








From:
To: Young, Victor (BOS)
Cc: Burch, Percy (BOS); Caitlin Wilson; Eileen Norman
Subject: Re: Alex Madrid Unable to attend meeting 5/5/25 RE: RESPONSE REQUIRED: Consideration of Applications and

Appointments - Boards and Commissions
Date: Saturday, May 3, 2025 4:23:37 PM

Hi Victor,
Here is my statement for the Surv.

I am Alex Madrid was born in Manila, Philippines, with Cerebral Palsy.  In 1996, I moved to
San Francisco and later attended the University of California, Berkeley. While I was a
student at UC Berkeley, I became a strong advocate for disability rights. Currently, I am the
Housing Specialist at a non-profit in the city.  I joined the San Francisco Mayor’s Disability
Council in 2017 and continue to champion the rights of people with disabilities in my
community. I became a board member during COVID-19, and would like to continue
advocating for consumers like myself who receive IHSS services. My areas of interest and
goals are accessible transportation, programmatic access, and accessible information
technology. I am also a member of the SamTrans Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC.) I
hope this committee will allow me to continue to be a voice for people with disabilities who
receive IHSS on IHSS PA. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Please let me know,
Alex Madrid

On Fri, May 2, 2025 at 5:55 PM Young, Victor (BOS) <victor.young@sfgov.org> wrote:

Alex:

 

Through this email I am forwarding your email to Percy Burch in Chair Walton’s Office. 
However, I don’t see any problem with sending a statement to the Supervisors and myself. 

 

Victor Young
Assistant Clerk

Board of Supervisors 
phone 415-554-7723    |     fax 415-554-5163

victor.young@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

 

From
Sent: Friday, May 2, 2025 4:09 PM
To: Young, Victor (BOS) <victor.young@sfgov.org>
Cc: Caitlin Wilson <cwilson@sfihsspa.org>; Eileen Norman <enorman@sfihsspa.org>; Harris, Sonya
(DBI) <sonya.harris@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: RESPONSE REQUIRED: Consideration of Applications and Appointments - Boards and



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

Commissions

 

 

Hi Victor,

I can't attend the meeting on Monday, but I am still
interested. Would you like me to send you a statement?
 

Please let me know,

Alex
 

On Thu, May 1, 2025 at 10:47 AM Young, Victor (BOS) <victor.young@sfgov.org> wrote:

Dear Applicant(s),
 
Your application to the one of be below listed bodies will be considered by the
Board of Supervisors Rules Committee at the following meeting (agenda available
at the following link: https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/rls050525_agenda.pdf):
 

Monday, May 5, 2025 at 10:00 a.m., City Hall, Legislative Chamber,
Room 250
 
Please confirm if you will be attending the meeting: 
 
            __ I will attend the meeting in-person
 

·         Building Inspection Commission

 

Dan Calamuci

 

 



·         SOMA Community Stabilization Fund Community Advisory
Committee.

 

o    Dandy Buckley, seat 4 (residency waiver required)

 

·          In-Home Supportive Services Public Authority

 

o       Ted Jackson, seat 2

Luana McAlpine, seat 4

Alex Madrid, seat 9

Jane Redmond, seat 10

 

 

·         Housing Stability Fund Oversight Board

 

Lauren Ashley Week, seats 5 and 10

Hudson Augustus Matz, seat 11

 
 
Please provide your response by replying to this email.  
 
You will be expected to attend the hearing (in-person), speak on your qualifications, and
respond to any questions from the Supervisors.  Supervisors will have been provided your
application, resume (if provided), and any letters of support—please expect that they have
reviewed them—however, in preparing your remarks, provide a brief background (2-3 minutes)
of your qualifications.
 
 
You should contact Rules Committee Supervisors (Walton, Sherrill, Mandelman), if you have
not done so already, to introduce yourself.  If a Supervisor is not available, ask to speak with or
meet with a legislative aide.  Contact information is provided below.
 
What to expect at Committee

1. Anticipate item(s) before yours.  Barring any complications or questions, you can



estimate when your hearing item should be called.
2. The Chair will call upon applicants to speak in the same order as listed on the agenda.
3. Limit concise comments to 2 minutes or less.
4. Provide a brief overview of your qualifications; speak specifically to how your experience

matches the requirements of the seat(s) to which you are applying.
5. Speak to your goals, should you be appointed: why do you want to be appointed? what

do you hope to accomplish?
6. (For reappointments: The Supervisors will also be interested in hearing your perspective

on the work that the body has done and why you want to serve: what are your goals and
plans for the future of the body?  What else could the body be doing?) 

7. Supervisors may ask whether or not you have previously attended meetings and whether
or not you have participated in the body’s work.

8. Following your presentation, Supervisors may ask additional questions, but do not always
do so.  If so, you will be provided additional time to respond as necessary.

9. After all applicants have spoken, speakers may testify on applicants’ qualifications during
public comment.  This can be in addition to their letters of recommendation. 

 
Letters of support or other documentation may also be given to me prior to the hearing, and I
will distribute those to the Supervisors and include them with your application packet.
 
Rules Committee Supervisors will be recommending appointment(s) to the full Board of
Supervisors for consideration.   You may contact them directly with information provided below:
 

Supervisor Shamann Walton, Chair (shamann.Walton@sfgov.org)

Aide: Percy Burch  (percy.burch@sfgov.org)

Main Office: (415) 554-7670

 

Supervisor Stephen Sherrill, Vice Chair (stephen.sherrill@sfgov.org)

Main Office: (415) 554-7752

 

Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, Member (rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org)

Main Office: (415) 554-6968

 
 
If you have any questions or concerns in the meantime, don’t hesitate to call or email.
 
Thank you again for your interest!





        

1155 Market St., First Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103    1 + 415.554.6789       1+ 415.554.6159 fax 
          MOD@sfgov.org 
 

 

 

Mayor’s Disability Council 
 

 
Helen Pelzman  

Alex Madrid 
Co-Chairs 

 
Nicole Bohn 

Director 
 

October 22, 2020 
 
 
 
 
Board of Supervisors Rules Committee  
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 San Francisco CA 94102 
 
 
Dear Board of Supervisors Rules Committee: 
 
I am pleased to recommend Alexander Madrid to the San Francisco IHSS Public 
Authority Governing Body Board. 
 
As a member of the Mayor’s Disability Council for the past 3 years, he has proven to be 
a strong leader and advocate for persons with disabilities. He is passionate about 
creating a more accessible San Francisco for all, especially in the areas of 
transportation and technology. His role as an Independent Living Generalist 
demonstrates his dedication to ensuring that people with disabilities feel safe, valued, 
engaged in their communities and are able to live independently in their homes. This 
mission aligns directly with that of the Public Authority and its Governing Body. Mr. 
Madrid also receives IHSS services himself. This experience gives him a unique 
vantage point and understanding of the needs of aging adults and persons with 
disabilities. 
 
I am confident that Alexander Madrid will make a great addition to the San Francisco 
IHSS Public Authority Governing Body. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Helen Pelzman 
Co-Chair   
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS (BOS) APPLICATION FORMS AVAILABLE HERE 

• English - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy application.pdf 
• 中文 -  https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_CHI.pdf 
• Español - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_SPA.pdf 
• Filipino - https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy application FIL.pdf 

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

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

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

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

The governing body of the In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Public Authority shall be 
composed of thirteen (13) members appointed by the Board of Supervisors. The Board of 
Supervisors shall solicit recommendations for appointment of qualified members through a fair 
and open process, including reasonable written notice to, and affording reasonable response 
time from, the IHSS Authority, members of the general public, and other interested persons and 
organizations. No fewer than 50 percent (50%) of the membership shall be individuals who are 
current or past users of personal assistance services paid for through public or private funds or 
who are recipients of IHSS. 
 
Membership categories on the governing body shall be as follows: 
 

• Two (2) consumers over the age of 55 years, each authorized to represent organizations 
that advocate for aging people with disabilities;  

• Two (2) consumers between the ages of 18 and 60 years, each authorized to represent 
organizations that advocate for younger people with disabilities;  

• One (1) consumer at-large over the age of 55 years;  
• One (1) consumer at-large between the ages of 18 and 60 years; 
• One (1) worker who provides personal assistance services to a consumer;  



IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PUBLIC AUTHORITY 
Page 4 
   
 
 

• One (1) Commissioner from the Human Services Commission, recommended to the Board 
by the Commission;  

• One (1) Commissioner from the Commission on the Aging, recommended to the Board by 
the Commission;  

• One (1) Commissioner from the Public Health Commission, recommended to the Board 
by the Commission;  

• One (1) member of the Mayor's Disability Council, recommended to the Board by the 
Council;  

• One (1) member representing the bargaining unit of the union that represents IHSS 
independent providers; and  

•  One (1) consumer at-large who is 18 years of age or older. 
 
The IHSS Public Authority shall provide assistance in finding personnel for the IHSS Programs 
through the establishment of a central registry and related functions, and to perform any other 
functions, as may be necessary for the operation of the Authority, or related to the delivery of 
IHSS in San Francisco. 
 
Initial appointments of both the consumer and worker members shall be made from a list of 
recommendations based on applications designed by, and submitted to, the IHSS Task Force of 
Planning for Elders in the Central City. The governing body of the Authority may make 
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors for establishing procedures for consumer and 
worker member appointments. Every attempt shall be made to assure that each appointee will 
be able to serve the full term to which he/she has been appointed, in order to ensure continuity 
in the work of the Authority. 
 
After the terms of the initial period are complete, each appointment to the governing body shall 
thereafter be for a three-year term. A member may be reappointed, but may not serve more 
than a total of nine consecutive years on the governing body. The initial appointment periods 
shall be staggered as follows: Three (3) one-year terms; Four (4) two-year terms; and Four (4) 
three-year terms. Upon appointment, members shall draw lots to determine the length of each 
member's initial term. 
 
Qualified applicants must reside in San Francisco and have: familiarity with, or knowledge of, 
personal assistance services; the capacity to understand their role to aid and assist the Authority 
in the administration of its duties; and the ability to attend regularly scheduled meetings, which 
shall occur only in facilities which meet disability access requirements. 
 
Report: The Authority shall submit an annual report to the Board of Supervisors detailing 

its functions and evaluating its operation for that year. In addition, such report shall 
present the Authority’s specific goals and objectives for the coming year and its 
plan for meeting those goals and objectives. 
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Holdover Limit:  Not Applicable 
 
Authority:   Administrative Code, Chapter 70, and California Welfare and Institutions Code, 

Section 12301.6 (Ordinance Nos. 185-95; 67-00, 55-05, and 213-08). 
 

Sunset Date:   None 
 
Contact: Caitlin Wilson and Eileen Norman 

IHSS Public Authority 
832 Folsom Street, 9th Floor  
San Francisco, CA 94107  
(415) 593-8140 
enorman@sfihsspa.org  

 
 
Updated: May 25, 2025 
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Dear Honorable Mayor London N. Breed and Board of Supervisors: 
 
Please find attached the 2021 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards Report. We are 
pleased to share that under Mayor Breed’s leadership, representation of women, people of 
color, and women of color on policy bodies continues to increase. Mayoral appointments are 
more diverse based on gender and race compared to both supervisorial appointments and 
appointments in general. 
 
Overall, policy bodies have a larger percentage of women, members of the LGBTQIA+ 
community, and Veterans1 than the general San Francisco population. The percentage of 
women of color and people with disabilities appointed to policy bodies is near equal to the 
general population. Fiscal year 2020-2021 saw the largest increase in 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 8 percent of appointees compared to 2.4 percent of the 
general San Francisco population, and Black men are 4 percent of appointees compared to 
2.5 percent of the general San Francisco population. Additionally, almost 1-in-4 appointees 
who responded to the survey question identify as a member of the LGBTQIA+ community. 
  
Commissions that oversee the largest budgets have members of the LGBTQIA+ community, 
people with disabilities, and Veterans represented at higher percentages than the general 
population. 
  
While San Francisco continues to make strides in diversity, there is still work to do in achieving 
parity of representation for Latinx and Asian groups in appointed positions overall, as well as 
women, 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 diversity categories, including for positions of influence 
and authority. 
  
Thank you to 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. 
 
 
Kimberly Ellis, Director of the Department on the Status of Women 
 
  

 
1 “Veterans” refers to people who have served and/or have an immediate family member who has 

served in the military. 

City and County of San Francisco 
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 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 2021 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards Report (2021 Gender Analysis Report) 
evaluates representation of the following groups across appointments to San Francisco 
policy bodies: 

• Women 
• People of color 
• LGBTQIA+ individuals 
• People with disabilities 
• Veterans (or people who have immediate family members that have served) 
• Various religious affiliations  

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 92 policy bodies and from a total of 349 members, mostly 
appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. The policy bodies surveyed for the 2021 
Gender Analysis Report fall under two categories designated by the San Francisco Office of 
the City Attorney.2 The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,” are policy 
bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial 
disclosures to the Ethics Commission. The second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” 
are policy bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures 
to the Ethics Commission. The report examines policy bodies and appointees both 
comprehensively as a whole and separately by the two categories.  

Several changes were made to the survey questions for the 2021 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 also expanded to include individuals with close family members that have served 
in the military and armed forces. This addition to Veteran Status was adopted based on 
feedback from previous reports. 

While the overall number of policy bodies that submitted data increased compared to 2019, 
the total number of individual members who participated in the survey was dramatically less 
than the number who participated in 2019. Due to the pandemic, data collection methods 

2 “Sec. 3.1-103. Filing Officers.” American Legal Publishing Corporation, 
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_campaign/0-0-0-979.  
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I. Introduction

Inspired by the fourth U.N. 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, 1998.3 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 
Race 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. Since 1998, the Department on the Status of Women has employed this tool 
to analyze the operations of 10 City Departments using a gender lens.  

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

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

▪ Appointing officials are to be urged to support the nomination, appointment, and
confirmation of these candidates, and

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

The 2021 Gender Analysis Report examines the representation of women, people of color, 
LGBTQIA+ individuals, people with disabilities, Veterans, and religious affiliations of 
appointees on San Francisco policy bodies. As was the case for the 2019 Gender Analysis 
Report, this year’s analysis involved increased outreach to policy bodies as compared to 
previous analyses that were 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, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,” are policy bodies 
with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial 
disclosures to the Ethics Commission. The second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” 
are policy bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures 
to the Ethics Commission. A detailed description of methodology and limitations can be found 
on page 27.  

3 San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 33.A. 
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter33alocalimpleme
ntationoftheunited? 
f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_Chapter33A. 
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B. Race and Ethnicity 
 

Data on racial and ethnic identity was collected from 341 participants, or 98% of the 
surveyed appointees. Although half of appointees identify as a race or ethnicity other than 
white or Caucasian, people of color are still underrepresented compared to the San 
Francisco population of 62%. The representation of people of color has increased since 
2009 but has decreased following 2015. The number of appointees analyzed increased 
substantially in 2017 and 2019, as compared to 2015. These larger data samples have 
coincided with smaller percentages of people of color.  

 
Figure 6: 12-year Comparison of Representation of People of Color on Policy Bodies 

 
The racial and ethnic breakdown of policy body members compared to the San Francisco 
population is shown in Figure 7. This analysis reveals underrepresentation and 
overrepresentation in San Francisco policy bodies for certain racial and ethnic groups. 
Nearly half of all appointees are white, an overrepresentation by 6 percentage points. The 
Black community is represented on appointed policy bodies at 11% compared to 6% of the 
population of San Francisco.4 This is a decrease of representation compared to the 14% 
representation in 2019. 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 San Francisco population has declined over the same 
period.5 
 
 
 
 

 
4 US Census Bureau, 2018, Retrieved from 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045218. 
5 Samir Gambhir and Stephen Menendian, “Racial Segregation in the Bay Area, Part 2,” Haas Institute 

for a Fair and Inclusive Society (2018).  
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As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface patterns of underrepresentation, 
every attempt has been made to reflect accurate and complete information in this report. 
Data for some policy bodies was incomplete, and all appointees who responded were 
included in the total demographic categories. Only policy bodies with full data on gender and 
race for all appointees were included in sections comparing demographics of individual 
bodies. It should be noted that for policy bodies with a small number of members, the change 
of a single individual greatly impacts the percentages of demographic categories. This should 
be kept in mind when interpreting these percentages.  
 
Several changes were made to the survey questions since the 2019 Gender Analysis Report 
with the goal of distinguishing all possible areas of underrepresentation. In addition to 
updating SOGI (sexual orientation and gender identity) categories to align with the latest 
classifications used by the Office of Transgender Initiatives, the 2021 Gender Analysis Report 
expanded its classification of Veteran Status to include individuals with close family members 
that have served, as opposed to only oneself or their spouse. This addition to Veteran Status 
was adopted based on feedback from previous reports.   
 
As acquiring data was the biggest limitation of this report, 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 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.9 This document separates San Francisco policy 
bodies into two different categories. The first category includes Commissions and Boards 
with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial 
disclosures with the Ethics Commission. 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. Due to census data not being collected during 
COVID-19, updated demographic information on the general population of San Francisco was 
not available for years more recent than 2019. Comparisons of 2021 demographic data to data 
on the San Francisco population reference population data from previous years (2015-2019) 
and will be noted as such. Figures 26 and 27 in the Appendix display these population 
estimates by race/ethnicity and gender.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
“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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IV. Conclusion 
 

 
 
Since the first Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards in 2007, the representation of 
women appointees on San Francisco policy bodies has gradually increased. The 2021 Gender 
Analysis Report finds the percentage of women appointees is 55%, which exceeds the 
population of women in San Francisco.  
 
When appointee demographics are analyzed by gender and race, the representation of 
women of color has increased to 32%, which is 4% higher than 2019 representation, matching 
the San Francisco population. Most notably, underrepresented are individuals identifying as 
Asian, making up 36% of the San Francisco population but only 26% of appointees, and Latinx-
identifying individuals who make up 15% of the population but only 9% of appointees. 
Additionally, men of color are underrepresented at 21% of appointees relative to their San 
Francisco population, 31%.  
 
Furthermore, when analyzing the demographic composition of larger and smaller budgeted 
Commissions and Boards, women of color are underrepresented on Commission and Boards 
with both the largest and smallest budgets. Women comprise 43% of total appointees on the 
largest budgeted policy bodies compared to the population of 49%, and women of color 
comprise 21% of total appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, with the San 
Francisco population at 32%. Comparatively, women are 48% of total appointees on the 
smallest budgeted policy bodies, and women of color are 29% of appointees. However, the 
representation of people of color is higher on larger budgeted policy bodies by 1%. People of 
color make up 44% of appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies and 43% of 
appointees on the smallest budgeted policy bodies compared to 54% of total appointees. The 
San Francisco population of people of color exceeds these percentages at 62%.  
 
In addition to using budget size as a proxy for influence, this report analyzed demographic 
characteristics of appointees on Commissions and Boards who file disclosures of economic 
interest and have decision-making authority and appointees on Advisory Bodies who do not 
file economic interest disclosures. Over half (60%) of appointees on Advisory Bodies are 
women, while 53% of appointees on Commissions and Boards are women. Ultimately, women 
comprise a higher percentage of appointees on Advisory Bodies compared to Commissions 
and Boards.  
 
The 2021 Gender Analysis Report found a relatively high representation of LGBTQIA+ 
individuals on San Francisco policy bodies. For the appointees that provided LGBTQIA+ 
identity information, 23% identify as LGBTQIA+ with the largest subset identifying as gay or 
lesbian (56%), 16% of appointees from the largest budgeted policy bodies identify as 
LGBTQIA+, and 17% from the smallest budgeted bodies. However, there is a significant 
difference of LGBTQIA+ representation when comparing Commissions and Boards (18%) and 
Advisory Bodies (31%). The representation of appointees with disabilities is 13%, slightly 
exceeding the 12% population. Veterans are highly represented on San Francisco policy 
bodies at 22% compared to the Veteran population of 2.7%, which could be due to differences 
in each source’s classification of Veteran Status.    
 
Additionally, this report evaluates and compares the representation of women, women of 
color, and people of color appointees by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of 
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all approving authorities combined. Mayoral appointees include 60% women, 37% women of 
color, and 59% people of color, which overall is more diverse by gender and race compared 
to both Supervisorial appointees and total appointees.  
 
This report is intended to advise the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and other appointing 
authorities, as they select appointments to policy bodies for the City and County of San 
Francisco. In the spirit of the 2008 City Charter Amendment that establishes this biennial 
Gender Analysis Report requirement and the importance of diversity on San Francisco policy 
bodies, efforts to address gaps in diversity and inclusion should remain at the forefront when 
making appointments, in order to accurately reflect the population of San Francisco.  
 
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 Department Interns Charly De Nocker and Brooklynn McPherson for the data 
collection and analysis of this report. 
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