative relationship with
SFPD, while remaining a strong advocate for independent police oversight accountability. |
have worked on numerous policies with SFPD, and helped lead both the SFPD boundary
analysis and the Chief search. | have also built a reputation as one of the hardest working
commissioners. | have consistently made outreach to SFPD patrol officers and the broader
community a top priority, and have attended community meetings, events, station visits,
ride-alongs, SFPD academy graduations, and more

| am also an experienced attorney, have practiced for more than ten years at national and
global law firms and have now opened my own law firm serving San Francisco businesses and

individuals.

Civic Activities:

| am proud to be a leader in the community. | serve as President-Elect of the Bar Association of
San Francisco Barristers Club, the largest section of the bar association. | am a director and
officer at the Asian American Bar Association of the Greater Bay Area. | also serve on the San
Francisco Superior Court Committee on Elimination of Bias. | have done pro bono work with
the Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights, Swords to Plowshares, and have received awards and
recognition for my pro bono legal and community work.

Outside of the law | am an active community leader. | am the former Community Grand
Marshall of the Pistahan Parade and Festival, the Filipino cultural celebration, and now serve
as Parade Director.

Have you attended any meetings of the body to which you are applying? Yes B No O

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: May 5, 2026 Applicant’s Signature (required): l/l/A_V\ ()/W W

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

Please Note: Your 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:

(4/5/2023) Page 2 of 2



060600029- NFH- 0029 1861182

caurornia rorm 700 STATEMENT gz \llsé:sr;ggnllsc INTERESTS  Date Inital Filing Received
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
A PUBLIC DOCUMENT
Please type or print in ink.
NAME OF FILER  (LAST) (FIRST) (MIDDLE)
Benedi cto, Kevin
1. Office, Agency, or Court
Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)
City and County of San Francisco
Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable Your Position
Pol i ce Conmmi ssi on Conmi ssi oner

» 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)

[] State [ Judge (Supreme, Appellate, Superior Court), Retired Judge,
Pro Tem Judge, or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)

] Multi-County County of San Franci sco

[ City of (] Other

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

Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2025, through [] Leaving Office: Date Left / /
December 31, 2025. (Check one circle below.)
=0r-
The period covered is / / through O The period covered is January 1, 2025, through the date of
December 31, 2025. 0. 22Ving office.
[C] Assuming Office: Date assumed / / O The period covered is / / through
the date of leaving office.
[] Candidate: Date of Election and office sought, if different than Part 1:
4. Schedule Summary (required) » Total number of pages including this cover page: )
Schedules attached
[[] Schedule A-1 - Investments - schedule attached Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions — schedule attached
[] Schedule A-2 - Investments — schedule attached [_] Schedule D - Income - Gifts - schedule attached
] Schedule B - Real Property — schedule attached (] Schedule E - Income — Gifts — Travel Payments — schedule attached
[] Attachment 700-P - Prospective Employment (87200 Filers Only) — schedule attached
-or- (] None - No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Verification

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

1245 3rd Street San Franci sco CA 94158
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER EMAIL ADDRESS
( 714 ) 253-3712 kevi n. benedi ct 0@f gov. or g

| have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement. | have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained
herein and in any attached schedules is true and complete. | acknowledge this is a public document.

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

Date Signed 03/ 26/ 2026 Signature Kevi n Benedi ct o
(month, day, year) (File the originally signed paper statement with your filing official.)

FPPC Form 700 - Cover Page (2025/2026)
advice@fppc.ca.gov = 866-275-3772 « www.fppc.ca.gov



060600029- NFH- 0029

SCHEDULE C CALIFORNIA FORM 700
Income Loans & Business FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
H H
Positions Name

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED » 1. INCOME RECEIVED

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

Redgrave LLP

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)
50 California Street
San Francisco, CA 94111

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

Law Firm
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

Attor ney

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED D No Income - Business Position Only
] $500 - $1,000 [] $1,001 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000 OVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
Salary |:| Spouse’s or registered domestic partner’s income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

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

[] sale of
(Real property, car, boat, etc.)

[] Loan repayment

D Commission or D Rental Income, list each source of $10,000 or more

(Describe)

[] other

(Describe)

Benedi cto, Kevin

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

Cty and County of San Francisco

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)
1245 Third St
San Francisco, CA 94158

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

Pol i ce Conmi ssi oner Sti pend
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

Pol i ce Commi ssi oner

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED D No Income - Business Position Only
$500 - $1,000 [] $1,001 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000 [ ] 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.)

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

[] sale of

(Real property, car, boat, etc.)
[] Loan repayment

|:| Commission or D Rental Income, list each source of $10,000 or more

(Describe)

Other Sti pend
(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 LENDER

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

[] $1,001 - $10,000

[] $10,001 - $100,000

[] OVER $100,000

Comments:

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

% [1 None

SECURITY FOR LOAN
[] None [] Personal residence

[] Real Property

Street address

City

[] Guarantor

[] other

(Describe)

FPPC Form 700 - Schedule C (2025/2026)
advice@fppc.ca.gov ¢ 866-275-3772 ¢ www.fppc.ca.gov



The below listed summary of seats, term expirations and membership information shall serve as

POLICE COMMISSION

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 as “VACANT” 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 Term cee o
Seat Hold
4 Authority eat Holder Ending Qualification
1 | BOS Cindy Elias 4/30/27
¥eArCn'1MEI>1<- ired 4/30/26 Must be nominated by the Board
> | BoS HoIdoveFr) Member 4/30/30 of Supervisors’ Rules Committee
Kevin Michael and subject to confirmation by the
Benedicto Board of Supervisors.
- Term: 4-years
3 | BoS Pratibha Tekkey 4/30/29
4 | Mayor C. Don Clay 4/30/28
5 | Mayor W.E. Wilson Leung 4/30/28
VACANT
Term Expired 4/30/26 Must be nominated by the Mayor
6 | Mayor Holdover Member 4/30/30 with at least one retired judge or
Larry Yee an attorney with trial experience.
VACANT Term: 4-years
Term Expired 4/30/26
/ Mayor Holdover Member 4/30/30
Mattie Scott

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS (BOS) APPLICATION FORMS AVAILABLE HERE

e English - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy application.pdf

e X - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy application CHI.pdf

e Espafiol - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy application SPA.pdf

e 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.)

FormM 700 FILING REQUIREMENT



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

POLICE COMMISSION
Page 2

Pursuant to the Board of Supervisors Rules of Order all applicants applying for this body must
complete and submit, with their application, a copy (not original) of a Statement of Economic
Interests (Form 700). 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

THE APPLICATION PROCESS

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.

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 Police Commission shall consist of seven (7) members:
e Three (3) members shall be nominated by the Rules Committee of the Board of
Supervisors; and
e Four (4) members nominated by the Mayor, at least one (1) shall be a retired judge or
an attorney with trial experience.

Each nomination shall be subject to confirmation by the Board of Supervisors. The Mayor's
nominations shall be the subject of a public hearing and vote within 60 days. If the Board of
Supervisors rejects the Mayor's nomination to fill the seat designated for a retired judge or
attorney with trial experience, the Mayor shall nominate a different person with such
qualifications. If the Board of Supervisors fails to act on a mayoral nomination within 60 days
from the date the nomination is transmitted to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, the
nominee shall be deemed confirmed.

To stagger the terms of the seven members, of the first four members nominated by the Mayor,
two members shall serve two year terms and two members shall serve terms of four years; and
of the three members nominated by the Rules Committee, one member shall serve a term of one
year, one member shall serve a term of two years, and one member shall serve a term of three
years. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors shall designate such initial terms by lot. All
subsequent appointments to the commission shall be for four-year terms.


https://www.fppc.ca.gov/Form700.html

POLICE COMMISSION
Page 3

The tenure of each member shall terminate upon the expiration of the member's term. The
Mayor shall transmit a nomination or re-nomination to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors no
later than 60 days prior to the expiration of the term of a member nominated by the Mayor. For
vacancies occurring for reasons other than the expiration of a member’s term, within 60 days
following the creation of such vacancy, the Mayor shall nominate a member to fill such vacancy
if the vacancy is for a seat filled by nomination of the Mayor.

The District Attorney, Sheriff, and Public Defender may recommend persons to the Mayor and
Board of Supervisors for nomination or appointment to the Commission.

The Mayor, with the consent of the Board, may remove a member the Mayor has nominated.
The Board of Supervisors may remove a member the Rules Committee has nominated.

The Police Commission oversees the Police Department and the Office of Citizen Complaints
(OCC). The OCCinvestigates complaints of police misconduct and neglect of duty. The Director of
the OCC may verify and file disciplinary charges with the Police Commission against members of
the Police Department arising out of citizen complaints that are sustained by the OCC after
meeting and conferring with the Chief of Police.

Holdover Limit: There can be no holdover tenure for members of the Commission.
(Charter § 4.109.) The Mayor must submit a nomination or renomination to the
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors no later than 60 days before the expiration of
the term of a mayoral appointee. (Charter § 4.109.) For vacancies occurring for
reasons other than expiration of a member’s term, within 60 days following the
creation of the vacancy, the Mayor must submit a nomination to fill the vacancy,
if it is for one of the mayoral seats on the Commission. (Charter § 4.109.)

Authority: Charter, Sections 4.109 and 4.127 (Proposition H, November 4, 2003)
Sunset Date: None

Contact: Stacy Youngblood
Police Department
1245 3rd Street, 6th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94158
(415) 837-7070
stacy.a.youngblood@sfgov.org

Updated: April 27, 2026


mailto:stacy.a.youngblood@sfgov.org
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City and County of San Francisco
Department on the Status of Women

London N. Breed

Mayor

Dear Honorable Mayor London Breed and Board of Supervisors:

Please find attached the 2023 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards Report. We
are pleased to share that under Mayor Breed's leadership, the representation of women,
people of color, and women of color in policy bodies continues to increase.

The Department wishes to emphasize three areas of consideration for future reports.
These areas were identified as key opportunities to increase response rates from sitting
members, expand efforts to ensure most members identify with the categories presented in
the survey questions and deepen insights into the diversity of our policy bodies.

First, integrating the survey for this report with the Form 700 process could enhance
participation efforts. Coordination between the Department, the San Francisco Ethics
Commission, and the Director of Boards and Commissions could develop a more
systematic approach to data collection and establish a centralized data repository for crucial
demographic information.

Second, the Department recommends a more unified and expansive approach to
addressing race and ethnicity in surveys. This approach should include groups that the U.S.
Census Bureau's current racial classifications overlook. For example, the Census presently
directs individuals of Middle Eastern or North African origin to identify as White. However, by
offering more nuanced racial and ethnic categories, members can see their identities better
represented, and an additional understanding of member diversity can be gained. Revising
categories to include a broader range of sexual orientations could similarly enhance our
insights.

Third, this survey offers a unique opportunity to illuminate potential barriers to service on
policy bodies by expanding the survey questions and, for example, collecting information
about policy board members' socioeconomic status and whether they have dependents.
Such questions may provide additional information about likely factors that prevent more
diverse policy bodies. These three areas of consideration offer pathways to advance the
Department's charge in assessing the diversity of the City's Commissions and Boards.

That said, this 2023 report offers important insights into the current make-up and diversity of
San Francisco's policy bodies. Overall, policy bodies have a larger percentage of women,
members of the LGBTQIA+ community, and veterans than the general San Francisco
population. The rate of women of color and people with disabilities appointed to policy
bodies is nearly equal to the general population. Fiscal year 2022-2023 saw the highest
representation of women on policy bodies since the Department on the Status of Women
started collecting data in 2009. Women of color have the highest representation of
appointees to date.

Black and African American women and men are notably well-represented on San
Francisco policy bodies. Black women are nine percent of appointees compared to two



percent of the general San Francisco population. Black men are five percent of appointees
compared to three percent of the general San Francisco population. Additionally, almost 1-
in-4 appointees who responded to the survey question identify as same-gender loving, bi-
sexual, or some other sexual orientation than heterosexual.

While San Francisco continues to make strides in diversity, there is still work to do to
achieve parity of representation for Latinx and Asian groups in appointed positions overall,
as well as people of color and women of color on commissions overseeing the largest
budgets. The Department applauds Mayor Breed for remaining committed to diversifying
policy body appointments across all diverse categories, including for positions of influence
and authority.

Thank you to the Department staff who worked on this report and to members of the
Commission on the Status of Women for their ongoing advocacy for intersectional gender
equity efforts.

. 4—

Kimberly Ellis, J.D.
Director of the Department on the Status of Women
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Executive Summary

In 2008, San Francisco voters 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 appointing officials to 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 2023 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards Report (2023 Gender Analysis
Report) evaluates the representation of the following groups across appointments to San
Francisco policy bodies:

W¥omen

People of color

Sexual orientation and gender identity
People with disabilities

Veterans

The report includes policy bodies such as task forces, committees, and Advisory Bodies, in
addition to Commissions and Boards.

This year, data was collected from 99 policy bodies and a total of 685 members, generally
appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. The policy bodies surveyed for the 2023
Gender Analysis Report 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 functions whose members do not submit financial
disclosures to the Ethics Commission. The report comprehensively examines policy bodies
and appointees, considering them as a whole and separately by the two categories.

Several changes were made to the survey questions for the 2023 Gender Analysis Report.
Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity (SOGI) categories were aligned with the latest
classifications used by the Office of Transgender Initiatives. The classification of veteran
status was reverted to its 2019 form to include only individuals who have served in the
military and armed forces.

The overall number of policy bodies that submitted data increased compared to 2021 and
the total number of individual members who participated in the survey was almost double
those in 2021.

* San Francisco Administrative Code 4.101
https.//codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_charter/0-0-0-52865




Key Findings

Gender

Women's representation on policy
bodies is 55%, above parity with the
San Francisco female population of
497%.

2023 saw no change in the overall
representation of women since our
2021 report.

Race and Ethnicity

The representation of people of color
on policy bodies is 55%.

Comparatively, in San Francisco, 62%
of the population are people of color.

The overall representation of people
of color has increased by one
percent since our 2021 report,
however, this is still below the 57%
reported in 2015.

14-Year Comparison of Women's
Representation on Policy Bodies
519, 55% 55%
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As found in previous reports, Latinx and Asian groups are underrepresented on San
Francisco policy bodies as compared to the population. Latinx individuals are 16% of
the population but make up only 8% of appointees. Asian individuals are 31% of the
population but make up only 20% of appointees, a marked decrease from the 26%
share in our previous report. Some of this decrease can be attributed to an increased
rate of those reporting “Two or More Races” and the inclusion of an “Other" category

for the Race/Ethnicity question.




Race and Ethnicity by Gender

14-Year Comparison of Women of Colors's
=  Onthe whole, women of color are P

Representation on Policy Bodies

32% of the San Francisco population 31% ., 32% 32%
and 32% of appointees. This is the 3290 2a% 24% 27% 27% 28%
same as our previous report but 5800
represents a large increase from the %gg/ﬁg
pre-pandemic period. 5%
0%
* Meanwhile, men of color are ,)9\\ ,;f@ ,,v'\q’\ , 2 ,,b@q\ ,;\"%\ ,/‘bb:\\ /@‘0%\
underrepresented at 23% of ENR A RARIC RS
appointees compared to 33% of the I

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 22% of appointees compared to 20% of the population.

» Black and African American women and men are overrepresented on San Francisco
policy bodies. Black women comprise nine percent of appointees compared to two
percent of the population, and Black men comprise five percent of appointees
compared to three percent of the population.

= Latinx men and women are underrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies. Latinx
women are eight percent of the San Francisco population but five percent of
appointees, and Latinx men are seven percent of the population but three percent of
appointees.

= Asian men and women are also underrepresented on San Francisco policy boards.
Asian women are 18% of the San Francisco population but 12% of appointees, and
Asian men are 16% of the population but eight percent of appointees.

Additional Demographics

»  76% of appointees identified as straight/heterosexual, 16% identified as gay/lesbian/
same gender loving, six percent of respondents identified as bisexual, and two
percent as some other sexual orientation.

» 11% identified as having one or more disabilities, which is just at parity of the 11% of the
adult population with a disability status in San Francisco.

= Four percent of respondents said they have served in the military, representative of
the four percent of San Franciscans who have served.




Proxies for Influence: Budget and Authority

= Although women are just over half of all appointees (55%), they have a higher
representation in those Commissions and Boards with the largest budgets (63%)
while women of color are underrepresented in these same boards.

= Although still underrepresented relative to the San Francisco population, there is a
larger percentage of people of color on Commissions and Boards with the smallest
budgets, and to a lesser degree, boards with the largest budgets.

» The percentage of total women is slightly larger on Advisory Bodies than

Commissions and Boards. Women are 58% of appointees on Advisory Bodies and
56% of appointees on Commissions and Boards.

Demographics of Respondents Compared to the San Francisco Population

San Francisco Population 48% 66% 33% 5%-15% 11% 3%
Total Appointees 55% 55% 32% 24% 11% 4%
10 Lgrg.est Budgeted 63% 58% 36% 8% i )
Commissions and Boards
10 Smalltest Budgeted 57% 64% 21% 3% i )
Commissions and Boards
Commissions and Boards 56% 55% 33% 26% 8% 4%

Advisory Bodies 58% 53% 33% 27% 18% 4%




Inspired by the fourth 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 Against Women (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, 10982 In 2002, the CEDAW Ordinance was revised to address the intersection of
race and gender and incorporate reference to the U.N. Convention on the Elimination of All
Forms of Racial Discrimination. The Ordinance requires the City to take proactive steps to
ensure gender equity and specifies “gender analysis" as a preventive tool to identify and
address discrimination.

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 (see Footnote 1) was overwhelmingly
approved by voters and made it City policy that:

e The membership of Commissions and Boards is to reflect the diversity of San
Francisco's population.

e Appointing officials are urged to support these candidates' nomination, appointment,
and confirmation.

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

The 2023 Gender Analysis Report examines the representation of women, people of color,
gender and sexual orientation, people with disabilities, and veteran status of appointees on
San Francisco policy bodies. As was the case for the 2019 and 2021 Gender Analysis
Reports, this year's analysis involved increased outreach to policy bodies compared to
previous analyses limited to Commissions and Boards. As a result, the data collection and
analysis examine a more diverse and expansive layout of City policy bodies. These policy
bodies fall under two categories designated by the San Francisco Office of the City
Attorney. The first category, “Commissions and Boards," comprises policy bodies with
decision-making authority whose members must submit financial disclosures to the Ethics
Commission?. The second category, “Advisory Bodies,” consists of policy bodies with
advisory functions whose members do not submit financial disclosures to the Ethics
Commission. A detailed description of the methodology and limitations can be found on

page 19.

2 San Francisco Administrative Code 33A.1
https.//codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-59871

3 San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Code of Conduct Section 3.1-103
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_campaign/0-0-0-979



Il. Findings

San Francisco's diversity is reflected in the overall population of appointees on San
Francisco policy bodies. The analysis in this report includes data from 99 policy bodies, of
which 925 of the 1160 seats are filled, leaving 20% (235) vacant. Of the 925 non-vacant seats,
we received responses from 685 individuals (a 74% response rate). This represents a much
higher participation rate than our 2021 report, almost double the number of respondents. As
outlined below in Figure 1, slightly more than half of appointees are women and people of
color, 32% are women of color, 24% identify as LGBTQIA+4, 11% have a disability, and four
percent are veterans. Each question in our survey allowed respondents to decline to
answer. Therefore, sample sizes (n) vary for each category.

Figure 1: Summary Data of Policy Body Demographics, 2023

Women (n=673) Women- 55%
People of Color (n=660) People of Color- 55%
¥omen of Color (n=658) W¥omen of Color- 32%
Sexual Orientation (n=641) LGBTQIA+ -24%
People with Disabilities (n=647) People with Disabilities-11%
Veteran Status (n=670) Veteran Status-4%

The following sections present comprehensive data analysis comparing previous years,
detailing the variables of gender, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability status, veteran
status, and policy body characteristics of budget size, decision-making authority, and
appointment authority.

A. Gender

Information on gender identity was collected from 673 individuals out of 685 respondents.
On San Francisco policy bodies, 55% (375) of policy board members identified as women,
including four who identified as trans women. Of the 673 individuals who provided gender
identity information, 43% (288) identified as male, including one who identified as a trans
man. Further, 1.5% (10) identified as gender-queer or nonbinary. Figure 2 shows a breakdown
of the gender identities of our sample.

4 We use LGBTQIA+ to refer to the broader community. Limitations in the data collection process
prevented a more robust analysis of the diverse identities that are included in this umbrella term.



Figure 2: Gender Identities of Policy Members

Gender-Queer/
Nonbinary
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Prefered not to
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2%

Trans Male
0%
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42% Female
(]

54%

/

Trans Female
1%

At 55%, the percentage of women represented in San Francisco's policy bodies is above
parity compared to the San Francisco female population of 48%. This is similar to previously
reported numbers. The representation of women remained stable at 49% from 2013 until
2017, with a slight increase to 51% in 2019, and increasing again to 55% in 2021. Our previous
report had to conclude that the increase in representation from 2019 to 2021 may have been
due to the low participation in the 2021 survey. However, the replication of that level of
representation in this report provides much stronger evidence that the representation of
women in City policy bodies has gone up considerably.

Figure 3 shows a 14-year comparison, which demonstrates that the representation of
women appointees has gradually increased since 2009 by a total of 10 percentage points
and has remained stable over the last two reports.

Figure 3: 14-Year Comparison of Representation of Women on Policy Bodies
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Figures 4 and 5 show the policy bodies with the highest and lowest percent of women?. For
these figures, policy bodies were only evaluated if they had at least a 75% response rate, as
we cannot speak confidently on the composition of agencies where individuals did not
respond. This analysis includes both Commissions and Boards and Advisory Bodies.

Figure 4 showcases the 10 Commissions and Boards with the highest representation of
women appointees as compared to 2021. The Commission on the Status of Women is
currently comprised of all women appointees. This finding has been consistent for the
Commission on the Status of Women since 2015. The Commission on Investment and
Infrastructure and the Early Childhood Community Oversight and Advisory Committee are
also comprised entirely of women.

Figure 4: Policy Bodies with the Highest Percentage of Women, 2023 Compared to 2021

Commission on the Status of Women 100% 100% 6 100%
Commission on Investment and Infrastructure 100% 100% 4 50%
Early Chlthooq Communlty Oversight and 100% 89% 8 i
Advisory Committee
Dignity Fund OverS|ght and Advisory 89% 82% 11 i
Committee
Children and Families First Commission 88% 100% 9 75%
Elections Commission 86% 100% 7 60%
Recreation and Park Commission 86% 100% 7 -
Mental Health SF Implementation Working 86% 78% 9 i
Group
Health Commission 83% 100% 6 71%
Port Commission 83% 86% 7 60%

“This column shows the percent of women in 2021. Policy bodies with less than a 50% response rate in 2021 were
marked as “-".

Figure 5 shows the 12 policy bodies with the lowest percentage of women. The Board of
Appeals and Board of Examiners have the lowest representation (among boards with more
than a 75% response rate). Both policy bodies have no members who identify as women.
The Board of Examiners has not had any female representation since at least 2019, the year
we began collecting data on the board. There are five policy bodies whose membership is

between 14% and 29% women, and five boards with one-third of their members identifying
as women.

5 This encompasses respondents who selected Female or Trans Female.



Fiiure 5: Polici Bodies with Lowest Percentaie of Women, 2023 Comiared to 2021

Board of Appeals 0% 100% 5 40%
Board of Examiners 0% 100% 10 0%
Cannabis Oversight Committee 14% 100% 7 -
Urban Forestry Council 18% 100% 11 -
Airport Commission 20% 100% 5 40%
Police Commission 29% 100% 7 20%
Retirement Board 29% 100% 7 14%
Assessment Appeals Board 33% 100% 16 -
Health Services Board 33% 100% 7 14%
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 33% 100% 11 56%
Market and Octce:\(\)/lririic;;re\renunlty Advisory 33% 86% 7 i
Capital Planning Committee 33% 82% 9 -

“This column shows the percent of women in 2021. Policy bodies with less than a 50% response rate in 2021 were
marked as *-".

B. Sexual Orientation

Sexual orientation data was collected from 641 participants, or 94% of the surveyed
appointees. Figure 6 shows that among the appointees who responded to this question, 16%
identify as Lesbian/Gay, six percent identify as Bisexual, two percent identify as an “Other”
sexual orientation, and 76% identify as Straight/Heterosexual. Comparison of San
Francisco's policy boards to the general San Francisco population is difficult, given limited
data.

Recent research estimates the California LGBT population is 5.1%° The LGBTQ population of
the San Francisco and greater Bay Area ranks highest of U.S. cities at 6.2%’. Additionally, a
2006 survey found that 15.4% of adults in the San Francisco metropolitan area identify as
LGB® . Therefore, compared to available San Francisco, greater Bay Area, and national data,
the LGBTQ community is well represented on San Francisco policy bodies.

8 Flores, Andrew R. and Kerith J. Conron, "Adult LGBT Population in the United States, 2023,
https.//williamsinstitute law.ucla.edu/publications/adult-lgbt-pop-us/

7 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-
lgbtpercentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20lssues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign-tiles.

8 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).



Figure 6: Sexual Orientation of Appointees, 2023
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C. Race and Ethnicity

Data on racial and ethnic identity was collected from 660 participants, or 96% of the
surveyed appointees, with 25 respondents (4%) preferring not to answer. Although 55% of
respondents identify as a race or ethnicity other than White or Caucasian, people of color
are still underrepresented compared to the San Francisco population® of 66%. It should be
noted that the percentage of people of color has grown over time. In 2020 about 63% of the
population was listed as non-White. As seen in Figure 7, the representation of people of
color has increased by nine percent since 2009, but not linearly. The representation of
people of color increased from 2009 to 2015, then decreased until 2019, and has increased
in our last two reports. The highest reported share of people of color was 57% in 2015,
though it should be noted that this was a small sample.

9 Bureau, US Census. “American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2009-2022)." Census.Gov, 26 Jan.
2024, www.census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/acs-5year.html.



Figure 7: 14-Year Comparison of Representation of People of Color on Policy Bodies
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The racial and ethnic breakdown of policy body members compared to the San Francisco
population is shown in Figure 8. Population data uses 5-year estimates from the 2022
American Communities Survey™. This analysis reveals an underrepresentation and an
overrepresentation in San Francisco policy bodies for certain racial and ethnic groups.
Nearly half of all appointees are White, an overrepresentation of about 12 percentage
points. Our previous reports have found a similar disparity™. The Black community is
represented on policy bodies at 13.8% compared to being only 4.6% of the population of San
Francisco. This level of representation has increased since 2021, when Black representation
was about 11%, but about the same as 2019 (which had a much more substantial sample
size).

° |bid

 Qur 2021 report listed the White population as about 40% of the population, when Census data
suggests it would have been about 34%. When correcting for this, the disparity described above is
similar from 2021 to 2023.



Figure 8: Race/ Ethnicity of Respondents Compared to San Francisco Population, 2023
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Considerably underrepresented racial and ethnic groups on San Francisco policy bodies
compared to the San Francisco population are individuals who identify as Asian,
Latinx/Hispanic, or some other race. While the Asian population is 31% of the San Francisco
population, they make up 20% of appointees. This represents a six percent decrease from
the Asian representation reported in 2021, but a two percent increase from the
representation reported in 2019 (our last report with a similar sample size). While Latinx
individuals are about 14% of the SF population they were only eight percent of respondents,
an almost seven percent disparity. This disparity is similar to previously reported data.

The representation of Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islanders, Native American or
Alaskan Natives, and those who identify with two or more races are close to parity with their
shares of the population.

Taken together, our data shows persistent disparities in the racial and ethnic composition of
San Francisco's policy bodies. In general Whites and Black/African Americans are over-
represented, while Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and other races are underrepresented. While the
specific levels of representation have changed, the level of disparity has remained roughly
consistent since data collection began.

The following figures illustrate Commissions and Boards with the highest and lowest
percentages of people of color. As shown in Figure 9, the Ethics Commission and Refuse
Rate Board have the highest representation of people of color at 100%, with a 100%
response rate. However, it should be noted that the Refuse Rate Board only comprises two
members at the time of the survey, with the third seat on their board being vacant.



Figure 9: Commission and Boards with Highest Percentage of People of Color, 2023

Compared to 2021

Ethics Commission 100% 100% 4 25%
Refuse Rate Board 100% 100% 2 -
Immigrant Rights Commission 93% 100% 15 50%
e oy o | o | oo | o |
Shelter Monitoring Committee 86% 100% -
Sheriff's Department Oversight Board 86% 100% 7 -
Commission on the Status of Women 83% 100% 6 86%
Youth Commission 83% 100% 17 71%
Citizen's CoDrg\rJ”gt(t)epemoenntCommunlty 80% 100% 5 50%
Commission on Investment and Infrastructure 80% 100% 4 33%
Local Agency Formation Commission 80% 100% 5 50%

“This column shows the percent of women in 2021. Policy bodies with less than a 50% response rate in

2021 were marked as *-".

Figure 10 shows the policy bodies with the lowest representation of people of color. There
were no boards above the 75% response rate threshold that had no people of color. The
Fine Arts Museum Board of Trustees has the lowest representation of people of color at
13%, followed by the Commission on Animal Control and Welfare at 14% and the Urban
Forestry Council at 18%.

Figure 10: Commissions and Boards with the Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2023
Compared to 2021

Fine Arts Museum Board of Trustees 13% 100% 8 -
Commission of Animal Control and Welfare 14% 100% 7 -
Urban Forestry Council 18% 100% 9 -
Capital Planning Committee 22% 81% 11 -
Elections Commission 29% 100% 7 40%
Shelter Grievance Advisory Committee 30% 78% 9 -
\¥ar Memorial Board of Trustees 33% 91% 11 -
Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory Committee 33% 81% 11 -
Market and Octavia Community Advisory
Committee 33% 86% ! )
Port Commission 33% 86% 7 40%
Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 33% 100% 4 25%

“This column shows the percent of women in 2021. Policy bodies with less than a 50% response rate in 2021 were

marked as “-".




D. Race and Ethnicity by Gender

This report also examines the representation of race and gender simultaneously. Women of
color are represented in about 32% of seats and make up about 32% of the population®?, at
parity. The representation of women of color has generally increased over time since our
first report in 2009. Conversely, men of color are underrepresented, making up about 23% of
policy board members while being about 33% of the San Francisco population. Figure 11
shows the levels of representation for women of color since 2009.

Figure 11: 14-year Comparison of Representation of Women of Color on Policy Bodies
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Figures 12 and 13 present the breakdown for policy board members and the San Francisco
population® by race, ethnicity, and gender. White men and White women are
overrepresented, holding 22% and 23% of appointments, respectively, compared to 20% and
17% of the population. Black men and Black women are also overrepresented, but more
acutely. Black men make up five percent of the policy board members and three percent of
the population, and Black women make up nine percent of the policy board members and
two percent of the population. Characterizing these as overrepresentations is inaccurate
given the representation of Black or African American people on policy bodies has been
consistent over the years, while the Black population in San Francisco has declined over the
same period.

Asian men and women are underrepresented, with Asian women making up 12% of policy
board members compared to 17% of the population, while Asian men comprise eight
percent of policy board members and 15% of the population, representing the highest
disparity in our data. Latinx/Hispanic men and women are also underrepresented.
Latinx/Hispanic men are three percent of policy board members while being seven percent
of the population and their female counterparts are five percent of policy board members
while making up 6.5% of the population.

2 Bureau, US Census. “American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2009-2022)." Census.Gov, 26 Jan.
2024, www.census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/acs-5year.html.
3 |bid.
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Figure 12: Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2023
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Figure 13: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2022 ACS 5-Year Estimates
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E. Disability Status

Data on disability status was obtained from 647 of our 685 respondents, with a response
rate of about 94%. Figure 14 shows about 11% of those who responded to the survey
reported having one or more disabilities, mirroring the 11% of the San Francisco population*
living with a disability. Therefore, our data suggested that those with disabilities are
represented relative to their population size. Further, our data shows that policy board
members who are disabled are more likely to be female.

Figure 15 shows that of those with one or more disabilities, 63% are women, 30% are men,

three percent are trans women, one percent are trans men, and three percent are gender-
queer/nonbinary individuals.

Figure 14: Disability Status of Appointees, 2023

One of more
Disabilities
11%

No Disability

/— 89%

4 Bureau, US Census. “American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2009-2022)." Census.Gov, 26 Jan.
2024, www.census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/acs-5year.html.
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Figure 15: Appointees with One or More Disabilities by Gender Identity, 2023
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F. Veteran Status

Overall, approximately 2.7% of the adult population in San Francisco have served in the
military®. Out of 685 who participated in the survey, 670 (98%) provided information on their
veteran status?®.

Of the policy board members who responded to this question, 3.7% served in the military.
Figure 16 shows the breakdown of veteran status in our data. This level of representation is
slightly above parity with the share of the population; however, this also represents a
decrease in the level of representation described in our previous reports®.

15 Bureau, US Census. “American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2009-2022)." Census.Gov, 26 Jan.
2024, www.census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/acs-5year.html.

16 For the 2023 report, veteran status was reverted to its 2019 form to include only individuals who
have served in the military and armed forces. This decision was driven primarily by the desire to
maintain comparability across previous reports. Future reports should consider adding a second
question measuring whether respondents have close family members who are in the military or have
served. Such an approach would maintain comparability and collect military service prevalence
among appointees.

7 Compared to previous reports, it is important to note that our 2021 report included both veterans
and close family members of veterans, inflating their percentage by necessity. The 3.7% in our current
data is still lower than other reports that only included veterans.
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Figure 16: Policy Board Member with Military Service, 2023

Veterans, 3.7%

Non-Veterans,
96.3%

Figure 17 shows the breakdown of the adult San Francisco population and the breakdown
of the veteran population by gender. Figure 18 shows the breakdown of gender identities
among those who are veterans. We can see that the vast majority of veterans in the
population are male, the opposite of what our data shows. Men comprise 42% and women
make up 58% of the total number of veteran policy board members. No respondents with
veteran status were from any other gender identity.

Figure 17: San Francisco Adult Population with Military Service by Gender*

/ Veteran Men
— | 2.40%
Veteran Women

0.20%

Non-Veterans
97.40%

“ This graph fails to identify nonbinary individuals with military experience, as data was not collected for that
population. However, this graph highlights the gender disparity amongst male and female veterans, with only 0.2% of

2.6% identifying as women.
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Figure 18: Appointees with Military Service by Gender, 2023
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget

This 2023 Gender Analysis Report examines the demographic representativeness of policy
bodies by budget size, as a proxy for influence. This report will examine all reporting policy
bodies in this section, regardless of response rate. Figure 19 shows the representation of
women, people of color, and women of color in these policy bodies.

Overall, appointees from the 10 largest budgeted policy bodies are 63% women, 58%
people of color, and 36% women of color. In contrast, appointees from the 10 smallest
budgeted policy bodies are 57% women, 64% people of color, and 41% women of color.
While women are better represented in the higher-budgeted bodies, people and women of
color are more strongly represented in the lower-budgeted bodies.

Figure 19: Percent of Women, People of Color, and Women of Color on Commissions and
Boards with Largest and Smallest Budgets in 2023
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Figure 20: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets, 2023

Commission

Health Commission $2.20B 7 6 100% 83% 66% 50%
Pgb“c Utilities $1.658 5 5 100% 60% 60% 40%
ommission
Municipal
Transportation Agency $1.47B 7 7 100% 71% 71% 57%
Board of Directors
Health Authority $1.37B 19 13 15% 100% 100% 100%
Airport Commission $1.02B 5 5 100% 20% 60% 0%
Commission on
Investment and $717M 5 4 100% 100% 80% 80%
Infrastructure
Homelessness $672M 7 7 100% 57% 43% 30%
Oversight Commission
H“Cma” Services $624M 5 5 100% 40% 40% 0%
ommission
Fire Commission $499B 5 5 100% 80% 50% 25%
Recreation and Park $368M 7 7 43% 85% 43% 43%

Figure 21: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets, 2023
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SOMA Community
Stabilization Fund $1.00M 7 5 20% 0% 0% 0%
Community Advisory
Committee
Local Agency $550,477 7 5 100% 80% 80% 80%
Formation Commission
Youth Commission $444,847 17 17 100% 82% 82% 76%
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H. Comparison of Commission and Board and Advisory Body Demographics

The comparison of the two policy body categories in this section provides another proxy for
influence. 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 similar disclosures. Commissions have a higher percentage of people
of color than Advisory Bodies but lower percentages of women, women of color, LGBTQIA+
people, and disabled people.

Figure 22: Demographics of Appointees on Commission and Boards and Advisory Bodies,
2023
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. Demographics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees

This section analyzes the demographic compositions of mayoral and supervisorial-
appointed policy bodies. For this analysis, mayoral boards are those boards entirely
composed of mayoral appointments, and supervisorial boards are those composed entirely
of supervisorial appointments. We do not have individual appointment information for
boards of mixed appointments, though future reports should consider additional data
collection efforts to determine individual-level appointment types. An important caveat of
the following data analysis is that far more boards are comprised of mayoral appointments
than supervisorial appointments. As the total number of supervisorial appointments in this
analysis is low, any findings concerning the demographic composition of supervisorial
appointments may be a relic of the limited number of observations. This is especially
important to note because the demographic composition shown in our analysis shows
supervisorial appointments as being far less diverse than in previous years, suggesting that
the true nature of the data is likely more diverse than our data suggests.

Figure 23 compares the representation of women, people of color, and women of color for
appointments made by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and the population of San
Francisco. Mayoral appointments are more diverse and consist of more women, people of
color, and women of color compared to Supervisorial appointments. Mayoral appointments
include 62% women, 56% people of color, and 34% women of color, while Supervisorial
appointments are 45% women, 53% people of color, and 25% women of color. As noted
above, the low diversity shown for supervisorial appointments may be due to a relatively
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small amount of data. However, previous reports have indicated that this disparity may also
be partly due to the appointment selection 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’). In contrast, the Mayor typically can take total appointments into account during

selections and can, therefore, better address gaps in diversity.

Figure 23: Demographics of Mayoral, Supervisorial, and Total Appointees, 2023
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lll. 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 have jurisdiction limited to the City. The 2023 Gender Analysis
Report reflects data from the policy bodies that provided information to the Department on
the Status of Women through digital or paper survey?®®, Following initial email outreach,
policy bodies were contacted three to five times via email and phone. All possible measures
were taken to obtain accurate and complete data.

Participation rates for this report exceeded our 2021 report, with the highest participation of
Commission and Boards and Advisory Bodies to date. We requested data from 130 policy
bodies and received responses from 99, covering 685 policy board members.
Comparatively, the 2021 Gender Analysis Report received data from 92 policy bodies and
349 policy body members.

Data elements such as a Commissioner or Board member's gender identity, race/ethnicity,
sexual orientation, disability status, and veteran status were collected on a voluntary basis.
As a result, some responses were incomplete or unavailable but were included to the
extent possible.

18 Our previous 2021 report used an all-online participation format that significantly decreased
participation, due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
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Given the primary objective of this report, surfacing patterns of underrepresentation, every
attempt has been made to reflect accurate and complete information. Data for some policy
bodies was incomplete, and all appointees who responded were included in the total
demographic categories.

To ensure that low response rates did not distort our analysis, we established response rate
thresholds in examinations of policy boards with the highest or lowest representation of
specific groups. 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. This should be kept in mind when interpreting these percentages and any
changes over time.

While this report's survey had a higher level of participation than our 2021 report, missing
data is still the biggest limitation. Given this limitation, ensuring participation from all policy
bodies could significantly improve or further efforts to address underrepresentation. Some
methods of guaranteeing participation include surveying all appointees during their initial
onboarding training with the City, as well as relying on more paper/in-person survey
outreach for future reports.

The surveyed policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the San Francisco
Office of the City Attorney document entitled List of City Boards, Commissions, and
Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, Ordinance, or Statute®. This document separates San
Francisco policy bodies into two different categories. The first category includes
Commissions and Boards with decision-making authority and whose members are required
to submit financial disclosures to the Ethics Commission. 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 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates provides a
comparison to the San Francisco population. Figure 25 in the Appendix displays these
population estimates by race/ethnicity and gender.

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).
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Since the first Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards in 2009, the representation of
women appointees on San Francisco policy bodies has gradually increased. The 2023
Gender Analysis Report finds that the percentage of women appointees is 55%, which is
above parity with the population of women in San Francisco.

When appointee demographics are analyzed by gender and race, the representation of
women of color is 32%, which mirrors the data in our 2021 report and roughly matches the
San Francisco population. Most notably underrepresented are individuals identifying as
Asian, making up 31% of the San Francisco population but only 20% of appointees. Similarly,
Latinx-identifying individuals, who make up 14% of the population, are only eight percent of
appointees. Additionally, men of color are underrepresented at 23% of appointees relative to
their San Francisco population of 33%.

Furthermore, when analyzing the demographic composition of larger and smaller budgeted
Commissions and Boards, women of color are roughly at parity on Commissions and Boards
with both the largest and smallest budgets. Women comprise 63% of total appointees on
the largest budgeted policy bodies compared to their population of 48%, and women of
color comprise 36% of total appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, with the San
Francisco population at 33%. Comparatively, women are 57% of total appointees on the
smallest budgeted policy bodies, and women of color are 41% of appointees. However, the
representation of people of color is seven percentage points higher on smaller budgeted
policy bodies than on larger budgeted policy bodies. People of color make up 58% of
appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies and 647% of appointees on the smallest
budgeted policy bodies. The San Francisco population of people of color exceeds these
percentages at 66%.

In addition to using budget size as a proxy for influence, this report analyzed the
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. Women, women of color, people of
color, LGBTQIA+ populations, and veterans are evenly represented across both
Commissions and Boards and Advisory Bodies. Individuals with disabilities, however, have
more robust representation within Advisory Bodies than Commissions and Boards. Women
comprise a slightly higher percentage of Advisory Bodies appointees than Commissions
and Boards.

The 2023 Gender Analysis Report found satisfactory representation of LGBTQIA+ individuals
on San Francisco policy bodies. Of the appointees who provided LGBTQIA+ identity
information, 24% identified as LGBTQIA+, with the largest subset identifying as gay or lesbian
(16%). Eight percent of appointees from the largest budgeted policy bodies identify as
LGBTQIA+ and three percent from the smallest budgeted bodies. There was also a similar
representation of LGBTQIA+ appointees between Commissions and Boards (26%) and
Advisory Bodies (27%).

The representation of appointees with disabilities in Commissions and Boards is 18%, more
than double the representation in Advisory Bodies (8%). Veterans are adequately
represented on San Francisco policy bodies at 3.7%, compared to the veteran population of
2.7%, and are evenly represented between Commissions and Boards and Advisory Bodies.

20



This report is intended to advise the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and other appointing
authorities as they select appointments to the City and County of San Francisco policy
bodies. In the spirit of the 2008 City Charter Amendment, which 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 to accurately reflect the population of San Francisco.

The San Francisco Department on the Status of Women would like to thank the various
policy body members, Commission secretaries, and Department staff who graciously
assisted in collecting demographic data and providing information about their respective
policy bodies, particularly former Department Intern Liliana Pacheco for the data collection
and analysis of this report.
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Appendix |

Figure 24: Policy Body Demographics, 2023
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Capital Planning Committee 11 11 33% 11% 22% 82%
$159,000,000

Children and Families First 9 8 88% 57% 71% 100%

Commission $27,305,805

Children, Youth and Their Families 11 6 75% 63% 88% 133%

Oversight and Advisory Committee $333,011,845

Citizen Committee on Community 9 5 40% 40% 80% 100%

Development $36,000,000

Citizens General Obligation Bond 9 6 - 40% 0% 40% 100%

Oversight Committee

Civil Service Commission 5 5 80% 50% 75% 100%
$1,511,609

Code Advisory Committee 17 17 - 0% 0% 25% 47%

Commission of Animal Control and 7 7 - 57% 0% 14% 100%

Welfare

Commission on Investment and 5 4 100% 80% 80% 125%

Infrastructure $717,300,000

Commission on the Environment 7 7 43% 43% 71% 100%
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Figure 24: Policy Body Demographics, 2023, Continued

Commission on the Status of Women

$14,434,165

Committee on City Workforce 17 17 - 60% 60% 91% 65%

Alignment

Committee on Information 18 16 56% 22% 44% 56%

Technology $27,000,000

Community Corrections Partnership 13 12 - 20% 20% 60% 42%

Dignity Fund Oversight and Advisory 11 11 - 89% 22% 33% 82%

Committee

Disability and Aging Commission 8 8 75% 38% 63% 100%
$365,000,000

Early Childhood Community 9 9 100% 71% 71% 89%

Oversight and Advisory Committee $27,305,805

Eastern Neighborhoods Community 11 8 - 50% 50% 63% 100%

Advisory Committee

Elections Commission 7 7 86% 29% 29% 100%
$24,000,000

Entertainment Commission - 50% 33% 67% 100%

Ethics Commission 4 67% 67% 100% 100%
$7,586,853

Family Violence Council 28 28 - 7% 31% 38% 46%

Film Commission 11 11 63% 50% 75% 82%
$1,250,000

Fine Arts Museums Board of Trustees 62 - 38% 13% 13% 100%

Fire Commission 5 80% 25% 50% 100%
$498,585,516

Food Security Task Force 20 18 - 80% 38% 63% 56%

Free City College Oversight 15 13 - 63% 43% 57% 62%

Committee

Health Authority 19 13 100% 100% 100% 15%
$1,373,782,524

Health Commission 7 6 83% 33% 67% 100%
$2,200,000,000

Health Service Board 7 7 33% 20% 40% 100%
$14,200,000

Homelessness Oversight Commission 7 7 57% 14% 43% 100%
$672,000,000

Housing Conservatorship Working 12 8 - 75% 0% 25% 50%

Group

Housing Stability Fund Oversight 11 9 - 0% 0% 100% 11%

Board

Human Rights Commission 11 10 40% 40% 70% 100%
$15,120,673

Human Services Commission 5 5 40% 0% 40% 100%
$624,500,000

Immigrant Rights Commission 15 15 - 60% 50% 93% 100%

Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council 20 18 - 80% 33% 47% 83%
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Figure 24: Policy Body Demographics, 2023, Continued

Juvenile Probation Commission

Local Agency Formation Commission 7 5 80% 80% 80% 100%
$550,477

Market and Octavia Community 9 7 - 33% 17% 33% 86%

Advisory Committee

Mayor's Disability Council 11 5 - 100% 0% 0% 40%

Mental Health SF Implementation 13 9 - 86% 43% 43% 78%

Working Group

Mission Bay Citizen's Advisory 13 7 - 80% 40% 40% 71%

Committee

Municipal Green Building Task Force 20 20 - 63% 38% 50% 40%

Municipal Transportation Agency 7 7 71% 57% 71% 100%

Board of Directors $1,472,363,382

Municipal Transportation Agency 15 14 - 42% 17% 50% 86%

Citizens Advisory Council

Our City, Our Home Oversight 9 7 - 80% 40% 40% 71%

Committee

Oversight Board (to the Successor 7 6 - 80% 50% 50% 83%

Agency to the Redevelopment
Agency of the City and County of San

Francisco)

Paratransit Coordinating Council 38 21 - 75% 50% 75% 19%

Executive Committee

Park, Recreation, And Open Space 24 17 - 58% 42% 58% 71%

Advisory Committee

Planning Commission 7 7 50% 50% 100% 29%
$60,000,000

Police Commission - 29% 14% 71% 100%

Port Commission 7 7 83% 33% 33% 86%
$193,700,000

Public Utilities Commission 5 5 60% 40% 60% 100%
$1,651,537,786

Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 7 4 - 67% 33% 33% 125%

Public Utilities Revenue Bond 7 5 - 50% 50% 50% 100%

Oversight Committee

Public Works Commission 5 4 40% 0% 40% 125%
$250,000

Recreation and Park Commission 7 7 86% 43% 43% 100%
$367,800,000

Reentry Council 25 22 - 55% 36% 64% 100%

Refuse Rate Board 3 2 - 50% 50% 100% 100%

Residential Rent Stabilization and 10 10 50% 17% 50% 60%

Arbitration Board $16,294,283

Residential Users Appeal Board 3 2 0% 0% 0% 50%
$900

Retiree Health Care Trust Fund Board 5 5 100% 100% 100% 20%
$110,000

Figure 24: Policy Body Demographics, 2023, Continued
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Retirement Board 7 7 - 29% 29% 57% 100%

San Francisco Reinvestment Working - 25% 0% 75% 44%

Group

Sanitation and Streets Commission 5 4 50% 0% 0% 50%
$250,000

Sentencing Commission 13 13 - 46% 15% 62% 100%

Shelter Grievance Advisory 15 9 - 57% 14% 29% 78%

Committee

Shelter Monitoring Committee 12 8 - 75% 71% 86% 100%

Sheriff's Department Oversight Board 7 - 43% 43% 86% 100%

Small Business Commission 5 - 75% 50% 75% 80%

SOMA Community Stabilization Fund 7 5 0% 0% 0% 20%

Community Advisory Committee $1,000,000

South of Market Community Planning 11 7 - 20% 0% 20% 71%

Advisory Committee

State Legislation Committee - 40% 25% 50% 71%

Street Artists and Craftsmen 5 5 - 100% 50% 50% 40%

Examiners Advisory Committee

Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax 16 16 - 71% 57% 86% 44%

Advisory Committee

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 11 9 - 33% 22% 44% 100%

Sweatfree Procurement Advisory 11 - 50% 25% 25% 67%

Group

Treasure Island Development 7 7 33% 0% 0% 43%

Authority Board of Directors $31,333,345

Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island 25 9 - 50% 0% 0% 44%

Citizens Advisory Board

Urban Forestry Council 15 11 - 18% 0% 18% 100%

Veterans Affairs Commission 13 11 - 100% 0% 0% 9%

\¥/ar Memorial Board of Trustees 11 11 50% 30% 30% 91%
$19,236,764

Workforce Investment Board 28 27 57% 21% 43% 52%
$4,250,713

Youth Commission 17 17 82% 76% 82% 100%
$444,847

Appendix Il
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San Francisco County,

Figure 25: San Francisco Population Estimates by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2022"

California 851,036 - 412,924 49% 438,093 51%
\White, non-Hispanic or
Latino 325,900 34% 179,461 19% 146,439 15%
Asian 296,122 31% 139,015 15% 157,107 17%
Hispanic or Latinx 131,517 14% 69,384 7% 62,133 7%
Some Other Race 65,487 7% 34,703 4% 30,784 3%
Black or African American 44,058 5% 24,026 3% 20,032 2%
Two or More Races 80,858 8% 41,270 4% 39,588 4%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific
Islander 3,312 0.5% 1,763 0.2% 1,549 0.2%
Native American and
Alaska Native 4,725 0.5% 2,781 0.3% 1,944 0.2%

San Francisco Population estimates come from the 2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, chart
Bo1001. The racial estimates use Census subpopulation charts. Please note that the subpopulations added together
are larger than the estimated population size. This is primarily due to potential double counts for ethnicities and
races (the only category that does not include overlap is the White population, which is specifically White non-

Hispanics).
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Survey Questions

1. “What is your gender identity?" and could select from the following:

2. "What is your race/ethnicity?" and could select one of the following options®®:

Male

Female

Trans Male

Trans Female

Gender Queer/ Non-Binary

Other (no respondents selected other)
Prefer not to say

Asian (alone)

Black/African American (alone)

Latinx/Hispanic

Native American/American Indian or Alaska Native (alone)
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (alone)

Other (alone)

White/ Caucasian (alone)

Two or More Races

Prefer not to say

3. "What is your sexual orientation?”

Bisexual

Gay/ Lesbian/ Same-Gender Loving
Questioning/ Unsure
Straight/Heterosexual

Other

Prefer not to say

4. "Do you have one or more disabilities?”

Yes
No
Prefer not to say

5. “Have you ever served in the military of any country?”

Yes
No
Prefer not to say

2% Note that respondents were instructed to select either Latinx/Hispanic or a racial category and to

choose the category that best fits their identity. This eliminates any double counting issues, and in
this analysis, we considered those who responded as White as White, not Latinx/Hispanic.
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