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Amitabho Chattopadhyay 
California, United States  

EXPERIENCE 

Tax Compliance Representative 
State of California July 2021 - Present, Employment Development Department, Collection Division 
• Analyzes routine and complex correspondence and take appropriate actions to resolve past due payroll tax liability; analyze 
required financial documentation for long term installment agreements and negotiate terms; modify or release Notice of Levies 
and Earnings Withholding Order for Taxes based on review and substantiation of financial documentation; and research and 
gather employer information through established skip tracing techniques and use of other databases. 
• Responds to employer telephone inquiries regarding general information, collection notices, involuntary collection actions, 
interagency intercepts and/or offsets related to the Treasury Offset Program within the Accounting and Compliance Enterprise 
System (ACES). Advises employers and/or representatives in the application of the California Unemployment Insurance Code 
and California Revenue and Taxation Code on matters concerning tax compliance. 
• Negotiates, establishes, and processes short or long term installment agreements from employers to liquidate their delinquent 
tax liability. Processes forms received by employers, update account information as needed (i.e. address information, responsible 
party information, entity type changes, power of attorney identification; cease account information, staging account as necessary, 
etc.). 
• Completes financial adjustments within ACES based on appropriate documentation within the established policies. 

Tax Auditor 
State of California June 2020 - June 2021, Employment Development Department, 

Integrity and Accounting Division 
• Investigates and clears obstructed unemployment and state disability insurance claims and employer protests to the Notice of 
Wages Used on UI Claim (DE 1545) by examining, analyzing and evaluating all available records pertinent to cases under 
investigation using department automated systems. Interprets and applies the provisions of resources provided, investigates 
pertinent leads by communicating with employers or their representatives, claimants, Area Audit Office staff and other resources 
to secure relevant facts.  
• Assists claimants and/or employers by advising on status of wages or services and on pertinent policies, rules and regulations 
under the California UI program. 
• Prepares monetary determinations to clear obstructed claims. Ensures that wages allowed result in proper charges to 
employers' reserve accounts. Refers cases to the appropriate Area Audit Office. 
• Represents the Department at Wage and Benefit Hearings before California Unemployment Appeals Board Administrative 
Law Judges. 

Office Technician 
State of California March 2020 – June 2020, California State Parks, Bay Area District 
• Provided administrative and accounting support for the SF Bay Sector. Processed vouchers, eROCs and purchase orders 
through Fi$Cal and departmental tools.  Created guides for fellow employees in unit to ensure efficient operation of Fi$Cal 
software. 
• Created monthly reports, documented credit card statements, cash deposits and safe contents, maintained files and mailings. 
• Maintained an accounting of all Sector expenditures, including seasonal expenditures, vehicle maintenance and files. 

Legal Secretary 
State of California May 2019 – September 2019, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
• Independently prepared legal correspondence, memoranda, notices, and forms as directed by BCDC attorneys. Assisted in 
responding to PRA requests. Assisted in the process of recording legal instruments; transmitted forms and executed instruments 
to permittees, conducted preliminary review of instrument submittals. 
• Coordinated all aspects of legal document production and distribution; assured documents to be in appropriate format and 
prepared and filed within prescribed deadlines. Prepared enforcement letters to permittees on permit violations and other 
correspondence. Prepared and maintained administrative records for adjudicatory and rulemaking proceedings. 
• Managed the permit compliance log, reviewed permit compliance submittals, and communicated with staff and permittees 
regarding compliance with permit conditions. 
•  Assisted in the preparation of Violation Reports and Cease and Desist and Civil Penalty Orders. 

Case Management Director 



 
 

 
 

Unite the People October 2018 - February 2020, Los Angeles, CA 
• Guided the organization's long-term goals and strategy in relation to its legal services division.  
• Minimized fixed personnel costs by implementing replacement technology. 
• Handled criminal, immigration and civil matters. Assisted directly in complex paralegal work, including drafting memoranda 
and motions. 
• Managed litigation strategy in civil and immigration proceedings. Interfaced directly with clients of all types.  
• Managed compliance with all applicable requirements, including employment law, fraud prevention, past due collection and 
other issues. 

Legal Assistant 
Self-Employed September 2017 – September 2018, San Francisco, CA 
• Freelance legal drafting and research for multiple clients, including full-time paralegal work for an immigration practice. 
Assisted in high-intensity civil and immigration litigation, drafting pleadings, motions, declarations and other documents for 
attorney approval, as well as immigration applications and documents. 
• E-filed documents using CM/ECF, Odyssey and other e-filing systems. 
• Translated legal documents from French and Mandarin Chinese for use in immigration proceedings. 

INVOLVEMENT 

Fee Dispute Arbitration Program 
San Francisco Bar Association • Lay Arbitrator • October 2018 - Present 
• Lay Arbitrator for the San Francisco Bar Association, making binding and non-binding arbitral awards in fee disputes between 
attorneys and clients. 

Loan Administration Board 
City of Berkeley • Commissioner • June 2021 - Present 
• Commissioner representing District 1 on the Loan Administration Board, reviewing and approving business loans submitted 
by Berkeley business owners, non-profits, start-ups and developers. 

EDUCATION 

Bachelor of Liberal Arts, Economics 
Minor in Finance • Harvard Extension School • Cambridge, MA • 2019 • Cum laude 
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Judge, Retired Judge, Pro Tem Judge, or Court Commissioner 
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County of
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Investments

Stocks, Bonds, and Other Interests
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700
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

CALIFORNIA FORM

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

FPPC Form 700 - Schedule A-1 (2020/2021) 
advice@fppc.ca.gov • 866-275-3772 • www.fppc.ca.gov
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Apple Inc.

Information technology

X

X

Palo Alto Networks

Information technology

X

X

Alphabet Inc.

Information technology

X

X

Payoneer

Payment processing

X

X Warrants

Microsoft Inc.

Information technology

X

X

Amazon Inc.

Information technology and logistics

X

X
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Name

�� ȑNAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

�� ȑNAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

�� ȑNAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

�� ȑNAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

�� ȑNAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

�� ȑNAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Comments: 

SCHEDULE A-1
Investments

Stocks, Bonds, and Other Interests
"<5�����	�� ;�������� 	��/����K����O��%

700
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

CALIFORNIA FORM

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

FAIR MARKET VALUE
 $2,000 - $10,000  $10,001 - $100,000
 $100,001 - $1,000,000  Over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock  Other 

 (Describe)
Partnership  Income Received of $0 - $499

 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

FPPC Form 700 - Schedule A-1 (2020/2021) 
advice@fppc.ca.gov • 866-275-3772 • www.fppc.ca.gov

Investments must be itemized.
��	��	������	���������	��	������	����������

20 20

20 20

20 20

20 20

20 20

20 20

Chattopadhyay, Amitabho

061500103-NFH-0103

Crowdstrike Holdings

Information technology

X

X



  
 
 
                                                                                                                                                               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) 544-5227 
 

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

Application for Boards, Commissions, Committees, & Task Forces 
 

Name of Board/Commission/Committee/Task Force:          

Seat # (see Vacancy Notice for qualifications):           

Full Name:               

     Zip Code:     

  Occupation:        

Work Phone:        Employer:        

Business Address:          Zip Code:     

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. 

Check All That Apply: 

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

18 Years of Age or Older:  Yes   No  

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: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

S.F. Police Commission
3

David Rizk
94102

Attorney
415-517-9044 Fed. Pub. Def. Office

450 Golden Gate Avenue, S.F. 94102
david_rizk@fd.org

See attachment



(7/9/2021)  Page 2 of 2 

 

Business and/or Professional Experience: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Civic Activities: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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

               

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:      Applicant’s Signature (required):        
         (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:      

See attachment

See attachment

12.1.21 David Digitally signed by David 
Date: 2021.12.01 14:36:24 -08'00'



 

 

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: 

I am a San Francisco native and longtime resident of the City, where my family still resides. I 
come from a mixed heritage of Arab, English, and Irish origins. My last name Rizk is an Arab 
name from my father’s side of the family, and I am a third generation American. My great 
grandfather came to the United States and sold pots and pans from house to house. My 
grandfather and my father became doctors, and I was fortunate to follow in their footsteps to 
become a professional serving the public. I now work as a trial attorney in the Federal Public 
Defender’s Office in San Francisco, where I interact daily with a very diverse group of clients, as 
well as their families, friends, and others in the community. I thus have significant experience 
representing and advocating for San Franciscans from nearly all walks of life. The majority of 
my clients are people of color, many of them native San Franciscans, as well as many Spanish-
speakers, some of whom are new to the City. I have also represented many LGBTQ clients, of 
various sexes, sexual orientations, and gender identities. A large fraction of my clients live with 
physical or mental disabilities, so I appreciate the health challenges that many in our City face. It 
is very important to me personally, and of course critical to my role as an attorney, to understand, 
to emphasize, and ultimately to advocate vigorously for people who have a tremendous range of 
experiences and backgrounds. I have represented everyone from young, unhoused immigrants 
from Central America, to lifelong residents of the Fillmore District in their fifties and sixties, to 
Silicon Valley tech workers. I am a proud resident of District 5, where I have many friends and 
connections to the neighborhood, including the Western Addition. 

Business and/or Professional Experience: 

I attach a copy of my resume as a summary of my professional and educational experience, 
which I believe is highly relevant to the Police Commission’s important work. For example, after 
law school I worked at the Electronic Frontier Foundation, a non-profit focused on civil liberties 
advocacy, addressing issues such as privacy, security, and free speech, in the online and digital 
realms. I am thus very familiar with emerging law and policy issues related to policing and new 
technologies. I have also worked for the federal government in several capacities. While in law 
school I worked at the Federal Trade Commission, which enforces consumer protection and 
competition laws, and following law school, I served as a law clerk to two federal judges, 
including Chief United States District Judge Richard Seeborg, who sits in the San Francisco 
courthouse, and Circuit Judge Jacqueline Nguyen of the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. These 
experiences gave me a deep understanding of the law enforcement functions, the courts, and the 
criminal justice system more broadly. I also spent more than five years in private law practice, 
working on a variety of matters including criminal prosecutions, government investigations, and 
civil rights cases. While in private practice, among other things, I wrote an amicus brief 
supporting the Police Commission after it was sued by the S.F. Police Officers’ Association over 
reforms to the use of force policy. Finally, I also have important relevant experience as a federal 
public defender. Of course, I am very familiar with S.F.P.D.’s General Orders and policies, 



 

 

criminal and civil rights law, as well as policing best practices, as a result of my work. I am also 
acutely aware of the impact of policing (good and bad) on our community, due to the shared 
experiences of my clients.  

  

Civic Activities: 

I would highlight two civic activities that have particular relevance to the Police Commission. 
First, while in private practice, I was appointed to the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Police 
Department Citizen Review Board (BPCRB). I represent BART district 8, which encompasses 
most of San Francisco north of Market. Like the Police Commission, the BPCRB hears police 
officer disciplinary cases, conducts public outreach, and reviews and approves department 
policies. The BPCRB was created after the tragic murder of Oscar Grant and it continues to be a 
critical component of civilian oversight over BART police, along with the Office of the 
Independent Auditor. I have been a member of the BPCRB for approximately six years, and have 
served as vice chair and chair of the BPCRB during that time. I am proud to have pushed for 
reforms to the use of force policy there in 2017 that resulted in a decrease of approximately 30% 
in use of force incidents. I also chaired the BPCRB during the George Floyd protests, and have 
pushed for important reforms and data collection regarding racial disparities. I am also proud to 
have developed strong working relationships with the BART Board of Directors, the 
Independent Auditor’s investigators (like the S.F. Department of Police Accountability), the 
command staff, as well as community members and others, to build a stronger and more 
progressive BART police department. If appointed to the Police Commission, I would step down 
from the BPCRB.   

Second, I am also a member of the Board of Directors of the San Francisco Bar Association and 
a longtime member of the Bar’s Criminal Justice Task Force. The Task Force is comprised of 
representatives from all of the local criminal justice partner agencies, judges, law enforcement, 
defense attorneys, as well as community advocates. As a result, I have longstanding relationships 
with leadership in the District Attorney’s Office, the Public Defender’s Office, DPA, the 
Sheriff’s Office, and other key agencies that are impacted by the Police Commission’s work. 
Representing the Task Force, I have personally weighed in on a number of important policing 
issues in the City, such as use of force reforms, bias free policing, body worn cameras, data 
collection, community policing, collective bargaining practices, and S.F.P.D.’s implementation 
of the recommendations made as part of the U.S. Department of Justice’s Collaborative Reform 
Initiative. I have personally been deeply involved in providing the Police Commission, D.P.A., 
and S.F.P.D., with policy and legal counsel on these issues in writing and in phone calls for 
years. Recently, for example, I have advocated for greater transparency in collective bargaining 
and urged detailed changes to the department’s General Order governing search warrants. In 
approximately 2017, I sat on the Police Commission’s Taser’s Working Group on behalf of the 
Bar Association, and shortly thereafter, I was invited to sit on S.F.P.D.’s Executive Working 
Group on the Use of Force on behalf of the Bar Association. As a result of all this work, I have 
spoken with many Police Commissioners over the years concerning a range of topics, and 
attended many Police Commission meetings on Wednesday evenings. I deeply believe this is 



 

 

important work and I hope it is clear from my involvement that I am deeply committed to it. It 
would be a great honor and a pleasure to serve my community as a Police Commissioner, as a 
nominee from the Board of Supervisors.   

 



             DAVID W. RIZK                    
                  

Professional Experience 
Federal Public Defender’s Office                     2018-present 
Assistant Federal Public Defender, Northern District of California, San Francisco & Oakland Divisions. 
Trial attorney representing felony and misdemeanor clients at all stages of proceedings in Magistrate Court, 
District Court, and Court of Appeals; obtained two dismissals, tried one bench trial; two jury trials currently 
set; previously served in the Oakland Division.  
Bar Association of San Francisco                              2017-present 
Director, Board of Directors. Participate in monthly Board meetings; vote on all internal and external 
financial, program, and policy matters; conduct external fundraising; represent the Bar Association publicly.  
Steering Committee Member, Criminal Justice Task Force. Participate in monthly meetings; represent the 
Bar Association as amicus in litigation and before the S.F. Police Commission; coordinate advocacy with 
local criminal justice agencies, and community groups; author op-eds, public letters, and research 
memoranda.  
BART Police Department Citizen Review Board                                                                      2015-present 
Chair & District 8 Representative. Lead monthly open public meetings; review complaints of officer 
misconduct and make disciplinary findings; advise on department policy; conduct community outreach; 
work with the Office of the Independent Police Auditor to ensure effective civilian oversight.  
Keker, Van Nest & Peters LLP                                   2012-2013, 2014-2018 
Associate, Litigation. Litigated civil rights, criminal, habeas, antitrust, and securities matters; take and 
defend depositions, argue motions; litigated two jury trials, and a successful Innocence Project habeas 
evidentiary hearing; obtained settlements in police excessive force cases.   
Chambers of Circuit Judge Jacqueline Nguyen                                 2013-2014  
Law Clerk, United States Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit.  
Chambers of Chief District Judge Richard Seeborg                                           2011-2012  
Law Clerk, United States District Court, Northern District of California.  
Electronic Frontier Foundation                                                                                       Jan.-May 2011  
Legal intern. Provided legal analysis on criminal, privacy, security, surveillance, and IP matters.  
Federal Trade Commission                           June-Aug. 2008  
Charles H. March Fellow for Competition and Consumer Protection Studies, Office of Chairman Jon 
Leibowitz. Assisted the Chairman and attorney advisors on policy and enforcement matters.  

Education 
Stanford Law School                                                                                                             J.D./M.P.P., 2011 
President, American Constitution Society. Senior Articles Editor, Stanford Technology Law Review. 
President, Pro Bono Volunteer Attorney Program, Community Legal Services East Palo Alto. Research 
Assistant. John M. Olin Academic Fellow. 
Harvard College                                                                                                 B.A., magna cum laude, 2006  
Senior Thesis awarded High Honors, English & American Literature and Language. John Harvard and 
Harvard College Scholarships for academic achievement. The Dean’s List. Poetry Editor, The Harvard 
Advocate. Editorials Editor, The Harvard Crimson.  



From: David W. Rizk
To: SFPD, Commission (POL)
Cc: Alan Schlosser; "jtraun@sfbar.org"; Yolanda Jackson (yjackson@sfbar.org)
Subject: Amicus brief in SFPOA v. SF Police Commission, et al.
Date: Friday, February 2, 2018 10:18:54 AM
Attachments: 2018.01.30 App to File Joint Brief.pdf

2018.01.30 Joint Brief.pdf

Dear Commissioners:
 
Please find attached an amicus brief that Alan Schlosser of ACLU and I, on behalf of the Bar
Association, filed earlier this week in support of the Commission in the ongoing litigation with SFPOA
over DGO 5.01.  Have a nice weekend.
 
Regards,
David Rizk
 



















City Hall  •  1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102-4689 • (415) 554-5144 

Fax (415) 554-6255 • TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 • E-mail: Hillary.Ronen@sfgov.org 

 
 

Member, Board of Supervisors 

District 9 

 
      HILLARY RONEN 

 
 
 City and County of San Francisco

November 29, 2021 

 

Rules Committee, Board of Supervisors 

 

Dear Chair Peskin, Committee members Mandelman and Chan: 

 
I am pleased to write this letter in support of Jesus Yanez’s application for a seat on the Police 

Commission.  

 

Jesus Yanez has been serving the local community in District 9 for close to 20 years and has worked 

with numerous community-based organizations focusing on the enrichment of our youth and violence 

prevention. Jesus was the Program Director for Instituto de La Raza, La Cultura Cura, where he hired and 

trained mental health specialists, clinical case managers, and peer advocates to serve in their client-centered 

strengths-based harm-reduction program. This program utilizes evidence-based treatment, holistic healing 

interventions, and culturally congruent practices designed to address basic needs and provide support in 

partnership with social service providers including the San Francisco Unified School District, the San 

Francisco City & County Juvenile and Adult Probation Departments, and the San Francisco Department of 

Public Health. Jesus is currently working on the "Vision Zero: LatinX Safety Plan” as a consultant for the 

Mission Language and Vocational School, IFR, and in partnership with the Mission Peace Collaborative.  

 

Jesus Yanez has served as a member of the Community Assessment and Referral Center, Community 

Response Network (CRN) Care Development Committee, and A Roadmap to Peace (RTP) Initiative 

Steering Committee. As an advisory board member for the Community Assessment and Referral 

Center, Jesus partnered with the San Francisco Public Defenders, the District Attorney, and the Police 

Department to craft language access and developmentally appropriate protocols for detaining and 

booking juveniles under the Police Department’s General Orders.  

 

During his time on the CRN Care Development Committee, Jesus contributed to the creation of a best 

practices manual “Working Towards Peace and Healing in our Community.” for violence prevention 

service providers working with systems-involved street affiliated youth. As a result of its positive 

impact, the CRN program model was replicated by the City and County of San Francisco in 2012 as 

part of the Mayor's Office of Violence Prevention Services.  

 

Jesus has been developing a collaboration of cross-sector agencies in the workforce development and 

social services fields to work with criminal justice involved youth and young adults utilizing evidence-

based and community best practices grounded in culturally congruent wrap-around service 

interventions during his time with the RTP Initiative Steering Committee. This RTP initiative was 

awarded a contract from the SF Department of Children, Youth & Their Families and a Google 

Challenge grant and publicly endorsed by the Mayor’s Office.  

 

For decades, Jesus Yanez has advocated for best practice interventions to address the systemic issues 

that contribute to disproportionate minority confinement and has applied community-driven restorative 

justice solutions in partnership with institutional stakeholders to help keep our neighborhoods safe. His 

mailto:Hillary.Ronen@sfgov.org


City Hall  •  1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102-4689 • (415) 554-5144 

Fax (415) 554-6255 • TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 • E-mail: Hillary.Ronen@sfgov.org 

admirable work and experience would bring a unique and vital perspective to the Police Commission, 

and I believe he would be a great addition.   

 

Thank you for your consideration.  

 

Sincerely, 
 

Hillary Ronen, District 9 Supervisor  

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

 

cc: Victor Young, Clerk, Rules Committee 

mailto:Hillary.Ronen@sfgov.org
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Name of Board, Commission, Committee, or Task Force:  

Seat # ( ): District:

Name:

Zip: 

pation: 

Work Phone:   Employer:  

Business Address: Zip: 

Business E-Mail:   Home E-Mail:

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.101(a)(2), Boards and Commissions established by 
the Charter must consist of the City and County of San Francisco

.  For certain bodies, the Board of Supervisors can 
waive the residency requirement. 

Check All That Apply: 

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

:  Yes  No

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

Education:

Police Commission
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Stephen Schwartz
F, CA 9413

Human Rights Investug
Center for Islamic Plura

1288 Columbus Ave, #323 94133

✔

✔

Intersex/Transgender female, North Beach resident since 1952, Sephardic Jewish, 72 years old, 
bilingual,bisexual, service disability 25%.



Business and/or professional experience: 

Civic Activities: 

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

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

Date:______________Applicant’s Signature: (required)  ______________________________
(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 Seat was Vacated: _________________ 

✔

6/19/2021 Stephen Schwartz

College student,1963-1989. Literary translator, 1965-present. Bookseller, 1967-present. U.S. Merchant Marine, 
1972-present. Railroad worker,  1973-81. Staff Writer, CITY magazine (Coppola), 1975. PACIFIC SHIPPER weekly, 
1981-84. Historian, Sailors' Union of the Pacific, 1984-87. Writer/Editor, Institute for Contemporary Studies, 1981-92. 
Staff Writer, SAN FRANCISCO CHRONICLE, 1989-99. International  Crisis Group, 1999-2000. U.S. State 
Department, 2000-02. Institutional Historian, National Endowment for the Arts, 2002-04. Executive Director, Center for
Islamic Pluralism, 2004-present.

California Agricultural Workers Union, volunteer, 1964. Sailors Union of the Pacific, 
1972-present. Transportation Communications Union,1977-81. Navy League of the U.S., 
1984-present. Bay Media Workers Guild, 1989-99. Muslim Brotherhood, 1999-present,
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POLICE COMMISSION

Date Established: December 5, 2003

Authority:

Charter, Sections 4.109 and 4.127 (Proposition H, November 4, 2003)

Board Qualifications:

The Police Commission shall consist of seven (7) members:

> Three (3) members shall be nominated by the Rules Committee of the Board of Supervisors; 

and

> 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.  

Contact and Address:

Rachael  Kilshaw Inspector

Police Commission

1245 3rd Street, 6th Floor

San Francisco, CA   94158

Phone: (415) 837-7070

Fax: (415) 575-6083

Email: sfpd.commission@sfgov.org
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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 OCC investigates 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.

Reports:  None

Sunset Date:  None
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Executive Summary 

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

The 2019 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards includes more policy bodies such as task forces, 
committees, and advisory bodies, than previous analyses, which were limited to Commissions and 
Boards. Data was collected from 84 policy bodies and from a total of 741 members mostly appointed by 
the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. These policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the 
San Francisco Office of the City Attorney.1 The first category, referred to as “Commissions and Boards,” 
are policy bodies with decision-making authority and whose members are required to submit financial 
disclosures to the Ethics Commission. The second category, referred to as “Advisory Bodies,” are policy 
bodies with advisory function whose members do not submit financial disclosures to the Ethics 
Commission. This report examines policy bodies and appointees both comprehensively as a whole and 
separately by the two categories. 

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

Key Findings 

Gender 

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

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

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

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

10-Year Comparison of Representation
of Women on Policy Bodies

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

Race and Ethnicity                                                                                                                                 
                                                                                                                                     

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

➢ While the overall representation of 
people of color has increased between 
2009 and 2019, as the Department 
collected data on more appointees, the 
representation of people of color has 
decreased over the last few years. The 
percentage of appointees of color decreased  
from 53% in 2017 to 49% in 2019.  

➢ As found in previous reports, Latinx and Asian groups are underrepresented on San Francisco 
policy bodies compared to the population. Latinx individuals are 14% of the population but 
make up only 8% of appointees. Asian individuals are 31% of the population but make up only 
18% of appointees.  

 
Race and Ethnicity by Gender  
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Source: 
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Additional Demographics 

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

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

➢ Out of the 67% of appointees who responded to the question on veteran status, 7% have served
in the military compared to 3% of the San Francisco population.

Proxies for Influence: Budget & Authority 

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

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

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

Appointing Authorities 

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

Women 
People 
of Color 

Women 
of Color 

LGBTQ 
Disability 

Status 
Veteran 
Status 

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

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

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

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

Commissions and Boards 48% 52% 30% 

Advisory Bodies 54% 49% 28% 

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

Demographics of Appointees Compared to the San Francisco Population 
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I. Introduction

Inspired by the 4th UN World Conference on Women in Beijing, San Francisco became the first city in 
the world to adopt a local ordinance reflecting the principles of the U.N. Convention on the Elimination 
of All Forms of Discrimination (CEDAW), an international bill of rights for women. The CEDAW Ordinance 
was passed unanimously by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and signed into law by Mayor Willie 
L. Brown, Jr. on April 13, 1998.2 In 2002, the CEDAW Ordinance was revised to address the intersection
of race and gender and incorporate reference to the UN Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of
Race Discrimination. The Ordinance requires City Government to take proactive steps to ensure gender
equity and specifies “gender analysis” as a preventive tool to identify and address discrimination. Since
1998, the Department on the Status of Women has employed this tool to analyze the operations of 10
City Departments using a gender lens.

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

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

population,

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

of these candidates, and

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

Commissions and Boards every 2 years.

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

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

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

 

Figure 1: Summary Data of Policy Body Demographics, 2019 

Appointee Demographics Percentage of Appointees 

Women (n=741) 51% 

People of Color (n=706)  50% 

Women of Color (n=706) 28% 

LGBTQ Identified (n=548) 19% 

People with Disabilities (n=516) 11% 

Veteran Status (n=494) 7% 
  
 

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

 
A. Gender 

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

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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Figures 3 and 4 analyze Commissions and Boards. Figure 3 showcases the five Commissions and Boards 
with the highest representation of women appointees as compared to 2015 and 2013. The Children and 
Families (First Five) Commission and the Commission on the Status of Women are currently comprised 
of all women appointees. This finding has been consistent for the Commission on the Status of Women 
in 2015 and 2017. While the Ethics Commission has 100% women appointees, much more than 2015 
and 2017, its small size of five appointees means that minimal changes in its demographic composition 
greatly impacts percentages. This is also the case for other policy bodies with a small number of 
members. The Library Commission and the Commission on the Environment are fourth and fifth on the 
list at 71% and 67% women, respectively, with long standing female majorities on each.   
 

 
Out of the Commissions and Boards in this section, 23 have 40% or less women. The five Commissions 
and Boards with the lowest representation of women are displayed in Figure 4. The lowest  
percentage is found on the Board of Examiners where currently none of the 13 appointees are women. 
Unfortunately, demographic data is unavailable for the Board of Examiners for 2017 and 2015. Next is 
the Building Inspection Commission at 14%, which is a decrease of female representation compared to 
2017 and 2015. The Oversight Board of Community Investment and Infrastructure, Fire Commission, and 
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force also have some of the lowest percentages of women at 17%, 20%, and 
27%, respectively. Unfortunately, the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force did not participate in previous 
analyses and therefore demographics data is unavailable for 2017 and 2015.  
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80%

33%
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Commission on the Status of Women (n=7)

Children and Families (First 5) Commission (n=8)
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

Figure 3: Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentages of Women, 2019 Compared to 2017, 2015 
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In addition to Commissions and Boards, Advisory Bodies were examined for the highest and lowest 
percentages of women. This is the first year such bodies have been included, thus comparison to 
previous years is unavailable. Figure 9 below displays the five Advisory Bodies with the highest and the 
five with the lowest representations of women. The Workforce Community Advisory Committees has 
the greatest representation of women at 100%, followed by the Office of Early Care and Education 
Citizen’s Advisory Committee at 89%. The Advisory Bodies with the lowest percentage of women are the 
Urban Forestry Council at 8% of the 13-member body and the Abatement Appeals Board at 14% of the 
7-member body.

Figure 5: Advisory Bodies with the Highest and Lowest Percentage of Women, 2019 
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

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

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

The racial and ethnic breakdown of policy body members compared to the San Francisco population is 
shown in Figure 7. This analysis reveals underrepresentation and overrepresentation in San Francisco 
policy bodies for certain racial and ethnic groups. Half of all appointees are white, an overrepresentation 
by more than 10 percentage points. The Black and African American community is well represented on 
appointed policy bodies at 14% compared to 5% of the population of San Francisco. Characterizing this 
as an overrepresentation is inaccurate given the representation of Black or African American people on 
policy bodies has been consistent over the years while the San Francisco population has declined over 
the same period.3 Furthermore, the most recent nationwide estimate for the Black or African American 
population is 13%, which is nearly equal to the 14% of Black or African American appointees present on 
San Francisco policy bodies.4 

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

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

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis.
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Figure 6: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of People of Color on Policy Bodies 
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Americans and Alaska Natives in San Francisco of 0.4%, none of the surveyed appointees identified 
themselves as such.  

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

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 Compared to 
2017, 2015 



  
 

13 
 

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

 
 
 
In addition to Commissions and Boards, Advisory Bodies were examined for the highest and lowest 
percentages of people of color. This is the first year such bodies have been included, thus comparison to 
previous years is unavailable. All members of the Workforce Community Advisory Committee are people 
of color. People of color comprise 80% of the Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee, and 
75% of appointees on the Children, Youth and Their Families Oversight and Advisory Committee, the 
Golden Gate Park Concourse Authority, and the Local Homeless Coordinating Board. Out of the five 
Advisory Bodies with the lowest representation of people of color, the Ballot Simplification Committee 
and the Mayor’s Disability Council have 25% appointees of color, and the Abatement Appeals Board has 
14% appointees of color. The Urban Forestry and the Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee have no 
people of color currently serving. 
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C. Race and Ethnicity by Gender 
 
White men and women are overrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies, while Asian and Latinx men 
and women are underrepresented. While women of color continue to be underrepresented at 28% 
compared to the San Francisco population of 32%, this is a slight increase from 2017 which showed 27% 
women of color. Meanwhile, men of color are 21% of appointees compared to 31% of the San Francisco 
population. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

(N=706) 

Figure 10: Advisory Bodies with the Highest and Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 
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Figure 11: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women of Color on Policy 
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Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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The following figures present the breakdown for appointees and the San Francisco population by race 
and ethnicity and gender. White men and women are overrepresented, holding 27% and 23% of 
appointments, respectively, compared to 20% and 17% of the population, respectively. Asian men and 
women are both greatly underrepresented with Asian women making up 11% of appointees compared 
to 17% of the population while Asian men comprise 7% of appointees and 15% of the population. Latinx 
men and women are also underrepresented, particularly Latinx women, who are 3% of appointees and 
7% of the population, while Latinx men are 5% of appointees and 7% of the population. Black or African 
American men and women are well-represented with Black women comprising 9% of appointees and 
Black men comprising 5% of appointees. Pacific Islander men and women, and multiethnic women also 
exceed parity with the population. Although Native American men and women make up only 0.4% of 
San Francisco’s population, none of the surveyed appointees identified themselves as such.   
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Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

 
 

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

All Appointees (N=706) 

Figure 13: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2019 
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D. LGBTQ Identity

Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) identity data was collected from 
548, or 75%, of the 741 surveyed appointees, which is much more data on LGBTQ identity compared to 
previous reports. Due to limited and outdated information on the population of the LGBTQ community 
in San Francisco, it is difficult to adequately assess the representation of the LGBTQ community. 
However, compared to available San Francisco, larger Bay Area, and national data, the LGBTQ 
community is well represented on San Francisco policy bodies. Recent research estimates the national 
LGBT population is 4.5%.5 The LGBT population of the San Francisco and greater Bay Area is estimated to 
rank the highest of U.S. cities at 6.2%,6 while a 2006 survey found that 15.4% of adults in San Francisco 
identify as LGBT7.  

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

E. Disability Status

Overall, 12% of adults in San Francisco have one or more disabilities, and when broken down by gender, 
6.2% are women and 5.7% are men. Disability data for transgender and gender non-conforming 
individuals in San Francisco is currently unavailable. Data on disability was obtained from 516, or 70%, of 
the 714 appointees who participated in the survey. Of the 516 appointees, 11.2% reported to have one 

5 Frank Newport, “In U.S., Estimate of LGBT Population Rises to 4.5%,” GALLUP (May 22, 2018)  
https://news.gallup.com/poll/234863/estimate-lgbt-population-rises.aspx. 
6 Gary J. Gates and Frank Newport, “San Francisco Metro Area Ranks Highest in LBGT Percentage,” GALLUP (March 
20, 2015) https://news.gallup.com/poll/182051/san-francisco-metro-area-ranks-highest-lgbt-
percentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20Issues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign=tiles.  
7 Gary J. Gates, “Same Sex Couples and the Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual Population: New Estimates from the American 
Community Survey,” The Williams Institute on Sexual Orientation Law and Public Policy, UCLA School of Law (2006). 

19%

81%

LGBTQ
Straight/Heterosexual

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

48%

23%

17%

7%
5%

1%

Gay Lesbian Bisexual
Queer Transgender Questioning

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

(N=548) (N=104) 

https://news.gallup.com/poll/234863/estimate-lgbt-population-rises.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/182051/san-francisco-metro-area-ranks-highest-lgbt-percentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20Issues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign=tiles
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or more disabilities, which is near parity with the San Francisco population. Of the 11.2% appointees 
with one or more disabilities, 6.8% are women, 3.9% are men, 0.4% are trans women, and 0.2% are 
trans men.  

 

 

F. Veteran Status

Overall, 3.2% of the adult population in San Francisco has served in the military. There is a considerable 
difference by gender, as male veterans are 3% and female veterans are 0.2% of the population. Data on 
veteran status was obtained from 494, or 67%, of appointees who participated in the survey. Of the 494 
appointees who responded to this question, 7.1% have served in the military. Like the San Francisco 
population, there is a large difference by gender, as men comprise 5.7% and women make up only 1.2% 
of the total number of veteran appointees. Of participating appointees, 0.2% of veterans are trans 
women. Veteran status data on transgender and gender non-conforming individuals in San Francisco is 
currently unavailable.  
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Figure 16: San Francisco Adult Population with 
a Disability by Gender, 2017 

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

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

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

Figure 20: Percent of Women, Women of Color, and People of Color on Commissions and Boards 
with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2018-2019 
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Figure 21: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets, 2019 

Body FY18-19 Budget 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
seats 

Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

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

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

MTA Board of Directors and Parking 
Authority Commission 

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

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

Commission on Community Investment  
and Infrastructure 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Body FY18-19 Budget 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
Seats 

Women 
Women 
of color 

People 
of Color 

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

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

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

Human Rights Commission $4,299,600 12 10 50% 50% 70% 

Small Business Commission $2,242,007 7 7 43% 29% 43% 

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

Board of Appeals $1,072,300 5 5 40% 20% 40% 

Entertainment Commission $1,003,898 7 7 29% 14% 57% 

Assessment Appeals Board No.1, 2, & 3 $663,423 24 18 39% 22% 44% 

Youth Commission $305,711 17 16 56% 44% 75% 

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

 
 

H. Comparison of Advisory Body and Commission and Board Demographics 
 

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

 
 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

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

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

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

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

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

 
When appointee demographics are analyzed by gender and race, women of color continue to be 
underrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies compared to the San Francisco population. Most 
notably underrepresented are Asian women who make up 17% of the population but only 11% of 
appointees, and Latinx women who make up 7% of the population but only 3% of appointees. 
Additionally, men of color are underrepresented relative to their San Francisco population, primarily 
Asian and Latinx men. 
 
Furthermore, when analyzing the demographic composition of larger and smaller budgeted 
Commissions and Boards, women are underrepresented on those with the largest budgets, and 
overrepresented or reach parity with the population on smaller budgeted Commissions and Boards. 
These two trends are amplified for women of color appointees. Women comprise 41% of total 
appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, which is 8 percentage points below the population, 
and women of color comprise 23% of total appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, 9 
percentage points below their San Francisco population. Comparatively, women are 52% of total 
appointees on the smallest budgeted policy bodies, and women of color are 32% of appointees, which is 
equal to the San Francisco population. However, the issue of largest and smallest budgeted policy 
bodies does not seem to impact the representation of people of color. People of color make up 55% of 
appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies and 54% of appointees on the smallest budgeted 
policy bodies compared to 50% of total appointees. Nonetheless, these percentages still fall below the 
San Francisco population of people of color at 62%.  
 
In addition to using budget size as a proxy for influence, this report analyzed demographic 
characteristics of appointees on Commissions and Boards who file disclosures of economic interest and 
have decision-making authority, and appointees on Advisory Bodies who do not file economic interest 
disclosures. Over half (54%) of appointees on Advisory Bodies are women, while 48% of appointees on 
Commissions and Boards are women. Although 48% is only slightly below the San Francisco population 
of women, women comprise a decently higher percentage of appointees on Advisory Bodies compared 
to Commissions and Boards.   
 
This year’s report features more data on LGBTQ identity, veteran status, and disability than previous 
gender analyses. The 2019 Gender Analysis found a relatively high representation of LGBTQ individuals 
on San Francisco policy bodies. For the appointees that provided LGBTQ identity information, 19% 
identify as LGBTQ with the largest subset being gay men at 48%. It is recommended for future gender 
analyses to collect LGBTQ data by race and gender to provide additional intersectional analysis. The 
representation of appointees with disabilities is 11%, just below the 12% population. Veterans are highly 
represented on San Francisco policy bodies at 7% compared to the veteran population of 3%.   
 
Additionally, this report evaluates and compares the representation of women, women of color, and 
people of color appointees by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of all approving 
authorities combined. Mayoral appointees include 55% women, 30% women of color, and 52% people 
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of color, which overall is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Supervisorial appointees 
and total appointees.  
 
This report is intended to advise the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and other appointing authorities, as 
they select appointments for policy bodies of the City and County of San Francisco. In spirit of the 2008 
City Charter Amendment that establishes this biennial Gender Analysis report requirement and the 
importance of diversity on San Francisco policy bodies, efforts to address gaps in diversity and inclusion 
should remain at the forefront when making appointments in order to accurately reflect the population 
of San Francisco.  
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IV. Methodology and Limitations 
 
This report focuses on City and County of San Francisco Commissions, Boards, Task Forces, Councils, and  
Committees that have the majority of members appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors and 
that have jurisdiction limited to the City. The gender analysis reflects data from the policy bodies that 
provided information to the Department on the Status of Women through digital and paper survey.   
 
Data was requested from 90 policy bodies and acquired from 84 different policy bodies and a total of 
741 appointees. A Commissioner or Board member’s gender identity, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, 
disability status, and veteran status were among data elements collected on a voluntary basis. Data on 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, or questioning (LGBTQ) identity, disability, and veteran status 
of appointees were incomplete or unavailable for some appointees but are included to the extent 
possible. As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface patterns of underrepresentation, 
every attempt has been made to reflect accurate and complete information in this report. Data for some 
policy bodies was incomplete, and all appointees who responded were included in the total 
demographic categories. Only policy bodies with full data on gender and race for all appointees were 
included in sections comparing demographics of individual bodies. It should be noted that for policy 
bodies with a small number of members, the change of a single individual greatly impacts the 
percentages of demographic categories. As such, these percentages should be interpreted with this in 
mind.  
 
The surveyed policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the San Francisco Office of the City 
Attorney document entitled List of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, 
Ordinance, or Statute.8 This document separates San Francisco policy bodies into two different 
categories. The first category includes Commissions and Boards with decision-making authority and 
whose members are required to submit financial disclosures with the Ethics Commission, and the 
second category encompasses Advisory Bodies whose members do not submit financial disclosures with 
the Ethics Commission. Depending on the analysis criteria in each section of this report, the surveyed 
policy bodies and appointees are either examined comprehensively as a whole or examined separately 
in the two categories designated by the Office of the City Attorney. 
 
Data from the U.S. Census 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates provides a 
comparison to the San Francisco population. Figures 26 and 27 in the Appendix display these population 
estimates by race/ethnicity and gender.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

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

Policy Body 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
Seats 

FY18-19 Budget Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Children, Youth, and Their Families Oversight and 
Advisory Committee 

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

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

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

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

Commission on Community Investment  
and Infrastructure 

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

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

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

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

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

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee  19 13 $0 38% 40% 44% 

Elections Commission 7 7 $15,238,360 57% 25% 29% 

Entertainment Commission 7 7 $1,003,898 29% 50% 57% 

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

Film Commission 11 11 $0 55% 67% 50% 

Fire Commission 5 5 $400,721,970 20% 100% 40% 

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

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

Filled 
Seats 

FY18-19 Budget Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Immigrant Rights Commission 15 13 $0 54% 86% 85% 

In-Home Supportive Services Public Authority 13 9 $70,729,667 44% 50% 56% 

Juvenile Probation Commission 7 6 $48,824,199 33% 100% 100% 

Library Commission 7 7 $160,000,000 71% 40% 57% 

Local Homeless Coordinating Board  9 9 $40,000,000 56% 60% 75% 

Mayor's Disability Council 11 8 $0 75% 17% 25% 

Mental Health Board 17 15 $184,962 73% 64% 73% 

MTA Board of Directors and Parking Authority 
Commission 

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

Office of Early Care and Education Citizens' Advisory 
Committee  

9 9 $0 89% 50% 56% 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Filled 
Seats 

FY18-19 Budget Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Citizens Advisory 
Board  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Race/Ethnicity Total 
 Estimate Percent 

San Francisco County California 864,263 - 

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 353,000 38% 

Asian 295,347 31% 

Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 14% 

Some other Race 64,800 7% 

Black or African American 45,654 5% 

Two or More Races 43,664 5% 

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 0.3% 

Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 0.4% 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2019. 

 

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

 
 
 
 

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

 
Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
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